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ABSTRACT

“MADE IN MASSACHUSETTS”: CONVERTING HIDES AND SKINS
INTO LEATHER AND TURKISH IMMIGRANTS INTO INDUSTRIAL
LABORERS
(1860s-1920s)

Acehan, Isil
Ph.D. Department of History
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Edward Parliament Kohn
October 2010

Early twentieth-century America witnessed a large influx of immigrants largely
from eastern and southern Europe as well as the Near East. The major “pull”
factor stimulating the growth of migration was the rise of several American
industries and a growing demand for laborers. In addition to the demand for
immigrant labor, rising concern over political and economic conditions in the
homeland resulted in a process of chain migration of Ottoman ethnic and
religious groups from particular regions. By analyzing both “pull” and “push”
factors triggering an out-migration from the Harput vilayet, as well as the
migration trajectories of the Turkish immigrants, this dissertation argues that
existing ethnic and social networks determined the settlement and employment
patterns and inevitably affected the acculturation processes of Turkish
immigrants in the United States. Specifically, this study contends that while the

Turkish immigrants on the North Shore of Boston assimilated into American life,



they also participated in the process of Turkish nation-building, maintained old
home networks and transnational engagements.

Keywords: United States, Ottoman Empire, foreign relations,
migration/emigration, leather industry, transnationalism, assimilation,

adaptation, acculturation



OZET

“MASSACHUSETTS YAPIMI:” DERILERI TABAKLAMAK,
TURK GOCMENLERINI DONUSTURMEK
Acehan, Isil
Doktora, Tarih Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Yard. Do¢. Dr. Edward Parliament Kohn
Ekim 2010

Yirminci yiizyil baglarinda Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Dogu ve Giiney Avrupa
ile Yakin Dogudan 6nemli 6l¢iide gogmen akinina sahne olmustur. Giderek daha
da artan bu goglerin baglamasina neden olan en 6nemli “gekici” etken, hizla
biiyliyen Amerikan endiistrileri ve giderek ¢ogalan isgiicii gereksinimidir.
Gogmen isci ihtiyacinin yanisira, ¢esitli politik ve ekonomik nedenlerden dolay1
duyulan endise, ¢esitli etnik ve dini Osmanli unsurlarinin zincirleme bir gé¢ ag1
olusturmalarina neden olmustur. Bu tez, Harput vilayetinden goglerin
baslamasina neden olan hem “¢ekici” hem de “itici” nedenleri ve bunlarin yan1
sira go¢ yollarini incelemenin sonucunda, etnik ve sosyal aglarin Amerika’da
yerlesim ve is edinme sekillerini biiyiik 6l¢iide belirledigini ve kiiltiirel etkilesim
stirecini 6nemli derecede etkiledigini savunmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma, 6zellikle
Boston’un kuzey bdlgelerinde yasayan Tiirk go¢menlerinin asimilasyon
stirecinden gecerken ayni zamanda milliyetcilik akimi igerisinde yer aldigini,
Tiirkiye’deki sosyal aglarin1 korudugunu ve ulus-6tesi baglantilarint devam

ettirdigini ileri stirmektedir.



Anahtar Kelimeler: Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Osmanli Imparatorlugu, dis

Mliskiler, gog, deri endiistrisi, ulus-tecilik, asimilasyon, uyum, kiiltiirel etkilesim
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NOTE ON TERMS AND TRANSLITERATIONS

Although this study does not intend to examine the identity of Turkish
communities in the United States from an anthropological perspective, it will be
helpful to explain who is included into the category of “Turk.” One of the major
challenges in studying Turkish migration to the United States is the difficulty of
seperating Turkish and Kurdish immigrants. If we take names as the first
identifiable elements of identity, we can categorize the group as “Muslim”
immigrants from Eastern Anatolia as all had typical Muslim names such as Alj,
Hasan, Osman, and Mamad. Among the “Turks” who are the subject of this
study, however, there are also Kurds.' They were peasants from the villages of
Harput and made their way to the United States to work in the New England

leather industry. Their identities were based more on their region than religion or

' Passenger manifests (ships’ manifests) provide valuable information on the passenger’s name,
the hometown, language, age at the year of migration, by whom the passage was paid, the place
of origin and definite destination, whether s/he is going to join to a relative or friend, calling or
occupation, whom the immigrant was to meet etc. A gradual change and more remarkable
description of each immigrant registered in these forms can be observed beginning in 1882, when
the federal government assumed control of U.S. immigration. For detailed information on the use
of passenger manifests and census records in studying Turkish immigrants in the United States
see John J. Grabowski, “Forging New Links in the Early Turkish Migration Chain: The U.S.
Census and Early Twentieth Century Ships’ Manifests,” in Turkish Migration to the United
States: From Ottoman Times to the Present, eds. A. Deniz Balgamis and Kemal H. Karpat
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2008), 15-28. In 1903, the section of “Race or People”
was added to the ship’s manifests. Therefore, the Kurds, who were registered as “Kurdish” into
the manifests, can be distinguished from Turks by looking at the passenger arrival records.
However, the census records include a section for “color or race” and the Ottoman immigrants
were registered according to their “colors.” Just a “W” indicating “white” was used in this
section. Therefore, information provided in the census records is not useful in identification of
Turkish and Kurdish immigrants, who were registered as Turkish speaking individuals from
eastern Anatolian provinces.

XV



nationality as revealed by ship manifests and Peabody census records, in which

many Kurds, Turks, and Armenians were grouped together.

Barbara Bilgé defines the population of Turkish and Kurdish immigrants
in Metropolitan Detroit as “Turkish-and Kurdish-speaking Ottoman Sunni
Muslim immigrants™ who came to the United States before World War L.
Interviews of these immigrants’ children and grandchildren, however, show that
Turkish and Kurdish speaking Alevi Muslim immigrants were also represented
in the category of “Turks.”® Furthermore, “Islam” and “Muslim” are relatively
modern concepts. Historically, the Muslim immigrants in the United States were
called “Mohammedans” and Islam was referred to as the “Mohammedan
religion.” Thus, “Muslim” as an identity category for the immigrants does not

provide a common ground for representation of these immigrant groups.

As Talat S. Halman notes, “The term Turk or Turkish designates a
person born in the Ottoman Empire before 1923 or in the Turkish Republic after
1923, who is Muslim or whose family was Muslim, who was raised in a Turkish
speaking household and who identifies as a Turk.”* “Turk,” in this dissertation,
follows this definition. Also both assigned identifications and asserted identities
are taken into consideration; both those who asserted their identities as being
Turkish and those who were depicted so by the newspapers of the time and first

hand accounts of residents of Peabody. Because of the fact that no clear

? Barbara Bilgé, “Voluntary Associations in the old Turkish Community of Metropolitan
Detroit,” in Muslim Communities in North America, eds. Yvonne Yazbeck Haddad and Jane
Idleman Smith (New York: State University of New York Press, 1994), 381.
? Interviews were conducted with descendants of Turkish and Kurdish immigrants residing in
Turkey and the United States.
* Talat S. Halman, “Turks,” in Harvard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups, eds. Stephen
Thernstrom, Ann Orlov, Oscar Handlin (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1980), 992.

XVi



distinction between Turks and Kurds can be made, this study considers “Turk” as
a definition for the Muslims of the Harput region. Instead of specifying “Turkish
and Kurdish speaking, Alevi and Sunni Muslim immigrants groups,” “Turks”

will be used as an umbrella identity for these immigrants.

Although there are several transliterations of the term, Harput, which
refers to the Harput vilayet [an Ottoman province] and the towns and villages in
the area, in this dissertation “Harput” is used to define the geographical area
from where Turks, Kurds, and Armenians came. “Harput” is the Turkish
spelling, “Harpoot” the American and “Kharpet” the Armenian. Furthermore,
usage such as “Kharput” was also seen. Despite the differences in spellings, all

refer to the same district.

Individual and family names are left as they appeared in newspapers and
other archival materials. Thus, for example, although the right spelling of “Alli
Hassan” is “Ali Hasan,” has not been transliterated according to the Turkish
language because of the impracticality of such an endeavor. There are a
considerable number of Turks who used “Alli Hassan” instead of their own
names, because of the fact that the name was widely known among Americans
and, thus, was convenient for the Turkish immigrants. Moreover, sometimes the
Turkish immigrants used one name among their social group and another when
they shifted to the American sphere. There are also others who adopted
American names, such as “Joe” or “Mike” without going through an official
name change. It should also be noted that a vast majority of Turkish immigrants

did not officially change their names. Thus, the Americanized names of the

XVii



Ottoman and/or Muslim immigrants, which appear in this dissertation, are those

that the immigrants themselves chose or were given by Peabody’s community.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW

At the end of the nineteenth century and during the early years of the
twentieth, many Turks, Kurds, Armenians, Albanians, Greeks, and Sephardic Jews
left the Ottoman Empire for economic as well as political reasons. This Ottoman
migration had been in part fostered by American charitable and philanthropic work,
particularly in regions with a considerable Christian population. The circulation of
information about life and opportunities in the United States started the process of
an Ottoman immigrant influx to America particularly to the East Coast. The first
departures were seen among Armenians who made their way to America with
missionaries. Immigrant networks, letters to friends, and immigrants going back and
forth would provide rich sources of practical information about jobs and
opportunities in American industries, and lead immigrants to the American cities
where members of their groups had already established themselves. Those letters
attracted not only other Armenians but also other Ottoman peoples living in close

proximity to one another in Anatolian villages.



Additionally, a number of Ottoman migration agents, fostering and
coordinating the migration process for profit had been established in Turkish and
European ports of departures. Consequently, immigrants from Anatolia, many of
whom migrated from Harput, a large Ottoman province which at the end of the
nineteenth century included today’s Elazig, Tunceli, and Malatya, migrated to
industrial eastern Massachusetts cities and towns, including Lynn, Peabody, Salem,

Worcester and Lawrence.

LAWRENCI

Andover

GLOUCESTER
MManchester

-t le-5cn

Marble head

Swampscotl

~Mahant

Figure 1.1. A Map of Essex County, Massachusetts
Source: http://www.mass-doc.com/images/essex%20county%620bw%20map.qif,
September 3, 2010.

Among the variety of reasons which had contributed to this population
movement from Anatolian villages to industrial centers of the United States was the

adoption of a new constitution in 1908, which would require all Muslim and non-
2


http://www.mass-doc.com/images/essex county bw map.gif

Muslims of the Empire to serve in the Ottoman army. Army service, which could
last from seven to ten years, under harsh circumstances and the threat of contagious
diseases, would leave no room to start a new life upon return from the army service.
Thus, the army service requirement for Christian subjects of the Ottoman Empire
would also play a crucial role in stimulating out-migration from the Ottoman

regions.

Although there is a growing secondary literature particularly on early
Turkish migration to the United States, Turkish immigrants are still absent from
general books on American immigration history. Thus, for an advanced
understanding of Ottoman diaspora in the United States, more detailed and
comparative case studies need to be undertaken. Unfortunately, however, there are
major difficulties limiting the Ottoman diaspora studies. One of the sources of
confusion in the study of Ottoman ethnic and religious immigrants to the U.S. is the
contestation of identity and identification. Many of the of the early immigrants from
the Ottoman Empire, including Christian groups such as Armenians, Syrians and the
Lebanese, had entered the U.S. as Turks because of the failure of American
bureaucracy to improve the system that was used to assign the immigrant groups
into proper ethnic or racial categories. Moreover, voluntary identity shifts among
Muslim immigrants for an easy access to the United States also resulted in a historic
confusion concerning the number of Muslim immigrants. Studies on Turkish,
Armenian, Greek and Syrian immigrants in the United States are misleading in
terms of the numbers, places of origin and settlement patterns of the early Ottoman
immigrants to the U.S. When the census taker asked about these immigrants’

country of origin, the reply was “Harput” (Harpoot), which is an indicator of their



sense of belonging and identity. When the records were reviewed, census officials
would realize that Harput was not a country, and “Harpoot” would be replaced by

“Turkey”.'

A considerable literature on Ottoman immigrants in the U.S. tends to group
Ottoman migrants to the United States according to their ethnic or religious
affiliation.? To give an example, Anny P. Bakalian notes that the earliest Armenian
immigrants settled predominantly in the urban industrial centers of the Northeast,
such as New York City, Providence, Worcester, and Boston.? However, records
such as ships’ manifests, census schedules and the military draft cards® of those who
migrated from Turkey show that various ethnic groups from particular regions
migrated to the US together. Similarly, Martin Deranian suggests the importance of

Worcester as the first center of a considerable Armenian population from eastern

! Identification of the Ottomans inthis dissertation is made on the basis of name, mother tongue, and
the immigrant’s birth place.
2 See Robert Mirak, Torn Between Two Lands: Armenians in America, 1890 to World War 1
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1983); Anny B. Bakalian, Armenian-Americans: From Being
to Feeling Armenian (New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 1993); Hagop Martin Deranian,
Worcester is America: the Story of Worcester’s Armenians, the Early Years (Worcester: Bennate
Publishing, 1998).
3 Bakalian, Armenian-Americans, 13.
* Six weeks after America entered World War I on April 6, 1917, a policy of conscription, “the
Selective Service Act,” was formulated and adopted which required men between ages of 18 and 45
to register for military service regardless of their citizenship status. However, not all the men who
registered actually served in the U.S. Army, and there were some who served in the war but did not
register for the draft. There were three separate registrations. The First Registration on June 5, 1917
was for men between the ages of 21-31. The Second Registration on 5 June, 1918, was for men who
had turned 21 years of age since the first registration. The Third Registration on September, 12, 1918
was for men aged 18 to 21 and 31 to 45. Moreover, the Congress enacted and the President on May
18, 1917 approved a law, which contains the following provision: “That all male persons between the
ages of 21 and 30, both inclusive, shall be subject to registration in accordance with regulations to be
prescribed by the President” Moreover, those who failed to register would be tried. It was noted: “any
person who shall willfully fail or refuse to present himself for registration or to submit thereto as
herein provided shall be guilty of a misdemeanour and shall, upon conviction in the District Court of
the United States having jurisdiction thereof, be punished by imprisonment for not more than one
year.” For all the three registration cards, following information must have been provided: full name,
home address, date and place of birth, age, race and country of citizenship, occupation and employer,
physical description (hair and eye color, height, disabilities), additional information such as the
nearest relative, etc.; and signature.
http://www.firstworldwar.com/source/usconscription_wilson.htm;
http://search.ancestry.com/search/db.aspx?dbid=6482 accessed August 8, 2010.
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Anatolia.” Nevertheless, military draft cards of the Turkish immigrants in Worcester
suggest that the size of the Harput Turkish community in Worcester was as big as
the Armenian community. Any study carried out isolating these two groups from
one another and arguing that there were no relations between the two groups would
be inaccurate. The census and military records of the Armenian, Turkish and
Kurdish immigrants in U.S. also suggest that all the immigrant groups from the

Harput region settled in the same neighborhoods of these urban industrial centers.

Moreover, the study of Ottoman ethnic and racial groups in the United States
within a broader context will shed light on contemporary historical studies of the
Turkish immigrants abroad. The studies assessing the identity of current Turkish
immigrants fall into a common fallacy while providing background on the Turkish
migration phenomenon in a historical context. This is because of the inadequacy of
the previous literature in defining the identity and identification of the early Turks in
the United States. For example, in his extensive study on Turkish American identity
formations in the United States, [lhan Kaya notes that the “first Turkish immigrants
did not have a strong Turkish national identity because they considered themselves
to be Ottomans or Muslims rather than Turks.”® However, case studies on early
Turkish immigrants in particular settings will show that regional identity had a
considerable place in the identity formation processes of the early Turkish as well as
Armenian immigrants to the United States. Consequently, the region where the
immigrant originated became one of the most powerful ingredients in the

construction of Ottoman enclaves across the Atlantic. Moreover, Ottoman

3 Deranian, Worcester is America.
® Ilhan Kaya, “Shifting Turkish American Identity Formations in the United States” (PhD diss., The
Florida State University College of Social Sciences, 2003), 100.
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immigrants developed multiple belongings and went through several identity shifts
over the years. Considering these southern Anatolian peasants as “Ottomans,” as if
this were a homogenous entity, would be an incorrect generalization considering that

Ottoman immigrants did not go beyond the beyond the borders of their hometowns.

Furthermore, studies on the Turkish diaspora in the United States, also fail
to mention the earlier wave of Turkish migration before the 1960s which results in
irrelevant comparisons between the migration of the “Turks” after 1960s and the
Turks before that period. To give an example, in his Ph.D. dissertation “Turkish
Immigrants in the United States: Historical and Cultural Origins,” Mustafa Saatci
traces the history of Turkish population movements back to more than a thousand
years ago, the time of Turkish nomadic tribes. He also refers to the Ottoman
migration during the transition from Ottoman Empire to the Turkish Republic as
forced migrations. This approach suggests that the voluntary Turkish population
movements occurred only during the nomadic era and later population movements
were exclusively non-Turkish as Saatci notes, “until the 1950s, emigration from
Turkey consisted almost exclusively of non-Turkish ethnic groups leaving the
Ottoman Empire/Turkey.”’ Although Kemal H. Karpat’s two major articles on
Ottoman and Turkish migrations to the U.S.,* and Talat S. Halman’s entry on the
Turkish immigrants in Harvard Encyclopaedia of Ethnic Groups® had already been

published, like Saatci’s Ph.D. study, a considerable number of sociological studies

" Mustafa Saatci, “Turkish Immigrants in the United States: Historical and Cultural Origins” (PhD
diss., Binghamton University, 2003), 11-12.

