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ABSTRACT 

To the visitor. Istanbul, Turkey is flush with food. But food supply and access to 

food can be unrelated. Socioeconomic, demographic and development data suggest food 

security problems for a significant portion of the population. 

After World War II, migrants to Istanbul from Anatolia who built house gardens 

within their original squatter settlements (gecekondtis) have sold their lands or turned them 

into apartments. Similarly, only fragments of the traditional network of commercial, intensive 

urban gardens {bostons) in Istanbul remain. In addition, the expanding system of European 

style supermarkets and commercial production in the global marketplace are changing the 

traditional urban food networks built around such institutions as the neighborhood bazaar. 

To begin to understand the shifting components of Istanbul's food system, information 

from numerous sources was gathered and analyzed. The main field data of my research are 

interviews with Istanbul famiers and residents; interviews with government ofiBcials, 

academics, and professionals; ofiBcial and unofiBcial statistics from governments and 

associations; and surveys. Supplementary information is from Turidsh newsps^ier sources, 

library materials, and various books and maps. 

Through kinship relations, labor mobility, the availability of formal and informal 

economic and transportation networks and the persistence of small, family farms 

nationwide, food security in Istanbul is supported by food individually and communally 

transferred from the countryside. Subsistence agricultural production across rural Turkey 

appears to play a vital role in feeding the urban population through informal food 



15 

delivery and distribution channels. Thus, despite reductions in rural populations and 

appearances that rural and agricultural communities are declining, their productivity may 

be as important as ever. 

With their emphases on resource use, adaptation, consideration of multiple scales, and 

the exercise of local agency within structures of power and wealth, political and cultural 

ecology provide perspectives from which to meaningfully analyze food security needs and 

practices in Istanbul. Such a framework is enhanced by contributions from research in food 

systems and food security. Time centered tactics, exchange entitlements and food 

accessibility within the city cannot be understood apart from its relationship to the 

countryside. 
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CHAPTER I 

FOOD SECURITY AND ISTANBUL 

Introduction 

In the center of Bakirkdy, one of the multitude of historical villages that 
make up today's Istanbul, and now one of its most desirable "suburban" districts, 
is a mall as sophisticated as any in Europe. In its basement is the Begendik 
grocery store, well-stocked with processed foods from Europe and fresh foods 
from Anatolia.' Begendik's layout is orderly, spacious, and compartmentalized 
much as any new grocery store in the United States. It has its own bakery, 
serving fine breads and pastry, a deli with imported cheeses, meats and ready-to-
serve salads, a butcher shop with fresh poultry and beef products, and a produce 
section with attendants to weigh and price. The limited selection of boxed cereals, 
pet products and coffees are offset by the multiple options of teas, yogurts and 
100% fhiit juices. The space is tidy and the environment is carefully controlled, 
enhanced by recorded music. Products are clearly priced and neatly packaged, 
arranged in aisles and easily gathered in shopping carts. The clientele, many of 
whom are male, present a calm, affluent exterior. The employees are young and 
mostly female. The final purchase is efficiently economic - queuing, no chit
chat, electronic registers, credit cards are accepted. There is no need even to 
know Turkish, just an ability to read brand names and prices. Begendik is a 
pleasant place to shop. And convenient - underground parking avoids the need to 
negotiate street-level crowds and parking difficulties. 

Toward Istanbul, along the E-5 highway at Merter, only a few kilometers 
from Begendik, is another similar grocery- store, Migros, part of Istanbul's largest 
chain of supermarkets. The Migros chain, growing from Swiss origins, is part of 
a conglomerate owned by one of Turkey's two wealthiest - and the world's 50 
wealthiest - people. While Bakirkdy's Begendik is quite accessible by foot and 
public transportation, the Migros in Merter is bounded by the Metro and the E-5 
on two of its sides and most accessible by car. Facing the E-5 highway, in the 
spring of 1998, a series of simple advertising signs proclaimed to passing 
motorists: honest salespeople, quality products, modem, reliable/safe. Identical 

' Begendik literally translates as "we liked/admired/chose/approved oCprefered (it)." 
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messages are flashed on Migros's website. Since 1997, Istanbul residents have 
been able to shop for groceries at Migros through the internet. With a minimum 
purchase of TL 10,000,000, Internet-ordered groceries are delivered free of 
charge (this was approximately $25 in the summer of 1998 - see Appendix 1 for 
monthly exchange rates). 

In between these two grocery stores, in the depression of an abandoned 
Bakirkoy quarry, is one of Istanbul's largest weekly, neighborhood markets. 
Every Saturday, hundreds of merchants and thousands of customers converge on 
the paved site. Similarly, all across Istanbul, on any given day of the week, around 
50 intense commercial centers spring to life for a day, and just as quickly 
disappear. In the course of an Istanbul week, there are nearly 350 such 
neighborhood bazaars, each identified by the day on which it is held and the 
neighborhood in which it takes place. A few, like the one in middle-class 
Bakirkoy, have their own dedicated bazaar site. Until just a couple of years ago, 
the Bakirkoy Saturday bazaar was like most — set up on commercial and 
residential city streets, disrupting the otherwise daily flow of traffic. 

A mix of fresh produce and mildly processed foods (e.g., cheeses, olives, 
flour products), spices, clothes and household items are sold in Istanbul's 
crowded and noisy semt pazars (neighborhood bazaars). Packaging is minimal 
and labels are few - each negotiated purchase comes in a plastic bag or wrapped 
in newspaper. There are no shopping carts, but hamallar (porters) will follow you 
through bazaar and carry your purchases on their backs in trash-can size baskets 
woven of strips of chestnut. Though posted, prices change over the course of the 
day and the quality of the product, and are often subject to negotiation. The 
shoppers are predominately women; with rare exception, the pazarcis (those 
working in the bazaar) are male - and mostly Kurdish. Economic transactions are 
social interactions. Thus, not speaking Turkish can make shopping in the semt 
pazar difRcult. Even knowing Turkish, it can still be strenuous, with the wind, 
cold, dust, jostling crowds, cash only and requisite active participation. 

Once a year in the derelict spaces next to the Bakirkoy bazaar site, a large 
livestock market is temporarily erected. This is one of many such livestock 
markets to which shepherds and merchants bring livestock to Istanbul from 
throughout Turkey for Kurban Bayram, the Islamic festival of sacrifice. The 
municipality sets up a temporary slaughtering floor adjacent to the Bakirkoy 
market and other select sites throughout Istanbul to assist people with their 
sacrifice and butchering. Hundreds of thousands of sheep and cattle are bought 
and sacrificed armually in Istanbul over the course of a week. 

On the opposite, Western, side of Bakirkoy is Atakoy, a massive, upper 
middle class housing project, of twenty or thirty story apartment buildings. 
Arranged neatly, block upon block, and with only a limited number of formal 
food outlets, transportation to and within Atakoy is dependent upon the car. 
Observed from the outside, street and neighborhood life in Atakoy is as sterile and 
static as social relations around the bazaar are chaotic and dynamic. Between 
Atakoy and Istanbul's International Airport, lies a degraded expanse of rubble 
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state land that had once been a meadow with a creek running through it. The creek 
is now a paved sewage channel. Over the course of the last 10-15 years, a 
communit)' of migrants from the Turkish province of Kastamonu, specifically 
from the sub-region of Cide, have incrementally been converting portions of this 
area into commercial market gardens. Most of the produce grown in the market 
gardens is sold by the Cideli's from hand carts on neighborhood streets or around 
neighborhood bazaars. Some is sold to other seyyar saticis (itinerant, pushcart 
vendors) and, in the exceptional case when there is surplus, to middlemen at 
Istanbul's Fruit and Vegetable Wholesale Market. Occasionally, residents from 
Atakdy and area greengrocers stop buy some produce directly, but the Cideli's are 
neither allowed to sell in Atakoy (despite an affluent and certainly willing market) 
nor even push their vegetable-laden handcarts through it. If caught, their carts are 
destroyed, so they search for markets elsewhere, and are forced to walk many 
additional kilometers around Atakoy to markets in other parts of Bakirkoy. 

Hipermarkets (big supermarkets), bazaars and gardens are only three 
components of Istanbul's complex and dynamic food system. The challenge of 
new food distribution systems - based on Western capitalist approaches to 
economics, marketing/advertising and efficiency - to a centuries old cultural 
institution symbolizes the tensions between traditional and modem, formal and 
informal. East and West, economic and social development, lower and 
middle/upper classes, and urban and rural spaces. The tensions that arise from 
these differences take on important, sometimes unique — and certainly fascinating 
dimensions - in Turkey, which geographically and culturally straddles the border 
between Europe and Asia - and the First and the Third worlds. In the same way, 
the city of Istanbul itself struggles across this line. 

Despite the profound and far-reaching impact of cities on the world's natural 

resources, little attention has been given to sustainable development in urban areas 

{Environment and Urbanization 1992). With nearly half of the world's inhabitants, and 

as centers of production and consumption, cities are crucial to the world socioeconomic 

order (Smit and Nasr 1992; Elkin and MacLaren 1991). Global and regional 

sustainability are contingent upon the sustainability of cities (and vice versa), and some 



argue that environmentally sound societies should even encourage the sustainable growth 

of urban centers (Lewis 1992). 

A critical determinant of urban sustainability is food supply (White and Whimey 

1992). As in other Middle Eastern cities (Bonine 1997a), food insecurity is a growing 

problem in Istanbul and presents a major obstacle to urban sustainability. Thus, it is 

necessary to understand the impact and implications of Istanbul's rapid growth on its 

food systems and seciuity and how urban groups pursue urban agriculture and other 

adaptive practices to meet urban food security needs. This study attempts to shed light on 

processes of urban food access, distribution, and availability in a society that is in the 

midst of rapid economic and sociocultural transformation. Specifically, it examines the 

impacts of this transformation on urban food security, the urban food system and the 

response of individuals and groups to the changes they experience. 

This research characterizes and evaluates the role of food systems in Istanbul's 

growth. It addresses a significant dilemma of sustainability - whether food security 

should be based on trade and the concept of comparative advantage or based on local 

self-sufficiency. Wilbanks points out that the "complex flows within and between places" 

make it "futile to endeavor to sustain by isolating; the path to sustainability lies in 

assuring that diverse flows contribute to the pursuit of such goals as environmental 

management, economic progress, and participative decisionmaking" (1994:550). Should 

sustainability be promoted on the basis of economic efficiency or promoted on 

environmental and employment grounds (White and Whitney 1992)? Given the 



numerous scales at which urban food needs occur and can be met, urban sustainability 

inevitably combines benefits of both. 

While this study makes a contribution to discussions of sustainability, urban 

sustainability per se is not its focus. That is, it neither investigates nor suggests what 

makes cities environmentally sustainable. In fact, especially in isolation, urban areas are 

not sustainable. My emphasis is on the sustainability of urban livelihoods and food 

security systems. From Buttimer, the term sustainable development usually "implies the 

challenge of reconciling economic growth with ecological integrity fi-om local to global 

scales" (1998; 13). To this she adds social vitality - comprised of equality of 

opportunity, democratic participation in decisionmaking, and social justice. Issues of 

food security and sustainable livelihoods fall within the category of social vitality, which 

in turn is critical to sustainable development. Though most applications are to rural and 

agricultural livelihoods, the approach is as relevant in urban settings. Batterbury and 

Forsyth explain that the sustainable livelihoods approach "focuses on the ability of rural 

people to discover, formulate, and carry out adaptive strategies and processes;" it 

"acknowledges that such people usually do take measures to protect their resources and 

avoid poverty or marginalization when they have the necessary local institutional support 

and expertise" (1999:28). As my study shows, this approach is equally meaningfiil to 

urban settings, systems, populations and livelihoods. The emphasis is on sustaining the 

systems and opportunities by which people attain food security. 

Broadly, my starting hypothesis is that urban agriculture plays an important role 

in the sustainability of Istanbul. Specifically, how patterns of urban food production and 
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consumption change relative to urban growth is a critical component of understanding 

urban sustainability. As land uses change, intraurban food production and supply 

linkages are altered, reflecting opportunities and constraints for urban populations and 

groups. I also expect that urban food security strategies and tactics in Istanbul are 

differentiated by cultural, socioeconomic and spatial characteristics such as income, 

migratory origins, relative location, access to space and markets, land tenure, and local 

regulations. These differences are reflected in household consumption patterns and how 

food security is incorporated into household decision-making. 

Urban agriculture provides a far greater source of food than generally 

acknowledged (Smit, Ratta and Nasr 1996). Informally, people in cities throughout the 

developing world raise produce (both crops and livestock) in house gardens, on rooftops, 

along roadways and canals, and in other vacant spaces. Commercially and 

noncommercially, intensive land use practices and technologies (e.g., greenhouses) can 

provide resource efficient opportunities for agricultural production. Agriculture in 

peri urban regions - those regions where socioeconomic activities are directly affected by 

the presence and expansion of the city (OECD 1979) - is also a critical component of 

urban food systems. These vibrant and irjiovative regions contain up to a quarter of a 

country's agriculturally productive lands and significantly help meet urban food and 

employment needs (Bryant and Johnson 1992; Guberman 1995; Heimlich 1989; OECD 

1979). The urban agricultural set of production relations creates a dynamic environment 

in which food producers are often at the forefront of agricultural change (Bryant and 

Johnson 1992). 



My research is important for numerous reasons. First, the impact of urban 

expansion/ changing land use patterns, and the forces of economic growth and 

globalization on environmental and food security in Istanbul are not well understood. In 

the last 25 years, the population of Istanbul has tripled, overtaking lands that have 

traditionally supplied Istanbul with produce. Food demand is growing while 

agriculturally productive lands are threatened and appropriated for urban uses. Ironically, 

to a visitor, Istanbul seems awash in food. However, access to food may not be what it 

appears. Istanbul's citizens spend 50-80% of their average income on food — among the 

highest in the world (Mougeot 1994). Its gecelmndu (informal/illegal settlement) 

residents spend as much as 75-80% of their income on food (Karpat 1976). Nationwide, 

Turkey's debilitating annual inflation rate of around 100% makes imported items, 

including a growing number of foodstuffs, out of reach for many people. Even domestic 

agricultural produce is becoming relatively more expensive as it commands higher prices 

on the international markets than at home. What innovative and adaptive measures do 

urban people take to meet nutritional needs in response to changing political economies 

and land use patterns? How is access to food incorporated into urban household and 

settlement decision-making? How does access to agricultural inputs such as water and 

land constrain or enable urban and periurban agricultural production? How are urban and 

agrofood linkages reworked with expansion? For the purposes of household food 

~ The term expansion is used in both its spatial and demographic connotations. That is, as the metropolitan region 
expands, it does so onto agriculturally ptxxluctive lands. Further, as the population grows, the number of people 
that draw from the (diminishing) local and regional agricultural lands is increasing. 



security, when does rural agriculture become urban agriculture or, niore broadly, is there 

a difference between urban and rural agriculture? 

The Middle East is not included in most analyses relating issues of sustainability, 

development, agriculture, and food systems, much less as they relate to urban settings. In 

fact, the Middle East is underrepresented throughout the social scieaces. Though food 

security is acknowledged in the literature on sustainable urban development, case studies 

emphasizing urban agriculture have focuses on African (Maxwell 1995; Freeman 1991; 

Rakodi 1988), Latin American (Smit, Ratta and Nasr 1996), and East Asian (Yueng 

1992) cities. Besides being in the Middle East, Turkey's Mediterranean climate, 

Ottoman heritage, internal demographics, and its socioeconomic position between Europe 

and the Middle East need to be specifically considered. Istanbul's specific cultural and 

geographical context suggests important but overlooked problems and prospects 

regarding to food security, development, the environment and sustainability. What is the 

significance of the extensive gecekondu population on urban agriculture and food 

security? How do Istanbul's recurring water shortages affect urban agricultural 

practices? Does a Turkish sense of community and communal stability — as inferred 

from Murphy (1990) in his evaluation of Ottoman judicial decisions ~ and traditional 

agricultural practices of usufruct influence contemporary urban land tise patterns? Does 

agricultural use of land in Istanbul continue to be perceived as a highest and best use as it 

was under the Ottomans (Inalcik 1994)? 

Finally, research in geography, anthropology and rural sociology has shown that 

people have a large capacity for adaptation to change (Denevan 1983; Moran 1982) and 



possess a depth of knowledge beneficial to long-term ecological stability and agricultural 

productivity (DeWalt 1994; Kloppenburg 1991). The knowledge and practices that 

migrants bring to urban environments inform their adaptation to new constraints and 

uncertainties. Is this knowledge used to meet nutritional needs? How are traditional 

practices transferred to ~ and reconstituted in — the urban environment? Are links with 

origins of migration maintained? For example, to what extent do foodstuffs and supplies 

brought from the village support urban household food security? 

Theoretical &. Conceptual Background 

The location, practice, and potential of urban and periurban agriculture are 

affected by factors beyond those arising solely from rapid urbanization (Bryant and 

Johnson 1992). Urban food production and security must consider the dynamic 

relationships between the city, its fringe, agricultural hinterlands and global systems. 

Urban centers can operate unsustainabiy by appropriating hinterland resources and 

threatening hinterland carrying capacity (White and Whitaey 1992). At the same time, 

some have argued that rural-to-urban migration in Turkey has led to rural environmental 

improvements by reducing the pressure to farm marginally productive lands (Karpat 

1976). But this may simply be transferring social and environmental problems from one 

setting to another. In Turkey, it appears that intolerable social conditions in rural areas 

have led to exceedingly high rural-to-urban migration rates, leading to the problematic 

growth of cities like Istanbul. Urban sustainability requires (and in turn leads to) 



sustainable city-hinterland relationships, reflecting the need for coordinated development 

of urban and rural areas. Further, the role of imported and processed foods from global 

markets cannot be ignored. Domestic agricultural and food supply patterns will be 

affected as agricultural production is tapped for export and as imports substitute for local 

production. Thus, an evaluation of sustainable urban development and food security 

must explore the multiple factors ~ operating from the household to the global scales — 

that influence agricultural change, adaptation and practice in urban and periurban regions. 

Perhaps because of their physical dimensions and complex socioeconomic, cultural 

and environmental inter-relationships, urban food systems have largely been a neglected 

research concem of geographers and other social scientists. Though processes such as 

urbanization, development, agricultural transformation and globalization have all received 

considerable attention, their place-specific intersection has hardly been examined. 

Geographers have long been interested in the production of food, including the 

explorations of the human-environment relationship in cultural ecology. But this work 

tends to have a rural emphasis. As an increasing number and proportion of the world's 

people live in urban areas, the city as the site of production and reproduction needs to be 

explored. This study shows that productive human-environment interaction does not 

cease with urban residence, but takes on new characteristics, defined largely by 

adaptation to new opportunities, constraints and resources. Understanding urban food 

systems is helpful for identifying issues of urban sustainability. This, in turn, is directly 

relevant for regional, and often national, sustainability. 
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As planners and officials struggle to address, understand and (re)solve the multi

dimensional problems that accompany Istanbul's growth, changing food networks, practices, 

issues and problems have not been part of the discourse. Access to food is not recognized as 

problematic, maybe because it is difficult to assess quantitatively. It may also be due to the 

fact that access to food does not appear as a problem. As will be argued in this study, food 

needs are met in spite of structural constraints, the result of a persistent and creative exercise 

of human agency. In the same way that migrants to Istanbul collectively solve their own 

transportation, housing and employment problems in the face of structural and institutional 

obstacles, food needs are met along culturally infoimed lines. One impoitant objective of this 

dissertation is to describe the urban-food-agricultural nexus for Istanbul and how it is 

changing. It will explore the changes that such forces as migration, urbanization, 

modernization and commercialization have wrought on Istanbul's food system and the 

participation and response of individuals, households and communities to those changes. 

Emphasis will be on the lower income and recent migrant groups that comprise the majority of 

the city's population. 

Research Objectives 

This study focuses on a Mediterranean/Middle Eastern urban context that is 

undergoing rapid social and economic changes underway since World War II (and which 

follow on the heels of drastic sociopolitical changes initiated shortly after World War I). 

Rapid modernization and migration, and the tensions between the forces that attempt to 



promote and limit them have defined change in fin de mille Istanbul. The impetus for this 

work is to understand some of the social elements behind urban sustainability, a concept 

that tends to place primary emphasis on the natural environment, i.e., on the quality of 

air, water, soils, flora and fauna. The emphasis of this research project is on food as a 

basic need, critical for social sustainability. 

Despite the importance of food in urban production and reproduction, food as a 

basic need has gone virtually unstudied for Istanbul. An official of the Istanbul office of 

the International Union of Local Authorities acknowledged that, while many urban issues 

of critical importance have been studied for Istanbul (e.g., housing, transportation, 

enviroiunental problems, migration, urban development), food has not been among them 

(Emrealp 1998). Rather, research on food in Istanbul is conducted to entice tourists, 

visitors and the relatively affluent to the delicacies of the Ottoman table or the flavors of 

Anatolia; little is written about food needs as they relate to the practice of everyday life. 

While research on food security, agriculture, peasant production and related issues 

are not new, they have been examined almost exclusively in rural and developing world 

contexts. The role of the city and its inhabitants and workers have not been a part of this 

discourse. This is not to say that a rural emphasis is misplaced, but that it may provide an 

incomplete picture. The current rural emphasis on food security may understandably be a 

response to the urban bias that for decades directed resources and attention to urban areas 

at the expense of rural ones (Lipton 1977). Generally, rural areas are served less by 

national governments and the market, and are often expected to provide for their own 

needs and to survive at higher levels of vtilnerability. 



Recent research in urban agriculture, however, provides an entree to the 

intersection of food security, agriculture and the city. Geography, with its emphases on 

spatial relations and nature-society relationships, provides an excellent opportunity to 

examine this nexus of relations. In particular, political ecology - a conceptual framework 

itself formulated for rural spaces - also offers tools for understanding urban food 

systems. Thus, this study of Istanbul has five primary research objectives: 

1. To understand the practice and potential of urban agriculture in Istanbul as a 
major Middle Eastern city; 

2. To place urban agriculture in the greater context of urban food security; 

3. To enhance understanding of urban food systems; 

4. To develop and apply concepts from cultural and political ecology to urban 
settings; 

5. To highlight food and food security as critical elements of urban livelihood 
sustainability; and, 

6. To contribute toward the literature on social, resource-related issues in Turkey 
and the Middle East. 

Given the creativity and "infomiality" with which individuals, household and 

communities in Istanbul have overcome shortcomings in other services and needs - i.e., 

affordable housing, transportation, employment and combined with such chronic 

socioeconomic structural problems as hyper-inflation and rural-to-urban migration, I 

pK)stulated that there would be an increase in urban agriculture. Therefore, I set out to analyze 

the practice and potential of urban s^culture in Istanbul as a viable means of food security for 



lower income populations. The intent was to distinguish urban agriculture in a context 

environmentally and culturally different fixjm those of Subsaharan Africa, where much of this 

research has been conducted. My original expectation was to consider it as the primary 

informal practice among other, more tangential, urban food security strategies. After only a 

short time in the field, however it became clear that there exist alternative creative urban 

household food security practices that appear to be much more important to Istanbul 

households than city farming. 

To be geographically significant and socially meaningful, urban agriculture needs 

to be considered in its wider agrofood and food security context. To understand the 

importance of urban agriculture as a livelihood measure, the challenge becomes one of 

piecing together, like a mosaic, Istanbul's food system. The difficulty in doing this lay 

not only in its multiple layers of complex inter-relationships, but in its dynamic 

characteristic. It is changing rapidly. Fortunately, a corpus of research, literature and 

interest on the food systems of the developing world's metropolitan centers is beginning 

to develop (Chapter II includes discussions of, among others, Drakakis-Smith 1991; 

Gertel 1995b; Smith 1998). My intention is not to re-introduce or reinforce an urban 

bias, but to understand the needs of urban and rural spaces together. It is to frame 

metropolitan Istanbul's food system and to place it in its temporal and spatial contexts. 

Place specific food security cannot be understood in terms of closed, self-

sufficient systems. Scale considerations are required to place Istanbul within the global 

agrofood marketplace, as well as to situate it to localities and regions throughout Anatolia 

and Thrace. The strength of geography is that it assures that places are not studied in 



isolation, but are put in their spatial context (Wilbanks 1994). It combines micro- and 

macro-scale research in recognition of multi-scale explanations that link the local and 

global (Meyer et al. 1992). In this way, the sustainability and survival of Istanbul can be 

seen in the context of its relationship to other places. The success of urban agriculture 

and other adaptive practices in the city are tied to ongoing regional, national and global 

interactions. 

Unique and historical links between Istanbul and the surrounding agricultural 

regions are changing in response to increased demands for food and space. Already in 

the mid-sixteenth century, migration placed pressure on Istanbul's food resources 

(Faroqhi 1984). For centuries, the goal of Istanbul's rulers was to ensure a stable food 

supply from surrounding regions, and Ottoman land tenure laws placed a high value on 

agriculturally productive land use (Inalcik 1994). How urban-agrofood relationships 

change with innovations, changing land uses, changing consumption practices and 

changing political economies is critical for understanding food security Istanbul. As 

agricultural production is tapped for export, food supply patterns in Istanbul will be 

affected. Therefore, the impact of national and global forces on food systems in Istanbul 

requires exploration. 

In addition to urban food security per se, the implications of urban food security 

for rural food security, and vice versa, need to be considered. In part, this requires 

looking beyond discrete events - such as disasters, droughts, wars - that threaten food 

security, and into the differences between adapting and coping, poverty and vulnerability, 

asset ownership and management that are ongoing and relevant regardless of the discrete, 
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famine-promoting events. Caroline Moser (1998) does just this as she suggests an asset 

vulnerability framework for addressing urban poverty' in terms of supporting emd 

promoting the assets that the poor have rather than focusing on what they do not have. 

Political ecology has been a valuable tool for analyzing nature-society relationships in 

various rural, peasant and fanning regions of the world. While this research tends to 

emphasize the underlying political, economic and cultural struggles behind environmental 

degradation and marginalization, it is also useful in understanding environmental 

enhancement, adaptation, and resource use. For political ecology to remain meaningful as a 

method for understanding nature-society relationships, and to remain relevant as rural-urban 

distinctions are blurred, its applications to city contexts need to be examined and developed. 

The objective is to explore political ecology as a conceptual framework with which to 

understand urban food security, assess the implications of a changing food system, and to fit 

these into conceptualizations of sustainability (urban, agricultural, developmental, social). 

This research is a continuation of the cultural and political ecology tradition as it 

has developed in geography and anthropology since the 1960's. Specifically, a political 

ecology approach that links environment, economy and society (Adams 1995) provides a 

useful framework for this study. Political ecology brings together cultural ecology's 

interest in food production, demography, adaptation and ecological sustainability with the 

questions of access, marginality and spatial unevenness raised in political economy 

(Blaikie and Brookfield 1987; Butzer 1989; Pickles and Watts 1995). Political ecology 

becomes fiarther relevant to the urban context when the concept of resource is broadened 



to include social as well as natural resources,^ when Blaikie and Brookfield's concept of 

landesque capital (1987) is combined with Schroeder's version of land reclamation 

(1997), and when the production of food and other basic needs is considered within the 

context of indigenous knowledge and communal social relationships. The urban context 

of this research, however, is in contrast to the vast majority of cultural and political 

ecology research, which has concentrated on rural regions, traditional cultures, and the 

impacts of modernization and Western-style development on rural and more traditional 

societies. Recently, however, issues in urban and commercial settings are emerging as 

subjects of analysis for political ecology (Swyngedouw 1995; Sheridan 1995). Bennett 

(1969) provides an early, solid guide to exploring cultural and political ecology in 

contemporary settings and within contemporary social relationships. Urban agriculture is 

one activity that brings important nature-society, human-environment interactions into 

the city. This study will expand the application of cultural and political ecology 

perspectives by applying them to urban agriculture and other important urban food 

security issues as they are lived in Istanbul. 

In comparison to other major world regions, there is a significant and noticeable dearth 

of natural resource-related literature regarding the places and environments of the Middle 

East. The cultural and political ecology literature has focused on research conducted in Latin 

America, Subsaharan Afiica and South Asia and has made significant strides in understanding 

nature-society relationships in those regions. In the literature that does exist on Middle Eastem 

^ John W. Bennett's Northern Plainsmen (I%9) is uniquely useful and insightful in this regard; Karl Zimmerer's 
(1991) analysis of agricultural change in the Peruvian highlands is also an example of how traditional peoples 
were able to recognize and take advant^e of oppoitunities (social resources) provided by regional and national-
level governments. 
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natural resources, the emphasis is on political conflict. Without intending to minimize the 

political implications of resource issues, they cannot be fully understood without a proper 

cultural, geographical, and historical background. Often, as in the literature regarding Turidsh 

agriculture, analyses are over-generalized and present a national-level picture that glosses over 

critical, significant and relevant variations and details within the national landscape. As 

shown in Table 1.1, Turkey is the most significant agricultural producer in the Middle East, 

yet surprisingly little critical analysis has been directed toward it Therefore, this final 

objective is to take the benefits of political ecology's perspective not only to the city, but to the 

Middle East 

In the end, the food security image that emerges for Istanbul remains very much a 

mosaic. Though many of the pieces are missing, I will try to piece together enough tiles to 

show the intricacy, and even beauty, of a system in which the lower income and migrant 

population of a major city meets minimal food needs. Admittedly, this mosaic is still 

incomplete. However, it begins to describe and analyze a system to which there has been very 

little prior attention, and establishes the basis for an ongoing and long-term research ^enda. 

The next section provides the details of the methods and procedures used to gather the data for 

this research. 



Table I.I: Middle East Agricultural Land Use, 1996 

Total Land Arable Permanent crops Irrigated Area Population Arable land Persons per 
Country Area Area As % of Area % Area As % of (million) per person ha of arable 

(1000 ha) (1000 ha) total area (1000 ha) arable (1000 ha) arable area (hectares) land 

Algeria 238174 8040 3.4 519 6.5 560 7.0 28.7 0.280 3.6 
Egypt 99545 3266 3.3 466 14.3 3266 100.0 62.7 0.052 19.2 
Libya 175954 2115 1.2 300 14.2 470 22.2 5.3 0.399 2.5 
Morocco 44630 9661 21.6 855 8.9 1258 13.0 26.7 0.362 2.8 
Sudan 237600 13000 5.5 80 0.6 1946 15.0 27.3 0.476 2,1 
Tunisia 15536 4878 31.4 2036 41.7 380 7.8 9.1 0.536 1.9 

Afghanistan 65209 8054 12.4 144 1.8 2800 34.8 23.6 0.341 2.9 
Bahrain 69 4 5.8 2 50.0 5 125.0 0.6 0.007 150,0 
Iran 162200 19400 12.0 1650 8.5 7265 37.4 62.4 0.311 3.2 
Iraq 43832 5780 13.2 280 4.8 3525 61.0 20.6 0.281 3.6 
Israel 2062 437 21.2 86 19.7 199 45.5 5.8 0.075 13.3 
Jordan 8893 410 4.6 90 22.0 75 18.3 4.4 0.093 10.7 
Kuwait 1782 5 0.3 -- - 5 100.0 1.8 0.003 360.0 
Lebanon 1023 314 30.7 128 40.8 88 28.0 4 0.079 12,7 
Oman 21246 63 0.3 47 74.6 62 98.4 2.4 0.026 38.1 
Qatar 1100 16 1.5 3 18.8 13 81.3 0.5 0.032 31.3 
Saudi Arabia 214969 3830 1.8 130 3.4 1480 38.6 18.9 0.203 4.9 
Syria 18378 5196 28.3 710 13.7 1127 21.7 14.7 0.353 2.8 
Turkey 76963 26946 35.0 2472 9.2 4200 15.6 62.8 0.429 2.3 
UAE 8360 75 0.9 40 53.3 72 96.0 2.6 0.029 34.7 
Yemen 52797 1548 2.9 108 7.0 485 31.3 14.8 0.105 9.6 

Total 1490322 113038 7.6 10146 9.0 29281 25.9 399.7 0.283 3.5 
Source: Bonine in press. 
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Methods, Methodologies and Data 

Prior to conducting my dissertation fieldwork, I had the opportunity to familiarize 

myself with the sociocultural and environmental features of my study site during a 

summer of intensive (intermediate level) Turkish langxiage study at Bogazigi Universitesi 

(Bosphorus University) in Istanbul, from June-August 1997. Not only did this period of 

language study prepare me for successfully conducting much of my fieldwork in Turkish, 

it introduced me to the place and patterns of Istanbul. It was during this two and one-half 

months that I began to leam and understand the lived city of Istanbul. As the very 

preliminary stage of my field inquiry, analysis focused on refining the research problem, 

developing field relations, and familiarizing myself with my study context and 

environment (Jorgensen 1989: 107). Figure 1.1 is a general map of Turkey and Figure 

1.2 shows the relationship between Istanbul province, the IBB (Istanbul Metropolitan 

Municipality) in which my fieldwork was conducted, and the distribution of district 

municipalities throughout the IBB. 

For example, I acquainted myself with the complex transportation system of 

greater Istanbul, without which one's mobility and access are severely limited. No less 

than twelve modes are in the daily arsenal of public and semi-public transportation 

options, two or three of which may be typically combined in a single trip.'* While there is 

** These include the city bus, private bus (that operates on the city bus lines), double-decker bus, mini-bus, sea bus, 
dolmu^, taxi, ferry, motoor (a doimuf across the Bosphorus), tramway, subway, commuter train. These are in 
addition to a growing mass of private cars and employee mini-buses. 
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a class distinction among the ridership of these modes,^ the ability to successfully match 

and combine modes with destinations can easily save one to two hours in travel time per 

day. Simultaneously, I began to develop a mental map of dyneimic greater Istanbul, 

without which an appreciation for Istanbul's transportation network is non-functional. 

Formal transportation schedules (with set times and routes) are limited, and as the 

Istanbul Buyuk§ehir Belediyesi (IBB - the Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality) rapidly 

expands, neighborhoods and districts are added, defined and redefined. In particular, the 

ubiquitous minibus that serves Istanbul's outlying and lower income neighborhoods have 

no set schedule and the routes change according to need, demand and sometimes even 

daily traffic pattems. 

More importantly, it was also during my summer language study that I began to 

investigate my initial research hypothesis - that, given Istanbul's socioeconomic 

characteristics, urban agriculture would be a primary and growing food security practice 

among Istanbul's lower income populations. During the summer of 1997 I looked for 

and found numerous instances and variations of urban agricultural practices (see Kaldjian 

1997). From the small gatekeeper's plot in the shadow of the Bosphorus Bridge just up-

straits from Ortakoy and the large gecekondu gardens in Istinye, to a string of traditional 

bos tans in Kasmipa^a and around the Theodosian Walls in Yedikule, I found enough 

^ The double-decker bus between major transportation nodes and the sea bus between the European sides, can cut 
transportation times significantly; however, they are more expensive and, thus, less accessible to the wider city 
population. The double-decker bus fare is twice the regular bus fare but does not pick up passengers at all stops 
nor after all the seats are occupied, thus, ensuring a seat for all passengers. The sea bus, connects settlement 
centers on the European sides of the Bosphorus/Maimara with those on the Asian side. Fares are, typically, six or 
seven times the fa^ for the standard feny boats, but travel much faster and connea more dis^t ports not 
serviced by the ferry boats. The sea buses, ferry boats and double-decker buses adhere most constistently to the 
published time schedules. 



examples to instill confidence in my research hypotheses. Of course, at this preliminary 

stage, I was not able to differentiate between the types, histories, and practitioners of 

urban agriculture in Istanbul. Nevertheless, the summer of language constituted the first 

phase of my application of the participant observation method of research. It was during 

this time that I began to participate in Istanbul's "everyday rhythms and routines", 

develop "relationships with people who could show and tell me what is 'going on' there", 

and to observe the Istanbul population and sub-populations examined in this dissertation, 

as Cook (1997: 127) might suggest. 

The data for this dissertation was gathered primarily during nine months of 

geographical fieldwork in Istanbul from October 1997 through June 1998. During this 

time I collected a wide array of interview, documentary, and official and semi-official 

data. The initial intent was to identify specific district municipalities (known as ili^es) 

within the IBB (Istanbul Buyuk§ehir Belediyesi - Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality) 

and to conduct a series of semi-structured interviews with urban agriculturalists from 

whom I could gather enough data on which to conduct statistical and spatial analyses. 

The interviews would begin with a questionnaire developed from the work of 

geographers and social scientists investigating urban agriculture in Subsaharan African. 

As the field research got underway, it became evident that the practice of urban 

agriculture was not nearly as prevalent in Istanbul as I had conjectured. The task of 

systematically surveying a representative sample from Istanbul's ilges would be 

impractical without a team of enumerators familiar with Istanbul and its niunerous 

migrant group. More significantly, the incidence of urban agriculture is so infrequent 



that random area sampling at the ilqe level could easily miss any household that practiced 

urban agriculture. The pace of urban development in Istanbul, the high level of 

population movement, and the rise in land rents have been so rapid that the nature of 

urban agriculture has changed significantly and rapidly over the last 20 years (see 

Chapter V). The extent of Istanbul's bostan urban agriculture ecosystem has almost 

disappeared over this time, and practice of urban agriculture among the food security 

options appears to be of declining overall significance. 

In addition, understanding what remains of urban agriculture in Istanbul is not 

simply a matter of surveying and tallying. Nothing in Istanbul is that cleanly defined. 

Because there exists no comprehensive analysis of Istanbul's food system, very basic 

work to understand the context of such agricultural practice is needed. In the paraphrased 

words of a senior geography professor at Istanbul University, I could not hope to 

understand urban agriculture and the city's food systems until I knew Istanbul 

(Tiimertekin, Fall 1997). To understand Istanbul requires knowing something about the 

histories and relationships of its people, countless neighborhoods, and places. 

The primary data for this dissertation was gathered through participant 

observation and semi-structured and unstructured interviews, fimdamental approaches of 

field research (Singleton et al. 1993; Jorgensen 1989; Babbie 1995; J. Maxwell 1996). 

Babbie (1995) provides a typology for participant observation, ranging from complete 

participation to complete observation. Specifically, for the field data I collected on 

Istanbul's urban agriculturalists, I was, in Babbie's terms, observer-as-participant. The 

observer-as-participant "is one who identifies himself or herself as a researcher and 



interacts with the participants in the social process but makes no pretense of actually 

being a participant (1995:284). By interviewing workers, participants, and others with 

actual experience or inside knowledge, accompanying them in their tasks and daily 

routes, going to their places, investigating their resources and obstacles, I learned about 

their institutions, practices and concerns. 

According to Singleton et al. (1993; 328), "field research almost always involves 

the nonrandom selection of a small number of settings and subjects." Thus, I began my 

fieldwork by identifying sites of urban agricultural production and observing and 

interviewing those who 1 found farming them. Using purposive (sometimes called 

purposeful) sampling to identify urban agriculturalists, I found people to interview by 

first finding their gardens, beginning with those gardens I identified in my preliminary 

summer work. Such nonprobability sampling is especially appropriate in cases such as 

the following: 1) where sample sizes are small within the greater population; 2) for 

groups to which it is difficult to gain access; and 3) for categories of people about whom 

there is little information (J. Maxwell, 1996). I found one or more of these circumstances 

to be operative in urban agriculture specifically and urban household pursuit of food 

security in Istanbul in general. Purposive sampling is often more appropriate in 

participant observation field research than controlled sampling, where the resezurcher 

chooses a sample she or he believes will provide the most comprehensive understanding 

(Babbie 1995: 286-287). I combined this with snowball methods to identify and increase 

the pool of interviewees. 



Snowball sampling is especially useful when "the phenomenon of interest is 

obscured, hidden, or concealed from the viewpoint of the outsider" (Jorgensen 1989:52). 

It is often used to explore "deviant" activities, where moral, legal or social sensitivities 

and concerns about groups or their activities may make it difficult to locate or get access 

to potential contacts and interviewees. Urban agriculture and other urban coping 

activities in the context of Istanbul's food security have many of these characteristics and 

benefit from such non-random sampling approaches. I worked to reduce the risks of bias 

and widen the circle of informants (and information) by following multiple initial contact 

points, as suggested by Valentine (1997:116, building numerous small snowballs rather 

than a single large one. 

As I began to comprehend the changing role of urban agriculture in Istanbul, I 

also began to realize the importance of placing it in the context of a greater, dynamic 

urban food system. Early in my fieldwork. Dr. Jenny White - an anthropologist with 

many years of research in Turkey - emphasized that I should pay attention to what was 

important to locals (White Fall 1997). Only then could I begin to meaningfully evaluate 

food security practices in Istanbul. This meant looking beyond urban agriculture to other 

practices and the wider set of patterns. Such a dynamic approach to the original research 

questions and intentions is integral to qualitative field work. Jorgensen points out that 

"the process and logic of [participant observation] requires the researcher to divine the 

problem of study and be constantly open to its redefinition based on information 

collected in the field" (1989:18). 



To begin to understand Istanbul's changing food systems, 1 interviewed 

government officials and association officials, merchants, participants in the various links 

and nodes of the food system, and a wide selection of others who, through their practices 

or experiences, could shed light on Istanbul's food system. Sometimes, this search to 

piece together the food system mosaic led to predictable places, but in other instances 

information seemed to find me. In the field, I developed two additional surveys. The 

first was designed to tease out additional information on urban agriculture and was 

administered to customers of a central seed supply store in Istanbul at which traditional 

urban market gardeners purchase their supplies. This proved to be successful primarily 

as a preliminary and information gathering survey, not in any way definitive. The other, 

developed later in my fieldwork, was designed to understand household level practices 

for supplementing nutritional needs and bolstering household level food security. This 

was administered at the nutrition facility of Istanbul University's medical school and 

hospital and provided very significant information, discussed in Chapter VII. 

Finally, fieldwork as participant observation is not limited to field interviews, 

observations and the collection of primary data, but draws from and incorporates a wide 

variety of supporting and contextual information (Cook 1997; Jorgensen 1989). In 

addition to the interviews, I gathered information and data from a wide variety of official, 

unofficial and informal sources. These included national, regional and local government 

data, association statistics and information, published historical and contemporary 

narratives, current and archived newspaper accounts and information, maps, reference 
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materials and information off of the Internet.^ In summary, I pursued three general 

categories of information: 1) targeted field interviews and surveys; 2) informal 

interviews, and; 3) contextual data and information. 

Interviews and Surveys 

Appendix B {Boston Field Questionnaire) is the interview questionnaire I initially 

developed for use in this fieldwork. It is based on Freeman's examination of urban 

agricultiire in Nairobi, Kenya, in which he used a survey questionnaire that covered 

issues related to personal backgrounds and household characteristics, tenure and usufruct 

arrangements, cultivation practices, protection, product disposal and site characteristics 

(1991:46).' It soon became evident that strict adherence to the questionnaire and the 

expectation of neat answers to allow statistical analyses would require rethinking. As a 

result, the questionnaire became the framework for open-ended interviews and a guide 

for assuring a consistent sequence of questions in each interview. Thus, I was able to 

collect a standardized set of data, some of it in quantitative form, from the small sample 

of subjects, as suggested by Jorgensen (1989:24). 

^ The explosion of information on the Internet has allowed me to continue gathering informanon since returning 
from the field. Turkey's major newspapers, government data and commercial information are not only 
increasingly available on the Internet, in some cases, they are easier to find there than in Istanbul. For example, 
details of Turkey's 1997 Populatran Count were not easily accessible while I was in Turkey; however, they were 
available on the Turkish State Institute of Statistic's website upon my return. 
^ In contrast to Istanbul, Nairobi's population of urban cultivators was large enough for Freeman and a team of 
enumerators to use an area sampling approach, laying a grid over a map of the city and randomly selecting areas 
and households within those areas (1991:123, Appendix One). 



Because the types of urban agriculture found in Istanbul vary notably, the success 

of the interview questionnaire varied significantly between interviews. Farmers of 

Istanbul's traditional and commercially oriented bostans practice urban agriculture for 

reasons quite different than post-World War II immigrants from throughout Anatolia who 

keep house gardens. These, in turn, differ significantly from the wealthy urban 

landowners with large gardens tended by a gardener to keep their kitchens supplied with 

fresh vegetables. Perhaps even more importantly, the immediate context of the interview 

(the location/settings of the iater/iews, the weather, the number of neighbors 

•participating' in the interview, the receptiveness of the interviewee, etc), and the 

adequacy of the interviewer (namely, my own level of energy, competence, health, etc.) 

influenced the success of each interview. 

Travel times from my residence -1 lived three months in Kadikoy and six months 

in Bakirkoy - to the disparate locations of urban agricultural sites throughout the city at 

which I would conduct interviews would typically take 1 -2 hours. Thus, for a typical day 

of field interviews among urban agriculturalists at their sites of production, the number of 

complete interviews that I was able to conduct was generally two or three, with four or 

five being an occasional exception. 

Even after appreciating the distinction between the various types of urban 

agriculture in Istanbul, I targeted the majority of my interviews at the bostancis. Bostans 

are the most prominent urban agricultural activity in Istanbul. As producers for local 

markets and consumption, they represent issues regarding the viability of urban 

agriculture. Historically, they have made a major contribution toward meeting Istanbul's 



food needs. Even now, their continued presence is evidence of exemplary productive and 

sustainable land management in Istanbul. In addition, bostans are profoundly symbolic 

of urban change and the transformation of a traditional food system into a modernized 

system as found throughout Europe and North America. Istanbul is still very much in the 

midst of the transition, and with the bostans' imminent extinction and past role in 

Istanbul life, they represent an important insight into the change and its implications. 

Interviews with bostancis comprised the majority of my field interviews with urban 

agriculturalists, and included interviews with two retired bostancis. 

Despite the emphasis on bostancis, I also conducted field interviews with a 

second category of urban agriculturalists, those with house gardens (see Chapter VI). 

These can be divided into two categories, which are widely separated by class 

differences. There is a small and very affluent population in Istanbul that may have 

house gardens with employed gardeners. These can be found more toward the expanding 

edges of the city and in places like Istanbul's Princess Islands. However, the important 

category in terms of urban food security are the house gardens associated with urban 

Turkey's unique form of informal, squatter housing, the gecekondu. In Istanbul's post-

World War II informal housing explosion, gecekondus were typically built with highly 

productive house gardens. While the original, village-style gecekondus that defined most 

of migrant Istanbul's landscape have, since 1980, been replaced by multistory 

apartments, the existence and importance of house gardens at the metropolitan scale have 

declined correspondingly. Nevertheless, at a household or neighborhood scale they can 

continue to provide a significant source of food. 



A third, the smallest, and the catchall categor>' of agriculturalists I interviewed were 

those who were gardening on land to which they had no traditional or recognized claims. In 

the same way that their predecessors had squatted on land for housing, these agriculturalists 

squat on land only for productive agricultural use. Such practices were observed near the 

Otogar (bus depot) in Bayrampa^a and on the hills behind istinye. While the incidence of 

such land use appears to be very small, it can be significant at the household level. For 

reasons explained in Chapter IV, the obstacles preventing the use of vacant lands for 

agriculture appear to be significant despite the surprising number of areas throughout the IBB 

(Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality) that are currently not being put to any productive use. 

Because I did not find sites and practitioners of urban agriculture in this category until very 

late in my fieldwork, and because their relative numbers appear to be very small, they are not 

included in this research. This is not to say that research on this third category will not 

produce important and interesting research results, only that they will have to be explored 

further at a later date and in subsequent studies. 

Interviews with bostancis led to the Istanbul Tohum Magazasi (ITM, Istanbul 

Seed Supply), one of two primary and reliable sources of agricultiual inputs according to 

Istanbul's bostanci's (see Chapter V). It is one of two traditional remaining suppliers in 

Istanbul, though numerous secondary seed retailers can be found in shops and bazaars 

throughout Istanbul. I interviewed the owners and workers of the ITM and, with their 

permission and support, administered an exit survey to nearly 100 of their customers (see 

Istanbul Seed Supply survey. Appendices C and D) in an attempt to get further insights 

into the nature and distribution of urban agriculture throughout Istanbul. 



Since, my overall intent is not solely to document urban agriculture in Istanbul, 

but to understand its role in the greater urban food security set of strategies, I also looked 

for alternative practices that the lower-income urban populations use to meet their food 

needs. After interviewing many bostancis and house-gardeners, and in discussions with 

many relatively recent migrants to the city,® it became evident that a powerful link 

between Istanbul and the countryside underlies food security and may explain why urban 

agriculture is not more prominent and may not even be necessary. From the outset, many 

of my interviewees - urban agriculturalists and otherwise - made reference to 

provisioning their households with food from their memleket (native province or home 

region, their migratory origin). It appears that a major source of basic foods is raised as 

subsistence crops in the memleket and delivered to Istanbul through informal and familial 

channels for consumption in the city (see Chapter VII). 

Dr. Ay§e Baysal, a professor at Hacettepe Universitesi in Ankara and one of 

Turkey's leading nutritionists, suggests that one-third of Istanbul's lower income 

residents receive food from the memleket through non-commercial channels, maybe even 

more with the high levels of inflation (personal communication, 1998). With this 

information - new to me but common knowledge to millions of Anatolians — I began to 

incorporate questions regarding food from the memeleket into my interviews. Efforts to 

understand this practice lead to a collaboration with Muazzez Garibagaoglu, a docent in 

the Department of Nutrition at the (^apa Tip Faktiltesi (Istanbul University Medical 

Faculty in Istanbul) and Dr. Baysal's former student. She took interest in my 

^ On a note of interest, the name Istanbul is not a contraction of the Constantinople, rather, from the Greek word 



exploration of this aspect of the food security system and assisted me by helping me 

finalize a survey I developed, by finding people to interview, and subsequently, by 

administering my survey to patients and workers at the Qapa Tip Fakiiltesi. (see Food 

from the Memleket Survey in Appendices E and F). 

The three interview/surveys were each quite different. The field interviews of 

bostancis were conducted mostly in their fields and sheds, the sites of their work. I 

interviewed 48 active bostancis and bostanci households, which represented the variation 

in the sample population. In addition, I interviewed two retired bostancis in their houses 

and a third in the office of the neighborhood muhtar (neighborhood head person). 

Interviewees were found in their fields and approached with a request for an 

interview. In many cases, interviewees ceased working on their immediate tasks and 

gave between 30 minutes and 2 hours of their time to answer and disctiss questions. In 

many other cases, arrangements were made to conduct interviews at a later date. In only 

one case was a bostanci absolutely unwilling to discuss at least a minimal number of 

questions in an interview. 

Often, interviewees displayed uneasiness at the begiiming of the interview, 

suspicious of my intents and purposes. However, as I learned about the bostan 

agroecosystem, I was able empathize and to demonstrate a sincere desire to understand 

issues important to bostancis. The semi-structured interview format allowed me to gather 

a standard set of information, but also gave the interviewees the opportunity to describe 

events and issues important to them. I recorded the interview in a field notebook, as a 

stanbulin meaning to the city and has been used by the city's inhabitants since the tenth century (Celik 1993:22). 



tape-recorded was judged to be intimidating. Most interviews were conducted with an 

assistant and translator. The majority of survey respondents were male. These field 

interviews were conducted throughout Istanbul (see Chapter V for a more complete 

discussion of the nature and locations of the interviews). 

The ITM Surveys were short questionnaires designed to quickly gather general 

information from the customers of the Istanbul Tohum Magazasi, primarily on the 

location, extent and type of urban agriculture found in Istanbul. It was also intended to 

serve as a potential guide for identifying field observation sites. Customers to be 

surveyed were targeted by ITM salespeople based on the knowledge that these customers 

had vegetable gardens or were agriculturalists (others were messengers, non-locals, or 

purchasing grass-seed or non-fhiit/non-vegetable supplies, etc.). Surveys were conducted 

in the ITM retail shop, located in the very busy and historical Misr Qlarsisi (the Egyptian 

or Spice Bazaar) in Eminonii. Surveys were administered only after customers made 

their purchases, and lasted three or four minutes unless the customer expressed a 

willingness to discuss further. The primary purpose of the ITM surveys was to identify 

practitioners and sites of urban agricultural activity in Istanbul. 

On the Food fi-om the Memleket surveys, I received invaluable help from 

Muazzez Garibagaoglu, who made suggestions and edited my survey, and then 

administered them to patients and workers at the Capa Tip Fakiiltesi. Many of the 

interviewees were the parents of children with nutritional problems or questions, but also 

included low level civil servans, aides and professionals. Docent Garibagaoglu 

administered half of the surveys while I was still in Istanbul; she administered the other 
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half after I left and sent the completed forms to me by mail. The purpose of these 

surveys was to begin to get a sense of who brings food from the memleket, why they 

bring it, what is brought, and the geography of production and consumption. The survey 

formalized the questions ±at I had begun to ask other interviewees. The majority of 

respondents were women who, in the security of a health professional's office, candidly 

answered questions even about income. 

Other Interviews and Observations 

Concurrent with conducting field interviews, I met with many other individuals 

and groups having interest or involvement in the various links and components of 

Istanbul's food system. Information gleaned from these interviews is critical for 

contextualizing the official, documented and printed information discussed below, for 

recognizing the overwhelming agency operative within and between structural forces, 

and for insights into a largely undocumented system of food circulation, distribution and 

access. The complex inter-relationships of tradition, culture, modernism, formal and 

informal economic activity, politics, tactics and strategies, agency and structure, global 

and local emerge with the human experiences of individuals. While I identified some of 

these interviewees based on who I was able to find myself, the vast majority of fruitftil 

interviews came through referrals, and after developing a sense of how the system works. 

Interviewees included church officials, muhtars (traditional neighborhood head men and, 

occasionally, women), city officials, national government officials, academics. 



journalists, merchants, association officials, vatanda^ (citizens), and others. The 

interviewees cited in this study are listed following the references. In addition, I made 

two short trips - to Inebolu in Kastamonu on the Black Sea Coast and to the provincial 

center of Afyon on the eastern edge of the Anatolian Plateau - to help understand some 

of the relationships between Istanbul and the hinterland. I twice traveled to Ankara to 

meet with university researchers and collect data from national government sources. 

Contextual Data and Information 

The potential data for a project such as this is limitless. To support and frame the 

data gathered &om interviews, I collected secondary information from numerous other 

sources. There are vast amounts of information available in Istanbul's libraries, new and 

used bookstores, associations, official offices and private collections. Obtaining this 

information, though, can present numerous problems. Some of problems I encountered 

were similar to those experienced by Hirsch 30 years ago. Though official data is 

extensive, " Many statistics are not published and it is difficult to find out what data are 

available (Hirsch 1970:7)." Often, very limited numbers of books and statistics are 

published, many of which are then reserved for specific officials or customers.' As 

Hirsch also noticed, once they are discovered, the published statistics are often not easy 

to work with. She expressed frustration over the difficulty in determining the precise 

^ In two separate instances, personal acquaintances with connections (the IBB Director of Music and Dr. Baysal at 
Hacettepe University) were able to get me government publications not publicly "available." 
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meaning of the data, as explanations were often lacking, and she questioned the accuracy 

of agricultural data. For example, the Devlet istatistik Enstitdsu (DIE, State Institute of 

Statistics) regularly publishes significant amounts of information, and maintains an outlet 

in Istanbul and an accessible library in Ankara. However, data in other places, such as 

the Istanbul provincial office of the Tanm ve K6yi§leri Bakanligi (Ministry of 

Agriculture and Rural Affairs), is available only in handwritten form, in notebooks piled 

in a filing cabinet and awaiting an uncertain future. 

The Institut Francais D'Etudes Anatoliennes was invaluable for their map 

archives and a complete collection of local newspaper inserts devoted to Istanbul. The 

archives of the newspaper Milliyet contains files on agriculture and components of the 

food system, which they permitted me to photocopy. Members and officials of 

associations like the Istanbul Pazarcilar Esnafi Odasi (IPEO, Chamber of Istanbul Bazaar 

Tradesmen), Uluslaransi Anadolu ve Trakya Otobus9uler Demegi (UATOD, 

International Association of Anatolian and Thracian Bus Operators), Istanbul Meyve ve 

Sebze Komisyonculan Demegi (IMESKOM, Istanbul Association of Fruit and 

Vegetable Commissioners) and the Istanbul Ticaret Odasi (ITO, Istanbul Chamber of 

Commerce) provided valuable and insightful data and explanations. Following is a list of 

some of the types of contextual data sources: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Government data, reports, publications (e.g., DIE, IBB); 

20"* century maps (Ottoman, Pervititch, Municipal); 

Associations (food system statistics and information); 



4) Bookstores (published historical and contemporary narratives); 

5) Libraries (Atatiirk, ARIT, Interlibrary loan); 

6) Local newspaper and magazine reports; and, 

7) Internet (Turkish newspapers, international and government organizations) 

Field Study Site 

Overall, my research addresses Istanbul's food system. However, while I tried to 

accurately represent the entire city in my project, the layout of the city, transportation 

distances (in terms of time) and the location of my residence imputed a European-side bias. 

While one may be tempted to assume that the Bosphonis "splits" the city, in reality, the 

European side is the oldest, has roughly two-thirds of the population, was the primary 

destination for rural-to-urban migrants until the 1980's, is the seat of municipal government 

and has the majority of Istanbul's commercial activity. In addition, Istanbul's food wholesale 

systems,, the bazaars I studied and the main inter-city bus depot are concentrated on the 

European side. However, since the construction of the bridges over the Bosphorus in 1973 and 

1986, the Anatolian side of the city is receiving increasing amounts of development and 

population growth. In the future, more attention must be directed toward the Asian side. 

The locations of urban agriculture in Istanbul are fragmented and disconnected 

(See Figure 5.3). These agricultural plots are relics of past practices, holdouts in a 

rapidly, of^en haphazardly, growing city. Traditional bostans are clustered around the 

historical, walled city of Istanbul. Others can be found scattered around the city and its 



edges. These include bostans in and around the villages on both sides of the Bosphorus 

and along the Sea of Marmara. House gardens are found where classic gecekondus and 

have not yet given way to multistory apartments. The remains of these tend to be found 

on the expanding edges of Istanbul, although pockets can still be found throughout the 

city in the shadows of multi-story modem apartments. 

Finally, while metropolitan Istanbul is my study site, the findings of my research 

suggest in a very real way the need to consider the entire nation of Turkey. Boundaries 

between the city and the countryside have become blurred. Beeley observes a network of 

villages and cities in Turkey within which Turks "seem to be perpetually on the move," 

and in which the farmer feels a part of a national, urban-rural society (Beeley 1985). 

Similarly, Istanbul media use the moniker IsXsxUcoy (\stan-village, as against Isxanbul, or 

Istan-c/'/y) in recognition of the presence of the village in the city. With fluid, two-way 

relationships between the city and the countryside, the minimal barriers between these 

two conceptual spaces, and the fact that Istanbul contains as much as one-fifth of the 

national population, it is difficult to determine where Istanbul ends and its hinterland 

begins. Thus, Turkey's space can be thought of as neither rural nor urban, but both. 

Dissertation Outline 

Chapter II serves two primary functions. First, it presents the literature that sets the 

background for this research. It links my project to the discipline of geography specifically, 

but also situates it within a broad array of woric done in the social sciences more generally. 



Secondly, but more critically, it builds and establishes the conceptual ftamework that gives the 

research both theoretical and practical meaning. In the effort to make a contribution to 

understanding agriculture-food-people relationships in the largely ignored context of the city, 

the project draws from research conducted in four interrelated fields: 

Food systems research helps identify agrofood pathways; among other spatial 

relationships, it links the field to the table, the countryside to the city. The literature on 

food security provides a practical dimension, and offers extensive insights into 

vulnerability, coping strategies, poverty and the relationships between agricultural 

production and access to food. Urban agriculture offers an initial and important link 

between agricultural production and the urban food needs. As a productive activity in the 

city, it provides an opportunity to begin to think of the city as the site of production, not 

just consumption. Finally, political ecology, as a current manifestation of geography's 

nature-society tradition, offers the possibility of linking the previous three concepts. 

Human adaptations to and of the environment do not cease once people move to urban 

environments. Therefore, this research tests the applicability and validity of political 

ecology in the city. 

Chapters III and IV set the context in which this research and its arguments are 

set. Chapter III establishes and evaluates the national agrofood picture. It examines the 

structure of Turkish agriculture and explores its signiticance for Istanbul's dynamic food 

systems. Among other things, it links the persistence of the Turkish peasant to strategies 

of urban survival. Chapter IV more specifically examines the changing socioeconomic 

context in which Istanbul's agrofood system operates. The nature and forces of this 



change are examined, the urban food discourse is presented, the conflicts between 

perception and reality of food are explored, and the groundwork for an urban food system 

is presented. Particular emphasis is placed on the perceived needs and problems of 

Istanbul's poorer populations. 

Chapters V through VII are explorations and analyses of various formal and 

informal components of Istanbul's food system. Chapter V presents a case study of a 

rapidly disappearing institution, the bostan agroecosystem, found extensively throughout 

Istanbul for centuries, but now on the verge of extinction. Bostans (conceptually 

translated as a traditional market garden) are situated within Istanbul's changing food 

system and highlight the tensions and conflict between traditional practices and more 

modem aspirations adopted from the West. This example helps examine the implications 

of the change. Chapter VI introduces additional formal and semi-formal components of 

this food system, examines their relationships and continues the evaluation of change and 

its implications. This chapter discusses the decline of urban agriculture and introduces 

one of the most significant findings of the research, namely, the ongoing and critical role 

of food informally remitted from the countryside to the city. 

Chapter VII identifies and explores the practice of bringing food from the 

countryside to support urban food security. As an alternative to urban agriculture, this 

apparently widespread practice meets the same needs but accommodates the lack of 

urban space and resources. Further, recognition of the practice serves as the basis for 

arguing the critical importance of the rural economy and linkages in evaluating urban 

food security. Neither urban nor rural food security in countries like Turkey can be fully 



evaluated and supported without the simultaneous consideration of urban and rural needs, 

constraints and opportunities. Development and support programs and policies that target 

one without consideration of the other risk transferring and exacerbating existing 

problems. 

Finally, Chapter VIII is a synthesis and analysis of my findings. Theoretically, it 

evaluates the benefits of work of geographers and other in the nature-society tradition for 

examining the political ecology and food security of urban environments. Practically, it 

demonstrates the need for and benefits of understanding food security and food systems 

in cities, and suggests ways in which these can be supported. Urban agriculture - as a 

food security option and a basic needs strategy - is analyzed in the context of political 

ecology and food systems to determine its role in the overall urban food security. This, in 

turn, returns us to the concept of sustainability and how a diverse portfolio of livelihood 

options is necessary for sustainable urban livelihoods and, ultimately, viable cities. This 

chapter summarizes the contribution of my project to geography and the social sciences 

more broadly, and concludes with some suggestions for future research. 
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CHAPTER II 

UNDERSTANDING URBAN FOOD SECURITY 

Introduction 

To make both a theoretical and a practical contribution to understanding urban 

food security and the relationship between agriculture, food and people in the urban 

context, this study draws largely from research conducted in three, interrelated 

subdisciplines within geography, and cutting through the social sciences in general. First, 

the literature on food security will be examined for how it can inform food security in an 

urban setting. Related to this, perspectives from political ecology are useful for 

understanding the changing relationship between people and food, which, in fundamental 

ways, is related to the changing relationship between people and their environment. 

Finally, urban food security caimot be understood without understanding the system(s) by 

which food is produced, distributed, procured (accessed) and consumed. 

Having started this dissertation research with the intention of examining the 

practice and significance of urban agriculture in Istanbul, this chapter also draws from the 

growing literature devoted specifically to urban agriculture. Numerous researchers, and 

non-profit, development and advocacy groups have identified urban agriculture as a 

practice by which members of lower income groups in the world's urban areas can take 

charge of their own food production and acquisition. This is an alternative to relying 

solely on the more tenuous prospects of wage labor for food purchases. As a self-help. 



locally oriented option, urban agriculture has inherent appeal for food security and 

livelihood support. This appeal will grow as the world's population increasingly 

concentrates in urban areas. 

Intertwined with the environmental and development discourses, urban 

agriculture is argued to be an important avenue toward greener, friendlier, less 

impoverished and, ultimately, more sustainable cities. At a broader scale, it is argued that 

producing food in the city minimizes its reach into the countryside, increasing the city's 

self-reliance and sustainability, and reduces the negative environmental and 

socioeconomic impacts on both the urban and the rural (Nelson 1996; Sachs and Silk 

1987; Smit and Nasr 1992). The subtitle to a notable and summary reference work on the 

subject. Urban Agriculture: Food, Jobs and Sustainable Cities, published by the United 

Nations Development Programme (Smit, Ratta and Nasr 1996) encapsulates the general 

appeal. 

The prominence of urban agriculture in the research literature has grown to the 

point where it has begim to receive a higher level of critical review. Ellis and Sumberg 

warn that the benefits of urban agriculture should not be exaggerated and that policies to 

support it should be realistic. More specifically, and very important regarding multi-

scalar (community-city-regional-national-global) food security, they argue that "it is 

problematic to isolate city farming from the rural economy (1998: 219)." 

To understand the position of urban agriculture as a meaningful urban food 

security strategy, to link it to the rural economy, and examining the entire menu of urban 

food security strategies and placing urban food security in its spatial and national 



contexts, it is critical to consider the food system(s) by which food is produced, 

distributed and consumed. Fundamentally, food security in general - and urban food 

security in particular - cannot be understood without examining the systems by which 

people obtain food. While growing attention has been placed on global food systems and 

the globalization of food, a smaller and less prominent body of research has begun to 

look at specifically local food systems. These latter cut across both space (rural-urban) 

and scale (household-local-national-global). Piecing together the elements of a food 

system for a large metropolitan region is complex zmd, even with extensive resources, is 

bound to be incomplete. Yet, considering the mosaic imagery, even an incomplete 

picture can be important in understanding the critical networks and pathways along which 

food security is met. Once the initial food system fiamework is established, ongoing 

research can provide additional elements to the mosaic. 

Emphasis on urban food systems is increasing because experts are becoming more 

and more interested in the role of the city in food security. For numerous real and 

perceived reasons, food insecurity and hunger are associated with rural areas (Corbett 

1988; Gertel 1995a: 13). But this limits the places and spaces in which hunger and food 

insecurity are found. "Urban households may also be prone to various kinds of food 

insecurity and nutritional deprivation, and the relative importance of these may be 

growing as urban populations expand" (Corbett 1988: 1101). Vulnerable populations 

exist everywhere and are often hidden behind aggregated statistics, primary discourses, 

prominent misconceptions and marketed perceptions. Bodi as the site of hunger, and as a 

contributor to rural and national himger (for example, as a disproportionately large 



recipient and consumer of national resources), the city has not adequately been examined. 

"Urban coping strategies in response to less extreme poverty and household food security 

have not been extensively examined" ( Corbett 1988:1101.)- With half of the world's 

population, millions of who have come to the city in search of livelihoods that could not 

be made in the countryside, urban areas and their populations can no longer be neglected. 

Though food insecurity and himger are often thought of in terms of specific 

events - disasters such as wars and droughts that lead to famines - food insecurity is 

more of a process than an event. There is a snowballing collection of destructive 

antecedents before the actual precipitation of famine, himger, and starvation (Hutchinson 

1997). Bohle (1994b: 247) suggests that analysis of urban food supply systems should 

not only concentrate on situations of smooth fimctioning of the food system, but should 

lay a special focus on periods of crises and destabilization." Evidence suggests 

something slightly different, that most evaluations of food systems occur at times of 

crises. Bohle himself argues that academic interest in food supply is piqued only at times 

of disruption (1994a) and articles in the journal Disaster attest to this. To understand, 

anticipate and minimize such crises, baseline and fundamental understanding of food 

systems is needed. In addition, "smoothly functioning" may be a misnomer, part of the 

modernizing discourse that masks underlying problems zmd even reduces food security. 

Hunger, vulnerability and food insecurity do not wait for crises that may or may not be 

deemed media worthy. 

Processes of differentiation and marginalization take place in urban areas. Urban 

sub-populations - even in resource rich nations or those with high GNPs per capita — can 



face high and variable degrees of food insecurity and vulnerability to hunger. In fact, 

with the globalization of culture and political economies, and structural adjustment and 

economic liberalization programs, large cities across the world may share more 

characteristics with each other than with their own rural hinterlands. Food security issues 

in cities across the world may turn out to be remarkably similar. Still, the strategies and 

tactics that various actors use to pursue food security in the city will be different from 

those used in the countryside, as well as from other cities. Local politics, histories, and 

culture and the relationships between cities and their countrysides may turn out to 

powerfully define the opportunities and constraints for urban food security. For some 

urban food security activities or institutions - such as urban agriculture - the practice 

may parallel rural activities, though constraints and opportunities surrounding the 

practice can differ greatly. In any case, Ellis and Sumberg's (1998) critique of urban 

agriculture applies to urban food security more broadly - it must not be investigated in a 

void, detached from the productive countryside. Such a critique points to the need to 

consider an urban food system as one that goes beyond the politically defined bounds of 

the city. 

In addition, it is difficult to understand a particular food system without 

considering the changing relationship between nature and society. Agriculture is the 

dynamic intersection between people and their environment. A food system begins with 

human manipulation of the environment to raise an agriculturzil product. Political 

ecology is a current manifestation of the human-land tradition within geography, and 

highlights the roles of culture, political economic structures, and actors in people's 



impacts and adaptations to and of their environment. In this environmental context, it 

also emphasizes the interactions between and among people and their institutions. 

Political ecology provides a theoretical perspective from which to consider this 

research. As an approach that links environment, economy and society (Adams 1995), it 

provides a useful research framework. Political ecology brings together cultural 

ecology's interest in food production, demography and ecological sustainability with the 

questions of access, marginality and spatial unevenness raised in political economy 

(Blaikie and Brookfield 1987; Butzer 1989; Pickles and Watts 1992). It is typically used 

to evaluate issues related to agricultural production, such as the social antecedents of 

environmental degradation (Blaikie 1995; Blaikie and Brookfield 1987), changes in 

peasant livelihood systems (Watts 1983; Bebbington 1993; Zimmerer 1991; Blaikie 

1987; Butzer 1989; Pickles and Watts 1992), resource competition (Hansis 1998; 

Schrceder 1997; Sheridan 1995), and even the geography of disease (Mayer 1996). Until 

recently, political ecology was primarily applied to peasants in the world's rural and 

developing regions. However, this need not constrain its application. Increasingly, 

political ecologists are examining nature-society interactions in industrialized and 

urbanized regions and countries (Black 1990; Durrenburger and Thu 1997; Hansis 1998; 

Sheridan 1995; Swyngedouw 1995; Swyngedouw 1997). Conceptualizations of 

environment, degradation, resource, landesque capital, agency, and structure remain 

highly relevant in urban contexts. 

Just as initial studies in political ecology showed that environmental degradation 

was not simply and primarily the result of population pressures, peasant irrationality or 



ignorance, but often related to the inequitable exercise of power, political ecology can 

provide insights into urban food security. Without explicitly making the connection to 

political ecology, Baro characterizes food security as an issue of: 

• economic growth: food insecurity prevents people from being economically 
active citizens because they lack the simple physical energy needed to 
contribute fully to their own livelihood; 

• environment: the lack of food leads to the over-exploitation of marginal land, 
the misuse of water supplies, the exhaustion of soils, and deforestation; and. 

• democracy: the pursuit of democracy is hampered when basic human needs 
are not met (1996:18). 

As argued by Gertel, food security and urban hunger are "expressions of economic, 

political, and cultural structures and processes within their historical roots" (1995b: 12). 

Combined with the recognition that agricultural activity is a fiindamental articulation of 

society's relationship with its environment, political ecology is ideally suited to 

examining the resource-related activities of urban populations. 

This research is not the first to identify the nexus of urban food security, food 

systems and political ecology. In the introduction to an edited volume on the 

metropolitan food system of Cairo, Gertel (1995b) presents the importance of evaluating 

urban food security and food systems in the context of political ecology. Prior to that, in 

an article in a special issue of GeoJournal (1994, "Cities of Hunger: Urban Food Systems 

in Developing Countries"), Bohle (1994b) does the same. These works are important 

introductions to the critical need to understand urban food systems as part of addressing 

urban, regional and national food problems. The interplay of these with political ecology, 

however, goes undeveloped. More curiously, Bohle (1994b.) does not develop the 
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meaning of a particularly urban food system. It is as if the article was written about food 

security and food systems in general, and the word urban was subsequently added as an 

adjective. 

In 1987, Guyer (1987a) compiled and edited extensive and critical works by 

Michael Watts (an early pioneer in political ecology) and others, on food supply systems 

surrounding Subsaharan cities in Feeding African Cities. While this work does not 

specifically identify political ecology as a tool for understanding urban food security, and 

places heavy emphasis on the structural elements of food security, it is a good example of 

using historical events to understand and explain contemporary problems. To political 

ecologists, the historical context is often critical for explanation. 

Urban Food Security 

Introduction to Food Security 

In the research he conducted in Kampala, Uganda, Maxwell places urban 

agriculture in the context of food security strategies: "Urban farming is a long-term 

adaptive strategy of women to protect the food security of the persons for whom they are 

responsible" (1995:1677). As such, he portrays food insecurity as a chronic problem and 

explores a particular household level response. As such, he deviates fi'om more 

traditional studies in food security that have centered largely around famines, generally as 

the final outcome of discrete events such as droughts or wars. Increasingly, attention is 

turning toward hunger as the consequence of political economic change, for example. 



associated with regional development, industrialization and structural adjustment 

programs. How these combine to promote food insecurity, increase vulnerability, and the 

range of available adaptations and coping strategies for households and communities in 

the face of these threats are important to understanding and bolstering food security. 

Geographically, the emphases of food security studies tend to be rural and 

agricultural. Only recently has there grown research interest in urban food security, and 

in how it differs from rural and agricultural settings. The extent, cause and remediation 

of urban food insecurity are growing as the world's urban population grows. The Food 

and Agriculture Organization, the World Bank, the International Food Policy Research 

Institute and numerous other organizations have begun to highlight this problem, in part 

due to the attention given urban agriculture. Important also are the impacts of cities on 

regional and national food security. Nevertheless, these relationships are not clear, and 

what a particularly urban food security connotes needs attention. 

Maxwell (1995) has already used Sen's entitlement approach (1981) to shed light 

on urban agriculture. The discussion that follows is intended to use it to help understand 

urban food security more broadly. It concludes by suggesting that experiences from 

famine early warning systems may inform an understanding of the nature of this urban 

population and their food insecurity as part of the effort to reduce vulnerability from 

changes in their exchange entitlements. 
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Concepts in Food Security 

Many conceptualizations of the term food security have emerged over the last 

three decades, over 30 of which have been listed by S. Maxwell (1996). Leidenfrost 

(1993) provides nearly 20 definitions with more complete text and citations. Emphasis 

has shifted from national food self-sufficiency and reliance (issues of supply) to the 

individual and households (issues of access). The most widely cited definition of food 

security is fi^om a 1986 World Bank policy study in which it is defined as "access by all 

people at all times to enough food for an active and healthy life" (S. Maxwell 1996: 157). 

For our purposes, a slightly more elaborate definition will be used. The International 

Conference on Nutrition, Plan of Action, December 12, 1992. uses the World Bank 

definition as it starting point, but elaborates on it as follows (see Leidenfrost 1993: 2): 

Achieving food security has three dimensions: 

(1) It is necessary to ensure a safe and nutritionally adequate food supply both 
at the national and the household level; 

(2) It is necessary to have a reasonable degree of stability in the supply of 
food both from one year to the other and during the year; 

(3) Most critically, the household must be ensured of the physical, social and 
economic access to enough food to meet its needs. This means that each 
household must have the knowledge and the ability to produce or procure 
the food that it needs on a sustainable basis. 

While this definition is broad, it captures the concepts of food availability, 

accessibility, and adequacy found in many definitions. More importantly, it is useful in 

its recognition of time and the multiple scales of food security. Inter-seasonal and intra-

seasonal variability can be very significant (see, e.g., Sahn 1989). Not only does it 



address the concept of a regional food security, but it highlights the household and the 

household's productive capabilities. Ultimately, it is the household in which we are 

interested. Household livelihood security can be defined in general terms as "having 

adequate and sustainable access to income and other resources to enable households to 

meet basic needs which include adequate access to food, potable water, health facilities, 

educational opportunities, housing, time for community participation and social 

integration" (Baro 1996:19). To generalize across households - or neighborhoods, 

communities, villages, cities - is to "fail to catch the diversity and variations of 

procurement strategies used by different households [or groups, areas] to obtain food and 

cash. Each household [or group, area] may have access to different sources of 

entitlements which are based on its endowments and its position in the political and social 

make-up of society" (Baro 1996: 20). Livelihood security and food security are not quite 

synonymous. According to S. Maxwell, it is the general case that livelihood security is a 

necessary and often sufficient condition for food security (1996:158). That is, with 

livelihood security, one's endowment bundle (see below) is sufficient to maintain food 

security. 

Con\QXSQ\y, food insecurity exists "whenever the availability of nutritionally 

adequate, safe foods, or the ability to acquire personally acceptable foods in socially 

acceptable ways is limited for a person (C. Campbell 1990, in Leidenfrost 1993). 

Reutlinger and van Hoist Pellekaan (1996, in Leidenfrost 1993: 13) identify two kinds of 

food insecurity. Chronic food insecurity is a continuously inadequate diet caused by the 

inability to acquire food and affects households that persistently lack the ability either to 



buy or produce enough food. Transitory food insecurity is the temporary decline in a 

household's access to enough food that results from instability in food prices, food 

production, or household incomes. In worst cases, transitory food insecurity leads to 

famine. As with food security, insecurity can be analyzed at various scales, from the 

individual upward. These two types of food insecurity are analogous to another pair of 

terms used in discussions of food security. Coping strategies refer to household behavior 

at times of acute food crisis, and have been most typically associated with famine 

conditions; rather than being a response to current and immediate food needs, the goal of 

coping strategies is the attempted assurance of fiiture survival (Corbett 1988). Based on 

empiric£il evidence, Corbett (1988) proposed a simple, three-stage model of household 

coping strategies designed to prevent or delay destitution. Insurance mechanisms precede 

the sale of productive assets. The final stage is destitution, characterized by distress 

migration. Though Cutler (1986, in Corbett 1988) had already raised the concept of 

adaptive strategies, Moser (1998) credits Davies with drawing a distinction between 

coping and adapting strategies. Whereas coping is a short term response to an immediate 

and habitual decline in access to food, an adapting strategy is defined as a permanent 

change in the mix of ways in which food is acquired, irrespective of the year in question 

(Davies 1993:60, in Moser 1998:5). This, in turn, is qualified by Baro, who argues that 

many rural households are always in the dynamic process of coping because crises are 

not conjunctural but endemic (Baro 1996:19). Because famines are not single, acute and 

sudden events, but develop and take place over time, neither £u% household responses or 

strategies. However the case may be in different areas, it is important and useful to 



71 

recognize that different time horizons condition the activities of households in response 

to threats to food security. 

Another critical concept in food security is the concept of vulnerability. In a 

recent study of the urban poor, Moser defines vulnerability as "insecurity and sensitivity 

in the well-being of individuals, households and communities in the face of a changing 

environment, [implicitly including] their responsiveness and resilience to risks that they 

face during such negative changes (1998:3). The two dimensions of vulnerability are its 

sensitivity and its resilience — the magnitude of a system's response to an external event 

and the ease and rapidity of a system's recovery from stress (Moser 1998:3). 

One definition which conceptualizes vulnerability in terms of risk gives it three 

dimensions. In this way it can be thought of as the combination of: (1) the risk of 

exposure to crises, stress and shocks, (2) the risk of inadequate capacities to cope with 

stress, crises and shocks, and (3) the risk of severe consequences of, and the attendant 

risks of slow or limited poverty (resiliency) from crises, risk, and shock (Watts and Bohle 

1993: 45). The important point is that the desired state of reduced vulnerability refers to 

an individual's and/or group's ability to avoid food insecurity or, once it is inevitable, to 

withstand the episode and to return to pre-episode conditions without significant and 

lasting negative effects. Citing the work of numerous authors, S. Maxwell summarizes: 

"the interaction between resilience and sensitivity provides a strong framework for the 

analysis of food insecurity over time, with the most food insecure house holds 

characterized by high sensitivity and low resilience" (1996:158), i.e., they are the most 

vulnerable. 
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Importantly, vulnerability is not synonymous with poverty (Moser 1998). 

Despite the strong correlation between vulnerability and poverty, neither is a precondition 

for the other. However, there tends to be an important inverse relationship between 

vulnerability and asset ownership. The more assets and entitlements that people have, the 

more likely they are able to resist food insecurity; whereas, the fewer the assets, or the 

greater their depletion, the greater their insecurity (Moser 1998). 