& Kemal H. Karpat, “The Ottoman Emigration to America, 1860-1914,” International Journal of
Middle East Studies 17 (1985); Kemal Karpat, “The Turks in America,” Les Annales d L’ Autre Islam
3 (1995).

° Talat S. Halman, “Turks,” Harvard Encyclopedia of American Ethnic Groups, Stephen Thernstrom,
Ann Orlov, Oscar Handlin, eds., 992-996, Cambridge: Harvard University Press (1980).
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on Turkish Immigrants in the U.S. after 1960°s do not even mention these works
when providing the historical context of the migration process. Thus, a lack of
historical perspective leaves many sociological studies on Turkish immigrants
abroad, whether in Europe or in the Americas, without a basis of comparison. Thus,
this Ph.D. dissertation will be useful in providing a ground for comparison between
earlier and later Turkish migrations to Europe and the U.S. while encouraging new
studies on the subject by setting forth the resources in both the Turkish and U.S.

archives.

Kemal H. Karpat’s pioneering article, “The Ottoman and Turkish diaspora
in the United States,” opened up the path for studies on the Ottoman diaspora in the
United States through a broader context by studying the “Syrian” emigration not as
an isolated phenomenon, but as part of the Ottoman migration as a whole. Because
of the troubling problem of inadequacy of material in the Ottoman archives,
specificallly the Prime Minister’s and Foreign Ministry archives, the literature on the
Syrian emigration to the United States was limited in quantity and scope because it
solely relied on Arabic sources. Thus, a number of major studies on the Syrian
diaspora in the U.S., such as Alixa Naff’s Becoming American, provides a
framework which suggests that the process of Syrian assimilation started
immediately after entry into the U.S.'® However, as Gualtieri notes, “this scholarly
emphasis on assimilation obscures the intense debates over what it meant to be
Syrian in America in the early period of migration and settlement in the United

States.”'! It is a grave historical error to overlook Ottoman archives which contain

' Alixa Naff, Becoming American: The Early Arab Immigrant Experience (Carbondale: Southern
[linois University, 1985).
' Sarah M. A. Gualtieri, Between Arab and White: Race and Ethnicity in the Early Syrian Diaspora
(Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2009), 13.

7



rich materials on the Syrian emigration to the United States, providing destinations,
numbers, identities and an expression of concern by the Ottoman government for its

Syrian citizens abroad.

The earliest attempt to reconstruct the history of Syrian emigration within a
larger context was made by Kemal H. Karpat in his article “The Ottoman
Emigration to America, 1860-1914” published in 1985. His other pioneering work
on Turkish immigrants in the United States made a remarkable contribution to
Turkish diaspora studies by bringing the issue under consideration. However, his
study failed to credit the role of Turkish immigrants and Turkish elites in the U.S. in
the processes of Turkish nation-building, transnationalization, and immigrant
adaptation. Concerning the failure of the early Turkish immigrants in making
permanent ethnic foundations in the U.S., Karpat contends that “the Turks lacked an
enlightened leadership who understood the spiritual and cultural needs of their
people and could explain to these immigrants the laws of the country in which they
lived.”!? However, as will be discussed in chapter five of this dissertation, the Turks
had achieved considerable success in maintaining group solidarity and strengthened
their ties with Turkey while they adjusted to American life through their community
leaders as well as government representatives who visited the Turks and instructed
them on life in the United States. Thus, contrary to the argument about early Turkish
immigrants’ failure to integrate into American society, this dissertation argues that
they had experienced assimilation through the Turkish government’s as well as
individual leaders’ hard work among the Turkish community in Peabody and on the

North Shore.

'? Karpat, “The Turks in America,” 236-237.



This dissertation will also shed new light on the issue of diasporic
nationalism which is an uninvestigated subject in Near Eastern, Middle Eastern and
Arab American studies. As Sarah M. A. Gualtieri notes, “scholarship on Arab
Americans had likewise avoided the relationship between migration and national
identity formation, perhaps an unintended consequence of the commitment to an
assimilation paradigm, which has emphasized how immigrants became American,

not Syrian, Lebanese, or Palestinian.” 13

The role of the Ottoman government’s early
efforts at nationalizing Ottoman immigrants in the United States has never been
fully credited. Like the new nation-states of Italy, Germany, and Poland, whose
efforts of nationalizing their citizens went even beyond their borders by extending
citizenship to their people’s descendants born abroad, the Ottoman and Turkish
governments were not indifferent to its citizens or former citizens in the United
States. Before World War I, Ottoman elites tried to encourage all political fugitives
to return to build up the new country after the Young Turk “Revolution” in 1908.
Thus, this study creates a new argument about the Middle and Near Eastern diaspora
in the U.S.: it argues that before “becoming American,” the Ottoman immigrants,

including Syrians, developed multiple belongings and undergone a series of identity

shifts with the rise of Ottomanism and later Turkish nationalism.

This dissertation is a microstudy of an Ottoman immigrant group from a
particular region to a particular American urban setting. Each Ottoman immigrant
group in the United States had different destinations, settlement patterns, and
occupations. Thus, the complex relation between Ottoman immigrant groups’ region

of origin as well as destinations has to be analyzed through well-documented studies

13 Gualtieri, Between Arab and White, 14-15.



of immigrants in particular settings in the United States. The Turks, Kurds and
Armenians of Eastern Anatolia bore sizable cultural differences and histories
compared to those immigrants from the central and western Turkey. Being from
Harput, and some sense of “Turkishness” bound them together. With its approach
concerning early Turkish immigrants to a particular city and industry, this
dissertation fills a void in the research agenda of Turkish diaspora studies in the

United States.

This dissertation also seeks to position early Turkish immigrants in the
United States within broader American migration phenomenon as well as labor
history. Although a large majority of the Turkish immigrants were sojourners, they
achieved considerable success in the industries they occupied in terms of labor
activism. Furthermore, particularly after World War I, acculturation and assimilation
was experienced by those who remained in the United States. This study argues that
the identity of Turkish immigrants was defined and redefined through the years
spent abroad due to crucial events such as the Balkan Wars and World War 1.
Consequently, while Turkish immigrants were experiencing asserted and assigned
identity shifts, they were also becoming transnationals. The Turkish immigrants’
intention of returning to their homeland, combined with the prejudice and social
exclusion they experienced in the host community, fostered the immigrants’

involvement in homeland affairs.

The military and census records for Ottomans in New England’s industrial
cities show that nearly all Turks, Kurds and Armenians were registered as being
from “Harput Turkey” or “Harput Armenia” and found employment in the leather

and leather-related industries. This dissertation argues that being employed in
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leather industry under the unhealthiest conditions posed considerable difficulty in
assimilating Turks in the United States. Aside from the difficulty of the tasks they
were given in the leather factories, other hardships existed for the Turkish and
Kurdish immigrants. In Boston, for example, they lived near the headquarters of the
American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions. Thus, information flow
from the missionaries in Harput, which was mostly negative, circulated widely in

Boston and on its North Shore where Turks and Kurds had settled.

Moreover, studying Turkish immigrants in specific American industries may
help us understand the reasons contributing to the return of immigrants. The period
between 1922 and 1923 was not only when the Turkish Republic was formed, but it
was also when migration of shoe and leather establishments from the North Shore to
the West, where unorganized and cheap labor could be found, occurred. Thus, a high
job loss rate in the shoe and leather industries was one of the major reasons why the

Turkish leather and shoe workers engaged in return migration.

Previous literature on the shoe and leather industries of Massachusetts
usually has the tendency of singling out the shoe and leather industries.'* Moreover,
a substantial number of these studies also have also depicted the laborers as one
group or divided them along gender lines leaving the individual and ethnic identities
aside. Historically, cities and towns on the North Shore of Boston had always been

connected in terms of the leather and shoe industries. This connection created a

" Paul Gustaf Faler, Mechanics and Manufaturers in the Early Industrial Revolution: Lynn,
Massachusetts, 1780-1860 (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1981); Philip Sheldon
Foner, The Fur and Leather Workers Union: A Story of Dramatic Struggles and Achievements
(Newark: Nordan Press, 1950); Alan Dawley, Class and Community: The Industrial Revolution in
Lynn (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2000); Mary H. Blewett, Men, Women, and Work:
Class, Gender, and Protest in News England Shoe Industry, 1780-1910 (Champaign: University of
Illinois Press, 1990).

11



considerable change in the dynamics of industry location and concentration. This
dissertation shows that the industrial interrelation among the cities and towns of
eastern Massachusetts, particularly Peabody, Lynn, Salem, and Beverly, had a
remarkable contribution to the success of the shoe and leather industries. Moreover,
the Turkish immigrants played an important role in shaping the leather industry on

the North Shore thorough ethnic solidarity and labor activism.

Another unique aspect of this study is its exploration of the tanning and
leather industries from the workers’ point of view. Without understanding the nature
of the work, it is impossible to realize how the leather tanning industry shaped the
settlement patterns in the city and the social interactions of the ethnic communities
residing in a factory town. One major contribution of this dissertation is that it is the
first study on the North Shore’s leather industry in connection with the shoe
industry. Although there are dozens of published books and articles on the shoe
industry, particularly in Lynn, and the textile industry in Lowell, the leather industry
and Peabody, “the leather capital of the world,” has been neglected. As early as
1937 Edgar M. Hoover, Jr. notes that “the relations existing between the shoe and
leather industries are well worth considering” because “by far the larger part of the
product of the former serves as the chief material for the latter, so that they may be
regarded as successive stages in one process.”’> However, the historiography on the
New England/Essex County shoe industry, and the three major studies by Alan
Dawley, Paul Faler and John Cumbler, whose works are considered as major works
on nineteenth century community life in Lynn and the transition from artisan to

factory life, do not mention the interindustrial relations between Essex county’s

1> Edgar M. Hoover, Jr., Location Theory and the Shoe and Leather Industries (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1937), viii.
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cities and towns. The nature of the industry changed as a result of industrialization
in Lynn and artisans and ten footers'® were replaced by factories as a consequence
of the rapid industrialization after the Civil War. While leather was produced within
the same shops or ten-footers where the shoe was made, industrialization brought
about a division of work and concentration of industries in particular towns and
cities. Thus, beginning from the late nineteenth century, no leather from Peabody
would mean no shoes for Lynn; similarly, if there were no demand for Lynn’s shoes,
it would mean a halt in production of leather in Peabody, as will be demonstrated in

the chapters on leather industry.

Consequently, if we add laborers into the framework of the relationships
between the shoe and leather industries, we will be able to acquire a complete sense
whole sense of the industry and its laborers. One of the major outcomes of the
Industrial Revolution was its impact on the whole organizations of the cities and the
fabric of the people who populated these industrial clusters. Thus, a study on an
immigrant group in an industrial context should provide a whole picture of the
industry that encouraged them to leave the U.S. Furthermore, understanding the
cooperation between major industries in the U.S. in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries is a perquisite to estimate the impact of these industries on the
settlement structures and immigrant influx to these cities. Although after the Civil
War, major developments in industry and machinery changed the whole nature of
the work, which shifted from the hands of the artisans to less skilled laborers, the
concentration of industries in major American towns and cities had an enormous

effect on the ethnic makeup of cities and the diversity of immigrants concentrated in

1® “Ten-footers” are small workshops where the shoemakers took part in each stage of production.
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a particular industry. Thus, industry became a brand for the city, while a job in the

factory became the meaning of life for the worker and the whole community.

By the end of the nineteenth century, the artisan transformed into the factory
worker and the tan shops into factories; the city would experience another
transformation by the influx of immigrants. While the city would transform these
immigrants into industrial workers, immigrants would transform the city into a
multicultural and multilingual industrial entity where each ethnic group settled in a
particular setting and formed their own neighborhoods. Thus, this dissertation traces
the transformation of a city through the rise of industry and the influx of immigrant
labor. Furthermore, when a particular ethnic group is examined, the industry in
which they were most represented should also be evaluated due to the fact that in
addition to a variety of factors, the employment patterns of the immigrants and the
nature and quality of the work in which they were employed not only defines the
extent of their exposure and adaptation to the host culture, but also the prospect of

their socioeconomic upward mobility and success.

Early twentieth-century America was shaped and reshaped by industries, the
businessmen who shaped those industries, and the immigrants who changed the
American society in unimaginable ways. It was within this framework that
Anatolian peasants became another force of change upon their arrival in the U.S. In
Massachusetts, while Lynn left most of its leather job to Peabody, Worcester
became the rubber city, and Beverly consolidated its work force around slipper
manufacturing and shoe machinery. Seeing this concentration of industry in the
cities, major business trusts such as the United Shoe Machinery Corporation in

Beverly and Swift&Co., the meatpacking empire in Chicago, both established in the
14



late nineteenth century, acquired major leather and leather machinery firms in
Peabody in the early twentieth century. Previous studies on the leather, meatpacking
and shoe industries fail to mention this interrelationship between these major
industries, which had a profound impact on the social, cultural, religious, and
economic life of the U.S. Thus, the meatpacking industry should also be taken into
account when relations between the shoe and leather are analyzed; over time, all
three became successive stages in one process. Consequently, a larger framework of
interrelated industries will reveal an industrial triangle which shaped and reshaped
the experiences of immigrants, as well as the population dynamics and settlement

patterns in the U.S.

The rise of the leather industry in Peabody was not a coincidence. Usually
“the leather industry has been located primarily with reference to the cost of
transportation of one or another of the materials.”'” The beef trust in Chicago,
particularly Swift & Co. became the major stockholder of the most modern and
largest leather factories, focusing their leather business on the North Shore, where
the hides of the animals they slaughtered could be processed. Two of the factories
acquired by Swift & Co. were A.C. Lawrence and National Calfskin Co., both
located in Peabody. The primary reason for the selection of the area was the ready
cheap labor supply composed mostly of Ottoman immigrants. Thus, availability of
relatively cheap Ottoman labor on the North Shore accelerated the development of a
leather industry with record speed. As Horace B. Davis notes, even in the 1940s,
manual work in the tanneries was still required in the leather industry. In his study of

the leather and shoe industry and its workers, he points out the fact that:

7 Hoover, Jr., Location Theory, Viii.
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The amount of work done by hand in tanneries is still considerable.
Hardly any of the machines in use can be called automatic, and
almost every process involves some manual skill. The stock is
easily damaged by unskillful handling, and at some stages it
deteriorates rapidly if not pushed with due promptness through the
routine of manufacture. A high premium is consequently put on
skill and training.'®

As a matter of fact, in an industry heavily reliant on manual labor, Turkish workers
were one of the crucial factors which made Boston and the North Shore one of the

most prosperous regions in the United States.

During the Industrial Revolution and Gilded Age, society, social structure,
institutions, sexual interactions, and the racial and social makeup of American cities
experienced several transformations. As Alan Dawley notes in 1976 in his Ph.D.
dissertation on Lynn’s shoe industry and the industrial revolution, “to explore these
generalizations about the Industrial Revolution at close range, one must take up the

study of particular industries.”"

The textile industry has been studied for this
purpose but, as Dawley stated almost four decades ago, “other investigations have
yet to be made of such industries as garment, meat-packing, farm implements, and

20
”7" Dawley’s

iron fabrication that converted from household to factory organization
call for the development of this area of research has been heeded and studies have
been undertaken by scholars in the aftermath of his dissertation.”' Although Dawley
did not mention the leather industry and Lynn’s neighbor Peabody in his

dissertation, this dissertation will examine the impact of industrialization on a

'8 Horace B. Davis, Shoes: The Workers and the Industry (New York: International Publishers, 1940),
114,
'* Alan Dawley, Class and Community, 4.
0 Ibid., 4.
2 gee Mary H. Blewett, Men, Women, and Work: Class, Gender and Protest in the New England
Shoe Industry, 1780-1910 (Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1990).
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particular city and its society. It will also provide a case study of a particular
immigrant group within a specific social and cultural context. Thus, Peabody has
been selected because not only is it a representative of industrialization, but it also is
the only city in which the Turkish population made up the majority of the immigrant

working class by 1915.

This study’s major focus is the early Turkish migrants to eastern
Massachusetts and their employment in the leather industry. Therefore, it will focus
on immigration statistics and records on immigrants, as well as leather industry
records. Unfortunately, data on the leather factories and the leather unions no longer
exist. Instead, newspapers, journals, unpublished articles written by local people, a
few interviews, private conversations with current and former residents of Peabody,
industrial trail brochures, and a documentary film on Peabody’s leather industry
have been used reheate the leather industry and the story of the Turkish leather
workers.

Because of the fact that a considerable number of Turkish immigrants
returned to Turkey after the establishment of the Turkish Republic, only a few
people were interviewed in the United States including the the offspring of early
Turkish immigrants: Frank Ahmed and George Ahmed, Professor Madeline C. Zilfi,
Ray Kako, and Eileen Masiello. Thus, newspaper articles on the Turkish immigrants
on the North Shore, although colored by nativism, were used in this dissertation. To
find descendants of the Turkish immigrants who returned Turkey was also a difficult
task and even those identified did not remember much about their fathers’ or
grandfathers’ stories and did not keep any of their papers or records. However, a few

individuals such as Mehmet Tevfik Emre, who knew almost all the families in
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Harput province and whose uncle-in-law was one of the prominent Turkish
immigrants in Peabody provided valuable information.

Archival materials and sources in the Harvard University libraries,
Massachusetts Historical Society, the Peabody Historical Society, George Peabody
House, the Boston, Peabody and Salem Public Libraries, and the JFK Institute, Freie
Universitit Berlin had were consulted as part of this study. Furthermore, the
Smithsonian Institution and National Museum of American History, as well as the
Library of Congress collections and resources were consulted for the documentation
of the rise and growth of the history of the North Shore’s leather and shoe industry
and its laborers in the early twentieth century. Also, archival materials from the
Ahmet Emin Yalman collection located at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution
were used. The Ottoman Prime Ministerial archives and the Turkish Red Crescent
archival materials have also been referred to in this dissertation, which with its
comparative approach deriving from an extensive use of Turkish and American
archival sources, will be a major contribution to the narratives of the

Ottoman/Turkish diaspora in the United States.

skeokskok
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The first chapter of this study looks at the ethnic and cultural structure of
Harput Vilayet and the circumstances leading to the formation of a migration
chain from Eastern Anatolia to Eastern Massachusetts. Furthermore, it examines
the Ottoman and American governments’ migration policies and their effects on
the emigration and immigration of Ottoman ethnic and religious groups. Chapter
one is also an assessment of the population statistics and settlement patterns of
the Ottomans in the United States. It argues that the regardless of their ethnic and
religious identities, the Ottoman immigrants of Harput immigrated and settled in
particular industrial cities and towns on the North Shore. Moreover, by analyzing
the “push” and “pull” factors fostering the out-migration from Eastern Anatolia,
chapter one places the Ottoman migration phenomenon into a broader emigration

and immigration context.

The second chapter focuses on the rise and growth of the leather industry
on the North Shore. It argues that among a variety of factors sustaining the
growth of the leather industry, the most crucial were the convenient location,
proximity of the towns and cities engaged in leather and leather-related
industries, and the beef trust of Chicago which channeled all its efforts into the
promotion and development of the leather industries. Thus, the flow of large
sums of capital into the leather and shoe industries eventually led to the rise of
large leather establishments, including A.C. Lawrence and National Calfskin
Co., which would be a chief factor for the large influx of immigrant labor into

the industries.
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Chapter three examines the Ottoman migration to the leather industry and
the response of the host society to the Turkish immigrants. The chapter argues
that employment in the beamhouses was one of the most important forms of
interactions between the Peabody’s society and the Turkish immigrants. The
nature of the jobs in which the Turkish immigrants were employed in had a
substantial effect on the immigrants’ incorporation into the American
mainstream and the formation of Turkish enclaves in Peabody. On the other
hand, as chapter three will demonstrate, after a few years of employment in the
leather industry, Turkish leather workers became active in the labor struggles on
the North Shore, which eventually led to higher wages and changes in labor

relations in Eastern Massachusetts.

Chapter four analyzes the settlement patterns of the Turkish immigrant
in Peabody and the spatial segregation both in the city and in the leather
factories. Moreover, this chapter examines the role of the coffeehouse as an
institution in the Turkish transnational’s life, and its negative and positive effects
on adaptation to and assimilation in the United States. This chapter contends that
the residential and spatial segregation of the Turkish immigrants negatively
affected their exposure to the host culture and their assimilation to American
society. Moreover, by limiting their access to the mainstream, it constrained
Turkish immigrants’ socioeconomic upward mobility and intermarriage, which
could have contributed to the formation of an established Turkish community on

the North Shore.

Finally, the fifth chapter introduces transnationalism and assimilation

theories into the history of early Turkish immigrants to the United States. The
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transnationalization of the immigrant, which has was added to the research
agenda of immigration studies in the 1990s, contends that the immigrants might
have been involve in social networks, and political and economic activities in
two or more nation-states. Thus, this chapter argues that early Turkish
immigrants in the U.S. underwent a transnationalization process through their
social, political, and economic networks and hometown involvement, while
assimilating into the American mainstream. Life after reverese immigration and
and Turkish-American marriages as the ultimate step of Turkish assimilation are

also examined in the fifth chapter.
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CHAPTER Il

OTTOMAN MIGRATION TO THE UNITED STATES

Each Ottoman region and province had its own peculiarities, histories,
cultures, and ethnic compositions. Given the vast range of socioeconomic,
cultural, and religious characteristics of the lands under the Ottoman rule, every
emigrant-sending region needs to be studied individually if we are to appreciate
Turkish immigrants’ settlement and occupational patterns in the U.S., as well as
their adjustment trajectories to American life which were shaped by the social
and cultural life and the economic conditions of the villages of Anatolia. Due to
the fact that a substantial number of Turkish immigrants on the North Shore were
from Harput, a brief history of the region in terms of population, economic
conditions, and cultural traits will be helpful since these were critical elements
for the shaping of Turkish life and identity in the United States.

This chapter also challenges the contention that early Syrian immigrants
to the United States were infuriated by the label “Turk” because “they were
fleeing the corrupt and decaying regime of the Ottoman Turks.”' By analyzing

the stages prior to the ethnicization and nationalization of the Ottoman

! Steven J. Gold and Mehdi Bozorgmehr, “Middle East and North Africa,” in The New
Americans, eds. Mary C. Waters and Reed Ueda (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2007),
529.
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immigrants in the United States, this chapter will argue that following the
proclamation of the Tanzimat, the Ottoman government adopted a policy of
reconciliation [#tihad-1 Anaswr [Unity of the Elements] toward the Ottoman
nationalities in the United States, which was welcomed by the Armenian and

Syrian immigrant communities.”

2.1. Life in the Ottoman Empire: Harput Vilayet

After a long history under various empires and beglik rules, the city of
Harput—Tsopk or Karpert in Armenian—came under Ottoman control between
1515 and 1517 and was placed within the pashalik (governor-generalship) of
Erzurum. Harput emerged as a mutasarriflik, a sanjak (county) of the vilayet
(province) of Diyarbakir. The total area of this vilayet became about 123,595
square kilometers 37,800 square miles and was divided into three sanjaks —
Harput-Mezre, Malatya, and Dersim—and eighteen kazas or districts. These
were Arabkir, Egin and Keban Maden in Harput-Mezre Sanjak; Malatya,
Behesni, Adiyaman or Husni Mansur, Kahda, and Akcedag in Malatya Sanjak;
Hozat (Khozat), Cemisgezek, Carsancak (Perri), Mazgerd (Medzgerd/Metskert),
Khuzuchan, Ovacik (Ovajiugh), Pertek (Pertag/Berdak), Pakh (Pah), and Kizil

Kilise in Dersim Sanjak with a combined total of 2,443 villages.® The vilayet

? For an extensive discussion of the scholarship on the rise of Arab nationalism and assimilation
among early Syrian immigrants in the United States, see Sarah M. A. Gualtieri, “Making the
Mahjar Home: The Construction of Syrian Ethnicity in the United States” (PhD diss., University
of Chicago, 2000). Gualtieri argues that Syrian nationhood evolved within an Ottoman
framework and did not call for a total separation from the Ottoman Empire. However, World
War I changed the direction of the Syrian diaspora, transforming compromise into a call for full-
fledged independence.
3 Richard G. Hovannisian, Armenian T sopk/Kharpert (Costa Mesa: Mazda Publishers, 2002), 40.
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was later renamed Mamuret-ul Aziz (the town made prosperous by Aziz) after
the Ottoman Sultan Abdul Aziz (1861-1876). A majority of the Ottoman
immigrants in eastern Massachusetts came from villages of these three sanjaks in
the vilayet of Mamurat-ul Aziz (Harput).

Although accurate numbers for the demographic and ethnic breakdown of
the vilayet of Harput cannot be given, the population figures should be provided

in order to illustrate the ethnic composition of Harput:

Table 2.1. Vital Cuinet (circa 1890)

Muslim 267,416
Kurd 54,950
Kizilbash [Shiite Muslim] 182,580
Armenian Apostolic 61,983
Armenian Catholic 1,675
Armenian Protestant 6,060
Greek 650
TOTAL 575,314

Source: Vital Cuinet, La Truquie d’Asie in Hovannisian, Armenian Tsopk/Kharpert, 41.
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Table 2.2. Ottoman Census (1911-12)

Muslim 446,379
Gypsy 71
Armenian 87,864
Syrian [Assyrian Christian] 2,823
Greek 971
Chaldean [Catholic Assyrian] 8
TOTAL 538,116

Source: Justin McCarthy, Muslims and Minorities: The Population of Ottoman Anatolia in in
Hovannisian, Armenian Tsopk/Kharpert, 41.

Table 2.3. Armenian Patriarchate of Constantinople (1912)

Armenian 168,000
Jacobite, Nestorian, Chaldean 5,000
Turk 102,000
Kizilbash 80,000
Nomadic Kurd 20,000
Sedentary Kurd 75,000
TOTAL 450,000

Source: Justin McCarthy, Muslims and Minorities: The Population of Ottoman Anatolia in
Hovannisian, Armenian Tsopk/Kharpert, 42.

25




Table 2.4. Statistics According to Justin McCarthy

Muslim 564,164
Syrian, Nestorian, Chaldean 2,883
Armenian 111,043
Greek 1,227
Other 984
TOTAL 680,241

Source: Justin McCarthy, Muslims and Minorities: The Population of Ottoman Anatolia in in
Hovannisian, Armenian Tsopk/Kharpert, 42.

As statistics from different sources indicate, the vilayet of Harput had a greater
number of Muslims than other religious groups. Although there are differences
in the number of Armenians given by the Armenian Church and the Ottoman
government, these figures indicate that the two groups, Muslims, including Turks
and Kurds, and the Armenians, formed the majority of the population in this
region.

The region’s large Armenian population and its isolation attracted the
ABCFM missionaries [American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions]
to the Harput province. The town of Harput had the distinction of being the
center of all mission stations and activities carried out within Turkey. The
mission station was established in Mezre (today’s Elazig) in 1855 and by 1865,
the ABCFM had established themselves in Harput province with the founding of
the Harput Armenian Evangelical Union. The Union operated 83 primary

schools and one of its most important accomplishments was opening the
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Armenia College, which would be renamed the Euphrates (Firat) College on

February 16, 1888.*

The establishment of United States consulate in Harput on January 1,
1901 represented a change in American diplomacy from isolationism to
expansionism and interventionism. However, unlike the consulates established
along the seacoast, on major trade routes, or in large commercial centers, the
American consulate in the city of Harput was located 750 miles from the capital
of Istanbul (Constantinople) and 400 miles from the nearest seaport in Samsun
on the Black Sea. The reason behind the establishment of the consulate in Harput

was due to both American missionary demands and economic interests.

At the turn of the twentieth century, Harput was not a prosperous
province despite its bustling manufacturing activities. The chief economic
activity in Harput was agriculture, yet it was plagued by poor roads, its long
distance from seaports, and a lack of security in the countryside all of which kept
the area poor.” Thus, Harput could not export any agricultural or mineral goods
produced in the region. European powers with expanding markets saw the
potential of the region, and gained a foothold in the area long before the
American consulate was established in Harput, Thomas H. Norton arrived in
1901, and as he explained after his arrival, “competent, live American traders
have an excellent opportunity now to establish themselves in this region and gain

such a foothold that serious competition in the future will become a matter of

* Hovannissian, Armenian Tsopk/Kharpert, 209-273.
> Ibid., 45.
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extreme difficulty.”

However, in his report of 1904, Norton noted that the
stagnation in the region was mostly due to restrictions placed on Armenian
merchants, who formed the bulk of the trading class. Another reason, perhaps
much more serious than the restrictions on trade, was the heavy burden of
taxation and the drain on tax revenue by Istanbul.’ Thus, along with the lack of
conditions that would allow the area to prosper, governmental intervention on
trade, and heavy taxation, made the province stagnate economically, leading its
people to seek work elsewhere. For the Armenian merchants, obtaining permits

to journey outside their vilayet of residence was extremely difficult and going to

Istanbul was completely prohibited.®

Another reason for economic stagnation and poverty in the region was
the extreme conservatism of the local people—both Muslims and Christians—
that remained a problem even after the reinstatement of the Ottoman Constitution
in the wake of the Young Turk Revolution in 1908. Actions of the new leaders
such as removing restrictions on mining operation which would accelearte the
prosperity of the region, were expected to contribute to the economic livelihood
of the region. However, as the American Consul William Masterson observed in

1910, the population did not desire change:’

Just because their forefathers never had such an article, even
[one] that seems of the most indispensable nature to one of us,
an outsider, their descendants will not use it or will but slowly
take to the use of it. It would seem that a bedstead with springs
and a mattress or a dining table at which a person could sit on

6 «“American Trade in Armenia: Encouraging Report from the Consul at Harput—Confidence in
Quality of American Goods,” New York Times, December 27, 1901.
7 Christopher Clay, “Labour Migration and Economic Conditions in Nineteeth-Century
Anatolia,” Middle Eastern Studies (1998): 34.
¥ Department of Commerce and Labor, Monthly Consular and Trade Reports (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1905), 93.
® Hovannissian, Armenian Tsopk/Kharpert, 289.
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a chair to eat would both be necessary articles of furniture, yet
it is safe hazard to say that there are not, outside of the
Mission stations and this Consulate, over two dozen beds, and
dining tables in this district, and a further increase of these
articles is going to be a slow process, for the mattress on the
floor answers every purpose as a bed and the little low table
scarcely six inches about the floor around which people sit on
cushiorllg or on the floor as they eat, is their idea of comfort in
eating.

By 1913, consular reports show that there was more economic prosperity
because of the good crop weather. As Masterson noted, there was a potential for
the development of agriculture but it needed an educated farming community to
adopt advanced techniques and use modern machinery. Without advanced
farming techniques, the crop produced within the area was only enough for
subsitence. Furthermore, there was a lack of men to cultivate the land since many
of them—both Muslims and Christians—migrated to the United States for fear of
being drafted into the army during the Balkan Wars in 1912 and 1913. Masterson
observed that “there is hardly a village but what the residents are principally

women, children, old men, and a small sprinkling of younger men.”""

Political push factors for the outmigration from Harput to the United
States should not be underestimated. The peak years for migration from the
Harput area was after the 1909 law, as Quataert notes, that rendered Ottoman
Christians eligible for military service.'> However, it was not just Christian
males who left the province in order to avoid conscription; the Muslim

population, who were suspicious of the Committee of Union and Progress, were

' Quoted in Hovannissian, Armenian Tsopk/Kharpert, 289-290. This habit of eating, which is
still used in the villages of Anatolia, is known as “yer sofras1.”
"' Hovannissian, Armenian Tsopk/Kharpert, 290.
'2 Suraiya Faroghi et al., An Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, Vol. 2
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 792.
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also reluctant to serve in the army for many years. Consequently, Turkish
migration to the United States reached its peak just before the outbreak of the

Balkan Wars. As William W. Masterson, the American consul to Harput noted:

The Turks of this community are suspicious of the Committee
of Union and Progress and within the past week have organized
another society (secret) called the Committee of Islamism
(Cemiyet-i Islamiye) of some two hundred members whose sole
purpose seems to be to discredit the Committee of Union and
Progress, while the Armenians on their side are loudly
complaining that the promised reforms have not come, that
their liberties are all promises and that they have no hand in the
new movement.

The people of Harput province knew little about the Committee of Union and
Progress since none of its representatives had come to explain its programs.
Tension in eastern Anatolia increased dramatically during Abdulhamid II’s
deposition and the succession of Mehmed V. Resad to the throne. The Tripoli
War between the Ottoman Empire and Italy eliminated any hope for the new
government in Istanbul, while the economic condition of Harput deteriorated.
The consul in Harput noted that “999 out of every 1,000 Turks in this part of the
Empire are at heart reactionaries and are not in sympathy with the regime in

power in Constantinople [Istanbul].” '*

Consequently, both economic and political factors created a massive
demographic change in the region by stimulating outmigration from the region to
the United States. Additionally, the creation and development of informal
immigrant networks would facilitate the process and persistence of migrations

from particular villages and regions. Moreover, immigrant networks, which

" Hovannissian, Armenian Tsopk/Kharpert, 297.
' Ibid., 298.
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assisted the journeys and arrivals of new coethnics or covillagers, would

determine the settlement as well as employment patterns of the immigrants.