The Entitlement Approach 

In understanding general poverty, or regular starvation, or outbursts of famine, it 
is necessary to look at bo^ ownership patterns and exchange entitlements, and at 
the forces that lie behind them. This requires careful consideration of the nattire 
of modes of production and the structure of economic classes as well as their 
interrelations (Sen 1981: 6). 

In his seminal and often-cited book Poverty and Famines (1981), Amartya Sen 

presents and applies a theoretical framework for understanding the mechanisms by which 

households gain access to food via exchange entitlements, and how exchange entitlement 

relations might fail, leading to food insecurity. Sen makes it clear firom the outset that this 

applies more generally to the case of poverty and more specifically to the case of famine. 

According to Sen, in a market economy, a person can exchange what he owns for 

another collection of commodities through trading what one owns, through production 

using one's own resources, or through a combination of the two (1981:3). These include 

one's own labor. "The set of all alternative bundles of commodities that he can acquire 

in exchange for what he owns may be called the 'exchange entitlement' of what he owns" 



( Sen 1981:3). Thus, it is when the exchange entitlement does not contain any feasible 

bundle including enough food that a person is exposed to hunger. 

Given one's ownership bundle (or endowment, those things owned by a person, 

including material goods, labor power, other resources), each person has, at any given 

time and in any given place, an exchange entitlement that is influenced by such things as 

employment opportunities and wages, market value of non-labor assets, the cost of inputs 

to anything he produces, how much he can produce, the market value of anything he 

produces, any social security benefits to which he is entitled, and all taxes he must pay. 

Simply, a change in any one of these things changes a person's exchange entitlements. If 

wages, value of assets, or the market value of any goods he can produce increases, the 

exchange entitlement, ceteris parabis, increases. By the same token, if a person's wages 

or hours worked decrease, or the cost to meet basic needs, rent or taxes increases, the 

person's exchange entitlement decreases. A person's ability to avoid starvation will 

depend both on his ownership bundle and exchange entitlements. For those without other 

significant endowments, to be fired from a job is to face a collapse in one's exchange 

entitlement. In other cases, a general decline in food supply may cause a person to be 

exposed to hunger, yet the immediate reason is because a rise in food prices reduces the 

exchange entitlement. Thus, a food shortage is not required to reduce exchange 

entitlements such that widespread hunger ensues. Many socioeconomic and 

environmental changes are capable of doing this, from hyper-inflation and boom 

economies to economic depressions, armed conflict and natural catastrophes that destroy 

crops or otherwise prevent production. 



Sen's argument may be called a political economy of hunger. Famine and food 

insecurity are not events that spring up at any given moment in time, but that take place 

in a geographical and historical context, amidst ongoing political and economic forces. 

He works hard to establish that poverty, hunger, starvation, even famine are not 

simplistically the result of food availability decline, the Malthusian specter of rapidly 

increasing population and declining relative amounts of food, nor simplistically caused 

by environmental events such as droughts and other natural catastrophes. Instead, food 

shortages are social constructions, "a matter of command over and access to food, or 

entitlements" (Watts 1983:18). Sen's model addresses such questions as "what 

determines distribution of food between different sections of the community?" (Sen 

1981:7). Inter-group, inter-class, spatial and distributional issues must be understood 

because over-all shortages may be unequally shared by different groups or places. As 

Sen demonstrates with case studies, lower economic groups can suffer acute shortages at 

massive scales even when there is no over-all shortage (Sen 1981: 43). In this way, Sen 

distinguishes between boom and slump famines. 

To summarize, the entitlement approach focuses on the acquirement problem and 

the major variables influencing acquisition. It is not so much to dispute a focus on food 

supply as it is to "provide a general approach for understanding and investigating famines 

through focusing on variations in endowments and exchange entitlement opportunities 

(Sen 1989: 37). Thus, the model simply states that food security is a function of 

purchasing power, the ability of an individual, household or group to command food 

resources as a function of their endowment, or resources. This leaves room for using 



Sen's model to understand adaptive strategies in the face of chronic food insecurity, as 

Maxwell demonstrates (1995). 

The entitlement approach has been used to explore numerous policy issues. 

These include "problems of anticipation and relief of famines, forms of relief to be 

provided (including food distribution versus cash relief), the role of food supply and food 

prices in famine relief, and long-run strategies for eliminating vulnerability to famines 

and starvation" (Sen 1989: 50). It is to some of these policy issues that we now tum as 

we investigate how the entitlement approach has been implemented by different 

organizations interested in famine early warning, avoidance, mitigation and relief. 

Applications of the Entitlement Approach 

Traditionally, the metric for anticipating famine or food insecurity was food 

output. This was based on the assumption that the determinant for famine was a food 

shortfall. According to this original model, a decline in food production was the likely 

precursor to famine. The Food and Agriculture Organization publishes annual Food 

Balance Sheets for the world's country's, which summarize the agricultural imports, 

exports and uses to determine the amount of food "available" per person. 

However, this can be a misleading indicator when used alone. Early warnings 

may not come at all from the output statistics, but may be suggested by monitoring other 

variables as well - variables such as employment, wages, prices, etc. that all have a direct 

bearing on the entitlements of various groups (Sen 1989: 42). Nevertheless, early 

warning indicators have to be "examined with an economic understanding of the 



determinants of the entitlements of the different occupation groups and of the rich 

variety of different ways in which the entitlements of one group or another can be 

undermined" (Sen 1989:42). The entitlements of all vulnerable groups need to be 

analyzed. 

It is with such insights as Sen's that aid organizations such as the US Agency for 

International Development (USAID), the United Nations' World Food Programme 

(UNWFP) and the Save the Children Fund (SCF) have been developing protocols and 

strategies on vulnerability assessments and early warning systems. According to 

Hutchinson (1996), vulnerability assessment (VA) is a process that seeks to identify areas 

and populations who might be threatened by food insecurity. By providing the social, 

historical and geographic context of food security, VA helps focus attention on those 

areas and groups that might be most affected by adverse change, which include both 

natural and social events (e.g., drought, war, etc.). This builds on more developed early 

warning systems that "focus on the gathering and interpretation of data that describe food 

balance (estimates of production, stocks and imports against consumption), food access 

(e.g., dietary change; livestock sales), and outcome or well being (e.g., food 

consumption; health)" (Hutchinson 1992: iv), but which can not be fully understood 

without the context provided by vulnerability assessments. Especially with the recent 

recognition that women and children under the age of five are particularly vulnerable 

sub-populations (Hutchinson 1997), and with the recognition that the household is the 

most sensitive and accurate level at which to measure early warning indicators 

(Hutchinson 1992), current efforts among early warning and vulnerability assessment 



practitioners indicate a desire to take Sen's advice to heart. Namely, that context and the 

affected people, as well as their interrelationships, need to be understood for food 

insecurity and vulnerability to be understood, anticipated and mitigated. 

Having said that, it is helpful to explore how the different agencies actually apply 

Sen's model. According to Hutchinson (1996, 1997), SCF,^K conducts interviews with 

key informants throughout a region to understand the food economy of households within 

homogenous (in terms of livelihood) food economy zones. With the information from the 

key informant interviews, household models are built for household types within each 

zone. Basically, a perturbation (e.g., a drought) can then be inflicted on the model 

household and the impact of the perturbation on the household is then determined. 

Extending this response across all the households in each zone gives the impact (e.g., 

food deficit) of the perturbation on the region. Hutchinson (1997) calls this bottom-up 

approach a process approach in that it attempts to determine aggregate need through an 

understanding of the processes operating at the household level. It can also be considered 

an expert system given the source of its input information. 

Two elements that distinguish this approach are: (1) primary information is 

gathered by key informant interviews; and, (2) that the models are based on data from a 

single point in time. While this process approach is based on local knowledge and 

information, and captures local seasonal, geographical and socioeconomic (e.g., class) 

variations, it cannot account for contextual changes that take place over time without 

redoing the interviews. Further, any input-output model for social behavior, and one 

based on key informant representatives (that may have their own biases), carries risks of 



extrapolating errors that, at the household level may not be great, but at a regional level 

may be enormous. Lastly, this model may be a little too attractive, in that its final 

product is an estimate of food need. This may be exciting to share with donors from 

whom SCF must attract annual contributions, but it appears too simplistic for lifesaving 

policy. Keeping Sen's observation in mind - that "the search for some invariable 

indicator on the basis of which even the economically blind could see an oncoming 

famine sufficiently early is quite hopeless" (Sen 1989: 42) - it may be prudent to view 

predictive models with a certain amount of skepticism. However, this does not mean that 

the processual, bottom-up and household level orientation is not valuable, only that how 

the information is used may need to be reconsidered. 

The Famine Early Warning System (PEWS) approach preferred by USAID, and 

developed with the assistance of such organization as the University of Arizona Arid 

Lands Program, is an example of an indicator approach. Again taking from Hutchinson 

(1996, 1997), an indicator approach attempts to infer conditions at the household level 

through an analysis of both routinely reported, aggregate, secondary data (e.g., 

agricultural statistics, census, health and demographic data) and other generally available 

data that may include remotely sensed information regarding weather and vegetation 

response. For example, it is assumed that health and nutrition data, as well as economic 

data such as food and labor prices all reflect access to food. In contrast to the process 

approach, this is a top-down approach that infers behavior and conditions at the local 

levels. Primary features of this approach are: (1) that it operates with a wide range of 

data over a span of time, which helps in establishing baselines and observing trends; (2) 



that new data can always be added as it becomes available; and, (3) that it has the 

potential to examine numerous, and broad regions simultaneously, increasing the 

geographic scale at which analyses can be conducted. The apparent trade-off is that 

household level details and Sen's entitlement exchanges can only be inferred; local level 

differentiation may be difficult. It would appear that some ground level work is needed 

to complement the FEWS approach, especially given that many of the areas in which 

such analyses are conducted probably do not have complete, up-to-date or reliable data 

locally differentiated by gender, age, class and other factors of vulnerability (see Watts 

and Bohle 1993). As FEWS evolves, local differentiation is increasingly emphasized, 

and efforts are being made to obtain the necessary information (see Hutchinson 1997). 

Finally, the approach used by the European Union in its famine-related efforts is 

an expert system that, by Hutchinson's (1996, 1997) account, is something of a hybrid of 

the process and indicator approaches. The AEDES model relies on key informants and 

computerized analyses, it situates households within their larger (e.g., clan, community, 

kinship) socizil structures and networks.' This would seem to allow for important and 

often prevalent solidarity networks, moral economies, and other informal, cultural 

methods that have developed in sub-Saharan Afnca over the time to mitigate risk (see 

Fafchamps 1992). Similar to the SCF approach, the final output of AEDES' approach is 

specifically to identify food aid needs. How the AEDES model incorporates informal 

factors into their approach is not clear. For their expert information, AEDES relies on 

information from host-nation ministries and ministry personnel. In comparison to the 



process and indicator approaches, this is something of a meso-scale approach, where data 

is more likely to flow with consistency up from the field and back down as locally useful 

information. One of the immediate problems with the AEDES reliance on ministry 

personnel again regards potential bias. Official data may not accurately represent local 

reality, and government officials may not actually know ground level practices or may 

wish to conceal them. 

Clearly, there seems to be portions of each of the above approaches that 

complement the others. All three approaches, as reported by Hutchinson (1996), proceed 

from a desire to understand household organization and behavior with the purpose of 

estimating household responses to negative economic changes. The utility of the indicator 

approach in terms of dealing with aggregate data and its "advantages of scale, timeliness 

and precision" is complemented by the "more specific and realistic picture of household 

economies that permit better interpretation of aggregate data" (Hutchinson 1996). 

In summary, the increasing sophistication and complexity of vulnerability 

assessments in the context of FEWS and other early warning systems reflects the 

increased understanding of food insecurity, its causes and differential impacts. Though 

most of this work has been in the context of famine, is application to situations of chronic 

hunger are relevant and need exploration. The initial early warning systems, like the Food 

and Agricultural Organization's supply-side Global Information and Early Warning 

Systems (GIEWS), ties famine to food supply, on the assumption that food availability 

translates into food access for all groups in a population (Hutchinson 1997: 5). Since the 

' The Aedes Europeenne pour le Development et la Sante (AEDES) provides technical assistance to the 



1980's, vulnerability assessments have developed to reflect the demand side observations 

and entitlement model of Amartya Sen (1981). Therefore, efforts of projects such as 

FEWS have evolved to identify regions and groups most likely to experience, 'episodic 

food shortages and problems in inadequate food access in order to prevent severe 

malnutrition and starvation" (Hutchinson 1997: 1). These perspectives can help us more 

fully understand food security, vulnerability, and coping and adapting practices in urban 

areas. 

Urban Applications 

"The primary purpose of the FEWS approach to vulnerability assessments is to 

answer questions about where vulnerability is greatest, who is most affected, when they 

are the most vulnerable, and what are the causes of vulnerability" (Hutchinson 1997: 8). 

Despite the fact that FEWS' emphasis has been in rural regions, and that its continual 

evolution has been to address the needs of rural populations, the questions that the 

vulnerability assessments attempt to answer are no less important for urban areas. 

Certainly, poverty, hunger and vulnerability exist among urban populations, who, like 

rural populations, can be differentiated spatially, temporally and socioeconomically. 

True, the concentration of urban populations and their proximity to power may give them 

greater command over food (re)sources within the national or metropolitan political 

economy (e.g., through mobilization, collective action or bread riots). Nevertheless, the 

European Union. 



great and growing number of people who live in impoverished conditions throughout the 

third world's metropolitan regions suggests that urban perspectives are needed. 

In contrast to rural regions, the endpoint of hunger in urban areas may not be 

death directly from starvation. According to Watts and Bohle (1993: 46), entitlement 

approaches have primarily addressed the conditions under which food insecurity 

collapses into mass starvation. However, as demonstrated by Sen (1981), hunger and 

starvation may not cause mortality per se as much as leave the body vulnerable to other 

deadly or debilitating diseases. Studies have found that undernutrition, malnourishment, 

and per capita energy intakes in the urban areas of devefoping countries can be 

significantly less than in their rural areas (Hussain and Lunven 1987). While the visual 

impacts of hunger may not be as dramatic or overwhelming in urban areas as in famine-

stricken rural areas, hunger in urban areas may result in significant nutritional, 

developmental, health and disease impacts. These, in turn, may have serious 

consequences for the sustainability or viability of urban areas into the future. 

Insights from Sen's entitlement exchange and the FEWS vulnerability approach 

may help inform programs and policies directed at urban food security needs. Sen's 

insights debunk the long held belief that food supply is tantamount to food access. This 

is a critical understanding for cities like Istanbul, which seem awash in food but in which 

as much as 75% of average household income among of the poorer classes is reportedly 

spent on food (Mougeot 1994). Vulnerability assessments provide one approach and set 

of tools for identifying the vulnerable subpopulations in space and time, for 

understanding the food system network, and for anticipating food security needs before 



they become widespread. This knowledge can be used in urban food policy 

prescriptions, for example, those that support urban agriculture and other programs or 

activities to support the urban vulnerable. 

It is also important to state that the interest in applying vulnerability assessments 

to urban environments is not to resurrect an urban bias a la Michael Lipton (see Why the 

Poor Stay Poor, 1977), but to recognize that vulnerable populations exist en masse in 

urban regions. After all, despite the growing percentage of the world's population that 

lives in urban areas, evidence suggests that the number of poor in rural areas will 

continue to be greater than the number of urban poor (Naylor and Falcon 1995). In fact, 

it may be that the most vulnerable urban populations include those very households that 

migrated out of the rural regions as a final and permanent response to rural food 

insecurity. 

According to the FEWS household response model, in response to increasingly 

severe food security emergencies, a household goes through four general stages: (1) 

adaptation; (2) divestment of liquid assets; (3) divestment of productive assets; and (4), 

out-migration (Hutchinson 1997). According to Hutchinson, once local options (in the 

rural localities) are exhausted, there may be a general movement to urban centers, or 

refugee camps.... and would be accompanied by dramatic increases in malnutrition, 

morbidity, and mortality (1997: 10). Figure 2.1 is a model that shows the stages and 

strategies through which households may go as they face increasing levels of food 

insecurity. This is an elaboration of Corbett's model presented earlier. For vulnerable 

groups in urban areas that face increasing food insecurity, general outmigration is no 
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longer an endpoint. The more likely endpoints for the urban vulnerable include begging, 

crime or other socially destructive options. For a select few, international migration may 

be another option. In places like Istanbul, return migration may be a more widely 

available option for those who retain family lands in the village. 

For successful vulnerability assessment applications to urban areas, increased 

emphases on combined expert and indicator approaches, as suggested by Hutchinson 

(1996), may be needed. FEWS operates largely with secondary and regional, meso- to 

macro-scale data, enabling even the use of remotely sensed data. While this could be 

invaluable in putting the metropolitan area in its regional or national context, the 

population density of urban regions may require additional, bottom-up, household 

information in order to differentiate vulnerable subgroups within the urban population. 

For example, ongoing socioeconomic linkages between urban people and their rural 

origins in the hinterland may play a large role in the urban food system. It has been 

shown that temporary rural to urban migration is a rural household income diversification 

strategy to reduce income variability via urban to rural remittances (see Reardon, 

Delgado, and Matlon 1992); this may have considerable consequences for urban 

vulnerability analyses using FEWS' reliance on secondary economic data. Or, again, 

using Istanbul as an example, the informal sector of the economy may be so large and 

significant as to make official socioeconomic data sets misleading. In Istanbul and 

Ankara, the majority of the population is thought to live in informal housing. Given the 

population densities in urban areas, and the potential for tapping into the local human 

resources of interested social or community groups, the costs of obtaining and updating 



expert information from key informants may not be as prohibitive as in extensive rural 

areas. Therefore, in applying early warning and vulnerability assessments to urban areas, 

it would seem that an approach using the FEWS approach as a framework, but which can 

incorporate and accommodate additional, expert information, would be valuable. 

A slightly different approach has recently been proposed by Moser (1998). 

Rather than only analyze the vulnerability or weaknesses of the poor, of concentrating on 

what they do not have, she suggests focussing on what they do have, on their assets. She 

suggests an asset vulnerability framework to promote poverty reduction strategies that 

"strengthen people's own inventive solutions, rather than substitute for, block or 

undermine them" (1998:1). Assets range from the tangible and familiar to the invisible 

and intangible. She summarizes assets as follows (1998:4); 

• Labor - commonly identified as the most important asset of the poor. 

• Human capital — health status, which determines people's capacity to work, 
and skills and education, which determine the return to their labor. 

• Productive assets — for poor urban households the most important is often 
housing. 

• Household relations - a mechanism for pooling income and sharing 
consumption. 

• Social capital - reciprocity within communities and between households 
based on trust deriving from social ties. 



87 

Urban Political Ecology 

Introduction to Cultural and Political Ecology 

In 1969, Bennett recognized that "the modem world has changed; that 

communities and social groupings have been pulled into macrocosmic frameworks of 

politics, economy and social structure at an increasing rate, and they must be studied with 

reference to these involvements" (1969:2). He recognized that tribes and communities 

are no longer isolated and out of contact with larger societies. In this way, his approach 

has a broad, contemporary applicability that informs cultural/political ecological studies 

in an increasingly interrelated world. 

In 1983, Watts wrote Silent Violence, a major and early work in critical political 

ecology, in which he takes a political economy approach to examining famine among 

Nigerian peasants. His investigation of the social production of famine is built around a 

"deconstruction of the social, political and economic structure" and the "historically 

specific systems of production" in the Hausaland region of Northern Nigeria (1983:19). 

By "emphasizing the changing social bases of household production and the growth of 

commodity production, which ruptured the cycle of peasant production" (1983: 25), 

Silent Violence has become a model for subsequent research in political ecology. 

A few years later, Blaikie and Brookfield's Land Degradation and Society gave 

political ecology its commonly cited but very general defmition as the combination of 

"the concerns of ecology and a broadly defined political economy" (1987; 17). Alone, 

such a definition is not very helpful. The book's strength, however, lies in systematically 



establishing the social context of land management, land degradation, resilience and 

sensitivity". Blaikie and Brookfield identified three concepts of marginality - economic, 

ecological and politicoeconomic. This is especially useful in thinking about urban 

agriculture as an activity practiced by socially and spatially marginalized p)eople 

attempting to use economically and ecologically marginalized land resources within the 

city and on which to grow crops and livestock. 

In considering how to proceed with an evaluation of the political ecology of a 

complex urban ecosystem, it is helpful to remember that Mikesell (1970) emphasized 

examining single linkages between components of the ecosystem, rather than attempting 

the impossible task of evaluating the entire web of relationships. Porter's discussion of 

geography as himian ecology is also helpful. Though he seems to blur the distinction 

between human and cultural ecology (the Dictionary of Human Geography states that 

cultural ecology is a subset of human ecology), he states that "human ecology has an 

appropriate scale and it can deal only with a limited level of complexity" (1978: 19). He 

notes that, since 1954, many of the important developments in himian ecology have 

occurred in marginal locations - "in the underdeveloped world, the tropical, colonial 

world, and areas that appear to be too hot, too cold, too dry, or too high for most people" 

(Porter 1978: 19). As Blaikie and Brookfield (1987) point out, marginal areas can be 

determined socially, economically and politically, not just climatically or 

environmentally. In urban food production, it may be fhiitful to combine such concepts 

~ Resilience is "the ability of land to reproduce its capability after interference, and the measure of need for 
human anifice toward that end" and sensitivity is "the degree to which a given land system undergoes 
changes due to natural forces, following human interference" (Blaikie and Brookfield 1987:10). Resilience 



of marginality with Schroeder's (1993) concepts of the political ecology of land 

rejuvenation rather than Blaikie and Brookfield's land degradation. Identifying 

communities involved in rejuvenating marginal urban regions may present an option for 

identifying manageable urban (sub)ecosystems, thus reducing the complexity of 

component relationships of which Moran warns in his discussion of urban ecology 

(1983). 

Presently, political ecology has expanded beyond specific links to land 

degradation. Carney (1993) treats political ecology as a research framework that focuses 

on the socioeconomic hierarchies and power relations regulating land use and 

management. However, she believes that political ecology overemphasizes land in the 

context of common property regimes. Instead, "the relationship of common property 

rights to Third World environmental change may be better understood by adequately 

conceptualizing labor" (1993: 329). Schroeder (1993) suggests that political ecology can 

go beyond its early roots in identifying root causes of environmental degradation to 

examine conflicts and issues regarding rejuvenation of the resource base. He identifies a 

politics of natural resource stabilization surrounding environmental rejuvenation and 

renewal that needs the critical attention that political ecology can provide. Both 

Schroeder and Carney pursue the importance of understanding gender relationships as 

part of the political ecological approach, at the household as well as at the national-

intemational levels. 

and sensitivity are the very same concepts that characterize human vulnerability to food insecurity (see 
Maxwell 1996: 158 discussed earlier). The sustainability of human and environmental health are parallel. 



Zimmerer raises an important problem with which political ecology still struggles. 

He identifies a "contradiction between the primacy attributed to the individual in human 

and cultural ecology and the structuralist framework of political economy" (1991: 443). 

As such, political ecology as the union between cultural ecology and political economy is 

unsettled. In studying the adaptation of smallholders in the Peruvian Highlands, he 

attempts to resolve this quandary by using the work of Anthony Giddens to incorporate a 

structuration concept into political ecology that links the social practices of land users to 

the structural conditions of peasant agriculture. While it is clear that most political 

ecologists attempt to combine the micro-scale behavioralism of human and cultural 

ecology with the macro-scale structuralism of political economy, there appears to be a 

tendency among researchers to give primacy to one or the other. Watts (1983), Schroeder 

(1993) and even Carney (1993) frame individuals within the mercy of larger political and 

economic forces (though Carney's evidence strongly suggests women as active agents), 

while Zimmerer (1991), Bebbington (1993) and Bennett (1969) emphasize the agency 

and abilities of individuals and groups in their adaptive responses to the constraints and 

opportunities presented by larger governmental and market structures. As if depending 

on the purpose of the research or the motives of the researcher, the emphasis on either 

structure or agency in political ecology appears to be determined by whether the 

researcher is operating as an advocate for the underrepresented and powerless or is 

writing in celebration of an individual's or group's adaptive abilities despite the existence 

of structural forces. Just as cultural ecology struggled with the behavioralism/ 

functionalism dichotomy, political ecology must address that of agency/structure in 
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recognition of the fact that "structures are formed by the interactions of diverse social 

collectives and individuals" (Zimmerer 1991: 444). 

There is a complementary relationship between cultural and political ecology that 

makes it necessary to include both for understanding urban food security. And, though 

the various and dynamic conceptualizations of each make it difficult to establish specific 

definitions, it is helpful to attempt working definitions for the purposes of this 

dissertation. My use of cultural ecology builds on Denevan's placement of adaptation at 

its center (1983:401) to answer questions of how a given culture or population, at a given 

time, utilizes natural, social and any other resources in order to meet their food and basic 

livelihood needs. It highlights the variable, dynamic and diverse set of technological and 

social options for meeting household needs "as the environment changes spatially [over 

time] as a result of both forces of nature and man's own impact" (Denevan 1983:401). In 

addition, cultural ecology emphasizes human agency and includes both adaptation to and 

adaptation of the environment. 

Political ecology helps highlight the political and economic constraints under 

which urban subgroups attempt to adapt and provides a broad perspective to complement 

cultural ecology's micro-scale emphasis on individual actions at the expense of forces at 

the community, regional. State and world scales (Zimmerer 1994: 117). It addresses 

issues of domination, accommodation and resistance, especially in the context of land use 

(Zimmerer 1991: 444). Because political ecology is also an issue of resource 

exploitation, distribution and control, the resources themselves can also impose 

constraints (Sheridan 1995: 45). Combining these, a working definition of political 



ecology for this dissertation includes an examination of the iterative interrelationship 

among people and the natural, human-made and socioeconomic resources for which they 

are in competition (and cooperation). 

The Urbanization of Political Ecology 

Interestingly, one of the case examples provided by Mikesell in his 1970 review of 

cultural ecology, was entitled "Pollution" and explored the nature-society implications of air 

quality problems caused by automobiles in urban areas. Moran, in his major contribution to 

the human adaptability component of cultural ecology, devotes a short section to urban 

ecology. In it, he claims that city contexts are not an important focus of human adaptability 

research because of the traditional and ongoing preoccupation of researchers with "natural 

systems" and the "avoidance of what is correctly perceived as a system too complex for 

precise analysis" (1982: 308). Nevertheless, he identifies cities as human-created ecosystems 

(like natural ecosystems, they are composed of interacting flows of energy, matter and 

information, 1982: 314) and, in suggesting an ecosystem approach to urban ecology, states 

that the need for a holistic approach to urban ecology can hardly be argued (1982: 312). 

Clearly, there are differences between urban and natural ecosystems, where urban, human 

manipulations replace - or add to - the natural controls found in "natural systems", and 

where the impacts of urban centers may reach far into the rural hinterland. 

Recalling the characteristics of cultural ecology research contexts from the 

introduction, all which appear to preclude urban populations and practices from analysis, this 

section now explores why cultural ecology, especially in its manifestation as political 



ecology, may be highly informative in understanding urban household and community 

relationships. City people, places and spaces need not be broadly excluded from cultural 

ecology research. Cities are not simply modem, concrete, undifferentiated monoliths, nor are 

they solely centers of household consimiption and industrial manufacture. To think of human 

settlements only as the antithesis of rural, agricultural regions is to overlook dynamic and 

creative webs of social and environmental relations. The strategies used by populations to 

reduce uncertainty, overcome constraints and take advantage of opportunities in meeting 

basic needs may not be that different from those adopted by their rural counterparts. Just as 

rural peasants adapt to their natural, built and social environments, so do urban, ofren 

marginal, groups, many of who were recently the rural poor. Thus, traditions, beliefs and 

value systems (i.e., culture) inform urban dwellers, providing them with the tools and 

wherewithal to adapt to built environments. To do so may require a reconceptualization of 

some basic concepts that have traditionally been associated with rural and not urban areas. 

For example, concepts such as agricultural production, subsistence, household production, 

environment, resource and kinship networks need to be considered in their urban 

manifestations. 

For many cities, like Istanbul, the delineation between urban and rural is uncertain. 

Since even before the days of fortresses and city walls, the distinction between rural and 

urban has been blurred. Whether defined spatially, politically, economically or socially, rural 

and urban elements are now mingled. Nomads and hinterland agriculturalists have long 

transferred products and ideas from rural regions to marketplaces in the city, taking new 

products and ideas back with them. With ongoing rural-to-urban migration, the concept of 



the ruralization of the city has been suggested, where cultural practices associated with rural 

regions are transferred to the city (see, e.g., Rakodi 1988). Though the concept may be new. 

the practices that give rise to it are undoubtedly as old as the city itself Even more recently, 

and further obscuring the distinction between the rural and the urban is the industrialization 

of the countryside. Goodman, Soij and Wilkinson (1987: 8), for example, argue that 

industrial capital has "progressively appropriated activities related to production and 

processing which at earlier conjunctures were regarded as integral elements of the rural, land-

based production process". Also, with the massive rural-to-urban migration that has occurred 

in the second half of the twentieth century, ongoing exchanges between migrants and the 

communities in their migratory origins are part of risk-reducing, survival strategies for both 

those in the rural and urban areas (Drakakis-Smith 1992). This, too, contributes to the 

breakdown of the rural-urban dichotomy. 

For example, urban agriculture as a livelihood practice or a traditional institution 

- set within the greater context of food security - lends itself well to cultural and political 

ecological analysis. A growing body of research recognizes urban space as agriculturally 

productive, not just as the site of consumption or a market for agricultural produce. 

Identifying the benefits that come from local and intensive land management, emphasis 

has been on the ingenuity and agency of locals, the greening of cities, empowerment of 

the poor, resolving problems of access to food and nutrition, the source of employment 

and sustainability. Urban agriculture is urban food production or urban farming, the 

growing of food and nonfood plant and tree crops and the raising of livestock (cattle, 

fowl, fish, and so forth), within the city and in the periurban fnnge (Mougeot 1994). 



More definitively, it is the production, processing and marketing of "food and fuel, 

largely in response to the daily demand of consumers within a town, city or metropolis, 

on land and water dispersed throughout the urban and periurban area, applying intensive 

production methods, using and reusing natural resources and urban wastes, to yield a 

diversity of crops and livestock" (Smit, Ratta and Nasr 1996:3). 

Though such a definition can include entirely commercial or market oriented 

activities, the interest in urban agriculture in this dissertation is vis-a-vis food security. 

As such, this form of food production is a household practice designed to supplement 

household nutritional needs, free up money for other household expenditures, generate 

cash or serve as an avenue into the cash economy (Freeman 1991). In this way, urban 

agriculture can be approached as a subsistence activity and benefit from a perspective 

informed by cultural ecology. This would be especially true for Istanbul's traditional 

bostan market garden institution. But contemporary urban agriculture in Istanbul and 

elsewhere involves questions of land tenure, availability and management; productivity 

and the availability of inputs; methods, techniques and crop selection; traditions, beliefs, 

values. Thus, the broader macro-perspectives of political ecology are needed. 

For many urban dwellers, urban agriculture as a means of attaining food security 

is constrained by local, regional, national and even international political and economic 

events and institutions. In some cities, urban agriculture is discouraged by local 

authorities because it is believed to tarnish the image of the city - important to city 

administrators who want to think of themselves as governing a developed or modem 

metropolis (Atkinson 1992; Smit, Ratta and Nasr 1996). Or, where urban agriculture is 



seen to become in any way lucrative or empowering, it risks expropriation or elimination 

by competing capital. At the same time, these political and economic structures may offer 

opportunities. For example, Istanbul agriculturalists may benefit from an Ottoman 

tradition and legal system that placed a premium on land being used to grow food. Or. 

not unlike in Zimmerer's (1991) example of Peruvian Highland peasants that effectively 

learned how to tap into government systems for assistance, urban dwellers may find 

opportunities at election time or from political parties anxious to build support. 

Clearly, neither the need to adapt to the environment nor the need to identify and 

use resources disappear with residence in the city. However, conceptualizations of what 

is meant by environment and resource may need to be adjusted to accommodate the 

spaces and places of urban interaction. It is limiting to think of environment as being 

composed only or primarily of so-called natural components. Cultural ecologists have 

demonstrated that what has been considered natural or somehow pristine still reflects 

human impacts (see, for example, Deneven 1992). The issue of what is meant by the 

environment, therefore, is one of degree. That is, urban environments are no less 

"environments" to which people adapt, only that they reflect a much greater human 

alteration than rural areas in general, and may require different adaptive strategies. 

Further, resources and their availability in urban areas will be different than in rural areas. 

For example, land for agricultural production is generally more scarce, water is more 

likely to be piped, refuse more generally available for recycling and reuse, and so on. 

Further, in urban areas the constraints and opportunities regarding resources and their use 
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will be different. In this, Bennett is helpful for expanding conventional notions to include 

social phenomena as resources: 

While natural resources exist outside of social systems, and are passive elements, 
social resources are dynamic and exist both outside and inside society. They are 
'outside' when they appear in the form of government agencies or economic 
markets out of direct control of the local operator and requiring adaptations of 
much the same kind as are required in adapting to the weather. Social resources 
are 'inside' when they are one's neighbors, or the rules of the local social system 
and the local cultural norms. Moreover, [social resources] also control and shape 
the strategies of adaptation to other and external resources (1969:17). 

Bennett summarizes socioeconomic resources to include "the cultural values 

which define the ends of economic activity, the means to obtain these ends, and the 

limiting frames in which these means can be expected" (1969:18). Thus, in developing 

the political ecology of an urban issue, it is helpful to conceptualize the environment as 

both natural and built and resources as consisting of natural, social, and human-generated 

(e.g., manufactured and waste products). The environment-society interactions and 

adaptive strategies found in urban regions can then be examined within the same cultural 

and political ecology frameworks as has been done for rural societies and places. 

Whereas more self-sufficient, subsistence communities in rural areas must deal with 

natural (e.g., climatic, tectonic, ecological) environmental uncertainty and risk, urban 

populations have to adjust to these in addition to highly uncertain political, economic and 

social events as well. Still, as political ecologists have shown, socially constructed 

hazards and risks are often powerful forces in rural areas just the same. Therefore, 



production and strategies of risk reduction in the effort to secure basic needs in urban and 

rural contexts may display strong similarities. 

Subsistence also needs an urban (re)conceptualization. Nietschmann defined a 

subsistence system first as "the complex of fimctionally related resources and activities 

through which a group secures food for their own needs and by their own efforts" 

(1971:168) and later as "the assemblage of technologies and strategies with which 

humans modify and exploit energy relationships in order to tap and control biotic systems 

in the supply of energy and materials for human sustenance and maintenance" (1973:5). 

The Dictionary of Human Geography explains that "subsistence normally refers to 

production for use as opposed to production for exchange, but food may circulate within 

social networks for ritual ceremonial and reciprocal exchange purposes, and some food 

may be sold on the open market" (Johnston, Gregory, and Smith 1994: 605). The entry 

for subsistence agriculture concludes by saying that "self-sufficient and internally 

regulating" subsistence systems are becoming rare as market systems and production for 

exchange permeate all societies. Given that completely "self-sufficient and internally 

regulating" societies have been something of a rarity throughout history, and that some 

degree of market involvement and open-system social exchange has long characterized 

most societies, it is possible to think of urban subsistence practices. This requires seeing 

the city as a site of production (in addition to a major site of consumption), especially 

production to meet basic needs and taking place at the household and community levels. 

Clearly, not all production in urban areas is for exchange. As explained by 

Freeman, urban agriculture in Nairobi is important to urban families for four reasons: 



"basic subsistence, diet supplement, cash income supplement and ftmgibility (freeing up 

scarce cash)" (1991: 105), the most common reason being the first. At the community 

level, urban agriculture can contribute to aggregate productivity, increase the local 

economic multiplier, offer opportunities to marginalized groups (like women), valorize 

vacant land and serve to meet unmet food needs. This is consistent with urban informal 

sector economies in which goods and services are either produced, distributed and 

consumed within the household sector or by small-scale producers and their employees, 

often from the home, for some sort of market transaction (Thomas 1992). 

It is also important to recognize the household as the site of production and 

reproduction, critically important in urban and rural regions alike. Feminists and others 

within and without geography have for some time argued that the 

productive/reproductive role of women in the household and community has been 

ignored. Rakodi points out that wage employment of urban women is only one part of 

economic activity that includes productive and reproductive tasks in the home. "Analysis 

[of urban economic activity] should consider not merely economic growth and wage 

employment, but the wellbeing of populations and therefore the production of goods and 

services to satisfy human needs" (Rakodi 1988: 497). Analyses of urban agriculture 

typically show that women play primary, leadership roles in most, often all, stages of 

production (see, e.g., Sanyal 1984). As such, it has been argued that keeping urban 

agriculture marginal in appearance is part of women's strategy to keep the practice or its 

returns from appearing significant (Maxwell 1995). As Carney (1993) shows in the 

Gambia, once women are seen to successfully bring unwanted or marginal land into 
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production, men may try and expropriate either the land itself, women's labor or the fruits 

of the labor. These examples demonstrate that, for numerous possible reasons, 

productive activities may take place in the city but may not always be apparent on the 

surface. 

Another misperception that at first seems to present an obstacle to using a 

cultural/political ecology approach in urban areas is one based on urban dwellers as 

detached from their traditions and social or kinship networks. Such relationships are 

typically the basis for moral economies built around shared traditions, beliefs and values. 

In fact, while this may be true for some urban dwellers, social relations within cities are 

not uniformly fragmented and disrupted. Communal networks continue to exist, 

culturally distinct groups persist, and new communities at sub-metropolitan scales 

develop. Even in the United States and Europe, Ettlinger has found that "communities 

within cities may adhere to similar principles as those in some rural areas" (1994: 159) in 

the face of urban obstacles and opportimities. Urban adaptive strategies are generally 

based on "cooperative social and kin networks" and "community-wide consensus 

regarding the benefits of collaboration" (Ettlinger 1994: 159). Ettlinger explains that 

such cooperative networks are often found in immigrant enclaves and tend to arise from 

crises such as discrimination, under/unemployment and lack of political clout. In places 

like Istanbul, squatter housing communities have retained strong social fabrics, in part 

due to the shared migratory origins and ongoing ties between the squatter town and the 

original villages (White 1994; Zurcher 1993). Not only do these observations suggest 

cultural ecology as a valuable framework, such urban communities are also the basis for 
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narrowing the focus of the urban analysis, potentially reducing the complexity of the 

analysis. 

Cities, especially in the Middle East, have existed on large scales long before the 

Columbian Exchange and the start of the capitalist world system. There is a long 

tradition of urbanization in the Middle East (Bonine 1997b), where cities like Istanbul, 

Damascus, Jerusalem and Baghdad have histories of over two millennia. In a real sense, 

urban social relationships in such places are as traditioned as rural, peasant systems in 

other parts of the world. Money has been a part of Middle Eastern economic exchange 

during this time, as has been the concept of exchange values. Nevertheless, the 

relationship between nature and society has long been intertwined with the urban. In arid 

environments, settlements developed around sources of water (e.g., rivers, springs and 

oases). Therefore as settlements grew in population and space, agriculturally productive 

lands needed to be wisely managed, for the possibility of expropriating food resources 

from a continually expanding hinterland was limited. In Istanbul, there is a long history 

of provisioning the city, where Byzantine and Ottoman rulers sought to ensure a stable 

food supply from surrounding regions. This also influenced Ottoman land tenure laws 

and practices, which placed a high value on agriculturally productive land use (Inalcik 

and Quataert 1994). 

Cultural and political ecology as a geographical approach is very recent, and 

began to mature in the 1970's only as the world's last remaining subsistence systems 

were overtaken by capitalist advances. Capitalism's watershed year, 1973 and the global 

oil embargo, was crossed the same year that Nietschmann published his archetypal 
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cultural ecological study. The changes that he anticipated to the world's subsistence 

systems have continued apace. Bebbington (1993) now argues that, for traditional, rural, 

recently-subsistence systems to survive, they will need to participate in the greater, often 

global, political economy. Zimmerer came to similar conclusions in comparing villages 

in the Peruvian Andes (1991). Participation in the cash economy and global markets has 

changed from an opportimity - as it was in the early days of cultural ecology research -

to a necessity for the subjects of today's cultural/political ecology research. Fortimately, 

cultural ecology was developed, to a significant degree, to examine and understand 

change. As such, Butzer expects cultural ecology to continue to evolve and mature into 

the twenty-first century, providing valuable perspectives and innovative methodologies as 

it integrates the domains of environment and society (1989: 205). Therefore, cultural 

ecology has promise as a research framework for evaluating productive, nature-society 

relationships in the world's growing urban areas. 

It is interesting to note that both an early (Blaut 1958) and more recent (Sawio 

1993) geography Ph.D. dissertations to analyze urban agriculture both expressly state a 

desire to use a cultural ecology framework in which to place their research. Blaut's is 

burdened by a theory that had yet to be worked out in practice. By his own admission, he 

was unable to fully return to the theoretical framework that he systematically proposed at 

the outset. In part, the data requirements for his functional study were immense. Despite 

a thorough evaluation of urban agriculture in Dar-Es-Salaam, Tanzania, Sawio's falls 

short theoretically for two reasons, one following from the other. He writes that a narrow 

focus on political economy does not account for the ecological realities of urban areas. 
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This would seem to suggest a political ecology approach. However, he chooses a 

framework that "spans the fields of cultural and urban ecolog>. Conceptually, the 

framework hinges on the fact that an urban area is an ecosystem" (Sawio 1993: 94). It 

relies on functional models developed in the 1970s and early 1980s and used by 

UNESCO's Man and Biosphere program. Apart from a reference to Julian Steward's 

(1955) seminal work, however, Sawio does not draw on any prominent cultural ecologist. 

1 would argue that, despite his stated framework, cultural ecology is not Sawio's 

conceptual framework. Thus, it is not surprising that he does not return to any theoretical 

discussion; his work remains largely descriptive, placed modestly in the language of 

political economy and geared toward encouraging planners to see the benefits of urban 

agriculture. Sawio's dissertation does not inform nature-society relationships in the city, 

nor does it explore the role of culture in meeting basic needs through interaction with the 

land. It is also worth noting that, had Sawio truly pursued a functional, ecosystem 

approach, it is likely that he would have either become bogged down by details as 

suggested by Blaut or would have had to make numerous assumptions with which to 

create some sort of closed system - unrealistic for urban networks. The difficulties that 

both of these very thorough researchers faced with the fimctional perspective of cultural 

ecology lends support to the need to consider a more behavioral, political ecology 

framework for analyzing urban food production. 

In an attempt to outline the rationale for a cultural and political ecology approach 

as an appropriate perspective for investigating food in urban areas, I have argued that the 

urban context shares fundamental similarities with rural regions in which agricultural 
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activities are practiced to legitimate such an approach. The differences are often a matter 

of degree. This is suggested by thinking of the rural-urban difference as a continuum 

rather than a dichotomy. Mikesell (1970) left open the possibility of using cultural 

ecology in "modified and artificial environments" which could easily be interpreted to 

mean urban and built environments. Nietschmaim already identified the need for a 

political ecology approach by raising the specter of "intense rearrangement and 

restructuring of social and ecological relationships" with the economic, social or political 

intrusion of a highly organized social system on a less organized one (1973:8). 

Finally, though people increasingly may be moving to and living in cities, away 

from traditional lands, subsistence needs remain. Only recently, it has become evident 

that agricultural production in many urban areas is a significant source of food and 

income to the urban poor. Thus, though cities are complex ecosystems, methods and 

perspectives from cultural and political ecology can be adapted to cities to help in 

understanding the inter-relationships between people and urban resources, urban 

adaptation and, hopefully, help resolve urban food security and other basic needs. 
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Urban Food Systems 

Introduction to Food Systems 

. . .  r e s e a r c h  o n  urban food systems is very patchy and fragmented. There has 
been much less written about urban food systems compared to other basic needs, 
particularly housing, and yet disarticulations in the supply of food pose more 
immediate problems and invoke reaction by the state, the market and the poor 
themselves to a much more acute pitch than for many other basic needs. In this 
context, although the significance of global forces impinging on the food 
problems of the poor is recognized increasingly, especially at the national level, 
there has been less focus on the local level, and in particular how such changes 
interact with the urbanization process (Smith 1998: 210). 

Urban food systems are beginning to receive attention in the research literature 

(Guyer 1987; Gertel 1995; Bohle 1994; Drakakis-Smith 1991; Smith 1998), and only 

very recently has urban food security been highlighted on the international food security 

agenda (FAO 1999). Simultaneously, there is growing attention in global agrofood 

systems. In particular, attention is directed toward the ways in which commercial trans-

and multi-national interests are restructuring the global agrofood economy, the 

industrialization of agriculture, and how global agrofood systems intersect with local 

patterns of production and consumption (Goodman and Watts 1997). Though political 

ecology has a history in systems approaches (see previous discussion on political and 

cultural ecology), research in food systems generally, and for urban areas in particular, is 

quite recent and limited. 

The insights to be gained from understanding the paths and processes by which 

products are raised or produced, turned into food, acquired and consumed are critical for 

addressing problems of insufficient food. For subsistence producers, food systems are 



106 

generally much more compact and direct, where the household is simultaneously 

producer, manufacturer and consumer. In industrialized settings tapped into the global 

grocery, that which is agriculturally produced is immediately commodified, and may 

travel hundreds, even thousands, of kilometers, through numerous value-adding steps, de

linking the producer of the product from its final consumer. Distancing is a term that has 

been used to refer to the increasing physical distance between where food is produced 

and where it is consumed; contained within this term is the figurative distance between 

the raw and processed states of the food product (Kneen 1989). 

Defining a food system for specific populations or regions offers the opportunity 

to lay out and begin to understand the various components, linkages and relationships by 

which their nutritional needs are met, not met, or exceeded. There is no population or 

region in existence today that is defined by a self-contained or closed food system, save 

the one encircled by the troposphere. In fact, it may be more appropriate to refer to a 

population's or region's food 5uZ>system, in recognition of an endless and nested set of 

food subsystems, varying in scale and complexity. Nevertheless, a discussion of food 

systems is not contingent upon a closed system, and meaningful insights can be obtained 

even of a flexible system with open and permeable boundaries (see, e.g., Guyer 1987b). 

Just as people, resources, ideas, energy, and capital flow, so does food. Spatially, this 

necessitates an understanding of the linkages between the city, the agriculturally 

productive spaces that provision it, and the commercial and regulatory institutions that lie 

in between. Istanbul's food system can neither be disjoined from its national and the 
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global food system, nor from the endless submetropolitan systems, institutions, relations, 

and people that comprise it. 

In general, the concept of food systems seems to have developed along two, 

somewhat divergent paths, differing largely in terms of the scale of analysis. One set of 

literature is concerned with the influence of capital on the global food system, and how 

the ensuing changes are rapidly changing relationships between places and people. 

Emphasis is on a social theoretical understanding and interpretation of global changes, 

though analyses within this literature also attempt to provide examples of the impact of 

globalization on the local. The second set of literature tends to have a more practical bent 

and begins at the local level. While it tries to account for structural constraints and local 

responses to the global processes, it attempts to identify actual nodes and critical 

pathways of how people attain food. As such, this more applied and locally oriented 

approach to food systems is often associated with the food security literature. Ultimately, 

the two sets of literature converge in the sense that each is concerned with the significant 

socioeconomic inequities that exist across space and at multiple scales, inequities that 

prevent complete access to sufficient nutrition and livelihoods for billions of the world's 

people. 

Very generally, and from the popular literature, a food system connects the food 

producing people and places of the world with the food consuming ones. Tansey and 

Worsely (1995) describe a food system as the how and why of what we eat. Kneen 

(1989: 15) defines the food system as a single, worldwide, dominant, and highly 

integrated system that includes everything from farm input suppliers to retail outlets. 
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from fanners to consumers. To understand and describe the food system is to examine 

how the components interact. However, the food system is not, simply, the physical path 

along which food travels, the set of production and market chains and channels 

The food system links three important spheres of activity (Tansey and Worsley 1995:1): 

1) Biological: the living processes used to produce food and their ecological 
sustainability. 

2) Economic and political: the power and control which different groups exert 
over the different parts of the system. 

3) Social and cultural: the personal relations, community values and cultural 
traditions that affect people's use of food. 

Similarly, Guyer emphasizes the supply aspect of food systems. They are not only the 

market chains that ensure the conveyance of goods and the communication of price 

information. Neither are they merely the link between the producer and the consumer or 

the peasant and the state. They are also organizations rooted in social and economic 

structure (1987:6). Emphasizing the anthropological contributions to food systems, 

Messer (1996:243) shows that food systems research potentially addresses four aspects of 

food procurement and consumption strategies: 

1) Ecology of food production and marketing (the local ecosystem). 

2) Food classification and social rules for food distribution (the role of culture). 

3) Nutritional and health consequences of particular uses and classification of the 
food environment. 

4) Political-economic contexts of food production and consumption strategies. 

A significant body of academic literature has emerged on global agrofood 

systems, in which food and agriculture are articulated with the political economic 
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processes of globalization, economic restructuring, and capitalist dynamics (Goodman 

and Watts 1997). When local processes intersect with international ones, scales blur and 

distances converge. Products are increasingly processed, labor is moved to low income 

regions, and energy and capital intensive procedures replace land and labor intensive 

ones. Agricultural is less and less local production but global marketing. It may not even 

matter what the product actually is because advertising often (re)defines it. If, as Kjieen 

states, food systems are cultural expressions (1989), the predominant culture of the global 

agrofood system is capitalism. 

Structural forces are paramount in investigations of the global agrofood system. In 

order to more fully understand the world food system and add more human dimensions, 

researchers have attempted to compartmentalize or break it down into its component 

parts, analyzing some of its specific featiores or tendencies. This has been done by 

highlighting the role of specific actors, institutions, agricultural products, regions, and 

agricultiu-al inputs in the global food system (see Gouveia 1994; Friedland 1994a and b; 

Grossman 1998; Reed and Marchant 1994; and Page 1997 for examples), often using case 

studies. 

In the globalization of production and consumption, "some component of 

localism is always involved" (Bonaimo et al. 1994: 9). However, some analysts 

examining the global food system appear to be dissatisfied with the global-local 

relationship and have begun to look for alternatives. Whatmore and Thome (1997) and 

Gouveia (1997) are among those who believe that an infatuation with the explanatory 

capability of globalization has "trampled over and minimized local histories and the 
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diversity of social agents and their points of resistance, and [has] over-emphasized 

historical ruptures while downplaying continuities" (Gouveia 1997: 306). This has led 

them to explore alternatives to the local-global, micro-macro dualism. One option is 

actor-network theory, that meshes the local and the global in a seamless network of 

linkages that focuses on the multiplicity of actors. While Gouveia critiques actor-

network theory for its diminution of structural forces that contribute to such problems as 

environmental degradation and social polarization (1997: 308), Whatmore and Thome 

use it to conceptualize global agrofood systems as "hybrid networks — partial and 

unstable orderings of numerous practices, instruments, documents, and beings 

(1997:302)." In other words, just as the concept of a food system is preferable to the 

terms 'food chain', which is too linear a model for today, and 'food economy', which is 

too narrowly economic (Tansey and Worsley 1995), the concept of network adds yet 

another dimension. It is a move toward eliminating global-local, structure-agency and 

other geographical polarizations and may help toward uncovering underlying meanings 

and causes. Practically, however, the above emphasis represents the global scale of the 

structural side of the political ecology of food and agriculture. 

In contrast to exploring food systems beginning with and driven by global 

economic processes, a smaller, contrasting set of literature has developed that takes the 

local context as its starting point. While structural forces are still operative, impacts to 

and responses of loczd people, households, communities are the primary focus of study. 

Connections are then made up to large scales. Messer claims that food systems analysis 

is generally conducted at the local level, but can be expanded to consider how localities 
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interact and connect with administrative units in the regional or larger context 

(1996:246). This helps disaggregate the food needs and concerns of subpopulations 

within a region, even down to the individuals within a household. With this locally-

oriented approach. Messer is able to conceptually differentiate and relate food shortage 

(an issue of supply), food poverty (an issue of entitlement and exchange) and food 

deprivation (an issue of distribution, culture and, ultimately, individual vulnerability). 

Using a food systems approach to piece together the archeological record of a Jordanian 

village, LaBianca (1990; 9) defines a food system as "a complex unity consisting of all of 

the purposive, patterned (institutionalized), and interconnected activities carried out by a 

group of individuals in order to procure, process, distribute, prepare or consume food, 

and dispose of the remains." 

According to LaBianca (1990: 10-11), the food system concept is invaluable for 

systematically thinking about people's life maintenance activities. It brings together 

conceptually all of the diverse institutions and processes involved in providing and 

transforming food-stuffs into nutriment for human beings. Further, it provides a 

framework for analyzing the majority of daily activities carried out by the majority of the 

people living in the world today and connects them to their historical antecedents. While 

LaBianca establishes relationships over time so as to use the present to help explain the 

past, historical information is of^en critical for understanding the present. 

This conceptualization also requires spatial and temporal considerations. Food 

system approaches direct attention to the interaction between populations and their local 

environments or habitats insofar as the latter are exploited for the purposes of gathering 
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or producing food. In this way, they can highlight interactions between populations 

located in different geographical regions insofar as these are involved in competition over 

land resources and exchanges of food surpluses, technological know how, and production 

resources. 

In addition to the physical, biological and social elements of food systems, there 

are temporal components. One important aspect of the temporal is the change that takes 

place from one year to the next, or over the course of a season. Generally, seasonal 

variability is cyclical and considered typical; thus, it can be anticipated. Interyear 

variation, on the other hand, is more stochastic, posing greater degrees of uncertainty and 

risk (Sahn 1989). Generally, the availability of food during any given season is 

determined primarily by three factors: 

(1) the timing of production. 

(2) the timing of what is put into or removed from stocks. 

(3) the timing of trade between communities and regions and across national 
borders (Sahn 1989:11). 

Accounting for and considering temporal variability, therefore, should not be overlooked 

when examining a particular food system. A food system itself may change over the 

course of a cycle that parallels changing seasons, or even regularly occurring cultural 

events. In Turkey, where subsistence production is still very widespread, seasonality 

plays an important role in the national and sub-national food systems. For urban groups, 

production, distribution and consumption patterns are, in part, characterized by migratory 

patterns that coincide with the academic calendar (when, for example, people take their 

children to the village to work on the family farm during the summers) and events in the 
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religious calendar (such as Ramadan and Kurban Bayram). This serves as another 

reminder that the dynamism inherent in a given food system is not only a reflection of 

external, structural forces, but natural and cultural characteristics as well. 

Conceptualizing an Urban Food System 

Over the last few years, attention has been directed to specifically urban food 

systems (Bohle 1994a and b; Gertel 1995a and b; Gertel and Kuppinger 1994; Guyer 

1987a; Smith 1998). Prior to Guyer (1987), among the earliest (geographical) works 

dedicated to urban food systems are a pair of articles in the Geographical Review in 1959 

that addressed the sources, patterns and seasonality of foods to Tokyo and Singapore 

(Eyre 1959; Spencer 1959). The emphasis was limited to fresh fruits and vegetables, and 

the presentation is more descriptive than analytical. Nevertheless, the concept of an 

urban food system is not a recent discovery. 

One shortcoming in the work on urban food systems to date is that the 

conceptualization of an urban food system, as against the food system of any other 

proscribed area, is incomplete. Guyer writes that "cities provide conveniently isolable 

units of analysis, carved out by their own administrative history from larger national 

structures. They can also legitimately be claimed to represent important sites for 

focusing on the larger social processes which link local, regional, national and 

international areas because the organizations which achieve these articulations are 

generally urban based' (1987:5-6). On a more pragmatic note, she points out that 

"outlining the major contours of a single urban supply system is still a possible, albeit 
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ambitious and demanding, enterprise" (Guyer 1987b: 6). While intuitively recognizing 

the unique and complex nature of cities, how they determine an urban food system goes 

unexplored. The emphasis is on the scale, the geographic scope, of analysis. But what is 

an urban food system? 

In their summary work on urban agriculture for the UNDP Smit, Ratta and Nasr 

(1996) describes an urban food system as the system of food demand (consumption), 

supply (the places of production) and distribution within the context of the urbanization 

process. Specifically, urbanization influences the food demand structure qualitatively 

and quantitatively. In cities, food demand is for more processed, imported, high value 

and, increasingly, for more precooked and convenience food. In addition, the level of 

demand for all foodstuffs is, parallel to urbanization rates, increasing at very rapid rates 

in many of the non-Western world's cities. Agricultural productivity, transportation and 

marketing systems are not developing at the pace needed to needed to serve growing 

urban populations (Smit, Ratta and Nasr 1996:15). 

Because Moser is interested in the application of her asset vulnerability 

framework to urban contexts, she, too, is interested in identifying what distinguishes 

urban food security issues from the rural contexts from which they have emerged. 

Specifically, she is looking for "distinctive features of urban vulnerability deriving from 

the particular assets that the urban poor control (1998:3-4)." The three generalized 

differences that she has identified between urban and rural contexts are not so much 

qualitative as quantitative. These are the levels of commoditization, environmental 

hazard and social fragmentation. Increased levels of commoditization mean that labor is 
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the most important asset of the poor; food and shelter are purchased within the cash 

economy rather than through household production. Further, housing is an important 

asset as the source of rent income or the site of cash generating, home based production. 

Increased environmental hazards are the result of multiple and concentrated exposures to 

hazards that affect human capital, health and wellbeing. The problems of poor quality 

housing, inadequate water supplies, sanitation and waste disposal are compounded by 

various forms of industrial, residential and transportation related pollution. In the city, 

"community and interhousehold mechanisms of trust and collaboration can be weakened 

by greater social and economic heterogeneity, associated with wider distributional ranges 

of incomes, opportunities, and access to infrastructure, services, and political influence in 

urban areas" (Moser 1998:4). This again, is often associated with socioeconomic 

e.xchanges outside of a cash economy. Nevertheless, the social capital more often 

associated with rural regions continues to exist in cities (Atkinson 1992: 34-35). 

Smith (1998), in a recent analysis, addresses urban food systems in terms of the 

consequences of three parallel and intertwined processes: (1) structural adjustment; (2) 

the persistence of urban poverty; and (3) the globalization of food cultures and supply 

systems. His discussion centers around the characteristics of the urban poor, those 

insufficiently served by the food system. In the city, the urban poor are much more 

immersed in the cash economy, thus increasing the range of their vulnerabilities. In 

Nairobi, for example, it was determined that an urban family needs about eight times the 

cash income of a rural family to maintain the same relative standards of living (Freeman 

1991:50). Smith argues that the coping strategies to which urban groups have recourse 
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are more limited - for example, land as a physical and productive asset is less accessible, 

and community based alleviation programs become increasingly unmanageable as cities 

grow (1998:209). More generally, and despite the title of his paper {Urban food systems 

and the poor in developing countries). Smith does not elaborate on what an urban food 

system might be. Rather, his purpose is to take a conceptual look at urbanization as a 

process, and what the impact of this process means for food systems. By looking at the 

"somewhat neglected relationship between urbanization and food systems, particularly in 

the context of the needs of the urban poor," he "brings together a number of processes 

operating at the global, national and local levels" (1998:208). In other words, an urban 

food system is not a discrete food system as much as it is the portion of a greater food 

system that is affected by urbanization. 

Regarding urban food supply, the productive capacity of the periurban 

surroundings cannot keep up with growing and changing food demand, as the cities 

expand onto local farmland. Thus, farming intensifies and adapts, and cities' foodsheds^ 

adjust to incorporate increasing amounts of food from national and global sources. This, 

in turn, requires infrastructural changes to accommodate the move from localized, 

village-type patterns of exchange to more formalized and capitalized market structures 

(Smit, Ratta and Nasr 1996:15). Marketing and transportation infrastructure contribute to 

spatial changes, while storage and processing facilities to increase the longevity of food 

have an impact on the temporal characteristics of the food system. The complexity of the 

^ The concept of foodshed is taken from, and analogous to, watershed, and is used to refer to the 
geographical source region of a city's food. With the globalization of food and agriculture, few foodsheds 
remain local and clearly demarcated. 
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urban food system increases as the traditional systems are overlaid with - rather than 

replaced by - new market oriented structures (Smit, Ratta and Nasr 1996:15). The 

former remain as the latter are unable to satisfy the nutritional requirements of the entire 

urban populations. As urbanization proceeds, lower income populations are increasingly 

required to obtain food through the commercial sector. Drakakis-Smith (1991) identifies 

the emergence of two separate and contrasting supply systems within the overall urban 

food system; (I) the petty-commodity sector oriented toward the poor and supplying low-

cost items and including subsistence types of activities; and (2) the market oriented, 

capitalist sector comprised of national and international interests. 

Guyer (1987) raised the concept of the city as an isolable unit. While it is 

convenient to think of a city as physically or spatially discrete, some places, among them 

Istanbul and Turkey, may have such a fluid space that to think in terms of urban-rural or 

city-hinterland is to set up a dichotomy that does not exist. In that sense. Smith's (1998) 

approach, that the urbanization process has an impact on the food system, rather than 

setting up an artificially bounded (urban) food system, may better approximate real life 

and experience. Similarly, Atkinson is critical of the impression of a rural-urban dualism 

that the urbanization and economic development literature has created. She argues that 

the interrelationship of urban and rural populations is fundamental to the livelihood 

security and development of poor populations of both sectors (1992: 34). Naylor and 

Falcon reach the same conclusion in their examination of whether rural poverty is being 

transferred to urban areas with worldwide urbanization. Development policies which 

direct attention to both the rural and urban sectors are needed if urban poverty and food 



118 

demand are to be met (1995:516). Thus, urban and national food security are linked. 

Because the food security of a city can be strongly tied to national food security, 

examining food systems can help to uncover the important relationships between the 

urban and rural and which constitute regional and national food security. 

This chapter has examined the research literature on food security, political 

ecology, food systems, and urban agriculture in order to help understand issues of food 

and livelihood security in the city. These sets of literature £ire critically linked both 

theoretically and practically in ways that are helpful to improving our understanding of 

the food status of the urban poor. Specifically, the chapter establishes a framework for 

evaluating Istanbul's food security, admittedly a strange notion for a city so obsessed 

with and defined by food. In doing so, it develops the concepts of urban food security, 

urban political ecology, and urban food system. The theoretical components of this 

chapter help us understand opportunities, problems and their roots, while the practical 

portions lead us to suggestions regarding actions that may actually be considered in 

Istanbul and elsewhere. 

To set the stage for urban food security in Istanbul, it is important to understand 

something of the character of agriculture in Turkey. This is important in establishing the 

food system that provides Istanbul residents with food. Agricultural production is the 

base upon which food systems are built. The following chapter examines agricultural 

production in Turkey. In doing so, it becomes apparent that the peasant smallholder is 

still solidly at its center. This, as it turns out, may be critical to Istanbul's food security, 

as many urban migrants retain links with their rural, peasant origins. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE SMALLHOLDER IN TURKISH AGRICULTURE: 

OBSTACLE OR OPPORTUNITY? 

Introduction 

For the past two decades, Turkey has been trying to increase its prominence as a 

supplier to the global grocery. However, in Turkey, over 3.5 million farms are holdings of 

less than 10 hectares, comprising 85% of all farms and covering 42% of all agricultural lands. 

The vast majority of these are family farms, operating both as households and as enterprises, 

producing in varying proportions for both market and subsistence (Keyder 1983b). In the face 

of this, the longtemi objective in Turkey has been to draw production away from subsistence 

farming and towards the modemized production of agricultural commodities for the market 

and agroindustries (Morvaridi 1990:695). Beeley has observed the persistence of an 

"overriding commitment to economic development based primarily on industrialization" 

(1985: 299). Efforts to industrialize the agricultural sector, commercialize production and to 

increase exports have significant impacts on domestic food supply and employment. 

Critically, the continued presence of the agricultural smallholder in Turkey may have an 

important role vis-a-vis urban food security in Istanbul and other urban centers in Turkey. 

Specifically, peasant and small-scale production in the countryside may be used, in part, to 

support the livelihood needs of urban households through kinship and hem^eri (fellow 

countrymen) linkages. To help understand the implications for urban and national food 
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security, this chapter examines the contribution of small farms, evaluates their persistence and 

growth, and argues that the smallholder must be understood and seriously included as part of 

Turkish agricultural policy and development. As part of the urban food system, the 

agricultural smallholder may be a significant source of foodstuffs that are not part of the 

formal and registered economy. 

Since the mid-1970's, Turkish agricultural exports have been climbing steadily. 

With nearly 25% of the Middle East's and North Africa's arable lands, and abundant 

national water resources, Turkey is the Middle East's primary agricultiu-al producer. 

Further, with the Southeast Anatolia Project (GAP project) - a major agroindustrial 

project in the process of adding 1.7 million acres of irrigated land to the agricultural 

resource base - the regional role of Turkish agriculture and the expectations for it are 

increasing. The combination of agricultural conditions and natural resources has often 

led to the assertion that Turkey is one of the world's elite group of agriculturally self-

reliant countries (Seddon and Lawless 1997; Metz 1996; Barkin, Batt and Dewalt 1990). 

Beneath the veneer of abundance, however, are troubles. Agricultural imports are 

increasing faster than agricultural exports. For 1996, the State Planning Organization forecast 

domestic output of foodstuffs to increase by 3.8% and agrofood exports to increase by 4.1%, 

but E^ofood imports to increase by 15.6% (FAS 1997b). Fisunoglu and Ye^ilada (1987) 

argue that increased exports have been in industrial crops, encouraged to pay ofif massive debt 

service, the production of which is displacing traditional food crops. Also displacing 

traditional food crops are processed foods and other imported agricultural products (Yenal and 

Yenal 1993). Similarly, the quality of Turkish wheat has declined to where wheat is imported 
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from North America and Australia for export production — Turkey is the world's second 

greatest exporter of flour products (FAS 1997b). The livestock industry is in chronic difficulty 

(Aresvik 1975; FAS 1999), agricultural technical and extension services are insufficient, and 

crop yields are below the rates of competing countries for crops in which Turkey has a 

comparative advantage (FAO 1994: 197). Generally, Turkey's inability to meet its 

agricultural potential is attributed to a number of intertwined causes, ranging from an ill-

defined "backwardness" among farmers and peasants, the variability and vagaries of nature, 

declining soil fertility, and the legacy of Ottoman-era practices to a variety of much more 

contemporary administrative, technical, social and operational inadequacies (Aydm 1990; 

Bagherzadeh and Steenblik 1994; Berberoglu 1982; Keyder 1983b; Seddonand Lawless 

1997). Notably, the Food and Agriculture Organization claims that "farm size and land 

fragmentation are the major obstacles to agricultural progress and efficiency" (1994: 198). 

Since the early 1960's, efforts to redress these shortcomings have revolved around 

Green Revolution practices and other development packages designed in the West. These 

have been implemented under World Bank guidelines, international oversight, and funding 

from international or foreign commercial interests (Aydm 1993; Seddon and Lawless 1997; 

Yenal and Yenal 1993). Historically, the effort has been to mechanize, modernize and 

industrialize agriculture through input subsidies and mechanization. Since almost all arable 

land is now in production (Fisunoglu and Ye§ilada 1987), efforts to increase production are 

directed toward increasing yield rather than areal expansion. Up until 1980, Turkish 

agricultural policy was built around import substitution; since then, production for export has 

been the primary objective (Fisunoglu and Ye§ilada 1987; Yenal and Yenal 1993). 
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Twenty-five years ago Aresvik observed that the "modernization of agriculture 

has been a very important part of Turkey's development commitment to the achievement 

of modem Western civilization" (1975: viii). However, the continued persistence of the 

agricultural problems identical to those identified by Aresvik and others before him 

suggest that new approaches recognizing the realities of Turkish agriculture need to be 

seriously considered. The imperatives of global capital and the fascination of planners 

and policymakers in Turkey with modernization and Western practices and goals (e.g., 

see Bozdogan and Kasaba, 1997) appear to obscure opportunities to develop regionally 

appropriate Turkish agricultural development programs. An article from the OECD 

Observer characterizes the way in which the problem is focused on the smallholder, 

"[Turkey is] faced with a daunting task: to transform the traditional Turkish farmer into a 

market-oriented producer adept at using modem scientific practices" (Bagherzadeh and 

Steenblik 1994:24). However, theoretical and empirical evidence shows that the peasant 

farmer is neither backward nor market averse. On the contrary, there is a body of 

research that argues that smallholder production in the world's developing regions is 

more productive than large farms. Thus, broadly adopting policies, practices and 

agricultural development schemes from industrial and large-scale agricultural systems 

found in the West, in an effort to increase Turkish presence in the global agrofood 

market, may be inappropriate for national food security and broad development goals. 

To explore Turkish agriculture in the context of the smallholder, this chapter uses 

regionally differentiated agricultural statistics, supported by empirical information, to 
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help understand the scale diversity of the productive landscape.' It examines scalar and 

spatial differences as it places the smallholder at the center of a productive and 

sustainable program of agricultural development - not as the problem, but as part of the 

solution. Though more detailed research is needed, data and research already available 

begin to demonstrate this. Effective programs will be those that are practical, informed, 

culturally relevant and that respond to local needs. 

In this discussion, scale is used in two ways. First is the scale of production, for 

which farm size is a convenient proxy. Farm size varies significantly across Turkey's 

nine regions, and even more across its nearly 80 provinces. From an investigation of 

farm size, differences between production for subsistence on one hand and more formal, 

commercialized production for sale off-farm (for domestic markets, export and 

manufacturing inputs) will be discussed. Associated with the scale of production is 

spatial scale, the inter-relationships between such constructions as local, regional, 

national, and international. These are the spaces in, across and between which the 

various actors (peasants, merchants, migrants, laborers) and their products, knowledge 

and aspirations move.^ After a review of conceptual and theoretical aspects, the 

presence, practice and persistence of the Turkish smallholder will be examined. 

' One important caution in developing a picture of agriculture in Turkey, as in many other regions of the world, is 
the nature and availability of data. As Hansen (1991, p. 278-279) demonstrates, imponant agricultural statistics in 
Turkey have been uncritically accepted and used. Similarly, Hiisch notes the difficulty of working with Turkish 
statistics - despite the extensive collection of government statistics, they may not be publicly available, can be 
unclear, and can be of uncertain accuracy (1970, p. 7). Nevertheless, such difficulties are a reminder of the care 
with which such statistics ought to be us«l. As in this chapter, while the data may not be accurate in an absolute 
sense, they may be veiy appropriate for identifying trends over time and relationships across space, especially 
when evaluated in the light of empirical evidence. 
~ Spatial scale is a concept, a tool, for helping to understand, explain and organize space. It should be stressed that 
concepts of scale vary across individuals, societies and cultures. What national or local scale means to one can be 
very different from its meaning to another. 
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Overview of Smailhoider Production 

Characteristics of the Peasant Smallholder 

Though they vary by method, crop, environment, culture, and numerous other material 

and contextual features, smallholders around the world share numerous characteristics 

(Netting 1993). They practice intensive, permanent, diversified agriculture on relatively small 

farms in areas of dense population (Netting 1993:2). The family household is the major unit 

for production and consumption, and provides the labor. It produces for subsistence, for the 

market and typically supplements family income with cottage industry or off-farm woric. The 

main factors of production are land and labor; on-farm decisions to allocate time, energy, 

practices and inputs are made in the context of environmental and market uncertainty; 

economic decisions are rational, utilitarian and are made and modified in specific social 

contexts (Ellis 1993; Netting 1993). The smallholder is neither technically nor economically 

irrational, but sorts and balances a vast amount of information in the context of numerous 

constraints, opportunities and uncertainties. Technically, they "practice intensive agriculture, 

producing relatively high atmual or multi-crop yields fix)m permanent fields that are seldom or 

never rested, with fertility restored and sustained by practices such as thorough tillage, crop 

diversification, and rotation, animal husbandry, fertilization, irrigation, drainage, and 

terracing" (Netting 1993: 3). Economically, such peasant smallholders are defined "by their 

varying rather than total commitment to the market (implying also a variable capacity to 

withdraw fi-om the market and still survive), and by the incomplete character of the markets in 

which they participate" - i.e., markets which are sporadic and disconnected over space and 
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time (Ellis 1993: 10). The knowledge and skill base of smallholders is based largely on the 

accumulation of locally-specific information, gathered through experience over generations, 

and designed around reducing risk and protecting food and household security. Because the 

small farm is not profit maximizing per se, its contributions to regional and national economic 

development schemes is difficult to situate. Yet, its place in national food production, 

provision and security may be invaluable. 

Scale (of Production) 

Since the early 1960's, an increasing number of analysts began to see 

opportunities in the small farm structure of developing countries, rather than as obstacles 

to an energy-intensive, industrialized and highly capitalized system geared toward 

increasing the production economies of scale. Specifically, they argued that an inverse 

relationship between farm size and agricultural productivity exists, especially in 

developing countries (e.g., Barbier 1984; Berry and Cline 1979; Dyer 1991 and 1996; 

Netting 1993; Sen 1964). Until this time, the prevailing belief had been that production 

efficiency and lower costs of food were all presumed to be a fimction of farm size; the 

"hegemonic ideal enshrined in the West" favored large-scale, energy-expensive, 

mechanized, specialized, scientific, capital-intensive, labor-saving agriculture (Netting 

1993: 327, 9). Smallholders were considered old-fashioned, resistant to innovation, 

inefficient and a barrier to modernization (Netting 1993: 9). Even Marx believed that 

production economies of scale would make family farms obsolete (Binswanger and Elgin 

1990: 345). 
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The perception that farm size is directly related to productivity and efficiency, and 

that small farms are an obstacle to maximum agricultural productivity, continues to be a 

motivation for agricultural development programs. In terms of productivity per unit of 

labor, this may be true, as one person with a tractor can plow an area greater than another 

with a team of oxen. Many analyses, however, show that small farms are more 

productive per unit of area, especially when labor is plentiful and land resources are 

limited (Binswanger and Elgin 1990; Ellis 1993; Netting 1993). In such situations, small 

farms might be expected to produce more per hectare than much bigger cultivated areas 

in the same region. When labor is substituted for land, both yields and energy efficiency 

rise (Netting 1993: 147). Empirical evidence for this is based on the smallholders' more 

intense use of the land resource; larger farms underutilize the total land area at their 

disposal in comparison to smaller farms (Ellis 1993: 209). 

While large farms can be more productive in high-income countries, often due to 

the preference given them by state institutions and policy, empirical data from less 

developed countries show that land productivity is higher on small farms (Stevens and 

Jabarra 1988). Even evidence from the livestock sector in the United States shows no 

efficiency advantages in large scale production (Durrenburger and Thu 1997). Therefore, 

and despite still having proponents in state bureaucracies, argimients for an agricultural 

development focus on large, commercial farms - based on increasing economies of scale 

and the inabilities of small-scale, more traditional farms - are unfounded (Ellis 1993). At 

best, as Berry & Cline (1979) argue in a review of empirical studies, the returns to scale 

with increasing farm size in agriculturally developing countries will be constant. 
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Economically, larger farms tend to use more extensive methods of production or 

replace labor with capital and farm mechanization (Ellis 1993: 218). Binswanger and 

Rosenzwieg tie the primary reason for the lower productivity of large farms to their need 

to hire more labor; small farmers are cheaper and more efficient than hired workers 

(1986, cited in Binswanger and Elgin 1990). Unlike wage-laborers hired onto large 

farms, smallholder owner-operators have highly personal stakes in eking out all possible 

returns. The self-exploitation of household labor and the incentives that accompany self-

employment generally lead to greater yields from the plots of smallholders. This, 

however, can have serious ramifications for females who, under the gender division of 

labor, bear a disproportionately great share of household labor demand (Morvaridi 1992). 

Certainly, it is difficult to accurately compare productivity on small and large 

farms. Large, capitalized farms, as primary beneficiaries of government largesse, are 

much more likely to be early and regular adopters of Green Revolution package of inputs 

and practices. This is especially true in an era of structural adjustment (Morvaridi 1992). 

Opportunities for small landholders, without the collateral or capital to purchase and use 

chemical fertilizers and pesticides, hybrid seeds and machinery will be more limited. 

Comparing the output of smallholder systems with low-energy inputs to more highly 

capitalized systems that rely largely on high-energy manufactured inputs (i.e., fuel, 

fertilizers and pesticides) biases the results. In general, the inverse relationship may 

break down with increased industrialization of agriculture and in the context of new 

technology (see Dyer 1991: 107-110). This may be due, in part, to the "lumpiness" of 

capital investments (i.e., a small farmer cannot purchase one-third of a tractor), access to 
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credit and high energy inputs, as well as to greater access to technologies, policy-making 

(and makers) and govemment-subsidized opportunities that large farmers have over small 

farmers. However, "lumpiness" can be overcome by rental markets or with the 

availability of alternative technologies (e.g., a rototiller in lieu of an entire tractor) and 

cooperatives have also been successfully used to overcome numerous of these problems. 

In addition, the accounting system used to measure production also works against 

the smallholder. "The strict criteria applicable to modem, specialized, single-crop 

systems fail to cover the multiple uses of land and labor in traditional agriculture. . . . 

The fact that the traditional world is also a non-statistical world creates further 

disadvantages for small-scale farmers. Gross harvests are often underreported and home 

consumption, local exchange, and post-harvest losses may escape accounting entirely" 

(Wilken 1987: 265). 

Large farms may suffer low yields due to reliance on sharecropping to meet their labor 

needs. "Sharecropping is a land-owner's last resort when family labor is unavailable and 

wage labor is scarce, since the lowest yield per hectare is obtained from fields rented to 

sharecroppers and female family labor produces the highest average yield per hectare, 

followed by wage labor. . . . Crops cultivated on sharecropped land tend to receive less 

attention, which is why they tend to produce a low yield per hectare" (Morvaridi 1992:577). 

Others, however, also arguing from Turkish experiences, emphasize that sharecropping is a 

risk reducing practice that works to the benefit of both landlord and sharecropper, and that it is 

an ingenious and "second-best outcome in environments characterized by risk, input market 

imperfections and moral hazard" (Tunali 1993). It can be used to overcome local social 
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discord by involving intermediaries (Ak9ay 1988) and provide opportunities to people from 

disadvantaged regions (Hann 1985). As all of these authors show, in any country or region, 

there is wide diversity and creativity among sharecroppers, contracts and sharecropping 

practices. Thus, while sharecropping may not be the most productive use of the land, by 

investing both the landlord and the sharecropper, it appears able to produce greater yields than 

simple wage labor. 

A potential problem with the inverse relationship between farm size and productivity 

is that farm size is not a perfect proxy for the nature, or type, of production. There is an 

inherent difficulty in comparing peasant-type farms with highly commercialized farms, 

regardless of scale. Farm size in terms of its overall area should not be confused with the 

economic size of the farm in terms of the resources used, namely, the scale of production 

(Ellis 1993). Thus, some farms of small area can be very highly c^italized, industrialized and 

singularly market-oriented, using high technologies. Examples include greenhouse and urban 

dairy production found increasingly in North America and Europe. National or regional 

statistical data (of the type that is used later in this chapter) do not usually distinguish between 

scales of production. To overcome such problems, detailed field analyses are needed. 

Just as nationally collected data on farm size does not discem the economic nature of 

the farm (whether it is peasant or entirely commercial), neither does such data take account of 

environmental resources. Dyer (1996) points out that those areas with higher agricultural land 

productivity will have higher population densities and, thus, lower farm sizes. This is in 

contrast to areas of poorer agricultural land, with lower population densities and greater farm 

sizes. Naturally, the areas of poorer quality land will be less productive, and a macro-level 
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analysis will show small famis to be more productive. One way of overcoming this problem 

is to examine the inverse relationship in terms of the yield of individual crops (Dyer 1996) and 

to reduce the regional scale of analysis - another argument in support of detailed field studies. 

Ultimately, agricultural policy must consider rural and agricultural development 

objectives. For an over-all food program that wants to make full use of national resources 

such as land and labor, and to ensure wide-spread food security, agricultural programs 

supportive of small farmers appear to have powerful benefits. If the goal is regional and 

national wellbeing, then a route through the smallholder seems well placed. If, on the other 

hand, the strategy is economic development and to increase income, the ultimate goal may be 

to increase the returns per unit of labor. To increase returns fixim labor, and to increase the 

(potential) wealth of individuals and firms (financial as well as agricultural), a program geared 

toward fewer, large farms may be the goal. However, experience from around the world has 

already shown that this results in increasing landlessness, economic inequity, and widespread 

migration fi-om rural areas to cities without the capacity to absorb the extra population and 

labor. 