2.2. Formation of an Immigration Chain to the United States

In the last decades of the nineteenth century, considerable portions of the
Ottoman population, from Syria as well as Anatolia, emigrated as a result of the
need for manpower in North America and the fields of Argentina and Brazil. The
opportunities for craftsmen and artisans also paved the way for skilled and
unskilled labor movement to these areas.'> However, by the beginning of the
twentieth century, the rise of mechanization in North America resulted in less
demand for skilled laborers, and created a remarkable change in the
characteristics of the emigrants destined settle the industrial cities. The bulk of
immigrants were the peasant-farmers of Anatolia and Syria as well as Eastern
and Southern Europe who were in search of employment as unskilled or semi-
skilled laborers in American cities. Thus, the large number of Ottoman migrants
to the United States at the turn of the twentieth century was part of a global
phenomenon of migration patterns shared by peoples of Eastern and Southern
Europe. For example, just over half of the migrants from the Syrian provinces in
1911 were unskilled farm and factory workers, about one-fifth were engaged in

trade with the U.S., and another one-fifth were in skilled occupations.'®

' Karpat, “The Ottoman Emigration to America, 1860-1914,”176-177.
' Faroqhi, An Economic and Social History, 792.
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Labor migration from Eastern Anatolian provinces was not new, its
inhabitants had experienced interior migration particularly from Mamuret-ul
Aziz, Diyarbakir and Van. As early as the 1860s, the people of Harput traveled
to Istanbul in search of work. For example, Cyrus Hamlin, the founder of Robert
College, noted “three naked Kurds” who had come from “beyond the Euphrates”
to be employed in the masonry work for the college as they needed money “to
pay their taxes and redeem their little holdings, which had been seized by the

government.” 17

Technological, as well as political and economic developments in the late
nineteenth century would determine the migration trajectories of the Ottoman
immigrants. In the 1890s, road construction, which would reduce the journey
time from Harput to Samsun, the development of regular steamer services along
the Black Sea coast, and the increase in employment opportunities in Istanbul
would pave the way for a floating population in search of work. A journey from
Harput to Samsun would normally take twenty to thirty days. Although a cartel
formed by the Austrian, Turkish, French and Russian operators in the 1860s kept
the rates for a journey from the Black Sea coast to Istanbul high, increased
British competition in 1884 resulted in a reduction of the price by half. In 1894,
another reduction in the price of the journey resulted in a population movement
from the region to the capital, Istanbul.'® For a person from Eastern Anatolia,
Istanbul would sometimes be the first place to start the search for employment

and better wages. Lower ticket costs and the reduced travel time from Harput to

"7 Cyrus Hamlin, My life and Times (Boston: The Pilgrim Press, 1893), 459-460.
' Clay, “Labour Migration,” 6-7.
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Samsun, and then to Istanbul, would contribute to outmigration to the United

States, which was an unforeseen consequence.

The American missionaries in Harput also fostered migration process.
Although the missionaries were reluctant to encourage the peoples of Eastern
Anatolia to migrate, bringing their Armenian servants to their hometowns in the
United States resulted in the migration of Ottomans. The first Armenian from
Harput province, from Mezireh, was Aaron Yenovkian, who arrived in
Worcester in 1878. He took up employment in the Washburn & Moen
Manufacturing Company, “the wire mill,” as it was popularly called. His
enthusiastic letters to home advised Armenians to come to America rather than
stay in Istanbul or Adana, Turkey.'® Not surprisingly, his enthusiastic letters
across the Atlantic encouraged new immigrants, which in turn unintentionally
created a regular pattern of outmigration and an effective trasnational system of
communication between Eastern Anatolia and Eastern Massachusetts.
Furthermore, letters and stories would not only attract the Armenians, but also

Turks and Kurds from Harput.

By 1888, “American fever” in Harput had become so intense that
Reverend James Barton, President of Firat [Eurphrates] College, informed Oscar

Straus, American Minister to the Sublime Porte, of the situation:

From this immediate ward of... [Kharpert], which constitutes
less than one sixth of the whole city, 105 persons are at present
either on their way to or in the U.S. I have not the figures for
the whole city, but judge above to be a fair proportion. From
Husenik, a good sized village one half mile away over 200 are
now in the U.S. and fully as many more are ready to start as
soon as this (the Ottoman) government gives full liberty of

19 Deranian, Worcester is America, 13-18.
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immigration.*

As the Dillingham Commission, which was established by Congress in
1907 to study “new immigration” after the 1880s, noted, the source of the “old
immigrants” and the “new immigrants” changed as a result of global social,
economic and political dynamics. While prior to 1880, the so-called old
immigrants came chiefly for purposes of settling and being employed in
agricultural production, after this period the new immigrants had arrived chiefly
to be employed in American industry. Thus, the Dillingham Commission
concluded that the nature of their work was the primary reason for the new
immigrants’ ignorance, low standard of life and their inability to assimilate into
American society. The old immigrants were composed of peoples from Western
Europe including the English, Irish, and German, whereas the new immigrants
were from Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria, Serbia, Montenegro, Greece, Italy,
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Spain, Turkey in Europe and Turkey in
Asia.”!

Despite the commission’s discriminatory character, it succeeded in
studying the political, economic, and social conditions in the migrant-sending
regions by appointing staff to stay in the country of origin of immigrants and

keeping reports of their accounts. The commission identified the foremost reason

2 Barton to Straus, Kharpert, August 4, 1888, enclosure, Pendleton King, Chargé d’ Affaires,
Constantinople, to Secretary of State Bayard, September 25, 1888, RG 59, NA, M46, Roll 49.
Quoted in Mirak, Torn Between Two Lands, 41.

2t «Tyrkey in Asia” and “Turkey in Europe” categories have changed over time because of
territorial and population changes. For 1850-1900, Turkey in Asia included with Turkey in
Europe; beginning in1950, Turkey in Europe included in Turkey in Asia. Armenia, Palestine, and
Syria included Turkey with Asia in 1910.For 1920-1950, Armenians were included with “other
Asia”; beginning in1960, with the USSR.
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of migration to U.S. as the assistance of relatives and friends who had previously
emigrated and established themselves in the United States. Thus, the commission
concluded,“through the medium of letters from those already in the United States
and visits of former emigrants, the emigrating classes of Europe are kept
constantly if not always reliably informed as to labor conditions here, and these
agencies are by far the most potent promoters of the present movement of
population.” Interest in America had always been been sustained by immigrants
themselves, resulting in a continuous flow of transnational information back and
forth. As the commission noted:

It was frequently stated to members of the Commission that

letters from persons who have emigrated to America were

passed from hand to hand until most of the emigrants' friends

and neighbors were acquainted with the contents. In periods of

industrial activity, as a rule, the letters so circulated contain

optimistic references to wages and opportunities for

employment in the United States, and when comparison in this

regard is made with conditions at home it is inevitable that

whole communities should be inoculated with a desire to

emigrate. The reverse is true during seasons of industrial

depression in the United States. At such times, intending

emigrants are quickly informed by their friends in the United

States relative to conditions of employment and a great falling
off in the tide of emigration is the immediate result.**

Along with the letters going back and forth, those who had returned for a visit to
their homeland were also promoters of emigration as they were considered to be
exmaples of success in their old homes. Moreover, the system worked in reverse
in times of economic stagnation and industrial inactivity when the immigrants
returned to their homeland due to a lack of available jobs. Almost all the

Ottomans’ ships’ manifests show that they had been destined to meet a member

2 U.S. Immigration Commission, Immigrants in Industries, Vol. 11 of Reports of the
Immigration Commission (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1911), 187-188.
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of the family or a friend, which proves the commission’s conclusions about the
promotion of immigration.

Another factor in promoting migration from Turkey, which was not noted
by the Dillingham Commission was the role of agents encouraging migration
from Harput to the United States. An Armenian from Worcester, MA sent a letter
to the Ottoman Legation in Washington, D.C. in 1891 warning the Ottoman
government about an individual, Gaspar Nahigyan from Harput’s Huseynik
Village, who had established agents not only in Harput, but also in Istanbul and
the United States. Nahigyan had been encouraging Harput’s residents, both
Muslims as well as Armenians, to migrate to U.S. % In 1893, the Ottoman
government noted that there were some agents established by the Armenians of
Harput in Marseilles and the United States, who had deceived Armenians and
Muslims by facilitating migration to America based on false pretenses. Thus, it
was decreed that an investigation would be made to prevent the immigration of
Armenians and Muslims from Harput.**

Overall, immigrant letters as well as immigrants themselves encouraged
the formation of a migration chain to the United States, while a number of agents
fostered an increase in the volume of immigration. Moreover, the American
missionaries, in part, had a role in stimulating outmigration by triggering the
process of a transnational information flow. The rising numbers of Ottoman
immigrants as well as their controversial citizenship status, consequently,

become one of the hotly debated issues in Turkish-American relations.

» “Harput’ta Baz1 Kisilerin Ermenileri Amerika’ya Goge Tesvik Ettikleri,” February 6, 1891, in
T.C. Bagbakanlik Devlet Arsivleri Genel Miidiirliigli, Osmanli Belgelerinde Ermeni-Amerikan
Iliskileri (1839-1895) Vol.1, (Ankara: Osmanli Arsivi Daire Baskanligi, 2007), 36-37.
2 BOA, fol. 2055, 132. February 26, 1893.
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2.3. The Ottoman Government’s Migration Policy

Ottoman Armenians from the province of Harput had established regular
patterns of migration to America as early as the 1860s.” However, a vast
majority of immigrants were clandestine as a result of the failure of the Ottoman
government to formulate a long-term and consistent migration policy: sometimes
immigration was completely forbidden for all Ottoman subjects, while at other
times, bribes could obtain permission. The government’s emigration policy
usually paralleled tax and manpower needs, especially in times of war. The
Ottoman government thus often made swift changes to emigration policy, and
migration flows to the United States fluctuated considerably, but were invariably

linked to economic and political factors in the Ottoman Empire.

For the first time, the Ottoman government applied a ban on immigration
of its citizens in 1885, when the American government deported contracted
laborers entering the United States and sent them back to Antwerp, Belgium.
After this incident, it was decided that the Ottoman laborers would suffer if their
entrance was refused. Furthermore, 1885 reports of U.S. consular officers noted
that, “the want of occupation and the misery among the working classes of the
United States are at present large and widespread that warning must be given to
all those desiring to emigrate thither to postpone any change until the times have

improved.” *® Consequently, the U.S. Contract Labor Law of 1885 outlawed the

* Faroqhi, An Economic and Social History, 792.
*6 United States Bureau of Foreign Commerce, Emigration and Immigration: Reports of the
Consular Officers of the United States (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1887),
133.
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practice of recruiting foreign laborers to work in America for low wages. As
Jacob Mueller, the Consul-General to Germany noted in 1886, “Russia, Austria,
Turkey, or any other country, should no longer be accommodated to rid
themselves at the expense of the United States of the degraded products of their
own make.””” Thus, the law targeted particular ethnic and religious groups of
immigrants for exclusion. In February, 1888, 24 Ottoman subjects were denied
entry into the United States and were sent back to Marseilles. The Ottoman
government decided to let its subjects know that the U.S. did not want any more
laborers. The Sultan decreed that the refusal of Ottoman subjects be circulated by
the newspapers in order to deter those intending to migrate. After these denials
of entry, the Ottoman government started to design policies tackling the problem
of clandestine emigration. On July 18, 1890, it was decreed that emigration of
both laborers and students should totally be banned, a port would be built in
Samsun, police in Samsun would be replaced by government officials capable of
identifying suspicious passengers, and a chief would be assigned for the
boatmen.*® However, these precautions failed to curb clandestine migration to

the United States.?’

Beginning in the 1890s, the Ottoman government became concerned by
the migration of Armenians and Muslims from the provinces of Harput and

Diyarbakir to the United States. In one of its reports in 1892, the Ottoman

* Ibid., 326.
% BOA, fol. 1743, 81, July 18, 1890; BOA, fol. 1496, 6, 09/B /1305 (Hicri), BOA, fol. 1500, 93,
01/S /1305 (Hierl), BOA, 2044, 76, 02/B /1310 (Hicri); BOA, fol. 19, 34, 22/L /1310 (Hicri);
BOA, fol. 38, 59 04/2/1888 (Miladi). Beginning with the Chinese Exlusion Act of 1882, which
banned Chinese immigration for ten years and eligibility for citizenship, the U.S. passed a series
of restrictions on immigration.
** A consular report from the United Kingdom, stated that in Russia and Turkey, a subject could
emigrate without the Czar’s or Sultan’s permission in the 1880s. U.S. Bureau of Foreign
Commerce, Reports of the Consular Officers, 4377.
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legation noted that there were 200 Muslims immigrants in the United States and
10 of them were from Harput. This group from Harput, included one imam
(religious leader) who came to work with his sons who were already in
Worcester.*® A1893 report of the Sefaret-i Seniyye [consular report] stated that
the Muslims, who had migrated to the United States in order not to be
conscripted for the army and to make a fortune, were living in miserable

conditions. !

The problem of army conscription and deserters was common in other
territories during the last decades of the nineteent and the early twentieth
centuries. The American Consul to Bremen, where “the Turk and the Norwegian
together climb up the side of a ‘Lloyd’ steamer on sailing day, seeking home in
America,” observed that the agricultural and working classes supplied the
greatest number of emigrants from that consular district to the Unites States.
Moreover, many young men, under twenty-one years of age from all classes and

life conditions, were emigrating to escape compulsory military service. As noted:

The young men, both rich and poor, high born and lowly,
emigrate to escape compulsory military service, which is
considered by the rich as inconvenience and by the poor as a
hardship. Another hardship is calling in of young men (who
have served) for military practice of some fifteen days or more,
and then from four to six weeks each year to the fall
maneuvers. The young men who have a position as clerk or
workmen often loses his position or job by being called off to
military practice in the midst of his work, or the young farmer
is called off to the maneuvers for a period of four to six weeks
just at harvest time, when he least can afford to go. The two or
three years of military service could be endured, and be,
perhaps, beneficial to most of the young men, but after

39 BOA, fol. 72, 20, October, 11, 1892. BOA, fol. 69, 13. March 15, 1892.
' BOA, fol.107, 35. August 10, 1893
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interruption aforesaid bears serious consequences to their
future. ™

The Ottoman government, was concerned not only about Muslims
suffering in the United States (they did not know the language and traditions of
Americans), but also by the loss of young men who would serve in the army.
Consequently, in 1893, it resolved that migration to the United States should be
stopped immediately.™ It was well known by government officials that the
Armenians of Harput, who had migrated previously and had agents in both
Marseilles and the United States, were encouraging the Muslims of Harput to
migrate to the United States by presenting them as Armenians whose living
habits were similar to those of other Anatolians in the U.S. and who spoke
Turkish as their first language. Thus, the Ottoman government initiated a series
of decrees to repress the Muslim migration to the United States by revealing the
nature of Armenian migration agents and clandestine migration. In order to
encourage its citizens to return, the government released another decree in April
1897, during Greco-Turkish War, stating that those intending to return from the

United States were not required to serve in the army.**

Ottomans suffering in the United States without food and shelter were
also seen as a blight on the Ottoman Empire. Similarly emigration of the

Armenians, who had formed regular migration patterns to the United States,

32U.S. Bureau of Foreign Commerce, Reports of the Consular Officers, 152.
¥ BOA, fol. 14, 1311/M-044. July 31, 1893.
 BOA, fol. 1991, 95, August 24, 1892; BOA, fol. 1991, 89, August 24, 1892; BOA, fol. 92, 9,
15 April, 1897. BOA; fol. 2045, 57, 1893. See also Karpat, “Ottoman Emigration to America.”
Here I should mention a story that I heard from one of interviewees, Erman Dincer, who related a
well-known story in Malatya that there were Turkish people returning from the United States to
fight in the Turkish War for Independence in 1919. However, they were kept in the Istanbul Port
and told that it would be more appropriate to donate money for the war cause. They were sent
back to the United States. Erman Dincer, interview by author, Ankara, May 15, 2007.
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alarmed the Ottoman government as the extremist Armenian groups were
forming associations which would worsen the Ottoman Empire’s reputation.
Returning Armenians were under close surveillance since it was contended that
extremist Armenians, who had immigrated for the purpose of studying or being
employed in the United States, had begun planning an insurrection in Harput in

1908.°°

The government policy of curbing emigration alone was not sufficient
enough to address the economic and social problems of the immigrants. By the
beginning of the twentieth century, the Ottoman Empire changed its attitude of
indifference towards its subjects in the United States, a vast majority of whom
had migrated clandestinely. Thus, along with the desire to curb the outmigration,
a policy of encouraging the return of immigrants was adopted. The most
important attempt of the Ottoman political elite to convince its subjects to return
to Turkey was in 1908, when Sultan Abdulhamid II (1876-1909) proclaimed
general amnesty to all political fugitives from Turkey, regardless of ethnicity.
The amnesty was part of the Young Turk “Revolution” and the proclamation of
the Second Constitution in 1908, which restored the 1876 Ottoman Constitution
with the hope of creating a strong state and protecting freedom of speech and the
press. Furthermore, the Second Constitution would mark an end to the religious

community (millet) and its all pervading influence, except in the sphere of

33 BOA, fol. 307, 193. March 30, 1908.
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religion.*® Many ethnic and religious groups under the Ottoman rule, including

Arabs, Turks, Greeks and Armenians, rejoiced with the events of 1908.%”

Proclamation of the Second Constitution and the Tanzimat’s ideal of
reconciliation of Ottoman nationalities, /ttihad-1 Anaswr [Unity of the Elements],
also found its way to the United States and the Ottoman ethnics. On July 30,
1908 the general amnesty was declared by the Turkish Consul Mundji Bey in
New York. This amnesty targeted about 200,000 Armenians and other Ottoman
ethnics in the United States. The message from the Sultan to the Turkish consul

was:

Inform all the fugitive Turkish citizens in New York City and
in all the United States, including political fugitives without
regard to race or nationality—whether Greek, Armenian,
Turkish, Albanian, everything that after promulgation of a
constitution for the Turkish Empire, his majesty the Sultan,
upon request of the government, has granted general amnesty,
and all political fugitives may go back to Turkey after having
the necessary passports verified at the office of the Turkish
Consul General, 59 Pearl street, New York City.3 8

According to the Turkish Consul General, at the time of the proclamation of the
general amnesty, there were 400,000 Turkish citizens in the United States, of
whom more than 200,000 were political fugitives. They had often longed to
return to their old homes, he noted, but feared to do so. He assured these political
fugitives, as well as other Turkish citizens in the United States, that they could

return to their old homes without any fear. Although the amnesty included

36 Faroz Ahmad, “The Young Turk Revolution,” Journal of Contemporary History 3 (1968): 22.
*7 Hasan Kayali, Arabs and Young Turks: Ottomanism, Arabism, and Islamism in the Ottoman
Empire, 1908-1918 (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1997), 52.
3% «Sultan Proclaims a General Amnesty: About 200,000 Armenians in the United States Are
Understood to Come in Under the Provisions of This Order, As They Are All Political
Fugitives,” The Salem Evening News, July 31, 1908.
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political, not criminal, fugitives, it prompted great hope for the return of
Ottomans in the United States to “help in the work of constructing a united
nation” as Turkey was expected to be “as free as the United States.” To
encourage return of the immigrants, Mundji Bey compared the new era in the
Ottoman Empire to the period after the Russian revolution of 1905, which
resulted in a failure of constitutional democracy. He assured that the
proclamation was made in good faith and that there would be “no repetition of
the Czar’s fiasco in regard to the Russian duma.” With the Second Constitutional
Era, he believed, Turkey would “now take its former place among the nations of
the world.” The Consul noted that he would be “surprised if at least 100,000
Turkish subjects did not return to their native lands within the next month or so.”
He estimated that at least 5,000 out of the 50,000 Armenians, and Syrians would
depart in a very short time after the proclamation. Furthermore, the Turkish
refugees, the Turkish Consul noted, did not constitute a large number in New
York City but had settled in Providence, Rhode Island as a large colony which

39
was also expected to return.

After the proclamation of general amnesty, the Armenians and Syrians of
New York City were consulted with respect to their thoughts about the Sultan’s
call for return. Mihran Bohgelian, an Armenian spokesperson, said “I feel
absolutely certain that the Sultan is acting in good faith I trust implicitly in the
proclamation.” Morevover, F.M. Faddoll, a Syrian Jeweler and an important
figure in the Syrian community in New York City, noted “we Syrians, of course,

are greatly pleased at what the Sultan has done.” Regarding the situation of the

%% Ibid. The Turkish colony in Providence, Rhode Island was one of the largest.
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Armenian and Syrian immigrants in the United States, he observed that “the
Armenian is a political refugee, where Syrian is not; the Syrian has come to
America because the conditions of life, business and industry there do not offer
the possibility for progress that America does.” He believed that “the advance in

the cause of freedom may mean a new era for Syria.”*’

The proclamation also
found its voice in Turkish newspapers. Sabah, one of the most important

newspapers of the time, noted that many of the Muslim and Armenian refugees

were preparing to return to their homeland.*'

Another important development in initiating and sustaining the
Ottomanization process among the Ottomans in the United States was the
removal of the Turkish Minister to the United States from his office in
Washington D.C. and his recall to Turkey. On August 11, 1908, Mehmed Ali
Bey, the Turkish Minister to the U.S., received a recall from the Turkish
government. The chief reason for the Turkish minister in Washington was an
attack upon Hasan Izzet Pasha, the father of the retiring minister, made by
Mundji Bey who accused Izzet Pasha of being involved in the Armenian
massacres. Although Mehmed Ali Bey noted that his father was not the instigator
of the alleged Armenian massacres (referring to the Armenian uprisings in 1894
and 1896) “and could not have been, for at the time of those massacres he
occupied no political position, being President of the Commercial Tribunal, an

organization which included in its membership both Europeans and Turk.”*

“ Ibid.
1« Amerika’daki Osmanlilar,” Sabah, August 4, 1908.
2 «“Turkish Minister Admits Recall; Mundji Bey Ordered From New York to Washington as
Charge d'Affaires,” New York Times, August 12, 1908.
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After the minister was recalled, Mundji Bey made his way to Washington as

Chargé d’ Affaires. Upon his arrival, Mundji Bey noted:

I have received a telegram from the Foreign Office directing
me to proceed at once to Washington and take the charge of the
Legation. I am pleased to see that the new government remains
in power and am sure that a new era is dawning for my country.
I shall spend to-morrow in Washington in calling on the
Secretary of State, making official visits, and receiving the
papers of the Turkish Legation from Mehmed Ali Bey. I shall
return to New York on Friday. Until I receive further
instructions from Constantinople my time will be divided,
between Washington and New York.*

Moreover, Mundji Bey suggested the Turkish government’s new approach to its
people in the United States by mentioning that there would be a mass meeting of
Turks, Armenians, Syrians, and Greeks, and all persons interested in the Ottoman
Empire at Carnegie Hall, New York City, on August 23, 1908. He conveyed that
he would “preside and assist in the discussion of the best means of getting a
permanent good government for Turkey, so that the people would be free to go

»* However, when all hope for

ahead and develop the resources of the country.
the reunification of Ottoman ethnic elements under one umbrella disappeared and

the government eventually came to terms with the impossibility of achieving the

ideal of Ittihad-1 Anasir, these efforts turned out to be in vain.

Another series of strict restrictions were put on emigration to United
States on the eve of the Balkan Wars. As the Commissioner General of

immigration contends in his report of 1914, “owing to the strict laws against

 Ibid.
“ Ibid.
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emigration in Turkey, most emigrants leave secretly.” ** A Turk, Ali Haydar
Ibrahim, who had returned Turkey after living in the United States many years in
the United States, related his story of exodus from his village, mostly on foot, to

the Black Sea port of Trabzon:

It was a port where mostly French ships called to pick up
hazelnuts for the French port of Marseilles. The shipping
agents were all French. These agents knew what we Turkish
peasants wanted to do, and they advised us on how we could
circumvent the Turkish laws which prohibited its citizens from
departing the country without permission of the government.
All the Turks were told to tell the Turkish authorities that they
were going to Istanbul to look for work. The French shipping
agents would then sell us two tickets: one would read
“Destination Istanbul” and the other would read “Destination
Marseilles.” We hid that ticket until we cleared Turkish waters.
Of course, the French also gave small bribes to the Turkish
officials, who had heard of and understood what these
Anatolians were really up to.*°

However, Ottomans leaving secretly for the New World were exposed to
exploitation as was acknowledged by both the Ottoman and American
governments. The ignorance of the emigrants, especially Armenian women,
made them suffer on the way to the United States. As Mrs. Kate Waller Barrett, a
special agent of the United States immigration service, noted, many women,
particularly Armenian women migrating from Turkey to the United States, were
first brought to Marseilles and then to Liverpool where they were made to
believe that they had reached America. They remained there until they
discovered that they were in Liverpool, since they could not enter the United

States from England, they were brought to another European port by a trans-

# U.S. Department of Labor, Annual Report of the Commissioner General of Immigration
(Washington, DC, 1915), 374-375.
* Frank Ahmed, Turks in America: The Ottoman Turk’s Immigrant Experience (Columbia:
Columbia International, 1993), 87.
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Atlantic company.*” The hardships of migration suffered by the immigrants were
not only propagated by the policies initiated by the Ottoman government, but

also by immigration restrictions enforced by the American government.

2.4. The American Government’s Response to Ottoman
Migration to the United States

As already noted, one of the major U.S. laws that led to the Ottoman
government’s placing further restrictions on emigration was the first “contract
labor law” of February 26, 1885 which made it unlawful to import aliens into the
United States for labor services of any kind. Under this act, there were instances
of deportation of the Ottomans who came to the United States with promises of
jobs. Another act, which gave the Secretary of the Treasury the authority to
enforce the law, provided that prohibited persons be sent back on arrival, was
passed on February 23, 1887. Consequently, as a response to the Ottomans’
being barred in the United States and returned home, the Ottoman government
imposed a series of restrictions on the emigration of its subjects.

Furthermore, the two more acts, which were designed to discourage
immigration before the quota restrictions of 1924, were passed in 1891 and 1893,
and added inadmissible classes to the list of persons to be barred from entry into
the United States. These classes were: persons likely to become public charges;
persons suffering from contagious disease; felons; persons convicted of other

crimes or misdemeanors; polygamists; and aliens assisted by others through

*7U.S. Department of Labor, Annual Report , 374-375.
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payment of passage. These laws also forbade the encouragement of immigration
through advertisement. The Act of 1893 added to the reporting requirements,
which now included new information as occupation, marital status, ability to
read or write, amount of money in possession, and facts regarding physical and
mental health. This information was needed to determine the admissibility of the
immigrant.

After the enactments of these laws, several instances of the deportations
of Ottomans, as well as southern and eastern Europeans, occurred. One of these
cases was the “case of Mitroudis and 10 companions” who were Greek laborers
arriving in New York from Turkey with the promise of employment in
Attleboro. Similarly, the “Case of Krikoroff and 16 companions,” heading for
Riverside, ended with the deportation of these individuals and their
companions.*® As was noted,

A countryman had recently been in their native village and
instructed them how to proceed in order to enter the country and
to obtain employment in a cement works at Riverside. Most of
them had borrowed money with which to pay their passage, the
rates of interest being usurious, and in some instances their
homes having been mortgaged as security. There was reason to
believe that the cost of passage would be gradually deducted
from their pay, this fact indicated that some one connected with
the cement works was responsible. With the exception of four,
they were ordered deported, as careful consideration of the
circumstantial as well as the testimonial evidence fully justified

the conclusion that their migration had been induced and
encouraged.*’

The case of Krikoroff also illustrates how immigrant networks assisted trips

across the Atlantic. Similarly, nine Turkish men, who were encouraged by the

* U.S. Department of Labor, Annual Report of the Commissioner General of Immigration
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1912), 120
¥ Ibid., 120.
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promised jobs, were barred from entry into the United States. Considering the
“Case of Mustapha and 8 Companions” it was noted:

These Turkish laborers arrived at Philadelphia, going to

Providence, R.I. and Peabody, Mass. In this instance it was

found possible to develop direct evidence of unlawful

inducement. A Turk who had lived in this country for a long

time and who was engaged in contracting for construction work

told a fellow countryman who had worked for him and who

lives in Philadelphia that if he would send him some Turkish

laborers he could use them, and this second person proceeded

to correspond with people in his native town, which

correspondence resulted in the coming of the 9 laborers. They

were of course deported.>
Mostly, the Ottoman groups were regarded as unassimiable elements, “alien in
thought and habits of life, and fixed traits of character evolved from totally
different surroundings.” Thus, the acts passed in 1891 and 1893 were designed
“to absolutely exclude certain classes of aliens whose presence is regarded as
detrimental to the interests of American citizens upon moral, financial, or

physical grounds.” >’

However, the two acts did not effectively curb the influx of
immigrants with promised jobs.

Ottoman immigrants themselves could also sometimes damage Ottoman-
U.S. diplomatic relations. Although it was not the official work of the
missionaries, they helped Armenians to transfer funds from the United States,
obtain travel permits to America for wives and children left behind, and, perhaps
most importantly, protect the rights of Armenians who had emigrated to the
United States, obtained citizenship, and returned to Harput. The last one became

the most problematic aspect of Turkish-American relations. The Sublime Porte

either had refused to recognize the acquired citizenship of the Armenians and

0 Ibid., 120.
3 Ibid., 35-36.
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treating them as Ottoman subjects or deporting them. Although the number of
naturalized Armenians of Harput was reported by the American government in
1906 to be 64, it was estimated that it was at least 500.

Besides the problem of acquired American citizenship, there were also
cases of fraudulent citizenship. A number of Ottoman immigrants, who had been
to the United States, had obtained fraudulent papers of naturalization as well as
passports with the hope that these papers would provide protection by the
American government if they were in trouble with the Ottoman government.
Consequently, the fraudulent citizenships would sometimes raise the tension
between the Ottoman and American governments. A 1904 report by an
immigration agent, after an investigation in Syria, revealed the gravity of the

issue. The missionaries and professors in the missionary schools and colleges.

They consider the promotion of this traffic a curse, for, as
Professor Crawford of the American College at Beirut told me
in one these interviews “those returning from the United States
bring back in addition to their former bad habits, which consist
chiefly of a lying disposition, also the nasty habit of
forwardness. A characteristic of such returning Syrians is the
almost universal custom to come back supplied with American
naturalization papers; they do not, however, disclose such
citizenship; in fact they conceal this circumstance as much as
they possibly can. They still pose as Turkish subjects, and
probably because of these naturalization papers are obtained
fraudulently, they refrain from asserting their American
citizenship until for some reason or other they get in trouble
and difficulties with the Turkish authorities, when, and in
which event, their certificate of citizenship is immediately
produced and the American consul called upon for protection,
giving no end of inconvenience to our said consul.””

>2 Hovannisian, Armenian Tsopk/Kharpert, 282.
> U.S. Department of Labor, Annual Report of the Commissioner General of Immigration
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1904), 46.
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Thus, both the American and Ottoman governments were concerned with
Ottoman subjects obtaining fraudulent American citizenships and the diplomatic
crises resulting from these so-called American citizens. Disturbed by the fraud,
the American consul, Oscar Straus, in 1899 refused to help an Armenian
immigrant named “Joe the Turk.” The story entitled “Joe the Turk’s Hard Luck
Story” appeared in The Washington Post:

The attorney for the Salvation Army has called the attention of

Secretary Hay to the indignities alleged to have been heaped

on Joseph Garabed, an ensign of the Salvation Army, known

all over the United States as “Joe the Turk,” who went to

Turkey recently for the purpose of visiting some of his

relatives. On July 11, 1899, he got a passport and necessary

papers, which he supposed would protect him as an American

citizen in Turkey, having been a citizen of this country for

over eighteen years. On landing, instead of receiving

protection, he says his passport was seized by the Turkish

authorities and thrown into jail.
Nashan Garabed reached the American consul in Istanbul who not only refused
to protect him but also ordered Garabed “to leave the country, as the Turks had
directed, on the very next steamer.” Otherwise, he could be kept in an American
jail, after which would be placed by the American consul on a European ship

sailing for America. Garabed left Turkey on a Russian steamship without ever

seeing his family.>*

5% «Joe the Turk’s Hard Luck Story,” The Washington Post, October 24, 1899.
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Figure 2.1. An Image of Nashan Garabedian, an Armenian known as “Joe
the Turk.” The Salem Evening News, February 28, 1910. It is noted on the
Salvation Army’s website that Joseph Garabedian was an Armenian and an
ensign of the Salvation Army, known all over the United States as “Joe the
Turk.” He was from Talas, Kayseri, a town which had a large population of
Armenians. Garabedian became a shoemaker in Boston upon his arrival in
the United States. In the U.S., this tall and impressive Armenian protected
the persecuted Salvationists. He changed his name to John, and took up the
name “Joe the Turk.” Garabedian travelled the country as a representative of
the Trade Department, preaching and exhorting others to repent.

Nashan Garabed’s conflict with the Ottoman government existed because of the
Ottoman Nationality Law of January 19, 1869, which required that “former
Ottoman subjects who had acquired foreign nationality after emigrating with the
permission of the Ottoman government would be considered as foreign aliens
upon their return home.” According to the law, Ottoman subjects who left
without the permission would be treated as Ottoman subjects upon their return
even if they had acquired a foreign citizenship. Their foreign naturalization
would be considered null and void once on Ottoman soil. Consequently, the
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question over the nationality of the returning Ottoman immigrants would lead to
diplomatic crises between the United States and the Ottoman Empire as returning
Armenians, Greeks and Syrians sought American protection in legal matters
when they returned home. Eventually, the two governments reached an
agreement over the question on September 11, 1874. According to the agreement
between the two governments, “former Ottoman subjects who had acquired U.S.
citizenship would be deemed to have expatriated themselves and become once
more Ottoman citizens if they returned and remained for two years in their
homeland.” However, although the treaty was accepted by the Sublime Porte, it
did not take effect since leading missionaries, with the instigation of prominent
Armenians who had been naturalized as American citizens and returned to
Turkey, opposed the ratification of the law. Thus, the issue of citizenship
remained unsolved and continued to constitute a problem between the two

governments until the twentieth century.”