Scale and Self-sufficiency 

"Turkey's fertile soil, and hard-working farmers make the country one of the few 

in the world that is self-sufficient in terms of food" (Metz 1996: 175). Others have noted 

that Turkey "is basically self-sufficient in foodstuffs" (Seddon and Lawless 1997:1034) 

and that it "has succeeded in attaining self-sufficiency" (Barkin,, Batt and DeWalt 1990). 

Despite the broad appeal inherent in the concept of self-sufficiency, its implications and 
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meaning in practice are quite vague. Many (see, for example, Bonine 1997a), point out 

that agricultural self-sufficiency in an era of global food markets is of questionable 

benefit. Bluntly, Netting asserts that "complete food self-sufficiency in the modem world 

is autarchic impoverishment" (1993:324). In fact, exploiting global comparative 

advantages may be critical for global food supply (Barkin, Batt and DeWalt 1990). 

Given the perception that Turkey is an agriculturally self-sufficient country, a word on 

agricultural self-sufficiency is in order. To meaningfully consider the concept requires an 

examination of scale, namely, the difference between production and consumption at the 

household, community, regional and national scales. 

As the terminus of caravans and shipping lines, and as the consumptive center of 

empire and republic, Istanbul and the Ottoman Empire/Turkey have always received 

provisions from across the Middle East, Europe, North Africa and Asia (Marcus 1989). 

This was hardly a closed or self-sufficient system. When the Ottoman Empire lost its 

dominions after World War I, and its boundaries were reduced to those of the current 

Republic of Turkey, the scale of the food system, of agricultural production and trade, 

was changed from empire to nation. For the Turkish Republic to be agriculturally self-

sufficient means that the short-fall of Ottoman provisions from Egypt, Mesopotamia and 

Eastem Europe are made up with what is raised in Thrace and Anatolia. 

Barkin, Batt and DeWalt define food self-sufficiency as a "country's ability to 

supply its population with basic foodstuffs from domestic production in sufficient 

quantities to achieve minimum nutritional standards" (1990: footnote, page 37). At a 

national scale, however, even if a country like Turkey were able to feed its own people 
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without reliance on imported agrofood products, it could hardly do so without importing 

the means - such as fuel, fertilizers, and technologies - with which to produce them. At 

local levels, traditional subsistence systems may have been largely self-sufficient, 

meeting many basic needs with what was produced in and around the village; still, the 

boundaries around villages are permeable to the exchange of resources and materials. As 

Turkish agriculture has become market-integrated, very little remains of a locally 

oriented, largely self-sufficient production system organized around small villages 

(Beeley 1985: 289). Turkish villages are now part of a dynamic network linking the city 

and the countryside, the nation and the world. 

On the other hand, if self-sufficiency is reconsidered to mean the ability of a 

household to viably meet its needs without external support, a widespread self-

sufficiency at the household scale may be desirable. For the peasant smallholder, this 

may mean the ability to support a household through a combination of production for 

subsistence and for the market. Similarly, the urban dweller would need to be able to 

earn a living wage. Thus, the emphasis should be shifted from an idealized self-

sufficiency to more concrete notions of food security. Rather than increasing agricultural 

self-sufficiency, efforts should be directed toward reducing household — both rural and 

urban - vulnerability to food and nutrition shortages. 

Using statistics published by the Turkish State Institute of Statistics - and 

combining them with empirical evidence — the next section attempts to show that a 

national agricultural program intent on maximizing its potential, might do well to 

reconsider the small, semi-subsistence farm. With increased attention paid to the 
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contributions, abilities and needs of smallholders, such a national agricultural program 

may be a move toward increased national food security and decreased household 

vulnerability. 

Turkish Agriculture, Smallholders and Productivity 

Agricultural Setting 

Of Turkey's 775,000 square kilometers, cropland as the percent of total land area 

between 1980 and 1995 has remained constant at just over 35 percent (World Bank 

1997). Average aimual rainfall is relatively abundant, but differences in any given area 

from one year to the next can be very significant. Seasonally, the vast majority of 

precipitation falls in the winter months. Therefore, irrigation is seen as the major means 

of reducing the impact of sharp seasonal and annual weather fluctuations that have had 

significant impacts on agricultural production. For example, Turkey's rain fed wheat 

production is very susceptible to annual fluctuations and regional differences (Yenal and 

Yenal 1993). Turkey's currently irrigated area is roughly 3.5 million ha, about 13% of 

the cultivated area (FAO 1994) and is projected to increase to aroimd 5 million hectares 

upon full implementation of the Southeast Anatolia Project (GAP Project) over the course 

of the next 15 years. 

Throughout the twentieth century, agriculture has been the cornerstone of the 

Turkish economy, though its relative significance is dropping. In 1979, agriculture 

generated 59% of total export revenue; 23% of export earnings were from the agricultural 
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sector in 1992, and 15% over the last few years (FAO 1994; FAS 1997a). In addition, the 

agricultural sector supports Turkey's manufacturing sector. In 1995, the food processing 

and packaging industry accounted for 22.4% of the manufacturing sector's output and 

13.2% of its total export value (FAS 1997b). Currently, after clothing and textiles, food 

and agriculture is still Turkey's second leading export category (by value), of which fruit, 

vegetables and nuts are two-thirds (EFQ 1998). 

Distribution of Agricultural Production in Turkey 

Despite some similarities across Turkish agricultural space and practice - namely, 

the prevalence of small farms and peasant smallholder, emphasis on grains/legumes and 

animal husbandry, production simultaneously for household and the market, the 

interspersion of modem mechanization with more traditional (e.g. animal powered) 

implements, and the emergence of highly capitalized, industrial operations in various 

subsectors of agriculture - Turkey's great variety of environments enable the production 

of a wide variety of crops (Held 1989). And, while a great variety of crops and livestock 

can be found in all regions of the country, some crops are highly localized and there is 

significant unevenness in the loci of commercial production. For example, tea production 

is centered in Rize, apricots in Malatya, poppies in Afyon^ and olives in Balikesir. 

Generally, Turkey's Mediterranean coast is characterized by such crops as citrus 

fhiits, vegetables (including greenhouse production), cotton, dates and even bananas; the 

Aegean region is well known for its olives, figs, tobacco and citrus fi^ts. The Black Sea 

^ The name AJyon itself means poppy in Turkish. 
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coastal provinces produce tobacco, tea, and constitute one of the world's greatest 

hazelnut producing regions. It has more recently also become the main region for com 

production. Thrace is known for it oilseed production, notably sunflowers, and the 

Marmara region produces summer vegetables and temperate climate fruits. Wheat and 

barley are characteristic of central Anatolia, and potatoes and beets (for sugar production) 

are found largely at upper elevations in the east. Many of these crops, along with pulses 

(such as lentils), oats and a wide variety of other crops are grown throughout Turkey. 

Figure 3.1 shows Turkey's agricultural regions. Figure 3.2 accompanies the 

following overview of the geography of Turkish agriculture, based on statistics in the 

1996 agricultural report of the structure of Turkish agriculture (DIE 1998a). 

The centers of commercial field crop production are Manisa and the Aegean, 

Central Anatolia around Konya and Ankara, Adana and the GAP region's $anliurfa. In 

terms of market value, Mamsa is prominent for producing 25% of Turkey's tobacco crop, 

though other Aegean provinces produce tobacco, cotton and some oilseeds. While 

Denizli is a major tobacco growing province, it and Afyon are prominent for their 

production of poppy. Ankara and Konya are major cereal and pulse growing regions, 

while the latter also produces 20% of Turkey's sugar beets and 15% of its poppy 

products. Sanliurfa produces red lentils (25% of Turkish production, by value), cotton 

(14%) and sesame seeds (25%). On the eastern Mediterranean, Adana contributes over 

25% of Turkey's maize, 60% of its peanuts, and over 80% of its soybeans. It is also a 

major cotton producer (14%). On the Black Sea, Samsun is a major rice, tobacco and 

maize-producing province. Historically, maize in Anatolia tended to be a Black Sea crop. 
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For vegetables, the coastal regions of the Mediterranean, Marmara and Aegean, 

plus Samsun on the Black Sea are the biggest producers in terms of total market value, 

though Ankara and Konya also make major contributions. The distribution of vegetables 

are a function of climate, but also of proximity and access to markets. This is changing 

somewhat with the proliferation of hothouse production eilong the Mediterranean, 

especially in Antalya. Since the 1960's, the United Nations Development Program has 

helped develop locally adapted greenhouse production in Turkey. By the early 1990's, 

there were over 10,000 hectares of plastic greenhouses in Turkey, the most in the Middle 

East and North Africa (Jenson & Malter, 1995). The Aegean provinces of Izmir, Balikesir 

and Bursa together produce over 22% of the market value of all vegetables. These 

include a range of vegetables, from cabbages, celery root and spinach to eggplant, 

tomatoes and green peppers. Adana, Antalya and Icel along the Mediterranean produce 

another 20% of Turkey's vegetables, again, ranging widely from radishes (80% of total 

market value is from Adana) to squash and cucumbers (each with over 20% of total value 

from Antalya) and fresh legumes. Samsun is also prominent for its production of 

vegetables, including kara lahana (black cabbage), associated with Black Sea cultures. 

Fruits are the most spatially concentrated of the three crop groups. The Aegean 

provinces centered around Aydm, Balikesir, Izmir and Manissa and the Mediterranean 

provinces centered around Icel are clearly the primary provinces of commercial fruit 

production. These four Aegean provinces produce nearly 70% of the market value of 

olives. Aydm also produces over 40% of total market value of chestnuts, jmd Izmir 65% 

of the total market value of Hgs. The Aegean provinces also produce citrus and pome 
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(apple, pear, quince, etc.) fruits. Sakarya, on the western Black Sea, produces nearly a 

quarter of the total market value of hazlenuts, while Ordu, at the center of the eastern 

Black Sea hazlenut region, produces nearly 30%. Icel produces nearly one-half of the 

total market value of strawberries and one-third of citrus fruits; the four eastern 

Mediterranean provinces combined produce nearly 90% of the total market value of 

citrus fruits. Antalya and Icel produce all of Turkey's domestic bananas, quite 

insignificant in terms of its contribution to the total market value of fruit, and in 

comparison to imported bananas, but important nevertheless as an indication of the 

variety of Turkish agricultural production. Some other notable and regionally 

concentrated crops are pistachios (nearly three-quarters of production is in Gaziantep and 

$anliurfa), tea (90% is in Rize and Trabzon) and apricots (nearly 50% of the total market 

value is from Malatya). 

By market value, livestock is more evenly distributed than any of the crop 

categories, though Izmir and Balikesir, Konya, Sivas and Erzerum, have slightly elevated 

percentages due to concentrations of specialized production. Balikesir is prominent for its 

production of Merino sheep and some poultry, Konya and Ankara as the centers of 

Angora sheep production, and Izmir as the center of a rapidly growing poultry industry. 

Erzurum and Sivas are centers of cattle and sheep production. Otherwise, sheep and 

cattle production is quite evenly spread across all provinces. 

Table 3.1 shows the number of provinces that contribute one percent or more of 

the market value for each group of commodities. The table supports the contention that 
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livestock and field crops are quite evenly distributed around the country, whereas fruits, 

and. especially, vegetables are much more regionally concentrated. 

The Turkish Smallholder 

As stated above, Turkish agriculture is defined by the smallholder. Nearly 50 

years ago, Robinson (1952) concluded that, with time, Turkish villages would lose land, 

and suggested that ownership would eventually be consolidated. On the contrary, data 

since then show that average farm sizes in Turkey have been dropping steadily, and the 

number of agricultural holdings continue to increase (see Table 3.2). 

While the number of farms has increased over time, they are not uniformly 

distributed, but vary widely and inequitably among landholders. The distribution of farm 

land in Turkey is shown in Table 3.3, from which one can see that the largest 5.3% of the 

landholders (those with 20 or more hectares) own over one-third of the land; the largest 

15% of the holdings (those with 10 or more hectares) own over half of the land. On the 

other hand, one can see that the smallest one-third of agricultural holdings (those with 

less than 2 hectares) contain less than 6% of the land, and the smallest two-thirds of the 

holdings (those with less than 5 hectares) contain 22% of the land. Over 3.5 million 

farms in Turkey are less than 10 hectares (less than 25 acres).'* The small farm is a major 

contributor to Turkish agriculture, both in area and even more so in the number of 

* One hectare is 10,000 m% equivalent to 2.47 acres. 



TABLE 3.1: Distribution of production, Turkey, 1996 

Commodity Group Number of provinces producing 
Group >= 1 % of total market value 
Field Crops 39 
Vegetables 20 
Fruit 26 
Livestock 43 

Source: Calculated from Agricultural Structure 1996 
(DIE 1998b) 



Tabic 3.2: Agricultural holdings, Turkey 

1950 1980 199! 
Number of farms (million) 2.5 3.6 4.1 
Average farm size (ha) 7.7 6.4 5.9 
Avgerage parcels per farm 6,9 6.4 5.2 

Sources: 

State Institute of Statistics: 
Agricultural Census Results 1950 ("DIE 1956); 
General Agricultural Census: Result of Household Survey 
1980 (DIE undated); General Agricultural 

Census 1991 (DIE 1994) 

Table 3.3: Distribution of farms by size and area, 
Turkey, 1991 

Holding Holdings Holdings 
Farm Size (ha) % of total % of area farmed 
Small <0.5 6.30 0.3 

0.5-0.9 9.60 l.l 

1.0-1.9 18.96 4.3 
2.0-4.9 32.10 16.5 
5.0-9.9 17.90 19.9 

Medium 10.0-19.9 9.66 21.0 
20.0-49.9 4.38 19.8 

Large 50.0-99.9 0.60 6.4 
100.0-249.9 0.26 5.9 
250.0-499.9 0.05 2.8 

>500.0 0.01 2.0 

Source: General Agricultural Census 1991 (DIE 1994) 
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producers. Coordinating so many small farms in a national agricultural program requires 

specialized administration (Beeley 1985). Operations based on specialized and tight 

linkages between the farm and the market - as found in Europe and North America - will 

be difficult, if not unrealistic. 

For our purposes, the small farm in Turkey can generally be considered as those farms 

with 10 ha or less. Medium sized farms might be those between 10 and 50 ha, while those 

above 50 ha shall be considered large farms.^ This size distinction is consistent with the work 

of others both within and outside of Turicey (see, for example, Aydm 1990; Berry and Cline 

1979; Hilmer 1960; Ilcan 1994; Karen 1985; Keyder 1983b; Morvaridi 1988). 

Even though the smallholding peasant farm varies significantly across Turicey, there 

are some characteristics - practices, situations, obstacles - that they hold in common. While 

the differences between regions may be pronounced, intraregional differences, even between 

neighboring villages, can be very important and develop fixjm different histories and social 

contexts (Ak^ay 1988; Aydm 1990; Keyder 1983b; Robinson 1952). Hann (1985) advocates 

the importance of the regional dimension in examining Turidsh agriculture, while Delaney 

(1987) argues that each village in Turkey has its own distinctive characteristics, which makes 

it impossible to find a typical or average village. 

Every case study of village and rural life in Turkey characterizes the Turkish 

smallholders in terms consistent with Netting's (1993) and Ellis's (1993) described above. 

Despite the spatial variation in the characteristics of the smallholder due to location, market 

^ In Turkey, smallholders are not known as farmers (siiftgi), but as villagers (k^lu). While acknowledging that no 
uniform quantitative definition for farm (ififtlik) exists, Hiltner (I960) reserves the term for holdings that cultivate 
more than 100 hectares. 
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opportunities, individual and community agency, local resources and environment, and local 

histories, they share some common features. For one, smallholders practice intensive forms of 

cultivation, despite the frequently semiarid environment This is found across the country, 

from the highly diverse urban agricultural practices in Istanbul, to mountain and oasis-type 

agriculture in the east, to greenhouse production in Antalya, as well as across the inner 

Anatolian wheat region (see accounts by Erin? and Tun9dilek 1952; Helbum, 1955; Ilcan 

1994; Oktay and Ozkaya 1994). With Turkey's high population growth rate, and low land to 

labor ratios, increased land values will continue to encourage land-saving technologies (Bayri 

and Furton 1989) and landuse intensificatiorL 

Continued subsistence production, use of family labor, and the widespread reliance on 

off-farm income (including cottage industries, trade and craftsmanship, remittance payments 

and seasonal and temporary migration) define smallholder production across Turkey. In 

small-scale Turkish agriculture, multiple uses of land and labor are the norm, with significant 

amounts of production for household consumption, exchange, and informal sale. The family 

is the central decision-making unit, enabling self-exploitation and the daily management of 

time, resources, constraints and opportunities. Even when producing for the market, crop 

diversification is a key component Commercial tea, hazelnut citrus, grape, fig, tomato, 

cotton, sugar beet producers typically also cultivate a wide combination of wheat barley, other 

grains like com, pulses, cotton and a very wide variety of fruits and vegetables (see, for 

example. Ay dm 1990; Ilcan 1994; Morvaridi 1990; Oktay and Ozkaya 1994). In addition, 

animals provide milk — from which butter, cheese, yogurt and tarhana (dried yogurt mixture. 
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used as base for soup) are made - and meat, wool and eggs. These provision the household 

and surplus is often sold. 

Market Participation 

An examination of Table 3.4 shows the marketing ratios for a variety of agricultural 

products grown in Turkey.^ Cash and export oriented crops have high marketing ratios and 

tend to be spatially concentrated - certain regionally specific crops, such as citrus fioiits, 

olives, com, figs, hazelnuts and tea, industrial crops and oil seeds are localized in certain areas 

of Turkey. In contrast, staple and subsistence crops and produce - much more evenly 

distributed across Turkey - have lower marketing ratios. In the early 1950's, as much as 50 

percent of smallholder production was for subsistence (Helbum 1955). Currently, the 

marketing ratio for wheat is 64 (DEE 1998b), suggesting that one-third of national wheat 

production is not for commercial exchange but for household and community use, as seed 

stock and for informal exchange. Pulses have marketing ratios between 50 and 80. Generally, 

the marketing ratio for livestock - at between 30 and 50 - is significantly lower than for crops; 

the marketing ratio for eggs is 34 and for milk is 19 (DIE 1998b). Such low marketing ratios 

for basic and subsistence crops are consistent with a large peasant population, evidence of 

Ellis' (1993) emphasis on incomplete participation in imperfect markets. 

Low marketing ratios and high levels of subsistence production should not be 

interpreted to mean that Turkish smallholders are either incapable of or uninterested in 

^ The marketing ratio is the ratio of the marketed amount to the total output The portion not marketed is 
consumed by the producing household, retained as seed stock for the following season, bartered or traded, or used 
for other similar purposes. It can also be sold informally. 



Table 3.4: Marketing ratios of selected crops, Turkey, 1996 
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Crop or Marketing Crop or Marketing Crop or Mariceting 
Product Ratio Product Ratio Product Ratio 

Green tea 100 Head cabbage 82 Potatoes 70 
Tobacco 99 All peppers 82 Pears/Quince 67 
Soybeans 98 Tomatoes 81 Apricots 66 
Lemons 97 Spinach 81 Dry beans 65 
Sugar Beets 97 Green Lentils 80 Walnut 65 
Hazelnuts 96 Dry onions 80 Wheat 64 
Bananas 95 Apples 78 Plums 57 
Sunflower 94 Olives 78 Maize 56 
Strawberries 94 Grapes 77 Jerus'm artichoke 53 
Pistachios 93 Chick peas 76 Barley 48 
Oranges 92 Artichokes 76 Rye 36 
Rice 91 Figs 75 Eggs 34 
Peaches 86 Chestnuts 74 Mulberries 33 
Eggplant 86 Red Lentils 72 Black cabbage 30 
Carrots 85 Sour Oranges 71 Mixed Grains 9 

Source: Agricultural Structure 1996 (DIE 1998b) 
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participating in commercial markets. Evidence suggests the contrary. Despite the low 

marketing ratios, the small farm plays a critical role in Turidsh agricultural production. As 

Table 3.5 shows that, for selected crops, small and medium farms produce the vast majority of 

food and feed crops, as determined by the percentage share contributed by each farm size. 

When opportunities in commercial ventures emerge, smallholders are anxious to be 

involved. Because they are short on capital, credit and collateral, they are often unable to 

command market attention. But, when the market provides an opportunity, desire is high. 

This was the case when Pinar milk, part of a Turkish conglomerate, began working with 

smallholders in the Aegean region around Izmir (Karen 1985). Until the opportunity arose to 

produce for Pinar, who organized regional milk collection and assisted smallholders in 

increasing production, raising milk cows was uncertain and chaotic, and payment from 

government owned and operated milk processing facilities was typically late, if it came at all 

(Karen 1985). 

With steady and organized market integration, it appears that smallholders are able to 

keep the farm viable and make plans for the future. In contrast to milk producers who sell to 

Pinar, independent producers in the Mediterranean provinces are anxious to sell their grapes 

but have difficulty getting paid properly and on time (Oktay and Ozkaya 1994). Until 

smallholders in the eastem Black Sea began to successfully produce tea after World War n, 

they were subsistence farmers who relied on long distance labor migration to support the 

household, much like subsistence households throughout Turkey. Benefiting from increased 

national tea consumption, Rize has jumped from one of the poorer regions of Turicey to one of 

the richest in terms of agricultural land values (Harm 1985). A tea plot of only half a hectare 



Table 3.5: Crop Production: Percentage of National Crop by Farm Size, Turkey, 1991 

Farm size Chick Dry Green Red Sun Dry 
(ha) Wheal Barley Maize peas Beans Lentils Lentils flowers Onions Potatoes 

<0.5 0.2 0.1 1.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.6 

0.5-0.9 0.7 0.3 4.4 0.3 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 1.6 2.1 
1.0-1.9 3.5 1.8 11.8 2.3 9.2 0.3 0.6 1.5 5.8 6.3 

2.0-4.9 14.9 10.0 33.4 15.0 30.7 1,9 3.0 11.7 23.3 25,8 
5.0-9.9 19.9 15.8 18.1 26.7 23.1 7.8 11.6 23.7 27.3 23.0 

10.0-19.9 22.9 21,2 10.0 24.3 21.5 18.3 20.5 29,9 24.8 29.1 
20.0-49.9 21.4 22.9 8.9 18.3 9.9 25,5 20.3 22.9 15,8 9.8 

50.0-99.9 6.5 8.5 3.4 4.0 2.0 12.1 13.7 6.9 0,7 3.0 

100.0-249.9 5.2 9.7 3.4 2,6 0.1 19.2 18.1 2.0 0.5 0.4 

250.0-499.9 2.8 5.0 4.2 4.1 0.0 9.3 7.5 0.3 0.0 0.0 
500.0+ 2.1 4.6 1.4 2.4 0.0 5.5 4.7 0.7 0.0 0.0 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Source: General Agricultural Census 1991 (DIE 1994) 
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near the coast can generate enough income to support a small family; a large family is 

supported with oflF-farm seasonal employment (Hann 1985). 

The desire to participate in the market and to overcome infrastructural obstacles is 

seen in the extent to which peasant smallholders will attempt to market their own produce. 

Agricultural produce and food fixim smallholder agriculturalists in the Black Sea province of 

Kastamonu, for example, are transported along personal networks and sold in informal weekly 

markets in Istanbul. Herbs, greenery, &uits and vegetables collected and grown in the nearby 

countryside are found throughout Istanbul's neighborhoods and bazaars, sold out of the backs 

of trucks, cars and horse- and tractor-drawn trailers. Millions of sheep and cattle from 

throughout Turkey, from as far away as Kars, are brought to Istanbul annually to be sold over 

a 10 day period - not unlike Christmas trees grown in the northem U.S. and sold in the 

southwest- to people that will sacrifice them during Kurban Bayram, the sacrificial holilday.^ 

These are just a few examples to demonstrate that the image of small-scale agriculture as 

backward, isolated and market averse, shortchanges the diligence, desire, motivation and 

contribution of the Turkish smallholder. Certainly, villagers also share a perception of wiiat 

Keyder asserts - the villages that will survive are those that are well-integrated into the 

national economy, that combine subsistence with the sale of labor, and in wiiich there are a 

multiplicity of activities (1983b: 44). 

^ As many as a two million sheep and cattle are sacrificed in Istanbul alone, brought to the city and sold by 
shepherds and middlemen from throughout Tuikey and sold from makeshift livestock bazaars set up across the 
city. 
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Migration 

Turkey's population in 1997 was 63 million. Between 1980 and 1995, the urban 

population in Turkey jumped from 44% to 70% of the total population, 25% of whom 

live in Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir (World Bank 1997). Currently, 45% of the Turkish 

workforce is employed in agriculture (ILO 1997). If 30% of the population is considered 

rural, the data suggest that virtually all of the rural population is employed in agriculture, 

and that few other employment opportunities exist. In addition, a major portion of urban 

residents still consider themselves agriculturalists. This is confirmed by reports that 

about one-third of the Turkish population supports itself on earnings generated from 

agricultural production (FAS 1997a). 

As Beeley (1985) and Kolars (cited in Beeley, 1985) point out, by now nearly all 

of Turkey's 30,000 to 35,000 villages are tied to the greater market economy. Permanent 

and temporary migration, financial and other remittances, and expanding transportation 

and communications systems tie villages to urban settlements that, in turn, are connected 

to national-global systems of economic exchange. Few, if any, 'market-ignoring' 

subsistence villages remain as surplus production in rural areas is expanded for sale 

beyond the village (Beeley 1985). When sufHcient opportimities to produce for the 

market are unavailable, by virtue of not having enough land, labor or access, off-farm 

income is required. Ay dm (1990) shows that as many as 40% of the families in some 

villages derive the majority of their income from non-agricultural work. Because there is 

very little work in rural regions other than that associated with agriculture, and what 

exists is low paying and seasonal, smallholders ofren migrate to support their peasant 
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households. In addition to poverty and low income, other push factors may include the 

lack of social services and landlord domination (Danielson and Kele$ 1985; Ilcan 1994) 

and civil conflict. 

Most accounts of Turkish rural life note the widespread necessity and practice of 

seasonal and temporary migration. Though Keyder believes that the importance of 

seasonal migration may have declined, he notes that it is the most common observed 

extra source of income in all of Turkey (1983b: 38). As an extreme example of this 

practice and the motivation behind it, the Turkish press recently reported on the migration 

of hundreds of workers 1,600 kilometers and 53 hours by train across Anatolia from 

Diyarbakir in the Southeast to Sakarya, on the eastern Black Sea, seeking two weeks of 

employment in the hazelnut harvest for less than $5 per day (Millyet Gazetesi 18 August 

1998). In some villages, every family has at least one relative working in a major urban 

area, though in more economically diversified villages, the reliance on remittance 

incomes may not be as great (Keyder 1983b). 

Though migration plays a major role in defining Turkish demographics, urban-

rural migration in Turkey should not simply be thought of as a single life-time event. 

Migrants to Istanbul, for example, often move between the city and the village for years 

before making a more permanent move. To millions, the city provides winter 

employment, while the village, where family plots are tilled in the summer, provides 

winter food. Thus, boundaries between the city and the countryside have become 

blurred. In fact, Beeley notes a network of villages and cities in Turkey within which 
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Turks "seem to be perpetually on the move", and in which the farmer feels a part of a 

national, urban-rural society (1985: 290). 

Productivity and the Smallholder 

In terms of the national food economy, one of the most important characteristics 

of Turkish smallholders is their ability to produce high yields per unit of land. Data 

indicate that maximum productivity per area is found on small and medium-sized farms. 

Table 3.6 shows the national yield per acre for primary field crops based on size of 

holding. Only for barley and maize - Turkey's two primary feed crops - and dry onions 

does it seem to be the case that productivity increases with the size of the farm.® 

Additional research is needed to show whether the yields attained for maize and barley 

are the result of production efficiencies of scale or of highly capitalized. Green 

Revolution-style input packages of hybrid seeds, irrigation schedules, pesticides and 

chemical fertilizers. Even maize does not attain highest yields on the largest farms. 

Regarding field crops intended for human consumption, rye, chickpeas, red lentils and 

the cash crop sunflowers have their highest yields on the nation's smallest farms - those less 

than two hectares. Even for dry beans, green lentils, and potatoes - which have their highest 

yields on slightly larger farms between two and five hectares - small farms generate yields 

nearly as high or higher than Turkey's largest farms. With the exception of the 500+ hectare 

category, wheat has its highest yields per acre on farms between 10 and 20 hectares, with 

smaller farms producing only slightly less than larger farms. The implication, once again, is 

® All reported barley, and over 50 percent of maize production, was for feed (FAO 1999). 



Table 3.6: Yield (kg) per hectare, by farm size, Turkey, 1991 

Farm Size Chick Dry Green Red Sun Dry 

(ha) Wheat Barley Maize peas Beans Lentils Lentils flowers Onions Potatoes Rye 
<0.5 213 185 244 94 112 77 150 161 1349 1370 211 

0.5-0.9 208 180 251 102 154 no data 90 172 1746 1440 145 
1.0-1.9 209 190 242 118 165 89 74 170 1966 1657 134 
2.0-4.9 218 198 270 113 186 99 90 132 1785 1978 145 
5.0-9.9 226 201 287 107 164 99 100 132 1909 2060 179 

10.0-19.9 232 214 311 105 170 101 99 130 2168 2994 177 
20.0-49.9 227 213 426 107 168 87 111 132 2264 2470 160 

50.0-99.9 222 200 617 85 129 93 103 140 1924 1994 175 

100.0-249.9 211 211 970 82 126 98 107 151 3000 713 173 

250.0-499.9 188 244 797 97 114 93 76 136 no data 800 164 
500.0+ 252 267 497 118 127 98 91 139 no data 1000 138 

Source: Calculated from General Agricullural Census 1991 (DIE 1994; 40) 
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that increased productivity does not correlate with farm size and that the path to meeting 

Turkish agricultural potential passes through the small and medium sized farms. 

The productivity of Turkish peasant farms is usually explained in terms of the abiUty 

to rely on and exploit family labor. Keyder argues that only those family farms that use non-

wage labor are efiBcient enough to remain in a market where suppliers fix)m widely divergent 

technical and social contexts produce similar goods (1983b: 46) . It is not, though, just the 

ability for household members to work below market labor rates, but the individualized 

attention that household labor is willing and able to give. Morvaridi (1990) highlights the 

increased sugar beet productivity that comes to households able to hoe three or four times in a 

season, rather than once or twice. Even the state sugar corporation prefers contracts with 

smallholdings - holdings above one or two hectares are vmmanageable due to the inadequate 

and unstable supply of factors of production such as female labor (Morvaridi 1990:706-7]. 

The lumpiness of mechanized technologies, especially regarding tractors and 

harvesters, does not seem to have created problems for smallholders. A widespread 

rental market has "severed the link between scale and the use of technology" (Keyder 

1983a: 144). This nullifies some of the potential advantages of scale economies that 

large farms might otherwise command. The rental market has also provided 

smallholders with labor saving opportunities, zdlowing them to supplement agricultural 

income with seasonal work in urban areas (Keyder 1983a). It is important to note that -

contrary to Robinson's expectation that machines might make it increasingly possible for 

village women to devote more time to home and children (1952) - increased 

mechanization and participation in the commercial economy have increased the burden 
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on women, to the point where the average age of young women at marriage has 

increased because families need them for their labor (Ilcan 1994; Morvaridi 1992). 

Generally, labor saving devices save men's labor first. In fact, it is argued that the 

ability for smallholders to maximize time and space, obtain high yields, and add value to 

agricultural output is found in the hands of rural women (Morvaridi 1992). 

Perhaps as important as the multiple uses of land and space is that household 

labor and other smallholder resources are not limited to agricultural production as they 

are in large scale commercial operations. Rather, on small farms, labor is must also be 

used to turn agricultural raw materials into food products for family consumption or sale. 

A very significant - but unknown - amount of household, value-added food 

manufacturing occurs. Butter, cheese, yogurt, tarhana, pekmez (a fruit syrup or 

molasses, usually of grapes or mulberries), regel (fruit jam), dried meat, bread and 

numerous other products made from the smallholders' own crops and livestock are often 

critical for the foods needs of the household. It often generates a small cash income and, 

perhaps even more importantly, food from the village supports family members who 

have temporarily or permanently migrated to urban areas for work. 

Persistence of the Small Farm 

The persistence of the small fann in Turkey is usually attributed to Anatolian 

inheritance practices, ^^ereby land is divided up amongst the heirs, and a general 

unwillingness to sell or trade inherited land (FAO 1994; FAS 1997a). However, this is a 

superficial assessment — consistent with the discourse that blames agricultural problems on the 
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backwardness of the smallholder. Evidence shows a much more complex and calculated 

relationship between peasants and their environment Bagherzade and Steenblik (1994; 24) 

assign this unwillingness to the "perceived value of agricultural land as both a hedge against 

inflation and an insurance for old age." In fact, hedging against inflation, often in the form of 

saving cash in Western currencies, has become a part of Turkish culture. Rural-to-urban 

immigrants rarely find full employment in the formal economy and "remain underemployed at 

best" (Beeley 1985: 290). Even if a citizen is fortunate enough to have a pension, payments 

are decimated by inflation rates that hover around 100% annually. So, for the unemployed 

and underemployed, family plots in the countryside may be the only savings. Many Istanbul 

residents also express the desire to return to the village and their lands either in retirement or if 

future circumstances allow it. 

But this is only part of the picture. Urban employment is so tenuous that migrants 

keep the farm as part of a greater, national survival strategy. This suggests a major reason for 

the continuing decrease in farm size. Small farms may be part of a greater survival strategy 

that operates across the national urban-rural space. From her fieldwork in northeastern 

Turkey, Ilcan notes that "since urban seasonal employment is poorly paid, it does not enable 

members of the marginal farming sector (those owning less than one hectare) to abandon 

subsistence production or to migrate permanently to urban centers" (1994: 571). Ak9ay 

observed that villagers face insecurity in both village and urban life; even permanent migrants 

to the city attempt to maintain connections in both spheres (1988: 29-30). Ay dm found that, 

due to uncertain employment options outside agriculture, "peasants always try to have access 

to a piece of land fixjm wiiich they can earn a living or at least part of a living" (1990: 173). A 
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similar urban-rural relationship was found in northern Portugal, where the choice between 

staying on the farm and permanent emigration was not simple. Black found that "temporary 

emigration constituted for many households one part of a strategy that included retention of 

land holdings" (1990:40). The uncertainty and risk associated with emigration creates an 

incentive to retain landholdings as a form of security. 

Not only is the small farm a safety valve in case of a downturn in the urban economy, 

small farms retain a semi-subsistence function and provide the opportunity for staple and basic 

foods for wage-eaming family members in the city. Field evidence shows that the practice of 

bringing food to Istanbul fixim throughout Turkey is very widespread. Ay§e Baysal, one of 

Turkey's leading nutritionists, confirms that food fix>m the countryside plays a major role in 

sustaining Turkey's urban populations (3 Junel998). Regarding a southeastem village in 

which he conducted fieldwork, Ak^ay notes that even permanent immigrants maintain their 

ties. Regardless of remittances, "it seems all migrants receive various kinds of food fix)m the 

village" (1988:30). One practitioner of this urban-rural stirvival strategy in Istanbul explained 

about the family holding that it is from there that they get the winter food. (For an elaboration 

of these patterns, see Chapter VII). 

Turkish transportation systems, especially the commercial bus network and the rail 

system, enable the fluid movement of people and food across Turkey, and make the 

attachment to the village and family farm easier, even long after moving from them. Buses 

returning to Istanbul at the end of the summer and during harvest season are loaded with 

foodstuffs from all parts of the country. These include regionally specific fhiits and nuts such 
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as hazelnuts, olives, apricots, apples, and, more generally, lentils, tarhana, pekmez, and bread, 

yoghurt, cheese, meat, even water. 

Thus, decreasing fami size in Turkey is much more complex than has been presented 

in the literature. It should not be thought of solely as an obstacle to increased agricultural 

productivity, the result of structural problems under which Turkish peasant producers suffer, 

and which Turkish agricultural policy must attempt to overcome. Instead, decreasing farm 

size appears to be the result of a widespread strategy in which prospective rural-to-urban 

migrants recognize the inability of either rural agricultural activity or urban wage labor alone 

to provide a secure household and future. Therefore, urban and rural spaces are combined, 

and labor migration and the semi-subsistence family holding both constitute the household 

survival strategy. 

As part of this strategy, the small family farm in the memleket (the provincial 

homeland) has a two-part survival function. First, it is an ongoing source of food. Second, it 

serves as an insurance policy. Keyder notes that if the urban economy undergoes a severe 

depression, recent migrants who maintain close contact with their villages will be forced to 

return (1983b: 38). In spite of this recognition, he explains uncultivated fields in the village as 

a flmction of their impending extinction, that the smallholder is unable to find anybody willing 

to buy the fields. However, it may also be that smallholders, very aware of the household 

importance of the fields, do not want to sell. Thus, it is not suprising that government efforts 

at land consolidation have been ineffective (FAO 1994). 

If agricultural industrialization and consolidation policies are strongly pushed, the 

impacts to wage workers in urban areas will be much more severe than a simple increase in 
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rural-to-urban migration. Those who have already migrated to cities, who continue to depend 

on semi-subsistence production and food from their memlekets, will be cut off from their 

source of "winter food" and lose their safety valve and retirement option. Since the majority 

of Istanbul's and Ankara's residents are migrants, urban (and national) consequences could be 

significant. 

Fragmentation of Farms in Turkey 

In addition to showing the increasing number and decreasing size of Turkish farms. 

Table 3.2 also shows how fragmentation has changed over 40 years. The average number of 

parcels per holding for the nation has decreased slightly, suggesting that a certain amount of 

agricultural consolidation has occurred. It may also be that, as farms get smaller with each 

subsequent generation, individual parcels are less likely to be split Between 1980 and 1991, 

average parcel size increased slightly from 0.98 hectares to 1.09 hectares (DIE 1994). This 

would seem to confirm a move toward agricultural consolidation. 

However, just as farm size is more complex than, simply, the negative consequence of 

an anachronistic inheritance system, so, too, is farm fi-agmentation. The general problem with 

fragmentation is that, rather than having adjacent fields, farmers are forced to woric fields 

increasingly distant from each other. Time and resources (fuel, labor) are spent between farms 

rather than on them. To reduce fi'agmentation and increase efficiencies, the Turkish 

government has tried to promote plot trading. However, landholders have rejected such 

efforts (FAO 1994). 
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While some of the inefficiencies it poses may be real, fragmentation has 

important benefits to the smallholder interested not only in increasing production but in 

decreasing risk. Decades ago, Helbum recognized that villagers in central Anatolia "feel 

safer from drought and other hazards with their land divided into small plots distributed 

throughout the village. Having all one's land in a single soil type, in a single location and 

single exposure is considered risky" (1955: 381). Research in Latin America and 

northern Portugal has found that land fragmentation has benefits as a risk-distributing 

strategy in adapting to the uncertainties of nature (Black 1990; Wilken 1987). Plots 

separate from each other dilute the risks of droughts, floods, pests, frost and other 

uncertainties. Any land consolidation efforts to reduce fragmentation, just as with 

combating decreasing farm size, will increase smallholder vulnerability. 

In addition, there are other forces that can drive land fragmentation. Morvaridi 

(1992) has found that farmers in Turkey's northeast, with several parcels of land in 

separate locations, are in a more advantageous position to obtain sugar beet seeds. Since 

sugar beets are cultivated in rotation on each parcel of land every four years, a farmer 

with only one parcel of land in one location can only enter a contract with the sugar 

corporation once every four years. Because partnerships with the sugar corporation are 

desirable, there would be, obviously, little incentive to reduce firagmentation.' 

q 

\forvaridi's observation is noted, but it is not clear why farmers cannot rotate crops around a single, large parcel. 
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Regional Variation 

So far, this examination of farm size persistence and productivity does not account for 

any regional variation. Yields will vary not only according to the amount, reliance and nature 

of inputs, but also according to natural/environmental cotistraints. These, in addition to 

culture, history and opportunity, can vary significantly over space in Turkey. Therefore, an 

evalution of Turkish agriculture is incomplete without at least some acknowledgement of the 

significant regional variation of Turkish agriculture. After all, agricultural production in 

Turkey ranges widely fixjm tea and tangerines to bananas, barley, and beets; from olives and 

oranges to pistachios and persimmons. Erin^ and Tun9dilek (1952) describe Turkey's 

agricultural regions, emphasizing the correlation of agricultural production to the climate and 

physical geography of Turkey. Beyond the environmental determinants of Turkey's 

agricultural patterns, culture, history and location also play important roles in Turkey's 

agricultural landscape. The spatial variation in Turkish agriculture is clearly seen in Figures 

3.3 through 3.5. Figure 3.3 shows the distribution of small farms, by province, across Turicey. 

Figure 3.4 shows the average number of parcels per farm across Turkey, and Figure 3.5 shows 

the average parcel size per farm, by province. The extent of the variation in farm size and 

fragmentation is not picked up in national level statistics such as the sort in Table 3.2. 

The industrialization of the fertile (^ukurova region, for example, has a history in the 

cotton production tied to workers brought from Egypt in the Nineteenth century by Armenian 

merchants (Ziircher 1993). Tea production around Rize grew from seeds brought from nearby 

Georgia (Hann 1985) and vegetable production around the Marmara, Aegean and the 

Mediterranean are supported by their proximity to Turkey's urban and tourist concentrations. 
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as well as access to European and Middle Eastern export markets. Some crops keep and 

transport well, others are difficult to get to markets in time. As discussed before, variations 

among regions, villages and peasant households can \ary significantly. Keyder (1983b), 

Ay dm (1990) and AkQay (1988) argue that villages and households in the same locale, with 

similar natural resources, can develop and change along very different paths. 

Consider the 1990 data on average national farm size and fi'agmentation in Table 3.2 

and compare them to Figures 3.3 through 3.5. The maps show major variations in farm size 

and fragmentation across Turkey, frx)m the smallest and most fragmented farms in the areas of 

the Black Sea coastal provinces to the largest and most consolidated holdings in the provinces 

of Southeast Anatolia, the region of the huge GAP development project Southeast Anatolia is 

the region with the greatest Kurdish populations and rural social relations still reflect a feudal 

system in which landlords may control much of the village land. 

Table 3.7 breaks down the distribution of land by region, showing the percentage of 

holdings with less than 10 hectares, and showing the share of land they hold. Table 3.8 shows 

the regional distribution of measures of fragmentation. Thus, the Black Sea region not only 

has the smallest and most fi:agmented farms, but only 4% of farms are more than 10 hectares. 

More importantly, smallholders along the Black Sea own a higher share of agricultural land 

than in any other region. In contrast, the presence and contribution of small farms in southeast 

Turkey is the lowest in the nation, where smallholder land ownership is minimal. 

Interestingly, further comparisons of Figure 3.4 and Table 3.7 show the coastal regions 

of the Marmara, Aegean and Mediterrannean to also have smaller farms and more equitable 

distribution of land. However, their histories, cultures, geographies and market integration are 



quite different from those along the Black Sea Coast. Thus, research is needed not only to 

draw out differences between agriculture in Turkey's coastal regions fit>m those further into 

Anatolians interior, but also between coastal regions and between interior regions themselves. 

There is wide variety in both the average number of parcels per holding and the average area 

per parcel. Southeast Anatolia and the Mediterranean coastal regions have the lowest average 

number of parcels per holding, suggesting a higher degree of consolidation. It is in the 

Mediterranean region of Antalya that smallholders intensively produce the bulk of Turkey's 

tomatoes and other vegetables, often in greenhouses. Production is very market oriented. The 

Southeast has had large landholdings since the time of the Ottoman era and, in many cases 

village and tribal leaders have retained control. Forces for consolidation were social and 

cultural as much as economic. The completion of the Southeast Anatolia Project (GAP) will 

only exacerbate this, as commercial interests, intent on benefiting from scale economies of 

production and government incentives, will want to reduce the number of parcels. The 

Mediterranean coastline, despite the persistence of small farms, includes the highly 

commercialized regions of Adana and Antalya, in which economic forces for consolidation 

have been operative as long as anywhere else in Turkey. Further, if fragmentation correlates 

with risk, those areas with the highest number of parcels per holding have more uncertain and 

varied environments. This might explain the findings for parts of central Anatolia, highly 

susceptible to the uncertainties of drought, and for the Black Sea region, with its steep and 

hilly topography. In the Black Sea region, the average number of parcels per holding is 

average, but their average size is half the national average, one-seventh of that found in the 

Southeast. Regarding the average area per parcel, the figure for farms in the Southeast is 



Table 3.7: Distribution of Smailtaoiders (Farms witli Less tiian 10 ha) 
Turlcey, 1991 

Smallholdings, Land ownership 
as % of all as % of all 

Region holdings arable land 
Nation 85 42 

I (North central Anatolia) 76 36 
II (Aegean) 93 69 
III (Marmara) 86 54 
IV (Mediterranean Coast) 90 52 
V (Northeast Anatolia) 82 41 
VI (Southeast Anatolia) 65 15 
VII (Black Sea) 96 79 
VIII (East central Anatolia) 84 48 
IX (South central Anatolia) 74 31 

Source: General Agricultural Census 1991 (DIE 1994) 

Table 3.8: Farm Fragmentation, Turkey, 1991 

Average Average 
parcels area per 

Region per holding parcel (ha) 
Nation 5.45 1.09 

I (North central Anatolia) 7.60 1.00 
II (Aegean) 4.68 0.78 
III (Marmara) 6.48 0.82 
rV (Mediterranean Coast) 3.79 1.21 
V (Northeast Anatolia) 5.54 1.08 
VI (Southeast Anatolia) 3.98 3.68 
VII (Black Sea) 5.36 0.52 
VIII (East central Anatolia) 5.59 1.04 
IX (South central Anatolia) 6.64 1.21 

Source: Calculated from General Agricultural Census 1991 
(DIE 1994) 
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more than three times greater than for anywiiere else. Again, this is supportive of large and 

consolidated farms. So, while the Southeast has large farms composed of a few, large parcels, 

the Mediterranean region will have small farms with a few, average size holdings. 

Conclusion 

Decreasing farm size and increasing fragmentation are portrayed as important 

obstacles preventing Turkey from realizing its agricultural potential (FAO 1994). Yet, in 

Turkey, as throughout the world, agricultural industrialization, commercialization and 

land consolidation - which generally accompany increases in farm size - are often 

implicated in increasing landlessness and rural poverty (Yenal and Venal 1993). It is 

ironic that in a period in which the rural population's proportion dropped nearly in half -

from 56% to 30% of the national population - the number of agricultural holdings would 

increase by 16%. Evidence from Turkey suggests that the elimination of small farms 

would have a significant impact not only on rural communities, but on the large number 

of urban laborers they continue to support. If, as argued in this chapter, peasant and 

subsistence production persists as a national food security strategy, and 70% of the 

population is urban, the removal of small, semi-subsistance farms from the agricultural 

landscape will result in increased national food insecurity. 

Detailed examinations of Turkish agriculture along the lines of the debate explored 

and the questions raised are needed. 'The small-faim subsector of agriculture may be a more 

effective way of increasing both employment and output than pro-large-farm strategies and 
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thus warrants consideration in almost all developing countries" (Berry and Cline 1979:4). 

Turkish agricultural policymakers and participating international development agencies need 

to develop programs and policies that recognize the important contribution of small to mid

size farmers in the national food system. Programs supporting them and oriented toward their 

assets, needs and constraints should be emphasized. The degree to which a national 

agricultural program can synchronize the knowledge, contributions and goals of all producers, 

small and large, semi-subsistence and commercial, is the degree to \\^ch Turkish agriculture 

will meet its potential. Because agricultural development needs vary significantly throughout 

the country, a strong program will also need to accommodate environmental, climatic, cultural 

and even historical differences across regions. 

Arguing that increased agricultural eflSciency and productivity in Turkey are not 

contingent on a program of land consolidation, increased farm size and high c^italization 

does not mean that inefiQciencies in Turkish agriculture do not exist Certainly, this is not to 

say that reform in the overall agricultural sector is not needed. However easy a target the 

small farm may on which to fix blame does not mean it is the only or most important one. 

Farm level inefficiencies may not be the result so much of the practices of the smallholder, but 

the response of the smallholder to political economic structures in which the farm and 

household must operate. The inefficiencies that keep Turkish agriculture fiom realizing its 

potential are not restricted to the farm level, but can also be found, for example, at numerous 

administrative levels. In Turidsh agriculture, there is a lack of efficient coordination between 

government agencies (Beeley 1985: 300). Similarly, political pressures to start too many 
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projects frequently results in incomplete on-farm development and support services (World 

Bank Undated). 

Infrastructural inefficiencies also appear to remain as significant obstacles. 

Transportation networks and the other logistical, technical, socioeconomic and regulatory 

factors that are necessary to move agricultural products from the field to the table appear 

to constrain a more efficient agricultural system. Karen (1985) recommends that 

constrictions on internal food movement be examined and eliminated. This is a problem 

in Turkey where government regulations require that all fresh produce sold in Turkey's 

urban areas must go through government-regulated fruit and vegetable wholesale 

markets. In Istanbul, logistical and economic inefficiencies arise as produce must 

squeeze through two main wholesale centers controlled by a tight-knit group of wholesale 

middlemen (kabzimat) on its way to 40-50 daily neighborhood bazaars and countless 

small and large retail outlets each day. This has lead to the periodic rise of alternative 

and unofficial fruit and vegetable distribution networks. Some estimates suggest that as 

much as one-third of the fruits and vegetables sold in Istanbul is informal/illegal, bought 

and sold outside of the regulations (see Chapter VI for a detailed discussion). 

The goal of this chapter has been to encourage a reconsideration of Turkish 

agriculture as a unique and diverse system of production that cannot, simply, be forced to 

fit a single, imported production model developed for different political economic, 

cultural and environmental contexts. More broadly, as will become apparent in 

conjunction with the discussion in Chapter VII, the role of the rural smallholder may be 

critical to urban food security. The smallholder's place in Turkish food and agriculture is 
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pervasive, and appears to be growing. As argued, indications are that they are part of a 

locally oriented, extensive food security effort to meet the food needs of rural and urban 

residents alike. The goals and needs of the smallholders, however, may be very different 

from those of the IMF/World Bank and international investors, central policymakers 

desirous of joining the European Union, and commercial agriculturalists intent on 

maximizing profit and increasing Turkey's participation in the global food market. Until 

the goals and contribution of semi-subsistence production is recognized — and reconciled 

with those of commercially oriented production systems - productive potential will be 

very difficult to meet. With productive goals and consumptive demands increasingly 

determined in the global market, Turkish agriculture will become increasingly vulnerable 

to and reliant on forces outside of its control. Any semblance of agricultural self-

sufficiency - based on the self-sufficiency of smallholders - will disappear with the 

elimination of small farms. 

Recognizing the contribution and skills of the smallholder is a first step. Netting 

suggests that one of the greatest "threats to the utility of a smallholder adaptation is the 

judgement of a modem,, urbanized world that technologically simpler farmers must work 

too hard for miserable returns" (1993: 329). Though Erin9 and Tunfdilek (1952) long 

ago recognized the skills of the Turkish peasantry in the face of a difficult environment, 

the perception that Turkish urbanites have of the Turkish peasant is still in terms of 

backwardness (Erman 1998). The management of time, space, land and labor to ensure 

their own livelihood are testaments to the determination, hard work, decision-making 

ability and, often, entrepreneurialism of the Turkish smallholder. What is needed is an 
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agricultural program that recognizes their needs, contributions, constraints and skills. 

Smallholders need more information on how to grow more crops "within their existing 

farm systems. Official prejudice against smallholders, part time farmers and women 

gardeners often mean that those with the most intensive system of production receive the 

least advice, technical assistance and credit" (Netting 1993: 324). One way of 

overcoming this problem is to remove the dichotomy between commercial and 

subsistence agriculture, and the methods and imperatives under which each operates: 

. . .  i s  i t  n e c e s s a r y  t o  c h o o s e  [ b e t w e e n  t r a d i t i o n a l  f a n n i n g  m e t h o d s  a n d  
industrialized agriculture rooted in Western technology]? Are there only 
two alternatives? For convenience, I establish the criteria of energy, 
technology and scale to differentiate between management systems .... 
Clearly, there are no overwhelming advantages to any one management 
system in the many social, economic, and environmental situations where 
farming takes place. Thus, the designations tradition or modern hardly 
provide a basis for evaluation. Instead, actual results must be compared 
(Wilken 1987: 265). 

Ay dm (1993) recently visited the question of why peasant producers persist in 

Turkey. He found the usual rationale - their inherent ability to survive, their 

characterization as disguised proletariats, and wage labor equivalents - dissatisfying, 

arguing that these explanations were developed in other parts of the world. Yet the 

contradiction between the entrenchment of small producers and their gradual elimination 

continues. He concludes that further research on the smallholder economies is needed "in 

order to establish a firmer basis in the search for the internal logic which ensures their 

resilience and survival" (Aydm 1993:131). The interpretation should "consider the active 

role of agencies of international capital in reshaping the Third World in accordance with 

the requirements of the new international division of labor" (Ay dm 1993:131). 
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This chapter suggests that the persistence of the Turkish peasant is a manifestation 

of age-old practices to manage time and space to ensive food security in an uncertain 

world of shifting risks. The internal logic for which Aydin searches is found in the 

productive spatial strategies that households employ for ensuring their siirvival and 

reproduction, where opportunities and means are found in both urban and nu-al spaces. 

The poor are managers of complex asset portfolios (Moser 1998). A critical asset 

in the portfolio of Turkey's urban poor is continued access to the productive space of the 

countryside. This would not be possible if the industrialization of agriculture in Turkey 

were to become widespread or if smallholders were otherwise removed from their lands. 

Such changes would cut urban dwellers off from subsistence production opportunities 

and practices in rural spaces, and the urban poor would have to rely solely on urban 

resources for their survival. In some cities of the world, where land and water resource 

are available, urban agricultiiral production provides household nutrition and/or income 

opportimities to enhance urban livelihood security. But, if productive opportunities are 

unavailable the city, and links to the countryside are severed, urban dwellers are forced to 

rely entirely on the cash economy and its uncertainties to meet their food needs. 

However, reliance on the cash economy - especially in these days of structural 

adjustment, economic liberalization and free trade - may be insufficient for urban 

survival. The following chapter shows how this might be so by examining some of the 

socioeconomic characteristics relevant to food security in Istanbul, and exploring the gap 

between household needs and household income earning opportunities. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ISTANBUL'S CHANGING SOCIAL CONTEXT 

Introduction 

To continue a discourse on Istanbul [into the present] would be an impertinence. 
It would be to speak of a city which negated historical Istanbul; ie., a non-
Istanbul. Today we don't even possess the numerical data for the city. The area 
occupied by the contemporary agglomeration is more than twenty times larger 
than that occupied by the historical city and nobody, including the municipality 
and the government has any attested knowledge about the city. The megalopolis 
surrounding the known Istanbul is an unknown entity. The greatest danger is to 
speak of it as if it was a definable object. Elements of its existence can be 
subjects of study. Through modem media it can be dominated and brainwashed 
but its nature is a mystery. It is certainly not a city. 

Dogan Kuban (1996: 452). 

At first glance, it seems odd to investigate Istanbul in terms of food security. 

After all, Istanbul is marketed to tourists largely through its cuisine, and neither the 

regionn or the nation is typically associated with food security problems. As stated in 

Chapter III, Turkey is the Middle East's largest agriculture producer and positioning 

itself to be a major producer in the world marketplace. However, the food system that 

provisions the city and the nation is much more complex - and perhaps precarious - than 

perceptions, place marketing and national statistics suggest. 

It is not that food is not available in Istanbul but, because of increasing disparities 

in incomes, debilitating inflation rates, high urban costs of living, shifting opportunities 

and changing socioeconomic conditions, access to food can be difficult and appears to be 

worsening. This is, in part, related to changes associated with agricultural 
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commercialization, Turkey's rapid emergence from a largely peasant agricultural nation 

to an ambitious participant in the global grocery, and the restructuring of Turkey's 

domestic food systems (K09 1999). 

Though a drastic endpoint such as a famine is not imminent, food insecurity in 

Istanbul is increasing, for reasons and under conditions somewhat analogous to Sen's 

(1981) boom economy in which rapid inflation makes food inaccessible for masses of 

people apart from its potential availability. Despite the appearance of prosperity -

measured, for example, by increasing GNP per capita - indications are that food 

insecurity is prevalent. Rather than famine, conditions in the city are being created for 

chronic food problems and their concomitant impacts on household and social health. 

The city as a site of food insecurity has buffers and opportunities that prevent starvation, 

but also presents a veneer that hides the full extent and even the appearance of hunger. 

Istanbul's lower income groups are increasingly vulnerable to environmental and 

political economic changes taking place in the city and the nation. The typical migrant 

family cannot meet basic necessities on a single worker's salary (White 1994:27), 

especially when 55-75% of the household budget goes toward food (Kaynak 1980; 

Kaynak and Rice 1987; Mougeot 1994; Smit, Ratta, and Nasr 1996). In response, lower 

income groups and members identify and exploit a mix of material and social resources 

to bolster their food security. Ironically, the limited skills and education that prevent 

recent immigrants to Istanbul from securing a place in the cash economy may also 

contain a set of assets upon which they rely for protecting their food security. By 

maintaining a complex asset portfolio (Moser 1998) - containing, for example. 
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agricultural and food production skills, resource management skills, social capital, 

options for exchanging time (the time it takes to travel to the migratory origins) for space 

(space in the city is unavailable, but productive space in the home village has been 

retained) - lower income, migrant households are able to reduce vulnerability and 

mitigate hunger. Erder claims that the most important assets that migrants to Istanbul 

bring with them are their family and kinship relations (1999:166). The great array of 

informal economic and subsistence activities found in Istanbul define a significant 

portion of its population and reflect such relations. However, rather than creating 

opportunities to enhance individual household asset portfolios, political economic 

processes are in motion to reduce the effectiveness of household assets. 

The emphasis of this chapter is on change and the creation of conditions that 

would seem to encourage the emergence or growth of grassroots and livelihood practices 

such as urban agriculture as a means of supporting urban household security. In large 

part, this is a response to events and structural influences at national and global scales, 

but also to actions at local, even household scales. For example, the drive toward 

modernization and to be European that is so much a part of the elite and republican 

discourse, often discounts Turkey's cultural heritage, realities and the needs of the lower 

income majority. It reflects the global aspirations of Turkey's privileged. From Mustafa 

Kemal Atatiirk's sweeping changes to recent efforts to join the European Union, host the 

Olympics, create a world trade center, liberalize the economy and produce for export, 

efforts to participate in the global network have been a large part of late twentieth century 

Turkey. 
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As participants in both subsistence and market oriented activities, urban low 

income and migrant populations face a range of risks to urban household livelihood, from 

agricultural and environmental to political economic. It becomes evident that the risks to 

urban food security include not only those inherent to agricultural production (since many 

families still rely on production in their home villages for food), but also those that are 

more strongly associated with the particular requirements of urban existence. These 

include such risks as those associated with externally driven demands of the global 

economy, and tenuous participation in the urban cash economy. Still, in urban areas, 

there are often options — such as social services and government subsidies for foodstuffs 

- that can bolster household food security, options that may not be available in the 

countryside. 

In the introduction to this dissertation, it was claimed that, based on the 

observations of those who had studied the emergence and practice of urban agriculture 

elsewhere in the world, the social conditions for the growth of urban agriculture in 

Istanbul appear prevalent. The purpose of this chapter is to set the social situation of 

Istanbul that creates the needs for creative household approaches for meeting food 

security in Istanbul. It attempts to identify how and why food security is an issue, for 

whom it is an issue, something about their (social) resources and the role of the region 

and city in promoting or eroding food security. It chapter examines some of the social 

and economic characteristics of Istanbul to demonstrate that food insecurity is a real issue 

in Istanbul, and to suggest why urban agriculture might — at least at a theoretical or ideal 

level - be beneficial. The following chapter. Chapter V, examines the actual practice of 
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urban agriculture in Istanbul, in part to answer questions regarding whether social need 

and ability alone are sufficient for urban agriculture to flourish as a viable food security 

program for Istanbul. 

The Demographics of Istanbul 

The Population of Istanbul 

According to the most recent national population count in 1997, the de facto 

population of metropolitan Istanbul, the Istanbul Buyk§ehir Belediyesi (IBB, Istanbul 

Greater Municipality), is 8,566,823.' The de facto population of the entire province is 

9,198, 809. From the 1997 population count, 306,385 of the IBB and 629,783 of the 

province were still enumerated as villagers. The accuracy of official data is in dispute, as 

the IBB itself has for a number of years reported its population to be over 12 million 

(IBB 1996:117). While Istanbul's population is sometimes reported to be as high as 15 

million (Sabah, 17 November 1997), a population of between 12-13 million for 

metropolitan Istanbul is often accepted. While the discrepancies between the figures have 

political motivations (for example, those caught up in the conflict between the central 

government in Ankara and local governments wishing for increased autonomy), the 

constant urban-rural mobility of the population and the high percentage of informal and 

illegal housing in Istanbul make an accurate enumeration impossible. To conservatively 

' This figure is from Table 5 of the DIE'S website (see www.die.gov.tr) and refers to the population 
counted on the day of the population count, 30 November 1997. As an indication of the uncertainty of 
Turkish statistics. Table S puts the number at 8,260,438 and Table 6 of the web site lists the number of 
people according to the place of residence as 8,141,163. 

http://www.die.gov.tr
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accommodate the discrepancies, this dissertation will use a population estimate of 10 

million people for late 1997/early 1998. The next national census is scheduled for the 

year 2000. 

In 1997, the Istanbul province (//) was divided into 31 subprovinces (ilges) 

districts, with plans for additional ilges. Until 1995, the IBB consisted of 27 municipal 

ilges and covered approximately 18% (934 square kilometers). Istanbul province is 5,220 

square kilometers, fairly evenly divided by the Bosphorus (IBB 1995:21,97);^ the eight 

Anatolian municipalities (ilges) constitute 46% of the IBB's area. 

The annual rate of population increase for municipal Istanbul between 1990-1997 

was 3.1%, and 3.4% for the entire province. The Turkish national aimual rate of increase 

for provincial centers has been 2.7%, whereas the overall national annual rate of 

population growth was 1.5%. Relentless rural-to-urban migration is the main cause for 

Istanbul's rapid growth, with the annual number of in-migrants variously reported to be 

between 250,000 and 500,000 (Sabah, 22 September 1997; Sabah 17 November 1997), 

and offset by very few out-migrants. 

While Istanbul has been a major urban center on the Ottoman and Turkish 

landscapes for centuries, its prominence as Turkey's primate city has been increasing. In 

1950, Istanbul contained less than 6% of the national population. In 1970, it was 8.5% 

and by 1990, it was 13% (IBB 1995: 69). According to the 1997 population count, it is 

still approximately 13%, though a population of 10 million would give Istanbul closer to 

16% of the national population. Since 1940, Istanbul's share of the national urban 
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population has remained constant at about 20%. Recently, though, if the population is 

taken to be 10 million, Istanbul would constitute about one-third of the urban population.^ 

The growth of Istanbul has not been uniform. Historically, the western, European 

side of Istanbul, has been the migratory destination. Since the 1970's, and the 

construction of bridges across the Bosphorus, the population on the eastern, Anatolian, 

side of the city has received an increasing number of migrants, and has grown from 23% 

to over 34% of the metropolitan population (IBB 1995: 74). During this same 20 year 

period, the rural proportion of the municipal population dropped from nearly 27% to 7%, 

with the slight majority of these residing on the Anatolian side (IBB 1995: 84). Tables 

4.1 and 4.2 show the change in population and population densities of each of Istanbul's 

ilges since 1970. 

By receiving immigrants from all provinces of the country, Istanbul's population 

reflects the national population. However, its average demographic and social 

characteristics differ notably from national averages. As a major urban center, Istanbul's 

population has patterns associated with urban living. As a city of migrants, Istanbul's 

population also shows characteristics that reflect a selectivity for migration. For example, 

Istanbul's average age is slightly higher than the nationsil average, due to the significantly 

lower relative number of children (see Table 4.3). In a comparison of the national and 

~ Through the 1995 census, Yalova was part of Istanbul province. Since then, it has become its own 
province. Istanbul province includes all the ilces except BUyOkfekmece, Catalca, Silivri and §ile. 

Gedik (1992) reports that a population of 20.000 is accepted as the lower limit for urban areas in Turkey, 
raised from 10,000 in 1975. However, the 1990 Census reports Turkey's total city population - the 
population within the municipal boundaries of province and district centers - as 33.3 million (DIE 1990, p. 
25, 39, 49). At the same time, the 1990 Census reports that 31.8 million people live in localities with 
10.000 or more inhabitants. In the attempt to follow the 1990 Census, the lower limit for an urban area will 
be treated as 10,000. 
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Table: 4.1: Istanbul Population, by Dbtrict, 1970-1997 

Metropolitan Istanbul 1997 1990 1980 1970 
District Name De facto Share Pop. Share Pop. Share Pop. Share 
Adaiar 16,171 0.19% 19,413 0.28% 18,232 0.41% 17,600 0.62% 
Avcilar 214,621 2.51% 126,493 1.84% 33,546 0.75% 11,203 0.39% 
Bagcilar 487,896 5.70% 304,478 4.42% 95,176 2.11% 9,688 0.34% 
Bahcelievler 442,877 5.17% 340,419 4.94% 171,040 3.80% 57,159 2.00% 
Bakirkoy 222,336 2.60% 215,494 3.13% 165,319 3.67% 112,312 3.93% 
Bayrampasa 240,427 2.81% 212,570 3.09% 168,756 3.75% 124,085 4.34% 
Besiktas 202,783 2.37% 192,210 2-79% 188,117 4.18% 136,105 4.76% 
Beykoz 193,067 2.25% 163,786 2.38% 114,812 2.55% 76,385 2.67% 
Beyoglu 231,826 2.71% 229,000 3.33% 223,360 4.96% 225,850 7.90% 
Eminonu 65,246 0.76% 83,444 1.21% 93,324 2.07% 136,997 4.79% 
Esenler 344,428 4.02% 254,776 3.70% 113,653 2.53% 33,025 1.15% 
Eyup 254,028 2.97% 211,986 3.08% 162.244 3.61% 114,746 4.01% 
Fatih 432,590 5.05% 462,464 6.72% 474,578 10.55% 427,662 14.96% 
Gaziosmanpasa 649,648 7.58% 393,667 5.72% 219,026 4.87% 125,667 4.39% 
Gungoren 273,915 3.20% 213,109 3.09% 108,440 2.41% 40,160 1.40% 
Kadikoy 699,379 8.16% 648,282 9.41% 468,217 10.40% 241.593 8.45% 
Kagithane 317,238 3.70% 269,042 3.91% 222,977 4.95% 145,427 5.09% 
Kartal 362,175 4.23% 357,276 5.19% 144,185 3.20% 64,028 2.24% 
Kucukcekmece 460,388 5.37% 352,926 5.13% 192,642 4.28% 77,762 2.72% 
Maltepe 335,539 3.92% 254,256 3.69% 142,380 3.16% 48,360 1.69% 
Pendik 339,759 3.97% 236,446 3.43% 100,603 2.24% 44,496 1.56% 
Sariyer 229,600 2.68% 171,872 2.50% 117,659 2.61% 67,902 2.37% 
Sisli 257,049 3.00% 250,478 3.64% 244,708 5.44% 220,194 7.70% 
TuzIa 93,975 1.10% 59,500 0.86% 26,671 0.59% 11,938 0.42% 
Umraniye 498,952 5.82% 301,257 4.37% 105,045 2.33% 27,740 0.97% 
Uskudar 472,124 5.51% 395,623 5.75% 261,141 5.80% 143,527 5.02% 
Zeytinbumu 228,786 2.67% 165,679 2.41% 124,543 2.77% 117,905 4.12% 
Metro Istanbul 8,566,823 100.00% 6,885,946 100.00% 4,500,394 100.00% 2,859,516 100.00% 
Non-metro Istanbul 
Buyukcekmece 287,569 142,910 35,903 14,658 
Catalca 73,227 64,241 53,154 54,865 
Siiivri 98,873 77,599 53,032 37,443 
Sultan beyli 144,932 

Sile 27,385 25,372 20,424 19,427 

Yalova 113,417 75,787 42,689 

Non-metro Total 631,986 423,539 238,300 169,082 

Province Total 9,198,809 7,309,485 4.738,694 3,028,598 

Source: 30 November 1997 Population Count and IBB (1995) 



Table: 4.2: Istanbul Population Density, by District, 1970-1997 

Area Population density 
Metropolitan Istanbul (kntZ) People per square kilometer 
District Name 1997 1990 1980 1970 
Adalar 10.5 1,540 1,849 1,736 1,676 
Avcilar 37.0 5,801 3,419 907 303 
Bagcilar 22.0 22,177 13,840 4,326 440 
Bahcelievler 16.7 26,520 20,384 10,242 3,423 
Bakirkoy 30.7 7,245 7,022 5,387 3,660 
Bayrampasa 9.9 24,286 21,472 17,046 12,534 
Besiictas 17.8 11,424 10,829 10,598 7,668 
Beykoz 58.8 3,284 2,786 1,953 1,299 
Beyoglu 8.2 28,227 27,883 27,196 27,499 
Eminonu 4.8 13,556 17,337 19,390 28,464 
Esenler 45.9 7,507 5,553 2,477 720 
Eyup 17.1 14,899 12,433 9,516 6,730 
Fatih 9.6 45,015 48,123 49,384 44,502 
Gaziosmanpasa 38.8 16,765 10,159 5,652 3,243 
Gungoren 6.5 42,012 32,685 16,632 6,160 
Kadikoy 41.5 16,853 15,621 11,282 5,822 
Kagithane 13.8 22,988 19,496 16,158 10,538 
Kartal 37.0 9,789 9,656 3,897 1,730 
Kucukcekmece 118.5 3,887 2,980 1,626 656 
Maltepe 68.5 4,898 3,712 2,079 706 
Pendik 86.0 3,951 2,749 1,170 517 
Sariyer 53.0 4,333 3,243 2,220 1,281 
Sisli 32.5 7,909 7,707 7,529 6,775 
Tuzla 59.8 1,571 995 446 200 
Umraniye 42.1 11,863 7,163 2,498 660 
Uskudar 36.0 13,115 10,990 7,254 3,987 
Zeytinbumu 11.2 20,501 14,846 11,160 10,565 

Metro Istanbul 933.9 9,173 7,373 4,819 3,062 

Source: Table 4.1 

Table 43: Age structure, Istanbul and Turkey, 1990 

Istanbul Turkey 
Average age (M/F) 27/28 26/27 
Dependency Ratio (DR) 50 65 
Youth DR (0-14 years) 45 58 
Elderly DR (65+ years) 6 7 

Source: From 1990 Census (DIE 1998) 



Figure 4.1: Population Pyramid, Istanbul, 1990 
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Figure 4.2: Population Pyramid, Turkey, 1990 
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Istanbul province population pyramids, Istanbul shows a larger number of males in the 

15-50 year old age groups (see Figures 4.1 and 4.2), highlighting the pull of Istanbul on 

males in search of employment. Between the ages of 20-50, there is also a 

proportionately greater number of women in Istanbul compared to the nation. The 

migration patterns for women are similar to those of men, suggesting that 20-50 year olds 

might migrate as couples or pairs. For cultural reasons, it is less likely that women are 

migrating on a large scale on their own, though it does take place. 

Compared to the national average, there are fewer children in Istanbul, with the 

difference most marked for females, especially those in the 15-19 age category. This 

appears consistent with Morvaridi's (1992) observation that young women are marrying 

later so that their labor can be kept on the farm. According to the 1990 Census (Table 49, 

Social and Economic Characteristics, DIE 1993), young women in the 15-19 age group 

are the single largest age/gender category of agricultural workers, nearly 10% of the 

economically active population in agriculture. The second largest category is women 

between 20-24 years old (7%) followed by men in the 15-19 age group (just under 7%). 

Education and Literacy 

National literacy rates have been climbing steadily in Turkey over the course of 

the entire Twentieth Century, from 20% in 1935 to 80% in 1990."' Despite the national 

improvements, significant spatial and gender differences in literacy and education 

^ Part of reason for the low rates decades ago may be due to the fact that literacy is determined by one's 
ability to read and write the new Turkish alphabet. Those able to read and write only Ottoman Turkish, 
with the Arabic alphabet, are considered illiterate if they did not know how to read and right Turkish with 
the Latin alphabet. 
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remain. Nationally, in 1990, the total literacy rate for males was 89 %, whereas for 

women it was 72 %. In 1990, 72 % of men completed at least primary school whereas 

only 56% of all women did. Table 4.4 shows how the literacy and education rates 

improve significantly between rural, district, and provincial centers, and how the 

disparity between the genders also declines. The table compares Istanbul to the provinces 

of Kastamonu on the Black Sea and ^anliurfa in the Southeast, two representative 

provinces for migrants to Istanbul. The Black Sea region has long been a source of 

migrants to Istanbul, while the largely Kurdish Southeast is a more recent source of in-

migrants and reflects the conflicts between the national government and Kurdish 

population. The Black Sea area has a reputation for providing more opportunities and 

independence for women, whereas the Southeast retains more traditional gender roles. 

The differences in education and literacy, for both men and women as well as 

between them are extremely pronounced. The education and literacy rates between rural 

and urban areas, as well as between the three example provinces, are also notable, for 

both men and women. Clearly, the possibilities for education are much greater in 

provincial centers, and Istanbul specifically, than they are throughout the rest of the 

country. Among immigrants to Istanbul, educational opportunities and related prospects 

for children are regularly cited as a primary factor of migration. Even now, though 

educational opportunities in the countryside appear to be improving, the quality and 

opportimities for education in major urban areas are significantly better, especially at the 

middle and high school levels. 



Table 4.4: Literacy and Education, Turkey and Selected Provinces, 1990 

Total Male Percent Female Percent 

Turkey 
Population 6 years and older 49I63II0 24856528 51% 24306582 49% 
Illiterate 2779172 11.18 6808809 28 01 
Total literate 22066860 88.78 17488623 71.95 
School unattended & incomplete 4047076 16.28 3770460 15.51 
Graduate of at least primary school 18009467 72.45 13710848 56.41 

Provincial Centers 
Population 6 years and older 19546992 10075379 52% 9471613 48% 
Illiterate 635795 6.31 1788287 18.88 
Total literate 9436123 93.66 7680358 81.09 
School unattended & incomplete I4328I4 14.22 1423908 15.03 
Graduate of at least primary school 7998586 79.39 6253946 66.03 

District Centers 
Population 6 years and older 9782910 5120157 52% 4662753 48% 
Illiterate 503896 9.84 1217464 26.11 
Total literate 4612991 90.09 3442458 73.83 
School unattended SL incomplete 796433 15.55 740185 15.87 
Graduate of at least primary school 3813397 74.48 2699495 57.89 

Sub-districts and villages (ruraO 
Population 6 years and older 19833208 9660992 49% 10172216 51% 
Illiterate 1639481 16.97 3803058 37.39 
Total literate 8017746 82.99 6365807 62.58 
School unattended & incomplete 1817829 18.82 1606367 15.79 
Graduate of at least primary school 6197484 64.15 4757407 46.77 

Istanbul 
Population 6 years and older 6521043 3394557 52% 3126486 48% 
Illiterate 165888 4.89 469797 15.03 
Total literate 322794J 95.09 2655967 84.95 
School unattended & incomplete 444233 13.09 449578 14.38 
Graduate of at least primary school 2780675 81.92 2205180 70.53 

Kastamonu 
Population 6 years and older 376552 178798 47% 197754 53% 
Illiterate 31441 17.58 72491 36.66 
Total literate 147281 82.37 125190 63.31 
School unattended & incomplete 30684 17.16 27861 14.09 
Graduate of at least primary school 116551 65.19 97304 49.20 

Sanliurfa 
Population 6 years and older 802867 412876 51% 389991 49% 
Illiterate 112323 27.21 239183 61.33 
Total literate 300460 72.77 150739 38.65 
School unattended & incomplete 21282 5.15 61617 15.80 
Graduate of at least primary school 92213 22.33 89096 22.85 

Source: DIE 1993 
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Internal and Rural-io-Urban Migration 

Few would argue that the major component of demographic change (both for the 

receiving and sending regions) throughout Turkey is migration. Since 1950, there has 

been relentless migration from the village to the city, as farm incomes and other rural 

opportunities and services are unable to meet the needs of peasemt households. However, 

migration to Istanbul is not a single and permanent event. Rather, the people of Turkey 

"seem to be perpetually on the move", part of a national "urban-rural" society (Beeley 

1985: 290). Seasonal migration between villages and urban employment centers may last 

for years before an entire family or community makes a more permanent move to the 

city. Even then, much of the immigrant population maintains active ties with the villages 

and farms of their memleket. This is explained, in part, by the nature of the migration. As 

Erder explains, in contrast to mass migration, "chain migration increases the level of 

interaction and independence between the city and the country" (1999: 165). 

According to Batiu: )1996: 247), political changes and the economic liberalization 

of the 1950's contributed to industrial expansion within Istanbul, and migrants began to 

arrive in hopes of working in the factories. They also came in waves from Bulgaria 

(1950-1951) and Yugoslavia (1954). These first waves from the Balkans were relatively 

organized, overseen by the government and international agreements (Erder 1999: 161). 

But, combined with the rapidly expanding in-migration from Anatolia, the first shanty 

towns appeared around the factories located near the Golden Horn and the Sea of 

Marmara on the European side, containing migrants from both Thrace and Anatolia. This 

began the drastic and fundamental changes in the social and physical landscape. 



189 

Migration, especially to urban centers, is a common adaptation to difficult 

socioeconomic conditions in rural areas. This was, and still is true, for the vast majority 

of Turkey's citizens, especially the most recent ones. Recent newspaper accounts report 

the annual migration to Istanbul at about 450,000-500,000 {Sabah, 15 November 1997; 

22 September 1997). In 1987, the press reported that the mayor of Istanbul estimated the 

annual number of migrants to Istanbul at 250,000-300,000 (White, 1994:24). Tempering 

this, Tekeli reports that, even during the periods of greatest migration to Istanbul, 

Istanbul's annual population growth was not more than about a quarter million (see Table 

4.5), consistent with official government statistics. However, Kuban states that between 

1950 and I960 average annud in-migration to Istanbul was 50,000-60,000 and increased 

to 400,000 a year in later decades, perhaps as high as 500,000 (1996:435,436). Clearly, 

few are sure about the actual figures regarding annual migration to Istanbul, only that 

hundreds of thousands have arrived and with great impacts. 

A comparison with official census data offers little clarification. Census data 

show that the Istanbul municipality had an annual increase in population of over one-half 

million between 1980-1985, but in the years since then its average annual increase has 

been between 200,000-250,000. This figure includes both migration and the rate of 

natural increase. Officially, the in-migration to Istanbul province between 1985-1990 

was nearly 200,000 annually, with an atmual out-migration of about 68,000 



Table 4.5: Average Annual Population Increase, Istanbul 

Time period 
Average annual 

population increase 
1950-1965 80,000 
1965-1970 140,000 
1970-1975 174,000 
1975-1980 184,000 
1980-1985 225,000 

Source: Tekeli 1994 

Table 4.6: Population Change, Istanbul Municipality (IBB) 

Population Avg. Annual 
Year Population Change Increase 
1955 1,268,771 — 

1960 1,466,535 197,764 39,553 
1965 1,742,978 276,443 55,289 
1970 2,132,407 389,429 77,886 
1975 2,547,364 414,957 82,991 
1980 2,772,708 225,344 45,069 
1985 5,475,982 2,703,274 540,655 
1990 6,620,241 1,144,259 228,852 
1997 8,260,438 1,640,197 234,314 

Source: DIE 1993 
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(DIE 1997 Table 1; Table 4.6)/ Because the official census data are based on the 

location of permanent residence, it likely underestimates the actual migration numbers 

into Istanbul. Even though many recent migrants may have migrated within the previous 

five years, they may not consider themselves permanent. Further, many of the migrants 

to Istanbul are Kurdish and, given the tensions between the Kurds and the Turkish State, 

go unrecorded. The magnitude of migration to Istanbul has been significant for 50 years, 

with important economic and cultural consequences, making migration and its impacts 

one of Istanbul's — and Turkey's - defining characteristics. 