Because the controversial citizenship issue continued to affect the legal
status of the previous immigrants, an imperial decree on October 9, 1896, ended
immigrants’ possibility of return and stipulated that “all who desire to leave the
country must sign a document and also have a solvable guaranty, confirmed by
the patriarchate, that they will not return to Turkey.” Moreover, the decree
provided that “Ottoman Armenian subjects who have emigrated under false
names and, yet, by diverse means, have returned to Turkey with foreign

passports will not be recognized as foreign subjects, nor will they be allowed to

> Karpat, “Ottoman Emigration,” 115-116.; Oscar S. Straus, Under four Administrations: from
Cleveland to Taft (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1922), 91-92.
53



956

live in any part of the Empire.””” Thus, the decree left no room for legal

migration or the return of the Ottoman emigrants.

Consequently, in 1899, Nashan Garabedian, or “Joe the Turk,” as was
known, called upon Secretary of State John Hay to “assert the right of citizens of
the United States to visit freely the dominion of the Sultan of Turkey.” The New
York Times article about Garabed’s imprisonment in Turkey noted that American
citizens, other than those who were born in the Ottoman Empire, were not
prohibited to visit Turkey or any part of the Sultan’s dominion. The Ottoman law
required that “a subject of the Sultan may not leave Turkey without the Sultan’s
permission.” Furthermore, “should he leave, with or without permission, he
would be subject upon his return to certain penalties, his citizenship in a foreign
nation would be disregarded, and he might be less fortunate than Joseph
Garabed, whose American Passport did not protect him against being jailed.”’
Thus, the Ottoman law of expatriation resulted in the emigrants’ trying different
tactics to conceal their emigration in order to circumvent the legal obligations
that they could face upon their return to the homeland. Furthermore, as was
previously noted, those who had made their way to the United States before the
decree concealed their acquired American citizenship after their returning to their
homeland and often revealed their status when they encountered problems with
the Ottoman government. Consequently, the Ottoman policy of emigration and
repatriation paved the way for the formation of an invisible population going

back and forth between Turkey and the United States. Eventually, strict

°6 Karpat, “Ottoman Emigration,” 115-116.
57 «Joe, the Turk,” The New York T imes, October 26, 1899.
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limitations on migration made it impossible to estimate the accurate numbers of

the emigrants from the Ottoman territories.

2.5.  An Assessment of the Statistics of Ottoman Immigrants in
the United States

The numbers of each Ottoman religious group migrating to the United
States are imprecise because of the fact that the Ottomans kept few official
figures of immigration. Furthermore, the large numbers of clandestine
migrations, as was noted, also added complexity to Ottoman statistical figures,
so they must be treated with caution. Thus, United States immigration statistics,
despite their flaws, give us much more precise information about the numbers
and characteristics of the Ottoman immigrants in the United States. Despite the
fact that the American government had begun collecting immigration data as
early as 1798, it was not systemized until 1880.>® Migration flow from Asian
Turkey began only after 1869, and in low numbers. Ottoman migration flow

began in considerable numbers after 1890.%

In 1899, eighty-four percent of the Ottoman migrants were males and
sixteen percent of all Ottoman emigrants to the United States were women.®’ The
immigrants from the Harput area during the years of mass migration were

composed of almost all males, with a high proportion employed in American

*¥ Karpat, “Ottoman Emigration,” 181.
> Although E.P. Hutchinson gives the number of immigrants from “Turkey in Asia” in 1910 as
59,729, the numbers of such immigrants given for the same year in Historical Statistics of the
United States is far lower than this, at 15,212.
8 Faroghi, An Economic and Social History, 792.
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industries. A majority of males were between the ages of 15 and 40 and from
1860 to 1914, Ottoman subjects migrating to the Americas totaled 1.2 million.
During the period 1869-1892, 178,000 persons migrated from “Turkey-in-Asia”
to the United States; 120,000 migrants from “Turkey-in-Europe” and another
150,000 from the Asian provinces arrived in the United States between 1895 and
1914.°" The most considerable leap in the population movement from “Turkey in
Asia,” was seen in the 1910 census with a total of 23,533 immigrants from
Turkey in Asia, an increase around twice the number of immigrants in 1909. In
1911 and 1912, after a decline in the number of migration from “Turkey in Asia”
to 10,229 and 12,788 respectively, another rise was observed in 1913. 23,955
immigrated probably due to the devastating effects of the Balkan Wars on the
socioeconomic conditions in Turkey and the decline in the prospect of a better
life at home.®* After the outbreak of World War I, Ottoman immigrant arrivals

into the United States abruptly came to a halt.

The most difficult task involved in identifying the Ottoman communities
in the United States is understanding under which categories they were defined
by the American bureaucracy. The elusiveness of the racial and ethnic categories
that were used to identify the immigrants makes it more difficult to estimate the
numbers of Ottoman immigrants in the early decades of the twentieth century.
The Dillingham Commission’s racial dictionary of 1910 added more confusion
to ethnic and religious categories. For example, the dictionary suggested that in

some cases the “Mohammedan” Albanians or Croatians were categorized as

8! Faroqhi, An Economic and Social History, 792.
62 Susan B. Carter et al., Historical Statistics of the United States, Millennial Edition (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006).
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Turks because they called themselves Turks.* However, most Muslims,
including Turks, changed or anglicized their names for fear of not being accepted
by a Christian country. Thus, Turks who were registered with Christian names at
the port of entry were considered Christians. Kemal Karpat notes that roughly
200,000 people out of the 1.2 million from Ottoman lands were Muslims, and
included roughly 50,000 ethnic Turks. *

A further problem about U.S. governmental documents is that there is no
clear distinction between Turkish and Kurdish immigrants. Although a
considerable number of immigrants from Eastern Anatolian provinces were
composed of Turks, Kurds and Armenians, the Kurdish immigrants are neither
mentioned in the federal nor in the state censuses, although the ship registers list
a number of Kurdish speaking emigrants from Harput heading for Peabody,
Salem, Providence or other industrial towns or cities. This seems to suggest that
the Kurdish immigrants were considered Turkish, and registered so in census and
military records.

Although there were instances of a few Armenians and Muslims making
their way to the United States, immigrants from “Turkey in Asia” category
appeared for the first time in 1869 in the annual reports of the Commissioner
General of Immigration. The numbers did not exceed five until the year 1886,
and reached their peak in 1913. By the outbreak of World War I, which was
followed by the immigration restrictions of the 1920s, migration from Turkey in
Asia declined considerably. Below is an extract of the statistics for immigrants

from Turkey in Asia, and the years they entered the United States.

63 U.S. Department of Labor, Annual Report of the Commissioner General of Immigration
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1911), 15-49.
% Kemal H. Karpat, Studies in Turkish Politics and Society: Selected Articles and Essays
(Leiden: Koninklijke Brill NV, 2004), 614.
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Table 2.5. Immigrants, by country of last residence — Asia:

Fiscal Year Turkey/Number
1886 15
1887 208
1888 273
1889 593
1890 1,126
1891 2,488
1892 --
1893 -
1894 -
1895 2,767
1896 4,139
1897 4,732
1898 4,275
1899 4,436
1900 3,962
1901 5,782
1902 6,223
1903 7,118
1904 5,235
1905 6,157
1906 6,354
1907 8,053
1908 9,753
1909 7,506
1910 15,212
1911 10,229
1912 12,788
1913 23,955
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1914 21,716
1915 3,543
1916 1,670
1917 393
1918 43
1919 19
1920 5,033
1921 11,735
1922 1,998
1923 2,183
1924 2,820

Source: Susan B. Carter et al., Historical Statistics of the United States, Millennial Edition
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006)

Bureaucratic confusion over not only the ethnicity and religion of the
Ottoman subjects, but also over their races would even lead to the denial of
citizenship for Syrians. As early as 1909, the Ottoman government had reported
citizenship denials for Syrians on the basis of being from a “yellow race.”®

Salayman N. was one of those Syrians who were denied American citizenship on

the ground that Syrians were of the Chinese race. He noted:

When President Wilson said that Syrians are of Chinese race
and can’t get citizenship papers, the people in New York
united, collected money, and sent a lawyer to Washington. He
argued that if the Syrians were Chinese, then Jesus, who was
born in Syria, was Chinese. They won the case and so I went
here [Spring Valley] and got my citizen[ship].*®

Thus, although numbers for all the immigrants from Turkey in Asia can be

estimated, because of blurred ethnic or religious boundaries, it is impossible to

% BOA, Fol. 56, 5, March 11, 1909.
5 Naff, Becoming American, 259.
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differentiate one Ottoman group from another in order to provide exact numbers

for each.

2.6. Trajectories, Destinations, and Populations of Ottoman
Ethnics in Massachusetts

As was already argued in the previous section, many of the immigrants
from Harput, as well as other immigrant-sending Ottoman provinces, knew
where they were going and their possible employment opportunities before they
boarded the ships. However, the first destination was not necessarily the United
States. There were those who had tried the Ottoman port cities, such as Istanbul
and Izmir, joined the unemployed and then boarded ships which would take them
across the Atlantic.®’ As a Grecian Turkish Merchant living in Peabody noted,
almost all Turkish people “come from Kharput [Harput], in Asiatic Turkey, and
they came to this country because they were sick of the present government in
Turkey and have no desire to fight...” He noted that “a great many of them left
their homes to go to Constantinople [Istanbul], because it is hard to make a living
in Kharput, and they have come to this country to escape compulsory military
service.”® Furthermore, the Report of the Commissioner-General of
Immigration in 1900 and the immigrants’ ship manifests indicate that there were

also those who first migrated to Canada or perhaps Mexico and after a brief

67 Faroqghi, An Economic and Social History, 791-792, Hovannisian, Armenian Tsopk/Kharpert,
281.
6% «“peabody Turks are Numerous,” Salem Evening News, July 16, 1912.
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residence in one of these bordering countries, eventually made their way to the

U.S.

Initial settlement patterns of each European and Asian immigrant group
to the United States followed a distinctive pattern linked to the period of arrival
and economic intentions and opportunities. Thus, eastern European groups such
as Italians, lacking the money for travel far into the U.S. interior, settled mainly
in or near the eastern seaboard. Similarly, the Chinese and Japanese chose
western coastal states and Hawaii for practical purposes.” Besides the existence
of the ABCFM missionaries in Boston, a better prospect of employment as well
as a lack of money to go far into the interior resulted in Turkish immigrants’
concentration on the eastern seaboard, specifically in New England cities and
towns.

Ship manifests of the Turkish immigrants, as well as reports and accounts
of individuals, show that Providence was usually the first stop for Turkish
immigrants in the United States. For example, when in 1908 Sultan Abdulhamid
IT proclaimed a general amnesty for all Ottoman political fugitives and
demanded that all Ottoman peoples return from abroad, the Turkish Consul of
New York, Mundji Bey, noted that the Turks did not constitute a large number in
New York City but had settled in Providence as a large colony and had been
expected to return.”® Also when Imam of the Turkish legation in New York,
Mohammed Sadig, assumed his job in 1910, he started his mission by visiting

Providence first. Then, he made visits to Worcester, Boston, Peabody, Lawrence,

% Richard Alba and Victor Nee, Remaking the American Mainstream: Assimilation and
Contemporary Immigration (Cambridge: Harvard University Pres, 2005), 83.
70 «Syltan Proclaims a General Amnesty: About 200,000 Armenians in the United States Are
Understood to Come in Under the Provisions of This Order, As They Are All Political
Fugitives,” The Salem Evening News, July 31, 1908.
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Lowell, and a few other places where a vast majority of the Turkish immigrants
resided.”’ Thus, although many of the immigrants ended up in Peabody,
Providence had become a major port for Turkish immigrants in the United
States.

In addition to immigrants heading directly to their final destinations,
there was also a considerable number of floating Turks. A good example of a
mobile Turkish population can be found in the trial of Said Mohammed in 1907.
In Peabody he assaulted a fellow countryman, Said Ahmad, who owed him
money. Both Ahmad and Mohammed had met in Providence in February, 1906
and Ahmad borrowed $17, of which $3 was to enable him to get his clothes out
of pawn. Also, both had been to Worcester before coming to Peabody.
Mohammed noted that “Ahmad was of so many countries and spoke several
languages so that he could not say just what his nationality is.”’* In Peabody,
their fight over money had been brought to court, revealing that a number of
Turks in the United States had been to a variety of countries and were not
residing in any particular place but floating from one city to another.”

The decennial census of Massachusetts in 1915 suggested an increase in
the numbers of Turks and other ethnic groups from the Ottoman Empire.
Regarding all these ethnic groups which might have included Greeks, Kurds,
Sephardic Jews and Albanians, it was noted:

The Turks constitute another foreign-born element which has

been increasing at a remarkable rate in our population in recent
years. There were 8,263 natives of Turkey and the various

"' «A Turkish Visitor.” The Salem Evening News. January 26, 1910.

72 «Said Mohammed Trial Finished,” The Salem Evening News, June 6, 1907.

7 Ibid. Also, it was understood from the case that there was solidarity between the Turks during

their passage not only from the old home, but also between towns and cities. Said Mohammed

was asked “if it did not surprise him to have this man come to him for money to pay board.” He

replied that “it was the custom of their people to help one another when they had no money.”
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countries under its dominion returned in the Census of 1905; in
1915, the number was found to be 21,986, an increase in 10
years of 13,723, or 166.1 per cent. The Armenians alone
increased from 2,855 to 6,374, or 123.3 per cent, and the
Syrians from 3,381 to 7,771, or 129.8 per cent. Of the total
number reported for 1915, 17,576 were from Asiatic Turkey
and 2,184 from European Turkey, the remainder, 2,226, not
being distributed as between Asia and Europe. The natives of
Turkey in the population of Massachusetts for the Census of
1910 were 16,138."

The considerable rise in the flows of migration from the Ottoman territories of
Turkey in Asia and Turkey in Europe was due partly to the political and
economic instability in the early years of the 1900s and later the Balkan Wars
between 1912-1913. Although following the outbreak of World War I migration
to the United States halted for a number of years, the Turkish immigrants
residing in U.S. had already reached a considerable volume by 1915 as the

Massachusetts Decennial Census indicates.

" The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, The Decennial Census 1915 (Boston: Wright & Potter
Printing Co., 1918), 288.
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Table 2.6. Native, Foreign Born (By Country of Birth) by Sex and Native by
Parent Nativity, by Sex for the State

TOTAL MALES FEMALES

TURKEY 21,986 15,260 6,726

Armenia | 6,374 4,457 1,917

Syria | 7,771 4,477 3,294
Other Asiatic | 3,431 2,637 794

Turkey

European Turkey | 2,184 1,942 242
Turkey n.o.c® | 2,226 1,747 479

Source: The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, The Decennial Census 1915. (Boston: Wright &
Potter Printing Co., 1918)

Because of the fact that “Armenia” and “Syria” were not included in the Turkey
n.o.c. category by 1915, immigrants from Turkey the n.o.c. category almost
exclusively consisted of ethnic Turks and Kurds. Thus, the population figures
above indicate that 2,226 people from Anatolia, excluding Armenians, were
residing in Massachusetts by 1915, although the actual numbers were probably

higher.

7> Because of the crumbling empires in 1915, the census statistics applied a new category, N.O.C.
[not otherwise classified] to the origins of immigrants residing in the United States. The N.O.C.
category for the Ottoman Empire designated‘all persons returned as born in those parts of Turkey
not accounted for as born in Armenia, Syria, other Asiatic Turkey and European Turkey the

population of each which is given separately.”
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Table 2.7. Distribution of Foreign-Born by Cities and Towns in Which the
Foreign-Born Population of Certain Specified Countries is Represented by

50 or More Persons

CITIES AND 1915 1905 Percent of Increase
TOWNS AND (+) or Decrease (-) in
COUNTRY OF 1915 as Compared
BIRTH With 1905
ARMENIA 6,374 2,855 +123.3
WORCESTER 912 599 +52.3

BOSTON 898 360 +149.4

Watertown 692 287 +141.1
LAWRENCE 561 174 +222.4

CHELSEA 330 233 +41.6

Northbridge 279 118 +136.4

LOWELL 259 135 +91.9
HAVERHILL 238 16 +138.8
CAMBRIDGE 232 160 +45.0

LYNN 213 162 +31.5

Source: The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, The Decennial Census 1915 (Boston: Wright &
Potter Printing Co., 1918), 288.

The table above illustrates that Peabody was not one of the major places of

Armenian settlement. However, there is no definite answer to the question why

even though many of the Turkish, Kurdish and Armenian immigrants from the

same regions settled in Worcester in large numbers, Peabody experienced

particularly Greek (mainly from Greece), Turkish and Kurdish settlement.
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Table 2.8. Distribution of Foreign-Born by Cities and Towns in Which the
Foreign-Born Population of Certain Specified Countries is Represented by

50 or More Persons

CITIES AND 1915 1905 Percent of

TOWNS AND Increase (+) or

COUNTRY OF Decrease (-) in

BIRTH 1915 as
Compared With
1905

TURKEY n.o.c. 7,841 2,027 +286.8

BOSTON 1,315 342 +284.5

WORCESTER 775 362 +114.1

Peabody 561 96 +484.4

LYNN 489 143 +242.0

NEW BEDFORD 474 37 +1,181.1

LOWELL 449 190 +136.3

CAMBRIDGE 318 117 +171.8

CHELSEA 259 7 +3,600.0

Southbridge 248 67 +270.1

LAWRENCE 233 40 +282.5

Northbridge 211 20 +955.0

Natick 208 10 +1,980.0

Source: The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, The Decennial Census 1915. (Boston: Wright &
Potter Printing Co., 1918), 288.

The two tables above show that a considerable part of the Ottoman population, in

which the Turks, Kurds and Armenians were highly represented, resided in

Worcester with an Armenian population of 912 and Turkish and Kurdish
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population of 775. On the other hand, Peabody ranked second, with a large

Ottoman population consisting chiefly of a Turkish and Kurdish immigrants.

The U.S. Census statistics, at both the local and national levels, however,
are imprecise and often contested. One of the major factors complicating the
U.S. Census statistics is the difference between actual and imagined political
boundaries. Because of the fact that the American bureaucracy referred to eastern
Anatolia, particularly the Harput region, as Armenia, actual political boundaries
were obscured. Consequently, whether the Turks and Kurds from Harput were
registered as immigrants from “Armenia” still remains a question. Another
statistical complication is that Turks had always understated the size of the
groups because of the fear that they might encounter problems with government
officials in terms of their numbers in boarding houses. Moreover, day and night
shifts had made it harder for police and health officers to estimate the number of
a group inhabiting the same boarding house. In addition, movement of Turks
back and forth for seasonal work to nearby cities and towns resulted in
unrecorded individuals. The colony of 400 or more Turkish males in Worcester
is a good example of the difficulty in maintaining accurate census statistics. As

the Report of the Massachusetts Commission on Immigration (1914) noted:

It is generally impossible to do more than estimate the size of
the group, as the men underestimate the number. Police and
health officers testify that day and night shifts are frequently
found. In one case, an investigator was told that a house of
seven rooms was occupied by fourteen Turks, sleeping two in a
room. On a visit at five in the afternoon he found eighteen men
who apparently lived there, while four others who work at
night were sleeping in an adjoining room. Making a night
inspection, he discovered seventeen men occupying the seven
rooms. This investigation was made by the commission early in
the autumn. In the winter, when the men drift back to the cities
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of Massachusetts from construction work all over New
England, the numbers are greatly augmented.’®

The floating population was one of the major results of the factory system in
New England. It had created a population “composed of people who moved from

77
” "It was an outcome of the seasonal

city to city like vagabond peddlers of labor.
production cycle. Because of the nature of the business, which relied heavily on
leather, shoe, and textile production, New England cities housed a large transient
population. Thus, the nature of business in Peabody, which demanded much
labor in times of seasonal shifts in the production of leather, particularly for
shoes inevitably created a floating population which complicated the population

statistics, as immigrants traveled from one city to another in search of work

during times of unemployment.

In addition to the problem of a floating population, which engendered
miscalculations and shortcomings, a serious problem for the census enumerators
in 1920 Federal Census was the “Red Scare.” The immigrants in the Salem and
Marblehead districts believed that the census takers were seeking “reds,”
socialists and communists, and they tended to withhold information about the
boarders of persons not at home at the time the census enumerator called.”®
Although there is no solid evidence, it is likely that the Turkish immigrants, who
had become prominent figures in the labor unrest in Peabody and its vicinity,

might have withheld information about the boarders in their own boarding

76 «Extract from Report of Massachusetts Commission on Immigration (1914)” in Edith Abbott,
Immigration: Select Documents and Case Records. (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,
1924.), 531.
" Dawley, Class and Community, 139.
8 «“people Trying to Keep Information From Census Folks,” The Salem Evening News, January
7, 1920.
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houses. Despite the fallacies and shortcomings of decennial censuses, however,
they remain the most reliable sources of information providing relatively
accurate data on the size, growth, settlement patterns and composition of the

Ottoman immigrants in Massachusetts.

2.7. Conclusion

Economic stagnation in the Harput region inevitably resulted in a floating
population, men going to the towns and cities of the Ottoman Empire in search of
work and eventually facing challenges of a transatlantic sojourn for the prospect
of economic betterment. The migration of Harputians was part of the twentieth
century migration phenomenon in which the eastern and southern European
emigrants to the U.S. became the most visible actors. Thus, it was a labor
migration of mostly peasants who were willing to work in the American mills,

looking for economic opportunities that the homeland could not provide.

Migration routes differed according to where the emigrant had started his
journey. If the emigrants were traveling from Harput to the United States, the
port of departure would be Samsun and the next point was usually Marseilles.
There were also instances of people migrating first to Istanbul or Izmir, earning
money for the journey, and then reaching the U.S. in about 20-25 days. This
journey became easier with the enhancement of roads and regular steamer
services, which were available along the Black Sea coast. Moreover, immigrant
letters and networks remarkably promoted emigration from eastern Anatolia. The

ABCFM and its missioners also promoted emigration. Although it was not the
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official duty of the missionaries, information they provided about the routes and
life in the U.S. compelled many Harput men to go to the United States,
particularly to the North Shore of Boston.

A sustained Ottoman government policy of emigration did not exist.
Consequently, due to a fluctuating Ottoman emigration policy, sometimes
emigrants encountered difficulties in emigrating from and returning to the
Ottoman Empire. Although migration of Muslims to the U.S. had been strictly
prohibited, their emigration did not halt because of the difficulty in controlling
clandestine migration and government officials allowing the migration traffic by
taking bribes.

A growing tide of emigration from the Ottoman lands, and the concern
over returning migrants, sometimes angered the Ottoman and American
governments. While a series of decrees made the return of Ottoman subjects
nearly impossible, returning migrants remained a problem until the declaration of
the Tanzimat, which sometimes led to crises in terms of U.S.-Ottoman
diplomatic relations. Eventually, following the proclamation of the Tanzimat, a
policy encouraging return migration was adopted, although it was not successful

in achieving its goals.

As a result of the failure of policies restricting immigration, and the
process of return migration, the Ottoman influx into American industries
continued. The next chapter looks at the rise and growth of the leather industry
on the North Shore of Boston and analyzes the process through which it became

a magnet for Turkish emigrants to the United States.
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CHAPTER I

THE CITY

Like the shoe industry of the neighboring city of Lynn, Peabody’s leather
industry was a representative of the Industrial Revolution where “existing class
systems (wage worker/industrial capitalist) emerged from the steep slopes of the
peaks that faced forward.” Thus, the old forms of inequality (master and
servant) were replaced by the new forms (employed and employee) while the old
institutions such as producer’s household and the guilds disappeared as the new
ones such as the factory and trade union emerged.'

Consequently, Peabody’s process of industrialization had a major impact
on existing social relations as well as the racial and ethnic composition of the
city. Thus, while industrialization transformed the city into a dynamic entity
which changed and transformed its residents, the city transformed the lives of its
transplanted peoples from a variety of ethnic, religious and cultural backgrounds.
Since the majority of its residents worked in tanneries and leather factories, by
the beginning of the twentieth century, the city resembled one big leather factory

where the residents interacted with one another according to their status in the

" Dawley, Class and Community, 5.
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factories. Moreover, the leather industry and the work in the tanneries would
define not only social relations on a daily basis, but also determine an immigrant
group’s settlement patterns, the extent of their exposure to the host culture,
adaptation and assimilation, and finally their success or failure in their new
surrounding. Thus, the rise and growth of the leather industry in Massachusetts,
and its socioeconomic and demographic implications on the North Shore of

Boston, need to be examined.

3.1. History of Tanning in Peabody and the Early
Entrepreneurs

There are a number of factors contributed to Peabody’s success in leather
making and its position as the largest leather manufacturing center on eastern
seaboard. Besides natural and geographical features, such as the quality of water,
which paved the way for the rise and growth of tanning business, there were
other factors that made the North Shore a leader in the world of leather and shoe
manufacturing. Historically, Peabody was destined to carry on foreign trade
because of its excellent location which was close to Salem, one of America’s
major ports. Another important factor was its constant supply of labor,
particularly from southern and eastern Europe as well as the Near East, which
was a crucial factor in the tanning business. A third important factor was its
neighboring towns, which had engaged in shoe making. Moreover, various kinds

of goods relied on the leather tanned in Peabody. The businessmen and
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politicians, whose families had been in the shoe and leather business for
centuries supported and protected the leather business.

Originally Peabody and Danvers were part of the territory of Salem. The
township of Danvers was generally designated the “North Parish” or “Salem
Village,” which is associated with the Salem Witchcraft trials of 1692.> The
history of tanning in Peabody dates back to before the arrival of the colonists in
Salem, as Indians had discovered the qualities of its water in tanning and
dressing the skins of the deer and smaller fur animals. With the arrival of John
Endicott and the first settlers numbering around a hundred in Salem in 1628,
agriculture, ship-building, and all useful trades led Salem colony to prosperity. In
addition to the people of his company, he also brought shoemakers, leather
dressers, and tanners, who would set up the new colony and make a home in the
new country. For the first year, the colonists depended on England for their
supply of clothing, household utensils, leather, boots, and shoes. Because of the
scarcity of domestic animals, skins of deer, wolves, and foxes furnished the first
home-tanned leather until the increase of cattle in Massachusetts Bay in the mid-
eighteenth century.

Like in many of the New England towns, leather-making was a domestic
occupation. Prior to the establishment of well-arranged tanneries and leather
factories, tanning operations were carried out in small shops which were located
in the vicinity of the tanners’ houses and the sewing process would be performed

by the women of the households. The early tanneries were primitive to a degree

? Thomas Carroll, “Historical Sketch of the Leather Business in Peabody,” unpublished and
undated manuscript believed to be written in early 1900s, George Peabody Museum Archives,
Peabody.
* Thomas Carroll, “History of the Leather Industry in Salem and Danvers, Mass, U.S.A.”
Unpublished and undated manuscript.
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but by the mid-eighteenth century Phillip R. and Adna Southwick, who were
tanners for generations, laid out the first well-arranged tannery.4

The mid-nineteenth century marked a remarkable improvement in the
leather industry, which was accompanied by the rise of leather factories. The
transition from the shop to the factory was mostly due to enterprising merchants
who shipped cargoes of Rio Grande and Buenos Ayres hides, fit for making the
finest wax leather in the world. Eventually, the influx of the Irish immigrants
around 1846 created a considerable impact on leather production as they were a
superior class of workmen from the tanneries of the city of Cork in Ireland,
where the history of tanning dates back to ancient times.’

During the first year of the Civil War, the leather industry was devastated
by the great depression that was felt in the other trades as well. However, in the
second year of the war, demand for leather for the army spurred and turned
tanning into an established industry, with an increase in tanneries and additions
made to existing ones.® Beginning from the 1860’s, a new generation of
sheepskin tanners arose, transforming and creating a new phase in the production
of leather and the type of imports. When the leather industry of Peabody
weathered the panic of 1879, it seemed like the industry on the whole was well
established. By 1880, it was on an enduring foundation.’

The Great Strike Wave of 1886, which came as a heavy blow to the

leather industry, would change Peabody’s social and industrial relations

* Carroll, “Historical Sketch of the Leather Business in Peabody.”
> P.W. Joyce, A Smaller Social History of Ancient Ireland: Treating Of The Government, Military
System, and Law, Religion, Learning, and Art; Trades, Industries, and Commerce; Manners,
Customs, and Domestic Life, of the Ancient Irish People (London: Longmans, Green, and Co.,
1908), 471.; History of Leather Industry in Salem and Danvers, Mass, U.S.A., 6-7.
6 Carroll, “Historical Sketch of the Leather Business in Peabody.”
7 John A. Wells, The Peabody Story: Events in Peabody’s History, 1626-1972 (Salem: Essex
Institute, 1972), 337-8.
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dramatically in a short time. New leather workers, mostly immigrants, were
employed instead of the local. The strike was called by the Knights of Labor® to
which many of the workers belonged. The Knights attempted to enforce a new
price list for some branches of the industry. However, the manufacturers refused

and posted the following resolution on July 12, 1886:

That hereafter we employ such men as will bargain

individually with us and agree to take no part in any strike

whatever; and all men desiring so to be employed by us may

report on Tuesday morning, July 13™ at the usual hour of this

factory. That we are determined to stand by the men who do so,

and also determined to run our business without dictation. °
The blow of the 1886 strike wave was perhaps more harsh to the leather industry
than the other industries, as the shops were abandoned with the hides in the lime
without the hands to save them except the owner. Around two thousand men in
Salem and Peabody went out and left the leather in every stage from the beam-
house to the finishing room. Consequently, relations between the employers and
the workers worsened. "

The strike failed and the manufacturers instantly began to import non-
union help from Maine and Canada due to the perishable nature of hides and
skins. The aftermath of the strike would mark Peabody’s gradual rise to the
“leather capital of the world.” Natural and locational advantages, combined with

the craftsmanship and a constant supply of labor, would play a considerable part

in this process. Among the most important natural advantages was the purity of

¥ The Knights of Labor was one of the largest and most important labor organizations of the
nineteenth century. It was established in 1869 and reached the peak of its membership in the
1880s.
’ Wells, The Peabody Story, 347.
' Carroll, “Historical Sketch of the Leather Business in Peabody.”
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the water, which helped to make Peabody the headquarters of the sheepskin
industry of the United States. Furthermore, Peabody’s location (fourteen miles
from Boston) connected by two railroad lines, would also help the city become
convenient place for the importation of hides and skins and the exportation of
finished leather. Lynn, the shoe center of the United States, was just five miles
away and there were direct trains going to Lawrence and Lowell along with easy

communication with all the business centers of the East.'!

3.2. Exploring the “North Shore”: The Leather and Shoe
Connection

Although much attention had been paid to the steel, oil, and textile
industries of the United States, meatpacking and its byproducts has always been
underestimated. Furthermore, the leather industry’s remarkable impact on the
prosperity and development of Boston’s North Shore also has also been
neglected, and still remains an understudied subject. As Francis A. Warren,
Senator of Wyoming, noted in 1906:

Of all that had been spoken or written concerning our great
industries, the least has been said of the largest. I doubt if one
person in ten would be able to tell offhand what our greatest
industry is and give an approximately its annual value. Some
would say our iron and steel production, with its more than
$1,000,000,000 worth of yearly output. Others would say our
textile industry is the largest; and yet our woolen, cotton, silk,
and linen goods combined do not equal to our iron and steel
products. Others would perhaps say our mineral products,
which in 1904 amounted in value to $1,289,000,000. Some
might think our building industry is the greatest... Some might

1 Carroll, “Historical Sketch of the Leather Business in Peabody”’; John A. Wells, The Peabody
Story, 348.
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say our freight traffic or total railroad earnings of about

$2,000,000,000. But they would all be wrong, for, as I have

already indicated, the one branch of industry under

consideration is greater than any of the others I have named,

and it far exceeds any other single agricultural or

manufacturing pursuit in which our people are engaged.
Senator Warren identified the raising, slaughtering, and distribution of animals
and animal products as the greatest industry of the United States by 1905. The
city that would benefit most from this industry would be Boston. By 1906
Boston and its vicinity had become the most prosperous city throughout the U.S.;
just within ten years, exports of leather and goods had increased about 150
percent and boots and shoes over 500 percent in number and 700 percent in
value. The purchasing ability of the average person in Boston was far more
greater than of any of other American population. By 1906, one-twentieth of the
wealth of the United States was within 50 miles of Boston. Furthermore, one-
fifth of the savings of the people of the U.S. was in the Massachusetts savings
and co-operative banks. The per capita wealth of the people in Boston amounted
to $1,942; New York, $1,337; Philadelphia. $1,127; Chicago, 1,016; and St.
Louis, $918." Boston’s prosperity was due to the shoe and leather industry
which reached its peak as a result of the rapid industrial development, and
sustained with a constant labor supply and the businessmen and politicians who
promoted the leather business with an unimaginable success.

Peabody’s success as one of the largest leather producers in the world

was not accomplished individually. The interdependence and interconnections of

Massachusetts cities to one another in terms of leather and leather products

'> American Protective Tariff League, The Tariff Review (New York: American Tariff League,
1906), 20.
¥ Ibid., 23.
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would pave the way for the area’s prosperity. About 25 miles to the north of
Boston, was the shoe and leather triangle, known as the “North Shore,” formed
by “a thousand and more shops of the shoe, leather, and allied trades, some
spotting the landscape, some clustered together like a bunch of grapes.”'* The
North Shore’s bunch of grapes consisted of Lynn, Salem, Peabody, Danvers, and
Beverly, which were among the most industrious cities of the United States at

the turn of the twentieth century.

NEW HAMPSHIRE

’

i
—~

Within This Triangle, North of Boston, Are Hundreds
of Shoe and Leather Plants

Figure 3.1. The Shoe and Leather Triangle
Source: “The ‘North Shore’,” The Export Recorder, 12 (1920)

By the eighteenth century, Salem had become one of the chief ports of

the United States, creating a stimulating effect on the rise and growth of the

' “Industrial Centers of the United States: The ‘North Shore’,” The Export Recorder 12 (1920),
21.
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leather and shoe industry on the North Shore. Salem merchants sent the first
American trading ships to Africa, the Far East, and Russia and in turn received
many hides and skins from the region to be tanned at home. "> Thus, tanning and
shoemaking became the traditional handicrafts of the region. Shoes were made in
homes, and all of the elements including masters, journeymen, ten-footers, tools
of the trade, and real property were fused in the household, which was the basic
unit of production.'® In the nineteenth century Lynn shifted its production from
the home to the factory with the rise of mechanization, the tanning industry, in
turn, reacted to the growing leather demand. Thus, Peabody would support Lynn
with its high quality leather, which was very suitable for quality shoes.
Moreover, over time, Essex County cities and towns became more and more
interdependent as the result of spatial segregation and the concentration of
industrial activities in particular locations. While Lynn gradually became the
world center for manufacturing women’s shoes, Peabody acquired the reputation
of being the “leather capital of the world” Haverhill, in north-west of Essex
County, came to be known as “Queen Slipper City” and a rival to Lynn with its
high quality and design shoes.