The 1990 Census reports that two-thirds of Istanbul's population is not bom in 

Istanbul (IBB 1996:118), and less than 10% of the population may actually consider 

Istanbul its memleket (provincial homeland or place of origin). It is, however, reported 

and heard around Istanbul that only one in twelve people in Istanbul is actually "fi-om" 

Istanbul, implying that, even though one may have been bom in the city, claims to city 

citizenship are pretentious.^ That is, the memleket is not Istanbul. Immigration to 

Istanbul is not evenly distributed from among its 76 provinces. One-third of the 

population not bom in Istanbul is fi-om eight provinces. By far, the greatest number of 

migrants to Istanbul are from the Black Sea and northem Anatolian provinces. This is 

followed by a mix of migrants from the East and Thrace (Turkey's European side). Table 

4.7 shows the population of Istanbul by population of place of birth, and Table 4.8 shows 

' One newspaper reports the annual out-migration from Istanbul to be only two or three thousand {Sabah, 
22 September 1997). This means that it is essentially nothing, and very unlikely. 
^ One newspaper reports that people from Istanbul constitute only 27% of the population of Istanbul 
{Sabah, 17 November 1997). The figure seems high. Of the one-third of Istanbul's residents bom in 
Istanbul, the majority would be bom to recent immigrants with ties to their memleket and their provincial 
compatriots (hem^eri). 
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migration into Istanbul by province of origin between 1975 and 1990. There has been a 

significant jump in migration in the late 1980's. 

Figure 4.3 shows the population change by province between 1990 and 1997. 

While the map does not show who is migrating where, some of it can be inferred. Urban 

centers around the Sea of Marmara and Izmir on the Aegean, the agricultural and tourist 

regions of Mersin and Antalya on the Mediterranean, the major Kurdish city of 

Diyarbakir, and the regions bordering Iraq (growing with Kurdish refugees from the Gulf 

War) have experienced the greatest population growth. The greatest population decline is 

seen in the Black Sea and central northeastern provinces. Interestingly, the traditionally 

Kurdish southeastern provinces do not appear significant in terms of migration to 

Istanbul, despite the civil conflict in the Kurdish southeast. This, again, may be the 

difference between permanent and temporary migrants, as well as the undocumented 

nature of Kurdish in-migrants. 

The large number of in-migrants from rural origins and with rural, agricultural 

skills and practices has led to the perception that there are now two Istanbuls. One is the 

Istanbul of wealthy entrepreneurs and politically connected agents, associating 

themselves with the more sophisticated and genteel descendents of Ottoman Istanbul. 

The other is the Istanbul of the peasant migrants that have brought their outlooks, 

characteristics and practices with them. The impact and presence of the peasant in-

migrants is so great that notable social scientists like Dogan Kuban, quoted at the opening 

of this chapter, see no continuity between the historic Istanbul and the current 

megalopolis. The "urbanite-peasant" duality, its real and perceived cultural differences. 



Table 4.7: Population of Istanbul by Place of Birth, 1990 

Percent of 
Province of Number of Istanbul's 
Birth people population 
Istanbul 2,723,795 37.3% 
Sivas 317,081 4.3% 
Kastamonu 222,335 3.0% 
Kars 214,065 2.9% 
Giresun 210,528 2.9% 
Trabzon 175,616 2.4% 
Ordu 163,159 2.2% 
Erzincan 150,936 2.1% 
Malatya 141,134 1.9% 
Sinop 135,016 1.8% 
Tokat 134,941 1.8% 
Rize 131,905 1.8% 
Erzurum 130,146 1.8% 
Bulgaria 129,218 1.8% 
Samsun 127,584 1.7% 
Ankara 86,340 1.2% 
Yugoslavia 85,223 1.2% 
Zonguldak 74,955 1.0% 
Gumushane 66,680 0.9% 
Kayseri 63,810 0.9% 
Kirklareli 63,680 0.9% 
Tekirdag 63,457 0.9% 
Konya 62,789 0.9% 
Other 1,634,797 22.4% 
Total Non-Istanbul 4,585,395 62.7% 

Total 7,309,190 100.0% 

Source: IBB 1994 
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Table 4.8: Migration to and from Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality, by Province, 1990 

Arriving Departing Difference 
% of Net 
migration Arriving Departing DifTerence 

% of Net 
migration 

1 Kars 60030 5850 54180 8_3% 38 Sakarya 13083 7219 5864 0.9% 
2 Sivas 52835 7213 45622 6.9% 39 Mardin 7645 1835 5810 0.9% 
3 Tokat 38243 4819 33424 5.1% 40 Edime 1 1010 5380 5630 0.9% 
4 Erzurum 34674 4799 29875 4.5% 41 Van 7327 1900 5427 0.8% 
5 Trabzon 34942 5617 29325 4.5% 42 Nigde 6911 1732 5179 0.8% 
6 Ordu 35388 8503 26885 4.1% 43 Bolu 9830 4811 5019 0.8% 
7 Giresun 34465 8069 26396 4.0% 44 Kirklareli 9488 5218 4270 0.7% 
8 Samsun 33115 8015 25100 3.8% 45 Hatay 7290 3051 4239 0.6% 
9 Malatya 28898 5038 23860 3.6% 46 Sanliurfa 5968 2347 3621 0.6% 

10 Kastamonu 31280 7700 23580 3.6% 47 Afyon 4715 1547 3168 0,5% 
11 Erzincan 26369 4687 21682 3J% 48 Ktrsehir 3815 886 2929 0.4% 
12 Rize 26018 4832 21186 3.2% 49 CanaUole 7698 5110 2588 0.4% 
13 Ankara 44394 23440 20954 3.2% 50 Eskisehir 7186 4808 2378 0.4% 
14 Sinop 23790 4378 19412 3.0% 51 Isparta 4485 2305 2180 0.3% 
IS Zonguldak 24115 5664 18451 2.8% 52 Kirikkale 2766 696 2070 0.3% 
16 Amasya 15042 2395 12647 1.9% 53 I?el 6742 5233 1509 0.2% 
17 GQmOshane 12950 1597 11353 1.7% 54 Izmir 18742 17272 1470 0.2% 
18 Kayseri 14785 4670 10115 1.5% 55 Katahya 3093 1666 1427 0.2% 
19 Bayburt 11220 1264 9956 1.5% 56 Baiikcsir 10936 9519 1417 0.2% 
20 Siirt 11284 1556 9728 1.5% 57 Aksaray 2192 776 1416 0.2% 
21 BingOl 11108 1382 9726 1.5% 58 Manisa 3779 2628 1151 0.2% 
22 Corum 12054 2539 9515 1.4% 59 Bursa 14500 13781 719 0.1% 
23 Elazg 11630 2297 9333 1.4% 60 Bilecik 2731 2068 663 0.1% 
24 Bitlis 9701 1074 8627 1.3% 61 Simak 1267 605 662 0.1% 
25 Diyarbakir 11665 3123 8542 1.3% 62 Karaman 1163 578 585 0.1% 
26 Konya 14057 S697 8360 1.3% 63 Aydin 3274 2787 487 0.1% 
27 Tunccli 8989 1417 7572 1.2% 64 Burdur 1077 617 460 0.1% 
28 Agr 10213 2679 7534 1.1% 65 Usak 1644 1357 287 0.0% 
29 Gaziantcp 10936 3666 7270 1.1% 66 [)enizli 2549 2265 284 0.0% 
30 Yozgat 8650 1540 7110 1.1% 67 Batman 1942 1729 213 0.0% 
31 Cankiri 10700 3677 7023 1.1% 68 Hakkari 1097 926 171 0.0% 
32 K. Maras 8604 1647 6957 1.1% 69 Mugla 3493 5032 -1539 -0.2% 
33 Mus 7891 1073 6818 1.0% 70 Tekirdag 12644 14353 -1709 -0.3% 
34 Artvin 8337 1552 6785 1.0% 71 Antalya 6300 12871 -6571 -1.0% 
35 Ncvsehir 8146 1642 6504 1.0% 72 Kocaeli 20514 31037 -10523 -1.6% 
36 Adana 12718 6300 6418 1.0% Total 766821 163095 603726 91.9% 
37 Adiyaman 7585 1684 5901 0.9% Foreign 103529 2510 101019 

Source: IBB I99S; 100 (From the 1990 National Census) 
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the peasantization of the city, and the "refusal" of peasant immigrants to become properly 

integrated and urbanized (meaning their willingness to"assimilate into the social fabric of 

the old urbanite core") are typically placed at the center of the Istanbul's urban problems 

(Erder 1999: 162). The peasantization of Istanbul is evident, for example, in the type of 

housing that in-migrants built upon their arrival, discussed in the following section. 

According to Erder, the peasant migrants that settled in village and empty lands 

around the city, and relied on their own initiative and resources, lived in "complementary 

harmony with the urbanites" (1999: 162). They served as a store of industrial and 

domestic labor as well as a source of votes. This harmony fell apart in the 1980's when 

the "people began to crowd out the citizens" and "social differentiation in Istanbul could 

no longer be reduced to an urban-peasant divide in which the latter were clearly 

subordinate" (Erder 1999: 162.). Keyder asserts that now, with respect to its economic 

transformation and employment structure (also its social and spatial differentiation), 

Istanbul is not a dual city, but a divided city in which the wealthy minority aligns itself 

with and actively participates in the global economy while the rest look on with few 

material benefits (Keyder 1999a: 24, 26). He writes that: 

In one part of [Istanbul] global material flows operate, whether they be formal or 
informal, and bring about the expected results of class formation, consumption 
patterns, and employment creation. However, there is a second part in which 
denizens largely remain immune to these flows; material life is conducted under 
the old patterns of regulation, in the informal sector, in shantytowns, in centers in 
the periphery that might as well be separate towns, using networks deriving from 
the preimmigration [sic] world and its urban transformation (Keyder 1999a: 26). 
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Socioeconomic Setting 

Housing and Informal Housing in Istanbul 

After the Second World War, migrants from throughout Anatolia and Thrace 

began to arrive in Istanbul, seeking employment in its emerging industrial areas, hopeful 

for socioeconomic opportunities not available in their villages. The commercialization 

and mechanization of agriculture in the countryside is commonly cited as the major push 

factor (White 1994; IBB 1994), but these would not be as meaningful without the 

economic attractions of Istanbul. Keyder points out that the impetus for migration has 

shifted over time - whereas the migrants of the 1960s and 1970s were pulled to Istanbul 

by what it had to offer, the migrants of the 1980s and 1990s were pushed out of Anatolia 

by political economic crises (Keyder 1999b: 156). 

In any case, from the outset, sufficient housing was unavailable to absorb the 

growing stream of migrants. In response, the new immigrants began to build their own 

houses, patterned largely after what was familiar to them from their villages. Typically 

one story high with one or two rooms, they would have space outside the house for some 

farm animals, fruit trees and vegetable gardens. Called gecekondus (named for the 

practice of erecting a house in a single night, to benefit from legalities that discouraged 

demolition of occupied structures without a court order), they should not be associated 

with the often squalid squatter and shanty areas found in many other regions of the world. 

Over time, gecekondu developed the legal definition of "a shelter built on 

somebody else's land without permission" (^enyapili 1992). §enyapili explains, however. 
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that it is not the illegality of the gecekondus that provided this Turkish form of informal 

housing its defining characteristic, but its dynamic nature. Originally, the gecekondu 

"provided a source for improving the position of its owner since it was not only flexible 

in its physical form (utilities, rooms, stories added, construction materials in time) but it 

was also flexible in its use. That is to say, it provided a minimum cost shelter protecting 

its owner from fluctuations in the inflation-ridden economy. It could be rented [by the 

room or story] or it could be sold to raise capital ..." (§enyapih 1992: 183). 

In the first gecekondus, development was supported by local industries in need of 

labor, and the government ofren tried to help improve gecekondu neighborhood 

conditions, considering them not much more than a nuisance (Tekeli 1994:151; Kuban 

1996: 435). According to Kuban (1996:454), the development of the original gecekondu 

was interpreted as a curable disease with a certain rural charm. Already by 1953, the first 

of many construction pardon laws was passed to give title deeds to gecekondus (the first 

was in Zeytinbumu) that had been built on government owned land (Tekeli 1994: 152). 

These early gecekondus were concentrated on the European side of Istanbul, just outside 

the municipal boundaries. Gecekondus, such as the first large-scale site that began in 

Zeytinbumu in 1947, housed a cheap and mobile labor force, whose demand, in turn, 

constituted a constantly growing domestic market (§enyapih 1992). Tekeli (1994) makes 

it clear that the driving forces behind the development of the different gecekondu 

concentrations between 1950-1965 were not uniform, but reflected different political, 

economic and demographic factors. While some gecekondus were built on government 

land, others were on private. Some gecekondus were arranged by the city of Istanbul to 
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compensate city residents for homes destroyed by fire or expropriated by the 

municipality. Others were encouraged by the industries that benefited from the labor the 

gecekondus housed. In this way, the quality of construction varied from one gecekondu 

neighborhood to the next, as did the migratory origin of their residents (Tekeli 1994). 

As of 1992, of the two million dwellings in Istanbul, roughly 400,000 (20%) were 

officially considered gecekondus. Of the 400,000, one third are small (50-74 m^) and 

50% are single story. Another 750,000 (37.5%) of the city's dwellings, though illegally 

built, had subsequently received title deeds under one of the niunerous land development 

pardons (IBB 1994; 32). As gecekondu now refers to any illegally constructed building 

(e.g., without a building permit or in violation of zoning laws), government statistics on 

the number and extent of gecekondus can be misleading. Thus, about 60% of Istanbul's 

dwellings are currently or former gecekondus. Between 100,000 and 200,000 of the 

original, village-style gecekondus still remain, the others being black market-controlled 

and speculative development. This is consistent with the general consensus that 60 % of 

Istanbul lives in unplanned agglomerations (Kuban 1996). 

The IBB reported that, in 1990, 54.6 % of Istanbul's residential area was 

gecekondu dwellings, with another 20.1 % classified as disorderly {diizensiz -

disorganized, unsystematic, unplatmed). Thus, about 75% of Istanbul's housing are 

illegal or at least not built according to urban planning laws (IBB 1995:184). In contrast, 

12% of the residential area are orderly (duzenli) and 11% are mass housing. By the same 

account, 27% of the 1990 population lived in the gecekondu neighborhoods and 28% in 

the unplanned regions. Though the distinction is unclear, most of the unplanned 



200 

neighborhoods appear to be former gecekondu neighborhoods. Table 4.9 shows the 

percentage of area and population for the various types of housing, as well as the ilges 

(district municipalities) in which each category is most prevalent. 

The population densities are lowest in the gecekondu neighborhoods, followed by 

the mass housing estates (11% of the residential area, 7% of the population), then the 

unplanned neighborhoods. Whereas 82 % of the gecekondu dwellings are one and two-

story buildings (IBB 1994: 32), the units of mass housing estates, and the apartments of 

unplanned and planned buildings are multiple stories. Higher value mass housing 

complexes have lower population densities because they were purchased by members of 

the upper middle class (Tekeli 1994) who tend to have smaller household sizes. In 

addition, as with Atakoy in Bakirkoy, efforts were made to leave green spaces in between 

the apartment buildings of the mass housing complexes, further reducing their population 

densities.^ The buildings of planned and unplanned neighborhoods have a mix of middle 

and lower middle classes, but are built much more closely together, with limited spaces in 

between. The historic dwellings are in the old city and (former) villages that have been 

incorporated into the various districts. The above distinctions can be seen in a 

comparison of Table 4.9 with the data of Table 4.2. The most densely populated districts 

are generally those in which the conversion of gecekondus to apartment buildings is 

widespread, and where unplanned housing has taken place. The constant population 

densities of Fatih and Beyoglu reflect their longstanding role as residential regions — 

Fatih for high density lower-income, Muslim and traditional families, and Beyoglu for a 

^ Some mass housing complexes are so large that they are called "new settlements" (Tekeli 1994: 249). 



Table 4.9: Districts aad Type of Dwelling, Istanbul, 1990 

Type of dwelling % of area % of pop in Districts with the most of this type 
these areas 

Historical residences I.I 3.3 Eminonu, Adalar, Beyoglu, Sariyer, Besiktas 

Planned/zoned housing 11.8 34 Fatih, Kadikoy, Bakirkoy, Gungoren, Maltepe, Besiktas 

Unplanned/unzoned housing 20.1 28 Bayrampasa, Zeytinbumu, Esenler, Bagcilar, Kartal, Pendik, Bahcclicvlcr 
Gecekondu areas 54.6 27 Umraniye, Kagithane, Gaziosmanpasa, Beykoz, Eyup, Avcilar 
Mass housing/New settlement 11.2 7 Bakirkoy, Kucukcekmece, Besiktas, Beykoz, Gungoren, Sariyer 

Source; IBB 1995:184 
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mix of high density, lower-income families as well as a traditionally Christian and 

European population. 

The role and meaning of gecekondus in Istanbul have changed significantly over 

the last 50 years, related largely to rapid urbanization and soaring land and housing 

prices. With time, "organized land speculation brought, in its own illegal ways, a 

measure of control to the spontaneous growth and imposed its own economy" (Kuban 

1996: 453). The "innermost gecekondu neighborhoods along with those located by the 

major transport routes have been bought out or confiscated by force by large-scale 

developers and converted into apartment housing areas. This process which started in the 

seventies was almost completed during the eighties " (^enyapili 1992: 183). "A large 

number of small-scale builders, land speculators and contractors controlled this new 

building boom sometimes with the complicity of the authorities" (Kuban 1996:453-4). 

Some gecekondu neighborhoods have been converted into rows of small 

apartment buildings, each with a different owner and developer ($enyapili 1992). When 

the owner of a gecekondu receives a title (Japu) to the property, the economic advantages 

of building a multistory unit are lucrative. For a portion of the imits in the apartment 

building, the owner can get loans from family members or find a local developer to build 

the multi-story apartment unit. The rental income from the apartment units guarantees a 

substantial income in perpetuity. For the (formerly) poor and wealthy alike, rental 

income as a whole is very significant. It is speculated that, of all income received in 

Istanbul, 37% is from rental payments (Sabah, 5 January 1998). 
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In contrast to the early years of in-migration - when gecekondus served as 

profound material symbols of resistance, self-determination, and creative and collective 

adaptation in an environment of uncertainty - the term gecekondu has grown to include 

all construction without a building permit. A building can now be a gecekondu even if 

title to the land is held (White 1994: 26) and simply mean an illegal building (Kuban 

1996:454). Therefore, gecekondus now include multistory buildings and are found in 

both low and high income areas, even including luxury villas along the Bosphorus and 

high rent apartments in protected green spaces (Kuban 1996:454). Instead of survival, 

profit has become a leading motive. "A large number of middlemen are making illegal 

earnings out of selling land belonging to the Treasury, the municipality, local authorities, 

foundations, and the Department of Forests" (IBB 1994: 33). At least in the public 

perception, a. gecekondu Mafia has developed (IBB 1994: 33; Tekeli 1994246). 

According to a former mayor of Istanbul, gecekondus do not carry the same 

connotation as in the past. Today, they comprise a highly organized sector with offices, 

clerical staff, lawyers, even a gendarmerie and armed body guards. Its organizers sell 

public land, take bribes for protection of construction against demolition and use the law 

against those who refuse to pay. Over time, many gecekondu districts have been 

converted into apartment housing areas of five to six stories (Ahmet Isvan, cited in Tekeli 

1994: 241). With the organization of the gecekondu sector, the cost of construction 

increased and the new immigrants to Istanbul were forced to look for rental homes 

(Tekeli 1994:241). This led to a new phase of gecekondu building in which political 

groups supported the construction of gecekondus in the mid-1970's as a way of gaining 
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support and to promote their own agendas. Through alternative and informal series of 

agreements, land registrations, land subdivisions, and shared ownership practices, 

"liberated quarters" were formed and proliferated, in which newcomers again had the 

opportunity to build gecekondus (Tekeii 1994: 241). But, since 1980, gecekondu 

development has changed drastically: 

Especially between 1980-1984 while the military government was in power, 
gecekondu building was almost completely stopped. The process revived after 
1984 but it could never regain its former impetus and extent. One reason is strict 
controls by the municipalities but a more important reason is increasing 
competition on peripheral urban land from higher income groups and increasing 
land values stimulated by rising inflation. Higher rate of ownership of family cars 
is another factor inducing upper income groups to move away from the 
congestion, pollution and insufScient infrastructural services in the central areas. 
Along with high income groups who tend to build clusters of villas in the 
periphery, the middle income groups who organize in housing cooperatives bid 
for peripheral land. In fact, the gecekondu phase of the 19S0's is now being 
repeated in the peripheral areas as middle and high income groups, using their 
financial power and network of relations and knowledge keep building residences 
without permits or by violating development codes (§enyapili 1992:184). 

It is the organized speculation that has "brought an incurable disorder and 

ugliness to the city" (Kuban 1996:454). Some believe that, unlike the pre-1980 phase of 

gecekondu development, it is the subsequent phase that will lead to true slums as new 

migrants are precluded from their own gecekondu opportimities (§enyapili 1992). In 

contrast to the flexibility (in structure and use, open to change and improvement over 

time) of earlier gecekondus, housing has taken on more rigid structural forms. The 

destitute migrants that began arriving in the I980's, driven from their lands by political 

and economic crises, were less likely to have connections with their villages and did not 

have the chance to build their own accommodations (Keyder 1999b). Newcomers now 
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had to try and rent places in existing gecekondus, in heterogeneous neighborhoods 

without the social cohesion and informal organization that were a part of early gecekondu 

neighborhoods. Compoimding this, the rental rates in Istanbul are high. Compared to the 

national average of 70%, only 56% of Istanbul's families lived in owner occupied 

residences in 1990 (IBB 1994). 

The inflexibility of current housing is related to a reduction in the mobility of 

labor - patterns are now set, status quos are protected, incomes are stable and predictable 

- as economic space has become limited. "Organization and modernization have 

diffused throughout the labor market and the interrelations among core, periphery and 

informal sections of economic sectors are now settled and have reached a certain 

equilibrium" (§enyapili 1992:182). The first phase of gecekondu development was 

possible with rapid industrialization. Now, the gecekondu and the set of production 

relations that led to them no longer exist. While migration to Istanbul has persisted over 

the decades, as have the tools the newcomers are bringing with them, the environment 

into which they come and the opportimities available to them have changed. Thus, the 

adaptive responses needed for survival in the city cannot be the same as they were in 

earlier decades. In contrast to the early waves of migration to Istanbul, the recent 

newcomers "never own the city" (Kuban 1996: 455). 

The pattern, process and change of gecekondus has implications for urban 

agricultural potential. The land speculation that has changed the nature of gecekondu 

building has changed land use and tenure relationships. For one, the early gecekondus 

were modeled after village housing, built with space for household gardens and a hand^ 
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of farm animals. Now that the competition for land has become fierce, involving 

powerftil and often unscrupulous commercial interests exerting mafia-like control, 

opportimities for new migrants to cultivate and produce in Istanbul are limited. 

Social Fabric and Social Capital 

Generally, it is perceived that social networks and communal fabrics collapse in 

cities (Ettlinger 1993). Similarly, as noted in the previous section, §enyapili (1992) 

suggests that social cohesion and organization are disappearing as traditional gecekondu 

neighborhoods disappear and in-migrants live in increasingly heterogeneous 

neighborhoods. The social capital and moral economy that existed in the peasant 

economy of the countryside are thought to be diluted by the commercial economies, 

mobility and general anonymity of large urban areas. Place and community allegiance 

disappear. While this undoubtedly occurs, it is observed that, even in the United States, 

ethnic urban communities retain a high degree of communal interaction and 

responsibility, and are much slower to discard or neglect their social capital (Ettlinger 

1993). The moral economy remains operative as an urban strategy, even across 

economic classes and spatial distance (Moser 1998). In fact, Erder claims that the most 

important assets that Turkish rural-to-urban in-migrants bring with them are their family 

and kinship relations (1999: 166). Social cohesion remains a part of the social fabric of 

Istanbul though, as alluded to earlier, pressures tending toward its unraveling are 

increasing. In addition, the characteristics of urban population growth, especially the 
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nature of the rural-to-urban migration influence the nature of the urban social fabric. As 

Erder explains with Istanbul in mind: 

Unlike mass migration, [chain migration] leads to a greater density of relations 
among those sharing a similar position in social stratification. This concentration 
of relationships creates conditions for the construction of reciprocal exchange 
relations and networks based on mutual confidence. Informal links in the 
community prove especially important since the urban formal structure fails to 
provide the minimum conditions and necessities of survival. Such links based on 
local origin are not confined to new immigrants; the same kinship and place-of-
origin networks extend to include earlier arrivals from the same locality - more 
educated and middle class urbanites who may become patrons of the newcomers 
(1999: 165). 

Historically, ethnic groups in Istanbul congregated in specific city neighborhoods 

and communities. The millet system of governance under the Ottomans allowed each 

major ethno-religions group (Muslims, Greek and Armenian Christians and Jews) to have 

their own semi-autonomous form of local government. Since the creation of the Turkish 

Republic and the accompanying general political effort to construct an ethnically 

homogenous Turkey, individual ethnic groups are no longer prominent. Very few Greeks 

and Jews remain in Istanbul, and the Armenians keep a low profile. The extensive 

historical presence of these groups is found in archival and documentary evidence, as 

well as in the remaining churches and synagogues found throughout the city, many of 

which have been closed or converted to other uses. Though Anatolia has for centimes 

been a highly heterogeneous mix of ethnicities, only the Kurds remain as a sizable 

population today. With the homogenization of Anatolia, however, attempts to fold or 

mold even the Kurds into the national citizenry have been imderway for decades.^ Thus, 

^ This has been the case even to the degree that some sources refer to Kurds as "mountain Turks", ignoring 
real ethnic differences in the effort to perpetuate the perception of homogenization. 
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75 years after the birth of Turkey, it would seem that Istanbul would be on its way to an 

ethnically undifferentiated population. But this is not quite the case. 

Despite the migration to Istanbul, and to Turkey's other major urban cu^eas, 

migrants to the city have, to a very large degree, keep their allegiances to their memleket, 

their provincial homeland, and to their hem^eri, their fellow countrymen. Chain migration 

led to clustering in the city (Erder 1999: 165) and, over the years, people from the same 

village or region have resided in the same neighborhoods of the city, enabling them to 

retain mutually supportive community relationships (White 1994). Initially, ""gecekondu 

areas [were] inhabited by groups of families who either had kinship ties or had migrated 

from the same village (§enyapili 1994:184). White points out that this is changing 

somewhat, as high rents and the general unavailability of housing is disrupting this 

pattem. "'While many migrants still have relatives living near them, kin and compatriots 

from the same region (hem^eri) are often dispersed over several neighborhoods" (White 

1994:25). Relatives and hemferi are increasingly forced to negotiate space and distance 

to maintain the ties that used to lie within the same neighborhood. 

Despite the tendency toward heterogeneity in Istanbul's neighborhoods 

(mahalles), subdistricts and districts, and even though "relations of localism (sharing a 

place of origin) are totally constituted anew" in the city (Erder 1999: 166), there is still a 

sense of association between urban place and migratory origin. Table 4.10 is from a 

newspaper account showing how different migrant groups reside in specific districts 

within Istanbul. The link between the village and Istanbul is important as an urban 



Table 4.10: Istanbul Trades and Professions and the Associated Provincial Origins 

Istanbul Trades/Professions Provincial origin of tradesman 
Bufe managers 
Bui Iders/contractors 
Construction workers 
Doorkeepers/janitors 

Dried fruit and nut sellers 

Iron workers 
Kahvehane managers 
Kebab restaurant managers 
Kdfte grillers/sellers 
Mini-bus owners 
Oven restaurant operators 

Plasterers/painters 

Porters/carriers 
Sellers in the bazaar 

Stationers & paper prods. 

Vast majority of the 4000 registered bufes are from Rize 
Black Sea, Eastern and Southeastern provinces 
Kars, Van, Southeastern provinces 
Sivas, Kastamonu, Kars, Tokat, Amasya (est. 130,000) 

(^ankiri 

GUmUshane, Kirsehir 
Enincan, Malatya, Black Sea provinces (est. 70,000 kahvehanes) 
Urfa, Gaziantep, Diyarbakir (over 3000 kebab restaurants) 
Bursa, Adapazari, Tekirdag 
Rize, Trabzon, GUmUshane, Bayburt, Mardin, Kastamonu (est. 7000 minibuses) 
Rize, Safranbolu (over 3000 oven restaurants) 

Kayseri, Kars, Van 
Kars, Agri, Bing6l 
Kars, Siirt, Nigde, Bitlis 

Nigde 

Source: Sabah, 17 Kasim 1997, Istanbul section; Istanbul BUlteni Haziran, 1997, No 74:25. 
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survival strategy, and continued reliance on hem^eri (provincial compatriot) in Istanbul, 

and family members in the migratory origin are a source of support in an uncertain urban 

environment (see earlier inset quote from Erder 1999:165). 

Supporting the strong allegiances that people have to their villages and their 

hem^eri is the fact that migrants to the city not only have an emotional relationship with 

their memleket, but an operational one. Migrants to the city retain ties to the village, send 

cash remittances to the village, receive reverse remittances in the form of food, and often 

return to the village to work the family fields in the summer. Rain (1997), in his 

investigation of circular migrants in Subsaharan Africa, argued that it was the constant 

connection with the migratory origin, the regular retum to the village to participate in the 

harvest, that maintained the social cohesion among migrants in the regional urban center. 

In Istanbul, it appears that household/community ties to the village and the village 

networks within the city are mutually reinforcing. 

Families, especially women and children, go to their villages in the simimer or at 

times of peak labor need. Even youngsters bom in Istanbul contribute to the labor needs 

in the village as the connections to the village are maintained over decades in Istanbul. In 

an example from my fieldwork, the Istanbul-bom young people of a well-established 

gecekondu in Istinye, regularly retum to Rize to participate in the tea harvest. §enyapih 

(1992) reported that 40-50% of household heads in the Istanbul neighborhoods he 

surveyed send their wives and children to the village at least once a year. In addition, 

throughout the year, urban households may receive visitors bearing foodstuffs. $enyapih 

found that 50% of those he surveyed annually receive visitors from the village. 



Numerous other factors help maintain the social links among in-migrants in 

Istanbul as well as to their home villages, even decades after the initial migration. Not 

only do migrants tend to follow a beaten path to the Istanbul neighborhoods and districts 

of people from their memleket or village, many occupations in Istanbul tend to be 

associated with people from the same region. Erder (1999:167) confirms that chain 

migration usually results in the concentration of people with the same migratory origins 

in the similar professions and professional groups. Table 4.11 lists numerous Istanbul 

trades and the provincial origins of the people that tend to practice them. 

One important institution for the perpetuation of networks built around in-

migrants' place of origin is the association. These formal organizations bring together 

"migrants from the same town or district, with formally declared goals of solidarity and 

action" (Erder 1999:168). Migrants from many provinces and even subregions within 

provinces have organized associations {dernek) in Istanbul to serve the social and 

economic needs of in-migrants from specific places. Suzuki (1964,1966) describes the 

role and goals of such associations and shows how associations composed of in-migrants 

from particular regions also continue to look toward the welfare of their home regions, 

not just toward their own collective welfare in Istanbul. Association publications also 

inform members of issues important in the city as well as of news 'from the country' 

(Erder 1999: 168). 



Table 4.11: Istanbul Districts and the Migratory Origins Associated with their Residents 

Istanbul Heeler Provincial origins of residents 
Bakirk5y Immigrants/refugees, Diyarbakir, Siirt, Sivas, Black Sea 

Beyoglu Old Istanbul residents, Black Sea, Sivas, Erzincan, Elazig 

BUyiik9ekmece Migrants (Refugees? Settlers?) from the East and Southeast 

Fatih Old Istanbul residents, Malatya, Black Sea, Ankara, (^orum, Bitlis, Gaziantep, Siirt 

Gaziosmanpasa Immigrants/refugees, Black Sea, Erzurum, Erzincan, Sivas, Kars, Trakya 
Kadik5y Sivas, Bing6l, Giimilshane, Kastamonu, (^ankiri, (^orum, Erzincan 

Kagithane Sivas, Erzincan, Erzurum, GUmUshane, Ordu 
Kartal Erzurum, Sivas, Black Sea, Tilnceli, and Immigrants/reltigees 
Sariyer Black Sea, Sivas, Kars, TQnceli 
Sisli Old Istanbul residents, Sivas, Erzincan, Malatya, Black Sea 
Umraniye Kars, GUmUshane, Tokat 
OskUdar Old Istanbul residents, Malatya, Sivas, Kars, Giresun 

Pendik Black Sea, Sivas, Erzincan, Erzurum, Kastamonu 
Zeytinbumu Black Sea, Trakya, Elazig 

Source: Sabah, 17 Kasini 1997 
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Labor and Employment 

According to official census data, the total workforce of Turkey is that portion of 

the total population above 12 years old. This includes students, retirees, housewives and 

others who may not formally be seeking work outside of the home. Nationally, 60% of 

the workforce is economically active, but less than half of Istanbul's workforce is 

economically active (see Table 4.12). This difference is due primarily to the participation 

of women in the workforce. Whereas the percentage of economically active males in 

Istanbul is nearly the same as the national figure, the percentage of women that are 

economically active in Istanbul is less than half the national average.^ This would seem 

inconsistent with the notion that women would simultaneously appear to have more 

opportimities to work in a modem, cosmopolitan center and loosened culture restrictions. 

The explanation can be foimd in a breakdown of the workforce by occupation. 

Table 4.13 shows that Istanbul has a slightly higher percentage of professional, service, 

administrative and commercial/sales workers than the national average. More noticeably, 

Istanbul has a much greater percentage of laborers, transportation operators and 

nonagricultural workers than the national average while having a far smaller proportion 

of agricultural workers. The tendencies are similar for men and women. Nationally, 

however, over one-third of the women work in agricultural, while just over one half are 

considered unskilled and without a profession. In Istanbul province, over 75% of women 

^ The defiiition of "economically active" used in the census is somewhat generous if used as a proxy for 
employment levels. Specifically, "economically active" means "those who worked at least one day during 
the week prior to the census with the purpose of obtaining an income in kind or in cash, those who were not 
working but had a Job, and those who did not have a job but were seeking one" (DIE 1993: XXII). 
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Table 4.12: Workforce, by Gender and Last Week's Economic Activity, 1990 

Turkey Istanbul 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Total workforce* 40783431 5604703 
Male 20548725 50.4 2923988 52.2 
Female 20234706 49.6 2680715 47.8 

Economically active 24726601 60.6 2707397 48.3 
Male 16073560 78.2 2214110 75.7 
Female 8653041 42.8 493287 18.4 

Economically inactiv 16030516 39.3 2893774 51.6 
Male 4459698 21.7 707363 24.2 
Female 11570818 57.2 2186411 81.6 

*The population that is 12 years and over 
Source : DIE 1993: 116-7 



Table 4.13: Workforce, by Usual Occupation and Gender, 1990* 

Turkey Istanbul 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 
Scientific, technical and related professions 1208500 526414 5.88 2.60 237965 124319 8.14 4.64 
Entrepreneur, director, upper level manager 133590 11267 0.65 0.06 43442 4608 1.49 0.17 
Administrative and similar 651608 358126 3.17 1.77 125381 104737 4.29 3.91 
Commerce and sales personnel 1066757 86144 5.19 0.43 287312 30501 9.83 1.14 
Service sector employees 1202388 139157 5.85 0.69 227337 40408 7.77 1.51 
Agriculture (inc. forestry, fisheries, hunting 6449228 7242903 31.39 35.79 125656 69962 4.30 2.61 
Non-agricultural production, transportation 

operators and laborers 6151748 857296 29.94 4.24 1302380 203773 44.54 7.60 
Those without a profession 3666834 11004822 17.84 54.39 570968 2101651 19.53 78.40 

*The population that is 12 years and over 
Source: DIE 1993: 172-3 



Table 4.14: Employment Status, by Gender, 1990 

Turkey Istanbul 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 
Total Employed* 14973479 8408414 64 36 2076455 463508 81.8 18.2 
Condition of work 

Wage labor 7501464 1489263 50.10 17.71 1514576 371665 72.94 80.19 
Employer 293820 19355 1.96 0.23 120111 7234 5.78 1.56 

Self-employed 4591394 612768 30.66 7.29 377240 23645 18.17 5.10 
Unpaid hhld. worker 2584412 6286865 17.26 74.77 63860 60905 3.08 13.14 

* Employed population that is 12 years and over 
Source: DIE 1993: 156-7 
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are considered unskilled and only 2.5% work in agriculture. That is, agricultural work is 

recognized as economic activity. 

Another perspective comes from looking at employment relations. Table 4.14 

shows that wage labor in Istanbul province is much higher than the national percentage, 

with the difference being especially profound for women. In contrast, unpaid household 

work is much lower in Istanbul, with another profound difference existing between 

women nationwide and women in Istanbul. In other words, opportunities for wage labor 

for women nationwide is minimal while expectations for unpaid household work is great. 

Jenny White, in her detailed examination of the participation of women in petty 

commodity production in Istanbul, provides insights into the above statistics. She argues 

that women's paid and unpaid labor in small-scale manufacturing is conflated with social 

obligation, gender identity, and membership in family and conununity social groups. In 

this way, women's income producing labor is undifferentiated from household labor 

(White 1994: 15-16). Recognizing this makes one wary of the official data for female 

labor in Tables 4.12-4.14. The low Istanbul figures for female economic activity and the 

high number of females without a profession are consistent with White's findings. It is 

not that women do not work, but that their work is not considered work nearly so much as 

social obligation or responsibility. The data belie the actual participation in profit 

generating activities in Istanbul - regardless of whom gets the profit and whether this 

actually helps women gain individual control over their economic or productive lives (see 

White 1994). It is very likely, then, that more than 18% of the female workforce in 

Istanbul is economically active. 
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Regarding the distribution of labor across various economic sectors, there are 

significant differences between Istanbul province and Turkey as a whole. Nationally, 

over 50% of the employed population works in agriculture - 97% of whom are farm 

managers (tarim i§letmecisi), i.e., the smallholder producers (uretici) discussed in 

Chapter III. Of those economically active in agriculture, the majority are women. Over 

80% of all economically active women in Turkey work in agriculture, whereas only about 

one-third of the economically active men do (Table 4.15). A few women work in 

manufacturing and community/social services. Nationally, retail/wholesale trade and 

construction make up the other leading categories of male employment. 

For both men and women, the manufacturing sector in Istanbul is the leading 

employer, with about one-third of the labor of each. As many as 75% of the women and 

40% of the men in manufacturing are in the category of "Textile wearing apparel and 

leather Industries" (DIE 1993:142-3). Construction, trade and community/social services 

are the other major categories for men, while FIRE (finance, insurance, real estate) and 

other services, agriculture and some trade are the leading categories of employment for 

women in Istanbul province. Agricultural production is minimal for men, but still a 

significant category. 

Generally and officially, for men, Istanbul's share of national employment is 

nearly identical to its share of the national population; however, for women, it is 

significantly less (See Table 4.15). About one-third of Turkey's manufacturing labor is 

in Istanbul, one-third of the labor in FIRE and related services, over a quarter of all labor 



Table 4.15: Employed population, by economic activity and gender, 1990* 

Turkey %of %of Istanbul %of %of Istanbul as % of Nation 
Male males Female females Male males Female females Male Female 

General Total 14973479 8408414 2076455 463508 13.87 5.51 
Economic sector 

Agriculture 5647330 37.7 6900466 82.1 68318 3.3 62004 13.4 1.21 0.90 
Mining 129210 0.9 1613 0.0 7844 0.4 165 0.0 6.07 10.23 
Manufacuring 

industry 2221371 14.8 560346 6.7 668843 32.2 166045 35.8 30.11 29.63 
Utilities 74651 0.5 5673 0.1 9569 0.5 1159 0.3 12.82 20.43 
Construction 1173524 7.8 10718 0.1 220905 10.6 3221 0.7 18.82 30.05 
Wholesale & retail 

trade 1716276 11.5 138030 1.6 439113 21.1 47064 10.2 25.59 34.10 
Transportation & 

communication 736768 4.9 38659 0.5 156158 • 7.5 11309 2.4 21.20 29.25 
FIRE & business 

services 387863 2.6 153879 1.8 117963 5.7 61595 13.3 30.4! 40.03 
Community & social 

services 2765400 18.5 578633 6.9 352417 17.0 103828 22.4 12.74 17.94 
Other 121086 0.8 20397 0.2 35325 1.7 7118 1.5 29.17 34.90 

•Those employed that are 12 years old and over 
Source: 1990 Census, Social and Economic Statistics, (DIE 1993: p 146-7, Table 47) 
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in wholesale and retail trade, and around 20% of the transportation, communication and 

construction. Istanbul's share of the labor in utilities and community and social services 

is consistent with its share of the national population. Only regarding labor in the 

primary sector activities of mining and agriculture is Istanbul underrepresented in 

comparison to its share of the national population. 

The employment statistics for Istanbul mask significant unemployment and 

underemployment (see footoote 7 for the definition of "economically active"). As an 

example, it has been reported that there are 500,000 itinerant salespeople (seyyar 

saticilar) working the public and crowded spaces of Istanbul, selling a wide variety of 

trinkets (razors, band-aids, candy, watches, clothes, air-fresheners, etc.), prepared foods, 

fruits, vegetables, and the like (6 November 1997, Sabah). It is reasonable to assume that 

these street vendors are not those ofiRcially licensed by the municipality to sell simit or 

other foodstuffs. Rather, they are irregular salesman, underemployed and constantly on 

the alert for the zabita (the police of the public spaces). The barriers to entry and exit are 

minimal, although the risks of getting caught and the consequences (in terms of fines or 

confiscated wares) are high. While it would be naive to assume that all of the street 

vendors are impoverished and struggling, it would be equally naive to treat such 

economic activity as full and sufficient employment. 

This section has attempted to use government statistics and other information to 

demonstrate the high degree of unemployment and wage labor in Istanbul, the low (in 

temis of industrial needs and global economic demands) skill levels of the majority of the 

workforce, and the tendency of the workforce to seek self-employment or otherwise 
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participate in the informal or undocumented economic sector. The nature of the 

workforce is less reflective of a "World City" as some perceive Istanbul, than of the dual 

city with a large, recently peasant background. While the skills and needs of the 

workforce are not suited to a "World City", they do suggest a population accustomed to 

household production that would find meaningful benefits in urban agriculture. 

Poverty in Istanbul 

Despite the pull of Istanbul, economic and livelihood difficulties do not disappear 

upon arrival in Istanbul, although the details may differ fi-om migrant to migrant. In 

some very real ways, Istanbul reflects national trends. Amidst 20 years of inflation 

around 100% aimually, the income disparities faced nationally are also found in Istanbul. 

Nationally, the top 20% of the population earns 53% of the income whereas the poorest 

20% earn just 6% {Radikal 20 Jime 1997). This means that 80% of the population earns 

less than 50% of the income. In Istanbul, the disparities are worse, where the wealthiest 

10% of the population receives 52% of the income and 80% of the population shares 36% 

of the income {Sabah 5 January 1998). See Tables 4.16 and 4.17 for the distribution of 

national income. 

According to a nongovernment association, Tiirkiye Kamu (j^alisanlan Sendiklan 

Konferasyonu (Kamu-Sen), the poverty line for a family of four, determined for October, 

1997, was 115 million TL (= U.S. $636) per month {Radikal, 10 November 1997). 

According to Kamu-Sen, in families at or below the poverty level, nearly two-fifths of 



Figure 4.16: National Income Distribution, Turicey, June 1997 

Monthly Monthly vg. annual 
household household income per 

Household income income household 
percentile (TL X 1000 ($) ($) 

1 5% 742808 5,194 62,334 
2 5% 248990 1,741 20,894 
3 5% 191945 1,342 16,107 
4 5% 159873 1,118 13,416 
5 5% 138328 967 11,608 
6 5% 121680 851 10,211 
7 5% 108459 758 9,101 
8 5% 97197 680 8,156 
9 5% 87893 615 7,376 

10 5% 80304 562 6,739 
11 5% 73204 512 6,143 
12 5% 67083 469 5,629 
13 5% 60962 426 5,116 
14 5% 55331 387 4,643 
15 5% 49945 349 4,191 
16 5% 44803 313 3,760 
17 5% 39662 277 3,328 
18 5% 34276 240 2,876 
19 5% 28155 197 2,363 

Bottom 20 5% 16893 118 1,418 
Average national income $856 $10,270 

(Exchange Rate, June 1997, $1 = 148,000 TL) 

Source: Radikal, 10 June 1997 
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Table 4.17: Summary of National Household Income Dutribution 
Turkey, June 1997 

%of Number Actual % of 
income of People population 

(Top 5% earns 30.3% 3406030 ) 
Top 20% earns 54.9% 13907781 21.8 
2nd 20 % earns 19.0% 13393381 21.0 
3rd 20% earns 12.6% 13135918 20.6 
4th 20% earns 8.6% 12416855 19.5 
5th 20% earns 4.9% 10891043 17.1 

Totals 100.0% 63744978 lOO.O 

Source: ¥ torn Radikal, 10 June 1997 

Table 4.18: Household Expenditures, Turkey, 1997 

Expenditure Kamu-Sen ITO DIE 
Category (Poverty level*) ubsistence livelihood level*•) 
Food and nutrition 34% 43% 31% 
Rent 16% 21% 28% 
Clothing 12% 13% 9% 
Household goods 10% 8% 8% 
Transport. 8c Com. 8% 6% 11% 
Heating fuel 7% — ~ 

Culture & educatio 4% 4% 5% 
Health 2% 3% 3% 
Other 6% 3% 5% 

Note: Kamu-Sen and DIE give estimates of national averages; ITO's is for Istanbul. 
** Istanbul Chamber of Commerce's (ITO) and the State Institute of Statistics' (DIE) 
subsistence/livelihood index for workers and wage laborers 
^National Poverty level is 115 million TL, 11/1997; assumes 4 member household 
Source: Radikal, 10 Nov 1997;Radikal 5 June 1997 
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household expenditiires are allotted to foodstuffs, and one-fifth to rent. The full 

breakdown of expenditures are identified in Table 4.18. The table also shows the 

subsistence/ livelihood index for workers and wage laborers, as determined by the 

Istanbul Chamber of Commerce (ITO, Istanbul Ticaret Odasi) and the State Institute of 

Statistics (DIE). While the breakdown of typical household expenditures is similar 

overall, the ITO allocates a higher portion to foodstuffs and clothing, whereas the DIE 

assigns a greater portion to housing and transportation. The differences appear to reflect 

the variation in cost of living in Istanbul (ITO) as against the national average. The 

uncertainties and variability signify different assumptions. For example, the Kamu-Sen 

figure assumes housing costs for a gecekondu neighborhood. The DIE and ITO identify 

money spent on restaurants but that may not actually signify luxurious expenditures. 

Kamu-Sen's October, 1997 poverty level was an increase of 82% fi-om the 

December, 1996 upper poverty level of 63 million lira (Radikal, 10 November 97), an 

increase due largely to inflation. According to these figures, the number of people with 

subpoverty incomes in Istanbul and around the country appear to be very significant. 

.A.pplying the December, 1996 to October, 1997 poverty line figure to Table 4.16 (that 

shows the distribution of income for every fifth percentile), it appears that as much as 40 

percent of the Turkish population was under the poverty line. After the October, 1997 

adjustment for inflation, the new poverty level would encompass as much as 70% of the 

population. As published in the press, typical wages show that many occupations earn 

Eating in restaurants should not automatically be assumed to be a luxury or entertainment item. Laborers 
and income earners at the lower socioeconomic levels in Istanbul and Tu^ey will typically have a small 
breakfast or lunch of poga^a (a type of biscuit), borek, soup and bread, and tea purchased &om a small and 
simple local restaurant. 
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incomes barely above the poverty level. An examination of government wages in place 

in October 1997 show that, except for high ranking officers, administrators, and 

professors, the salary of civil servants, teachers, doctors, even lawyers was well below 

the poverty line (see Table 4.19). Even with 30% raises effective January, 1998, monthly 

incomes for many government workers was still less than the October, 1997 poverty 

level. Given that these are national statistics, the consequences for Istanbul, where costs 

of living are among the highest in the country, will be more significant. 

Other organizations have also estimated minimum required household incomes. 

The Center for Turkish Labor Research determined that the poverty line for a family of 

four in Turkey was 168 million TL (= U.S. $733) per month in February, 1998. Of this 

total, 55 million TL (33%) is for food and nutrition (10 March 1998 Sabah). According 

to their research, 3.5 million people are working at minimum wages and another 4 million 

are without work. This makes 7.5 million people at or below the poverty level in terms 

of income, roughly 20% of the national workforce. 

While it is possible that the poverty line reported by Kamu-Sen may be a bit high 

for Turkey, perhaps to portray a generally higher standard of living, the newspaper 

Radikal, using government statistics, reported that the income of the middle fifth of the 

national population was not enough to support a family (10 June 1997). The occupations 

of people in this group are workers, civil servants, small business merchants and retirees, 

as well as villagers with very small plots of land. According to this account, up to 60% of 

the population are unable to support a family on a single job, and children often work in 
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Table 4.19: Official Government Monthly Wages, Turkey, 1997,1998 

October 1997 January 1997 
Title (Turkish) Title (English) (TL X 1000) (S US) (TL X 1000) (SUS) 
Genel MOdOr General Director 162.374 899 211,642 986 
Sube MOdQr Branch Director 80,165 444 104,709 488 
•Vlemur Civil servant 38,730 214 50,817 237 
Memur Civil servant 36,731 203 48,218 225 
Ogretmen Teacher 64,080 355 83,786 390 
Ogretmen Teacher 48,167 267 63,092 294 
Vali Provincial governor 205,788 1,139 268,084 1,249 
Kaymakam District governor 99,722 552 130,206 606 
Hakim (1st Class) Judge 200,093 1.107 260,682 1,214 
Hakim Judge 99,772 552 130,206 606 
Baskomiser Police superintendant 84,641 468 110,525 515 
Polis Police 61,294 339 80,162 373 
Uzman doktor Medical specialist 106,994 592 139,597 650 
Doktor Doctcr 79,694 441 106,093 494 
Hemsire Nurse 48,531 269 63,563 296 
MUhendis Engineer 89.567 496 116,934 545 
Teknisyen Technician 45.691 253 59,870 279 
ProfesOr Professor 165,648 917 215,883 1,005 
Arastirma Gor Research Assistant 67,943 376 88,812 414 
Orgenerai Full general 270,739 1,498 352,551 1,642 
Kidemli Albay Sr. Colonel 175,945 974 229,272 1,068 
Tegmen Lieutenant 87,694 485 114,499 533 
Imam-hatip Religious school 39,799 220 52,209 243 
Avukat Lawyer 87,032 482 113,638 529 

Source: Radikal. 18 Ekim 1997 
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marginal jobs to support the family. This is supported by White, who reports that it is 

impossible for a typical migrant family of four children to pay rent, purchase food, 

and meet other necessities on a single worker's salary (1994:27). In Istanbul, "families 

survive through pooling the income of all their members, including children" (White 

1994:10). According to field interviewees, when a family member works two jobs, the 

second one is said to provide the food for the family. 

The impact of inflation on the incomes and daily lives of millions of people are 

very significant. Incomes in Turkish Lira rapidly and significantly lose purchasing power 

from one month to the next. With inflation rates around 100%, one's salary over the 

course of a year is, in relation to the US dollar or any other hard currency, effectively 

halved. Though some employers - such as the government — adjust for inflation once or 

twice a year, some private firms may do so more regularly, or even peg incomes to 

foreign currencies. One hedge against the deterioration of the currency is to buy and save 

stable currencies and other items not affected by inflation. For example, on pay days, a 

common practice is to convert cash immediately into U.S. Dollars, German Marks, or 

gold - which helps explain the preponderance of money exchange kiosks around 

Istanbul. Those with pensions and salaries in Turkish Lira are at the mercy of constantly 

rising consumer prices. Merchants and tradesmen, on the otlier hand, can constantly 

adjust selling prices to keep up with inflation. (Appendix A shows the exchange rates 

between June, 1996 and December, 1999). 
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Food Prices, Supply and Access in Istanbul 

This remainder of this chapter addresses the implications of the socioeconomic 

setting for food supply and access. The goal is to begin to understand changing patterns 

of food access and acquisition in the effort to identify who in the city are vulnerable to 

food insecurity, the nature of their vulnerability, and how their vulnerability may be 

changing. Though some elements of Istanbul's food system are introduced here. Chapter 

VI addresses Istanbul's changing food systems more specifically. 

In Istanbul, numerous factors affect the price of basic, staple and fresh (fruits, 

vegetables and meats) foods. With respect to time, the price of food changes due to 

numerous factors. First, within the season, the prices of fresh foods changes according to 

season. Fresh fhiits and vegetables are cheapest in the summer, when field production 

takes over from greenhouse production. Produce from local and regional production 

(around the Marmara) becomes available. Again, though, at the end of the summer, fruit 

and vegetable prices quickly ascend with the arrival of winter vegetables {Radikal 18 

October 1997). When fhiit and vegetable prices are rapidly rising together with the 

arrival of winter vegetables, the price gap between neighborhood bazaars and 

greengrocers increase, a price gap most strongly noticed in middle class and upper 

neighborhoods {Radikal 20 Ekim 1997). 

Between one year and the next, the prices of particular foods, such as fruits, 

vegetables or grains may change according to natural or environmental conditions. 

Droughts, floods, or pests, for example, may affect the prices that citizens in Istanbul 

must pay. Increasingly, with the globalization of agrofood production, environmental 
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and political economic conditions in other countries has an impact on the prices of foods 

in Turkey. Food shortages or surpluses elsewhere in the world affect global market 

prices and influence Turkish imports and exports. This, in turn, affects domestic food 

prices. On a greater scale, the prices of food in Turkey are slowly increasing relative to 

the prices of other basic needs and household expenses. The roots of the increasing 

relative costs of food are related to increasing amounts of basic food imports (relative to 

domestic production), increased processing of foodstuffs, and changes in the distribution 

systems of food (see Chapter VI). Lastly, the price of food changes according to 

inflation. In terms of hard currency, this increase in prices may be minimal. However, in 

terms of people's ability to purchase food, the difference in purchasing power between 

wage increases to adjust for inflation can be very signiflcant. While rent contracts are in 

Turkish Lira, and remain the same over the course of a contract year, food prices increase 

weekly in adjustment to inflation. In addition, rent increases are controlled by the 

government, whereas (as shown in the Food policy section below) the municipal 

government finds it difficult to control food price increases. 

Spatially, food prices differ according to neighborhood and district. Such 

tendencies are found among the neighborhoods of cities throughout the world; in 

neighborhoods where standards of living, rents and overhead costs are higher, food is 

more expensive. What is important, however, is that the nature of the spatial variation in 

Istanbul is not quite so simple. The primary outlets for foodstuffs in Istanbul are bazaars, 

bakkals (neighborhood grocer, mostly dr>' goods and daily staples like bread, milk, 

yogurt), specialty shops (manavs, butchers, bakeries) and the recently emerging 
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supermarkets. The prices of foodstuffs in each of these can differ substantially, with 

pazars and supermarkets offering the lowest prices, and manavs and bakkals with higher 

prices. The difference between the different establishments is in their scale of commerce 

and their location, i.e., accessibility. 

In Istanbul, the weekly neighborhood bazaar (semt pazaar), is the primary retail 

source of basic food and livelihood materials for the majority of Istanbul's citizens. In 

the media and literature, the neighborhood bazaar is simultaneously romanticized as a 

beloved, centuries old, disappearing tradition and criticized as a backward relic of a 

previous era. With as many as 350-400 weekly bazaars, there might be as many as 50 

bazaars throughout Istanbul's neighborhoods on any given day of the week, selling fresh 

fhiits and vegetables, dry goods and other basic foods, shoes and clothing, and an 

assortment of household items. The new supermarkets and hipermarkets, in contrast, are 

concentrated in the city's most affluent neighborhoods, sometimes serving as the flagship 

establishment for even high end, European/U.S.-style shopping malls. If not part of 

affluent shopping malls, they are located where they are more easily accessible by private 

automobile than by pedestrian traffic. These stores are the most likely to carry processed 

and imported foodstuffs, as well as a very wide array of personal and household items. 

Smaller-scale grocery stores are emerging in the areas of town where there are 

concentrated mixes of commercial and residential (apartment) buildings. 

The bakkal (comer store) is an institution with a long history of serving Istanbul's 

residentizil areas. Bakkals serve as the comer outlet for fresh milk and dairy products, 

newspapers, limited dry goods, and, importantly, bread. Typically, as the bakkal is so 



231 

much a part of the daily routine, there is usually at least one on every block in a 

apartment block residential neighborhood, and four or five within a five minute walk. 

Generally, households will conduct business with the nearest bakkal, as it serves as a 

community hub. Manavs (greengrocers), butchers and bakeries tend to be more spread 

out, one to a neighborhood. While the cost of produce in a manav can be much higher 

than either the pazar or the supermarket, they are neighborhood oriented and highly 

accessible, open seven days a week for finits and vegetables needed immediately. 

Neighborhood bakeries provide bread to the nearby comer bakkals, and also sell bread 

retail to customers from nearby. Because the price and weight of standard bread is 

controlled by the government, it makes little difference whether one buy's bread fi-om the 

bakkal or the bakery. Generally, only for specialty breads (such as pide bread during 

Ramadan) will people make special trips to the bakery rather than the bakkal. 

Generally, foods are cheapest in the neighborhood bazaars, followed by the 

supermarket. The typical prices in the bakkal are more expensive, and fruits and 

vegetables in the greengrocers are most expensive. The implications of these for access 

will again be picked up in Chapter VI as the changing locus of access to food in Istanbul 

is discussed in terms of its food systems. 

According to news reports, the purchasing power of minimum wage incomes in Turkey 

eroded by nearly 75% in the years between 1963 and 1996 (see Table 4.20). Relative to 

income, rent relative to income has stayed constant over 35 years, and fuel wood has 

increased by only about 33%. Thus, in 1996 one family member's monthly minimum 

wage income would go to rent while another's would be needed for heating 
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Table 4.20: Average Time that Must be Worked to Earn Food and 
Basic Livelihood Goods at Minimum Wage, Turkey and Istanbul 

Product 1963 1970 1996 
Bread (1 kg) 49 mins 32 mins 1 hr 50 mins 
Meat (1 kg) hrs 31 mins 5 hrs 23 mins 1 day 5 hrs 46 mins 
Cheese (I kg) 6 hrs 6 mins 1 day 1 hr 17 mins 1 day 4 hrs 6 mins 
Olives (1 kg) hrs 12 mins 3 hrs 37 mins 1 day 5 hrs 12 mins 
Dry Beans (1 kg hrs 42 mins 2 hrs 4 mins 3 hrs 6 mins 
Milk(l liter) 1 hr 20 mins 1 hr 30 mins 2 hours 
Newspaper 15 mins 6 mins 1 hr 32 mins 
Rent 28 days 27 days 30 days 
Fuel wood (1 to 22 days 13 days 29 days 

Source: Radikal, 20 Temmuz 1997 
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and cooking fuel. However, it is the relative increase in the price of food that is the most 

significant. The relative price of foodstuffs, on the other hand, after dropping in the 

1960's, has increased drastically, by as much as 700%. 

Food Policy 

Municipal social services that had existed to meet the needs of Istanbul's 

population have disappeared with the changes taking place in the city. According to 

Keyder, they have been privatized in the interest of the upper end, public services have 

deteriorated, and populist safety nets have been withdrawn (Keyder 1999a: 24). Thus, to 

compound the difficult and often worsening socioeconomic conditions in Istanbul, social 

services, instead of increasing, have all but disappeared. 

It has been claimed that food policy is not explicit in Turkey, and is little more 

than a byproduct of other economic policies and goals (Akder 1993). Without arguing 

that Turkish food policy is overwhelmingly successful or comprehensive, this assertion is 

overstated. There are numerous ways in which Turkish national and local governments 

pursue and implement programs that affect the availability of food. Even if a mixture of 

motives and objectives lie behind the various programs, policies and regulations, to say 

that there are no food policies would be misleading. Despite its minimal role, the 

goveniment can play a significant food policy role in select sectors, and food security 

would be improved if it were addressed more directly. 

Especially at the local level in urban places like Istanbul, concern over 

provisioning the city has, historically, given food policy high priority (Greenwood 1988; 
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Muqjhey 1988). With significant state involvement in the supply of food, the "food 

distribution chain was one of the most tightly regulated aspects of the Ottoman economy" 

(Murphey 1988: 219). Current food policies reflect historic efforts to control quality and 

cost. 

To the extent that agricultural subsidies indirectly work as food policy, current 

food policy is subsumed in national agricultural policy. Subsidized wheat, for example, 

contributes to cheaper bread. But more importantly, at the local level, there are numerous 

policies that play significant roles in the lives of Istanbul's residents. Since the 1980's, 

local policies geared toward keeping food costs low have become less important with 

market liberalization, but efforts to regulate and modernize the food system have 

increased. The primary food policies in Istanbul include: 

1) Subsidized foodstuffs 

2) Price and profit margin controls 

3) Quality controls (for standardization and public health) 

4) Infrastructural controls (to regulate food distribution pathways) 

5) Other (seasonal food distribution, differential taxation) 

The most obvious direct food subsidy is that given to bread. The government 

owned and operated Istanbul Halk Ekmek (Istanbul Public/People's Bread) bakes over 

one million loaves of bread per day for the city's citizens, distributed from 1200 outlets, 

and sold at two-thirds the price of private, commercially produced bread. Even though 
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outlets tend to be concentrated in lower income regions of Istanbul, and production is 

increasing, many who want to purchase halk ekmek still find it inconvenient to do so. 

Halk ekmek is only a fraction of the amount of bread consumed in Istanbul. On 

the average, Istanbul's residents consume at least 10 million loaves of table bread per 

day, not including specialty breads (Kilkis 1997). Consumed in large amounts in lieu of 

more expensive foods, a lower income family may consume more than 10 loaves of bread 

per day. As a primary staple food, the government regulates price and quality of staple 

bread. 

Similarly, in the name of food safety and public health, the Istanbul municipal 

government regulates the sale of meat and livestock products, concentrating control on 

the informal production, sale and distribution. Informal street side and comer livestock 

markets and butcheries can be found throughout Istanbul. With sides of meat hanging 

outdoor all day, alongside traffic, sanitation cannot be controlled. Citing that illegal meat 

spreads disease, municipal authorities actively prohibit such activities by confiscating 

livestock, meat and equipment, even confiscating meat that people bring fi-om their 

villages for their own household consumption (Zabita 1997)". 

One of the more controversial sets of direct food policy interventions in Istanbul 

is control of price and profit. Common table bread, for example, is sold at prices set by 

the government. These are adjusted regularly for inflation, and each increase is reported 

with fanfare in the newspapers. The retail prices of tea, sugar, fiour, and domestic alcohol 

'' One irony of this effort is that every year, for the sacrificial festival of Kurban Bayram, perhaps even a 
million or more head of sheep and cattle are brought to Istanbul, sold in temporary livestock markets, and 
sacrificed and butchered outdoors in public spaces throughout the city. Though the government attempts to 
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and tobacco products are also under government control. Prices are set by studies of 

marketing costs, but can go still go out of date with inflation (Kaynak 1980: 137). 

An indirect method of controlling retail prices is with government owned retail 

outlets. Locally, Turkish municipalities operate retail grocery outlets (Tanzim Saurian -

municipal sales of foodstuffs to regulate prices) to provide lower priced basic food and 

household stuffs, set competitive price standards for other food retail outlets, and prevent 

hoarding and speculation (K09 1999). Though largely a practice of the past, these were 

located in areas where food retailing services were inadequate (Kaynak 1980). With the 

ability to purchase and provide on a large scale and without having to be concerned about 

tying up capital in stock, costs to the customer were reduced. Until 1994, Istanbul had 40 

such government staple stores. However, with privatization and the expansion of Western 

style supermarkets in the early 1990's, Tanzim Sati^lari stores began to decline in 

importance (K09 1999). In 1997, only three remained in Istanbul, one of which sold 

wholesale goods and coal (IBB 1997b).'^ Government Tanzim Sati^ stores provided a 

counterpoint to the dry goods sold in the bakkal rather than the fresh produce sold in the 

neighborhood bazaar. 

Another mechanism with which the government attempts to control food prices is 

through control on profit margins. By law, wholesale merchants {kabzimat) at Istanbul's 

fhiit and vegetable wholesale markets are allowed to collect an 8% commission on the 

fruits and vegetables they sell. The success of this tool as food policy is questionable, 

regulate the sale and exchange of livestock and hides, the scale of the event defies oversight of public 
health and food security issues. 

According to a published report of the Greater Istanbul Municipality, the 37 Tanzim Satis stores were 
closed for reasons of "bad politics and imprudent practices"(IBB 1997b: 214). 
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however. The wholesale merchants severely underreport the amounts of produce they 

sell and the profits they generate (Arabul 22 January 1998). The kabzimal probably 

influences the price of produce more than the law would suggest. It is a widely believed 

part of Istanbul's local lore that the kabzimal are, in fact, the cause of high food prices. 

At the same time that the government attempts to control profits and prices, it 

attempts to control infi*astructure and pathways. In part, the requirement that produce 

must go through municipal fiiiit and vegetable wholesale facilities is to collect a 2% tax. 

Purportedly, it is also an opportunity to control quality, by discouraging unregulated fiaiit 

and vegetable markets and transfer areas. The driving factor, however, appears not to be 

food policy as much as economic policy and the attempt to control and manage public 

spaces. Overall, government control of food pathways seems to set up oligopolistic 

conditions that have a tendency to increase food prices. 

Because price controls lose their effectiveness without standardization and quality 

controls (Kaynak 1980), the Istanbul municipality patrols and monitors retail food 

establishments, conducting spot checks and inspections. Inspectors regularly visit 

bakeries and other establishments to inspect scales and bread to ensure compliance with 

standards. Similarly, Istanbul municipal authorities pursue projects targeted at protecting 

the public health. In 1998, major debates preceded Istanbul's requirements that bread 

sold retail had to be sold in bags {Sabah 25 June 1998). Final implementation of the law 

was postponed in response to the outcry over what this would do to costs and quality. 

Despite the argument for public health, bakeries and retailers said that the new law would 

increase costs, and bread would not be as fresh if it were wrapped in a bag. 
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Other ongoing targets of the Istanbul authorities are informal and illegal channels 

of food distribution. These tend to take on a public health argument. However, the 

motivation between protecting the public health can get mixed with protecting other 

economic interests. According to city officials, the tax revenues lost to informal food 

distribution channels in Istanbul is significant. Formal wholesalers lose revenues to 

informal distribution and lobby for government control of unregistered sales. Smith 

(1998:213) has observed that the "introduction of new health and hygiene regulations that 

favor 'modem' enterprises and squeeze out competition firom more informal retailers" is 

an indirect way to facilitate the development of conventional food systems. 

Other food policies found in Istanbul include variable taxation and seasonal social 

services. Cereals, pulses, sugar, meat, poultry, eggs, firuits, vegetables and other basic 

foods are charged a value added tax of 3%, whereas processed foods have a value added 

tax of 10% (Baysal 1991). According to Baysal, this has positive impacts on the food 

choices of low income and health conscious consumers (1991: 137). 

During the holy month of Ramadan, Istanbul's district municipalities set up tents 

to provide evening meals to the needy. Beyond this, the govenmient's food related social 

welfare services are minimal, and neighborhood level assistance is often picked up by the 

numerous vakifs (pious foundations) around Istanbul that distribute food and provide 

meals of bread and soup from mosques and Cem Evis (Alevi houses of worship). 

Based on their prominence in the media, food price increases are a sensitive 

subject. But, despite decades of efforts to keep food prices low by regulating prices, 

profits emd distribution systems, large-scale problems continue. Govenunent control of 
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food pathways creates physical and economic bottlenecks, and the partial adoption of free 

market systems with strong government control leaves many citizens with the frustrations 

of both. Current attempts to create a competitive free market end up allowing privileged 

groups to benefit from government control. 

The administrative challenges presented by the scale and complexity of Istanbul's 

food system are not new. Ottoman authorities also struggled with the technical 

difficulties of food supply, distribution and access in Istanbul (Murphey 1988:229). But 

Ottoman food policy seems to have been very progressive by today's standards: 

•Regarding food supply, the [Ottoman] state intervened to enforce universally recognized 

and mutually agreed social norms. Its powers of enforcement were exercised mostly ... 

in support of mass welfare, and not arbitrarily" (Murphey 1988: 239). Today's problems, 

cannot simply be ascribed to an outmoded and traditional food sector. Often, it is the 

very loss of traditional systems that precede social problems. The concept of 

"traditional" needs to be decoupled from the concept of "outmoded" or "backward". With 

this in mind, components of the food system need to be examined to understand how it 

works, where problems lie and how they may be improved. 
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Conclusion 

In general, the food policies for Istanbul are hardly sufficient to bridge the gap 

between urban household needs and household income earning capabilities. Based on the 

information presented in this chapter, widespread access to food is limited and appears to 

be declining, suggesting increasing vulnerability and declining overall urban food 

security. The costs of food have increased as importation and manufacturing make up an 

increasingly large portion of the food, which can be symbolized by the fast food chains, 

billboards, and advertising. As Chapter VI explores, the formal systems of food 

distribution have been directed toward the affluent while at the same time reducing the 

opportunities for the lower income majority. The "modernization" of the food system 

works against lower income practice and access, and the food distribution systems that 

work for the lower income are being forced out. Rather than interpret this simply as the 

tension between the modern and traditional, Keyder sees the conflict in terms of the 

global and the local or, more specifically, between the globalizers, linked to world 

resources and opportunities, and the localizers, the majority population holding on to 

modernism's unfulfilled promises of assimilation (Keyder 1999a: 23-24). 

To summarize, this chapter identified the presence of a large, underemployed and 

unemployed migrant population struggling to make a living in Istanbul. Nevertheless, 

this same population appears to have the skills, social capital, and determination to 

practice urban agriculture if given the opportunity. Specifically, this chapter examined 

some of Istanbul's more critical and dynamic demographic and socioeconomic 
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characteristics. Using official and unofficial information, this chapter has attempted to 

demonstrate the rationale for investigating creative urban household food security 

practices in Istanbul. Numerous socioeconomic factors seem to point to the need for 

creative household livelihood practices. These are high rates of rural-to-urban migration, 

high incidence of agricultural skills and knowledge, maintenance of social networks and 

capital, a culture and history of grassroots and communal responses to unmet needs, high 

levels of inflation, low wages, and increasing relative costs of food. These factors 

suggest an environment ripe for the growth of urban agricultural practices. The next 

chapter examines the practice and potential of urban agriculture in Istanbul. 
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CHAPTER V 

ISTANBUL'S MARKET GARDENS 

Introduction 

This chapter examines Istanbul's bostan market gardens in an effort to distinguish 

between the real, perceived and potential contribution of urban agriculture to urban and 

national food security. If urban agriculture is to make a real contribution to urban 

sustainability and food security in Istanbul, an examination of its place and current 

practice will provide important insights. The historical contribution of bostan market 

gardens and their decline in Istanbul are examined in an effort to understand their present 

role in the urban food system and their (potential) contributions to the city's well being. 

Rather than being the vanguard of a growing urban agricultural movement (as 

seen in other cities around the world), only remnants of a vast network of bostan gardens 

that for centuries supplied Istanbul with fresh produce remain. Why, then, examine 

Istanbul's bostans in the context of urban agriculture as a food security strategy? First, 

urban agriculture has been promoted as a move toward self-sufficient and sustainable 

cities (see also contributions to K09 et al. 1999; Smit and Nasr 1992; Smit, Ratta, and 

Nasr 1996). An examination of the disappearance of urban agriculture from the Istanbul 

landscape helps to uncover some of the constraints, difficulties and obstacles facing 

urban agriculture. Secondly, understanding where the bostan agroecosystem fits within 

the greater urban food system may offer insights into other household food security 
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options when urban agricultural is not practicable. Third, as a model for urban 

agriculture, the bostan agroecosystem is a store of agroecological knowledge. For 

centuries amidst urban structures, crop rotation, multicropping and intercropping, seed 

selection, labor intensive land management, and the use of manure have kept the soil 

fertile, the lands productive, and producer income adequate. 

Urban agriculture has a long history in Istanbul. Similar to other major cities like 

Paris and London, traditional production of vegetables and fruits within the city limits 

was very much a part of the fabric of daily life. These market gardens, called bostans, 

were spread throughout the city on both sides of the Bosphorus and supplied the city's 

wholesale market with seasonal fruits and vegetables. Supporting institutions developed 

around the bostan, supplying them with inputs, labor, equipment, and markets. One 

notable difference between Istanbul and its European counterparts is that this traditional 

production remained significant into the 19 70s and remains a part of the living (and 

nostalgic) memory of most life-long residents of Istanbul. Though some production 

within this traditional lineage continues up through the present, they have been all but 

eliminated by the processes of urban growth and expansion. 

For a period, the urbanization processes itself brought with it a new and different 

mode of urban agricultural production, the gecekondu household or kitchen garden. With 

the mass migration from the countryside to Istanbul, city administrators and the private 

sector were wholly unable to provide services and meet the basic demands of the rapidly 

growing population. As a result, the new migrants built their own informal systems and 

infrastructure. Built according to patterns that the peasant migrants were familiar with 
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from their villages, the typical early gecekondu residence was built with a surrounding 

garden. "Small-scale gardening and poultry raising were practiced around the shacks to 

support the insufficient income of the household head" (§enyapili 1982: 239). The house 

gardens were typically 30 to 50 square meters, but sometimes as much as 200 square 

meters, and produced for home consumption (Dimitri Bey 2 March 98). Like everywhere 

else in the world, household gardens and livestock can be very important at the household 

level. Fresh milk form dairy cows hidden in sheds provides milk for yogurt and cheese, 

and can be a significant source of income. One inhabitant of a gecekondu neighborhood 

in Sariyer gets 20-25 liters daily fi*om two cows. She i^ able to sell these for TL 150,000 

per liter (about $US 0.60 in May 1998). But such practices are increasingly rare, as 

government authorities work to remove livestock from the city. 

With the rapid urbanization, regularly occurring land pardons (whereby squatters 

are given title to their land, often coinciding with elections), and increasing land rents, the 

early one and two story village-style gecekondus have given way to large apartment 

blocks. With a title, the owner is now secure in building a multi-story apartment 

complex, from which rental payments ensure a sizeable income in perpetuity and 

eliminate the necessity for a household garden. Thus, many of the early waves of 

migrants, especially those who built and received titles to their buildings and land, are 

largely incorporated into the economic structure of Istanbul. 

As discussed in Chapter IV, recent migrants to Istanbul do not generally have the 

opportunity to put their future into gecekondu development. By the 1980s, Mafia-style 

control of land development had taken over. Today, with the intense competition for 
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land, the household garden is not often an option for new peasant migrants, who must 

move into small, apartment-style accommodations. Although their contribution could be 

significant toward the household food budget, meeting as much as a quarter of the fresh 

vegetable needs plus what a small number of livestock could provide, they are not 

addressed in much detail in this dissertation. 

A bos tan (as translated from the Turkish) is a "market garden, truck garden. 

vegetable garden, truck farm," although its etymology has its origins in reference 

specifically to melon or watermelon fields (Redhouse 1997, Istanbul Ansiklopedisi 1963 

and 1994b). As many as 20-25 different types of vegetables are grown on a single bostan 

over the course of a year. The Turkish Encyclopedia defines a bostan as a "garden in 

which vegetables are grown for the purpose of commerce," and to be sold in the market 

{Tiirk Anskiklopedisi 1955 [trans.]). According to this source, there are a number of 

characteristics by which bostans are distinguished from other vegetable gardens or types 

of agricultural production: 

Bostans are permanently/always established in places near the city because the 
vegetables grown are sold to the city; fertilizer, glass, crates, lamps (for 
heating) and other things needed for the bostans are procured from the city. 

In vegetable agriculture, there are few places where such a wide variety of 
vegetables are sown as in the bostans; the vegetables that are grown in the 
bostans are very special and fetch high prices in the market; cheap vegetables 
are not sown. 

The chemical composition of the soil in bostans is not very important because 
manure is used in enormous amounts. 

Produce is taken from the bostans five or six times in a year. 

Monetary expenditures per donum are high. 
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Bostans are irrigated in a methodical and orderly way. 

The sides of bostans are surrounded by things like hedges, fences, barbed 
wire, or walls. 

A section of the bostans is for raising first and last turfanda (out of season) 
vegetables; hothouses and lamps are used [to extend the growing season]. 

For our purposes, a bostan shall be considered a bostan if it is farmed according to the 

general practices outlined above and if it emerges as part of the traditional and historical 

trajectory discussed below. Thus, even if their location or some of the details of their 

practices may have changed, they will still be considered to be part of the bostan 

agroecosystem. 

Historical bostan production in Istanbul 

Bostans in Istanbul have been cultivated since at least the twelfth century, when 

the gardens in the lands below the walls near Yedikule provided many types of 

vegetables to Istanbul's citizens (Koder 1995:53). From the Byzantine period until very 

recently, bostans satisfied the vegetable needs of Istanbul {Istanbul Ansiklopedisi 1994b). 

They were spread throughout the neighborhoods, inside the oldest parts of the established 

city as well as around it on its expanding edges. Even though their oldest history is 

within and adjacent to the historical city circumscribed by the Theodosian walls, the 

Golden Horn and the Sea of Marmara, they have a long history on the European and 

Asian sides of the city alike. 
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Unlike Mediterranean cereal crops, which are dry farmed, precipitation in the 

region is insufficient for vegetable crops, so they require irrigation. Thus, the bostans 

were located near the many creeks and rivers that emptied into the Sea of Marmara and 

the Bosphorus; the biggest bostans were right next to the creeks or at the Marmara where 

the creeks kept the soil moist {Istanbul Ansiklopedisi 1994). In periods of drought, some 

bostancis had to resort to purchasing water (Istanbul Vilayeti Undated). The bostans 

remaining in the city rely mainly on well water. Some bostancis who have relocated 

outside of Istanbul use creek and river water. 

Part of the lore of the bostans is that some areas were famous for particular 

vegetables. Long-time residents of Istanbul reminisce that the cucumbers from 

Cengelkoy could be smelled from down the street, or that the strawberries of Amavutkoy 

could be smelled from boats on which they were delivered to the wholesale facility in 

Unkapani/Eminonii. Already in the 17"' century, the cucumbers of Ku9uk Vlanga were 

known for their size (Komiirciiyan 1988). Others claim that the famous lettuce of 

Yedikule got its soft, almost oily, texture from animal fats that soaked the area's soil, a 

by-product of the area's leatherworks (Sabri 4 Apnl 1998). While place differences in the 

quality of the vegetables are plausible, others dismiss these memories as consumer 

wistfulness or local propaganda and place competition (Sukre 6 Apnl 1998). Certainly, 

there are taste differences between traditional bostan production — where vegetables were 

grown from traditional seeds harvested from the previous year's crop, fertilized with 

manure and harvested in season when ripe — and imported vegetables. The mass 

produced greenhouse vegetables from commercieil production in Antalya are grown with 
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artificial fertilizers, grown with yield maximizing hybrid seeds, and picked early to 

survive storage and transportation. 

It is difficult to estimate the actual production of Istanbul's bostans and their 

contribution to the food needs of the city. Even in the early years of the Republic in the 

1920's and I930's, before the beginning of their demise in the face of rapid urbanization, 

the contribution of bostans to the food needs of the city was discounted. According to a 

publication of the Director of Istanbul Agriculture, despite the great diversity of 

vegetable production in the bostans of Istanbul, this contribution is not recorded in the 

registers of primary agricultural production (Istanbul Vilayeti Undated). One reference to 

the amount of land sown in vegetables in 1923 - the year of Independence - puts bostan 

production in the province at 2,069 decares (or 207 hectares) (IBB 1973). If one were to 

assume that Istanbul's entire vegetable supply was solely from bostans, and that each 

bostan averaged aroimd 10 doniim (based on current sizes; one doniim = 0.092 ha), there 

would have been only about 225 bostans in and around Istanbul. But this would also 

mean that the entire vegetable needs of the city (at a population of around 1 million) were 

met with only 2 square meters of garden per person. Such a vegetable supply would 

have to have been supplemented by imports from Istanbul's hinterland, production from 

house g£U'dens, or else the reported figure underestimates the area of bostans. 

Little information exists on vegetable production for Istanbul from the 

surrounding vicinity. Apart from agricultural census information for production in the 

entire province, quantitative data regarding bostan production is scarce. Although 

produce for the city was grown outside of the city limits, there is little information for 
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determining relative amounts from Istanbul's bostans versus that from its hinterland. 

This is compounded by the unclear spatial distinction between the urban influenced 

bostan system and the rural economy. Recognizing that additional research is needed for 

clarification, the emphasis of this chapter is on bostan production under Istanbul's sphere 

of influence. 

One newspaper account reports that, at the end of the Nineteenth Century, on both 

the European and Asian sides of Istanbul, there were more than 1,200 vegetable gardens 

which were productive enough to satisfy Istanbul's fruit and vegetable needs 

{Cumhuriyet 15 December 1990). This number probably would not have begun to 

change signiflcantly until the 1950's, and not drastically until the 1970's. So, if it is 

again assumed that there were 10 donum per garden, the total acreage of Istanbul's 

bostans may have been around 12,000 doniim (1,200 hectares or 12 km^). This comes 

out to about 12 square meters per person for a city of one million. Koder, in an analysis 

of the fresh vegetable supply of twelfth and thirteenth century Constantinople, estimates 

that - assuming no social or natural disruptions from war, drought, pests and such -

roughly 3 km^ of land within the Theodosian walls and another 12-13 km^ outside the 

walls satisfied the vegetable needs of the city of 300-500,000 without much difficulty 

(Koder 1995). This adds up to about 16-17,000 donum, about 25% more than what is 

calculated from the newspaper report for late Ottoman Istanbul. 

In making his estimate, Koder assumes that 30-50 square meters is needed to 

satisfy the vegetable needs of each person, an assumption loosely and conservatively 

based on calculations from pre-industrial Central Europe. Given that Istanbul has more 
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days of sunshine per year, fewer days of frost, and higher average temperature, growing 

conditions are probably more favorable in Istanbul, assuming sufRcient water and 

manure. Further, by Koder's own acknowledgement, the Central European estimate 

includes tubers, which are not grown on bostans. And, lastly, in the six centuries 

between the time of Koder's estimate and the early Twentieth Century, production 

techniques and yields have likely increased. 

One factor that might contribute to reduced yields over time is a reduction in soil 

fertility after intensive farming of the same site for many centuries. However, according 

to today's bostancis, soil infertility appears more associated with the transition to 

artificial fertilizers and impacts of industrialization and urbanization - air and water 

pollution, urban sprawl and the loss of traditional inputs - than to fatigue from centuries 

of use. This is consistent with the account from the Turk Ansiklopedisi (Turkish 

Encyclopedia, see the characteristics of bostans listed above), which suggests that the use 

of manure as fertilizer enhanced the soil to such a degree that its starting quality was 

immaterial. 

Finally, as part of the annual productive cycle, Koder identifies three sets of 

harvests - in spring, late summer and early fall - with some vegetables such as onions 

available from the bostans year round. The Turkish Encyclopedia reports that as many as 

five or six harvests were typical for bostans-, this is confirmed by the practices of today's 

bostancis. This number of harvests is roughly twice as many harvests as acknowledged 

by Koder (1995). Therefore taking into accoimt improvements in vegetable varieties and 

yield over the centuries, intensification, innovation, as well as multiple harvests, it is 
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reasonable to estimate that 1,200-1,300 bostans in and around Istanbul, producing on 

12,000 donum (12 km") were enough to keep Istanbul in vegetables until well into this 

century. 

The much cited traveler and chronicler of Ottoman royalty from the courts of 

Suleyman the Magnificent, Evliya (^^elebi, in an accounting of all the guilds and 

professions in Constantinople, writes that there are 4,395 gardens within its jurisdiction 

((^elebi 1968 [1834]). "The gardeners are altogether forty-three thousand nine hundred 

men. because some gardens have more than one gardener attached to them" ((^elebi 

I968[1834]: 119).' These are in addition to the 26,000 fields cultivated by 57,000 

peasants, and the 500 grafters, so skilled that they are said to have grafted a vine with 26 

varieties of grapes and mulberry trees with seven or eight varieties of mulberry ((^elebi 

1968[1834]: 120).^ Because ^elebi places these gardeners (called baghban, a poetic 

form for gardener, from the Persian) with the peasants, grafters, and sellers of vegetables, 

and refers to them collectively as producers, it is reasonable to believe that these gardens 

produced vegetables and not flowers or ornamentals.^ If even three quarters of these 

' 43,900 seems to be an error, either of Von Ritter or Celebi. If there are 4,395 gardens, to say that "some 
have more than one gardener attached to it" would be a fantastic understatement. Therefore, either the 
number of gardeners (or the number of gardens) reported seems to be in error. To assume that the number 
of gardeners is off by an order of magnitude would me most consistent with Qelebi's other statistics and 
other historical and contemporary information. 
~ While the use of (^elebi's accounts is requisite practice among historians, some who have used them for 
understanding Ottoman Istanbul's food supply have found his statistics - such as those pertaining to 
livestock - highly over-reported (Greenwood 1988) 
^ In his systematic account, Qelebi describes the guilds and professions of Constantinople as they appear in 
a great and fantastic procession. In this procession, he places the farmers, gardeners, grafters and vegetable 
sellers in the fifth section, after the "Divines and Doctors" and before "Bread", which is the column of faith 
and support of life, the result of the labors of the primary producers ((^elebi 1968[1835]; 120). The primary 
producers are accompanied in the procession by 500 bostancis of the court. Much later in the procession, 
in the seventeenth section, Qelebi records the f^uit merchants, the "Gardeners of Constantinople", the 
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were bostans — to account for instances of more than one gardener per bostan - and if the 

size of a typical bostan was 5 donum — half the size of the average of today's, remaining, 

bostans, see below - there were 16,500 doniim (18 square kilometers) of bostans within 

Istanbul's jurisdiction at the height of the Ottoman empire. This is nearly the same figure 

estimated by Koder for Constantinople half a millenium earlier. 

Other historical accounts are generally not very helpful in assessing historical 

bostan production. In terms of quantitative information, for example, the narratives of 

Eremya (^elebi Komiirciiyan (1637-1695) and G. Incicyan (1758-1833) contribute 

nothing. They provide no description of the number or area of Istanbul's bostans, nor 

any indication of their production. While their accounts of seventeenth and eighteenth 

century Istanbul are informative, their attention to food production in the city is limited. 

From Komurciyan's account, however, in which he at least notes the presence of bostans, 

gardens and vineyards throughout the city and its environments, it is clear that vegetable 

production was widespread throughout the city and a part of the daily life of most 

neighborhoods. "Pstanbul's] vegetable needs are partially met by what is brought in 

from outside [the city walls?], but in the city's diverse places there are also lots of 

bostans (trans.)" (Komurcuyan 1988: 4). Bostans are included in most of the 

neighborhood descriptions in and around Istanbul. However, Komiirciiyan himself 

merchants of watermelons, and the flower merchants (Qelebi 1968[1835]; 176). About these gardeners, 
Celebi claims that there were 3,000 that tended 1,000 gardens. The most famous of these gardens were 
known for their tulips. The gardens are also known for their fhiits - peaches, pears, apricots, flgs and 
pomegranates with grains that resemble rubies. There may be some overlap with the gardeners of the fifth 
section, because Celebi concludes his account of the gardens in the seventeenth section with, "Were we to 
describe minutely all the gardens and their production we should give forth a work on rural economy and 
gardening" (Celebi 1968tl835]: 177). 
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acknowledges that he did not pay attention to the details of vegetable production in the 

city. "Bahqeleride yeti^tirilen zerzevat ve nebatlara bir gdz atmadi/^'' (Komurciiyan 

1988) - we did not throw an eye toward the vegetables and plants that were raised in the 

gardens. Additional historical information on bostans may exist in the vast store of 

unanalyzed Ottoman archives, but awaits the work of Ottoman historians. 

Though bostans were distributed throughout the city, they tended to be 

concentrated around sources of water. At the beginning of the Republic, the main regions 

of vegetable production in Istanbul include Baku-koy, Kartal-Maltepe, Kadikdy, along 

both sides of the Bosphorus, Yedikule and Langa among others (see Figure 5.1). 

According to accounts, these areas differed from each other according to the systems 

used and even the seasons for which they produced (Istanbul Vilayeti 1932). The area 

from Zeytinbumu and Yedikule, all along the Theodosian walls to Eyup and Ayvansaray 

was also an important region of production. In addition, special places such as out-of-

use, open-air Byzantine cisterns were used for vegetable production. Called 

cukurbostans (simken bostans), they were used for vegetable production already in the 

Seventeenth Century and were still in production in the 1950's, after which they were 

turned into gecekondus (Komiircuyan 1988; Sumner-Boyd and Freely 1972)/ In a 

historical map of Istanbul from 1883, 102 bostans are recorded in the city {Istanbul 

Ansiklopedisi 1994b). Figure 5.2 indicates the extent of the bostans around 1955, at 

* Much more recently, the Fatih Ilcesi has turned its major open-air cisterns into a soccer stadium and two 
educational parks; one of the cukurbostans in Fatih, after being a gecekondu, was the site of an informal 
livestock market for Kurfoan Bayram (CITE). The one in Bakirkdy is now a neatly tended field used for 
concerts and public events. Despite the "remodeling" much of the structural Byzantine integrity of the 
cisterns has been maintained. 



254 

which time there were at least 44 specific bostans identified within the walled city 

{Istanbul Ansiklopedisi 1963). 

Contemporary Bostans and Bostancis in Istanbul 

Introduction an Background 

There is no way to know accurately how many bostans and bostancis remain in 

Istanbul today. Based on my findings, today's bostans have an average area of 10-13 

doniXm (1 -1.3 ha) and they range from one and two donum to 90 c/o/jm/w, with the smaller 

gardens being much more prevalent (see Table 5.1). Though their numbers are rapidly 

declining, some bostancis^ claim that there are still about 1000 traditional bostans 

throughout municipal Istanbul, covering about one square kilometer. One longtime and 

successfiil bostanci who has moved his production fi-om Kadikoy to Omerli, guesses that 

there may be 10,000 donum of bostans in Istanbul (Ramazan 24 May 1998). In fact, 

with a calculated average bostan size of 10 doniim, the two, independently proposed 

figures are similar. Lacking a better estimate, 1000 bostancis on approximately one 

square kilometer would appear to be an upper limit. This, however, includes areas far 

from the historical centers of bostan production, in places as far away fi-om historical 

Istanbul as Catalca and Kufiik Cekmece to Omerli and Tuzla (see Figtire 5.3). From my 

fieldwork, it is difficult to support claims that more than 300 or 400 bostans remain. 

' The suffix -ci converts the root form into the tradesman. Thus, a bostanci is one who farms a bostan. 
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There is little evidence to suggest that vegetable production in and around 

Istanbul changed significantly between the end of the Ottoman Empire until the middle of 

the Twentieth Century. Prior to the 1950's, it seems that the most significant changes 

that took place in the institution of the bostan was in the ethnic makeup of the gardeners. 

Interviews with contemporary bostancis indicate that the earliest vegetable gardeners in 

the city were Greeks and Armenians (field notes, Cumhuriyet 15 December 1990). The 

Bulgarians eventually inherited the skills, gardens and opportunities, who then passed 

them on to Albanians. Currently, the vast majority of bostan vegetable gardens in 

Istanbul are operated by immigrants from Cide, a Black Sea district in the province of 

Kastamonu (field notes, IBB 1997b). 

It is possible that the transition to Balkan bostancis coincided with the influx of 

Bulgarians to Istanbul in the Nineteenth Century, with additional Bulgarians and 

.Albanians arriving during the Balkan Wars, and again after World War II. One 

successful Albanian bostanci supports this, saying said that his grandfather migrated to 

Istanbul "about 80-85 years ago [1913-1918], during the Balkan Wars, when most of the 

Albanians came here" (Ersin 9 May 98). A bostanci vacuum could have been created 

with the mass departure of Greeks and Armenians in the first decades of this century, and 

again after World War 11.^ However, Komiirciyan in his seventeenth century account, 

notes that in many bostans, such as those near the limits of the sea around Balat, the 

gardeners are Bulgarians and Armenians. And, toward the end of the Nineteenth 



259 

Century, the names on Ko^u's 1883 map of Istanbul suggest that the important bostan 

owners in the city were Greek and Albanian {Istanbul Ansiklopedisi 1994b). Thus, while 

the early masters of vegetable production in the city were predominantly Greek and 

Armenian, Bulgarians and Albanians appear to have had a longer tradition in the city's 

gardens than some current accounts suggest. 

The transition from Christian minority and Balkan to Anatolian bostancis is 

nearly complete. As noted in Chapter IV, as with so much of social and commercial life 

in Istanbul, there is still a very strong ethnic component among the bostancis. Today, the 

overwhelming majority of bostancis are from the villages around Inebolu in the district of 

Cide in the province of Kastamonu. Of the bostancis interviewed, 75% (34) are from 

Kastamonu on the Black Sea coast (see Figure 1.1), and specifically from the villages in 

the district of Cide. Four bostancis are Albanian, three are from Sivas, and one each from 

Rize, Bartin, and Istanbul. The migratory/ethnic origins of two are unknown.^ 

People from Cide began working on the bostans in the mid-to late I950's. 

According to one, there were no gardeners from Cide 30-40 years ago (Mehmet 11 April 

1998). The data support this. Of the six bostancis that have been gardening for over 42 

years, only one is from Cide. Of those that began working since 1955, all of them - with 

the possible exception of one from Rize - are from Cide. The Cideli bostancis 

^ The varltk vergisi, the wealth tax that was unjustly levied on Jews, Greeks and Armenian in the 1940's 
crushed many families and led to the emigration of many from these groups, and who continue to trickle 
out the Turkey. 
^ Twenty-seven interviewees said specifically that they were from Cide, while seven said that they were 
from Kastamonu, most probably Cide. Because the two for whom I did not record their memleket had 
gardens amidst others from Kastamonu, and had similar histories, it is very reasonable to assume that they, 
too, are from Kastamonu. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that 36 of those interviewed are from Cide. 
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interviewed received their training and started with the Bulgarians and Albanians directly 

or via their fathers. Table 5.1 provides a summary of the characteristics of the bostancis 

that were interviewed for this analysis, as well as information about their bostans. 

Field Interviews with Contemporary Bostancis 

In-depth field interviews were conducted to understand the place of bostans in the 

context of urban agriculture and urban food security. The contribution of the bostans to 

household, community and regional food security, the impact on and responses of 

bostancis to greater political economic change, and the significance of any changes were 

investigated. 

Forty-eight currently active bostancis were interviewed on 46 separate bostans 

(see Appendix B for the questions that were used to guide the field interviews). In most 

cases, the interviews were conducted without prior arrangement. In addition, three 

retired bostancis were interviewed. Interviews with others familiar with the institution of 

the bostan were also conducted, including local muhtars (neighborhood head men and 

women), the owners of the two remaining seed suppliers on which the bostancis rely, and 

government and association officials. In addition, short surveys were conducted on the 

premises of the Istanbul Tohum Magazasi (Istanbul Seed Supply), with the support of the 

proprietors, to help establish the geographical distribution and actors involved in urban 

agriculture (see Appendices C and D for the survey questions). 
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Table 5.1: Summary characteristics and conditions of Istanbul's 
bostans and bostancis, 1997-1998 (n=47) 

Average size of Bostan 13.4 doniim* 
Average size w/o 3 largest and smallest 10.7 doniim 
Median bostan size 8.25 donum 
Migratory Origin 

Cide 29 
Other Kastamonu 7 
Albanian 4 
Sivas 3 
Other 3 
Unkown 2 

Average age (35 respondants) 49 years 
Average years on current bostan (41 respondents) 18 years 
Average years in Istanbul (25 respondents) 29 years 
Average years as a bostanci (34 respondents) 32 years 
Average workers: hhld + hired (39 resondents) 2 workers/donum 
Purchase produce from the hal ? 

Yes 29 
No 5 
Unkown 14 

Market for produce 
Bazaar 34 
Pushcart vendor 16 
Hal 16 
Other retail (restaurant, greengrocer, street table) 11 
Unknown 6 

Rent payed for use of land? 
Yes 22 
No 13 
Unkown 10 
Owner/operator 3 

Avg. monthly rent of those that pay rent (16 respondents) TL 2 million/doniim* 
Median monthly rent of those that pay (16 respondents) TL 1 million/doniim* 

* One doniim is approximately 1,000 square meters, or 0.1 ha 
•• In December, 1997, $US 1 = TL 205,000, or TL 1 million = $US 5. 

Source: Field interviews, 10/97-6/98 
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The average size of the 48 active bostans included in the field interviews was 13 

donum (approximately 1.3 ha), ranging from 1 donum to 90 doniim} Removing the three 

largest and the three smallest, the average size drops to 10 doniim. The median size of 

the entire sample is just over 8 ddniim. These represent 19 specific neighborhoods 

{mahalles) in and around Istanbul, which can be grouped into 10 general regions of 

bostan production (see Table 5.2). Many of these are historical regions of bostan 

production, and have been in production at least since around the beginning of the 

nineteenth century. The bostans in Ku9uk Langa, Piyale Pa§a, and Yedikule have been in 

production for centuries (see Figures 5.2 and 5.3). The gardens in Bakirkdy, Davutpa^a, 

Omerli and Umraniye, however, are not traditional regions of bostans but relatively new 

sites of production' which have been recently developed as the forces associated with 

urban growth have forced the bostancis to relocate their bostans. These have been put 

into production between five and thirty-five years ago. Because irrigation is critical, all 

of the bostans are located along creeks, at artesian springs, or where the water table 

allows wells to provide sufficient water. 

® Specifically, one donum ranges from 920 {Langenscheidt 1986) to 940 {Redhouse 1997), or 
roughly 1000 m^. Generally, ten donum is approximated as I hectare. 
^ Ironically, both Bakirkdy and Umraniye historically had extensive bostan production which have now 
largely been developed over. The regions referred to in the text are still being farmed by the bostancis that 
first put them into production. 



Table 5.2 Sites or bostans studied Tor ficidwork, 1997-1998 

Site (neighborhood name) 

Number of bostans 
visited 
at site 

General region 
of sites 

History of gardens 
in the region 

Omerli 2 
Yeni Sahra 2 
Bomonti 1 
Piyale Pasa 2 
Beyierbeyi 2 
KQplQce 1 
Kuzguncuk 1 
tstinye 1 
Rumeli Kavagi I 
Oavutpasa I 
Hava alani 8 
Incirli Bostan I 
Omek Mahailesi 3 
M. Kemal Mahalle, Umraniye I 
Kasap Ilyas Mahalle 2 
Langa 3 
Yedikule (outside the walls) 9 
Yedikule (inside the walls) 6 

Total 47 

1 Asian side interior 
2 Barbaros Mah 
3 Bomonti-fCasim Pasa 

4 Bosphorus Asia 

5 Bosphorus Europe 

6 Davutpa a 
7 Hava alani 
8 Kadikoy-IferenkOy 

9 Langa 

10 Yedikule 

SinceI980's 
Since early 20th C. 
Historical 

Historical 

Historical 

Since 1950's 
Since I980's 
Since early 20th C. 

Historical 

Historical 
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Production Issues 

The Contemporary BosXan Agroecosystem^'^ 

The institution of the bostan appears to have escaped any detailed or significant 

documentation. This seems to due to the non-recognition, or perhaps an actual de-

emphasis, of their contribution. Since the last century, city development and 

industrialization in a European fashion were the priority and goal. Traditional and 

agricultural practices in the city would not be consistent with the official vision of a 

modem city, where peasant practices and characteristics are strongly discouraged in the 

city. As observed elsewhere (see Kuppinger 1995), respected traditional practices are 

increasingly being pushed toward the economic, social and even legal margins. In 

Istanbul, Western style economic institutions - supermarkets, for example - are praised 

in the media as the modem and efficient urban ideal, whereas traditional institutions like 

bostans and neighborhood bazaars are considered problematic, developmentally 

regressive, and even threatening. Agricultural practices now carried out by migrant 

bostancis is easily denigrated as traditional, backward, and (mistakenly) of the village. 

One indication of the marginalization of bostan production comes from a retired 

bostanci. He explained that, rather than paying a rent to the municipality for his bostan 

land in Langa, he paid a remuneration fee (ecri misil). This fee was based on his 

The term agroecosystem generally refers to an agricultural system that has evolved over centuries, where 
the emphasis is on interactions between people and food producing resources, and which emerge from 
particular local variations in climate, soil, economic relations, social structure and history (Altieri 1987; 
Norgaard 1987). In agroecosystems, emphasis is on the environmental and social sustainability of 
production (Hecht 1987). 



265 

occupational classification as fuzuli i^gal — which translates as an unlawful occupation of 

property, i.e., squatting (Abbas Kici, 10 Jan 98). According to the patriarch of the 

Istanbul Tohum Magazasi (Istanbul Seed Store), there is no interest in the bostans. "If 

they [the bostans] were something important, there would be a record of them, and [the 

authorities] wouldn't let them ruin these bostans - no, I don't think that there is any 

documentation of these things" (Stefa Bey, 4 May 1998). Thus, past practices and 

production have to be inferred largely from current activities, first-hand and oral 

accounts, and indirect references. 

Production and Cultivation Practices 

Production in Istanbul's bostans reflects the diversity of Mediterranean 

agriculture. Poiyculture (in contrast to monoculture) can be an important characteristic of 

agroecosystems (Liebman 1987). Through crop diversity, multi-cropping and inter

cropping, farmers can increase yields per area of production. By growing different crops 

in specific sequences to obtain multiple harvests from the same plot over the course of a 

season, and by raising numerous crops simultaneously in the same plot, time and space 

are manipulated to maximize the productive output of a unit of area. In addition to 

increased efficiency, such intensive cultivation is consistent with sustainable production 

practices. 

Productive diversity is one of the defining characteristics of Istanbul's bostans. 

Over the course of the season and between one year and the next, the crop mixes and 

locations within the bostan will change. Planting and harvesting are staggered to provide 
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a constant supply of vegetables. To reduce market-related risks and to have an ongoing 

supply of produce to sell in the pazar, the bostanci wants to have produce everyday, not a 

single, one-time harvest. 

In a year, the typical bostan in Istanbul will produce 15-20 different vegetable 

crops, the majority of these being summer crops. Bostanci's divide their production into 

two seasons, sxmimer and winter. Summer vegetables are collectively referred to as yazlik 

and winter vegetables are known as ki^lik. Another traditional distinction bostancis make 

is between paralik and okkalik. Literally, paralik means "of so many monies" (Redhouse 

1997) and is used to refer to those crops that are sold in units or bunches, such as roka, 

lettuce, parsley, dill and other greens, but also green onions, garlic, beets and radishes. 

Okkalik literally means an okka's worth of something. An okka is an historical unit of 

weight, measuring 2.8 poimds. To bostancis, okkalik refers to those crops that are sold 

by weight, such as tomatoes, cucimibers, eggplants, spinach and leeks (Hasan, 4 April 

1998). Table 5.3 is a list of the specific vegetables and the planting/harvesting seasons. 

Basic crops produced in Istanbul's bostans have changed very little over the 

decades, despite societal and agricultural changes. Even with changes in market demand, 

imports and exports, the availability of seeds and other inputs, the role of and 

expectations for bostan are very well-defined, and there is little deviation from 

fundamental and traditional patterns. Still, cultural intermingling with the mass 

migration into Istanbul has influenced production at least slightly. Kara lahana (black 

cabbage), for example, is strongly associated with the people from the Black Sea regions, 

and appears to be new to the bostans with the transition to Cideli's as bostancis. In 



Table 5.3: Vegetables grown in Istanbul's Bostan Market Gardens 

Vegetable Season 
Turkish name English name Produced** 
Biber (Carliston) Pepper (mild) Summer 
Biber (Dolmalik) Bell pepper Summer 
Biber (Sivri) Pepper (hot) Summer 
Domates Tomato Summer 
Fasulye Green beans Summer 
Ispanak Spinach Summer 
Kabak* Squash Summer 
Patlican Eggplant Summer 
Semizotu Purslane Summer 
Tere Cress Summer 
Dereotu Dill Summer & Winter 
Kara lahana Black cabbage Summer & Winter 
Kivirc k Lettuce (curly) Summer & Winter 
Maydonoz Parsely Summer & Winter 
Pancar Beets Summer & Winter 
Pazi Chard Summer & Winter 
Roka Anigula Summer & Winter 
Sarimsak (yesil) Fresh garlic Summer & Winter 
Yesil Sogan Green onion Summer & Winter 
Gobek Lahana* Round cabbage Winter 
Karnabahar* Cauliflower Winter 
Kirmizi turp Red radish Winter 
Pirasa Leeks Winter 
Sogan Onion Winter 

* Grown on only a few bostans. Until recent pollution and pest 
problems, cucumbers and carrots were widely grown. 

• * While generally the case, the seasons vary by bostanci. 
Source: Field interviews, 1997-1998 
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Yedikule, some of the bostancis report growing reyhan, a sweet basil not traditionally 

grown in a bosian. Migrants from Malatya settled in Yedikule and may have brought it 

with them. An Albanian bostanci married to a Malatyali is reported to have been the first 

to grow reyhan (Sabri 4 April 98). 

Though bostans are defined by their vegetable production, most bostans have a 

few fruit trees, including figs, persimmons, mulberries, quince, cherries and other fruits, 

usually for bostanci household consumption, either fresh or as preserves. Occasionally, 

the fiiiits are sold. One bostanci in Beylerbeyi has enough persimmon trees to harvest for 

local markets. In addition, a handful of bostancis, in defiance of municipal efforts to 

remove livestock from the city, still manage to keep 2-4 dairy cows and gain a very 

important triple benefit: milk (and yogurt, cheese) for the household, income from 

surplus milk, and manure for the gardens. 

While there is no longer much distinction between Istanbul's bostans, as the 

distinctive crop varieties associated with particular regions have disappeared, there is still 

some association of certain bostans with particular vegetables. In addition to reyhan, 

another notable case in Yedikule is the andelia style of lettuce grown extensively on only 

one bostan. It is not for consumption in Istanbul - because of how well it keeps, it is 

preferred in the kitchens of ships that come to port in Istanbul. It is not sold in the pazar 

but directly to the hal. In other cases, bostancis will grow particular vegetables for their 

own consumption (for example, com) or seemingly as a hobby (one Albanian grew 

artichokes). Bostancis in Langa can grow tere and roka earlier in the season because 

their area is enclosed by walls and buildings and is less susceptible to frost. 
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Probably the most notable change in production over the last half century is in 

what is no longer being produced. Since the last decade, cucumbers, tomatoes, marul 

lettuce - among the traditional bostan crops - are now grown only mostly for personal 

consumption. According to interviewees, they are no longer able to grow these crops for 

environmental reasons. The plants die before they are ready to be harvested. The 

perception of many of the bostancis is that the Chernobyl nuclear accident in Ukraine has 

caused their decline. Referring to reported environmental impacts on the tea harvest 

along the Eastern Black Sea coast, many bostancis believe that the accident contaminated 

soil in Istanbul, making it impossible to grow certain vegetables. 

In actuality, other environmentally related factors have also had negative 

environmental impacts on bostan crops. Water and air pollution, from industrial, 

residential and automotive emissions, are the most significant. The air quality in Istanbul 

has for years been poor, especially in the winter, from the great amounts for coal burned 

for residential heating. Despite the city's attempts to require clean burning coal and to 

promote the use of natiual gas, the incentives behind trading and using cheap and poor 

quality coal are strong. Rising pollution from the increasing number of cars on the road 

may also be contributing to the changes that bostancis see in the quality of their crops. 

Whatever the real cause, numerous bostancis perceive poor air quality as an important 

environmental problems affecting their production. In response, many bostancis see the 

potential of greenhouse production as a layer of protection from airborne pollution. 

Another factor changing the crop makeup on Istanbul's bos tans is the 

industrialization of production in Southern Turkey, primarily the Mediterranean 
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provinces of Antalya, Icel and Adana. For example, tomatoes are grown cheaply, for 

transportation and without blemishes - and without taste - in the south. With such 

production, the bostancis cannot compete. In the past, without competition from more 

commercial operations bringing produce from distant provinces, bostancis could also risk 

concentrating on fewer crops. For instance, until the 1970's some fields in BayramPa^a, 

Osmaniye, Zeytinbumu and Topkapi were reportedly all artichokes. 

Besides simply overwhelming the Istanbul market with produce from the southern 

coastal provinces, another big financial effect that extra-regional imports have had on 

bostancis was to take away the turfanda, the early fruits and vegetables that brought 

premium prices. Whereas Istanbul's bostancis grow vegetables and fiiiits according to 

seasons, imported produce from Antalya and the rest of the world is not limited in this 

way. According to the bostancis, seasonal change and differences are increasingly lost. 

Whereas the turfanda would generate greater profits - bostancis would compete amongst 

themselves to have the earliest harvests, the availability of vegetables imported from the 

southern Turkey has taken this opportunity away. 

In techniques learned from the Bulgarian masters, bostancis divide their gardens 

into tarlas, tahtas and ma^uls. The tarla is the entire field of a particular crop. To use 

irrigation water efficiently, the tarla is divided into strips approximately two meters wide, 

each called a tahta. In turn, the tahta is divided into smaller units, each called a maful. 

Each ma^ul is roughly two meters square, with the soil mounded up on the sides to 

contain the irrigation water which fiows along the side of the tarla, into the chaimels 

dividing tahtas, and into each ma^ul which holds the water. By dividing the tarla this 
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way, irrigation water can effectively be directed to the specific crops that need it. For 

winter crops, when precipation is abundant, the tarla is left flat, without the subdivisions 

into tahtas and ma^uls. An entire bos tan is composed of a great mix of tar las, tahtas. 

ma^uls. 

In Yedikule, one 3.5 doniim bostan had 40 stands of vegetables (Sabri 4 April 

1998), another with 8.5 doniim had only twenty (Hassan 4 April 1998).'' In Langa^ a 4 

doniim bostan had between 25 and 30 separate stands (Sabri 12 June 1998), another 6-7 

doniim plot had nearly 60 (Mehmet 10 April 1998), and in Beylerbeyi a 17 doniim garden 

also had about 27 (Hasan 13 June 1998). Bigger bostans on level fields tend to have far 

fewer stands per doniim, as opportunities to use tractors and roto-tillers are greater. That 

is, bigger bostans have more tarlas relative to single tahtas and ma^uls. The intensity of 

land use may not be as great on bigger bostans, as the need to produce on every possible 

piece of land is not as strong. 

Beds in the bostan are also set aside to produce seeds for the following season. 

Most bostancis still produce some of their own seeds, though they do not all produce the 

same ones. If the efficiency of one crop is too low, the bostanci will purchase seeds. 

Seeds that bostancis around Istanbul still produce themselves include roka (arugula), pazi 

(chard), semizotu (purslane), pancar (beets), so^an (onions), pirasa (leeks) and beyaz 

turp (white radish), and patlican (eggplant). For crops like roka, pazi, semizotu, and 

pancar, a portion of the plot is set aside as a tohumluk (seed bed). These crops are 

'' I use stand to mean a discrete unit plot of vegetables distinct from the vegetables adjacent to them. 
While a tarla is subdivided into tahtas, which is then subdivided into mafuls, bostancis will sometimes 
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allowed to flower and go to seed, then harvested and dried, the seeds are separated from 

the chaff, and then stored for use the following season. For fruit-bearing plants like 

patlican, the fruit is set aside, dried and the seeds are separated out. 

Production Choices, Uncertainty and Risk 

One of the numerous features that distinguish bostan production from household-

oriented production is the nature of production itself. That is, production decisions do not 

stem from household needs but from consumer demands. Production is, first and 

foremost, for the market. Decisions on what to grow, the crop mix, are determined 

largely by what consumer markets demand, by what the hal has and sells, and by the 

prices. Much of this pattern is cultural, although the changing agrofood economy is 

influencing cultural and traditional production on bostans. 

A great mix of vegetables has always been grown on Istanbul's bostans. 

Bostancis misleadingly de-emphasize any great decision-making process that they put 

into determining what to grow, explaining, simply, that consimiers expect the variety. 

Still, the bostancis are trying to spread their economic risks and increase their profits 

through timing and space management. 

Uncertainty is inherent in agricultural production. As market uncertainty is one of 

the drivers behind production decisions, bostancis simultaneously try to anticipate market 

trends while spreading risks in the attempt to defend against environmental and social 

place a single tahta or even a single mofut in a comer or small and awkwardly shaped portion of his 
property. 
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uncertainties. These uncertainties exist at various scales, have various time horizons, and 

different ramifications. Besides land tenure insecurities and climatic variations and their 

inherent uncertainties, a third set of uncertainties of constant concern to bostancis are 

those of the market. 

The bostancis are acutely aware of how changes in the Turkish agriculture have 

affected their livelihood prospects. According to one, the vegetables coming from the 

south create uncertainty. Even though some crops are more consistently in demand, and 

more reliable money producers, specializing in single crops carries unacceptable risks. 

Neither the kabzimal (wholesale merchants in the hat) nor the bostancis know what will 

arrive in Istanbul from production in southern Turkey, and the hal only buys what it can 

sell. Vegetable prices are set by what is received from Antalya, l9el and Adana. If there 

is an abundance of a particular crop, the haVs prices drop. The haVs prices determine the 

prices charged in the pazar and, ultimately, the price the bostanci can command. Thus, 

by growing many different kinds of crops, they spread their risks. 

In contrast to agricultural holdings in the Turkish countryside, there is essentially 

no fragmentation of bostans in Istanbul. It was pointed out in Chapter III that fragmented 

holdings in rural Turkey are a way to combat climatic risks. Freeman (1991) associates 

multiple holdings in urban agriculture in Nairobi to an effort to reduce the risks of total 

crop loss by government authorities. Maintaining multiple and dispersed gardens 

increases the chances of continued production even if the authorities destroy one of the 

plots. Bostancis in Istanbul do not fear crop destruction by government authorities. The 
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general consensus is that warnings will be given before any impending government 

action, and that there will be some legal recourse to delay the action. 

While most bostancis are very concerned that they will at some point in the future 

lose access to their land, there is surprising confidence (or at least hope) that ±ey will 

have some recourse, or at least sufficient warning, before they are forced to vacate their 

garden. It is very typical that, even after receiving notice from the municipality, that they 

will have to leave, subsequent action may be a long time in coming. This seems to 

happen frequently. And, as with the experience of gecekondu builders, bostancis 

recognize the practice of using the legal system to delay, and of paying bribes or token 

fines to divert official attention. For one thing, few bostancis are farming land on which 

they have squatted outright and from which the landowner has an immediate interest in 

having them evicted. In fact, numerous landowners treat bostancis as bekgis (watchmen, 

or guards), to keep the land occupied and tended until it is sold or developed. Generally, 

for how insecure long-term tenure is on the bostans, tenure within any single season 

seems more secure. This may reduce the need to pursue a strategy of fragmentation. 

In addition, the nature of the risks on Istanbul's bostans - and the methods to 

address them (resistance, persistence, bribery, and legal means) - are different from those 

in the agricultural hinterland and in other urban areas of the world. Occupation and use is 

a major and first step toward legitimacy - not regularly being on one's bostan increases 

the risks of losing access to it. In addition, there does not seem to be an institutional 

proclivity toward fragmentation. Because most bostans are on rented lands, fields are not 

fragmented through inheritance customs and the magnitude of the environmental risks 
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across the urban landscape are usually not so great or so variable as to warrant 

fragmentation as a strategy, especially given the great difficulty of getting access to land. 

Lastly, unlike the village, production variability and risk in the city may be less severe 

because of (perceived) opportunities to find supplemental work, for example in the 

bazaar. 

Area, Size and Location of Istanbul's Bostans 

Land is the most limiting resource for all bostancis. Though they are as big as 

ninety donum, the size of most of the bostans are evenly distributed between one and 

twenty donum. Many bostancis desired more land on which to produce; for the smallest 

and poorest this is most critical. A plot of about ten donum (an average size for Istanbul's 

bostans) appears to be necessary for a household of five to meet their minimal livelihood 

needs. In fact, one definition of the donum as a unit of area, is "land enough to plow in a 

day" (Redhouse 1997). Based on figures reported by the bostancis regarding the number 

of household and hired workers on their fields, on the average, a worker is needed for 

every two doniim of land during the simuner growing season. 

The Istanbul experience is consistent with the experiences of urban 

agriculturalists in other parts of the world. Freeman (1993) found that the average size of 

an urban garden on vacant land in Nairobi, one that could be cultivated in a forty hour 

week, was about one-fifth of a hectare - or 2,000 square meters, i.e., two doniim. It is 

important to recognize, however, that in the case of contemporary Istanbul, this figure is 

very approximate, as the distinction between various tasks is blurred. Workers include 
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household members, who may also spend much of their time selling the produce in 

market places, friends and relatives who come and work for brief periods of time, and 

women and children whose labor is both in the home and the field. In addition, bostancis 

report working twelve hour days and seven day weeks. So, production from a bostan of 

ten donum, even for a small family, is not sufficient as a singular source of income, and 

needs to be supplemented with outside work. 

With few exceptions, only bostans larger than about 30 donum are able to 

generate a household livelihood solely by growing vegetables and selling them directly to 

the fhiit and vegetable wholesale market {hal). Historically, bostancis were not involved 

in the retail sale of their produce, but would only sell their produce directly to 

wholesalers in the hal. One retired bostanci alleged that 40-50 years ago one could make 

a living and buy a house with only half a dontim of dereotu (dill) (Abbas Kici 10 Jan 98). 

The hal was originally organized to serve as a market for local production and a 

distribution point to markets throughout the city. Now, however, the hal is the primary 

collection and redistribution point for fresh froiits and vegetables coming to Istanbul from 

around the country and world. As such, the price that bostancis can command for their 

produce is set by what is imported to Istanbul from national and global production. 

Because bostancis are unable to grow enough on their bostans from which to 

ensure a sufficient livelihood, they must protect and enhance their income by creatively 

marketing and supplementing their produce. To avoid the middlemen in the hal, the 

smaller bostancis attempt to sell their produce directly to other retailers or to end 

consumers. Further, because their bostans are not large enough to produce what they 
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need to sell to make a living, most bostancis are now buying wholesale produce from the 

hal and selling it alongside their own produce. For most bostancis, winter production 

from the bostan is so low that winter income is generated almost entirely by what is 

bought from the hal and sold in the bazaar. 

Historically, the location of bostans seems to have been dictated by two primary 

considerations. Access to sufficient moisture with which to irrigate the crops and access 

to a market. With the Mediterranean climate and its winter rains, summer production was 

limited without water from one of three primary and naturally occurring sources - creeks, 

artesian springs and well-water. Though most of the city's creeks have long since 

disappeared or are conduits for sewage and run-off, groundwater is more accessible with 

motorized pumps, even though their wells may be centuries old. Most of the bostancis 

interviewed have their own motorized pumps. If not, they share access to the 

groundwater resources with those that do. 

Until 1986, the central hal was between in Eminonii on the Golden Horn. This 

central location was convenient for produce from anywhere in and around the old city. 

Produce from the bostans was brought by water buffalo, horse, mule, donkey and 

hamallar (porters), and later by tractor and truck. In addition, boats transported produce 

from bostans along the Bosphorus and the Marmara coast. Redistribution to the bazaars 

and greengrocers from such a central location was convenient. At the center of Kadikdy, 

too, at the iskele (ferry port), was a second hal, to receive and redistribute production 

from the Asian-side regions aroimd Kadikdy, Uskiidar, Bostanci and further west along 

the Marmara. 
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In the late 1980's, as part of Mayor Dalan's cleansing and sanitizing 

modernization in the historical city, the hal in Eminonu was shut down, razed and re

established in a "modem" facility in Bayrampa^a, a newly and heavily industrialized 

'suburban' region of Istanbul. There is no sign of its former location along the coast of 

the Golden Horn, now the site of a seldom used park. Soon afterward, the Kadikdy hal 

was moved to l9erenkoy, adjacent to the highway to Ankara. This, coincidentally. is a 

more convenient location for the Asian-side bostancis in I^erenkoy/Omek Mahallesi and 

those further south who still sell to the hal. 

Located near freeways, both hals now receive produce trucked from the 

agricultural regions in Turkey's Mediterranean provinces for redistribution by truck 

throughout the city. Rather than serve as a model of efficiency, however, the new hal has 

become a serious bottleneck. Logistically, the immediate environment of the hal is 

characterized by severe traffic congestion, especially in Bayrampa^a, as incoming and 

unloading trucks compete with trucks loading and delivering produce to Istanbul's 

bazaars, manavs and retail outlets. Administratively, laws have been passed to require 

that all produce sold in Istanbul must go through the hal, which give the hal wholesale 

merchants (kabzimal) the opportunity to control the supply and flow of produce into the 

city. However, there are attempts to circumvent the temporal and financial costs of the 

hal. Though the strained role of the hal in Istanbul's food system will be discussed in 

more detail later in the next chapter, it relevant to note that the locations of today's 

bostans have little anymore to do with the location of the hal. 
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Fertilizers for Bostans 

For centuries, Istanbul's bostancis relied on hayvan gubresi (animal fertilizer -

manure) to keep the garden soils healthy and productive. Until recent changes in 

transportation, there was a ready and constant supply of manure from stables, dairies, 

adjacent villages, pastures, and their own livestock. The manure of different animals was 

used for different purposes. According to interviewees, sheep manure is good for heat in 

greenhouses and for starting seedlings early in the year, whereas cow manure is used 

more generally and for seeds (Irfan 4 February 98). Horse manure is less preferable but 

reportedly "gives color to the red radishes" (Mehmet 10 April 98). This ready source of 

fertilizer began to disappear as cars and trucks replaced animals, as urbanization forced 

herds out of the city, as technological changes allowed milk to be produced and 

processed ever farther from their markets, and, generally, as modernization left little 

room for animals in the city. Whereas bostancis used to have multiple sources of 

manure, today it is difBcult to find. They must often rely on the much more expensive 

and less desirable fenni gubre (scientific, or chemical, fertilizer). 

Soil quality and changing access to fertilizer is an ongoing concern for the 

bostancis. There is widespread recognition that the quality of their produce has changed 

for the worse with chemical fertilizers. Bostancis argue that the produce does not grow 

well with artificial fertilizer and that vegetables lose their taste and undergo other 

property changes. One bostanci claims that, although roka (arugula) can grow bigger 

leaves with artificial fertilizers, it stays fi^sh for only a couple of days. With manuire, 

however, he claims that the roka lasts for ten days. Generally, it is believed that cow 
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manure is more efficient than chemical fertilizer, and the plants are tastier, stronger and 

healthier (Ahmet, 30 May 1998; Osman 29 November 1997). Critically, the costs of 

chemical fertilizer are prohibitive. One bostanci points out that the four dairy cows he 

struggles to hide from the municipality - in addition to benefits of the milk that they 

consume and sell - provide 50% of the fertilizer needs for his ten donum bostan and 

constitute his household's margin of profitability. Finally, scientific fertilizers require 

specialized use and application, and do not improve the soil over time. There are no 

agricultural extension services to help the bostancis determine what is best for their 

produce, and the amounts they need to use. 

In summary, though Istanbul's urban soil is not of high quality, manure has 

provided the opportimity to enhance it. With the decline of sources of manure, the use of 

chemical fertilizers is neither environmentally nor economically sustainable for most 

bostans. 

Water and Irrigation 

There is not enough rainfall in Istanbul to cultivate vegetables in the summer 

without a constant and assured supply of irrigation water. The average aimual rainfall for 

Istanbul is around 500 mm, with the distinct Mediterranean rainfall pattern of winter rains 

(see Table 5.4). Over half of the rain typically fdls in the four months between 

November and February. However, rainfall variability from one year to the next can be 

significant. Both drought and flood conditions are common. Generally, agricultural 



Tabk 5.4: Meteorological Data, Istanbul, by month 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual 
Average monthly temperature (C) 
(average for 1929-1980) 5.4 5.6 7.1 11.5 16.3 20.7 23.2 23.2 19.5 15.5 11.7 7.9 14.0 
Avg. monthly temperature, 1996 (C) 4.9 5.7 5.3 10.0 19.1 21.5 23.8 23,9 19.2 14.2 12,3 lO.I 14.2 
Average monthly rainrall (mm) TOTAL 
(average for 1931-1980) 91.6 74.0 64.7 44.8 32.1 21.5 21.0 25,7 49.2 46.2 85.5 109.2 485,0 
Total rainfall 19% (mm) 68.4 82.5 91.1 76.8 30.6 5.6 0.1 27.6 98.1 63.6 39,0 102.3 685,7 

Source: Sayilarla Istanbul (\BB 1989) 

N) 
00 
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production in the province, as throughout much of Turkey, is centered around dryland 

farming of cereals, particularly wheat. Irrigation is needed for vegetables. 

Since its earliest history, water has been imported to the city, as the still-standing 

remains of the fourth century AD aqueduct slicing Istanbul's skyline and the remaining 

massive Byzantine cisterns attest.'^ Today, Istanbul's creeks have been paved into 

drainage ditches, inadequate to contain storm runoff, and carrying industrial and 

residential wastes into the Bosphorus, the Golden Horn and the Sea of Marmara. Some 

of the ancient wells continue to support Istanbul's remaining vegetable gardens, but much 

of the groundwater has been co-opted for such uses as car parks and car washes as a 

cheap source of water to keep clean the city's growing fleet of vehicles. Currently, the 

sources of Istanbul's drinking water are two lakes (Terkos and Buyiik (^ekmece), 

supported by a number of reservoirs, the most important of which is that created by the 

Omerli Dam on Istanbul's Asian side. 

As already pointed out, bostans were established along creeks and other places 

where wells could be dug and water assured. As Ottoman and early Republican maps — 

such as the Pervetitch insurance maps - clearly indicate, bostans tend to be found in 

valleys and at the center of watersheds However, at least historically, there seem to have 

been many artesian springs that could be tapped for irrigation, even at Istanbul's higher 

elevations. In the course of my fieldwork, I was shown artesian sources of water in the 

uplands of Istinye, Amavutkoy, Bayrampa^a, and Kadikoy. 

Rather than store water, four of the most impressive open cisterns house a municipal soccer stadium, a 
sports park, a recently-opened education park in Fatih and, in Bakirk5y, an open air concert grounds. 
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Today, the primary supply of water to irrigate Istanbul's bostans is the well. At 

least 75 percent of the bostancis interviewed meet their irrigation needs with well water. 

Of the remaining 12 bostancis, the source of water was not clearly identified, although 

for most of them it is very likely also well water. Only two bostancis expressly do not 

use well water. In Omerli, far out of town and along the Riva Dere (Creek) that flows 

from the Omerli Dam to the Black Sea, bostancis take their water from the river. The 

gardeners in Bomonti do not have a well and no longer have access to creek water. 

Therefore, they grow only leafy vegetables in the winter months when they can rely on 

winter rains, and do not plant in the summer. The bostancis are able to survive in the 

Bomonti gardens because they also live on the property, serving as a bekci (watchman) 

for its private owners. Ozgu9 (1997) suggests that the gardeners in Bomonti more 

recently used to take advantage of wastewater from the state owned beer factory at the 

top of the hill. Used by the factory for washing barley, it would flow over the slope of 

the hill toward the creek at the bottom of the valley. Now, however, the beer factory is no 

longer in production and wastewater no longer flows. 

Though most bostancis with wells say that they don't have problems with water 

shortages, others, during drought conditions, must occasionally purchase water. The wife 

of one bostanci, whose garden is on a relatively high spot outside of the Theodosian 

Walls near the Belgrade Gate explains that, in the summer, they have to supplement their 

well water with water trucked in every couple of days. The cost of a tanker truck load at 

the time was TL 2-3 million (around $US 10-15) (Guluzar 10 November 1997). 
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An alternative strategy is to conserve water and reduce production. A group of 

five Albanian brothers that have been farming in Uskiidar for half a century explained 

that when there is a lack of water, they don't use as much water and leave some parts of 

the field empty (Celal et al., 28 November 1997). With their 35 donum bostan, they could 

afford to leave some fallow. 

According to interviewees, the wells on these bos tans range in depth fi-om just a 

few meters (three to seven) to as many as 20 to 30 meters. They report that the 

municipality attempts to regulate the use of well water, and shuts down the wells if the 

quality does not meet certain standards. All those with wells and who rely on creeks for 

water now use motorized diesel fuel pumps to raise the water. Long hoses are needed to 

distribute the water to their fields, though there is still much manual work required to 

channel water into the various plots. Shovels and hoes are used to route and reroute 

water through neat and complex channels, while crude handmade tools are sometimes 

used to shovel or splash water on targeted crops like seedlings. As recently as 20-25 

years ago, water in Yedikule was brought to the surface by horses and mules turning a 

donmedolap, a waterwheel. (Sabri 4 April 1998). 

Ironically, a major water related issue of concern to Istanbul's bostancis between 

Fall 1997 and Summer 1998 was too much water. Between the late summer of 1997 and 

well into 1998, heavy rains inimdated Istanbul, causing flooding in numerous parts of the 

city, overflowing and bypassing canals, and even washing out gecekondus in places like 

Alibeykoy. For bostancis, especially those in the lowlands of former creek beds, the 

floods are highly destructive. Commonly, water cannot drain properly from the fields and 
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sits in pools, waterlogging the crops. Changes in the topography with construction, the 

increasing number of roads and concrete can increase the runoff that might damage a 

bostan. Rushing water wipes out earthen barriers and irrigation channels, and destroys 

the structure of the fields. Few of the bostancis who were interviewed did not suffer from 

the rains in 1997 and 1998. One of the more wealthy bostancis claimed that he lost TL 

1 Vz billion ($9000) due to the rains, TL 2 billion ($12,000) if inputs are included (Hassan 

9 February 1998). Without downplaying the magnitude or the seriousness of the flooding, 

the exact dollar value of the damage may be exaggerated to stress the importance of the 

impact. A number of bostancis said that they had seen rains and flooding like that of 

1997-1998 only once or twice before in their lives. 

Land Tenure, Rent and Ownership 

Landownership in Istanbul can be quite complex. Up until the end of the 

Ottoman era, all land belonged to the state, although quite a bit of land was administered 

and managed by pious foundations (yakifs). In addition, numerous pa^as (generals or 

high ranking officers within the Ottoman system) and wealthy people had what was 

tantamount to ownership of land for fanning, despite the lack of private ownership and a 

land market. Even after years of moving land into private ownership, much land still 

belongs to the state and to the vakifs. Usufhict is the tradition rather than private 

ownership. As discussed in Chapter III, with the high value of land and the confusing or 

undocumented rights to it, land is hotly, often violently, contested, and protected areas 

and zoning restrictions often fall victim to land speculation. 
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It was explained earlier that, due to the price of land and intense competition over 

it, the production of vegetables does not constitute a highest economic use. Land for 

gardening is scarce. As soon as landownership in Istanbul is established or connived, and 

zoning laws changed or circumvented, it is inevitable that land will be developed. 

Apartment blocks have been the worst enemies of the bostan. But they have not been the 

only enemies. Other material artifacts of urbanization, some remarkably symbolic of 

Istanbul's image of itself as a modem, European and world city, have taken their toll on 

the bos tans. In some cases, the impact of globalization on the disappearance of Istanbul's 

bostans has been very direct. Before discussing ±e demise of bostans, it is helpful to 

examine how it is that some bostans have managed to remain in production up to the 

present. 

Given the intense competition over highly valued land, a question of why all the 

bostans haven't been built over arises. Based on the interviews with bostancis, one 

primary and a few secondary reasons for the continued existence of bostans emerge. By 

far the most prevalent reason, is how the land is zoned, and whether that zoning is 

enforced. Of the 48 bostancis interviewed, half reported or suggested that their bostan 

was protected from construction by the government. Ultimately, this is no guarantee 

against destruction of the bostans or the construction of apartment blocks, car washes and 

parks, commercial buildings, recreational facilities, or beautification projects. It is very 

important to note, however, that bostan market gardening is, at least tacitly, recognized as 

a permissible use on lands designated as protected or green areas. 
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Numerous bos tans are in areas designated by law as ye^il or sit alan (green or 

protected areas/spaces), on which building is not allowed. While this is no guarantee of 

protection, development can be considerably more problematic for somebody without 

high level connections or the resources with which to influence or bribe. Unfortunately, 

these zoning restrictions do not stop the government from building on the green areas. 

Symbolically, an unfinished indoor Olympic swimming pool sits as a mass of concrete 

over a former bostan. In the Fatih mimicipal district, a brand new administrative building 

for a district level department of parks sits on a bostan that had been designated a.yefil 

alan (green area), and a bird paradise (kiif cenneti, something of a garden with an aviary) 

is planned for another former bostan nearby. According to one bostanci, the landowner 

of one expanse of bostans in Yedikule wanted to build apartments but could not get 

around the protected status of the land. Ultimately, he donated half his property, about 10 

doniim, to Istanbul's Fatih municipality and was able to proceed with building 10 or 15 

kuQak (illicit/imlicensed/illegal) apartment buildings. The bostanci believes that within 

one or two years, the district will build a school or a park on his bostan. 

Some bostans remain and haven't been destroyed because ownership of the land 

is in dispute. As long as rights to the title of the land are in dispute, no one can build on 

it, and the bostanci keeps farming it. Traditional land use rights are supposed to give 

precedence to continued production. These tend to become court cases as the owner of 

the land wants to sell or lease it to somebody else for development. In other cases, the 

owner of the land is unable to build on it or sell it for a high price because the zoning 

requirement is still seen as a significant obstacle. A bostanci in Yedikule gives the 



288 

example of contractors or surveyors that occasionally come to look at the land, but leave 

because they cannot have permission to build (Mehmet 11 April 98). If wealthy, the 

owners need not be in a hurry to proceed - possibly because they are in the processes of 

trying to circumvent a zoning requirement or waiting for a politician more sympathetic to 

development of that land. The landowner is happy to have somebody productively use 

the land, willing to serve as a watchman to make sure that no illegal settlements are 

erected on it. At least five or six bostancis serve as watchmen for the landowners. 

Regarding landownership, 21 bostancis reported that their lands — or a portion of 

them - are in private ownership. These include private individuals, banks, holding 

companies and, in one case, a hisseli tapu (a uniquely Turkish and formal - but tacitly 

recognized - type of group title). A number of the landowners are elderly Greeks - some 

who were bostancis themselves — or their descendants who have left the country, and are 

receiving land rental payments through a lawyer. Numerous political and legal obstacles 

prevent the Greeks from easily selling their land, and these lands are often in protected 

areas, which make them more difficult to sell. Another 19 bostans are situated on 

government lands. The eight bostancis immediately outside of the Theodosian walls pay 

their rent to the Greater Istanbul Mimicipality, and two bostancis on the Asian side pay 

rent in the form of property taxes to the their respective district municipal governments. 

According to interviewees, the bostans across from the International airport are on 

government treasury land, under the administration of the airport authority. Five bostans 

are on lands owned by vakijs (religious foundations), to whom the bostancis pay rent. 

Three bostancis farm land with mixed private and vakif ownership, and the ownership of 
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three other bostans is unknown. Three bostanci's report owning their own land, but only 

two actually said they have a tapu (title deed) for their property. 

Of the 48 bostancis interviewed, 19 said they paid rent or the equivalent. 

Another 13 said that they do not pay any rent. Apart from the three that own their own 

land, the rest were either unclear or did not report the rent they pay. Two of those 

interviewed said that when they began to farm the land, they paid rent to people who 

pretended to be the owners. When they found out the true owners of the land, they 

stopped paying, and haven't paid anybody since. 

Using the exchange rate from December, 1997 (TL 205,000 = $1 US), the average 

monthly rental payment per donum of land (for those that paid any rent at all) was about 

$8.50 per donum, but payments ranged from a low of about 50 cents per donum to a high 

of $25 per doniim. Cheap land is imperative for earning a livelihood from bostan 

production. Clearly, even those bostancis who pay rent pay very little relative to the 

market rates for land. As one bostanci, who pays no rent explained, "If there is rent, it is 

better if you do not work at all" (Ikmet 21 March 1998). 

It appears that rent has more to do with history and social relations than with the 

size or location of the fields or the actual land values in the area. Becuase the number of 

interviewees providing information is far too small to serve as a statistical basis, the only 

apparent correlation is between the amount of rent and the length of tenure. Those 

bostancis who have farmed their lands for the longest appear to make lower monthly 

payments. The average tenure for bostancis paying above the median monthly payment is 

13 years, whereas those bostancis paying the median price and below have been on their 
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current gardens for an average of 27 years. While this may reflect the effect of rent 

control, another important factor that needs to be investigated is the precise relationship 

between the bostanci and the landowner. In some cases, the landowner is a former 

bostanci or even partner to the current bostanci. 

In other cases, where the landowners appear to be very wealthy, the actual rent 

does not seem to be as important as whether the land is being kept free of gecekondus. In 

cases where the bostanci is serving as a bekgi, the bostanci's presence and productive use 

of the land is a service to the landowner. This is the explicit case for at least three of the 

bostancis that were interviewed. An unused open space in Istanbul begs illegal 

construction. The bostanci not only watches the land and reports any attempts to build on 

it, but by actually using it, the land is less inviting for squatters. Further, the bostanci has 

a powerful interest in maintaining the integrity of his fields. In Beylerbeyi, one bostanci 

cum bekci actually receives insurance from the landowner, as payment for watching the 

land. This bostanci also produces vegetables used in meals at the landowner's factory. 

There are two other sets of circumstances in which bostancis make no monthly 

payment. At least two bostancis interviewed pay no rent because the (future) ownership 

of the land is under dispute. The courts are being used to determine whether the 

bostancis' long-term use of the land constitute ownership; ui these cases, the original 

landowners appear to have been minority Armenians, Greeks or Jews. 

In another situation, a group of bostancis have been clearing and producing on a 

rubble strewn region of the creek valley on the eastern side of the Atatiirk Airport. The 

land belongs to the government. Until about 20 years ago, part of the land was planted in 
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government owned grain and sunflower fields, and much of the rest of the area was 

swampy and used as a dump. Over the past 20 years, Cideli bostancis found that they 

could come to this neglected area, clear space and begin gardening. Since that time, there 

are roughly 20 households with bostans in the immediate region, each farming an area 

that they cleared out. With a few exceptions, most of the bostans in this area are between 

10 and 20 donum, with a total of about 300 donum in the region. According to the 

bostancis, there were never any Albanians in this area, only people from Cide (Ikmet 21 

March 98). 

According the bostancis in this area (known as Ayamama), it was hazine 

(treasury) land and some paid rent to the maliye (Ministry of Finance) until about 5-6 

years ago, after which it was transferred to the airport authority. Now, it is kept as an 

open area and construction is prohibited because it is under the final approach for 

airplanes landing at the Atatiirk International Airport. The airport continues to use the 

space as a rubble fill for material excavated in construction projects, such as a new 

parking garage. Under the airport's administration, none of the bostancis here pay rent 

for using the land. 

The uncertainty in land tenure is high among the Ayamama Bostancis. In 1996, 

the municipality and the police came and knocked down their sheds without notice. 

Apparently because the authorities thought that a gecekondu settlement was beginning 

here (Ali 30 May 1998). This is no surprise, as many of the bostancis live among their 

plots in the summer, some even keeping livestock. Despite their efforts, at least two 

separate government projects are threatening their tenure in this area. On the north end, a 
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world trade center is under construction; elsewhere, much of the area has been targeted 

for incorporation into the Istanbul municipality's widespread tree planting initiative. 

Labor 

The changing social relationships among the people that work on the bostans (as 

well as those that rely on its output) has changed significantly over the last decades. Like 

natural resources and material agricultural inputs, labor, too, is often a critical and 

limiting factor. Albanian bostancis claim to have left production in large part because of 

the increasing difficulty and cost of obtaining skilled labor. Even small bostancis do not 

want large gardens because of the increased labor demands and the need to hire labor. 

Cafer (29 November 1997), the Albanian whose 90 doniim bostan is perhaps the largest 

bostan remaining in Istanbul, has difSculty hiring the skilled people he prefers. He 

lamented, "All the people from Kastamonu have their own work. I can't find workers 

from Kastamonu any more. The people from Kastamonu have experience. This job is 

sensitive and requires lots of experience." 

Today, among the Cidelis, household labor is requisite for operating a bostan. 

The contribution of wives, children and relatives are necessary for it to be successful. As 

one bostanci explained, the size of a bostan is determined by the size of the family. "In 

Amavutkoy [the village northwest of Istanbul, not the community on the Bosphorus], the 

big bostans are 40 doniim-, this means that they have big families. Smaller families have 

10-15 ddniint" (Mehmet 20 June 1998). This pattern is consistent among many bostanci 

households. One bostanci in Yedikule does not want a plot more than 6 doniim, because 
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he would otherwise have to hire workers (Muammar 10 November 1997) and another, on 

17 donum in Beylerbeyi, does not have the resources to work the entire acreage. 

Working only with his wife and with occasional help from his children, he is only able to 

farm twelve or thirteen donum (Hasan 13 June 1998). 

The relationship between household size and the size of the bostan has emerged 

with the marginalization, and even peasantization, of the bostancis. Historically, 

household labor was not a critical part of bostan production. For example, none of the 

Albanian or Armenian bostancis interviewed used household labor, only hired labor. If 

family members from among the Albanians or Armenians worked together, it was in 

preparation to leam and inherit the trade. Or, if brothers worked together, it was as a 

businesses relationship. The wives, daughters and children of the minorities do not 

appear to have worked on the bostans. Now, however, bostans caimot be successful 

without the household contribution. 

Many bostancis said that their children would not grow up to be bostancis 

because the work was too hard. It is important to remember that bostancis do not view 

their production as household subsistence, per se, but as a profession or trade. And, as 

with many traditional trades in Istanbul, the children are not learning the trade of their 

parents. In the city, the children have the opportunity to pursue an education and explore 

other professional opportunities brought by Turkey's increasing participation in an 

expanding European and world economy. "The children do not do this work, so the 

tradition will die out" (Mehmet 20 June 1998). "The youngest doesn't know anything 

about the gardening - it won't stay in the family" (Saban 8 November 1997). Such 
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statements are not necessarily made out of regret or frustration. Most of the immigrant 

bostancis claim that they moved to Istanbul for their children, especially for the 

educational opportiinities it provides for them. 

The experiences of older bostancis bear out the benefits of access to an education 

beyond primary school. Their children do not work on the bostan because they have gone 

to school and pursued other professions and trades. Some bostanci children have studied 

or worked abroad, and numerous sons have moved into rather prestigious professions. 

The son of one bostanci, for example, is now a machine engineer for a forklift company 

and has studied in the United States, while another has three sons who are medical 

doctors. 

Often, a son seems to play a primary role in working on the bostan, while other 

sons pursue different trades with which to support the family. The women, however, are 

expected to help more in the fields, with the weeding and tending to any livestock, in an 

apparent extension of the broad range of domestic duties. Generally, the gender division 

of labor found on Istanbul's bostons is not quite as distinct as in rural parts of Turkey, 

especially the more traditional and socially conservative regions of central Anatolia and 

Southeast Turkey. The people of the Black Sea region tend to be more relaxed regarding 

distinct gender roles. 

Despite the stereotypical image of the Turkish man spending his time in the 

kahvehane (literally, coffeehouse, but also referring to the more common teahouses), 

such behavior is not indicated by my fieldwork. Despite a general difference in duties, 

all members of the bostancis work extremely hard, and can often be found in the fields 
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working side by side performing similar tasks, including weeding, harvesting, and 

preparing the vegetables for sale. About the bostancis in Bomonti, a team of researchers 

from Istanbul University observed that the farmers were almost totally comprised of 

women, to whom men are not of much great help. "Women prepared the fields, sow the 

seeds, do irrigation, manage the fields and, finally, collect the products. Men only carry 

the products to the market; most of them sell their own products and the products they 

buy from the wholesale food market" (Ozgii? 1997). However true this may be for the 

case of households in Bomonti, this is not the case on most bostans, where the household 

heads are seen daily during the sunlight hours working in the fields. While household 

heads - and the success of production - rely heavily on the contribution of wives, 

daughters and daughters-in-law, the males generally do the more immediately exerting 

work, the hauling, the shoveling and preseason and postseason soil-turning, the watering, 

and the planting. Women will tend to do the more tedious and nurturing work, such as 

weeding, cultivating and harvesting, as well as feeding the family and workers. One wife 

and mother summarized the roles of her and her husband, who must work every day in 

the pazar. He "plants the seeds; I raise the plants" (Hasan's wife 3 April 1998).'^ 

Neither should the importance of marketing the produce of the bostan to the 

success of the bostan be underplayed. And selling in the bazaars is no easy task. 

Pushing a vendor's cart — often many kilometers - to the market, to sell informally on its 

margins in a cat-and-mouse attempt to avoid the zabita (police of the public spaces) and 

The analogy of cultivation to conception and child rearing is explored thoroughly by Delaney (1991). 
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other bazaar officials is difficult and can be dangerous. Most Cidelis do not have a 

formal place in the bazaar, due to the high cost. If caught vending informally (illegally), 

their pushcarts can be confiscated and destroyed, and they can be fined. Bostancis along 

the canal between the airport and the massive, plaimed, middle-class community of 

Atakoy, for example, are not allowed to push their carts through Atakoy, but must go 

around it to reach area bazaars and consumers, adding many kilometers to the distance 

they must push their carts. In addition, the outdoor environment selling on the streets and 

in the pazars can be very harsh, especially in the cold and wet winter. With only woolen 

blazers or thin coats as protection from the driving rain, there is nothing easy about 

selling vegetables from a pushcart. There is also the very real threat of physical violence 

from other pazarcis that control certain areas of the bazaar. 

The separation of duties by gender is not as clear as suggested by Ozgii^. On 

many bostans, men and women can be seen working side by side in harvesting, preparing 

vegetables for market, and other field activities. This may be especially so when there 

are no hired workers or older children available to do the more menial work. Women's 

responsibilities appear to increase if the husband must go to the hal and sell in the bazaar 

everyday. Both genders participate in selling the produce, though men will sell in the 

bazaar and as pushcart vendors, whereas women may manage a table set up on the street 

near the bostan. Women of bostanci households do not sell in the pazar. 

While women do not appear to bear an unfair burden in the successful operation 

of the bostan, they do not get credit (and other remuneration?) proportional to their 

contribution. In many interviews, the bostancis tended to ignore the contribution of their 
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wives until questioned further. In fact, they seemed to ignore the contributions of all 

household members except themselves, their brothers, fathers or their hired help. Upon 

direct questioning, however, neither was there an overt attempt to downplay the 

contributions of wives, daughters and children, but more of an inability to characterize it. 

It was more as if nobody has ever cared or they had never before been asked to express it. 

Many bostancis, when asked about their wives' contributions, acknowledged the 

contribution of both field and domestic work to the bostan. 

There is a very strong preference for using the labor of relatives and people from 

the area of their own villages. Many bostancis use the labor of in-laws, aunts, uncles and 

nephews. The precise nature of the economic arrangement, however, is not clear. As 

White discusses for petty production in gecekondu areas, it is quite possible that the 

participation of relatives and hem^eri on bostans is as much social obligation and 

responsibility as economic necessity (White 1994). It is common for aunts, uncles and 

nephews to come from Cide for the summer to work on the bostan, as many of the 

current bostancis did when they were first learning the profession. 

Over time and given the opportunity, workers on the bostans, who for many years 

came to Istanbul to work on the bostans of their hem^eri or relatives, will try to find a 

bostan of their own on which to produce. Thus, over the years, a network of inter

relationships has grown between the bostancis. The Sivaslis in Piyale Pa§a and Rumeli 

FCavagi know each other as hem^eri and are colleagues from years ago, the Albanians in 

Omerli and Omek Mahallesi in Kadikoy are nephew and uncle, and many of the current 

bostancis know each other from the same villages in Cide. 
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The degree to which they actually rely or depend on each other materially, on a 

daily or seasonal basis is unclear. None of the bostancis gave any indication of mutual 

assistance among themselves, perhaps due to the fragmented and somewhat isolated 

nature of their sites of production. Still, the network is a source of information, for 

example, regarding information about employment and land availability. Most bostancis 

relate experiences about moving among bostans, and of learning of new opportunities 

through relatives and hem^eri. 

Because of the strong seasonal component to the labor needs on bostans, Cidelis 

used to come to Istanbul in the summers to work on the bostans of the Albanian, 

Bulgarian and Armenian masters. More recently, the seasonal workers come to work on 

the fields of relatives and hem^eri. Many of the older bostancis explained that they came 

to Istanbul for years on a seasonal basis before bringing the family with them. A number 

of the older bostancis first began coming to Istanbul as apprentice workers when they 

were teenagers, even as young as 12 years old. Even though seasonal migration from the 

village to work on the bostans used to be a common practice, only one interviewee 

continues to live in Cide and work on the bostans. For the last 25 years, this bostanci has 

been working on various bostans in Istanbul, returning to the village to where he has his 

wife, five children and the family's fields. His preference, however, would be to move 

his family to Istanbul if his work were more secure. 

Based on the responses and actions of interviewees, people tend to make the 

transition from seasonal to permanent resident of Istanbul when they receive economic 

security in Istanbul. For most bostancis, the more permanent move to Istanbul, with the 



family, came when they made the transition from being a hired laborer to getting their 

own bostan to manage.''' This seasonal migration to Istanbul of male household 

members has important ramifications for women's labor. In the villages of Cide, for 

example, only women and the elderly can be seen out in the fields, doing far more than 

weeding. In the spring, for example, women are seen behind plows pulled by draft 

animals. In Cide, the women, children and elderly need to do the 'heavy' work that one 

does not see them doing in Istanbul. 

Capital Resources 

Istanbul's bostancis use a range of goods and services in order to productively 

farm the city's spaces. Many of the capital resources they have relied on for centuries 

have changed drastically just in the last few decades as Istanbul has become a modem 

metropolis. It is important to examine not just the resources themselves, but the 

relationship between the bostancis and the resources. For example, given increasingly 

tenuous tenure on garden lands in Istanbul, bostancis are not willing to take advantage of 

improvements in agricultural technologies and make investments in the properties that 

they caimot take with them if they are removed from the land. In most instances, capital 

resources have remained remarkably similar to their traditional antecedents. 

''' Even with a permanent migration to Istanbul, many bostancis dream of returning to the village, were it 
financially possible. Some have returned to the village in retirement, and a few are planning to return if 
they lose their bostan. 
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Since capital resources are generally those that are purchased, traded for, and made, 

one would imagine that the supply of capital resources in Istanbul would increase as the 

city grows, develops and commands more diverse and greater amounts of manufactured 

and imported products. In contrast to Istanbul's natural resources, the (potential) 

availability of most capital resources has been increasing, as manufactured and synthetic 

products replace homemade or traditionally made ones. Though land and other natural 

resources are the most obvious limiting factor to urban vegetable production, capital 

resources are increasingly becoming critical. With the transformation in the set of 

available and accessible capital resources, the nature and quality of the final output - the 

production resources - change. The capital resources of agroecosystems can be broken 

down into permanent, semipermanent and operational resources (Norgaard 1987). 

Permanent resources are lasting modifications to the natural resources and center 

around alterations to the land and water resources (Norgaard 1987: 33). It may be helpful 

to think of permanent resources as similar to Blaikie and Brookfield's concept of 

landesque capital, which they define as "any investment in land with an anticipated life 

well beyond that of the present crop, or crop cycle" and which "involves substantial 

'saving' of labor and other inputs for future production" (1987: 9). 

Understandably, few bostancis are willing to commit time, money or effort to 

permanent resources on their bostans. With the uncertain land tenure that today's 

bostancis face, the risks are too great. The primary improvements to the land and water 

resources are geared toward making and keeping the land cultivable. Originally, this 

would have involved two things. First, it requires preparing the fields, such as clearing 
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areas of brush, stones and other rubble, or draining or filling in damp areas. In some 

places, more sophisticated terracing was required to productively use sloped parts of the 

bostans. 

Secondly, a consistent supply of water needed to be assured for the growing 

seasons. This, too, is accomplished by altering the land. In Istanbul, water was assured 

by situating bostans near creeks, preparing irrigation canals, and digging wells and 

impoundments. Once accomplished, the urban environments surrounding Istanbul's 

bostans did not change much over the centuries, and the landesque capital probably 

needed tending and maintenance more than reinvestment. The centuries old wells in 

Yedikule, Piyale Pa§a and Langa attest to this. Only when new bostans are established 

must land managers again make initial major investments. 

As the material and socioeconomic environments of Istanbul have change, the old 

permanent resources become insufficient. Some bostancis have been required to move 

off their lands, find new plots on which to produce, and again invest in permanent 

resources. Other bostancis, even those remaining on historic bostans, must make 

decisions motivated by changes in the environment around them. Among the most 

notable of these is the increase in housing and road construction that has changed 

drainage patterns, creating flooding problems. Generally, however, Istanbul's bostancis 

are not investing in permanent resources because of the tenuous futures each face. The 

result is that Istanbul's bostanci's are suffering reductions in crop yields and productive 

efficiency, as well as needless losses. Rather than make investments in long-term and 

labor saving resources, they lose crops and struggle through each season. 
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Semipermanent resources include those that assist in the operation of the farm, 

depreciate and wear down with use, and periodically need to be replaced, repaired or 

restored. These range from the handtools and implements for planting, cultivating and 

harvesting to motorized equipment for irrigating, working the fields and transportation; 

from structures for storage and protection to draft animals. The tools and methods used 

for bos tan production are simple, not unlike what might be found in rural Turkish peasant 

production. Traditional production practices are maintained, and costs are minimized 

with traditional tools. 

A small collection of simple hand tools make up the implements that are used in 

the daily operation of the bostan, and reflect the continuing reliance on manual labor. 

Traditional and crude looking - but sturdy, well made and very reliable - shovels, hoes, 

and small knives constitute the standard arsenal of field implements for preparing the soil 

and plots, weeding, and harvesting. Some are purchased, others are homemade. One of 

the most distinctive tools of the bostancis' profession are the large, chestnut strip baskets 

{kufe) baskets used for carrying produce from the fields. Historically, these same kufes 

were used to transport produce to the hal, and from the hal to the pazars, loaded on carts, 

across donkeys, or carried on the backs of individuals as wel as being used by Istanbul's 

traditional porters, the hammallar. 

When the hal was located on the Golden Horn at Eminonii, it was a daily focal 

point for bostancis. Because all bostancis brought and sold their produce to the hal, the 

support services for bostancis grew up in the immediate area. For example, one of only 

three remaining basket makers reports that, years ago, there were over 100, mostly 
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Armenian, kufe making businesses located in Eminonii, serving the hal and the bostancis 

(Un-named basket maker 13 April 1998). 

Of all the bostans I visited, none are currently using draft animals. In the past, 

however, horses and mules were used for turning water wheels {ddnmedolap) to bring 

water up from wells, for plowing, and for transportation, to bring produce to the hals in 

Eminonii and Kadikoy (Vahandak, 21 November 1997). But draft animals have been 

replaced under the motorization of agriculture. Every bostan with a well now has a diesel 

pump for drawing and distributing irrigation water. This is one of the most critical and 

prized tools of the bostancis, judging by what thieves target and the bostancis protect. 

The largest bostancis have their own tractors, others have rototillers, while others, still till 

the soil by hand or rent a rototiller. Numerous bostancis have or rent a kamyon, a lorry 

truck for transporting produce to or from the hal. Lower income bostancis, such as many 

of those near the airport in Bakirkdy, transport their produce by handcart. 

The most common structures on bostans are the small sheds and holding tank 

complex. This is where tools are stored and repaired, where preparations are made for 

fleldwork, where seeds are dried, where produce is washed and prepared for market, and 

where tea and meals are taken. For those bostancis with dairy cattle, the stables are 

attached to this complex. In those cases where bostancis live in gecekondus on their 

bostan, the living quarters are also part of this complex. 

Fences, walls and hedges are only infrequently used to protect bostans or to 

separate one bostan from the next. Often, only raised ridges separate stands and plots of 

vegetables from each other. While some bostans have "naturally occurring" barriers -
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e.g., ancient walls - to provide some semblance of protection, they generally serve to 

protect the space of the bostan rather than the produce of the bostan. That is, there is 

more of a problem with pollution/litter, sediment from erosion, and rubble from 

deteriorating walls and buildings than there is from thieves. Only three bostans had 

fences that appeared designed to keep people out, though many others are tucked into 

spaces abutting ancient walls, embankments, the sides of buildings, even a mosque. 

In fact, the spaces of bostans are quite public. It is not unusual for local residents 

to use a path through the center of a bostan on a daily basis. With a few exceptions, 

human threat to the crops in most cases are mischievous or careless children. Vandalism 

and theft are minimal. Numerous bostancis stated that if people needed food they will 

come and ask for it rather than just take it, although most poor people will ask for free 

produce in the pazar rather than the bostan. There is little reported theft of produce; a 

much greater threat is the theft of equipment and supplies. 

The bostancis' biggest annual expenditures go toward operational resources. As a 

proportion of total costs, these have risen disproportionately over the last few decades. 

This is due largely to the disappearance of traditional sources of inputs, replaced by the 

need to purchase what used to be widely, and often freely, available. Seeds and fertilizers 

were locally produced. A portion of every crop was set aside as a source of seeds for the 

following season. Now, with the growing use of hybrid seeds, the efficiency of seeds 

harvested for subsequent seasons drastically declines. Manure, the preferred fertilizer of 

most bostancis, is difficult to get since the decline of livestock from in the city. 
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Two suppliers in Etnindnii provide virtually all of the seed and chemical needs of 

Istanbul's bostancis. One is Onnik, son of Dikran as seed merchant and referred to by the 

bostancis as the "Armenian in Unkapani". The long-term and faithful service provided 

by the family, and the quality of his products and advice, make Onnik trusted by all 

bostancis. Due to the guarantees Onnik places on his seeds, some bostancis prefer him 

over the more commercially successful Istanbul Tohum Magazasi (ITM, Istanbul Seed 

Supply), also in Eminonu and the other primary source of operational resources for 

bostancis. It is, reportedly, the oldest seed shop in Turkey (Seyfi 28 March 1998). 

While Onnik has a plain and simple little shop at the end of an alley near the old 

hal, the ITM is in a more prominent location in the centuries old, and now highly 

touristed, Misr (j!ar$isi (Egyptian Bazaar). The ITM used to be located near the old hal, 

but moved to the Misr (^ar^isi after the hal in Eminonu was closed. Whereas Onnik has 

hardly expanded his operation to adapt to changes in Turkey's agricultural landscape, and 

continues to the serve the Istanbul region, ITM has not only expanded its operation to 

serve national as well as local agricultural needs, but it also tries to anticipate trends and 

future changes in Turkish agriculture. The ITM has been importing seeds from Europe, 

investing in seed research on domestic seeds, and is now trying to tap into increased 

greenhouse production. Until 15 years ago, they would sell seeds only in bulk. Now, 

however, as market demands change, they have started selling seeds in small, individual 

packets. 

The ITM has evolved to meet the needs of a diversity of gardeners, including 

affluent recreational gardeners, with needs similar to people in the suburbs in the United 
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States - lawn mowers, sprayers, and all manner of plastic goods. Bostancis continue to 

feel comfortable with Onnik but have begun to feel uncomfortable with the changes at the 

ITM. However, they still trust Stefa, the elderly Greek that has run the shop for 50 or 60 

years, who learned the trade from his uncle. Although Stefa continues to be in the shop 

for his longtime customers, the daily operation of the ITM has been transferred to his 

son-in-law. 

There are numerous other seed sellers, centered in the colorfiil gardening bazaar 

immediately adjacent to the Misr Carsi, who sell in Istanbul's bazaars, but the quality of 

their product is highly variable. For example, some offer to buy old and rejected seeds 

from the Istanbul Tohimi Magazasi to resell to the general public, those with house 

gardens, and retailers who want cheap seeds to sell in the city's neighborhood bazaars. 

The bostancis do not patronize any of these establishments. 

Urban Agriculture as an Istanbul Food Security Strategy 

It is helpful to summarize what bostans mean for food security in Istanbul. That 

is, if the bostan is successful in satisfying the food needs of the household, the 

community and the city, it might serve as a model of how urban agriculture as a food 

security policy might work. In fact, it could even be the foundation for a renewed 

program of urban agriculture. On the other hand, if bostans are insufficient or inadequate 

as a food security strategy, then the reasons need to be investigated, and other food 

security alternatives may need to be pursued. 
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First, it is important to understand what is being grown and the degree to which 

this satisfies the household's food needs. In Nairobi and other urban areas of Kenya, 

basic staple foods such as maize, potatoes, sweet potatoes, cassava and various legumes 

are widely grown in urban gardens (Freeman 1991). In contrast, the produce from 

Istanbul's gardens does not provide for the staple food needs of the migrants from 

Anatolia. Neither grains nor tubers are grown on Istanbul's bostans. While Anatolians 

and Istanbulis consume plenty of fr«sh fruits and vegetables, the primary grain is wheat, 

and the staple food of the poor is lentils and broad beans. Bostans are not able to address 

the complete household food needs. When asked how the bostans contribute to 

household food supply, one bostanci replied, "We can't eat pazi [leeks] all of the time" 

(Cemil 21 March 1998). 

It is quite difficult, without long-term monitoring of household consumption, to 

identify the proportion of household consumption that came from the bostan. 

Nevertheless, it is clear that the households of bostancis rely on the produce of their 

gardens for more than income. Though very few of those interviewed could identify 

specific amounts, it appears that a significant portion of what the household consumes is 

from the bostan. Although dry goods must still be purchased (Haci Ibrahim Amca 3 April 

1998), all greens and vegetables consumed by the household come from their own 

garden. Generally, the bostan provides the fresh vegetables in the summer months, but in 

the winter, household produce needs were supplemented with food bought from the hal 

(Saban 8 November 1997; Hasan, 21 March 1998). A few bostancis grow crops solely for 
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their kitchen, such as com, tomatoes and carrots, as well as fruit that is mostly for variety 

and not for sale (Mehmet 30 May 1998). 

Based upon a compilation of the bostancis' own estimates, it appears that for 

bostanci households, half of the summer food, or about one-quarter of the annual 

household food supply can come from average or smaller size hostans (not including 

livestock). This is not insignificant, but nearly identical to findings from Dar Es Salaam 

(Sawiol993, as reported in Lynch 1995). Researchers found that urban agriculture 

contributed between 20-30% of the household food supply for nearly half of the urban 

producers in their survey. 

In a similar vein, it is important to recognize the contribution of the hal, almost as 

a surrogate bostan, to the household food supply. In the same way that bostancis don't 

have to buy what they grow, they do not buy as retail what they buy wholesale from the 

hal. Households that purchase produce from the hal have access to produce that can be 

purchased at prices that are at least 20-30% less than retail prices. Since most of those 

bostancis who sell their produce in the bazaar supplement their own production with 

what they buy from the hal, this is an opportunity to get a wide variety of produce at 

significantly reduced prices. At least two-thirds of the bostans with 10 donum or less buy 

from the hal. It is important to note that the opportunity to purchase from the hal is 

available not just to bostancis, but to many without cultivable land in the city. As 

discussed in the next chapter, estimates suggest that 100,000-150,000 Istanbul 

households rely on the bazaar for employment, over half of which sell foodstuffs. 



309 

Conclusion 

The goal of this chapter has been to describe the traditional form of urban agriculture 

in Istanbul, and the changes it is undergoing. Understanding the operation and 

constraints of the bostan agroecosystem may inform urban agriculture more generally. In 

addition, it has begtin to link the changes in urban agriculture in Istanbul to other 

socioeconomic changes taking place in Turkey - namely, in agriculture, urban and 

national culture (e.g., modernization), urbanization and its demography. Finally, it has 

shown that, even with a solid, historical institutional framework for urban agriculture, 

such as the bostan agroecosystem, other forces in the city may be too powerful for urban 

agriculture to make a meaningful contribution to widespread urban food security. Other 

strategies may need to be explored, either in lieu of, or to supplement, urban agriculture. 

Until quite recently, urban agriculture, in the form of bostans, played a major role 

in the food supply of the city. However, with intense competition for land, the relentless 

construction, constraining or easily circumvented laws, and amidst Istanbul's 

modernization and desire to be a world city, there is little space allowed (figuratively and 

literally) for urban agriculture. As a 1990 newspaper article headline put it, "Semt 

bostam betona yenildi" (Neighborhood bostans are conquered by concrete) (Cumhuriyet 

15 December 1990). Their death knell is part of IstanbuFs cacophony of the 1990s. 

Thus, if the remaining bostans are evaluated in terms of their contribution to Istanbul's 

metropolitan food needs, they are now insignificant in comparison to imported produce. 

The ability to satisfy the minimal fresh summer vegetable needs of a couple of hundred 
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thousand out of 12-13 million people (250-500 bostans x 10 ddniimlbostan x 40 

people/i/dwM/n) may not seem like much around which to build a viable urban food 

security policy. 

If, on the other hand, the bostans are examined from the perspective of a 

household livelihood strategy, for their food contributions at a neighborhood scale, and 

for other social and environmental benefits, their contributions take on more importance. 

After all, a thriving seven donum bostan can satisfy the vegetable food needs of 300-400 

people while contributing toward urban environmental and green space goals and needs. 

It is important to understand how and why they continue to survive and, in some unique 

cases, grow. The adaptive strategies and tactics with which the bostancis respond to the 

multi-scale political economic constraints and pressures around them parallel the 

struggles of much of the population and may contain suggestions for food and agriculture 

policy in Istanbul and Turkey. 

The changing relationship between space and time is very significant in food and 

livelihood security. Over the course of the Twentieth Century, the practice of the 

bostanci was transformed from strategy to tactic (along the lines of de Certeau 1988). 

Before the numerous and overlapping forces of urbanization, in-migration, 

industrialization and capitalization of food, globalization, inflation induced land 

speculation, and questionable and unenforceable municipal regulations and policies, the 

bostanci was a valuable and well-regarded participant in the daily economy and 

sustenance of the city. Their profession and productive contributions have been slowly 

marginalized, and their skills as urban farmers and managers of a complex set of 
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agricultural variables are neglected and becoming irrelevant. Increasingly, survival means 

identifying opportunities and exercising tactics outside the formal and (partially) 

regulated economy. The low opportunity costs of time and the low value of labor are at 

the base of many informal and marginal activities in the pursuit of livelihood. 

Bostans need to be explored for other benefits besides solely food security. That 

is, as land managers in a city that values green spaces, they could be invaluable. In most 

areas, the municipal authorities are very aware of their presence; as protected or green 

spaces, bostans appear acceptable. In other words, if one wants to keep or protect green 

spaces, they are considered a valued land use. So, one policy approach to keeping open 

and green spaces is through keeping agriculturally productive open and green spaces. As 

their long history in Istanbul bears wimess, bostancis are exemplary land managers. 

By looking at bostans and the families and households that manage them, we can 

put urban agriculture in the context of household and metropolitan food security. Even 

bostanci households, with a large store of gardening skills, somewhat legitimate claims to 

the land on which they produce and with a significant size urban plot, catmot meet 

household food and employment needs. The income needs in the city are too great and 

the food that is provided by the bostan is not a sufficient income or nutritional 

supplement. 

One alternative to urban agriculture is that those bostancis who purchase produce 

from the hal to sell in the bazaar can divert some to their family. But even this is 

insufficient. As it tums out, the same impetus that drives urban agriculture in other cities 

of the world, combined with the proclivity for collectively and creatively meeting basic 
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needs at community levels has contributed to the emergence of yet other creative food 

security practices. Numerous bostan families supplement household foodstuffs with 

supplies from their migratory hor.:elands (jnemleket). The practice of bringing food from 

the memleket is explored in depth in Chapter VII. Before that, however, the next chapter 

explores Istanbul's changing food system. 
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CHAPTER VI 

ISTANBUL'S CHANGING FOOD SYSTEM: 

PATHWAYS AND PRACTICES 

Introduction 

If you want to escape the inflation monster, welcome to the bazaar.... But there 
are rules of this business: to make a list, to be patient, to look at the prices a little 
more, a little less..., to not be deceived by the freshness on the top, to not take 
the rotten ones on the bottom..., and to vigorously bargain and haggle .... 
Wearisome but indispensable in order to live. 

Translated from Hurriyet (25 September 1989) 

Chapter V concluded that urban agriculture in Istanbul is declining rapidly and no 

longer plays a widespread role in the food security of the city as a whole.' Even for 

urban households with agriculturally productive space, the garden alone is not sufficient 

to satisfy all food needs. If this is true for bostancis, how much more so for Istanbul's 

lower income households without access to any garden plots? We will see from the next 

chapter that many low income Istanbtil households maintain close relationships with their 

migratory origins (memleket - home country) as part of their livelihood practice. Unlike 

urban agriculture, which requires difficult access to productive urban space, this is an 

option for many of Istanbul's immigrant residents. This chapter examines the more 

formal and established institutions through which food in Istanbul becomes available. 

' The Istanbul case shares some similarities with Cairo, where '^e contribution of urban gardening, as part 
of the urban subsistence production of food,... can be neglected in the case of Cairo, for reasons of limited 
space and housing density (Gertel 1995: 23, footnote 17). 



As agricultural production in Turkey changes, so, too, do the structures and 

systems that make food available in the city. Food supply, prices, laws, and delivery 

systems are constantly shifting, changing in response to national and global events while 

trying lo capture and respond to local demands and preferences. There are powerful 

forces at work trying to encourage citizens to purchase imported foodstuffs and styles. 

Imported processed foods are promoted and marketed through the media, and the new 

supermarkets that sell them are glorified over the small-scale and often traditional outlets 

that cannot directly participate in the global networks. It has even been said that the latest 

symbols of contemporary Istanbul are the supermarkets, introduced in the mid-1980's 

with the development of a consumer society and international trade (Kuban 1996: 450). 

Kaynak's (1976, 1980, 1981; with Rice 1987) examinations of Istanbul's food 

distribution system are a notable collection of information on Istanbul. His emphasis, 

however, is not food security per se, but on modernizing its retail and wholesale 

institutions with the goal of eliminating distributional inefficiencies. In this way, he 

argues, the supply of food will be greater, its costs lowered, and benefits will be 

widespread. He shows that the traditional urban food systems in advanced developing 

countries can be very complex and entrenched - that his study remains highly pertinent 

after almost 25 years attests to this observation (Kaynak 1976). Figure 6.1 is a schematic 

flow chart of the distribution of fruits and vegetables for Istanbul. 

The importance of research in urban food systems, however, goes beyond 

questions of efficiency. With Turkey's market liberalization since 1980, and the growing 

number of Western-style grocery stores in Istanbul, important livelihood issues need to 
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Figure 6.1: A flow diagram representation of the formal fruit and vegetable 
distribution channels in Turkey, adapted from Kaynak and Rice (1987). 
Percentages reflect Istanbul's food system in the mid-1980s. 
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be examined. Why does a system of countless small wholesalers and retailers, operating 

in both formal and informal frameworks persist in Istanbul? In contrast, why is the 

number of traditional neighborhood bazaars increasing? Most importantly, what are the 

food and livelihood security implications of the changes in the urban food system(s) of 

Istanbul? Who benefits from traditional systems and how will this change with the 

growth of Western-style wholesale and retail systems? Without an understanding of 

evolving patterns and practices, household food needs and activities in pursuit of food 

security cannot be entirely understood. As access to food changes, so do peoples' food 

security practices. The food system helps put vulnerabilities and coping strategies in 

context. Though a comprehensive overview of Istanbul's food system would be difficiilt, 

this chapter creates a framework of Istanbul's primary urban food system institutions and 

their characteristics. 

Documenting and evaluating an urban food system in its historical and cultural 

context is a patchwork composite of local, academic, and government studies, archival 

material and fieldwork in the face of meager data (Guyer 1987: 19). Guyer relies on 

documentary sources to explore the political economy of urban food systems. In 

contrast, Gertel's (1995b) somewhat postmodern collaboration on the metropolitan food 

system of Cairo draws together the multiple p)erspectives and field experiences of 

numerous researchers to build the urban food system from the individual agent up. The 

voices and experiences of individual street vendors, farmers, women, merchants, 

neighborhoods and households exemplify system components. Both approaches are 
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highly informative, and point toward the need for action in the interest of serving the 

lower urban economic classes. 

Research on explicitly urban food systems is relatively new and its focus is still 

evolving. Often, the expressed emphasis of studies on urban food systems - and a major 

component - is food supply and distribution (Drakakis-Smith 1991; Guyer 1987; Kaynak 

1980; Kaynak 1981; Lynch 1995). Increasingly, however, researchers commonly 

acknowledge that urban food systems are complex and stretch widely between 

agricultural producers - both locally and abroad — and final consumers.^ Generally, urban 

food systems are thought of as a set of subsystems or eiitities involving agricultural and 

food production, food processing, food distribution and food retailing, consumption, the 

various exchange and transfer mechanisms that link them, and social reproduction (Smith 

1998: 212; Gertel 1995a; Drakakis-Smith 1991). Figure 6.2 is a simple representation of 

such a system. 

While ill-defined issues of urban sustainability and self-sufficiency are often part 

of discussions regarding urban food systems, the primary underlying motives for 

investigating such systems center around the goal of local and regional food security to 

ensure the adequate and reliable uptake of food (Atkinson 1992:1). Since urban 

livelihoods take place largely within the context of a cash economy, household access to 

food will shift with decreases in income (cash or other entitlements) or decreases in the 

availability of food, often associated with increases in prices/costs. Analyses of food 

~ The task of piecing an urban food system together - tracing each food item through its global 
metamorphosis - may appear endless. See Whatmore and Thome (1997) for an application of actor-
network theory to a single commodity (coffee). 
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systems emphasize food access. Consequently, urban food problems can be the result of 

changes in national and global food production and supply (Smith 1998:212). 

This examination of Istanbul's food system links the macro- and micro-scales and 

opens up further research opportunities for each. The ultimate goal is not simply to 

characterize pathways but to take steps toward decreasing vulnerability and increasing 

food security. The emphasis of this dissertation is on the tactics that lower income people 

and households use to ensure their food security. There is an important distinction 

between those studies that evaluate urban livelihood security in terms of practices to 

obtain wages or income - which must then be exchanged for housing, clothing, food, 

transportation - and those that emphasize non-market activities, which contribute to 

household needs without first obtaining cash.^ Household practices designed to decrease 

vulnerability and ensure urban food security often resemble peasant practices that are not 

built entirely around cash and income earning. Nonmarket activities can be very 

practicable and invaluable. Among lower income, Cairene households, for example, 

nonmarket activities often represent the margin of survival: 

Non-monetary contributions to the political economy of the household account for 
a considerable part of the household's livelihood. For most households, wages 
alone do not cover immediate expenses, much less long-term needs. Wages must 
be supplemented by income from other forms of productive activity. For example 
the cash income of a household is supplemented by home production for self-
consumption and by ftmneling public goods £ind services including subsidized 
goods and free medicine, to the household (Hoodfar 1996:11-12). 

^ In the informative and insightful studies in Middle Eastern Women and the Invisible Economy (Lobban 
1998), the emphasis is on strategies and activities that women participate in to earn money- Money is, then 
exchanged for livelihood improvements, amenities as well as basic needs. Urban agriculture as a source of 
food, for example, circumvents the money earning step, and allows access to food more directly, saving a 
step and its transactions costs and uncertainties. 
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Though many non-market activities are important to urban livelihood, the 

emphasis in this dissertation is specifically on food. For urban livelihoods, non-market 

food security strategies are not limited to household, peasant-style production, but can 

involve the identification, pursuit and use of other resources, including public goods and 

services, such as relying on government subsidies on foodstuffs (like bread). 

Determining an entire urban food system is difficult. First, data availability in 

transition economies like Turkey creates limitations. Public data, even if available, is 

problematic. Data often needs to be gathered empirically or from non- or semi-official 

sources, which is time consuming and patchy. Specifically, very little information exists 

on fundamental food issues in Istanbul. This lacuna could be tied to the ongoing 

perception that Turkey is self-sufficient in agriculture. If, for example, food supply is 

considered the sole and central determinant of food security, how can there be a food 

security problem with such an abundant supply and no apparent crisis? Certainly, food is 

not a problem for households at upper income levels, but fi-om the work of Sen (1981) 

and others (Watts and Bohle 1993), we know that numerous other factors must be 

considered. Importantly, a distinction must be drawn between acute food insecurity 

(food emergencies or crises) and chronic food insecurity - the daily reality for the 

majority of poor populations and from which emergencies arise (Atkinson 1992: 23). 

Another reason for the omission of urban food and food systems from research is 

that many of the patterns for commanding food are commonplace. To urban dwellers, the 

food supply is a constant and routine function, taken largely for granted (Bohle 1994). 

Until very recently, the national Turkish landscape was defined by extensive peasant 
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agricultural production. Despite decades of government modernization programs and 

rhetoric, peasant production still makes a major contribution to Turkish households and 

communities in rural as well as urban spaces. Individuals and households are still 

responsible for much of their own food production and preparation. While the state is 

involved in agricultural policy - after all, agricultural exports are important for foreign 

exchange, food needs are met at the household level. Food is not given a high priority 

and, when regulations are promulgated, they are weakly or unevenly enforced. As 

discussed in Chapter IV, it can appear that there is no food policy in Turkey, except that 

it exists only as an indirect product of economic policies and goals (Akder 1993: 137). 

For a city of over 10-12 million, there are countless components to the system, 

ranging from the informal and unregistered to the very formal and regulated, the 

cumulative effect of millions of daily lives. This makes it difficult to conceive of a single 

food system. More formal Western-style food distribution systems cater to the needs of 

the higher income populations in select districts of Istanbul, but leave traditional - and 

often quite informal — systems throughout the city intact. Multiple food pathways, 

operating at various but intersecting scales, exist to meet multiple needs and desires. 

Compounding this, the fiizzy boundaries between formal and informal sectors and spaces 

make food systems difiRcult to understand. For example, up to one-third of the 

employees in industry and manufacturing in Istanbul are unregistered; children, women 

and the elderly increase the ranks and role of marginal and hidden employment in the 

workforce to contribute to household income (Sonmez 1997). 
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By recognizing and understanding significant features and changes in the urban 

food system, urban food needs and problems can be identified. In cities like Istanbul, for 

example, food distribution systems provide an insight into the discontinuities and 

contentions which global processes generate in local arenas (Guyer 1987: 6). Where food 

comes from, how it is produced and distributed, how prices are set, and how people 

respond affect access to food. Piecing these together, the vulnerable points in a given 

food system can be identified. Clarifying these, we can begin to understand and learn 

from the actions that people take in the attempt to ensiu-e their own food needs. This will 

lead to better policies and practices that shore up or by-pass the weak points in the 

interest of overall urban food security without compromising the weak. 

Istanbul's food system is still characterized by its fragmentation, numerous and 

small businesses, and the often informal and social nature of the commercial interactions. 

This is beginning to change as challenges to the traditional order emerge. The challenges 

are in the form of European and American models of wholesale and retail institutions that 

emphasize modernization, efficiency and economies of scale. The ultimate impacts to 

Istanbul's food security from such globally fed forces are not yet clear, though the 

replacement of traditional with Western-style institutions will have impacts on those 

employed in more traditional food system sectors. The conflict is a subplot in the 

struggle and tension between modem and traditional systems, often cast in terms of 

progress versus backwardness. Just as small agricultural producers struggle to compete 

with agroindustrial interests, Istanbul's small merchants are threatened by large-scale 

operations that have not evolved from local institutions but have been imported. 
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Istanbul's food system — wholesale markets 

In Istanbul, wholeseiie markets play a major role in distributing food. Despite 

government efforts, however, not all of the food sold and consumed in Istanbul goes 

through these wholesale facilities. This creates conflicts between those who attempt to 

profit from the control of food and others who want to avoid middlemen. There is a 

widely held belief among consumers, agricultural producers, and retailers that 

wholesalers are a major cause for unnecessarily high food prices and aggravation. 

For foodstuffs sold in Istanbul, there are at least three primary wholesale venues. 

Distinct wholesale markets exist for seafood products, for dry food goods, and for fruits 

and vegetables. Each wholesale system consists of a large number of small, independent 

wholesalers who buy from producers, manufacturers or importers and who sell to 

Istanbul's small retailers. Each wholesale system operates from dedicated facilities, and 

is regulated largely by their own associations but with some government oversight. 

Kumkapi — Balik Hah (Fish Wholesale Market in Kumkapi) 

Fish, historically an important part of the Istanbul diet, is now expensive enough 

to be considered a luxury item. As a generally minor source of nutrition, fish is not a 

major element in Istanbul's food security. However, for some households, the 

Bosphorus, Golden Hom and the Sea of Marmara offer opportunities for households to 

supplement their food supply and income, as attested to by the thousands of fishermen 
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that line the Bosphorus, the Marmara and the bridge over the Golden Horn, especially on 

Sundays. 

Historically, the main fish bazaar in Istanbul was in the center of the city, in 

Eminonii, going back to Byzantine times {Istanbul Ansiklopedisi 1994c: 16). A second 

major fish bazaar developed in Galata by the Seventeenth Century to serve the Greek and 

European communities."* Today, there are numerous fish merchants in these and other 

areas of Istanbul. Although some merchants buy fish directly from fishermen, the 

majority of the fish consumed in Istanbul goes through the fish wholesaling facility in 

Kumkapi, the balik hali. 

Istanbul's first balikhanesi (fish warehouse) in Eminonii was demolished in 1957 

and moved to Azapkapi. In 1982, it was moved to Kumkapi where it serves as the 

distribution center for all of Istanbul's fish {Istanbul Ansiklopedisi 1994c). Su Uriinleri 

Hali Mudiirliigu officials report that, of the sea products that go through this warehouse, 

85% is for Istanbul markets, 10% is for sale throughout the rest of Turkey, and 5% is for 

export, primarily to Greece (Ali Riza and Suleyman 27 Februrary 1998). The same 

officials report that 70% of the fish that goes through the wholesale market are only two 

species: 50% are Hamsi (anchovy) and another 20% are Istavrit (horse mackerel, or 

scad) from the Sea of Maimara and the Black Sea. The other 30% are a wide range of 

other fish and sea products (Table 6.1). 

The most recent consimiption data available show that for urban residents of 

Turkey in 1984 one-half of one percent of the diet, by weight, is fish and sea products, or 

Even today, Turkish uses the Greek names for virtually all species of fish native to the region. 
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roughly 2.5 kilograms per year (Balkir 1993). Officials at the Su Uriinleri Hah 

Mudurlugu (Directorate of the Sea Products Wholesale Market) claim that the amiual 

consumption of fish in Istanbul is 10 kilograms per year, though their data suggest 

consumption levels similar to those reported for 1984 (Ali Riza and Siileyman 27 

February 1998). If 85% of the 23 million kilograms that went through the wholesale 

market in 1997 was for Istanbul markets (and assuming a population of 10-12 million 

people), Istanbul consumes an average of hardly two kilograms of fish per person per 

year, or 5.4 grams per day. 

As the data in Table 6.1 probably underestimate what actually goes through the 

wholesale market and do not account for what is caught and sold through informal 

charmels, average fish consumption in Istanbul is probably higher than two kilograms. On 

the other hand, a major portion of the fish consimied in Istanbul is in the restaurants and 

hotels catering to tourists and the wealthiest classes. With the lack of better estimates, we 

will assume that Istanbul consimies an average of about two kilograms of fish per person 

per year, recognizing that the sizeable lower income portion of the population eats far 

less per capita than the wealthy minority. Overall, fish is negligible in Istanbul's diet. 

Rami - Gida Toptancilar (Dry/staple Foodstuffs Wholesalers in Rami) 

The 1994 directory of the Istanbul Gida Toptanci Tiiccarlan Demegi (IGTTD, 

Foodstuffs Wholesale Merchants Association) - the main association representing 

Istanbul's staple and dry food goods wholesale merchants — lists 806 members in Rami. 

In 1997, the number of wholesalers in Rami was reported to be 827 (Makro Ara^tirma, 
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1997). The Rami wholesale system is characterized by its fragmented nature. And, as 

with so much of local and daily commercial life in Istanbul, self-regulation sets the 

standards, in this case for food qualit>' and processing (Dever 11 November 1997). 

Prior to being placed in Rami, these wholesale merchants were scattered 

throughout small shops on the side and back streets of Unkapani. adjacent to Eminonii. 

These merchants were moved rrom the old commercial centers of ilie cit\ as part of the 

ongoing government effort to move small wholesale/retail merchants to places on 

Istanbul's outskirts. All of these moves have their origins in the greater context of the 

modernizing programs of the I980's under the former Istanbul Mayor Dalan. 

Besides foodstuffs, the range of goods sold by IGTTD members include 

household items such as cleaning materials and supplies (see Tables 6.2 and 6.3).® Table 

6.3 shows the product categories and their percentage in terms of the number of 

association members who sell them. Rather than a real indicator of how much of each 

product is sold by Rami's wholesalers, the table identifies the products they sell and the 

specialization the merchants represent.^ 

' The following discussion is based largely on a recent unpublished study commissioned by the IGTTD, 
(Istanbul Foodstuff Wholesaler Merchants Association) and provides one of the only detailed profiles of 
this sector (Makro Ara§tinna 1997). 
" An ongoing frustration with data in Istanbul, and seen in the ables is that they do not quantify what is 
sold. They rely on reports of interviewees, not quantitative measurement, such as weight or monetary 
value. In cases where values or weights are reported, all goods and products are combined, without any 
opportunity to differentiate the relative contribution of each product. 



Table 6.1: Reported amount of fish and sea products coming 
through the Istanbul sea products wholesale market 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 
Weight (kg) 11.851,538 20,650,765 27,123,659 24,837.680 23,386,241 

Source: Unpublished data of the Istanbul BQyIlksehir Belediye Baskaniigi 
Su Uninieri Hali MQdariOga 

Table 6.2: Membership of IGTTD, 1997 
(Number of members: 827) 

F*roduct Percent of 
Category members 
Food products 63% 
Cleaning supplies 5% 
Drinks, beverages 4% 
Rotates & onions 6% 
Nuts, dried fruit,etc. 6% 
M Lxed products 15% 

TOTAL 100% 
Source: Makro Arastirma, 1997 



Table 63: Most sold producte, as reported by IGTTD members 
Percent of merchants reporting 

Product item as their most-sold product 
Cheese 20.2 
Cheese & 12.7 

Dry foods 
Butter & veg. oil 7.1 
Potatoes & 6.8 

Onions 
Nuts, dried fruit, etc. 6.6 
Meat products 5.7 

(sausage, etc.) 
Drinks, beverages 5.7 
Olives 5.2 
Flour products 4.2 
Tea 4.2 
Packaging supplies 4 
Cleaning supplies 3.2 
Spices 1.5 
Honey 1.5 
Helva (special sweet) 1.4 
Milk products (not inci- 1.4 

uding cheese, oil) 
Eggs 1.2 
Sugar 1.1 
Cosmetics 0.6 
Salt 0.9 
Pickled products 0.8 
Conserves 0.2 
Tomato paste 0.2 
Other products 1.9 

TOTAL 98.3 
Source: Makro Arastirma, 1997 
* Numbers in report do not add to 100 
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The major sources of Rami's products are factories, producers (including 

agriculturalists) and manufacturers (Table 6.4). Over 50% of the foodstuffs sold by Rami 

wholesalers come directly from farms (possibly through brokers), from manufacturing 

facilities where grains and pulses are prepared and packaged, where dairy products are 

manufactured, and similar sources. Processed foods like vegetable oils, conserves (jams, 

jellies, etc.) pickles, and sausage are also from manufacturers. For about 15% of 

products, wholesalers arrange the manufacture or production of the final product 

themselves. Nearly 30% of the products sold in Rami are from other merchants, and state 

enterprises supply goods such as tea and sugar. 

In their surveys of Istanbul's retail sectors, the Istanbul Chamber of Commerce 

(ITO 1998) found that bakkals (small neighborhood comer shops) get 65% of their 

products from wholesalers.^ The ITO found that 32% of merchants in the neighborhood 

bazaars get their goods from wholesale merchants such as those in Rami, but this also 

includes other wholesale sources, such as spices from Emindnii. 

.A^ccording to Table 6.5, bakkals and similar small markets constitute the majorit\' 

of Rami wholesalers' sales and activity, with almost 50% of Rami's sales. A third of 

Rami's merchants sell to pazarcis (those that sell in the bazaar) to whom 13% of Rami's 

merchandise is sold. The fact that wholesalers are selling to each other suggests 

integration among wholesalers (see Tables 6.4 and 6.5). If a wholesaler cannot satisfy 

customer demand on his own, he can do so by buying from other wholesalers. Thus, 

• 50% is from wholesalers and 15% from "top" wholesale merchants. 
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Istanbul's small wholesalers are able to keep goods moving into the market (Olu? et al. 

1963). 

Despite growing and significant changes in Istanbul's food system, most notably 

in the introduction and proliferation of supermarkets in the I990's, small wholesalers still 

play a large role in the distribution of food. However, changes appear inevitable. The 

fact that the majority of Rami's sales are going to bakkals and small markets will be a 

source of concern for Rami. As discussed later, the number of bakkals in Istanbul is 

decreasing as the number of hipermarkets (large supermarkets) is increasing. From Table 

6.5, one can see that other retailers (including hipermarkets) constitute a very small 

portion of Rami's market. Well capitalized and built around scale economies, 

hipermarkets avoid small middlemen. Further, the recent emergence of Western-style 

wholesale institutions in Istanbul, combined with decreasing numbers of bakkals and 

small markets, mean that Rami merchants will be competing for declining markets. 

Bayrampa^a - Mey\e Sebze Hah (Fruit and Vegetable Wholesale Market) 

Perhaps the best-known wholesale institution in Istanbul is the Istanbul Meyve ve Sebze 

Halleri (the hal, Istanbul's fruit and vegetable wholesale market). First established in 

Unkapam on the Golden Horn in 1935, two other wholesale warehouses were opened in 

Kadikoy and in Topkapi Tepebag Bostan hal. The Kadikoy hal was moved away from 

the harbor to Icerenkoy in Asia in 1972, and in 1982, the Unkapani hal was shut down 

and moved to a new central facility in Bayrampa^a. The Bostan hal has also recently been 

combined with the main hal in Bayrampa^a. The Bayrampa^a hal is the largest, houses 



Table 6.6: IGTTD Supply channels: 
Sellers to Rami 1997 

Source of Percent of goods 
goods supplied by source 
Factory 24.8 
Producer 17.1 
Manufacturer 8.0 
Self-manufactured 9.7 
Dairy 4.3 
Village 6.0 
State Enterprise 1.1 
Other wholesale 10.8 
Spot market 4.8 
Merchants 9.4 
Imported 1.5 

TOTAL* 91.S 
Source: Makro Arastirma, 1997 
* Numbers in report do not add to 100 

Table 6.5: IGTTD Supply channels: 
Buyers from Rami, 1997 

Buyers of % of merchants Percentage of sales 
goods selling to buyer by group 
Bakkal 58.8 26.1 
Markets 57.0 20.5 
Pazarcis 30.4 13.4 
Restaurants 14.8 3.3 
Other wholesalers 13.3 9.6 
Kitchens 10.8 2.5 
Factories 9.6 2.2 
Hotels 9.3 1.3 
Public facilities 7.6 1.2 
Service sector 6.9 3.1 
Military 5.4 0.8 
Schools 4.9 0.5 
Nuts, etc. merchants 4.9 3.7 
Delicatessens 3.5 1.7 
Other retailers 2.0 I.O 
Pastry shops 1.5 1.3 
Grocery stores 1.1 0.5 
Exporters 0.8 0.5 
Stationers 0.6 0.3 

Others 6.5 
TOTAL 100 

Source: Makro Arastirma, 1997 
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government and association headquarters, and mostly serves the European side of 

Istanbul; the one in I(;erenkoy serves the Asian side. In 1994, there were a total of more 

than 650 wholesale merchants, and as many as 800 in 1998 {Istanbul Ansiklopedisi 

1994c; IMESKOM Undated; Arabul 22 January 1998). 

The wholesale merchants in these warehouses receive fresh produce by truck 

from the Aegean and the Mediterranean regions daily. Because they do not have cool 

storage facilities, they attempt to sell the produce immediately. Buyers come early in the 

morning to get produce for the city's manavs (greengrocers), neighborhood bazaars, 

restaurants and other institutions. Traffic congestion plagues the hal every morning as 

hundreds — even thousands in the summer months - of trucks drop off and pick up 

produce for Istanbul. 

For years, city and association officials have been complaining that as much as 

two-thirds of the produce sold in the city avoids the hal and is, thus, illegal {Millyet 26 

December 1994). According to estimates of officials at the Istanbul Meyve Sebze ve 

Bostan Komisyonculan Demegi (IMESKOM, Istanbul Association of the Fruit, 

Vegetable and Bostan Wholesale Commissioners) (Er 18 April 1998), the government 

(Arabul 22 January 1998) and local newspaper reports (Sabah 8 Sept 1996), about 30% 

of Istanbul's produce is illegally circumvented around the hal to avoid commissions and 

taxes. Another 10% go directly from the regions of production to area supermarkets. Of 

the remaining 60%, 75% goes to manavs and bazaars, 15% to large, institutional buyers 

(e.g., schools, hospitals, luxury hotels, the military) and the last 10% to supermarkets. 

These figures are consistent with a report that 60% of the goods sold in Istanbul's bazaars 
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are bought at the hal and the rest are trucked directly from the fields {Millyet [Ceial Pir] 

1992?), or that Istanbul's wholesale markets provide 70% of what is sold at the bazaar 

(Meydan 3 July 1995). 

According to various accounts of the Director of IMESKOM, there are 2,250-

2,876 trucks bringing produce daily to Istanbul, but only 1,420-1.620 of which bring their 

produce to the hal (Er 18 April 1998; Sabah, 14 & 20 June, 1998), representing roughly 

a 

60% of the produce-bearing trucks. Official and press accounts place the amount of 

produce coming through the hal at close to 3 million metric tons per year, or about 7,500-

8,000 tons per day (Arabul 22 January 1998; Sabah 8 September 1996). By the same 

accounts, up to another 5,000 tons per day (2 million tons per year) may come to Istanbul 

through illegal and other channels. Combining these figures, and allowing for exports 

and spoilage, approximately one kilogram of fresh produce per resident enters Istanbul 

every day.^ 

Like the wholesalers of dry goods, the fhiit and vegetable commissioners are 

relatively small operators. General public opinion is that they do not limit their profits to 

an 8% commission and newspaper articles regularly accuse the kabzimal of excessive 

profit taking, often with charts comparing the prices of produce in the hal with what is 

charged in the supermarket, manav and other markets. The characterization of the of the 

' In an interview with the same official quoted in the press, Burhan Er, the Director of IMESKOM told me 
that 3.150 trucks come to Istanbul each day, half of which are outside legal channels (18 April 1998). 

There is a circular tendency in the data. An official in the Hal Director's office reports that they estimate 
the amount of illegal produce through informal channels of produce based on the per capita amount 
consumed - V2 kg vegetables and 14 kg fhiit per day - in Istanbul. Multiplying this by the official 
population gives 10,000 tons per day. So, if only 7-8,000 comes through the hal, the rest must be illegal. 
Of course, many may have their own village supplies, local gardens or, simply, do not eat that much. 
Ciimhuriyet (1 June 1990) reports daily consumption of Vz kg of fhiits and vegetables combined, and 
nutrition surveys from 1974 and 1984 at less than 400 grams per day (Balkir 1993). 



wholesale merchant in Figure 6.3 is consistent with the Mafia stereotype often assigned 

to the kabzimal. The pazarci, too, is often accused of profiteering and characterized as a 

shady character, while producers and consiuners are portrayed as victims. 

The municipal government director overseeing the hal acknowledges that the 

kabzimal underreport their profits and commissions significantly, by 50% or more. One 

pazarci familiar with the hal (and an economics student at Istanbul University) claims 

that it is standard for the commissioners to increase their prices by 75-100%. And, based 

on interviews with Istanbul's small bostanci producers, the prices the kabzimal pay for 

produce is inadequate and significantly less than retail prices. Others, however, like a 

large-scale producer and former Mayor of Istanbul, believe the kabzimal generally stick 

to their legal commissions and perform an important ftmction (Isfan 20 January 1998). 

According to the Internet site of the Istanbul municipality's director of fi:aiit and 

vegetable wholesale markets, the purpose of the Directorate is to "provide quality, 

healthy fhiit and vegetable business within the fi-ee rivalry system in the borders of the 

Municipality, to protect the rights of producers, consumers and the professionals of the 

sector, and to introduce a contemporary infrastructure system to the wholesale 

markets."'" Simultaneously protecting the rights of producers, consumers, the kabzimal, 

pazarcis and others seems impossible, and the fact that the IBB municipality's Director's 

office is in the hal neither dispels perception or eases the prospects of objective oversight. 

This statement is taken, almost verbatim from the statement of goals in the law regarding Turkey's 
wholesale fhjit and vegetable wholesale markets (KHKy552, Resmi Gazette 17 Haziran 1995). 
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Figure 6.3 Cartoon: Fruit and Vegetable Wholesale/Retail System. The caption 
above the cartoon reads, "From producer to consumer, the price of fhiits and vegetables 
increases four times. Fruits and vegetables - how they reach [people's] kitchens." The 
words below the characters identify them by profession - producer (uretici), wholesale 
commissioner (Tuccar-kabzimat), transporter {nakliyeci), and bazaar merchant (pazarci). 
From Cumhuriyet 3 June 1992. 
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On 11 June 1998, the Turkish parliament passed a new Hal Ya^asi (Law number 

4367. the fresh produce wholesale market law, Resmi Gazette 14 June 1998)" to modify 

and strengthen earlier laws (KHK/552, Resmi Gazette 27 June 1995). The new law 

intends to force the produce going around the hal back through official municipal 

networks. According to officials, incomes to producers will increase, the state will double 

its ta.x revenues, and consumers will get healthier food at lower prices. Advocates of the 

law claim that there will be a 20% reduction in inflation and a TL 20,000-30,000 per 

kilogram reduction in the price of fruits and vegetables (Er 18 April 1998). The 

hyperbole embedded in such assertions is portrayed in a cartoon of Turkey's then Prime 

Minister Yilmaz expressing his faith in how the nation will benefit from the new law 

(Figure 6.4). 

Obviously, there is skepticism of who ultimately benefits from the new law. 

According to the director of IMESKOM, pazarcis and manavs typically sell produce for 

double the price they pay in the hal. The new law requires retailers to limit their price 

increases to 30%, regardless of their overhead, transportation, labor and other costs. The 

new law authorizes the destruction of informal hals, inspection of retailers to check on 

profit margins, examination of paperwork to make sure the produce was purchased from 

the hal, and inspection of shipments of produce to make sure that bills of laden show that 

the produce is coming from or going to the hal. 

'' Officially, the title is the Ya^ Sebze ve Meyve Ticaretinin Duzenlenmesi ve Toptanci Halleri Hakkinda 
Kanun Hukmunde Kararnemenin Bazi Maddelerinin Degistirilmesine Kanun - The law concerning some 
changes in the articles in the decree of the law regarding fresh fiuit and vegetable commerce's system and 
wholesale market. 
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Figure 6.4 Cartoon: Cucumber as Successful Legisltation. The caption to the side of 
the cartoon reads, "With the [new] wholesale law, the price of fhiits and vegetables will 
(purportedly) become cheaper and inflation will fall." The former prime minister, with 
his arm around the cucumber, is saying, " All of my hope is on you." From Sabah, 11 
June 1998. 
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There is a general feeling that the new law will be unenforceable, like so many 

other Turkish laws. Some bostancis, for example, when told of the new law, feared that 

they might have to pay additional bribes if caught transporting their goods from the field 

to the bazaar. Nevertheless, because most bostancis combine purchased produce with 

what they have grown, the new law should not be a problem. The materials they produce 

will be too difficult to differentiate from what they legally purchase. Pazarcis, too, feel 

that the new laws will have little impact, and challenge the claims that vegetable prices 

will drop and producer revenues will increase if all the produce goes through the hal - it 

will only increase oligopolistic opportunities. 

Istanbul's Food System — Traditional and Formal Retail 

The traditional urban retail structure in Istanbul is consistent with FCaynak's 

observation of developing countries in that it revolves around small-scale groceries, 

specialized retailers and public markets (1980:79). Until recently, almost all of the food 

in Istanbul passed primarily through these retail institutions of differentiated roles. 

However, their roles are changing with the globalization of food, food systems, the 

homogenizing effect of global free trade, with increasing and varied products imported 

from Europe and the United States, and with the proliferation of Western-style 

supermarkets and restaurants. In fact, the West has even imported the terms assigned 

these big stores - hipermarket and supermarket. Zincirmarket (literally, chain market) is 

the term for smaller Western-style super markets. Table 6.6 is a count of the various food 



Table 6.6: Retail places in Istanbul, 1999 

Type of Retail Establishment Number 
Hipermarket * 4 
Superstore 21 
Supermarket 201 
Market 522 
Large greengrocer* • 8449 
Small greengrocer 4024 
Tekel newspaper distributors*•• 6685 
Alcohol-cigarette stands 1815 
Snack stand (buffet) 784 
Nuts/dried fhiit/candy 1414 
Perfume stores 514 
Cosmetic stores 584 
Cleaning supply stores 1535 
Hair salons 2287 
Pharmacies 4125 

Source: Reported in Sabah, 2 Feb 1999 

*It is also reported that 80 new hipermarkets and 
and supermarkets are in the active planning stages 

**The distinction between small and large greengrocers 
(manavs) is unclear, but a total of over 12,000 seems 
unreasonably high. It may be that small manavs refer to 
push-cart peddlers, as discussed in the section on manavs. 

•••This, generally, would be the bakkal, though there 
are, quite likely, some from the alcohol-cigarette and 
snack groups that also consider themselves bakkals. 
Tekel means "monopoly" in Turkish, and is also the name 
for the government insitution that controls tobacco and alcohol. 
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retail establishments in Istanbul. Still, traditional institutions and the people that 

constitute them manage to stay relevant through creativity, need, resistance and 

adaptation. The masses of people needing food participate in structuring the way the 

food system is changing. In comparison to the wholesale sector, a far greater number of 

Istanbul residents are tied to the retail sector, both as merchants and as households. 

Bakkaliye'' 

A bakkaliye (or bakkal) is the small, neighborhood basic needs shop found 

throughout Turkey. Yava§ et al. (1982) refer to these least specialized of Istanbul's 

traditional food retailers as comer shops. Typically, they are between 50-75 square 

meters in area and stock 600-700 different items, depending on size and location (Yava§ 

et al. 1982). In Istanbul, at least 75% are smaller than 100 square meters, though many 

are less than half that size (ITO 1998). They have a documented history in Istanbul of 

over 1,000 years {Istanbul Ansiklopedisi 1994a) and have changed very little in their 

basic function as a community store owned by one person or household, working long 

hours (Yava§ et al. 1982). Virtually every block in urban residential areas has one or two 

bakkals, and a mahalle (neighborhood district) can have over 50. As the outlet from 

which daily and basic food and household supplies are purchased, the bakkaliye is 

typically part of a household's daily routine as well as a social/information center. The 

bakkal supplies daily and non-perishable goods, including newspapers, dairy products 

Though bakkal refers simultaneously to the tradesman and the commercial establishment, the ITO (1998) 
distinguishes the two by referring to the establishment as bakkaliye. I use the temis interchangeably. 



(e.g., cheese, yogurt, ice cream, eggs), fresh bread, bottled drinks, butter, oil and basic 

cooking supplies, packaged and canned staple foods, soaps, diapers, cigarettes, coffee and 

tea, and cookies and candies. Often, a bakkal will have a crate or two of longer lasting 

perishable produce (e.g., onions, potatoes, fioiit) and, depending on the religious 

convictions of the proprietor or the neighborhood, alcohol. Larger bakkals have a greater 

product selection, more perishables, and may sell flour, lentils, rice and other dry goods 

in bulk. 

Owning a bakkaliye is a dream of many low-income earners. These shops are 

among the early businesses in a gecekondu or new neighborhood on the city's growing 

edges. As independent businessmen, the proprietors deal individually with wholesalers 

and producers, and are responsible for much of their own product selection and delivery. 

By contemporary business standards, the bakkaliye system is inefficient and a distributive 

obstacle to lower food prices (Kaynak 1987). According to Kaynak, the system is 

characterized by "small, neighbourhood food stores carrying only one line, small sales 

volume per store and per worker, trade areas which are small and relatively fixed, owners 

that regard the number of customers and the amount they purchase as stable and inelastic, 

and owners who are passive and resist change" (1980: 81). He argues that the "poor 

range of food products of uncertain quality," the unsanitary conditions, understocking, 

and poor management lead to an emphasis on high profit margins rather than high 

volume (1980: 79-80), which in turn make food more expensive (Kaynak 1980: 83). 

In 1930, there are reported to have been 4,229 bakkaliyes in Istanbul {Istanbul 

Ansiklopedisi 1994a). With a population of less than a million, there may have been one 
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bakkaliye for every 200-250 people in Istanbul, or about one bakkaliye for every 50 

households. As neighborhood establishments, personal credit provided by the proprietor 

was commonplace; even today, nearly 60% of the bakkals recently surveyed by the 

Istanbul Chamber of Commerce report selling to their customers on credit (ITO 1998). 

Bakkalyies are still a major outlet of food in the city, but this is changing. 

According to the Istanbul Ansiklopedisi (1994a), the bakkaliye has been in a state 

of crisis ever since large shops began to open, some of which began to enter the 

neighborhoods where bakkaliyes were cornerstones of local commerce in foodstuffs and 

household goods. Although their nimibers bloomed with the massive in-migration, they 

began to decline in the 1980s with the opening of large shopping centers (ITO 1998) and 

the subsequent proliferation of supermarkets and chain grocery stores. In 1987, there 

were 16,527 bakkals in Istanbul's neighborhoods, 13,000 in 1990 and 11,800 in 1992 

{Istanbul Ansiklopedisi 1994a).'^ Currently, the Istanbul Chamber of Commerce (1998) 

counts 2.996 bakkaliyes among their members, saying that this represents 51% of all 

bakkaliyes in Istanbul (see text for Table 6.6). By these reported figiires, in 1990, there 

was, appro.ximately, one bakkaliye for every 600 people and, in 1998, one bakkaliye for 

as many as 1,600 people. The accuracy of these figures aside, it is quite evident that the 

role of the bakkaliye in the distribution of food in Istanbul is rapidly declining. 

" Yava? et al. (1982) estimate that there are 7,500 bakkals in all of Istanbul. This seems a little low. 
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Manav 

In numerous ways, manavs are quite similar to bakkals. A manav refers to the 

trades/businesses that sell fruits and vegetables in covered shops {Istanbul Ansiklopedisi. 

1994d). These green grocers sell a wide variety of fruits and vegetables that they 

purchase every few days from the fruit and vegetable wholesale market. Some also buy 

directly from producers like bostans if they have the opportunity, though this is atypical. 

Manavs are not nearly as numerous as bakkals, and are most prominent in Istanbul's 

affluent districts. Like the bakkal, the manav is responsible for going to the wholesale 

center, selecting, purchasing, and taking delivery of its own produce. 

According to the Istanbul Ansiklopedisi (1994d), manavs historically included 

gezgin manav (roving manavs) that sells either from a kufe (large basket) or, more 

commonly today, from a pushcart. Sometimes, trailers piled with fruits or vegetables and 

pulled by a horse or tractor can also still be seen in Istanbul, some with a wide 

assortment, and others with a single product, such as watermelons. Today, those who sell 

produce as roving manavs tend to be part of the informal sector of the economy. 

Traditionally, the manav would fill the time gap between bazaar days. If a 

neighborhood bazaar occurs on only one day per week, the manav was the source for 

produce in the days between bazaars. Now, with widespread refrigeration and growing 

access to Western-style grocery stores, the role of the manav is declining. Nevertheless, 

entrepreneurial individuals will peddle in a neighborhood a day or two before the weekly 

bazaar. Similarly, many gezgin manav are seen at transportation nodes, often with their 

handcarts arranged in rows where there is significant pedestrian traffic. 
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While the institution of the manav elicits nostalgic feelings among many 

Istanbulis, there is an indefinite distinction between this gezgin manav and what are 

referred to as seyyar saticis (literally, moving or peripatetic salesmen). Seyyar saticis are 

commonly part of the informal sector, an attractive occupation for migrants because the 

costs of entry are low and the constant movement allows them to troll for customers 

while avoiding the authorities. 

Today, the manav tends to be the most expensive of the primary retail sources for 

fruits and vegetables. Having a manav shop, usually in a middle or upper class region, 

usually entails high overhead costs. In addition, the scale of their business does not 

command low, bulk prices from the hal. And further, from a customer's perspective, 

they do not always have the fresh produce, as they do not replenish their stock until it is 

depleted. Because of their diminishing numbers, and because they target more affluent 

neighborhoods and customers, the manav does not play a critical role in Istanbul's food 

system as a retail source of food. However, the occupation of seyyar satici is an 

important source of employment and income for many households, and through which 

lower cost produce from the hal may be accessible. 

Almost 20 years ago, Yava§ et al reported that all food peddlers in Istanbul "sell a limited variety of food 
products, mainly fhiit and vegetables and operate alone. There are over 10,000 operating in the streets of 
Istanbul. These peddlers buy their stocks from market middlemen, charge lower prices, and still make a 
large profit. The reason for this is they do not pay rent, income tax, nor do they incur other business 
expenses (1982:137, foomote 24). In contrast to the somewhat rosy portrayal of the seyyar satici, the work 
is extremely difficult, uncertain, and, despite the apparently high profit margin, hardly high income. 
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Semt Pazari (Neighborhood Bazaar) 

In Istanbul, many different types of bazaars and markets have existed over the 

centuries to serve city residents. Many of today's bazaars have traditional connections. 

Seasonal bazaars sell roses (gul pazari) or livestock (hayvan pazari) for Kurban Bayram 

and specialized markets sell flowers {cicekpazari), poultry (tavukpazari), birds {kus 

pazari) and horses {at pazari). And new bazaars continue to emerve, such as the weekly 

bazaars in Istanbul that have been organized by immigrants from Kastamonu to sell 

produce from their province and others on Istanbul's expanding periphery. In addition, in 

the attempt to replace or control the semtpazaris, some municipalities attempted to build 

and control halkpazars (peoples' bazaars, also known as covered [sabit] or permanent 

[daimi] markets) that open daily, in dedicated facilities and with posted prices. 

The semt pazarii (neighborhood markets, also sometimes referred to as periodic 

or weekly markets) has been the primary outlet for produce in Istanbul for centuries and 

continues to be a major institution in the distribution of food in Istanbul. Despite the size 

and importance of this institution very little formal research literature exists on the 

bazaars of Istanbul; what is available is dated. Recent research by Mitchell and OzgU9 

(1999) begins to address the lack of infomiation with a character analysis of five of 

Istanbul's neighborhood bazaars. 

Their research emphasizes the operation of pazars, but is limited in its analysis of 

the role of the bazaar in meeting the food needs of the city. The analysis is from the 

perspective of market institutions, not people, households and their food needs, and does 

not consider informal tactics, household practices and other social relationships. In part. 
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this is due to the fact that their sample concentrated on large bazaars in upper income 

neighborhoods. They attempt to classify consumer shopping with a '"tri-component 

model of nonstationary retail mechanisms" - (1) street vendors or peddlers, (2) small 

pazars and carsi, (3) large pazars. As a perspective on food distribution, the linkages 

between their components are incomplete, and the omission of other food retail 

institutions (e.g., bakkaliye, hipermarkets and zincirmarkets) from their analysis is 

significant. In addition, the basis for viewing bazaars as "alternative shopping facilities'' 

is not clear. In fact, it is more easily argued that grocery stores and modem shopping 

malls are themselves the altemative to the neighborhood bazaars. 

In 1987, there were 219 semt pazaris and 23 halkpazars in Istanbul; by 1994 

there were 310 semt pazaris {Istanbul Ansiklopedisi 1994e). Citing information from the 

Istanbul municipality, Mitchell and Ozgu^ (1999) report 256 semt pazaris in Istanbul, 

with approximately 50,000 licensed sellers every week. This data is inconsistent with the 

data provided by the Istanbul Pazarcilar Esnafi Odasi (Istanbul Chamber of Pazar 

Workers' Trades), a semiofficial association that represents, controls and supervises those 

who work in Istanbul's pazars}^ According to the data provided by the Pazarcilar Odasi, 

there are up to 350 semt pazarilari in Istanbul's districts, with about 18,000 registered 

members on the European side (Keskin 22 Jan 98: 27). Two smaller, sister organizations 

" Mitchell and Ozgfl? (1999: 19-20) refer critically to the Pazarcilar Odasi's informal control of commerce 
in the pazars. In fact, it operates in cooperatioa with the Istanbul municipality. It serves very much like an 
informal union, managing interactions and mediating disputes among members, protecting against non-
members and occupational threats to the institution, and representing the needs and modest rights of 
members. 
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represent Istanbul's paiarcis on the Asian side. According to numerous sources, the 

registered members represent only half of those that work in the bazaars. 

To identify the magnitude of the role or contribution of Istanbul's pazars within 

the metropolitan food system with any quantitative accuracy is very difficult. No two 

statistics reporting on the number of pazars, or pazarcis, or the produce they sell are the 

same; information on the actual quantities of produce sold would need to be gathered 

empirically. Still, evidence shows that the contribution of this institution to basic and 

household needs is growing (Table 6.7). For now, it seems reasonable to use 325-350 as a 

working number for the number of bazaars in Istanbul, especially if permanent {halk) 

bazaars, smaller and informal ones are included. 

In contrast to bakkals, the number of bazaars in Istanbul appear to be growing. 

This is despite the threat from Westem-style retailing, the perception of bazaars as 

traditional rather than modem, and despite the crowding, inconvenience and logistical 

problems that neighborhood bazaars can create for their host neighborhoods. The 

neighborhood bazaar survives for a number of reasons, not the least of which is the 

ability of the institution to evolve and adapt to changes in the social, economic, 

technological and even built environment around them. The very nature of the institution 

is flexible, adaptable to spatial, temporal, social, cultural, and environmental constraints. 

Attempts to contain and sanitize the semt pazaris, with few exceptions, have 

failed. In the I980's and into the 1990's, Istanbul's municipalities built and promoted 

daimi halk pazars (the permanent public markets) in district and population centers, 

placing them in derelict buildings, squares or underneath overpasses. Sometimes, district 



Table 6.7: Number of Neighborhood Bazaars in Istanbul, Per Week 

Year Number Source (date) 
1989 219 Istanbul Ansiklopedisi (1994e) 
1989 287 Hurriyet (25 September 1989) 
1992 308 Kfillyet (1992?, exact date unkowm; Celal Pir, author) 
1993 272 Tercuman (17 May 93) 
1994 310 Istanbul Ansiklopedisi (1994e) 
1995 290 Zaman (18 October 1995) 
1995 400 Meydan (3 June 95) 
1996 >300 Milli Gazete (19 April 96) 
1997 293* Gektas(1997) 
1998 350 Keskin (1998) 
1999 256 IBB, as reported by Mitchell & OzgO? (1999) 

* "Local Istanbul markets with a history of 80-100 years behind them" 
(Gektas 1997:9) 
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municipalities constructed signboards on which fixed, official prices were posted. In the 

attempt to formalize them by taking away their flexibility, the halk pazars failed.'^ 

One successful daimi halkpazar is the one in Besiktas, which attracts up to 8,000-

10.000 customers each weekday (Mitchell and Ozgu9 1999). At a major transportation 

node, it is well suited to serving the needs of people passing between work and home. 

Numerous sellers at permanent stalls provide enough competition to keep the variety and 

selection attractive despite the uniformly high prices. Further, its facility is spacious and 

well maintained, making it attractive to customers for whom price is secondary. 

However, merchants in other halk pazars - off the beaten path or tucked into 

awkward spaces, in places like Bakirkdy, Bah9elievler, Fatih, and Haznedar - struggle to 

stay relevant. Unless located at a high-traffic transportation hub, these halk pazars often 

have unused counters or stalls. An official at the Pazarcilar Odasi points out, the "the 

halk pazars are not efficient because they are permanent. They have high [overhead] 

costs and are becoming more like dukkans [shops] and bakkals"' (emphasis added, Keskin 

22 January 1998). They are too rigid or formal to adapt to changes in Istanbul's 

uncertain and dynamic food system. 

In the daimi halk pazar, price and flexibility is sacrificed for order and 

predictability. As such, they are less attractive to lower income classes. The daimi halk 

pazari is intended to serve the middle class. As one newspaper headline put it, 

"Ortadirek dostu: Halk PazarC - Friend of the middle class: the public market {Zaman, 

A notable failure was the Cukurfoostan Dauni Halk pazar, built in one of the city's ancient cisterns in 
1984. In reporting that only 80 of 1,602 shops were occupied since its completion, the Ktillyet headline 
read, "The billion lira's worth bazaar is rotting." (11 Kasim 1989). By 1992 it had been razed {Turkiye, 
11 September 1992), and has recently been turned into a large youth sports and education park. 
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11 March 1995). But these are the same classes for whom the new supermarkets are 

targeted. With neither the major attractions of semt pazaris nor those of supermarkets, but 

their disadvantages, the daimi halkpazars are at risk much like the bakkals and manavs 

Semt pazaris, on the other hand, continue to be relevant to people's daily lives and 

continue to grow. There are numerous explanations for the persistence — and even 

growth - of the semt pazaris, despite the presence — and growth - of forces that would 

suggest the contrary. Overall, the success of the semt pazarii is tied to the fact that the 

needs and demands of consumers, producers and sellers are complementary. 

With little elaboration, Mitchell and Ozgii? (1999: 23) propose a two-part 

classification of Istanbul's semt pazaris, based on differences they recognize between 

"traditional inner city types" and "newly developed area types". While a bimodal 

classification is limiting and somewhat artificial, their observations reflect the evolving 

nature of Istanbul's pazars. As a host neighborhood develops, takes on particular 

characteristics and discards others, its pazar changes. The number of merchants, their 

products, and product prices are always shifting, adapting to demand and structural 

constraints. As the prices in the bazaar shift up or down from one end to another or over 

the course of the day, so the nature and composition of the bazaar shifts over the course 

of its life over years. 

According to the Pazarcilar Odasi, "pazars grow because of economic 

opportunity - there are no jobs so people tap into pazars as a place to sell. The pazar 

starts with food [stuffs], but others see it as a place to sell" (Keskin 28 January 1998). On 

one level, the costs of becoming a pazarci can be very expensive. To register with the 
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association and purchase a table can cost five thousand dolleirs per bazjiar. To have a 

registered table in a pazar every day of the week might cost $25,000 to purchase. 

Informally, the costs of entry and exit to sell in the pazar are low, as suggested by the fact 

that only half of the thousands that sell in the pazar are actually registered with the 

Pazarcilar Odasi. 

There is a strong ethnic component to those who work in the pazar. At least 80 to 

90 percent of the members of the Pazarcilar Odasi are Kurds, from such provinces as 

Siirt, Nigde, and Mu§ in Eastern Turkey. They, in turn, assist hem^eri (migrant 

compatriots) - and resist intruders from other provinces - who want to informally sell in 

the pazar. This explains the experiences of people like Cemil, a bostanci from 

Kastamonu, who fear the people from Siirt more than the police of public spaces. 

Because of the high Kurdish population among the pazarcis, it is easy for people to 

perceive the presence of a Mafia. In effect, the pazarcis are practicing a form of 

nepotism that is very widely practiced in trades throughout Istanbul, where efforts are 

made to organize and protect their income earning opportimities.'^ 

However, it is not simply because the unemployed need work that a neighborhood 

bazaar is established. It is more that a growing residential population has reached a 

critical mass and its needs present an opportunity. A new pazar begins by popular 

demand. People from a neighborhood approach the muhtar (neighborhood head person) 

with a request for a pazar. The muhtar, in turn, places a request with the Pazarcilar Odasi 

and with the district municipality. After the parliament of the district municipality 



approves the request, the fire department, the police, local hospitals and others help with 

specific siting and public safety considerations. Finally, the Pazarcilar Odasi advertises 

the opening of a new pazar to which pazarcis can apply to have a table. 

It makes sense that bazaars in new neighborhoods, Mitchell and Ozgii^'s "newly 

developed types", grow out of a need for access to basic goods, beginning with food. As 

a new neighborhood, they will be distant from, and have limited access to, fresh produce. 

In contrast, established neighborhoods are unlikely to request a new bazaar. First, they 

probably already have one or more in the area, as well as numerous other options for 

purchasing fresh produce. Not only that, the more affluent neighborhoods are more 

likely to complain about their neighborhood bazaar, and to want its removal. 

As neighborhoods become established, and as relative incomes and wellbeing 

rise, needs and demands shift. The constitution of the bazaar changes with the 

socioeconomic makeup of the surrounding neighborhoods. Similarly, over time, the 

pazar will grow in size to meet the needs of the neighborhood. New pazars in newer 

neighborhoods tend to be the smallest and most local, while the largest pazars — like the 

Carsamba (Wednesday) Pazar in the Fatih district - are the oldest and attract customers 

from beyond the immediate neighborhoods (Sukra Hanim 11 June 1998; Ali Bey 18 

February 98). On Saturdays in Bakirkdy, for example, minibuses with pazar customers 

shuttle from the transportation node at the Bakirkoy district center to the Saturday bazaar. 

'' The hammal (porters) in one pazar are said to be so organized that only Kurds from Mus can work in it -
others will be beaten; in another, a group of informal pazarcis from Malatya are so organized that the 
authorities cannot do anything to them - "they even beat the zabita officers" (Y.K. 29 May 1998: BR 305). 
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Unpublished data from the Pazarcilar Odasi show that pazars in the least affluent 

neighborhoods have high percentages of pazarcis registered to sell food products. In 

contrast, bazaars in Istanbul's affluent areas emphasize such things as clothing, jewelry, 

glass and chinaware (zucaciye), and tuhafiye (sundries and haberdashery). Bazaars in 

established and former gecekondu districts tend to be evenly divided between foodstuffs 

and tuhafiye. 

The motivation to shop at semtpazaris are material and cultural. One newpaper 

t fi report sees neighborhood bazaars as the city's looking glass. By most accounts, the 

least expensive food in the city is found in the neighborhood bazaar." Among pazars, 

the produce in the smaller pazars of lower income neighborhoods is slightly less 

expensive than foodstuffs sold in the pazars of wealthier neighborhoods. This is 

reflected in the cost of buying tables in the pazars. It is many times more expensive for a 

merchant to buy a tezgah (counter or table) in the bazaar of an affluent neighborhood 

than in the small bazaars of poorer neighborhoods (Yiicel 29 May 1998). 

In addition to having lower prices than ntanavs and grocery stores, prices in the 

pazar are often negotiable. Though pazarcis post prices and tend to be reluctant to 

bargain for small quantities of produce, customers can bargain for larger purchases or 

products of questionable quality. In addition, prices tend to drop toward evening, giving 

rise to the term ak^am pazari (evening pazar). In an effort to sell off the remaining 

" Ekonomik ve sosyal acidan ^ehirlerin vazgeQilmez mekanlari: Semt pazartlari fehrin aynasi (From an 
economic and social point of view, the city's places/spaces will not be abandoned: neighborhood pazars 
are the mirrors of the city {Zaman, 18 January 1995). 
''' Some claim that prices in the pazar are not what they used to be. A subtitle to a Millyet headline stated, 
"We knew them as 'The least expensive shopping places' but bazaars are losing that characteristic" (11 
October 1992). 



produce, and because the higher quality produce was purchased earlier in the day. it is 

traditional iox pazarcis to lower their prices by as much as 20 %(Yucel 29 May 1998)."° 

Thus, wealthier customers come earlier in the day for the higher quality produce, and 

lower income people shop later in the day for the lower prices. To take advantage of 

spatial variations in the price of produce, women will often walk back and forth through 

the pazar, comparing prices and quality before purchasing. 

Much of the success of the pazar is based on accessibility and familiarity. Pazars 

emerge where there is demand in locations that are beneficial to the consuming 

population. Besides simply price, however, there are sociocultural reasons why people 

prefer to purchase in the pazar. When compared to Western-style grocery stores, the 

pazar is a more social and familiar space. Communication is vocal and interactive, and 

illiteracy, for example, is not a barrier to shopping in the pazar. Though virtually all the 

merchants are male, the majority of customers are female. Prices are negotiated, quality 

can be (taste) tested, and there is a proprietor at every table of products. Customers 

establish relationships with pazarcis whose business and product they get to know. If a 

pazarci is dishonest, the customer has other options. Because the customer is actively 

involved in the transactions, she has wide latitude in exercising choices. 

Popular perceptions and media representations present a schizophrenic 

relationship with the semt pazari. They can simultaneously be loved and perform 

valuable flmctions and still be nothing but problems, lies, pollution, confusion. Compare 

one headline that says about neighborhood bazaars, "Pazarlann daymlmaz ?ekiciligi" -

It should be noted that the prices of products in the pazar can also increase over the course of the day. 
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The irresistible charm/attractiveness of pazars (Cumhuriyet 23 April 1995) - with another 

that highlights, "Duzensizlik! Pislikr - Disorder! Filth! {Sabah, 8 December 1997). 

Newspaper accounts point out the waste and traffic problems they generate, as well as the 

general congestion. For example, an editorial with the headline that bazaars have become 

centers of filth, claims that the Fatih Wednesday Bazaar - that covers 7 neighborhoods 

and 25 streets - generates 60 tons of garbage each week (Erdal Abi in Sabah, 2 April 

1997). While the impacts of the semt pazaris on their host neighborhoods are important 

public concerns, customers continue to come to the pazars and the pazarcis are able to 

offer collective resistance against attempts to change their venue. This happened when 

the District Mayor of Sisli attempted to contain the weekly bazaar by transforming it into 

a sabit pazar. She was unable to do so in the face of strong collective pazarci action 

(Keskin 22 January 1998). 

If operational flexibility is maintained, semt pazaris seem flexible enough to adapt 

to some modifications. For example, in 1996, the enormous Bakirkoy Saturday bazaar 

was successfully moved to a dedicated pazar area, built from an abandoned quarry that 

had been used by ofF-road motorcyclists. Unsuitable for construction, the area was paved 

and the bazaar moved from its congested location near the district center."' The 

The pazarci travels the pazar during the day, to check prices. If he is the only one with a product left, he 
can increase the price (YQcel 29 May 98). 

Though, the huge, 55,000 square meter Saturday pazar in Baku'kOy now operates with the same 
attractions and drawbacks of any other bazaar, the relocation was not without resistance. Billed as 
Turkey's first open(air) hipermarkef when it was opened, pazarcis initially opposed the move, which was 
supported by local residents tired of the headaches and hazards created by the pazar {Yeni Yuz Yil and 
Turkiye, 30 June 1996). 



Amavutkoy weekly bazaar was similarly moved to a paved site in 1998, and a specialized 

pazaryeri (pazar place) is being constructed in a Bah^e^ehir development project. 

It is difficult to quantify the importance of the semt pazaris within Istanbul's food 

system. Even the number of customers that go to the semt pazari is uncertain. In 1995, 

an pazarci association official suggested that one pazar on any given day has 40-50,000 

people in attendance {Meydan 3 July 1995), meaning that up to two million people daily 

go to the bazaar. However, 14 million per week seems a bit high - even though many in 

Istanbul go to the bazaar more than one per week, many males may not go at all. 

Another article reports that, depending on the weather, 50,000 to 100,000 may 

attend FCadikoy's Tuesday bazaar (Cumhuriyet Dergi 24 March 1997). With 3,000 esnaf 

(businesses, tantamount to the number of tezgah - tables or stalls), and 9,000 workers, it 

is one of the city's largest. Like Istanbul's other large pazars, the one in Kadikoy attracts 

people from beyond the immediate neighborhoods. Cumhuriyet reported that the 

Kadikoy bazaar attracts 1.5 million people per day, with 11,000 workers and 3,900 

tezgah (2 July 1990). It is difficult to separate hyperbole from real changes that may 

have taken place over the years. The difference between the reports in the number of 

workers and businesses does not appear significant, but one and a half million customers 

every Tuesday in Kadikoy's weekly pazar seems high. 

Even if one were to accurately identify the number of people who buy food from 

the pazar, detailed surveys are needed to understand the specific role of the pazar in 

household food supply. For example, as the number of grocery stores and supermarkets 

increase and attract greater numbers of customers, it should not be assumed that these 



customers cease shopping at the pazar (which would be more the case for the bakkal and 

manav). Grocery stores provide an additional retail option that gets worked into the 

weekly food procurement strategy. For purposes of discussion, we can assume that the 

average pazar receives 40-50,000 customers per day. 

Unpublished data gathered from the Pazarcilar Odasi for the 142 pazars they 

control in 12 municipal districts on the European side, show that the average pazar was 

calculated to have 187 esnaf (individuals or businesses registered to operate tables in the 

pazar). The average size of each esnaf 'xs 4.8 tahta (board or plank, where each tahta 

translates into a 1.5 meter segment of table space in the pazar). Thus, the average 

pazarci has just over seven meters of linear counter space in the pazar. The smallest 

pazars have 90 or fewer esnaf, and tend to be found toward the expanding edges of 

Istanbul. In contrast are the Carsamba (Wednesday) Pazar in Fatih and the Saturday 

pazar in Bakirkoy, two of Istanbul's largest bazaars. The Carsamba Pazar, Istanbul's 

oldest, has 1,353 registered esnaf dcoA Bakirkoy's Saturday pazar has 1,193. 

According to officials at the Pazarcilar Odasi, those pazarcis who sell tuhqfiye (a 

wide variety of sundry and household goods) are the smallest, with two to four tahta per 

esnaf. In contrast, pazarcis selling fruits and vegetables average closer to six or seven 

tahta, and those selling zahire (grains and other dry foodstuffs) are the largest, with about 

ten tahta.^^ This suggests a relationship between average esnaf sizes and the importance 

of the bazaar in the food economy. 

~ Calculations on data provided by the Pazarcilar Odasi confirm this general relationship. 
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Those pazars with low average esnaf sizes are not critical outlets for food, 

whereas those with large average sizes are more likely to be. For example, the Besiktas 

(Saturday) pazar, with 320 registered esnaf, and an average esnaf size of 3.3 tahta, has no 

esnafs registered to sell fruits, vegetables, or any other basic foodstuffs. Similarly, very 

few of Ye§ilk6y's (Wednesday) pazar are registered to sell fhiits, vegetables, eggs, 

zahire and other foodstuffs. It averages 3.2 esnaf per tahta. On the other end of this 

continuum, the smaller pazars in Istanbul's lower income districts average close to six 

tahta per esnaf and a high proportion of the merchants in these sell foodstuffs. 

sample of 55 of the 142 pazars administered by the Pazarcilar Odasi shows that 

in Istanbul's pazars, on the average, 36% of the registered merchants sell fhiits and 

vegetables, 14% sell zahire and other (non-fresh) food stuffs, and 50% sell non-food 

items (Table 6.8).^ The regions with the lowest percentage of foodstuffs are high-

income. more Europeanized and commercialized. Bakirkoy's pazars average only 34% 

for all foodstuffs and Beyoglu's pazars average 43% for all foodstuffs. On the other 

hand, pazars in Istanbul's low income regions in Giingoren, Avcilar and Bayrampa^ 

approach nearly 60% foodstuffs, with small individual bazaars being even higher. These 

results support a pazar classification along the lines suggested by Mitchell and Ozgii? 

(1999). But, rather than a bimodal characterization (traditional inner city types and newly 

developed area types), it is more appropriate to think in terms of a continuum along 

which pazars develop and change in conjunction with their host neighborhoods. 

This is consistent with survey results reported by the Istanbul Chamber of Commerce (1998) in which 47 
pazarcis were asked what item was the most important share of what they sold. One half said clothing and 
nonfood stuffs, and the other said foodstuffs. Note that the survey reflects what merchants are selling 
rather than what people are buying. 



Figure 6.8: Composition of Scicct Istanbul Neighboriiood Bazaars 1997-98 
(Registered merchants) 

Region Esnaf Fruit & Zahire & Tol Tuhafiye & 
Semt pazari (day) Total Vegetable other fcxxi Food Non-food 

Bahcelievler 1 
1 Sirinevler(Sali) 281 41% 16% 57% 43% 
2 Yayla 348 45% 14% 59% 41% 
3 Dere 110 36% 15% 52% 48% 
4 Yenibosna 78 35% 18% 53% 46% 
5 Soganii 285 37% 15% 52% 46% 
6 Sirinevler (Pazar) 301 37% 17% 54% 45% 

Regional :otal 1403 40% 16% 55% 44% 

Esenler 
7 Karabayir 190 42% 17% 58% 42% 
8 Uc>-uzlu (Cars) 168 44% 14% 58% 42% 
9 Atisalani Mkz 112 32% 21% 53% 47% 

10 Atisalani Tepe 133 44% 12% 56% 44% 
11 Ucyuzlu (Cuma) 159 26% 6% 32% 68% 
12 Ciftc Havuzlar 99 26% 11% 37% 63% 
13 Sondurak 158 39% 17% 56% 44% 
14 Atisalani (Pazar) 130 32% 17% 49% 51% 
IS Havaalani 205 30% 15% 44% 56% 

Regional total 1354 35% 14% 50% 50% 

Bagcilar 1 
16 ICocasinan 126 iT/o 17% 54% 46% 
17 Bagcilar Nferkez 177 34% 15% 49% 51% 
18 Gunesli 251 33% 15% 48% 52% 
19 Huseyn Bakkal 134 31% 19% 50% 50% 
20 Barbaros 198 • • • File missing * • * 
21 Tabya 223 34% 14% 48% 52% 

Regional total 911 34% 16% 49% 51% 

Avcilar Cekmece 5 
22 Sanayi Mahallesi 116 34% 17% 51% 49% 
23 Sahintepesi 65 35% 17% 52% 48% 
24 Bayramtepe 115 36% 16% 51% 47% 
25 fCanarya 193 51% 19% 70% 30% 
26 MehmetAkif 134 53% 8% 61% 40% 
27 Inonu Mahallesi 101 48% 19% 66% 34% 
28 Altinsehir 90 34% 17% 51% 50% 

Regional Total 814 43% 16% 59% 41% 

Gungoren 
29 Camlikahve 221 42% 18% 60% 39% 
30 Cjencosman 132 43% 18% 61% 39% 

31 Dortyol 79 41% 20% 61% 39% 
32 Haznedar 322 44% 17% 61% 39% 
33 Gungoren Koy ic. 344 43% 17% 60% 39% 
34 Goztepe 123 43% 13% 56% 44% 

35 Gunesli 99 29% 18% 47% 53% 
Regional Total 1320 42% 17% 59% 40% 



Figure 6.8: Composition Istanbul Neighborhood Bazaars (cont) 

Region Esnaf Fruit & Zahire & ToL Tuhafiye & 
Scmt pazari (day) Total Vegetable other food Food Non-food 

Bakirkoy 
36 Bah'evler Unverdi 557 • • • File missing * * * 
37 Dikilitas 197 39% 12% 51% 49% 
38 Osmaniye 85 57% 19% 76% 24% 
39 Yesilkoy 523 12% 4% 16% 84% 
40 Merter 158 31% 17% 47% 53% 
41 Yenimahalle 51 65% 18% 84% 16% 
42 Incirii 1193 30% 3% 33% 67% 
43 Senlikoy 90 22% 16% 38% 62% 

Regional total 2854 27% 6% 34% 66% 

Bayrampasa 1 
44 Pasa Mahallesi 105 38% 12% 50% 50% 
45 Topcular 122 52% 12% 64% 36% 
46 Taslitaria 263 45% 20% 65% 35% 
47 Gazi Mahallesi 221 39% 19% 58% 42% 
48 Eyup 200 37% 13% 50% 51% 
49 Kucukkoy 318 47% 17% 64% 36% 
50 Dortyolu 417 38% 20% 58% 42% 

Regional total 1646 42% 17% 59% 41% 

Beyoglu 
51 Unkapani 113 57% 21% 78% 22% 
52 Cihangir I I I  53% 15% 68% 32% 
53 Agackakan 189 54% 16% 70% 30% 
54 Kasimpasa 314 39% 8% 47% 53% 
55 Besiktas 320 0% 0% 0% 100% 

Regoinal total 1047 33% 9% 43% 57% 

Semi pazarlari total 10500 36% 13% 50% 50% 

* Fruit & Vegetable: Inc. potatoes, greens, lemons, onions, garlic. 
"Other food: Includes grains, spices, flsh. eggs, cheese, vtifka, olives, sweets, nuts, ready to eat 
* * *Non-food: includes bahce and bahcivan 

Source: Based on unpublished registration records of the Istanbul Pazarcilar Esnafi Odasi. 1998 



In lieu of household or consumer data that would show the precise role of pazars in the 

food system, the above data begin to show the changing nature and relative importance of 

Istanbul's pazars over both time and space. To the degree that the pazar is a confluence 

of supply and demand, those pazars with higher percentages of merchants registered to 

sell foodstuffs play a more critical role in Istanbul's food system. More merchants selling 

food because of higher demand. The pazars with lower proportions of food selling 

merchants are near neighborhoods with alternative (retail) sources of foodstuffs -

namely, hipermarkets, supermarkets, manavs, and specialty shops. 

Semt Pazari as Employer 

The pazar is also critical as a major employer in the city. Officially, there are 

18.000 members registered with the Istanbul Pazarcilar Esnafi Odasi, representing the 

pazarcis in the European side's 142 pazars. According to an official of the Pazarcilar 

Odasi, "if they tried to register every body who is selling in the pazars, there would 

probably be another 18,000 members" (Keskin 22 January 98). As a bostanci who sells in 

the bazaar explains, those who are not registered, who sell on the edges of the pazar, are 

often either the seyyar saticis or others that may rent from those with tables (Irfan 4 

February 1992). Using this ratio for Istanbul's 325 neighborhood pazars, there are 

approximately 41,200 registered pazarcis in Istanbul. And, since common belief is that 

those authorized to sell in the bazaar are only half of those who actually do, there may be 

as many as 80,000 people selling in Istanbul's bazaars. Millyet reported the identical 
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figure, claiming that 42,000 are registered members ofpazarci associations {Millyet 

[Celal Pir] 1992?). 

In addition to the registered members, there are many hired workers in the bazaar. 

According to the Pazarcilar Odasi there are about 3 people per tezgah (bazaar table or 

stall) (Keskin 22 January 98). Other estimates are that one worker is needed for every 

two lahta (equivalent to 3 meters of counter space). With about five tahtas per business 

in Istanbul's pazars, that means that there are two and a half to three workers per tezgah. 

This is consistent with a survey which shows that, on the average, in addition to the 

owner, there are two workers employed for every esnaf in the bazaar (ITO 1998). As 

pointed out above, the Kadikoy pazar is reported to have 9,000 people working in its 

3,000 esnaf {Cumhuriyet Dergi 24 March 1997). Assuming that each registered member 

employs two others, there are as many as 120,000 people overall that officially work in 

Istanbul's pazars. With the addition of the informal or unregistered pazar as, it is 

reasonable to believe that as many as 150,000 people or more earn a livelihood as sellers 

in Istanbul's pazars.^'' 

Those who work in the pazar have dependents. If each worker in the pazar has 

three dependents (based on the average size of an Istanbul family), there could be as 

many as half a million people who depend on the bazaar for their sustenance. Certainly, 

some pazarcis do not have families or may not have families with them in Istanbul. On 

the other hand, because the majority of pazarcis are Kurds, and recently from the 

Southwest, it could be that the average family size of a pazarci is larger than the Istanbul 

This includes ail those who sell foodstuffs as well as those who do not. 
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average. For the families of pazarcis who sell foodstuffs, working at the pazar and 

purchasing wholesale from the hal or Rami provides a regular opportunity to purchase 

and receive food at discounted prices. Just as bostanci families supplement their 

household food supply with produce from the wholesale market, the pazar very likely 

plays a role in the food supply of households whose livelihood is tied to the pazar. 

Bazaar Summary 

The role of the bazaar does not yet appear to be declining, despite the growing 

number of Western-style grocery stores and the media representation of bazaars as 

incorrigible relics of a premodem past. The flexibility of bazaars in terms of their sizes, 

their location, their space requirements, their mix of products, their prices and even their 

image or perception plays an important role in their continuance and ongoing importance 

in the food distribution system. In addition, the institution of the bazaar will not 

disappear without significant resistance from those who rely on it for a livelihood. 

Despite the extensive role that Istanbul's neighborhood bazaars play in the daily 

life of Istanbul's citizens, very little critical attention has been directed toward 

understanding its significance in the food network. Superficial and romantic or nostalgic 

musings are not sufficient for an institution that plays a major role in Istanbul's food 

system and around which there is significant controversy. Its importance to food 

security and access needs to be evaluated. Meaningful and accurate statistics and 

information need to be gathered on both those who earn their livelihood in the bazaar and 
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those who rely on pazars for food. Relationships to other food retail institutions need to 

be examined, and the nuances of pricing and costs need to be properly investigated. 

Unfortunately, in media discussions of food prices, there has been no analysis of 

actual costs and what prices should be. Further research is needed. While food prices are 

high relative to what many people can afford, the problem lies in low urban incomes as 

much as in the markups of the kabzimal and pazarcis. "If people's share of the national 

income is so small, they will continue to shop in pazars. The current national [economic] 

system, because it is broken, in fact supports the pazars''' (F.K. 28 Jan 98; BR 44). In 

addition, it needs to be remembered that a high markup is just as likely a low price paid 

to producers as a high price charged to consumers. 

The implications of the neighborhood bazaar for food security are numerous. As 

flexible institutions, traditional bazaars are the center of effective food distribution. 

Regulation or control of such traditional institutions will only work if bazaars can 

continue to evolve to meet people's needs - they are effective as an informal, bottom up 

institution. It is important to give space and latitude to traditional institutions in order 

that they can evolve to meet contemporary needs. 

Supermarkets 

In Istanbul's polarizing development and modernization discourse, the antithesis 

of the neighborhood bazaar is the Western-style grocery market. In promotions and 

advertisements for grocery stores, they are characterized as everything that the 

neighborhood markets eire not. There is some truth to this. Grocery stores do not struggle 
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with uncertain and extreme weather conditions. The shopping environment is controlled. 

The prices are posted and are not negotiable. The stores are open seven days a week, are 

kept clean and aisies are orderly and stacked neatly. Credit cards are accepted at 

electronic cash registers, the stores stock a wide array of imported goods, and shopping 

carts are provided. The largest grocery stores, called hipermarkets because of their size 

and the range of food and non-food items they stock, have parking lots dedicated to their 

customers. In all, the hipermarkets and supermarkets cater to higher income groups. 

According to one definition, hipermarkets are more than 2,500 square meters, 

have at least eight cash registers, are built with adjoining parking garages, and sell a 

combination of food and nonfood products, up to 10% of which are imported (Sonmez 

1997: 101; ITO 1998). By 1997, 30 out of a total of 52 hipermarkets in Turkey were 

reported to be in Istanbul (Sonmez 1997; ITO 1998). In supermarkets, 70% of the 

products are foodstuffs, and the remaining 30% are household and personal items (ITO 

1998). The place of hipermarkets and supermarkets in Istanbul and Turkey is growing, 

and is largely a development of the 1990's (Tables 6.9 and 6.10). 

.A.S mentioned earlier, the major threat of the supermarkets appears to be to 

bakkals, manavs, butchers and similar small, fixed retail outlets. Supermarkets perform 

similar functions but at much larger economies of scale, with greater capitalization, 

prominence, and using higher technologies. Since 1954, Migros - currently Turkey's 

largest supermarket chain - has had mobile trucks that sell produce throughout the city 

(Ba^kut 19 June 1998). In September, 1997, Migros began internet service in Istanbul, 

Ankara and Izmir (Ba^kut 19 June 1998). With a minimum purchase of TL 5 million 



Table 6.9: Growth in the number of Hiper- and 
Supermarkets, Istanbul 

Hiper- Supennarket 
Market Large Mediu Small TOTAL 

January, 1994 17 58 223 763 1061 
January, 1995 24 70 250 795 1139 
June. 1995 28 77 271 869 1245 
January, 1996 37 95 289 895 1316 
June, 1996 44 115 333 970 1462 
Source: Dunya, 26 February 1997 

Table 6.10: Sh»rt of Hiper- and Super-markets 
in Retail Commerce, Turkey (%)* 

Area (m2) 1994 1995 1996 
Hipermarket >2500 1.7 2.3 4 
Large supermarket 1000-2500 2.3 2.7 3.9 
Medium supermarket 400-1000 4.7 4.9 5.8 
Small supermarket 100-400 9.3 9.1 9.3 

TOTAL 18 19 23 
Source: Dunya, 26 February 1997 

* The retail market share of medium and greater 
supennarkets was 14% in 1997 and projected to be 
35% in the year 2000 (ITO 1998). 
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(under US $20) in Spring, 1997, consumers in certain areas can buy products through 

Migros' web site and have them delivered to their homes."^ By June, 1998, 200 people 

per day were using this service (Ba^kut 19 June 1998). 

Supermarkets work directly with producers and manufacturers to reduce 

middlemen, purchase in bulk, and increase transportation efficiencies. Supermarket 

chains use their own trucks and work directly with agricultural producers to avoid having 

to purchase through the hal. It is not clear whether circumvention of wholesale markets 

is illegal or whether preferential treatment provides exemptions. But the competitive 

advantage is significant since small merchants and other have to work through the hal's 

middlemen. Migros, for example, has four or five fruit and vegetable buying offices who 

buy directly from producers, and have their own cool storage warehouse in Istanbul 

(Ba^kut, 19 June 1998). Advertising in the supermarkets can also be used effectively. 

Select products are sold below cost to attract consumers, with the difference being made 

up on the price of other products. 

The primary consumer groups to which supermarkets cater are the upper and 

educated classes (Sonmez 1997). The large supermarkets are located in Istanbul's 

commercial and most affluent districts, and along major motorways where access by car 

is convenient. In a survey of consumers by the ITO (1998), the single greatest reason for 

shopping at the hipermarket was not price, but the wide selection of products. Price was 

the second leading reason followed by ease of transportation and the possibility of 

" Migros' web site is found at http://www.migros.com.tr. 

http://www.migros.com.tr
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parking. Two-thirds of those interviewed were male."^ Of those interviewed, over 50% 

worked in the private sector or were managers in the workplace, and nearly 50% had 

monthly salaries greater than TL 150 million (approximately $1,000 in mid-1997). 

The public relations manager notes similarly more affluent characteristics among 

Migros customers. Though 55% of Migros' customers are women, they look first for 

quality, then brand, and, lastly, price. For Istanbul, 70% of Migros' customers have at 

least a high school degree, and 25-30% have university-level degrees. More than half 

their customers come with their own cars, another 35% come by foot, and only 10% 

come by bus (Ba^kut 19 June 1998). Clearly, Migros' customers are in the higher 

socioeconomic strata. 

Despite the fact that only 30% of what is in supermarkets is food (gida), 50% of 

those interviewed in the ITO survey report that the products consumers most frequently 

purchase in supermarkets are ya^ gida (perishables such as fhiits, vegetables, meat and 

milk products). Another 20% report buying kuru gida (dry foodstuffs) most frequently 

(ITO 1998:37, 111). At the same time, those surveyed reported that the products they 

most frequently purchase outside the large supermarket are ya^ gida (67%) and kuru gida 

(12%). One explanation for this contrast, consistent with earlier assertions, is that people 

in Istanbul exercise nimierous purchasing options in provisioning their households. 

Research has found, for example, that Turkish women divide their food purchases among 

Though this may reflect a survey sample selection bias, empirical observations confirm more male 
shoppers in Istanbul's hipermarkets than in neighborhood bazaars, but it is very unlikely that it as much as 
even half. 
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a number of different types of outlets (Yava§, Kaynak and Borak 1982: 137), a way of 

diversifying their access to food resources. 

Conclusion 

Despite the numerous and profound social, economic and political changes that 

have taken place in Turkey over the last half century, the primary mechanisms for 

moving food from producers through commercial channels to Istanbul's consumers 

remain much the same. Nearly 40 years ago, in a study to determine whether the 

wholesale sector in Turkish marketing systems should be classified as "a step, a hurdle, 

or part of a channel", Olu? et al. (1963; 67) concluded that the majority of marketing 

transactions were best characterized as "hunting expeditions." "The customers search 

among the retail stores; the retailers shop continuously among the wholesalers; the 

wholesalers go from manufacturer to manufacturer. The objectives of these hunts are 

good quality, cheaper prices, and more services" (01u9 et al. 1963: 90). This still 

describes the system of wholesale and retail institutions that remain a major part of 

Istanbul's provision of foodstuffs. Just as the rural agricultural sector in Turkey 

continues to be characterized by the peasant smallholder, the urban commercial sector is 

still characterized by the merchant smallholder. 

Increasing sophistication and capitalization of grocery stores over the decade of 

the 1990's, however, are starting to challenge the traditional patterns and systems. This 

is leading to major changes, but how traditional systems will ultimately balance with 
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imported systems and practices is unclear. To date, traditional systems, practices and 

approaches have provided the flexibility and leeway for the lower income majority to 

pursue household and community oriented tactics to ensure their sustenance and survival. 

Evidence shows that supermarkets, when introduced, go to places where people 

have highest incomes, thus they become exclusive (Kaynak 1981: 86-7). Traditional 

systems grow bottom-up. which is the widely preferred approach of most grassroots, self-

help and community action programs. New neighborhood bazaars, for example, grow 

out of the demands and needs of the community; even established bazaars change in 

character and composition responding to local input. Olu? et a/.( 1963 :90) recognized as 

much, describing the hunting expedition characterization as "activities [that] work 

backward, and where "the doors to marketing offices open inward to customers far more 

often than they swing outward as the company salesmen depart." 

.At a point of reflection in his critique on the inefficiencies of fragmented food 

distribution systems, Kaynak acknowledges that traditional food retailing structures may 

rum out to be more suitable for "current needs than generally assumed" (Kaynak 

1981:83). Without much elaboration (nor much empathy) he lists numerous reasons why 

cities such as Istanbul "are not ready for the food distributive innovations of the West" 

(Kaynak 1981: 88). In Istanbul, small neighborhood shops offer local credit, people 

prefer to shop at frequent intervals, prepare their foods at home and place a premium on 

product freshness. Supermarkets are inconsistent with local cultural and social activities 

and patterns - low literacy rates, for example, discourage self-service systems. 
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It appears that the traditional systems are perpetuated not out of an affinity to 

inefficiency, but for reasons of livelihood security, in much the same way that small 

farms persist in the countryside. Through the institution of the pazar, the bakkal, the 

seyyar satici, and small, independent operators, basic foodstuffs come to the people of a 

community. Historically, Istanbul's neighborhoods were locally reliant. Now, as the 

number of grocery stores increase, people and communities will have to go beyond of 

their communities to purchase foodstuffs. With traditional systems built around 

neighborhood markets, pazarcis bear the responsibility for transporting foodstuffs to 

residents of Istanbul. In supermarkets, transportation costs (in the form of consumer 

transportation to and from the supermarket) will be transferred to the consumer. 

Consumer costs in the bazaar are low in large part because of the competition among the 

numerous small businesses in the bazaar. As long as the neighborhood bazaar exists as a 

viable option, supermarkets must keep their prices competitive. 

For now, it appears that supermarkets and neighborhood bazaars will operate 

simultaneously, but in different spaces and in the service of different social groups. The 

flexibility of the bazaar and the efficient use of local space in the built enviromnent -

there are no real estate, utility nor construction costs, their integration with the local 

sociocultural fabric, and their weekly return to the centers of communities — are not easily 

replicated by supermarkets. Coexistent Western-style and traditional institutions satisfies 

the needs and wants of the entire population. Rather than complete adoption of Western-

style food distribution systems, opportunities are needed for local systems to evolve to 

meet the popular needs of Istanbul. 
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CHAPTER VII 

INFORMAL PRACTICES: 

FOOD FROM THE COUNTRYSIDE 

Introduction 

My field work has demonstrated that urban agriculture no longer appears to make 

a significant contribution to the metropolitan-scale food needs of Istanbul's population 

and is disappearing rapidly as a notable contributor to household scale food needs. 

Rapid urbanization and the constrictions it places on space limit the needed land 

resources. Compounding land limitations, municipal water is not generally cost effective 

nor practicable for the irrigation required to grow crops in the subhumid, Mediterranean 

climate of Istanbul. Without alternative, cost free water, urban agriculture is very 

limited. Yet, the extant socioeconomic conditions in Istanbul would suggest an increase 

in urban agriculture. In addition, destitution and hunger are not obvious on Istanbul's 

streets as they are in the metropoli of many other developing countries. This suggests 

other food security practices that produce benefits similar to those from urban agriculture 

but without the same resource requirements. As suggested in Chapter VI, Istanbul's 

current food system, built around the neighborhood bazaar, offers one explanation. The 

flexible and informal nature of the food system seems to provide numerous opportunities 

in terms of access to food. 
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As developed in Chapter V, the advantages of urban agriculture as argued by its 

proponents lie in the use of underutilized natural (land, water) and social (labor, 

knowledge) resources to supplement household and community food supplies and, often, 

income. The two-step conversion of labor to wages followed by wages to food is reduced 

to the single step of converting labor to food. By establishing direct control over food 

production. Sen's (1981) concem that actual access to food is obscured by perceived 

availability is addressed. Urban agriculture also seems to be a way of responding to 

Moser's (1998) belief that development programs need to build on the resources that the 

urban poor already have, rather than expend resources to build livelihood support from 

scratch. Thus, where space, labor, water and other resources are within the endowment 

of the urban poor, urban agriculture may be a meaningful food security option. In 

Istanbul, however, some of the critical elements for successful agriculture within the 

metropolitan space are not among the assets of the lower-income population. What, then, 

might this mean for food access and for enhancing the portfolio of assets held by 

Istanbul's urban poor? 

De Certeau observed that, in the absence of a spatial locus of power, the weak use 

and manipulate time in the pursuit of their security options (de Certeau 1988). He 

distinguishes the strategies of the powerful from the tactics of the weak. A strategy 

"postulates a place that can be delimited as its own and serve as the base from which 

relations with an exteriority composed of targets or threats can be managed" (de Certeau 

1988: 36, emphasis added). Tactics are calculated actions determined by the absence of a 



proper locus," "the space of the other," and characterized by mobility and flexibility (de 

Certeau 1988: 37). 

In his characterization of the original, traditional gecckondus (informal/illegal 

housing built overnight, see Chapter FV), §enyapili notes similar flexibility in form and 

use as one of their key features, a flexibility that allows opportunities for household and 

community improvement (1992: 183-4), With the transition of housing into rigid 

structures and neighborhoods controlled by developers, speculators, and the government, 

opportunities for housing tactics are restricted. This kind of flexibility helps explain the 

extent of small retailers, wholesalers and much informal economic activity. Low barriers 

to entry and exit make it easier to have part-time and second jobs. Many workers need 

the flexibility of working around seasonal changes, while others slowly build up a small 

business over time as they are able to save money. 

The use of time in the absence of space on which to grow produce also helps to 

understand an important practice that many of Istanbul's lower income immigrant 

households use in lieu of urban agriculture. A tactic - rather than a strategy - that 

emerges from interviews with some of Istanbul's bostancis is the practice of bringing 

food from their villages at the end of the agricultural season to support them over the 

winter months. This option is also available to the vast majority of the population who 

does not have access to urban parcels of land. As it turns out, Istanbul's residents, cut off 

from access to urban space, manipulate time in order to increase control over their food 

security needs. In the urban-rural space that characterizes Turkey (Beeley 1985), urban 

space is conceptually extended far into the hinterland, where productive land is available. 



Further, the culture of this marginal extended region encourages a continuation of the 

peasant activities that are looked down upon in the city (Erman 1998). 

In the sense that urban agriculture is an activity that takes place within the formal 

confines of a metropolitan region, urban agriculture has all but disappeared from Istanbul. 

In the sense that continuing agricultural activity in the memleket is a part of the culture 

and life of urban households, it is can be cast as an urban activity. That is, a productive 

relationship with the rural hinterland is an important and necessary element of urban life 

for millions of people in Istanbul. Harvey's time-space compression conceptualizes the 

contraction of space by reducing the time required for people, ideas and other things to 

travel between distant places (Harvey 1990). Along the same lines, the contraction of 

space has enabled migrants to Istanbul to take advantage of productive land as their 

villages of origin become increasingly "closer." The pursuit and maintenance of 

household and community food security has adapted to the disappearance of 

opportunities in the city by exercising opportimities in the countryside. 

After a brief examination of a range of options that the urban poor of Istanbul 

exercise in lieu of the urban agriculture option, this chapter examines in-depth the 

practice of bringing food from the memleket. Of all informal food security related 

activities practiced in Istanbul, this appears to be the most signifrcant in terms of the 

number of households that participate, the magnitude of the contribution to household 

food consumption, and, in Istanbul as a city of immigrants, as a food security option open 

to a vast number of the population. Estimates developed in this chapter suggest that food 

from the memleket is at least as significant a food security tactic as urban agriculture in 
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the world's other largest cities. Understanding this is critical for food, agriculture and 

development policy, and highlights the importance of understanding the implications of 

such issues as scale, space and region. 

In their evaluation of urban agriculture as a development priority, Ellis and 

Sumberg (1998) examine the wider implications of promoting urban agriculture in 

municipal planning and agricultural policy. One of their most serious concerns is that 

govenunent and developmental resources placed on the "discretionary food 

commodities" of urban agriculture (such as eggs, poultry, vegetables and fruits) will be at 

the expense of national and regional food security based on staple foodstuffs with wider 

and deeper potential benefits. Further, citing Sen's (1981) entitlement approach to food 
I 

security, urban agriculture per se is not a guarantee against food insecurity. Despite the 

conceptual appeal of metropolitan self-sufficiency and reliance, the negative externalities 

of urban production and the efficacy over rural production have not adequately been 

considered. In summary, their argiiment centers on the critique that urban agriculture 

•'claims too much by equating all food production in towns with improved food security 

for poor people. It offers too little by failing to consider the role of rural-urban 

interactions in explaining the survival Capabilities of the urban poor" (Ellis and Sumberg 

1998: 221). The disappearance of urban agriculture from Istanbul, and the prevalence of 

informal urban-rural relationships in which food from the countryside supports urban 

households, bears out and exemplifies the concern raised by Ellis and Sumberg. 

As this chapter will demonstrate and argue, urban food security in Istanbul - and 

Turkey in general - may get more significant benefits from improved rural development 
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targeted at the agricultural smallholder than from programs that concentrate singularly on 

the urban population. While rural agricultural development may not prevent rural-to-

urban migration, I argue that it has the potential to increase the food security of urban 

migrants to food. 

The research for this dissertation began with the expectation that, due to 

contemporary socioeconomic and cultural conditions, urban agriculture in Istanbul would 

be significant and even on the rise. In discovering that this motivating research 

hypothesis is not correct, it was, nevertheless, through interviews with Istanbul's 

bostancis that I first became aware of the important contribution that food from the 

memleket makes to the kitchens and tables of Istanbul households. Despite having access 

to productive urban agricultural spaces, supplemental food was still needed. If this is true 

for bostancis it must also be the case for people without gardens. Thus, while continuing 

to examine urban agricultural in Istanbul, as a potentially major food security practice, it 

became necessary to explore the nature and extent of the practice of bringing food from 

the memleket. I included questions on this subject in all subsequent interviews with 

bostancis, and sought out people that bring food from the memleket and informants that 

otherwise have understanding of the practice. 

This information then led to interviews with officials of Turkey's commercial bus 

lines. Because the intranational bus network is so extensive and widely used, it is a 

primary mode of domestic transportation. Annual ridership from all parts of Thrace and 
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Anatolia into Istanbul is estimated at around 14 million round trips.' The Turkish bus 

network is critical for the household scale movement of food from the memleket to the 

city.~ Interviews with bus drivers and workers confirmed this and provided information 

with which to estimate the magnitude of the practice. To understand the details of the 

quality and quantity of food from the memleket at the household level, I developed a 

survey (see Appendices E and F) with the assistance of Muazzez Garibagaoglu, docent 

and nutritionist at the ^apa Medical Faculty of Istanbul University. In addition to 

reviewing and editing the survey, she administered it to 83 clients at the (^apa nutrition 

clinic for children. 

Food from the Memleket 

The observation that urban households are or have been supported by their rural 

fields, relatives and compatriots is not new (Drakakis-Smith 1991; Freeman 1991; Rain 

1997). Even though the authors suggest its importance, the practice and its role in urban 

food security, remain a peripheral observation. Without elaboration. Freeman reports that 

two-thirds of the households in Kenya's urban centers "produce food from lands in rural 

as well as urban areas ... presumably ... because so many residents have some claim on 

family lands in the home regions of rural Kenya from which they have migrated over the 

' Calculated from records kept by the Uluslararasi Anadolu ve Trakya Otobus^ular Dernegi (International 
Association of Anatolian and Thracian Bus Operators) for spring, 1998. The General Director of this 
association reports that on an annual average, they estimate that buses operate at 60% of total passenger 
Capacity (Pek'ar 1998, personal communication). 
~ The Turkish national train system is, undoubtedly, also a transportation mechanism for bring foodstuffs 
from the memleket but, because of its linear and fixed route, government control, and less frequent trips, it 
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past decade or so" (1991:50). He does imply, however, that the low proportion of 

households that practice urban agriculture - relative to ail of Kenya's urban centers - is 

counterbalanced by a high proportion of households that produce food in rural areas. 

Thus, it appears that households that can or do not practice urban agriculture might rely 

on food from their home villages. 

Similarly, in his dissertation on the circular migration between urban and rural 

Niger, Rain notes the importance of food produced in the village to the urban migrants, 

observing that most of the rural-to-urban migrants have agricultural fields in their villages 

and which they still farm (1997: 268). Rain does not elaborate on the contribution of 

food from the village toward urban sustenance. Neither does Lynch in a review of urban 

food supply in Africa, in which he cites research which found that "transient men [to Dar 

Es Salaam] supplemented their food requirements with food brought from their rural 

households," where wives and children farm the village plots (Lynch 1995: 81). And, in a 

review of urban food distribution in Asia and Africa, Drakakis-Smith (1991) notes the 

importance of rural subsistence foods for urban households in Harare, Zimbabwe. Food 

from their own lands, family and friends in rural areas are "extremely important, notably 

for low-income households in the city, and reveal clearly the complex interlinkages [sic] 

that persist even within the subsistence sector" (1991: 55). Surveys from Harare show 

that up to 20% of the population receives food from the countryside (Drakakis-Smith 

1991: 55). Despite the observations, the practice and importance of bringing subsistence 

is less likely to be a tool of flexible tactics. Many bus lines reach literally into Turkey's rural (and urban) 
nooks and crannies and operate with great flexibility. 
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food from the countryside has not directly been examined, increasing the need to take 

Ellis' and Sumberg's critique seriously. 

As in the African contexts above, the practice of bringing food from the village 

can be very significant in Turkey. However, the significance for the inhabitants of 

Istanbul and elsewhere in Turkey is increased because the migrants are no longer 

seasonal but permanent. In a study of the conversion of gecekondus into low cost 

apartment buildings in two Istanbul districts, $enyapili (1992) found that almost 20% of 

the population received food from their hometowns and villages (similar to Harare). He 

notes that, in two neighborhoods where the conversion to apartment blocks was almost 

complete - and where the gardens adjacent to the apartment buildings are too small to be 

cultivated - most of the migrants were of Balkan origin, and had limited options for 

exchange with their home villages.^ In four other neighborhoods, which had barely 

started the conversion to apartment blocks, "cultivation still goes on in the small gardens" 

($enyapili: 197). The existence of house gardens would appear to reduce the need for 

food from the village. For the majority of Istanbul's domestic migrants, it is reasonable 

to expect food from the village to play a greater role as land for urban agriculture 

becomes limited. Space is exchanged for time as lower-income people travel to their 

home villages for the produce that they are not able to grow in the city. 

As pointed out in Chapter III, average farm sizes in Turkey are decreasing as their 

numbers are increasing. Though this is typically ascribed to traditional inheritance 

policies and a general and ill-informed unwillingness to sell (FAO 1994), the issue is 



more complex. I claim that urban employment is so uncertain in Turkey ±at migrants to 

urban centers retain their village farms as part of a greater survival strategy that operates 

across urban-rural space. Research in Turkey and Portugal has shown that migrants to 

urban centers refuse to abandon their farms, but retain their village holdings so that 

access to productive land is maintained as sources of food, supplemental income, a hedge 

against inflation, a retirement savings, and a safety valve in case of a downturn in the 

economy (Ak^ay 1988; Ay dm 1990; Black 1990; Ilcan 1994; Keyder 1983b). 

Dr. Ay§e Bay sal, one of Turkey's leading nutritionists, agrees that food from the 

countryside plays a major role in sustaining Turkey's urban population. In the late 

1980's she estimates that 35% of the people who lived in gecekondus bring food from 

their villages. She now expects this number to be even higher with the disappearance of 

house gardens and with Turkey's relentless and high rates of inflation. She estimates that 

over one-third of all urban families in Turkey may now receive food support from their 

villages (Baysal 1998). Ak9ay notes that regardless of whether or not there are financial 

remittances from immigrants to their villages, "it seems that all migrants receive various 

kinds of food from the village (1988: 30)."* 

^ During my fieldwork, I found that some migrants, indeed, even bring food from their villages in northern 
Greece. 
^ It is very likely that the earthquake of 17 August 1999 just east of Istanbul increased the importance of 
recognizing the role of food from the memleket in Istanbul. With the disruption of transportation and 
distribution systems, the significance of food from the memleket very likely increased. This may have 
been compounded as people lost houses and livelihoods and as opportunists raised the prices of rent in 
Istanbul. 
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Interviews and Surveys 

To draw out the picture that began emerging from interviews with bostancis, that 

food from the memleket is a widely occurring practice with important consequences for 

the food security of much of Istanbul, household level practices would need to be 

understood with metropolitan wide trends. Thus, I began to include questions on food 

from the memleket in my interviews with bostancis and sought out others that would have 

unique insights into the practice, either as practitioners or knowledgeable observers. The 

goal became one of recognizing and characterizing its importance. 

Of the people he interviewed in Istanbul, $enyapili (1992) found that 40-50% of 

household heads sent their wives and children to the village at least once a year. By 

working on family fields or in return for labor (typically women's), urban workers and 

households receive food from their home plots, villages or communities. Upon their 

return, they bring foodstuffs back with them. Of the same interviewees, 50% receive 

visitors from the village at least once per year. Often family members, these visitors also 

bring foodstuffs with them. In addition, families and their members typically visit their 

villages during holidays, and retum with foodstuffs. But it is not only food from their 

own fields and labor that food is produced and sent to the city. Some interviewees 

explained that food items like cheese cost one-third to half as much in central Anatolia as 

they do in Istanbul, so it is even worth purchasing locally produced food items for 

consumption in Istanbul. In addition, food is often used as payment or compensation to 

urban households for the use of family lands in the village. 
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Though the number of Istanbul residents who actually rely on their villages and 

relatives for food is uncertain, for those households that do, the quantity can be 

significant. Based upon my field interviews and surveys, it is not uncommon for 

immigrant households to bring hundreds of kilograms of food from the countryside, even 

from Turkey's far eastern provinces, distances over 1,500 kilometers. For example, a 

household from a village in Erzurum province in eastern Turkey annually brings the 

produce of their fields and labor to Istanbul to provide their winter foods. After three 

summer months of work in the village and fields, the family fills a truck with potatoes, 

onions, tulum peynir (a salty cheese cured in sheepskins), eggs, yogurt, butter, and other 

things. In this way, food brought from the village constitutes around 80% of their winter 

food. Commercial bus workers estimate - based on their experiences transporting people 

and their belongings to Istanbul - that 50-60% of immigrant family food comes from the 

provincial homeland. My findings shows that as much as 20-40% of the household food 

consumption of lower-income immigrant families can be from their provincial 

homelands. 

Typically, food from the coimtryside is delivered most widely by bus, though 

trucks are also hired to deliver large amounts of foodstuffs from the village to Istanbul. 

From some villages, there are regular, weekly truck deliveries of foodstuffs from village 

communities and households to their urban compatriots. From the province of 

Kastamonu on the Black Sea, for example, immigrants in Istanbul receive food by truck 

for both their own consimiption and to sell in informal, weekly markets in the city. 
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Because of the personal relationships between bus operators and local households, 

great amounts of food can be transported at little or no cost, regardless of whether or not 

there is a paying traveler. The "official" per person 15-30 kilogram limit for bus 

passengers can be exceeded by over 125 kilograms. While households arrange for food 

to be delivered to Istanbul year around, it is at the end of the summer when food 

deliveries to Istanbul peak. This coincides with the return of school children and their 

families to Istanbul. 

Turkey's National Bus Network 

In interviews with bostancis, it became clear that the bus is a primary opportunity 

to for shipping foodstuffs to Istanbul. As the primary mode of transportation of the 

middle and lower classes across national space, the bus system is a good starting point for 

trying to comprehend the magnitude of the practice. Hem^eri (fellow countrymen, &om 

the same village region) relationships make it possible to transport goods at minimal or 

zero costs. A relative or neighbor can often be found working for a bus line in a position 

to overlook formalities of weight limits or shipping costs, practices quite consistent with 

the mutually supportive tendencies of moral economies (Scott 1985). 

Because Istanbul has a single and central passenger bus terminus, the Otogar in 

the industrial Bayrampasa district on the European side, the initial intent was to interview 

passengers as they arrived with their goods. This proved unfhiitful for two reasons. 

First, attempts to interview arriving passengers failed because they were often reluctant to 

be interviewed. Not only were they typically in a hurry but, as I discovered later, they 
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could be quite nervous about transporting food for which they might get into trouble with 

city officials. Officially, meat, fi-esh fruits and vegetables are supposed to go through 

formal distribution channels. Occasionally, the press reports the confiscation of fresh 

meat at the Otogar and efforts to increase enforcement of fruits and vegetables through 

the whole warehouse have recently increased (see previous chapter). Interviews also 

showed that some people bring items like tea that they suspect or know to be kaqak 

(illegal). Secondly, as I also later foimd out, the later winter and early summer seasons -

when I went to the Otogar to interview people — is precisely the low season for bringing 

food from the memleket. 

According to unpublished records made available to me by the President of the 

Uluslararasi Anadolu ve Trakya Otobusculer Demegi (UATOD, the International 

Association of Anatolian and Thracian Bus Operators), there are 265 bus lines at the 

Otogar.^ These provided 10,500 journey's per week to and from the Istanbul Otogar in 

the first months of 1998. Thus, on any given day, there are about 1,500 passenger buses 

leaving Istanbul's Otogar at all hours of the day and night, and as many as 1,800 in the 

summer and as few as 800-1,000 in the winter (Pek'ar 17 April 1998).® The destination 

for over 20% of these buses is within the Marmara Sea region. Close to 40% of the 

destinations are within the Westem Turkish Marmara and Aegean regions. Intemational 

destinations are only 2% of the total, including Greece, the Balkans, Hungary, Romania 

and Russia. Table 7.1 breaks down the primary, regional service areas of the bus firms 

^ All buses departing from and arriving in Istanbul are required to have the Otogar as their terminus. 
^ According to Pek'ar, General Director of UATOD, the law of the municipality is that all buses leaving 
Istanbul must start from the Otogar. He guesses, however, that 200 illegal buses leave Istanbul each day 
(17 April 1998). 



386 

that serve Istanbul. Recognizing that bus routes serving central and eastern Anatolia pass 

through multiple regions, many bus lines are, nevertheless, strongly associated with the 

service they provide to particular provinces and regions. 

The primary service regions of four firms emphasize both the Aegean and 

Mediterranean coastal areas, and another nine serve the combined Aegean, Marmara and 

western Anatolian (ie., Ankara) regions. These 13 firms include some of Turkey's largest 

bus lines - they include seven of the eleven largest firms with terminals at the Otogar. 

Firms such as Kami! K09 (largest), Metro (second) and Uludag (fourth) serve the urban 

and tourist regions of the Marmara, Aegean and Mediterranean. 

At the Otogar, six bus ofiRcials with in-depth knowledge of the passengers and 

bus cargoes were interviewed in their workplaces. One of them is an official with the 

UATOD and said that the experiences of these six firms are representative of most if not 

all bus firms serving Istanbul. 

According to local Istanbul bus operators and workers, 15-20% of the cargo holds 

of passenger buses coming to Istanbul from throughout Anatolia in the first six months of 

the year contain foodstuffs. However, between July and December, 80-100% of the 

cargo hold is food, with September and October being the peak months. Throughout 

Turkey, these two are also the traditional months for preparing household pantries for the 

winter months (Baysal 1993). In the off-season, especially June and July, the empty 

containers (for pickles, yogurt, etc.) are returned by bus back to the villages to be filled. 

While all six interviewees commented on the extreme variety of things that people send 

or bring with them by bus, the different operators have different views on the 



Table 7.1: Breakdown of bus destinations, from Istanbul's 
Otogar, by region of primary service, 1998 

Primary 
destination 

Region* 

Registered 
Number of 
Bus Firms 

Trips per week 
from Istanbul 

(Number) (%) 

Average 
number of 

3 19 2439 23% 128 
1,2,3 comb. 9 1894 18% 210 

7 64 1421 14% 22 
2, 4 comb. 4 703 7% 176 

2 10 693 7% 69 
4 19 648 6% 34 
8 27 549 5% 20 
I 18 511 5% 28 
9 15 322 3% 21 
5 15 301 •3% 20 
6 17 259 2% 15 

Int'l/Balkans 17 231 2% 14 
Uncertain 31 529 5% 17 
TOTAL 234 9971 43 

Source: Calculated from records provided by Uluslararasi 
Anadoiu ve Trakya Otobuscular Demegi, 1998 

* See Figure 3.1 for location of Regions 
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foodstuffs that arrive from throughout Anatolia. One said that they do not allow tulum 

peynir (cheese cured and kept in sheepskins or stomachs) because of the smell that might 

get in the bus and other bags. Another reported that, for his bus line, "it is not a problem 

if a food like tur^u (pickled vegetables) spills, we just clean it out. But, for the owner of 

the food it is very valuable, so they will make sure that [the container] is very tight." 

One said that, "anything you can imagine, it comes by bus," but another noted that people 

do not try to bring live animals. "Some people even bring stones, as a symbol of their 

homeland, for example." "We bring everything from Sivas, but we couldn't find a 

husband for this girl," said one. 

All the interviewed bus officials remarked on the regional differentiation of the 

foodstuffs. According to their experiences, foodstuffs come from all parts of Turkey 

except from the more touristic regions along the Mediterranean and Aegean coasts. For 

example, the UATOD official said that, "maybe the villagers in the south, the tourism 

centers do not have as much. But the Black Sea, inner Anatolia, the Southeast have a lot 

more. Where there are economical problems, they grow and send, and receive food from 

the memleket." As another stated, "the winter foods come ... because of economic 

problems. The food is so much cheaper in the memleket, cheese may be one-third of the 

price [in Istanbul, but] the food generally comes from their own lands. A kilo of cheese 

here is 1.5 million TL. A family of four that earns 30-40 million TL per month may 

consume four kilos per month. That is 6 million TL. From the village, it may cost 2.4 

million TL. This savings is true for all products." 



Generally, as one operator noted, "From the different regions, you see different 

things coming, fish, tea, nuts, karalahana (black cabbage, similar to collard greens); 

especially the fruits change, and you see local differences according to land type." 

Erzincan, for example, is noted for its dried grapes and sour apples. As a result, lots of 

uzum pekmez (grape molasses) comes from Erzincan. Malatya is a source for dried 

apricots and Tokat for grape leaves. Tea, com flour, hazel nuts and karalahana arrive 

fi-om the Black Sea regions, pastirma (a salted, sun-dried meat) and socuk (sausage) and 

pistachios from the Southeast, citrus fruits from the Mediterranean, and potatoes and 

onions from Turkey's eastern regions. As in Europe, particular varieties of cheese are 

associated with particular places. For example, the tulum peynir from Afyon is well-

known. Table 7.2 lists typical foodstuffs noted by the bus officials. 

Quantifying the Rural Provisioning of Istanbul (By Bus) 

Based on information provided by the bus officials, combined with the records 

provided by UATOD, it is possible to make some preliminary estimates of how much 

food may be coming to Istanbul by bus. The assumptions behind these calculations are 

designed to be conservative, and to err on the side of underestimating the quantities of 

food brought by bus. 

Most of the buses used by the bus firms serving Istanbul seem surprisingly new and are 

manufactured by just a handful of firms, notable among them are Mercedes and 

Mitsubishi. Generally, the long distance buses are modem, comfortable and smoke-free, 

though the standards can vary significantly by bus line and target clientele. According to 



Table 7.2: Some Foodstuffs Coining through Istanbul's Otogar, Observations of Bus Ofricials, 1998 

Foodstuff FoodstufT Foodstuff 

Bulghur Grapes & raisins (Erzincan) Raw meal 

Butter Hazelnuts (Black Sea) Rice (Black Sea) 

Cheese Honey Sausage (Malatya) 

Cheese curds Karalahana (Black Sea) Sour apples (Erzincan) 

Chicicpeas Manti -- similar to ravioli (Sivas) Strained yoghurt 

Com flour (Black Sea) Milk (Edime) Sugar 

Dried beans Mineral water Tea 

Dried meat Mushrooms (Antalya) Vegetable oil 

Dried yoghurt Olives Vermicelli noodles (Black Sea) 

Fish (Antalya, Black Sea) Onions (Hatay) Village bread 

Flour Pastirma (Malatya) Walnuts 

Fresh vegetables Pekmez (Erzincan) Yoghurt 

Fruit, all varieties Pickled vegetables (Amasya) Yufka (Sivas) 

Grape leaves (Tokat) Potatoes (Malatya) 

Source: Field interviews 

* in parentheses are regions strongly associated with the particular foodstuff. 
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the General Director of UATOD, the buses hold up to an average of44-46 passengers, 

each allowed to bring 30 kilograms, and travel at an average of 60% Capacity over the 

course of the year. Maximum ridership is from July to October, and is at its minimum in 

December to February. According to the interviewed bus officials, the cargo space 

ranges between 13 — 18 cubic meters and generally holds about two metric tons (2,000 

kg.), but this can approach three tons if the density is high, such as during the time of 

year when people are bringing food back from their villages. If the cargo space is 

completely full, such as between July and December, cargo and baggage may be placed 

with the passengers. Recognizing that many people send food to relatives without 

actually accompanying it, it would be more accurate to base estimations on cargo 

Capacity rather than ridership. Nevertheless, an estimate based on ridership provides a 

low, conservative estimate. 

The most conservative estimate - based on ridership — for the total amount of 

foodstuffs arriving in Istanbul by bus is based on the following assumptions: 

1) Ridership is 80% of Capacity (35 passengers per bus) from July through 
October, 40% (18 per bus) from December through February, and 60% (26 
per bus) in the remaining 6 months; 

2) Each passenger is carrying 30 kgs of belongings, of which 80% (24 kg.) is 
foodstuffs from July through December and 15% (4.5 kg.) over the remaining 
months; 

3) That 2,828 (27%) of the 10,500 weekly arrivals into Istanbul are with 
passengers arriving from the "touristic" Mediterreanean, Aegean and Central 
Anatolian regions and from International locations, and not bringing food. 
Thus, 7,672 (73%) of the arrivals will be considered in the estimate; 

4) That Istanbul's population was 10-12 million in 1998; and, 

5) The average Istanbul family has 4 members. 
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According to these assumptions, 175,267 metric tons of food would come to Istanbul by 

bus each year. This averages to 14.6-17.5 kilograms per person, or 58-70 kilograms per 

family averaged across Istanbul. 

If the amount of food coming to Istanbul from the memleket is estimated in terms 

of what is thought to be in the cargo hold, to include what family members and hem^eri 

may send without actually accompanying the provisions, the following assumptions are 

used: 

1) The cargo hold of the average bus carries up to 2 metric tons (2,000 kgs.); 

2) The cargo hold is 80% full of foodstuffs (1,600 kg.) from July to December 
and 15% full (300 kg.) from January to June; 

3) That 2,828 (27%) of the 10,500 weekly arrivals into Istanbul are with 
passengers arriving from the "touristic" Mediterreanean, Aegean and Central 
Anatolian regions and from International locations, and not bringing food. 
Thus, 7,672 (73%) of the arrivals will be considered in the estimate; 

4) That Istanbul's population was 10-12 million in 1998; and 

5) That the average Istanbul family has 4 members. 

This comes out to a total of 378,997 metric tons of foodstuffs that come to Istanbul by 

bus per year, averaging 31.6-37.9 kilograms of food per person, or 126-152 kilograms per 

family across metropolitan Istanbul. 

The two estimates represent a conservative lower range for the provisioning of 

Istanbul with food from the memleket. The second estimate is quite likely closer to the 

actual amount, since the cargo hold is clearly not limited to what passengers carry with 
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them and that passengers stay within their 30 kg limit. Further, as explained by bus 

officials, there is often up to 3,000 kilograms of food in the peak late summer and early 

fall months, and the above estimates do not account for the 200 or so buses that are 

estimated to illegally circumvent the Otogar. The illegal buses also very likely serve 

village areas from which high percentages of foodstuffs are delivered. 

As a measure of the total amount of food that is brought and sent from the 

memleket, this is certainly a conservative estimate, as other modes of transportation — 

from train and ship to kamyon (truck) and private automobile - are used to transport 

provisions. Based on interviews with families and truck drivers, trucks laden with 

provisions come annually from regions farther away, like Erzurum, and more frequently, 

even weekly, from nearer provinces, like Kastamonu. 

The Quality of Food From the Memleket 

In the previous section, the bus officials have given a representative idea of the 

types of foodstuffs that households bring to Istanbul. They also provided an important 

start at understanding the quantity of food this represents at a metropolitan scale. Clearly, 

the amount of food that comes to Istanbul from villages throughout Turkey is important. 

However, while some people bring staple grains, others bring even water. It is critical to 

understand the relative amounts of what is being brought, and what typical families might 

be bringing. Only in this way can we get a sense of the contribution of food from the 

memleket to urban household food security. 
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To get a better idea of the quality and amount of the foodstuffs at the household 

level, I developed a survey in an attempt to get a systematic understanding of the 

contribution of food from the memleket to individual households (see Appendices E and 

F). Workers and parents of patients brought to the University of Istanbul's child nutrition 

were interviewed regzirding what and how much food they annually brought from their 

migratory origins. The results of this survey are an important initial step in 

understanding the practice of bringing food from the memleket and as a precursor for 

future research and potential policy. Up until now, there has been no analysis of this 

widespread food security tactic in Istanbul. 

Muazzez Garibagaoglu, Docent at Istanbul University, interviewed employees in 

her work place at the Medical Facility and the parents of children brought to her for 

evaluation. The 83 interviewees represent a wide range of income categories, migratory 

origins and Istanbul neighborhoods on both sides of the Bosphorus.^ Further. By 

including hospital staff, the surveys include low to mid-level govenmient workers. 

Muazzez Hanim reports that the interviewees were anxious to discuss their problems and 

practices. Despite the small sample size Tables 7.3 and 7.4 show that the interviewees 

reflect the greater Istanbul population, and interviews with others who were neither part 

of this sample nor affiliated in any way with the medical facility at Qapa. suggest that the 

sample was not atypical. For example, and reflecting the makeup of the entire city of 

Istanbul, the provinces of Kastamonu and Sivas are the leading origins of migrants. 

^ Although interviewees were chosen at random, those that did not bring food from the memleket were 
discarded. Thus, the survey cannot be used for estimates of the percentage of the Istanbul population that 
brings food from the memleket. In addition, the sample does not include the most affluent, who would not 
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[Vho Brings Foodfrom the Memleket? 

The 83 people interviewed represent 37 different provinces among their migratory 

origins. The province most represented is Kastamonu, from where eleven of the 

interviewees come, followed by Sivas. Regionally, over one-third of the interviewees are 

from the Black Sea region, one-fourth were from the central Anatolian region centered 

around Sivas, and another 18 percent are from the East and Southeast. The origins of the 

interviewees are presented in Tables 7.3 and 7.4. None of the interviewees claim Istanbul 

province as their memleket. Even though two interviewees stated that they were bom in 

Istanbul, they claimed Kastamonu and Gaziantep as their memlekets. 

Combining all of the interviews, the average amount of food from the memleket 

per household is 206 kilograms per year. Nearly 40% (32) of the households bring more 

than the average, while another one-third (26) households bring less than 100 kilograms. 

The 10% of respondent households bringing the most food brought on the average 570 kg 

of food from the memleket; the highest 20% averaged 470 kilograms. The greatest 

amount brought by a single family was 715 kilograms. Average household size for all 

interviewees was 4.8 people, slightly higher than the Istanbul average of four people. 

Table 7.5 shows a summary of the responses to the survey broken down by income 

group. In the survey, respondents were asked to identify monthly household income by 

selecting from one of five income categories. The results show that there is not a linear 

relationship between income group and reliance on food from the memleket. 

seek treatment at the public, Istanbul University facility, but would find it at private hospitals or clinics. 
Nevertheless, the affluent are not the target population at food security risk. 



7.3: Distribation of Interviewees, by Province of Origin* 

Province No. from Province No. from 
Region name province Region name province 

7 Kastamonu II 8 Amasya 
8 Sivas 9 4 Antakya 
5 Kars 5 7 Bayburt 
7 Giresun 4 6 Bitlis 
7 Trabzon 4 0 Bulgaria 
8 Adiyaman 3 3 Bursa 
5 Erzurum 3 I Corum 
6 Gaziantep 3 6 Diyarbakir 
8 Malatya 3 8 Elazig 
3 Tekirdag 3 0 Greece 
7 Zonguldak 3 7 Gumushane 
1 Cankiri 2 2 Isparta 
8 Erzincan 2 9 Konya 
9 Kayseri 2 6 Mardin 
1 Kirikkale 2 4 Mersin 
7 Rize 2 9 Nigde 
7 Samsun 2 7 Sinop 
4 Adana 1 8 Tokat 
5 Agri I 

Total 83 

Source: Based on "Food from the Memleket" surveys 

Table 7.4: Distribution of Interviewees 
by Region of Origin* 

No. from 
Region Region 

7 29 
8 20 
5 9 
6 6 
I 5 
9 4 
3 4 
4 3 
0 2 
2 1 

Total 83 

Source: Based on "Food from the Memleket" surveys 
*See Figures l.l and 3.1 for locations 
of provinces and regions 
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Table 7.5: Average response to 
Food from the memleket surveys 
Summer, 1998 

Avg Amt of 
Income food from the Number 

Group Avg Hhld memleket Surveyed 
(million TL) Size (kg per year) (%) 

0-50 3.8 136 5 
51-100 4.9 210 22 

101-150 4.6 234 24 

151-200 5.7 215 7 
200 & above 4.9 188 25 

Average* 4.8 206 83 

Source: "Food from the Memleket" surveys 

'Recommended consumption for a family of 4 is about 30 kg per week. 
Therefore, food from the memleket averages about 7 weeks worth of food, by weight. 
For those in the middle category, it is the equivalent of about 2 months worth of food. 

Table 7.6: Average for households reporting that food from 
the memleket is important to household food supply 

Avg Amt of 
Income Avg. food from the Number 

group hhld memleket surveyed 
(million TL) size (kg per year) (%) 

51-100 4.8 260 37 (45%) Hhlds reporting important 
101-150 4.8 202 24 (29%) Hhlds not stating level of importance 
151-200 4.8 122 22 (26%) Hhlds reporting hardly or unimportant 
101-150 4.8 207 83 (100%) Average of all hhlds 

Source: "Food from the Memleket" surveys 
* Total is slightly higher than in Table 7.6 due to rounding error 
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Instead, the amount of food increases with income to the middle income group, after 

which there is a decrease with increased income. The lowest income group brings the 

lowest average amount of food and the highest income group brings the second lowest. 

This bell-shaped relationship may reflect rural land tenure and the causes of 

migration. The lowest income category could represent households that were the poorest 

and most land insecure, the rural landless, who worked as sharecroppers or otherwise had 

very little access to land. Though they may maintain relationships with relatives and 

hem^eri in their memleket, they may not have land of their own. They may be more 

dependent upon others, and purchased foodstuffs may represent a higher proportion of 

the food brought to Istanbul than what they raise and produce themselves. 

Besides sorting the amount of food that households bring by income category, it is also 

meaningful to consider the importance that each household places on the food that is 

brought from the memleket. Those surveyed were asked to evaluate the relative 

importance of this source of food. To the question, " How important to kitchen [food] 

expenditures are the foods that come from the memleket?" respondents were asked to 

choose from "important", " of very little importance", and "unimportant." From Table 

7.6, one sees that 45% (37) of the respondents reported that food from the memleket is 

important in terms of their household food expenditures. For this group, the average 

amount of food brought from the memleket is 260 kilograms. In contrast, those who felt 

that food from the memleket is unimportant to their household food supply bring an 

average of only 122 kilograms of food per year. The 29% (24) that did not indicate level 

of importance averaged 202 kilograms, almost identical to the overall average. 
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When sorted by relative importance, there appears to be a linear relationship with 

income. While average incomes caimot be calculated because income categories were 

used instead of specific amounts, some trends can still be obser\'ed. If each income 

category is assigned a number - the lowest category a "1" and the highest a "5" - one 

finds that the group for whom food fi-om the memleket is important has an average 

income score of 2.9. The group for whom food fi^om the memleket is unimportant has an 

average score of 4.0. The group not reporting has an average score of 3.1. Thus, the 

average income of the group placing the most importance on food fi-om the memleket is 

the lowest; the group placing ±e least emphasis on food from the memleket averages the 

highest. The middle group, either indifferent or unsure of the importance, would appear 

to have an average income at or slightly above the group claiming importance. One 

implication might be that many in this middle group would actually tend to place 

importance on the food from the memleket if pushed to respond. 

What is Being Brought from the Memleket.^ 

An extremely wide variety of foods come from the countryside, and often reflect 

the regional variety of agricultural products in the provinces from which the migrants 

come. They range from raw meat, firesh fhiits and vegetables, noodles and rice, milk and 

mineral water to flour, bulgur, dried meat, tarhana (a dried yogurt used as a soup base), 

preserves, bread, honey, butter and much more. 



400 

Among the 83 people imerviewed, 126 differem foodstuffs were identified among 

the different provisions people bring to Istanbul. Bulgur (cracked wheat), cheese, butter 

and dried beans are the most predominant. Each is included among the provisions of the 

majority of those surveyed. Flour, cheese curds, dried yogurt, fhiit molasses, pickles, 

yogurt, chick peas and tomato paste are each brought by over one-third of those surveyed. 

Table 7.7 shows the number of households that report bringing each foodstuff. Only one 

respondent reported bringing no foodstuffs except for the occasional dried dates and 

some contraband tea. Table 7.8 shows the specific household breakdown of the 

foodstuffs brought annually by seven of the survey respondents. The first four columns 

(households #42, #53, #33, #80) are actual households that bring approximately the 

average annual weight from their memlekets. They represent the two households 

immediately above and below the overall household mean of 206 kilograms. The 

remaining three (households #64, #5, #7) are representative of those households for 

whom food from the memleket is reported to be important. 

To begin to get an understanding of the importance of these foods for the 

household food and nutrition supply, it is helpful to look more specifically at what types 

of provisions these families bring from their memlekets. As an alternative to the 

sophisticated task of evaluating the actual nutritional content of the various foodstuffs, 

the importance of food brought from the memleket can be gauged by comparing the types 

and amounts to reconunended nutritional food intake. To avoid cross-cultural confusion 

in nutritional requirements and needs, it is best to use recommendations for Turkish 

households. Table 7.9 - prepared by and translated from Baysal (1993) - provides the 
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Table 7.7: Households bringing this foodstuff from memlcket 
(Total number of households - 83) 

Number % of all Number % of all Number %ofal 
Foodstuffs ofhhlds hhlds Foodstuffs ofhhlds hhlds Foodstuffs ofhhlds hhlds 
bulgur 54 65% badem 4 5% fekirdek 1 1% 
peynir 51 61% domates 4 5% (ikolata 1 1% 
tereyag 51 61% criste 4 5% gafret 1 1% 
kuru fasulye 48 58% kuruelma 4 5% gulsuyu 1 1% 
un 36 43% kunierik 4 5% hamsi 1 1% 
cdkelek 34 41% kuru OzOm 4 5% hurma I 1% 
tarhana 33 40% konserv 4 5% i(Ii kdfte 1 1% 
pekmez 30 36% kusbumu 4 5% ihlamur 1 1% 
tursu 29 35% misir 4 5% kuru acur 1 1% 
yogurt 29 35% pestil 4 5% kuru balik 1 1% 
nohut 27 33% azam 4 5% kuru domates 1 1% 
sal 9a 27 33% ayva 3 4% kuru incir 1 1% 
elma 26 31% barbunya 3 4% kuru kizilcik 1 1% 
ceviz 23 28% fistik 3 4% kuru meyva 1 1% 
re(;ci 21 25% ispanak 3 4% kuru paz 1 1% 
et 20 24% kuruaimut 3 4% kuru visne 1 1% 
mercimek 20 24% kuru sogan 3 4% kabak 1 1% 
patates 18 22% kayisi 3 4% kabak (ekirdek 1 1% 
ekmek 17 20% kaz 3 4% kahve 1 1% 
armut 16 19% limon 3 4% karpuz 1 1% 
bal 16 19% portakal 3 4% kestane ekeri I 1% 
findik 15 18% sarimsak 3 4% kivircik 1 1% 
kuru kayisi 13 16% seftal 3 4% krema 1 1% 
taze fasulye 13 16% sogan 3 4% kuru et 1 1% 
crik 11 13% tulum peynir 3 4% kuruyemis 1 1% 
suzmc yogurt 11 13% yarma 3 4% kuskus 1 1% 
fay 9 11% zeytin yag 3 4% lahana I 1% 
kuru biber 9 11% ay 9ekirdeki 2 2% leblebi 1 1% 
misir unu 9 11% bamya 2 2% muz 1 1% 
sut 8 10% greyfrut 2 2% pancar 1 1% 
yaprak 8 10% incir 2 2% papatya (ay I 1% 
kum patlican 7 8% kuru bamya 2 2% pastirma 1 1% 
karalahana 7 8% k.madinak 2 2% p rasa I 1% 
kiraz 7 8% k.yesil fasulye 2 2% salam 1 1% 
zeytin 7 8% kusbumu vay 2 2% salatalik 1 1% 
dut 6 7% meyva 2 2% sucuk I 1% 
kuru dut 6 7% pazi 2 2% tavuk 1 1% 
kavurma 6 7% ahlat I 1% visne 1 1% 
pirinc 6 7% arpa 1 1% yer fistigi 1 1% 
biber 6 7% baharatlar 1 1% yufka 1 1% 
mandaiina 5 6% baklava 1 1% yumurta 1 1% 
patlican 5 6% 

Total number of different foodstufTs = 124 
Source: "Food from the Memleket" surveys 
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Table 7.7 (EnglKh Translation of FoodstufEi) 

Foodstuffs Foodstuffs Foodstuffs 
T urkish English Turkish English Turkish English 
bulgur boiled, pounded w badem almonds (ekirdek seeds 
peynir cheese domates tomatoes gikolata chocolate 
tereyag butter eriste vermicelli gofret biscuits 
kuru fasulye dried beans kuruelma dried apples giilsuyu rose water 
un flour kuruerik dried plums hamsi anchovies 
cdkelek cheese curds kuru uzum raisins hurma persimmons 
tarhana dried yogurt powd konserv conserves igli kofte meatballs 
pekmez grape molasses kusburnu rose hips ihlamur linden blossom tea 

tursu pickled vegetables misir com kuru acur dried cucumber 
yogurt yogurt pestil dried fruit sheets kuru batik dried fish 
nohut chick peas Uziim grapes kuru domates dried tomatoes 
salqa tomato paste ayva quince kuru incir dried figs 
elma apples barbunya small red beans kuru kizilcik dried cornelian cherry 
ceviz walnuts fistik pistachios kuru meyva dried fhiit 
re(;el fruit jam ispanak spinach kuru pazi dried chard 
et meat kuruarmut dried pear kuru visne dried sour cherry 
mercimek lentils kuru sogan dried onions kabak squash 
palates potatoes kayisi apricots kabak gekirdek squash seeds 
ehnek bread kaz goose kahve coffee 
armut pears limon lemon karpuz watermelon 
bal honey portakal oranges kestane sekeri chestnut sugar 
findik hazel nuts sarimsak garlic kivircik curly lettuce 
kuru kayisi dried apricot seftali peaches krema cream 
taze fasulye fresh beans sogan onions kuru et dried meat 
erik plums tulum peynir cheese cured in skin kuruyemis nuts and dried fruit 
stizme yogurt strained yogurt yarma course ground wheat kuskus couscous 
qay tea zeytin yag olive oil lahana cabbage 
kuru biber dried peppers ay fekirdeki sunflower seeds leblebi roasted chick pea 
misir unu com flour bamya okra muz bananas 
Slit milk greyfivit grape fhiit pancar beets 
yaprak grape leaves incir figs papatya <;ay chamomile tea 
kuru patlican dried eggplants kuru bamya dried okra pastirma sundried meat 
karalahana black cabbage Lmadinak 7 pirasa leek 
kiraz cherries kyesil fasulye dried green beans salam salami 
zeytin olives kusburnu <;ay rose hip tea salatalik lettuce 
dut mulberries meyva fmits sucuk sausage 
kuru dut dried mulberries pazi chard tavuk chicken 
kavurma fried, cured meat ahlat wild pear visne sour cherries 
pirinc rice arpa barley yerfistigi peanuts 
biber peppers baharatlar spices yufka thin unleavened bread 

mandalina mandarin oranges baklava s^«-eet pastries yumurta eggs 
patlican eggplants 
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Table 7.8: Selections from Survey: Foodatnfls Brought by RepreMntativ Families 
HhId #42 HhId «53 HhId #33 HhId #80 Hhld #64 Hhld #5 Hhld #7 

Memleket Sivas Tekirdag Bitlis Giresun Sivas Rize Kastamonu 
Years in Istanbul 13 20 35 4 6 16 17 
Number in household 4 4 5 4 5 5 5 
Importance of food from Not very No 
the memleket Important Important important response Important Important Important 
Hhid income (mil. TL) 0-50 150-200 50-100 50-100 50-100 Over 200 100-150 
Foods, in kilograms 

apples 20 12 12 15 15 
apricots 2 

bulgur 18 5 20 50 10 
butter 10 5 7 5 

canned beans 30 
cheese 13 50 15 28 

cokeleic (cheese curds) 15 6 10 
com 7 

dried apples 7 8 
dried apricots 

dried beans 5 8 17 10 
dried chick peas 5 18 10 5 

dried fish 5 
dried onions 10 

dried pear 8 
dried plums 3 7 8 

flour 100 12 50 150 100 50 
flour (com) to 
fresh beans 6 3 30 

garlic 2 
grape leaves 10 

grapes 5 
honey 10 

karalahana (black cabbage) 15 
kavurma (fried, dried meat) 8 

lentils 5 5 
meat (raw) 15 20 40 

milk 9 
mulberry (dried or fresh) 7 

nuts (hazel, walnuts) 3 9 45 
okra (dried or 6esh) 3 

pears 30 12 12 10 15 
pekmez (ihiit molasses) 15 5 

peppen 4 
pickled vegetables 6 15 

plums 8 12 13 
potatoes 5 24 100 

quince 4 
rose hip tea 2 

salca 12 
seeds (sunflower, squash) 4 

tarhana 25 25 
tea 30 

tomatoes 10 
village bread yes yes 

yogurt 5 
yogurt, strained 10 2 30 

Total kiloffniMf 198 202 210 222 263 269 317 
Source: "Food from the Memleket' surveys 



Table 7.9: Weekly Kccomniended Nutrition for a Family of Four, Turkey 

bdrl kisilik aile ifin fuiftalik besin salinalma rehberi Weekly Nutrition Purchasing Guide, 

Besin gruplari haftalik gerekli miktar Family of four, by nutrition Groups 

Group AmouiU (kg) 

El, tavuk, balik, sakatat 1 Meat, chicken, fish 1 to 2 

Kuru nohut, mercimek, fasulye Dry Chickpeas, lentils, beans 1 to 1.5 

Yumuria Eggs 20 eggs 

Sul, yogurl 2 Milk, yogurt 7 

Peynir, cdkelek Cheese, curds 0.5 to 1 

Yesil ve sari sebze 3 Green and yellow vegetables 2 to 4 
Palates Potatoes 2 to 4 
Sogan Onions 1 

Diger sebzeler Other vegetables 1 to 2 

Taze meyve Fresh fruit 4 

Limon Lemon 1 

Ekmek 4 Bread 7 

Bulgur Bulgur 0.5 

Pirin; Rice 0.5 

Makarna-sehriye Pasta, noodles 0.5 

Un Flour 0.5 

Sivi Yag (Zeylinyagi, bilkiselyag} 5 Oil (Olive, Vegetable) 0.5 

Margarin veya tereyag Margarine or butter 0.5 

Zeylin Olives 0.5 

Seker Sugar 1 

Pekmez, regel, bal Jam, preserves, honey 0.5 

Salfa 6 Tomato paste 0.5 

Tuz Salt 0.5 

Qiy Tea 0.1 

Ceviz, findik, v.b. Walnuts, hazelnuts, etc. 0.1 

Total 34 to 41 

Source: Baysal 1993 



405 

weekly food consumption suggested for a family of four. To more closely approximate 

the slightly larger household size in the survey sample, I will use the upper bounds 

provided in the table. Since many of the family members in the survey are children that 

do not eat as much as adults, this approximation seems reasonable. According to the 

table, then, a family of 4.8 in Istanbul would consume 41 kilograms of food per week, or 

about 2,132 kilograms per year, to meet its food needs. On the average, the households 

in the sample survey bring about 10% (by weight) of their entire food supply from the 

village. For those households that claim that food from the memleket is important for 

their household, it is 12 % by weight. 

At first glance, 10-12% may not seem significant. However, it is important to 

understand the composition of the provisions. Table 7.10 groups all of the foodstuffs 

listed in Table 7.7 into the categories of Table 7.9. From this, the importance of food 

from the memleket for the families that participate in this practice is highlighted. If 

Baysal's (1993) grouping is used as the standard, it is evident that relatively few 

perishables are brought from the memleket. From Table 7.10 we can see that the 54 

(65%) families that bring milk and yogurt products bring an average of only a month's 

worth. Table 7.11 shows some of the information from Table 7.10 in terms of percent of 

annual need. The 23 (27.7%) families that bring fresh vegetables bring an average of two 

and a half month's worth and the 18 (21.7%) of the families that bring bread bring an 

average of only half a month's worth. The milk and yogiut and fresh vegetables are 

highly perishable foodstuffs. A premium is placed on the freshness of vegetables, which 

are widely available in Istanbul's weekly neighborhood bazaars at relatively low costs. 



Table 7.10: Summary of Food from the Memleket, in Terms of Ihe Baysal (1993) Food Groups 

Total ami. Ilhlds bringing Average amount (kg) No. of weeks worth 
brought food stulT for all for hhlds Avg. for Avg. hhlds 

Group Foodstufr ( k g )  (No.) (%) hhlds that bring all hhlds that bring 
1 Meat 600 30 36*/. 7.2 20.0 3.6 10.0 (inc. raw, dried, poultry, fish,/««//>/««, suiisagc) 

Dried legumet 1289 49 59% 15.5 26.3 10.4 17.5 (dried beans, chick peas, lentils) 
Eggs I k o l  1 1% - - -- - - - -

2 Milit, yogurt 1547 54 65% 18.6 28.6 2.7 4.1 (milk, yogurt, tarhami, creani) 
ChccM IIOS 59 71% 13.3 18.7 13.3 18.7 (all chcese, including curds and tulum) 

3 Green A yellow vegi. 874 23 28% 10.5 38.0 2.6 9.5 (inc. okra, fresh beans, peppers, spinach, cabbiigcs) 
Potatoes 1464 18 22% 17.6 81.3 4.4 20.3 potatoes 
Onions 140 6 7% 1.7 23.3 1.7 23.3 onions 
Other vegetablei I2S9 38 46% 15.2 33.1 7.6 16.6 (non-green fresh, dried, cannud, picklcd) 
Fruit 2406 50 60% 29.0 48.1 7.2 12.0 (all fresh, dried, canned) 
Lemons 130 3 4% 1.6 43.3 1.6 43.3 
Leaves 118 8 10% 1.4 14.8 (grape leaves in brine, for cooking) 

4 Bread 250 18 22% 3.0 13.9 0.4 2.0 (including village bread, >'u/il[<i)* 
Bulgur I22S 54 65% 14.8 22.7 29.5 45.4 
Rice 225 7 8% 2.7 32.1 5.4 64.3 rice, pilav 
Other whole grains 100 9 11% 1.2 I I I  (ie., pearled wheal, barley) 
Noodles 54 4 5% 0.7 13.5 1.3 27.0 {erime - vermicelli noodles) 
Flour 1919 45 54% 23.1 42.6 46.2 85J (wheat, com) 

S Oil 75 3 4% 0.9 25.0 1.8 50.0 olive oil 
Butter 415 51 61% 5.0 8.1 10.0 16.3 
Olives 80 7 8% 1.0 11.4 1.9 22.9 
Sugar 5 1 1% 0.1 5.0 0.1 5.0 
Honey, pfAmrz, jam 652 50 60% 7.9 13.0 15.7 26.1 (pekmez is molasses made from fmit) 
Tomato paste 259 28 34% 3.1 9.3 6.2 18,5 salca 
Sail 20 1 1% 0.2 20.0 0.5 40.0 
lea 158 17 20% 1.9 9.3 19.0 92.9 (including kushurnu, pafHiiyu, ililtmur) 
Nuts and Seeds 766 39 47% 9.2 19.6 92.3 196.4 (inc. pistachios, peanuts, sunflower seeds, leblcbi) 
TOTAL 17135 206.4 

Source: Based on "Food from Ihe Memlekel" surveys 
*eslimale •• based on one loaf of village bread weighing 333 grams 
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Table 7.II: Most important foodstuffs brought from the countryside. 
As percentage of total, annual requirement 

Total amt. Hhlds bringing Foodstuff 
brought food stuff (kg.) as % of 

Group Foodstuff (kg.) No. Avg/hhld annual need 
6 Nuts and Seeds 766 39 19.6 377.7% 

6 Tea 158 17 9.3 178.7% 

4 Flour 1919 45 42.6 164.0% 

4 lUce 225 7 32.1 123.6% 
4 Buigur 1225 54 22.7 87.3% 

5 Honey, pekmez, jam 652 50 13.0 50.2% 

3 Potatoes 1464 18 81.3 39.1% 

2 Cheese 1105 59 18.7 36.0% 
6 Tomato paste 259 • 28 9.3 35.6% 
1 Dried legumes 1289 49 26.3 33.7% 

3 Other vegetables 1259 38 33.1 31.9% 
5 Butter 415 51 8.1 31.3% 
3 Fruit 2406 50 48.1 23.1% 
1 Meat 600 30 20.0 19.2% 
3 Green & yellow vegs. 874 23 38.0 18.3% 
2 Milk, yogurt 1547 54 28.6 7.9% 

Source: "Food from the Memleket" Surveys 
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Combined, these three line items make up 44% of the household food requirements in 

terms of Baysal's recommendations. It should also be noted that the grouping for milk 

and yogurt includes tarhana (a dried yogiut soup base) and suzme yogurt (strained 

yogurt), both concentrated forms of yogurt. Nutritionally, these forms of yogurt 

represent much larger amounts of milk and yogurt. Thus, the fact that households 

bringing milk and yogxirt from their memlekets bring only one month's worth is 

misleadingly low. A few kilograms of tarhana, for example, make many month's worth 

of soup. From the surveys, 33 families (40%) bring an average of 11 kilograms of 

tarhana and 11 families (13%) bring an average of 17.5 kilograms of siizme yogurt. 

The above findings support the observation that a substantial amoimt of foodstuffs 

brought from the memleket are not raw ingredients, but have value added changes in form 

or quality. This production is in the village region. Emphasis is on dried or processed 

foodstuffs that transport easier and keep longer. Of the 59 (71%) families that bring 

some form of cheese, they bring an average of 18.7 week's worth, representing over one-

third of typical annual household need. Similarly, the 49 (59%) of the families that bring 

dried legxunes bring an average of one-third of annual need. For the families that bring 

them, about one-third or more of families' needs for potatoes, other vegetables, salca 

(tomato paste, used as a base in cooking), and butter. 

Enough bulgur is brought by 54 (65%) families to almost meet their entire annual 

need, and the families that bring rice exceed their annual requirements. However, there 

are only seven (8%) families that bring rice, four of which are from Black Sea provinces. 

On the other hand, many families bring flour. So much flour is brought by the 45 (54%) 
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households bringing it that annual needs are greatly exceeded. This is most likely 

because much of the flour brought from the memleket is used to make bread. The 

categories of meat, other vegetables and fruit may not seem to meet as high a proportion 

of the annual household needs until it is recognized that they include many dried, canned, 

pickled and otherwise processed forms. These include everything from kavurma and 

pastirma (dried and salted meats) to pestil (dried fruit sheets®) and conserves, and pickled 

and dried vegetables. 

The more luxurious items of honey, molasses and jam - regular elements of a 

Turkish breakfast — are brought by 50 (60%) families and average a half-year supply for 

them. Tea and some form of nuts are brought in huge quantities relative to minimimi 

needs, but play a large social role. Nuts are a primary social and "snack" food in Turkey. 

As discussed above, the breakdown of the types of foods and their relative 

quantities shows that the food from the memleket is much more important than their 

overall and undifferentiated weight would indicate. It is evident that the types of food 

brought from the memleket are different than the foodstuffs that are grown by bostancis 

and urban agriculturalists in Istanbul in particular, and by urban agriculturalists in cities 

in Africa, Asia and Latin America more generally. The foods from the memleket 

represent staple and high value foods around which to build household diets. Unlike 

African cities in which crops like cassava are grown in urban areas, starchy staple foods 

® These are the original versions of "fruit roII-ups", increasingly popular as a North American children's 
snacic food. 
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are not grown in Istanbul's bostans. This may explain the rationale of the bostanci that 

claimed that his household cannot siorvive on only the food produced by their garden. 

The case example of Ibrahim (20 March 1998) and his family, from Erzurum 

shows the significance of food from the memleket for one family (that was not part of ±e 

Capa survey): 

Ibrahim (Ibo) is 19 years old and came to Istanbul with his family when he 
was three. There are now 100-150 households from his village now in Istanbul. 
All do the same thing, bringing food from the village. His village was destroyed 
by the great earthquake of 1983. Before the earthquake, only three families from 
the village had come to Istanbul. It took two years for new houses to be built after 
the earthquake; because almost all of the buildings were knocked down, they 
lived in temporary wooden structures. There was not one TV in the village five 
years ago, and the only phone is in the muhtar 's (village headman) office. They 
left the village because of their poverty. 

Since the earthquake, families trickled to Istanbul piece by piece. Now, 
80% of those who came live in the neighborhood of Sultan (^iftligi in Istanbul's 
Gaziosmanpa^a district. Now, only 40 of his village's 60 houses are still 
occupied. There are now in Istanbul about 600 total from his village, and they 
have their own Erzurum association. In Sultan Ciftligi, they first rented a place, 
then built a three-room gecekondu, which was knocked down by the authorities. 
His father rebuilt the building with concrete and eventually got a tapu (title deed) 
through bribes and knowing people in the municipality. 

Until 1988, his family had a house garden, next to their gecekondu, with 
tomatoes, watermelon, potatoes and so on. It is now completely full in Sultan 
Ciftligi. "Three years ago it was 70% gecekondu, now there are very few left, ten 
at the most. In our mahalle (neighborhood) there are some left, others none. 
Some give money to the muteahhit (building contractor) so they can have some 
flats [to let] in the building." 

Because he is the youngest, Ibo was encouraged to go to school. His 
father owns a small bicycle shop in which his brothers work. He did not have to 
work in the bicycle factories and shops in which many from his village work, and 
was able to go beyond primary school. His family then encouraged him to find a 
job in Istanbul's covered bazaar in order to leam English. 

Ibo's family maintains two fields and two pastures in their Erzurum 
village. His mother, 50, and father, 55, go to the village for three months every 
summer, bringing nephews and nieces with them to let them get accustomed to 
the village life and practices. They no longer have livestock of their own, but 
rent the pastures out and harvest the grasses to sell. Ibo does not know the size of 
the fields, but says they are big. They grow potatoes and onions on the fields. 
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using manure as fertilizer, and bring all of what is produced to Istanbul, keeping 
all of it for their household of 13 people, selling none of it. Eighty percent of 
what they eat in the 6-7 winter months is from the village, and is mostly potatoes. 
"When you boil the potatoes that you buy in Istanbul, it gets mushy, it is not very 
strong. When you boil ours, it stays like stone after boiling." In the summer, 
business is good and they can eat what they want. 

Rather than rent the pastures for money, they get yogurt, eggs, cheeses, 
butter, kuyrukya^ (fat from the tail of sheep), ayran (a yogurt drink), tulum 
peyniri (cheese cured and encased in animal skin), and kufburnu (rose hips) from 
the wild. All of these things are packed in a large truck, along with provisions for 
other families, and brought to Istanbul. From the village they bring at least ten 
sacks of potatoes, five sheep skins of tulum peynir, and two sacks of onions. In 
his uncle's household of around 25 people, they bring around 20 sacks of 
potatoes. At least half of the families in Sultan Ciftligi bring about 80% of their 
winter food. Others bring less. 

Generally, their family does not go to the neighborhood bazaar, except for 
fruit or greens, and maybe something like beans. Neither do they buy any of their 
own bread. With the bakkal-ty^ bread (230 grams apiece), they would eat 20-25 
loaves per day. Instead, their mother makes bread all winter long, using flour and 
grains they buy in Istanbul. Ibo and the others eat this bread in the summer when 
their mother is gone. 

For their household, if food doesn't come from the village, weekly food 
expenditures might go up to TL 50 million (about US$ 200). But, with food from 
the village, they may only spend TL 7 million per week (about US$ 30). 
"Economically, as a family, we are in a very good condition, and we bring [food]. 
So, think of the people who are poorer, they would of course bring [food]. Those 
who work in construction [about 30% of their Istanbul community] don't have 
steady jobs, so their relatives send even more." 

Generally, the elders make the connection between the village and the 
city. They are the ones who think about the fixture, control the money. Father 
maybe goes to the village so that they can save money and have a better life. 
When his parents get older, who will go and work in the fields. Ibo's brothers 
won't go, so his uncles and relatives would send things. The new generation 
would forget. He doesn't know what will happen to the fields 20-25 years from 
now. "The exchange of pasture land for meat and dairy products, that will go on, 
some things will continue." 
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Conclusion 

Limited opportunities to practice urban agriculture exacerbate the need for a 

creative exchange between time and space. Although land use opportunities in Istanbul 

are severely limited, migrants maintain or have access to agricultural plots in their 

migratory origins in lieu of urban production, and rural relationships are maintained as 

part of the overall urban food security strategy. Thus, even without productive urban 

spaces, many people still have what urban agriculture could otherwise contribute. This 

supports Ellis and Sumberg's contention that there may be other urban food security 

altematives that would be overshadowed — perhaps even threatened - by an approach 

singularly dedicated to urban agriculture. "An almost universal finding of sample 

surveys of urban food producers is that food production is an important part of their 

survival strategy; however, such surveys self-evidently do not describe the survival 

strategies of those urban dwellers who are not engaged in food production, and a 

common mistake is to infer livelihood attributes of the latter from evidence about the 

former" (Ellis and Sumberg 1998: 221). 

It is quite remarkable that, in a huge city like Istanbul, with the many 

socioeconomic difficulties faced by urban households, that observable destitution is not 

more widespread. Part of this explanation is found in the continuation of communal 

relationships in Istanbul despite migration to the city. Social capital is retained, perhaps 

as part of a greater set of village characteristics or practices. As Baysal notes, "you 

cannot sleep if your neighbor is hungry" (1998). And, as discussed in the previous 
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chapter, Istanbul's traditional food systems also allow widespread access to food. But it 

may also be explained by the relationships that people maintain with their migratory 

origins and the food support that people get from their villages (Baysal 1998). Given the 

high prices of foodstuffs relative to income and wages, it is very cost-effective to get food 

from the memleket, even if it must be bought, and especially if the costs of transporting it 

are minimal. 

This chapter has shown the important contribution that food from the memleket 

makes to Istanbul's household's food supply. Not only is this amount of food much more 

significant than the contribution of urban agriculture to Istanbul households, it is at least 

as significant as urban agriculture is in many of the other places around the world where 

it is considered to make a major contribution. For many households, it is much more. As 

the estimates developed using bus transportation data suggest, the quantity of food 

brought informally for the entire population of Istanbul is substantial. An examination of 

the quality of the foodstuffs - considered in terms of the recommended nutritional 

requirements for Turkish families — confirms its significance. Although it is not possible 

to extrapolate citywide practices from 83 surveys and a handful of in-depth interviews, it 

is clear from the data that the practice is widespread and, for many families, critical in the 

household food supply. 

One important implication from this examination has to do with the very lowest 

income people in the urban area, those who have a limited or no relationship with their 

memleket upon which to draw for food security. They may not be a particularly large 

segment of the population - our sample of 83 households included only 6% in this 
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category (earning TL 0-50 million per month per household). However, in a city as large 

as Istanbul, this could conceivably represent half a million people. The second lowest 

income group, constituting over 25% of our survey, bring greater amounts of food from 

the memleket, but their relationships to the memleket may still be tenuous, and need to be 

protected from losing the benefits of rural relationships for food security. These may be 

the urban populations that need to first be targeted by an urban food security program. If 

urban food security programs are to be developed, efforts need to be made to ensure that 

these subgroups have the first chance at such opportunities. But, to operationalize such 

programs - to ensure that the targeted get served - is an entirely different and 

complicated matter. This is why Moser's (1998) argument - that development emphasis 

and support need to be placed on what the food insecure and vulnerable have instead of 

what they do not have - is so important. For this reason, efforts must be made to 

preserve tentative livelihood links that the vulnerable have with the countryside. 
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CHAPTER Vin 

CONCLUSION: 

ISTANBUL'S FOOD SECURITY IN CONTEXT 

Introduction 

The purpose of this research and dissertation has been to investigate the concept 

of food security in its urban and particularly Middle Eastern contexts. Recently, interest 

in urban food security has emerged from the greater food security literature. A small 

subset of research on urban food systems has developed in the effort to better understand 

urban food security. Globalization research has also begun to look at changing world 

agrofood systems, linking international, national, and local scales of production and 

consumption (Goodman and Watts 1997). On a related research angle, urban agriculture 

has (re)introduced concepts of metropolitan food self-sufficiency to the development 

discourse, and links environmental benefits with livelihood opportimities and options for 

cities and urban households. Most of the work done on food security, food systems and 

urban agriculture has been with case studies from Africa, with a few from Asia and Latin 

America. With the exception of a set of notable examples from Cairo (Gertel 1995b) and 

the work of Erdener Kaynak (1976; 1980; 1981; 1987) on Istanbul's retail/wholesale 

commercial food systems, the Middle East is conspicuously missing from such literature. 
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Background and Objectives 

This research began with the hypothesis that, for numerous socioeconomic and 

demographic factors - including extraordinary and prolonged rates of rural in-migration 

and inflation - urban agriculture would not only be significant in Istanbul but would also 

be on the rise. The hypothesis was developed based on the cases reported from the 

primarily African urban experience, and supported by parallels drawn to other creative 

Turkish institutions that had developed from the bottom up to address other critical urban 

needs umnet by the state or market. These include informal housing (the gecekondu), 

transportation (the dolmuf) and employment. In addition, with high rates of inflation, the 

real wages of a rapidly expanding labor force are eroding. And, importantly, there is a 

huge, recently peasant, migrant population with strong agricultural roots in Istanbul. 

Thus, it was reasoned, households would increasingly attempt to take control of their own 

food supply. Drawing from their village and peasant knowledge bases, they would plant 

gardens to buttress their own food security and decrease their vulnerability. Not only 

would this free up scarce cash for other purchases (rent, heating/cooking fuel, etc), but 

produce from urban gardens could also be a source of supplemental income. This, 

however, is not currently the case. On the contrary, my fieldwork showed that urban 

agriculture in Istanbul is rapidly declining. 

Thus, my original hypothesis was proven to be false. Not only is urban 

agriculture not thriving, it is disappearing. The rich history of Istanbul's urban 

agriculturalists, the bostancis, after many centuries, is nearing its end. The house gardens 

that came and flourished with in-migrants from the Anatolian and Thracian hinterland 
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have also been buried under multi-story apartments. The competition and rent for land 

has grown so high that the household or community scale benefits of a few vegetables is 

nothing in comparison to the profits that can be made from selling, developing, and 

leasing the same space. 

Besides limited land resources, agriculturally productive spaces that do remain in 

Istanbul struggle for other critical inputs. Water and fertilizer (manure) used to be fi'ee 

for the tziking. Water supplies are no longer ensured, as water shortages are 

commonplace in Istanbul and competition from industrial and residential users increase 

its costs. The sources of manure have been removed from the city, and soil resources 

must be propped up with expensive chemical fertilizers and pesticides. Even quality 

seeds must be purchased regularly, as the hybrid varieties lose their efficacy over just a 

few seasons. Thus, because inputs must be purchased, the costs of urban production are 

prohibitive relative to the benefits and returns. 

Nevertheless, the rationale for my original hypothesis remains true. Migrants 

continue to stream into Istanbul, inflation in Turkey remains high, and exchange 

entitlements are not in balance. Evidence shows that food expenditures in Istanbul are, 

for average households, 60% of total income (Population Action International 1990, cited 

in Smit, Ratta and Nasr 1996: 175); lower income households may expend as much as 

60-75% of their income on food. Thus, in addition to assessing and explaining why my 

original hypothesis was negative, the research task became one of identifying how food 

needs and security are met apart from opportunities in urban agriculture. That is, the 

premise that lower income residents of Istanbul, in the face of low (and/or declining) 
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exchange entitlements, would attempt to increase their ability to control their own 

household food supply remains, and pursue opportunities outside of the cash economy to 

reduce their vulnerability and minimize their risks. The research task became one of 

determining how this is done. 

As discussed in Chapter VI, the bazaar is the primary retail source of food in 

Istanbul. Its role is critical in the distribution of - and access to - food. In addition to 

various retail options, it appears that a major portion of Istanbul's population also relies 

on food produced in the villages and communities of their migratory origins for often 

significant amounts of food, as discussed in Chapter VII. The same forces and 

constraints that drive urban households in other contexts (African, for example) to search 

for and cultivate urban space, motivates Istanbul households to retain and continue to 

farm or have access to family plots. The tactic is similar, but the mixture of time, space 

and other social and natural resources is different. As urbanization reduced urban 

agricultural opportunities in Istanbul, other opportunities - such as in transportation -

emerged. Roadways were developed and improved, and the national network of bus 

transportation grew, which enabled people and their belongings to more and more easily 

travel across the national space. The compression of time and space brought the village 

fields to the city. 

To the degree that the national space is becoming a single, urban-rural space 

(Beeley 1985), household production in the memleket shares similarities with production 

in a house garden or other urban plot. At the expense of time, the benefits, in fact, may 

be greater than having an urban agricultural plot. Claims to family lands in the village 
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are less likely to be contested and threatened, critical inputs of water and manure may be 

more readily available, the size of the plot may enable greater production, and the 

production possibilities more readily match annual household nutrition needs. 

The conventional understanding has been that urban-to-rural migrants generate 

and send financial remittances to help support their families and communities in the 

village. Without such remittances, the village has difficulty surviving. My research 

suggests that - at least in Turkey and very likely in many other places of the world — this 

is only half of the story. Life and existence in the urban setting is so uncertain that urban 

households often draw from resources in their memleket for provisions. The village 

generates food remittances necessary for many urban households. For urban Turkish 

households, the survival package (Sen's endowment or Moser's asset portfolio) benefits 

from village contributions. 

This reliance on family lands and resources in the memleket is so extensive as to 

have implications not only for urban food security, but for national agricultural policy. 

As concluded in Chapter III, it may be that small farms in Turkey continue to exist and 

grow because they are part of the large, migrant population's efforts to maintain their 

own food and livelihood security in the face of urban uncertainty. Many small farms may 

exist to support their urban owners. As such, they may not be picked up in the various 

national agricultural or rural population accounts and censuses. That is, thousands of 

villages of apparently small populations may have large, virtual farming communities. 

The villages house few but feed many. Agricultural policies based on a misleadingly low 
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rural population and low participation in the commercial agricultural markets may have 

severe implications for urban and national food security. 

Thus, with respect to the food security of Istanbul households, the goal of my 

research has been twofold. First, it has been to explore the role of urban agriculture as a 

food security practice in Istanbul, relative to other practices, opportunities and 

constraints, and in the wider context of food supply and access. Secondly, it begins to 

frame Istanbul's food system to help understand how urban food systems inform food 

security generally and for Istanbul and Turkey more specifically. The next section ties my 

research findings to the theoretical and background literature presented in Chapter II. I 

discuss the results of my research in terms of its implications for cultural and political 

ecology, food security, urban agriculture and research in urban food systems. The 

chapter concludes with a summary of significance of my research and proposed avenues 

for further research. 

Relationship of Findings to Theoretical and Conceptual Literature 

From a geographical perspective, the issue of urban food security in Istanbul falls 

firmly within two of geography's four traditions (Pattison 1964), the nature-society and 

the spatial traditions. In fact, it is the latter that gives the former a unique twist in its 

urban setting. The consideration of space and spatial relationships helps us understand 

how lower income and migrant urban households buttress their food security. As 

discussed in Chapter II, four sets of research literature inform and provide a starting 
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conceptual framework for my research on urban food security: 1) cultural and political 

ecology; 2) food security; 3) urban agriculture; and 4) recently emerging work in urban 

food systems. The first three fall within geography's human-environment tradition. The 

concept of food systems requires an examination of spatial relationships and interaction. 

The explicit articulation of space with human-environment interactions contributes 

important insights toward understanding the problems and opportunities that urban 

households in Istanbul have in meeting their livelihood, especially food, needs. 

Obviously, an examination of the practice of urban agriculture invites the 

consideration of nature-society relationships in urban contexts. This varies fi-om much 

research in cultural and political ecology, which examines such relationships in more 

rural and conventionally agricultural settings. For example, one emphasis of the 

adaptive response in the urban environment is to build up landesque capital if the 

opportunity permits, as demonstrated by the bostancis who converted the neglected and 

uncontested land near the airport (along Ayamama Creek) into a functioning bostan. 

Land degradation, in its most extreme form, is much more prevalent in Istanbul, as 

productive gardens are developed or paved. A more commonplace adaptive response 

among the lower income populations is the exchange of time for space, drawing from 

agricultural lands in the hinterland. 

Most of the food security literature springs from acute problems of drought and 

famine, with attention directed to rural, agricultural regions. However, there is 

recognition that chronic problems are important for understanding food security and can 

be precursors for more acute problems (Atkinson 1992). Until recently, the role of the 
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city in food security has been neglected. In any analysis of food security, the city cannot 

be removed from the greater regional context. A meaningful understanding of urban food 

security, therefore, requires that particular attention be given to space. Urban and rural 

regions and sectors are integrally connected through such things as the movement of 

goods (food, remittances) and people (seasonal and permanent). The relationship is 

affected by the balance of supply and demand, resource extraction, consumption, and the 

distribution of resources and capital (private, state, international). One approach to 

understanding food security in the city has been to examine urban food systems for the 

linkages and pathways by which food moves from fields to final consumption, and by the 

ways in which urban food needs are met. The role of space needs to be more specifically 

considered, however. As discussed in Chapter VII, de Certeau (1988) provides an entree. 

The food security practice of bringing food from the memleket stresses the role of space 

in nature-society relations for urban populations. 

Cultural and Political Ecology 

This research has shown that cultural and political ecology perspectives provide 

valuable insights for urban contexts. Examples from Istanbul demonstrate that Bennett's 

(1969:20) assertion that urban culture, tradition, human values and unsustainable qualities 

are unsuitable to the cultural ecological perspective is an overgeneralization. And, 

contrary also to the concerns that Moran (1983) makes about the complexity of urban 

systems, it is possible to separate out subsystems and institutions for analysis. This 

dissertation highlights two major examples. The first, the bostan agroecosystem, is 
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discussed in Chapter V. It is a traditional, intensive, and sustainable agroecosystem, 

practiced over the centuries in the very urban spaces of Istanbul, and having thrived on a 

balance of social and natural resources. Over the last few decades, however, the balance 

has been upset by capital and profit driven political economic forces that have 

relentlessly and permanently removed the land and water resources from production. 

Istanbul's traditional bostancis are not unlike groups in many other agroecological 

systems around the world, struggling in the face of recent and rapid societal change. 

Issues of land competition, land and resource degradation and depletion, power 

imbalances, increasing commercialism, encroaching globalization, new opportimities, 

creative agency and questions of relevance, livelihood and cultural survival are all 

reflective of the most prototypical and dynamic studies in cultural and political ecology. 

Generally, massive population growth (mostly through in-migration) has led to 

intense competition for land in Istanbul. This has driven land prices to such heights that 

agricultural production is difficult when land rent, sale, or development is preferred. 

From an agriculturally productive or environmentally beneficial standpoint, virtually all 

land within- urban Istanbul can be considered marginal, but even the marginal commands 

high rents. It is not just that Istanbul's bostancis are driven to environmentally marginal 

lands, they are usually driven off of the land. As discussed in Chapter II, marginal areas 

can be determined socially, economically and politically, not just naturally (Blaikie and 

Brookfield 1987). The only land that is available for urban agricultural production is 

land of uncertain administrative or legal status, provided also that access to cheap 

irrigation water is also available. In this way, bostan production currently takes place on 
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administratively marginal lands, where designated land use (zoning) or ownership is in 

dispute. Because bostancis' claims to the land is so tenuous, the marginality of the land 

is compounded by the uncertain time horizon. This affects use - the uncertainty prevents 

investments in landesque capital that would improve production. 

More broadly and critically, the issue of urban food security in Istanbul is a story 

of creative adaptation to the urban environment and its myriad resources. It is also a 

story of marginalization. The same forces that have all but wiped out Istanbul's bostans 

and are placing pressure on the city's bazaars and other traditional food systems, 

necessitate reliance on another institution, which I have called 'food from the memleket'} 

This was discussed in detail in Chapter VII. In the face of insufficient exchange 

entitlements — high food prices relative to incomes - many of Istanbul's lower income 

households cannot rely solely on the cash economy for meeting their livelihood needs.^ 

As urban peasants, these households draw from traditional knowledge bases and look to 

subsistence style practices to support their food security. Yet, in contrast to cases in other 

nonwestem cities of the world, critical space and land resources for agricultural 

production in Istanbul are highly contested and generally not available. As a result, urban 

households draw from their lands in the villages of their migratory origins. As discussed 

in Chapter IV, the peasant and rural countryside in Turkey have been socially 

' Using definitions provided by UphofF (1993: 614): institutions are "complexes of of norms and behaviors 
that persist over time by serving collectively valued purposes." These differ from, and can include, 
organizations, which are "structures of recognized and accepted roles". 
~ The income needs of urban dwellers are higher than their rural counterparts. One study, from Kenya, 
found that the cash income of urban families must be approximately eight times that of its rural counterpart 
to maintain the same relative standard of living (Freeman 1991: 50). 
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marginalized by the urban, "modem", decisionmaking elite. Yet, it is on the productive 

hinterland that significant numbers of the urban population rely for livelihood support. 

This introduces a significant spatial component into the human-environment 

relationship. An important adaptation to the uncertain and harsh urban environment is 

the exchange of time for space, as representatives of thousands of Istanbul households 

return to their villages in the summer to help raise and produce winter provisions and 

supplemental foodstuffs for consumption in the city. Improved transportation networks 

and infrastructure enable access to family fields in villages in all parts of the country. 

Such foodstuffs come from hundreds, even thousands of kilometers away, not simply 

Istanbul's periurban region. While conventional circular or seasonal migration is 

typically thought of in terms of regular trips from the village to the city (Rain 1997), the 

Istanbul example shows that circular population movements can also be thought of in 

terms of trips to the village from the city. 

In the built environment, social resources are a critical part of the cultural ecology 

of bostancis and urban peasants. Recall Bennett's distinction between "outside" and 

•'inside" social resources (see Chapter II)- "Outside" resources in the city include 

economic markets, the agents of land speculation and control, and government 

regulations that (attempt to) regulate land uses, control the movement of food, and limit 

profit margins. These are outside the direct control of the local agents and, in many 

instances, these are sources of uncertainty. Just as in response to weather and other 

environmental uncertainties, they require risk averting and risk-spreading adaptations. 

Nevertheless, "outside" social resources can sometimes provide opportunities. These 
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would include supportive organizations and institutions like the bazaar and the wholesale 

market, which provide markets for produce, the Istanbul Seed Supply (Istanbul Tohum 

Magazasi) and agricultural co-operatives, which provide inputs (seeds, chemicals) and 

knowledge, and private water supply companies from whom water can be purchased in 

times of drought. The "inside" resources to which bostancis have access are no different 

in the city than in rural areas. Social capital, neighbors and hempen (compatriots from 

the same migratory homeland) networks provide labor, information, and credit within the 

context of the local social system and cultural norms adapted from the village. 

Bennett provides two meanings of the term cultural ecology (see Chapter II). He 

first emphasises "how human utilization of nature influences and is influenced by social 

organization and cultural values," and is "concerned with techniques used to convert the 

natiu^ [or built] environment into natural resources" that are then used for subsistence 

and profit (1969:10-11). This perspective is beneficial for understanding Istanbul's 

bo St an agroecosystem. For the household that brings food from the memleket, however, 

his second perspective of cultural ecology, which emphasizes adaptation, is especially 

meaningful. This is not to say that adaptation is not a part of the bostan agroecosystem, it 

most certainly it is. However, the central feature of Istanbul's households that bring food 

from the memleket is a manipulation of temporal and spatial opportunities and constraints 

to attain food security goals and solve food security problems. Emphasis is "on patterns 

of behavior: problem-solving, decision-making, consuming or not consuming, inventing, 

innovating, migrating, staying" and, generally, on how people respond to severe 

constraints (Bennett 1969:11). 
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Political ecology as an informing perspective builds on cultural ecology as we 

attempt to understand the implications and impacts of wider political and economic 

forces, the state and the market, on issues of urban food security. Often, political ecology 

concentrates on global forces of change, and is always mediated through local agents. 

The unfinished Olympic swimming pool, standing incomplete and abandoned on former 

bostan garden lands adjacent to Istanbul's historic city walls, is one example of an 

opportunistic attempt by a local developer to tap into the city's unrealized goal of being 

an Olympic city. Nearby, also on land that used to be a bostan, stands the modem 

warehouse of the Begendik supermarket chain. These symbolize market and state forces 

behind changes in the urban landscape and social systems. 

Regarding food security, political ecology helps us see the differences between 

food supply and food access. For example, while food supplies in Istanbul and Turkey 

may be plentifiil, and the food balance very positive, the prices and availability of 

foodstuffs locally are influenced by global marketplaces and often by industrial demand. 

Traditional institutions, like the neighborhood bazaars, when not romanticized and 

trivialized, are maligned in the media and elite discourse as relics of a despised past. 

New, clean, modem supermarkets and grocery stores (Bennett's "outside" resources) are 

promoted as the developmental ideal, with seeming disregard for winners and losers. 

Yet, the majority depend on the traditional institutions (inside resources). 

Particular attention to space and spatial interactions help us understand the 

cultural and political ecology of food security in Istanbul. As discussed above, in 

response to political economic forces out of their immediate control, a major adaptive 
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response of Istanbul's lower income residents has been to draw from their distant village 

holdings. Certainly, there is economic inefficiency in farming one's own crops, 

producing one's own food, transporting one's own provisions, and circulating between 

the city and the village. From a business standpoint, this is an inefficient use of labor, 

time and other resources. In terms of productivity per unit of labor, output is low and the 

expense is high. 

However, as de Certeau (1988) points out, temporal tactics are exercised when 

spatial strategies are limited. If the value of time is discounted, then, the productivity per 

person of producing food in the memleket is very high. In terms of available space, 

output is very high. In the case of Istanbul, adaptation in the face of urban vulnerability 

and food insecurity is to reach beyond the control of political economic forces. In this 

way, total space is efficiently used. The socially and geographically marginal lands to 

which urban households have access, and the reliable set of "inside" social resources that 

enable subsistence-oriented production on those lands, provide a margin of survival in the 

urban world of uncertain, "outside" social resources. 

To address one final point on urban cultural and political ecology, Moran (1982: 

314) suggests the concept of cities as human-created ecosystems, comprised of 

interacting flows of energy, matter and information. Viewed this way, in contrast to 

villages or small towns, whole metropolitan agglomerations like Istanbul would indeed 

be much too complex to meaningfully investigate except at the macro-level. Ignoring his 

cultural ecological predecessors, Bohle suggests a nearly identical approach. Using the 

concept of 'urban metabolism,' he proposes "viewing cities, metaphorically, as metabolic 
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processes which take in people, food, resources, and energy, transform these into a 

distinctive quality of life, and emit people, products and wastes, cities are conceptualized 

as the nodes of input-output systems, where the transformation process takes place" 

(1994b: 24). This suggests the closed-loop approach to cities of which early cultural 

ecologists were leery. Fortunately, Bohle narrows his concept somewhat by claiming that 

the concept of the food system can serve as a means to "operationalize and disaggregate 

the broad perspective of input-output systems" (1994b: 24). 

A meaningful urban cultural or political ecological approach requires additional 

geographical, social or cultural disaggregation to examine very specific subsystems (like 

the bostan agroecosystem) or institutions (like food from the memleket). Other 

approaches could be to look at specific neighborhoods, groups of migrants, local 

institutions like the neighborhood bazaar, and so on. Gertel and Kuppinger (1994) and 

selections from Gertel's (1995b) edited volume are good examples of such work. 

Food Security 

A second major area to which this research contributes is food security. Only 

recently has the food security literature begim to examine food security in urban areas. 

As the populations and areas of developing world cities rapidly grow and increase their 

reliance on increasingly distant sites of agricultural production (literally and figuratively, 

as in manufactured foods), growing numbers of lower income urbanites find it difficult to 

meet their food needs through the formal cash economy. This is exacerbated by the 

threats of supermarkets and other Western-style food systems to the traditional outlets. 
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especially to the neighborhood bazaars, the primary retail source of food. Concern with 

urban food security is growing. 

For decades, the emphasis has been on acute hunger, namely famine, in rural 

areas resulting from drought, war, other political economic events, and a mix of human 

and natural factors. While numerous researchers have identified a relationship between 

metropolitan areas and their extensive hinterlands, there has been little analysis of the 

specific role of the city in regional food security. This work not only builds on the 

emerging urban food security literature by providing an additional and important case 

study, it expands the scale of analysis to examine critical and ongoing urban-rural 

interactions. An evaluation of food security in Istanbul is incomplete without considering 

the city and its people in the national context of spatial interaction. As presented in this 

dissertation, not only do urban opportunities and events affect rural economies and 

livelihoods, but, due to the extensive links between urban people and their rural kin and 

places, events in the countryside could have significant impacts on urban livelihoods. 

Rural conditions need to be considered when examining urban food security. Consistent 

with the exhortations of Ellis and Sumberg (1998), my research supports the need to 

develop food security options that respond to the needs of urban populations but do not 

increase risks to or biases against rural populations, in part because they can be the same 

people. 

For urban dwellers, the range of household response options to food security 

emergencies will differ from those for rural households, as was discussed in Chapter II. 

For example, migration options differ, and have different implications. Urban centers 
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often represent the end of the migration line, though interurban and international labor 

migration can still be options. Istanbul, as Turkey's economic and cultural center, would 

seem to represent the final urban opportimity. However, where family farms and village 

lands have been retained, a return to the village remains an option for many of Turkey's 

urban households. As Hutchinson (1997) warns, different groups and households can 

have different response curves which can change over time. Because of the great 

heterogeneity among households in megalopoli like Istanbul, urban households can vary 

in how they respond to food security emergencies. This is in contrast to populations of 

villages and rural regions which appear to share many more cultural and socioeconomic 

characteristics. In addition, because food security in places like Istanbul tends to be 

chronic more than acute, the timing and permanence of response options may have more 

flexibility. This research emphasizes the range of urban household response options 

rather than the specific order in which they might be exercised. Figure 8.1 is a 

conjectural household response curve for urban populations in places such as Istanbul. 

In Istanbul, a major number of households appear to live their daily lives in the 

zone of high vulnerability (see Figure 2.1). Activities that appear to be household 

responses to food emergencies are actually coping activities that occur daily or 

seasonally. Living in the zone of high vulnerability is consistent with a condition of 

chronic urban food insecurity. "Many coping activities may be used routinely in non

emergency situations" (Hutchinson 1997: 9). These practices are intertwined in daily and 

annual life, responses to ongoing political economic conditions rather than specific 

events. In this way, political economic structures are part of the greater uncertain urban 
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natural and social environment to which lower income populations respond with peasant-

style practices brought from their villages. As in rural regions around the world, 

widespread popular urban response to the largely social and natural uncertainty in 

Istanbul includes risk spreading and balancing, reliance on numerous kin and social 

Diet change 
Informal economic activity 

Jleliance on local kin 
^bor sales (temporary or circular migration) 

4Jrban food production (e.g. gardening, livestock) 
^ural to urban food remittances 

: resources/Mutual help 
^ale of liquid assets 

Return migration to village 
s^ale of family lands 

^Public works &. relief 
vChild labor 

^Scavenging 
Pegging 

3rime 
XOutmigration 

Time 

Figure 8.1 Urban household responses to food security emergencies. This depiction is 
conjectural and meant to suggest differences from rural contexts. Adapted from 
Hutchinson (1997) and Chambers (1999:164-165). 
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networks, exchanges of time for space, household and subsistence production and other 

related practices. Urban agriculturalists respond to both social and natural environmental 

uncertainties in Istanbul. Those who bring food from the memleket, on the other hand, 

will be concerned with the natural environmental uncertainties faced in their home village 

regions. 

This last point has important regional implications. Conditions in rural regions 

affect specific urban regions and communities. Food from the memleket ties the city into 

the hinterland, and the city as site of consumption is also still the site of producers, linked 

deeply to the countryside. This provides the opportunity to combine spatial concepts 

(such as the mapping of food economy zones) developed from Save the Children Fund's 

(SCF-UK's) process oriented approach, with FEWS' use of indicators and emphasis on 

vulnerability, to understand the impact of rural events on urban populations (Hutchinson 

1997; SCF-UK Undated). Though indicator approaches rely heavily on data, even they 

require a "good understanding of local livelihood systems and how households respond to 

stress" (Hutchinson 1997:6-7). Similarly, the process approach draws from an 

understanding of processes operating at the household level. In contrast to the SCF-UK 

approach, however, the contribution of my work is not to quantify food shortfalls and/or 

to calculate amounts of food aid that might be needed. Rather, it is to help answer 

questions regarding "where vulnerability is greatest, who is most affected, when are they 

the most vulnerable, and what are the causes of vulnerability" (Hutchinson 1997: 8). 

Specifically, it highlights urban food security vulnerability and its spatial characteristics. 
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On a national level, the problem with food balance sheets is that they can show 

positive national balances despite regional and subregional agricultural production 

problems.^ In countries like the United States, regional production differences due to 

extreme weather conditions or other natural events (drought, flood, frost, pests) are 

moderated by the market. Shortfalls in one U.S. region are made up by sufficient or 

surplus production in another region or by imports. At worst, for urban consumers, the 

increased costs of one crop or another may lead to modest adjustments in consumption, 

but with little, if any, hardship. 

In places like Turkey, regional changes in production due to natural or human 

events can have more serious consequences. Because of the extent to which households 

in Istanbul rely on production in their memlekets to support their urban livelihood, a drop 

in the agricultural production in one region may be felt directly by subgroups in the city. 

Acute events that threaten agricultural production in particular rural areas may have 

impacts on specific spatially or socioculturally defined subpopulations. Because of the 

proclivity of people to migrate to Istanbul as groups, maintain hemferi and village-based 

social linkages, and concentrate in particular neighborhoods, regionally specific events in 

the countryside can increase the vulnerability of particular sub-districts in the city. 

The Save the Children Fund in the United Kingdom has developed the concept of 

household food economy analysis as a method for identifying areas or populations 

vulnerable to food security, and to take into account the different ways that people obtain 

cash and food income (SCF-UK Undated: 2). Though developed for addressing basic 

' National aggregation is part of the overall problem with the food balance approach. 



435 

questions of how rural people survive, such a food economy analysis is equally 

applicable to urban households in Turkey. It explores how households obtain food and 

cash income, comparing normal with bad years, and distinguishing the household food 

economy from the role of the market. The household food economy is parallel to the 

household cash economy. Specifically, "people sharing broadly similar food resources 

and sources of food income are also said to share the same food economy. Typically, 

food economies can be defined geographically, in terms of topography, climate, ecology 

and, above all, agriculture" (SCF-UK Undated: 3). The task of food economy analysis is 

to "piece together the relative importance of these food sources for different families, 

basing this estimation on an understanding how much of each source a family may have 

access to over the whole year ..." (SCF-UK Undated: 6). 

According to Hutchinson, the populations within food economy regions are 

somewhat homogenous and "share broadly similar patterns of livelihood and access to 

food" (1997: 7). Though the tendency for groups to congregate in Istanbul make some 

vulnerability mapping possible at a neighborhood level, there is significant urban 

intermingling over time to confuse the results. On the other hand, one way to identify 

changes in vulnerability may be to consider the national landscape in terms of food 

economy zones. In that way, regional events or changes can be interpreted in terms of 

their impacts on urban subgroups. The regional resource base, relative levels of 

development, demographic and socioeconomic data, population and agricultural 

censuses, and other information at the provincial or subprovincial level can be used to 

create a national map of food economy zones. Recognizing that Istanbul is a city of 
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migrants, that many urban households rely directly on the production from these various 

zones, and accepting one of the conclusions of this research that subsistence style 

production represents the difference between food security and insecurity for many urban 

households, such a map can be used to assess the vulnerability of groups within Istanbul. 

In this way, events across the national countryside can be tied to people in the city. 

Vulnerable subareas and subpopulations in Istanbul can be identified, or at least 

inferred, based on migratory origins. Though the details remain to be tested, provinces 

with high land ownership, small farms and with high rates of out-migration appear to be 

important sources of agricultural production for migrants to the city. Events in these 

regions can likely be felt in the city. In other regions, where people have been 

permanently removed from the land (for example, from Turkey's predominant Kurdish 

regions), and where average farm size is large and the number of rural landless greater, 

urban reliance on the memleket may be reduced. Thus, while the effect of events in these 

areas may not be felt in the city, people from these areas may not be significant 

beneficiaries of food from the memleket. 

SCF's Risk-mapping and FEWS' indicator approaches are methods for 

identifying both groups and areas vulnerable to acute hunger. They are early warning 

methods prepared for rural areas and generally designed to anticipate and prepare for 

famine. It has been an operating assumption of this dissertation that similar approaches 

can be developed for understanding chronic hunger, and that successful applications can 

be made to urban areas. 
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Experts at Save the Children (UK) have written that "an early-warning 

methodology will succeed only if it is based ou a proper analysis of how rural people 

survive most of the time, rather than observing simply how they sometimes fail (SCF-UK 

1996). Analogously, this work draws from the food security literature to identify how 

low-income migrants in Istanbul survive and enhance their food security. Besides 

identifying vulnerable groups and areas, such an approach also helps to identify the 

specific assets of the vulnerable, the building blocks for successfully improving food 

security (Moser 1998). Some of the major assets of Istanbul's vulnerable populations are 

the land and other resources that allow them to continue producing their own food in their 

migratory origins. 

Urban Agriculture 

Currently, economic, political and spatial realities may simply not allow the 

proliferation of a viable and meaningful urban agricultural program in places like 

Istanbul. In fact, this is not because of a lack of interest or desire. Like urban people 

around the world, people in Istanbul clearly desire green, clean and productive urban 

spaces with which to supplement household food needs. But as it stands in Istanbul, 

small plots are not sufficient. Even those with access to space on which to grow 

vegetables — in the case of bostancis, relatively large plots - still bring foodstuffs from 

the memleket. Food grown in the city is not sufficient to meet food or income needs; 

many staple (and other) foodstuffs are still needed, so the connection with the memleket 

is maintained. 
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In environments with limited land and water resources, programs built aroimd 

urban agriculture may not have the same returns to food security as development efforts 

well spent on rural regions and on understanding and improving complex urban-rural 

relationships. This may be anathema to interests that want to work toward ill-defined 

sustainable and self-sufficient cities. Similarly, if urban food security were the goal of 

urban agriculture, bigger results may first be available from relatively simple actions, 

such as relaxing regulatory constraints on transporting food from the countryside. 

But, having examined urban agriculture in Istanbul for its potential contribution to 

food security, and having also argued that its promotion in some instances could be an 

inappropriate allocation of development resources, it is important to qualify even this 

conclusion. First of all, at the local level, the remaining bostans contribute significantly 

to household and neighborhood needs. As sources of income and fresh produce, they 

represent valuable jobs and supplemental food sources for the bostanci households 

themselves. To the neighborhoods in which they are located, their presence increases 

access to fresh vegetables. Bostancis tend to sell their produce at lower costs to local 

friends and neighbors, readily give to the needy, provide vegetables wholesale to loc£il 

seyyar saticis (pushcart salesman). Some bostancis with access to more affluent 

customers can receive a premium for the quality of their produce. 

The bostan market gardens are green islands of respite in a sea of concrete, 

gardens of cultural, social, and environmental, not just agricultural, value. As land 

managers, bostancis have successfully tended Istanbul's green spaces for centuries. 

However, on a metropolitan scale, bostans no longer provide significant amounts of food. 
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The financial incentives for landowners to develop garden space for people and their 

automobiles are too great. Even the house gardens that accompanied the early waves of 

post-World War II migrants and illegal gecekondu housing have largely given way to 

developmental pressures. Competition for urban water resources further limits the 

potential opportunities for urban agriculture, as groundwater resources are increasingly 

used by the commercial service sector and purchased water is too expensive. Thus, for 

these and other reasons discussed in Chapter V, urban agriculture as a food security 

practice in Istanbul does not currently appear viable at any meaningful metropolitan 

scale. 

My research was conducted in one of the world's largest cities - and one of the 

Middle East's three megacities. Due to its size, it may not be representative of other 

Middle Eastern cities, even other cities in Turkey. At the same time, it is evident that, 

despite the pace and magnitude of urbanization, a relic of urban agriculture nevertheless 

remains, rooted firmly to its cultural and historical antecedents. The bostan 

agroecosystem is a beneficiary and repository of local, indigenous knowledge that 

developed over time in the context in which it is practiced. As such, it could provide the 

cultural catalyst for future or renewed programs of urban agriculture. That is, for those 

interested in promoting urban agriculture in Turkey, or even elsewhere in the Middle 

East, it is well worth considering the experiences, opportunities and constraints faced by 

Istanbul's remaining or retired bostancis rather than embarking on generic programs of 

urban agriculture based on African cities at different stages in urbanization, national 

development, and change. 
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It is not that there is no place for urban agriculture in Istanbul. Urban 

agriculturalists, especially the bostancis, have shown themselves to be exemplary land 

managers, keeping city spaces productive and green for centuries. The fruit and 

vegetable gardens careMly tended by bostancis would serve the purposes of Istanbul's 

environmental initiatives and green space policies extremely well. For the opportunity to 

keep their produce, they could tend the precious few remaining spaces. 

Istanbul, for example, is in the midst of an environmental campaign dedicated to 

planting trees. Millions of saplings are being planted. Once planted, however, they are 

oflten left unattended in a harsh, urban environment, especially during the dry 

Mediterranean climate simmiers. One stand of trees, however, faces a very good chance 

of long-term survival. Near the international airport, displaced bostancis have been 

reclaiming and gardening a neglected and marginal area of former bostans. This very 

same area falls within the tree-planting campaign. Rather than force the bostancis to 

leave, the municipality allowed them to stay and grow their produce around the saplings, 

and so the trees are watered when the bostanci irrigates. As one bostanci explained, 

"Why would they make us leave when we are watering their trees?" In this way, the 

livelihood goals of urban agriculturalists and their households are combined with other, 

broadly embraced, local environmental goals."* 

Comparing the Istanbul experience to others found throughout the urban 

agriculture research literature, it appears that urban agricultural practices wax and wane 

with the development and growth of a city, largely in response to changes in the greater 
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political economy. Without meaning to over generalize, it appears that cities grow 

(quantitatively and qualitatively) through some stages in which urban agriculture is 

beneficial and necessary and other stages in which it is undesirable or impractical. 

Understanding the relationships between city growth and the practice of urban cultivation 

may help us understand how and when urban agriculture can successfully be promoted 

and supported as a developmental and livelihood security practice, distinguished from 

moments when resources should be directed elsewhere. 

Istanbul in the Twentieth Century, for example, has gone through three general 

but distinct stages of change that have been reflected in the practice of urban agriculture. 

The first is a long history of urban agriculture, in which the fresh produce for Istanbul 

was commercially grown in the city and its immediate environment. This satisfied 

Istanbul's needs. A second stage is the proliferation of house gardens that emerged with 

the massive in-migration after World War II. While house gardens grew to provide for 

household needs, bostans began to decline both in number and in their contribution to 

municipal needs. Not only were their numbers and area reduced, the population needing 

food exploded. In some instances, geceAont/uf were built on Since the 1980's, 

with the intense competition for urban land, control of land has firmly been with 

speculators and developers. Landowners are not willing to pay the opportunity costs for 

urban agriculture, and few potential urban agriculturalists are able to command the land 

and water resources needed to grow produce. More research needs to be conducted to 

determine whether or not similar patterns await the Subsaharan African urban areas in 

* It is not clear that municipal decisionmakers condone the mutually beneficial relationship. The decision 
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which urban agriculture is currently thriving. As the urban growth machine (Logan and 

Molotch 1987) gathers steam, opportunities for urban agriculture, without significant 

interventions, are likely to decline. 

Finally, the disappearance of urban agriculture is not inevitable. National 

hardships led to the growth of victory gardens in North America and England during 

World War II, often cultivated in public spaces. Many urban areas in the United States 

and Canada are exploring urban agriculture as a way of combining civic and social 

programs with the reclamation and enhancement of derelict urban spaces. Public and 

communal urban vegetable gardens have reemerged across the continent. But these 

require dedicated and supportive public administrators, and are much more likely to face 

difficulties in land and water scarce contexts. In Istanbul, enforced zoning restrictions 

appear to provide a successful environment in which urban agriculture can survive. But, 

once it is recognized that few zoning laws cannot be breached, urban agriculture will be 

very limited until land again becomes widely available or the food need becomes acute. 

Turkey's urban agriculturalists appear to need little more than land, water, some 

fertilizer and the freedom from punitive restrictions to successfully produce and market 

their vegetables, although external support would undoubtedly be beneficial. Given the 

perseverance and creativity with which Istanbul's bostancis work, passive politiczd 

economic support may be sufficient. Unfortunately, Istanbul suffers from the same 

sociocultural constraints and social biases found in other cities around the world (Smit, 

Ratta and Nasr 1996). The power of an ill-defined and unevenly distributed modernism 

to allow bostancis to stay and work around the trees may be made at lower, operational levels. 
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seems to have little place for traditional, urban agricultural systems. And, were urban 

agriculturalists to be given the opportunity to develop urban agricultural resources, 

experience suggests that powered interests would attempt to co-opt the resources. 

Urban Food Systems 

In the course of conducting my fieldwork, I frequently explained to interviewees 

that I was studying Istanbul's food systems. One gentleman, very possibly speaking for 

all of those I interviewed, responded shortly, but firmly, "Diizensiz" - there is no system! 

In very real ways he is correct. There are systems of wholesale markets and bazaars, of 

supermarkets and Western-style stores, and systems that appear on paper, but there is 

often quite little that is systematic about obtaining food in the daily experience of many 

households in Istanbul. For these households, access to sufficient food is uncertain, and 

requires adaptation to the urban environment and creative use of the social and natural 

resources found in the city and their home villages. 

Chapter VI uses the emerging work in urban food systems as the basis for 

beginning to piece together a descriptive framework to support the development of an 

urban political ecology of food. Traditionally, the food systems emphasis has been on the 

successes and failures of formal channels of food distribution. More recently, the 

emphasis in the research literature has turned toward how people meet their food needs or 

why they have difficulty doing so. Tying together the various components of the food 

system, linking the formal and the informal, producers with consumers, policy with 

practice, subsistence activities with cash and market economies, and the global with the 
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regional and local is extremely complex, far beyond the scope of any single work. 

Various approaches shed light on the selected components, agents, and voices within the 

system in an effort to build up an understanding of the actual food system (Gertel 1995a; 

Gertel and Kuppinger 1994; Singerman and Hoodfar 1996). Similarly, this research 

attempts to provide important and critical elements of Istanbul's food system as the 

beginning of a project to understand and improve the food security of its more vulnerable 

groups. 

Examining the food linkages in cities and between urban populations and their 

provincial homelands offers important geographical information to broader discussions of 

food security. Bohle writes that, "To link the social and the spatial is a major challenge 

especially for the analysis of the hinterland question, where the link between particular 

geographical regions and particular social categories has to be established" (Bohle 1994b: 

246). Indeed, from this research, links such as those identified by Bohle have begun to 

emerge. Urban food security in Istanbul is, in large part, a function of events in both the 

metropolitan and the national landscapes. An earthquake, drought, flood, or other natural 

or human-made event that a£fects the harvest in one part of the country, or the delivery of 

foodstuffs from or through a region, can easily manifest itself as increased vulnerability 

for urban communities and neighborhoods. Recognizing and understanding the linkages 

informs policies, programs, and emergency responses. 
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Significance of Research 

In principle, urban and rural economies can enjoy a symbiotic relationship. Cities 
benefit when agricultural productivity increases. Growing rural areas provide 
new, important markets for urban services and manufactured goods. 
Mechanization and the use of fertilizers, pesticides, and herbicides spur demand 
for these products. A boom in commercial agriculture boosts demand for 
marketing, transportation, construction, and finance, which urban centers often 
provide (World Bank 1999: 128). 

The Third World has the social structure, the resilience, and the respect for 
affective ties which serve as examples to all people. These attributes should not 
be threatened, either by Westem-style development or through short-sighted or 
ineffectual policies .. .We must look beyond the chaotic street scenes of Third 
World cities to see the real people who know how to adapt and survive (Rain, 
1997: 372). 

As the subjects of policy issues related to livelihood and development, the world's 

cities are currently receiving renewed attention. The World Bank in it most recent 

development report highlights and promotes the city as the engine of economic growth 

(World Bank 1999). Yet, while urbanization processes and the impacts of metropolitan 

consumption and waste output are increasingly recognized for their enviroimiental and 

social consequences, and as the needs of cities are reiterated, policy goals and 

recommendations can be oblivious to the actual experiences and needs of urban 

populations. The World Bank seems to be particularly egregious in this regard, despite 

the lip service it pays to poverty alleviation, social and environmental sustainability, and 

to context. "Context is particularly important here, since the feasibility of reform 

depends on the political conditions in a country" - where reform means to "integrate 

national economies into the global marketplace and devolve central power to local 

governments" (World Bank 1999: 157). Sadly, the World Bank does not recognize that 
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geography's current mantra - that place matters - goes far beyond merely political 

context to include the widest imaginable array of natural, social and temporal 

characteristics. Further, this fixation on market liberalizing political economic reform 

belies the World Bank's own statement that "no one element of development is above all 

others; no one future trend is all-encompassing; no one institution or policy initiative is 

likely to be a panacea" (World Bank 1999: 173). In contrast, the significance of this 

research lies in its look at how real people adapt and live. 

Specifically, the significance is multi-layered. Its importance lies in its 

contributions to: (1) understanding cities in terms of agrofood systems generally and the 

case of Istanbul and Turkey in particular; (2) urban food security, the qualified role of 

urban agriculture in attaining urban food security, and the ongoing relationship between 

the city and the countryside in meeting urban food security; and, (3) geography's nature-

society and spatial traditions. The dissertation demonstrates the importance of culture, 

agency, space and place as it builds on the literature of each of the above categories. 

The City Generally, Istanbul Specifically 

For Istanbul's and Turkey's low income and recently rural urban residents, critical 

livelihood issues require creative responses set within the context of specific 

sociocultural and environmental characteristics. Yet, unlike housing, transportation, and 

employment patterns, practices of food access and acquisition in urban Turkey have not 

been the subject of analysis. This research begins to fill that void. But, more 

importantly, it identifies and explains specific practices that, if not properly understood 
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and considered, could have significant implications for Istanbul's food insecure and 

vulnerable populations. In particular, it specifically explores two primary urban 

adaptations for urban food security, urban agriculture and food from the memleket. 

The combination of small agricultural holdings in the countryside with small food 

wholesale and retail establishments in the city provide widespread access to food. 

Measures to increase the economic efficiency of such operations by increasing the scale 

economies of production on farms and in businesses will have the effect of reducing the 

accessibility to food. This is in large part because so many households are either 

physically or socially proximate to food between its production and consumption, and 

have access to food without being required to rely solely on individual or household 

performance in the cash economy. Economic efficiency that attempts to reduce the labor 

needed per output should not be confused with more sustainable, efficient use of natural 

and social resources. 

The practice of bringing food from the memleket for consumption in Istanbul 

relies on the continuing productivity of small farms in Turkey. Should people in Istanbul 

be disconnected from their farms, their livelihood options will be curtailed with the 

removal of what is very likely the most valuable set of assets in their entire portfolio. It 

is not, simply, that Istanbul households rely on village production for their urban 

subsistence, the implications for urban social networks and cohesion are critical. The 

annud migration to the village, and reliance on what is produced there, helps maintain 

social ties among hem^eri in the city. In other words, the act of being tied to the village 

maintains the relationships in the city. In Istanbul, many associations have emerged from 
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the kinship and hem^eri networks to assist people from specific regions (Suzuki 1964; 

Suzuki 1966). Rain noticed a very similar occurrence in Niger, where "contacts with the 

villages require the continual rebuilding of social ties" in the city; place is less a frmction 

of actual location and physical features and more a "constellation of people and 

commitments" (Rain 1997: 363, 365-366). 

Widespread commercialization of the countryside could have unintended 

repercussions throughout Turkey. If the unemployed and underemployed of Istanbul 

were to lose access to their productive village lands, food insecurity and poverty would 

be expected to increase. Thus, a symbiotic relation between urban and rural places based 

on commercialization and industrialization of the countryside to which the World Bank 

hopes to direct future development (quoted above) is wrong and uninformed rhetoric. 

Such prescriptions belie complex networks of production and exchange relationships. 

Without care. World Bank-style prescriptions threaten to turn the remarkable symbiotic 

relationship that currently exists in Turkey between urban neighborhoods and rural 

villages into yet another parasitic relationship between a capitalized, consumptive core 

and a resource-laden — but poor — periphery. 

Finally, recognizing the symbiotic relationship between Turkey's urban and rural 

places supports Beeley's (1985) contention that Turkey's national space is neither urban, 

nor rural, but urban-rural. The peasant presence in Istanbul isn't simply because it is a 

city of recent migrants reluctant to exchange their shalwars (baggy trousers, worn mostly 

in the coimtryside) for suits and skirts. Peasant survival practices are suitable, and often 

critical, for survival in the city. Adaptation to new and changing environments, creative 



449 

identification and use of social and natural resources, balancing exchange endowments, 

reliance on social networks, risk spreading and the willingness to exchange surplus time 

for scarce space are some of the peasant survival characteristics suited for application in 

the city. These are reinforced with ongoing ties to the memleket. And, importantly, these 

are the stuff of sustainable livelihoods. 

While concepts of sustainable cities and sustainable urban development may be 

attractive for their idealistic potential, in reality there is very little that is or even can be 

sustainable about a city like Istanbul. In terms of such things as environmental 

protection, impacts or resource consumption, it is difficult to conceive of what this might 

mean or even of what the desired objectives would be. On the other hand, to support 

policies that would help migrant households retain access to food through Istanbul's 

traditional food systems and maintain supportive links with their memlekets is to think in 

terms of sustainable livelihoods. These are livelihoods that, 

can cope with and recover from stress and shocks, maintain and enhance its 
capabilities and assets and provide sustainable livelihood opportunities for the 
next generation; and which contributes net benefits to other livelihoods at the 
local and global levels and in the short and long term (Chambers 1992, quoted in 
Batterbury and Forsyth 1999). 

Taking from Batterbury and Forsyth (1999: 29), the enhancement of sustainable 

livelihoods would involve building or enhancing local institutional capacity to assist in 

the selection of adaptations by urban migrants themselves. 

For urban dwellers in Istanbul, just as for their rural coimterparts around the 

world, it is the diversity and complexity of the livelihood opportunities that sustain them, 

help them manage their risk, and which, in turn, need to be sustained (see Chambers 
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1999). Diversity, according to Buttimer (1998: 37), "holds the key to sustainability." For 

agriculturalists, "diversity of land use is more conducive to ecological integrity than 

specialization" (Buttimer 1998:37); it seems that a diversity of food security alternatives 

would be critical to urban household integrity. Given the nebulous sense of what urban 

sustainability fully involves, it may be more fruitful to explore its various components -

economic growth, environmental quality, social vitality are three that have been 

suggested by Buttimer (1998). The research of this dissertation has highlighted food 

security as a critical subcomponent of social vitality. 

Urban Agriculture and Food Security - Relationship of City and Countryside 

This research provides important qualifications on the limits to which urban 

agriculture should be promoted in the pursuit of urban food security. The Istanbul 

example demonstrates that urban agriculture may not always be the best or even a 

suitable solution for widespread food and livelihood needs in a particular city. In part, 

this reflects the level of urbanism or stage of development of the city, but is also a 

function of environmental conditions (e.g., limited rainfall), resource availability (e.g., 

land, manure) and political economic limitations (e.g., land tenure and control). 

Similar to other world contexts where urban agriculture is practiced, the collective 

response of many households in Istanbul is to (re)tum to the land to produce food for 

their urban livelihood needs. In contrast to these other cities, however, Istanbul 

households currently find their opportimities in their rural homelands rather than in the 

city. The needs, creative agency, and even results are similar, it is mostly the 
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operationalization that differs. Thus, not only place, but space matters as advocates press 

for various bottom up and empowerment programs for urban lower income or food 

insecure populations. The Istanbul example makes a strong case for letting the local 

populations identify their greatest needs, culturally meaningful programs, and the support 

that would be most likely to successfully incresise their food and livelihood security. 

More broadly, this research sheds light on the both the subject of urban food 

security and the role of the city on regional food security. I have argued that, in Txirkey, 

food security in the city is closely linked to the productive health of small and peasant 

producers in the countryside. Productive problems in the countryside, even in those 

regions of the hinterland that do not contribute significantly to the commercial and 

market oriented, national agrofood network, will be expected to result in increased 

household level vulnerability in the city. This may have spatially differentiated impacts 

in Istanbul, as specific groups and areas (neighborhoods) in the city are linked with 

specific regions in the countryside. 

Such links, in turn, help keep important social networks in place as they evolve 

and adapt in the city. "Traditional" and small-scale, often neighborhood level, food retail 

operations also help increase urban food security by increasing the access people have to 

food. Social and kin networks are woven among the small establishments, and informal 

exchanges still proliferate and merge with more formal cash-based exchanges. These 

increase the opportunities that individuals and households have for obtaining food. Were 

fewer, formal, corporate wholesale and retail companies to dominate food distribution in 

Istanbul, it is likely that access to food will drop. The assets (e.g., having a job or 
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knowing somebody with a job in the food sector) of the vulnerable will be reduced, the 

importance of cash exchanges will increase, and food insecurity will increase. 

In the urban agriculture literature, there is a sense that one attraction of fanning in 

the city is that it increases the agricultural self-sufficiency of the urban area and will 

reduce the demand on the city's hinterland and the consequent impacts of agricultural 

resource extraction. This is tied to increasing the environmental and social sustainability 

of the city. My research on Istanbul, however, has demonstrated that the city is not easily 

extracted from the national landscape. The links are too many and too deep. Istanbul is 

only as self-sufiRcient, food secure and sustainable as its hinterland. 

Geography — Nature, Society and Spatial Relationships 

The value of this dissertation to the discipline of geography may be most apparent 

in its contributions to the nature-society and spatial traditions. While not the driving 

focus of my research, migration is clearly important in how Istanbul's migrant 

households attain food security. Rain (1997) constructed his analysis around seasonal 

and circular migration between the village and the city in central Niger, where peasant 

workers leave their villages in the dry season to work seasonally in the city. Though its 

long term viability is uncertain, the village is still the point of reference. In contrast, 

Istanbul is swollen with migrants that have permanently (or semi-permanently, in some 

cases) left their villages, but many of whom continue a circular migration between the 

village and the city. Rather than simply city earnings supporting village livelihood, 

village production also supports urban livelihoods. 
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As discussed in Chapter VII, the work of de Certeau is helpful in understanding 

the exchange of space for time among Istanbul residents, specifically in the practice of 

bringing food from the memleket. Rain (1997: 348) notes that population mobility is not 

Just a ''demographic variable, but it is also a resource, an economic strategy, and a value 

system. Winners make efficient use of their mobility, as well as the mobility of others, 

while losers are fixed in place, the captives of misplaced investment and cultural norms 

which undervalue their efforts ... .How people move is as significant as how they use 

land, if not more so in cases". The use of the mobility resource is critical for Istanbul 

households to successfully bring food from the memleket to support their urban survival 

and reproduction. Flexibility was critical to the meaningful and successful (from a 

household livelihood standpoint) gecekondu housing in Istanbul prior to the 1980's 

(^enyapali 1992). In a similar way, it enables Istanbul households to trade time for space 

and produce crops and food on land hundreds, even thousands, of kilometers from where 

they live. 

Movement and flexibility are key elements of adaptability, a key theme within 

cultural and political ecology. In Chapter II, I discussed the hesitancy of cultural and 

political ecologists to conduct research in urban contexts. I argued that the rationale for 

this hesitancy was unfounded, that cities can contain many of the same, rich, complex 

interplays of culture, population, resources, power, adaptation, structures and agency. 

One of the key contributions of my research to human and cultural geography is in the 

attempt to demonstrate this belief. To reiterate, city people, places and spaces should not 

be broadly excluded from cultural and political ecological research. 
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Cities are not simply modem, concrete, undifferentiated monoliths, the centers of 

homogenous populations, household consumption and industrial manufacture. As the 

Istanbul example shows, urban groups can operate quite similarly to the rural, peasant 

counterparts. In fact, they can of^en be the same groups, exercising strategies and tactics 

in much the same way to reduce uncertainty, adapt to the environment, and influence 

their environment to support their survival. The qualities of culture, tradition, social 

capital, and resources, those that "invite cultural [and political] ecological perspectives" 

(Bennett 1969), are very much alive in Istanbul and other cities aroimd the world. 

For one, this work shows that the bostan agroecosystem is highly analogous to 

other agroecosystems around the world that have for centuries successfully thrived but 

are now severely threatened by the globalizing political economic forces of the Twentieth 

Century. The major difference is the degree of human involvement (very urban as 

against somewhat more "pristine'^ in the surrounding environment. In some social and 

cultural ways, Istanbul's bostan agroecosystem shares similarities with Mexico City's 

traditional chinampa agriculture agroecosystem of "floating" gardens (see, for example, 

Torres-Lima er fl/. 1994). 

The Istanbul institution of bringing food from the memleket is a second significant 

example that benefits from the perspectives of political ecological approaches. Political 

ecology highlights the concept of marginalization. Lower income peasant households are 

culturally and economically marginalized by the prevailing modernization ethic under the 

Turkish Republic. These groups, representing migrants from all parts of the country, are 

forced to rely on food from their memlekets to provide a margin of food security. As the 
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antithesis of the "modem city," the village and rural areas are the marginal areas upon 

which the marginal groups rely. Recall that marginal areas can be determined socially, 

economically and politically, not simply environmentally (Blaikie and Brookfield 1987). 

The spatio-social marginalization of those seeking survival recourse in the countryside is 

compounded when it is remembered that Istanbul is Turkey's cultural and socioeconomic 

center of Turkey. Rarely are environmentally marginal lands for the poor to rejuvenate 

and cultivate found within the city - all land in Istanbul is coveted by powerful political 

economic interests for their speculative values and high land rents. The village lands are 

too marginal for capitalist and speculative expropriation, although this may not be the 

case indefinitely. A Belgian businessman recommends obtaining agricultural land in 

large quantities if Turkey should join the European Union (Becher 23 February 1998). 

In summary, it is clear from the subject and results of this research that 

procedures and insights from cultural and political ecology can be as meaningful in urban 

contexts as in rural ones. The greater urban or metropolitan environment need not 

automatically create infinite complexities for the analysis. Groups, areas, institutions and 

issues can be identified for meaningful evaluation. 

Future Research Needs 

Finally, it is clear that this dissertation does not represent the culmination of a 

research project nearly as much as the beginning of a research agenda that delves into the 

multiple scales at which Istanbul's agrofood system operates and is changing. The 

objective of the research is to generate understanding and information to support 
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policies/programs directed at improving livelihood security in Turkey's urban and rural 

sectors simultaneously. Despite the perceived differences between the two, urban and 

rural food systems can be so intertwined that an examination of either would be 

incomplete without the other. Thus, policy prescriptions to reduce urban food insecurity 

need to incorporate their impact on the rural sector. Even more, the rural sector may turn 

out to be an important factor in, and provide opportunities for, urban food security. In 

examining the Istanbul case, my conclusions support recent calls to incorporate the rural 

sector in examinations of urban food security (Ellis and Sumberg 1998). 

Clearly, urban needs are growing. However, to concentrate on them without 

incorporating wider regional and rural needs, factors and interrelationships is to succumb 

to the urban biases highlighted by Lipton (1977). Even now, 25 years later, the World 

Bank cannot shake the bias as it promotes policies encouraging cities as the engines of 

economic growth (World Bank 1999). However, as this research shows, the health of the 

city can be tied directly to the health of its hinterland. One example of a reason to study 

the urban and rural simultaneously is in the area of food costs. Cheap food policies hurt 

rural producers, especially the small ones. Thus, if policies were implemented to reduce 

the amount of money urban consumers must spend on food, early impacts - in a free-

market system - would be to rural producers. The point is that it is not simply that food 

might appear expensive. Because one's ability to buy is a function of exchange 

entitlement - the balance between what one has and the cost of the item - we should also 

look at the ability to purchase. Concentrating just on the cost of food may punish rural 

producers. Food systems approaches help us flush out these relationships. 
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With this in mind, the benefits and promotion of urban agriculture should not be 

over promoted. There may be other opportunities to support food security goals that only 

site and case specific examination can uncover. In developing country contexts, the 

extensive interaction between urban and rural communities at the neighborhood and 

household level appears to be important to urban households, sometimes to a degree 

larger than urban agriculture. Thus, as important as an institution or practice may be in 

one city or region, contextual research is always needed to find the right balance between 

various program and policy options. 

While this dissertation provides answers to its original research questions, it has 

also opened new avenues for investigation. Work at multiple scales is needed to fill in the 

food system framework. Household, neighborhood, district and provincial level case 

studies are needed to refine our understanding of spatial, cultural and socioeconomic 

variations. Critical Istanbul food system issues in need of further research include the 

critical but changing role of the neighborhood bazaar as supermarkets and hipermarkets 

increase in prominence. 

Specifically, this research has highlighted the importance of urban-rural linkages 

in terms of Istanbul's food security. However, the magnitude of the practice of bringing 

food from the memleket, and details of the geographical, cultural and other variations in 

the practice need further elaboration. Changes in the practice over time are not well 

known. Is 'food from the memlekef increasing? How does it change as the food retail 

options in Istanbul change? Was the practice less important when house gardens were 

more prevalent and transportation infrastructure less developed, and circular migration 
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still village centered? Evidence presented in this dissertation are inconclusive regarding 

potential claims that informal rural to urban food remittances have increased with the 

disappearance of traditional gecekondus. However, neither can such a hypothesis be 

ruled out and needs to be determined by further research. It may tum out that, if there is 

not an increase in the incidence of such remittances, the importance or criticality of the 

remittances may at least be increasing. 

These questions are particularly important in trying to determine whether the 

practice of bringing food from the memleket will continue into the second, third and 

subsequent generations after households have moved to Istanbul. How the linkages will 

be maintained over time is not clear. 

One obvious step toward answering such questions is to expand the 'food from 

the memleket' survey to examine a greater cross-section of Istanbul and increase its 

statistical strength. An expanded survey would control for such things as the 

(sub)provinciai migratory origin, Istanbul neighborhood residence, socioeconomic status, 

time, social capital and other important variables. Such a research project, with the 

results of this dissertation as its beginning, needs to be carried out. 

In Chapter II, I pointed out that political ecology is still uncertain about the 

dialectic between structure and agency. Consistent with the tendency of researchers to 

emphasize one or the other, this research has emphasized the creative, often collective, 

agency of the migrant and lower income populations of Istanbul. For one, it is important 

to empower and celebrate the creative agency of individuals and households rather than 

lament and criticize constricting powerful structiires. In a city in which so many things 
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do not seem to work as officially planned, the collective informal efforts of large 

segments of the population work quite well despite government and related efforts. This 

is seen in the area of food acquisition. Social networks and the creative manipulation of 

existing endowments and assets create opportunities in between political economic 

constraints. 

The various sectors, subsectors and institutions of the cash and food economies 

need to be specifically examined, with particular attention paid to the articulation of the 

informal with the informal sectors. The melding of the informal and the informal, like 

the melding of the urban with the rural, can be difficult to sort out. Even the concepts of 

agency and structure meld, for example, in institutions like the Pazarcilar Odasi 

(Chamber of Bazaar Sellers), where they reflect and assist the creative and collective 

agency of some, even marginalized, groups but operate as structural obstacles to others. 

One way to gain a better understanding of Istanbul's food system is through more 

case studies. Emphasis needs to be on the daily lives and experiences of individuals, 

households, communities and areas, and needs to draw out and understand class 

differences and the implications of characteristics like origins of migration and places of 

birth. These provide the complex elements from which overall patterns emerge. Just as a 

picture of Cairo's metropolitan food system begins to emerge as a mosaic from the 

collective efforts of multiple researchers, research projects and perspectives, the Istanbul 

mosaic needs to be put together. 

This study focussed only on Istanbul. However, research is needed elsewhere in 

Turkey, in other urban areas and in the agriculturally productive hinterland. How does 
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the incidence and importance of food from the memleket in Istanbul compare to the 

regional urban centers of Anatolia and the rest of the Middle East rather than only the 

megacity of Istanbul? Though food is cheaper in the smaller regional centers, the 

connections with the regional countryside may be stronger, and the reliance on the food 

rather than cash economies greater. 

With respect to the practice of rural production for urban subsistence, important 

questions regarding their impacts emerge. For example, how does distance farming 

change the nature of the human-environment relationship? What is happening to rural 

lands? Is productivity being maintained, is biomass being accumulated or mined? For 

one thing, if p)eople are in the village for only three-four months of the year, it is difRcult 

to keep livestock; if relatives or neighbors are not using the farm resources, there may be 

less manure available to maintain soil quality. It is often argued that government 

policies encouraging export earnings have changed agricultural practices and output. 

How, in turn, does subsistence-style food production for urban consumption affect 

agricultural practices, crop mix, land use and nonuse (fallow), or the use of inputs? More 

significantly, therefore, the urban-rural food system needs to be examined from both the . 

rural and the urban perspectives. 

In accordance with Ellis and Sumberg's concern, the Istanbul case shows that 

resources directed toward urban agriculture may not always serve the best food security 

interests for which they are designed. Evidence from this research suggests that policies 

and programs that assist the small, peasant producer in Turkey can do more for the urban 

impoverished than promotion of urban agriculture. This not only means improving rural. 
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agricultural production practices but also reducing transportation and administrative 

obstacles. For many, the improved roads and extensive, national bus network have 

increased the possibilities for bringing their own village produce to the city. At the same 

time, laws like the 1998 wholesale market law that attempt to control the delivery of all 

fresh produce into urban areas like Istanbul — and criminalize those that do not work 

through the government supported but privately operated wholesale markets - impede the 

ability of people to take care of their own food needs. 

As the number of supermarkets and hipermarkets continue to increase in Istanbul, 

an early impact will be to increase the available food purchasing options for Istanbul 

residents and increase competition in the food retail sector. Some customers will benefit 

as competition helps keep prices low. However, competition will displace many small 

food businesses if experience in other countries repeats itself (Yava§, Kaynak and 

Borakl982: 139). Consequently, food access for the low income majority will change as 

less formal institutions and linkages are pressured to follow increasingly formal 

guidelines, as food supply options narrow, and as people are forced to rely on the cash 

economy and a limited number of formal and globally connected food retail institutions. 

If Westem-style food supply and distribution systems take over, the loss of many 

small businesses to a small number of large businesses means benefits will concentrate in 

the hands of a few. "While many small food retailers in Istanbul might be considered as 

inefficient, they do provide employment for people who might otherwise not have jobs. 

These small food stores, to some extent, allow for some economic mobility by providing 

an entry point into entrepreneurial activities" (Yava§, Kaynak and Borak 1982:139). 
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Early in the growth of supermarkets in Turkey, Kaynak and Rice (1987:192) 

concluded that "as competition strengthens, efficiency and, in turn, consimier welfare will 

improve." However, they also issued a warning that "the evolution of retailing concepts 

like the supermarket must be closely monitored to ensure that developments have positive 

economic and social effects on the poorer Turkish customers" (Kaynak and Rice 1987: 

192). There is an inconsistency between how competition can increase while the number 

of retailers and wholesalers decline and market share is concentrated. The ramifications 

are compounded as larger businesses are tied to the global market place in contrast to 

smaller businesses with local foci. 

To close by returning to my original research hypothesis, this dissertation has 

shown that urban agriculture for Istanbul needs to be examined in the context of the 

entire food system and as one of a wider array of household food security options. While 

urban agriculture may be important for some households, its importance changes over 

time and space as other opportunities fall and rise. Access to foodstuffs from such things 

as food system leakage, barter, wholesale markets, the neighborhood and evening 

bazaars, the countryside and other sources may be more meaningful than urban 

agriculture in a land resource scarce environment. Before traditional systems are 

removed or replaced, and the diversity of urban adaptive opportunities is curtailed, the 

entire range of policy options should be considered. And human welfare needs to be the 

starting point. 
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APPENDIX A 

EXCHANGE RATES 

Monthly exchange rates, 1996-1999 
Turkish Lira per $1 U.S. 

Period Ending 
1996 1997 1998 1999 

January 115,610 214,705 331,403 
February 121,785 229,050 351,559 
March 127,355 242,215 368,269 
April 134,955 249,020 389,311 
May 140,055 256,555 403,618 
June 81,485 148,045 265,520 420,350 
July 83,003 159,045 269,910 426,961 
August 86,018 165,810 276,685 444,021 
September 91,558 173,630 276,875 459,497 
October 95,873 180,675 285,770 478,470 
November 101,575 193,885 303,090 514,911 
December 107,775 205,605 314,464 

Monthly figures from market rates as reported in International Financial Statistics, 

Intemational Monetary Fund, Volumes Lin(l), LII(l), Ln(9), LI(1) & LI(7); average 
annual figures from International Financial Statistics Yearbooks, Intemational Monetary 
Fund, 1999 & 1987. 
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APPENDIX B 

BOSTAN FIELD QUESTIONNAIRE: 
QUESTIONS USED TO GUIDE OPEN-ENDED INTERVIEWS WITH URBAN 

AGRICULTURALISTS IN ISTANBUL 

The following questions were developed and adapted from questions explored in 

the fieldwork and evaluations of Drakakis-Smith (1992), Freeman (1991), Maxwell 

(1995), Rakodi (1988 ), Sanyal (1984), and Smit, Ratta and Nasr (1996). These questions 

guided each open-ended field interview, and most interviewees addressed most questions. 

However, interviewees were either reluctant or unable to answer questions regarding 

income, costs, and production amounts. In addition, in the company of presence of 

curious neighbors, relatives and onlookers, it seemed inappropriate to raise such personal 

questions. Thus, questions on such topics often went unzinswered. Nevertheless, all 

interviews followed the basic outline of the following questions. 

I. Household characteristics 
1) Location of garden? 
2) Location of household residence? 
3) How many in household? 
4) Ages of household members? 
5) How are the production and gardening tasks divided? 
6) Are any household members employed (informally or formally) off the 

garden? Where? 
7) Years of household head residence in Istanbul? 
8) Trade or occupation of household head? 
9) Where did you/your household leam the skills with which to cultivate? 
10) If migrant, origin of migration? 
11) Monthly or annual household income? 
12) Food costs per month? As a portion of income? 
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II. Crop and production characteristics 
1) What crops are grown? 
2) How do you decide what to grow every year? Why do you grow what you 

grow? 
3) How does this change from one year to the next? 
4) Does are, crop type, or yield change over time with prices or weather? 
5) What else affects variability - climate? economic factors? labor? land? risk? 
6) How much of each crop is grown? 
7) What is the crop harvest? 
8) Cash/barter value of the crop? 
9) Are any livestock raised? 
10) What portion of the crops are consumed by household? Shared? Sold by 

household? 
11) Which of the following is a limiting factor in production? 

a) land b) labor c) time d) seeds e) fertilizer f) water g) credit h) other 
12) Cost of supplies or inputs? 
13) Harassment by any of the following? 

a) government authorities b) landowners c) thieves d) other? 
14) Percent or value of production lost to 

a) pests b) thieves c) landowners d) government authorities e) other? 
15) Action to protect crops? 

a) guard b) fence c) other d) no action? 

III. Land/plot characteristics 
1) How many plots are farmed? 
2) Who owns the land where production takes places? 
3) What is the nature of the plot on which the food is grown (roadside, easement, 

green space, reclaimed land, etc.)? 
4) How did the household obtain access to the land? 
5) How did the household come into this opportunity? 
6) Where is the productive plot located relative to household residence? 
7) Size of plot? 
8) Years cultivating the plot? Years cultivating previous plots? 
9) Have other plots been cultivated that are no longer in production? Explain. 
10) How is land use changing around you? How does this affect you? 
11) What do your neighbors think about this agricultural activity? 
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IV. Other 
1) Any concerns with pollution? Contamination of land or crops? 
2) Sources of pollution? 
3) What political and economic changes occurring around you affect you and 

your garden? (International trade? economic crisis? inflation? land tenure? 
political uncertainty?) 

4) Any legal support or restrictions regarding your urban production? 
5) Any traditional support or restrictions regarding your urban production? 
6) Do you have any advocates or sources of support for continued production in 

Istanbul? 
7) What are other sources of food support or assistance do you draw from? 
8) What are your greatest constraints to successful or expanded production? 
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APPENDIX C 

ISTANBUL SEED SUPPLY SURVEY (ITM SURVEY^ 
(Administered in Turkisii) 

ANKET: EMINONU TOHUM PAZARINDA Tarih: 
Yer: 1st Toh Mag 
Disarda 

1) Ne satin aldiniz/aliyorsimuz? Tohum (hangi cesit): 
Ilac 
Gubre 
Fide (hangi cesit): 
Alet/Edavet 
Diger: 

2) Bahceniz Nerede: II ve lice ve Mahalle (Istanbulda oturan icin) 

3) Bahceniz a) Baikon Bahcesi 
b) Ev Bahce 
c) Bahce 
d) Bostan 
e) Tarla 

4) Bahcenizin alani nedir? Metre kare Donum 

5) Topragin sahibi kim veya ne? Kendiniz Sirket Vakif Hazine Sahis mali 

Tapu var mi? Evet Hayir 

Kiralik mi? Evet Hayir 

6) Bu bahcede kac yildir calisiyorsunuz? (Ne zamandan beri?) 

7) Bahcede ne yetistiriyorsunuz? 

8) Yetistirdiklerinizin mutfak giderinize katkasi nedir? 
Onemli Cok az onemli Onemsiz 



468 

9) Niye Bahceniz var: a) Mutfaginiz icin 
b) Gelir 
c) Zevk/hobi 
d) Gelenek 
e) Diger: 

10) Bahcede kim calisiyor? a) Siz 
b) Esiniz 
c) Babaniz 
d) Anneniz 
e) Akrabalariniz 
g) Diger: 

Eger Isciier varsa, kac tane? 

11) Yetistirdiginizsebze/meyvayi satiyor musunuz? Evet Hayir (kendimiz icin): 

Eger Evetse: a) Hale 
b) Pazarda 
c) Seyyar satici oiarak 
d) Manavlara 
e) Diger: 

12) Memleketten yiyecek getiriyor musunuz? Evet Hayir 

Eger Evetse, neler geliyor? 

Eger Evetse, bu yiyecek, ne kadar ekonomik oiarak onemli (aileniz icin): 
Onemli cok az onemli onemsiz 

13) Hangi Ilde ve Ilcede oturiyorsunuz? 

Eger Istanbuldaysa, hangi mahallede? 

Eger Istanbuldaysa, kac yildir yasiyorsimuz? 

14) Kac yasindasiniz? 

15) Cinsiyet 

16) Mesleginiz? 

17) Evinizde, kac kisi yasiyor? 
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APPENDIX D 

ISTANBUL SEED SUPPLY SURVEY (TTM SURVEY) 
(English translation) 

SURVEY: AT THE EMINONU SEED BAZAAR Date: 
Place: 1st. Seed Supply 
On the outside 

1) What did you buy/what are you getting? Seeds (what type): 
Pesticide 
Fertilizer 
Seedlings (what type): 
Tools, implements 
Other: 

2) Where is your garden?: Province, district, & neighborhood (for those in Istanbul) 

3) Is your garden an a) balcony garden 
b) house garden 
c) garden 
d) bostan 

e) field? 

4) What is the area of your garden? Square meters Donum 

5) Who or what is the owner of your soil? Yourself Firm Vakif 

Government (treasury) private property 

Is there a title to the land? Yes No 

Is rent paid? Yes No 

6) How many years have you been working on this garden? (Since what year?) 

7) What are you raising on this garden? 

8) What is the contribution of those things that you 
kitchen? Important Not very important 

are raising that are going to your 
Unimportant 
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9) Why do you have a garden: a) For your kitchen? 
b) For income? 
c) For pleasure or as a hobby 
d) Tradition 
e) Other: 

10) Who works in the garden? a) You 
b) Your spouse 
c) Your father 
d) Your mother 
e) Your relatives 
g) Other: 

No (they are for myself): 

If there are (paid) workers, how many? 

11) Do you sell the fruits/vegetables that you raise? Yes 

If yes: a) to the hal 
b) in the bazaar 
c) As a pushcart vendor 
d) to green grocers 
e) other: 

12) Do you bring foodstuffs from the homeland? yes no 

If yes, what all do you bring? 

If yes, how economically important are these foodstuffs for your familiy: 
Important Not very important Unimportant 

17) In which province and district do you live? 

If you live in Istanbul, in which neighborhood? 

If in Istanbul, how many years have you been living here? 

18) How many years old are you? 

19) Gender 

20) Occupation/trade? 

21) In your household, how many persons are living there? 
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FOOD FROM THE MEmfAEF SURVEY (CAPA SURVEY) 
(Administered in Turkish) 

ANKET: MEMLEKETTEN GELEN YIYECEK Tarih: 
Yer:^ 

Nu; 
1. Cinsiyet E K 

2. Istanbul'da oturdugunuz ILCE ve MAHALLE 

3. Istanbul'da surekli oturiyor musunuz? 
Evet - surekli 
Hayir - sadece kis aylari 
Hayir - sadece yaz aylari 

4. Memleket IL ve ILCE 

5. Kac yi Idir Istanbul' daysiniz? 

6. Evinizde, kac kisi yasiyor? Cocuklar (0-18) 
Eriskin (19-55) 
Yaslilar(56 -») 

7. Evinizin geliri (aylik)? 0-50 million TL 
51- 100 
101-150 
151-200 
200 

8. Gelirinizin yuzde kaci mutfak masrafina gidiyor? %0-20 
% 20-40 
% 40-60 
%60-80 
%80-100 

9. Evinizin yiyecekleri/gidasi nereden alinir? 1) Semt pazaari 
2) Bakkal 
3) Zincir/supermarket 
4) Memleketiniz 
5) Ev bahce 
6) Diger: 



472 

10. Hangisi en onemlidir? 

11. Yiyeceginizin yuzde kac memleketten geliyor? 

Yazin: %0-20 %20-40 %40-60 %60-80 %80-100 
Kisin: %0-20 %20-40 %40-60 %60-80 %80-100 

12. Bunun mutfak masraiina (memleketten gelen yiyecekler) karkisi onemli (ne kadar 
onemli)? 

Onemli cok as onemli onemsiz 

13. Memleketten ne tip (cesit) yiyecekler geliyor/ Biririsi ne kadar (yillik)? 

Tip Miktar Tip Miktar Tip Miktar 
bulgur findik . meyva 
mercimek tursu meyva -
nohut salca meyva 
kurufasulye recel/pekmez sebze 
ekmek et sebze 
un cokelik sebze 
sut tarhana 
peynir yogurt 
tereyag patates 

14. Bu yiyecekler 
• memlekette satin alinmis? 
• yoksa tarlanizdan? 
• diger? 

15. Bu yiyecek, size nasil ulasiyor? 
• memleketten gonderiliyor 
• siz gidip getiriyorsunuz 
• aileden birini gidip getiriyor 
• diger 

16. Gunde, kac tane ekmek yiyiyorsunuz (butun aileniz)? 

17. Bunlari halk ekmek mi? Evet Hayir 
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APPENDIX F 

FOOD FROM THE MEMLEKET SURVEY (^APA SURVEY) 
(English translation) 

SURVEY: FOODSTUFFS COMING FROM THE MEMLEKET Date: 
Place: 

No: 

1. Gender: M F 

2. District and neighborhood in Istanbul in which you live: 

8. Do you live permanently in Istanbul? 
Yes - permanently 
No - just in the winter months 
No - just in the summer months 

9. The province and district of your memleket 

10. How many years have you lived in Istanbul? 

11. How many people live in your household? Children (0-18) 
Adults (19-55) 
Elderly (56 ->) 

12. Household income (monthly)? 0-50 million TL 
51- 100 
101-150 
151-200 
200-> 

8. What percent of your income goes to the kitchen (food)? % 0-20 
% 20-40 
% 40-60 
%60-80 
%80.100 

9. From where are your foodstuffs bought/received? 1) Neighborhood bazaar 
2) Neighborhood comer store 
3) Chain or supermarket 
4) Your provincial homeland 
5) House garden 
6) Other: 
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10. Of these, which is the most important? 

11. Of your foodstuffs, what percent comes from the memleketl 

Summers: %0-20 %20-40 %40-60 %60-80 %80-I00 
Winters: %0-20 %20-40 %40-60 %60-80 %80-100 

12. How important is the contribution of food brought from your memleket to your 
kitchen? 

Important Not too important Unimportant 

13. What types of foodstuffs come from your memleket? How much of each 
(aimually)? 

Type Amount Type Amount 
bulgur hazle nuts 
lentils pickles 
chick peas tomato paste 
dry beans jam/fruit molasses 
bread meat 
flour cheese curds 
milk dried, powdered yogurt 
cheese yogurt 
butter potatoes 

Type 
fhiit_ 
fruit _ 
fhiit 

Amount 

vegetables_ 
vegetables 
vegetables 

14. These foods 
• were they bought in your memleket? 

• if not, are they from your fields? 
• other? 

15. These foods, how were they transported to you? 
• they were sent from the memleket 

• tou went and got them 
• somebody fix)m your family went and got them 
• other: 

16. In a day, how many loaves of bread do you eat (your whole family)? 

17. Are these halk ekmek (government subsidized bread)? yes no 
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APPENDIX G 

GLOSSARY OF TURKISH TERMS 

ak^am 

alan 

ayran 
bakkal 

bakkaliye 

balik 

balik hall 

balikhanesi 

bek<pi 

beyaz turp 

bostan 

bostanci 

bulgur 

biiyuk^ehir belediyesi 

qarsi 

Cent evi 

daima 

dereotu 

dernek 

Devlet istatistik Enstitosii 

donmedolap 

donum 

diikkan 

duzenli 

duzensiz 

ecri misil 

fenni 

fenni gubre 

fuzuli i^gal 
gecekondu 

gezgin manav 

Gida Toptanci Tiiccarlari Derne^ 

gubre 

hal yasasi 

halk 

halk ekmek 

hamallar 

evening 
area 
yogurt drink 
small comer/variety shop 
small comer/variety shop 
fish 
fish wholesale market 
fish warehouse 
watchman or doorman 
white radishes 
traditional vegetable market garden 
traditional vegetable market gardener 
cracked wheat 
metropolitan municipality 
market 
Alevi house of worship 
permanent 
dill 
association, organization 
DIE, State Institute of Statistics 
water wheel 
approximately 1000 square meters 
small shop 
organized, orderly 
disorganized, unsystematic, unplaimed 
remuneration fee 
scientific 
chemical fertilizer 
unlawful occupation of property, i.e., squatting 
informal/illegal houseing, originally used for 

squatter housing 
roving manav 

IGTTD, Foodstuffs Wholesale Merchants Assn. 
fertilizer 
law regarding the wholesale distribution and sale of 
fi'esh produce 
people, folk 
government subsidized table bread 
porters 
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hammal 

hamsi 

hayvan 

hayvan gubresi 

hazine 

hem^eri 

hipermarket 

hisseli tapu 

il 

ilqe 

Istanbul Meyve Sebze ve Boston 

Komisyonculari Dernegi 

Istanbul Pazarcilar Esnafi Odasi 
istavrit 

kabzimal 

kaqak 

kahvehane 

kamyon 

karalahana 

kavurma 

kisilik 

kom^u hakki 

kdy 

ktife 

Kumkapi - Balik hah 

Kurban Bayram 

kuru gida 

kuf cennetti 
ku^burnu 

kuyrukya^ 

mahalle 

manav 

ma^ul 

memleket 

Meyve ve Sebze Halleri 

Meyve ve Sebze Komisyonculari 

Dernegi 

millet 

muhtar 

mUteahhit 

porter 
anchovy 
animal 
manure 
public or government treasury 
fellow countrymen, one from the same village 

region 
large supermarkets 
shared land title, deed 
province 
district, or sub-province 

IMESKOM, Istanbul Association of the Fruit, 
Vegetable & Bostan Wholesale Commissioners 

Istanbul Chamber of Pazar Workers' Trades 
horse mackerel, or scad 
fruit and vegetable wholesale commissioner 
illegal 
coffee shop, sometimes used to refer to tea house 
large, stake-body truck 
black cabbage, similar to collard greens 
fried and dried meat 
cheese curds 
the right of the neighbor 
village 
large, deep basket used in agriculture and by porters 
Fish wholesale market in Kumkapi 
Islamic Festival of Sacrifice 
dry goods 
bird paradise, or garden 
rose hips 
fat from the tail of sheep 
neighborhood district 
green grocer or grocery 
subset of a tezgah 
village region or province of migratory origin 
the hal, system of fruit and vegetable wholesale 

marketing 

Fruit and Vegetable Wholesale Commissioners 
Association 

nation; people 
conununity neighborhood headperson 
building contractor 
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okkalik 

otogar 

pancar 
paralik 

pastirma 

patlican 

pazar 

pazarci 

Pazarcilar Esrtafi Odasi 

pazi 

pekmez 

pestil 

pide 

pirasa 

reyhan 

roka 

sabit 

semizotu 

semt pazar 

seyyar satici 

simit 

sit alan 

socuk 

sogan 

Su Urunleri Hali Mudurlu^ 

suzme yogurt 

tahta 

Tanzim Satisiari 

tapu 

tarhana 

tarim i^letmecisi 

Tarim ve Koyifleri Bakanligi 
tarla 

tavuk gogsii 

tere 

tezgah 

Ticaret Odasi 
Tip Fakultesi 
Tohum Magazasi 
tohumluk 
toptanci 

vegetables and fruits sold by weight 
bus depot 
beets 
vegetables and fruits sold by the piece or bunch 
a salted, dried meat 
eggplant 
bazaar 
one who works/sells in the bazaar 
Chamber of Bazaar Workers 
chard 
fruit, usually grape, molasses 
dried fruit sheets 
a type of flat break, round like a small pizza crust 
leeks 
basil 
arugula 
covered 
purslane 
the neighborhood bazaar 
itinerant, pushcart vendor 
round ring of bread with sesame seeds, eaten as a 

snack 
protected area; area zoned for protection 
sausage 
onions 
Directorate of the Sea Products Wholesale Market 
strained, condensed yogixrt 
board or plank, where each tahta translates into a 

1.5 meter segment of table space in the bazaar 
Store with government subsidized basic food and 

livelihood stuffs 
deed or title 
a dried yogurt used as a soup base 
agricultural works 
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Affairs 
field 
a pudding made from chicken breast meat 
garden cress 
stand of vegetables in a garden 
Chamber of Commerce 
medical faculty 
Seed store 
seed bed (for letting vegetables go to seed) 
wholesaler 
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tuhafiye 
tulum peynir 

turfanda 
tursu 
Uluslarasi Anadolu ve 

Trakya Otobiisfuler Dernegi 

iireticiler 
iizum pekmez 
vakif 
gida 
yazlik vatanda^ 
ya? 
yesil alan 
Zabita 
zahire 
Zincirmarket 
ziicaciye 

small articles and clothing accessories 
a salty cheese cured in sheepskins or sheep 

stomachs 
early or late season produce 
pickled vegetables 

Association of International Anatolian and Thracian 
Bus Operators 

producer 
grape molasses 
religious foundation 
&esh foods 
citizen, fellow countryman 
of the summer 
area zoned as a green space 
police of the public space 
grains and other dry foodstuffs 
literally, chain market 
glassware 
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