On the North Shore, one would be able see “the making of a shoe all the

17 .
”*" Functional

way from the vat of the tanner to the carton in the shoe shop.
interdependence of the industries on the North Shore combined with
geographical conveniences would allow rapid economic growth. As The Export

Recorder noted, the North Shore’s shoe and leather industries were “interlocked,

not by any formal agreement, but simply by the fact that the tanner, the shoe

" Ibid., 22.
' Dawley, Class and Community, 17.
' “Industrial Centers of the United States: The ‘North Shore’,” The Export Recorder 12 (1920),
24,
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man, the last man, the machinery man and others of the craft are dependent one
upon the other for their prosperity individually and collectively.” This connection
provided the tanners and the shoemakers a unique opportunity and convenience
unparalleled in any other region of the United States. On the North Shore,

If the tanner wishes to know how his leather looks in

shoes, he goes to a nearby shoe factory. If the shoe man

wishes to know what leather will soon come forth for

shoes, he goes to the tannery. Likewise are the relations
between the shoe men and the last men.'®

Even small New England towns operated a few leather tanning
establishments that had opened following the years after independence. Leather,
and a range of leather-related supporting industries had developed in New
England. Machinery, glue and chemical factories also opened as a result of
leather and shoe production. Because of technological advances, the boot and
shoe industries in the cities of New England had also flourished with the rising
demand for shoes during and after the Civil War. For example, Peabody’s
neighbor Lynn housed 220 factories by 1866, whose annual output was
$12,000,000, while the state output was $53,000,000, increasing to $88,000,000
by 1870. By 1890, Lynn’s industry alone was evaluated at $26,000,000 and other
cities such as Haverhill, Marlborough, Brockton and Worcester were all shoe
centers. Another neighbor of Peabody, Beverly, was home of the world giant
United Shoe Machinery Corporation which produced shoe machinery at an
immense plant in Beverly and smaller ones at Boston and Waltham. The rise of
industrial production, as a consequence, paved the way for the rapid expansion
of Boston’s trade with its convenient location on the Atlantic seaboard,

processing raw materials such as skins and hides for the tanneries, as well as

'8 Ibid., 24.
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cotton and wool for the textile mills, and carrying finished products to the
remotest markets of the world. "

Lynn’s shoe supremacy, and Peabody’s supremacy in leather tanning,
were due to these two cities’ proximity to one another, as well as marketing
facilities in Boston. As Malcolm Keir noted that:

The harbors of Massachusetts Bay should gain supremacy in
commerce was due partly to a fact that is often overlooked,
namely, that the roadsteads were open all the year round
whereas the Hudson and Delaware rivers were closed by ice. In
the leather business this deflected large shipments of hides that
otherwise would have entered at New York to the harbor at
Boston. To her position near these open ports Lynn must
largely attribute the growth of her shoe business. Hides from
California, Central and South America, and New Orleans; rosin
gum (for waxing the threads) from Carolinas; thread from
Florence; and goatskins from Europe and Asia, all were heaped
in profusion on the wharves at Salem or Boston. The hides and
skins were converted to leather in Peabody and other towns
adjacent to Lynn. With skilled workmen at home and with
plenty of raw material at hand, it is no wonder that the shoe
business developed at Lynn faster than anywhere else.”

Eventually, by 1910, New England made more than half the shoes that
were produced in the United States, and Boston had become the leading shoe and
leather center not only in U.S., but also in the world. As a report from the Boston
Chamber of Commerce notes, “it is a Massachusetts industry whose history goes
back nearly three centuries. In Boston may be found the offices, factories, or
headquarters of more than one thousand concerns engaged in the manufacture or
sale of leather, hides, footwear, shoe goods, machinery, and the accessories of
this great American business, whose total product is nearly $ 1,000,000,000

annually.” In the shoe and leather district of Boston there were streets that were

' See Federal Writers' Project, Massachusetts: A Guide to its Places and People (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1937).
? Malcolm Keir, Manufacturing Industries in America: Fundamental Economic Factors (New
York: The Ronald Press Company, 1920), 222-223.
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“wholly devoted to this industry, and hotels whose patronage at certain seasons is
almost entirely of shoe buyers and dealers.” Moreover, “millions of dollars worth
of products of tannery, shoe factory, last works, and machine shops change hands
here every year, and are shipped to all parts of America and to every civilized

» 2! In the shoe and leather district of Boston, millions of dollars had

country.
been accumulated. As the report conveys, it was the leather and shoe industries
which made Boston one of the most vibrant cities and a microcosm of the
industrial capitalist American city. The leading men of Boston were on the
directorates of banks and railroads and active in the affairs of clubs, commercial
organizations, and civic and welfare movements. Thus, the leather and shoe
district of Boston was “one of the most important and most American
commercial-industrial nerve-centers in the United States.”**

In 1908, a bulletin from Washington illustrated that the United States was
becoming “the shoemaker of the World.” It was due to the North Shore district,
which by that time was leading the world in exporting shoes, leather, and goods
from the shoe and leather trade. Moreover, by 1907 the U.S. had ended the
supremacy of the world’s shoe giant, England, in foreign shoe trade with its
export of 6,300,000 pairs worth $11,600,000. England had, on the other hand,
exported 9,000,000 pairs, worth $9,900,000.%

Consequently, by 1910, Boston came to be acknowledged as “the Mecca
of the shoe trade.” Several North Shore manufacturers from leather, shoe, and

allied industries were visiting the Boston market at least once a week to learn

about the market situation. Boston became the most vibrant hub of shoe and

! George French, ed., New England: What It Is and What It Is To Be (Boston: Boston Chamber
of Commerce, 1911), 72-73.
** Ibid, 72-73.
2 «“The North Shore Leads the World,” The Salem Evening News, December 7, 1908.
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leather manufacturing in the world, with a network of more than a thousand firms
in the shoe, leather, and allied trades. Between 1869 and 1910, over
3,000,000,000 pairs of shoes had been shipped from Boston.

Boston owed most its prosperity to the manufacturing cities of the North
Shore including Salem, Peabody and Lynn. About a hundred firms in Salem and
its vicinity maintained offices in the shoe and leather district of Boston.
Moreover, the offices of the United Shoe Machinery Corporation of Beverly and
A.C. Lawrence Leather Co. of Peabody had the largest offices in Boston. In
1913, the leather industry was among the “the big six” American industries,
which were the iron, copper, wood, leather, cotton and refined mineral
industries.**

Moreover, industrial activities would also determine the size of the
population employed in manufacturing. About one-third of the total population
of Peabody had been employed in the leather manufacturing industry as wage
workers. Moreover, half the total population of the town was engaged in the
shoe, leather, machinery and allied industries. In Salem, about one-sixth of the
total population of the city had been engaged in manufacturing industries, and
about half of them were in the shoe manufacturing industry. By 1910, the Salem
shoe factories employed more people than the factories in any other industry,
even more than the textile mills. By the same year, in Lynn about one-quarter of
the population had been engaged in shoe, leather, and allied industries.** Thus,
Boston and its North Shore are a good example of industrial interdependence,

forming an organic unity between cities and towns during the time of mass

<L eather One of Big Industries,” The Salem Evening News, July 21, 1913.
% «“Boston is the Mecca of the Shoe Trade This Month; Shoe City of the World,” The Salem
Evening News, July 7, 1910.
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industrialization. They contributed to America’s process of transformation from
a domestic supplier of goods to an international manufacturing giant by World

War L.

3.3. The Growth of Leather Industry, and the Beef and Shoe
Trusts Take Over Peabody

During the early years of industry, leather manufacturing was not
localized in a particular town. There were early records of tanning in Essex,
Rowley, Wenham, Salem, Bradford, Danvers, Georgetown, Haverhill,
Swampscott, Newbury, and Lynn as every town needed its own tanyard because
of the inconvenience of traveling from one town to another over forest trails.
Then, “the tanning business gradually emerged from a neighborhood industry to
a comparatively well-organized and centralized business.” By the mid-
nineteenth century, there were more than 7,500 tanning establishments in the
United States while in 1914 (the latest date for which comparable figures are
available) there were less than 750 establishments because of the concentration
26

of the leather industry in particular areas.

The interconnection of Massachusetts towns and cities in terms of leather
and shoe manufacturing was not only natural, but it was also profitable. The
most important criteria in the selection of a tannery location were

1. Supply of hides and the class of leather for which they are adapted
2. The distribution of the leather so produced

3. The supply and quantity of water

4. The efficiency of labor

%6 Claude M. Fuess, ed., The Story of Essex County (New York: The American Historical
Society, Inc., 1935), 239-244; U.S. Federal Trade Commission. Report on Leather and Shoe
Industries (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1919),162.
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The tan bark, which was used in turning leather into hides, and the hides
themselves could seldom be found in one area. Consequently, either hides or tan
barks would make a journey. Since New England provided substantial amounts
of tan bark, hides and skins would be transported to the area, whether from
independent meat producers or the meat-trust of Chicago. After the Civil War,
industrial transformation was created by the railroads and the refrigerated car,
which made meat a portable product, this had a considerable effect on both the
meatpacking industry and the leather industry. More cattle had to be slaughtered
for the growing numbers of workers and immigrants, and more hide was
available for the leather industries. Eventually, the meat and leather industry
became two industries interconnected to one another: they supplied people with
products to eat and wear, among which the most important were shoes.
Peabody’s leather industry flourished through the vertical integration of
the meat packing firms and the leather factories, a typical way of expanding
business at the turn of the twentieth century. By the early 1900s, five meat
packing firms, Armour &Co., Swift & Co., Morris & Co., Wilson & Co., and the
Cudahy Packing Company, had become major stockholders in the leather
business. These five concerns slaughtered 82 percent of the cattle 79 percent of
the calves slaughtered were transferred through interstate commerce. The hides
produced by these packers were generally of more desirable quality than those
provided by the smaller meatpackers. Thus, a considerable percentage of the
supply of hides available to American tanners was under the control of these five
large meatpacking firms. Swift&Co., one of the largest meatpackers in Chicago,

was owned by Gustavus Franklin Swift. There was a business relationship
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between Gustavus F. Swift, a Cape Cod butcher who went west to establish his
meatpacking empire, and Peabody’s tanning business. Swift was a friend of J.B.
Thomas of Peabody, a successful businessman; Thomas had helped Swift in the
early days of his business.>’

By early 1908, Chicago packers, including Swift and Armour, as well as
smaller meatpacking firms, extended their interests on the North Shore. Swift &
Co. had placed 100,000 hides under contract (to be tanned by the tanners) as
early as 1892. However, its outright entry into the leather industry was in 1897
when it acquired a considerable interest in A.C. Lawrence Leather Co. in
Peabody as a part of its integration policies. By 1910, tanneries owned by the
meatpacking trust in Chicago and the North Shore produced $30,000,000 worth
of leather annually.?® The firm’s growth in leather tanning continued as it
incorporated the capital of other important leather establishments. Even in the
1940s, the A.C. Lawrence Leather Co. was still one of the largest leather tanning
companies in the United States.”

The 1917 report on the leather and shoe industries reveals why
meatpacking and tanning businesses gradually became concentrated in the hands
of big businesses: they drove out the small hide and calfskin suppliers by

creating monopolies. As a dealer in Hartford, Connecticut noted:

He [a dealer at Hartford, Connecticut] stated that five years ago
he purchased hides in New Hampshire, Vermont and eastern
New York, and shipped them to Hartford. His business would
amount to probably 10 carloads a year, but he does not get this

27 «“Men of the Shoe, Leather, and Allied Interests Will Meet Next Month,” The Salem Evening
News. January 28, 1911.
2% «Shoe Industry Going Slowly,” The Salem Evening News, December 17, 1910.
* Merrill A. Watson. Economics of Cattlehide Leather Tanning (Chicago: The Rumpf Publishing
Company, 1950), 32.
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business now. This dealer stated that Swift&Co., through their

various rendering plants, control the hide business in New

England. Statements of this character were made by a number

of dealers, and there is no doubt that the tendency in some

sections is for the business to fall largely into the hands of the

rendering companies controlled by the meatpackers.*

A.C. Lawrence was considered to be a village in itself with an army of
1,500 workers by 1908, and 24 immense buildings covering 24.5 acres of floor
space. Unlikely to the other establishments, A.C. Lawrence did not concentrate
on any particular kind of leather production, but manufactured various kinds of
leathers from cowhides to sheepskins with an enormous capacity of 3,400 hides
and skins daily. Patent calf and upper leather for shoes of every description, as
well as novelty and glove leather, was manufactured and sold through the Boston
office of the A.C. Lawrence Leather Co. located at 95 South Street.”’ There was
no limitation to the leather plant of A.C. Lawrence, and many of its buildings
were constantly in a process of construction. The firm owed its success to
bringing hides and skins directly in cars from packing houses out West to the
company’s storehouses in Peabody. The railroad conveniences were so ideal that
transportation of the raw materials required little cartage.*>

National Calfskin Co., located on Wesbter Street in 1899, was another
establishment owned by Swift & Co. with an international reputation for its high-
grade production. The company’s capacity was 800 dozen skins daily, and in
1908, 650 skilled hands were employed, 32 buildings were occupied with five of

them posessing seven floors, each including a carpenter and a machine shop and

an extensive beam house. National Calfskin Co. produced tanned calfskins and

0'U.S. Federal Trade Commission, Report on Leather and Shoe Industries (Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office, 1919), 158.
3! “Peabody, Massachusetts: New England’s Tanning Center,” (Souvenir), 1908
32 “Great Leather Industry of Peabody and Salem,” Boston Globe, July 8, 1906.
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ooze leathers®® which were of better quality than those sold through the Boston
office of A.C. Lawrence Leather Co. The selling agents were distributing the
skins manufacturers all over the United States as well as Europe, Australia, and
even to distant points such as the Philippines and Japan.**

In 1906, the state burcau of labor showed that Massachusetts made
$29.,228,192 worth of leather in 1904, most of which was made on the North
Shore, particularly in Essex County including Peabody, Lynn, Salem, Danvers,
and in Middlesex County, in Woburn. The rise in the value of leather produced
in the district was an outcome of the increase in skill and the wages of the
tanners. The average wage of tanners in 1900 was $482.11 and $499.32 in 1904.
The number of tannery workers increased from 7,011 in 1900 to 7,605 in 1904.%
Consequently, industrial growth led to an increased need for labor and stimulated
an influx of immigrants, including Turks, Kurds and Greeks, to provide labor for
these two major leather establishments and the other Peabody tanneries

By the eve of the twentieth century, a much greater variety of leather was
being manufactured not only because of the new tannages and treatments, but
also due to a growing taste for leather in fashion. More female workers in the
shoe industry as well as other industries relying on a female work force, had
created a population of mill girls and other various classes earning enough to

afford “style shoes” rather than contending with very modest footwear. The

height of one’s heel, toe, and color became considerations for this growing group

3 “Ooze” is a term for the vegetable tanning liquor used in converting hides and skins into
leather. Ooze leather” is a leather produced from calfskin by forcing ooze through the skin by
mechanical means, producing a soft, finely grained finish like velvet or suede on the flesh side.
** “Peabody, Massachusetts: New England’s Tanning Center,” (Souvenir), 1908, 22.
3> “Massachusetts and Essex County Holding the Lead in Leather Making,” The Salem Evening
News, January 13, 1906.
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of mill girls.*® Thus, this new demand necessitated more hands and expertise to
produce a variety of leather. Eventually, a growing taste for shoes and the rise of
female employees would create more demand for shoes, more leather that would
be manufactured, and a larger immigrant work force for tanning the leather and
turning them into shoes.

In the 1910s, there were over 100 New England communities which
engaged in shoe manufacturing. Boston had the largest single factory in the
world producing women’s shoes. Lynn, “the mother of American shoemaking,”
was the world’s leader in women’s footwear. It had more than 100 boot and shoe
manufacturing concerns, and many engaged in the manufacture of collateral
products. Its annual output was about $55,000,000, and it possessed 13,000 of
the most skillful and best paid workers in the world. Haverhill was the world’s
greatest slipper and low-cut footwear city, producing 20,000,000 pairs of men’s
and women’s shoes and slippers valued at $30,000,000, annually. Beverly, which
was considered the heart of the North Shore district, was the home of the United
Shoe Machinery Company. Moreover, USMC acquired Turner Tanning
Machinery Company and in 1905 moved from Boston to Peabody, to the famous
Walnut Street, also known as “Ottoman Street.” With this new shift of space, it
would turn into the largest and greatest tanning machinery corporation in the
world. Swift & Co. and USMC also established themselves in Peabody,
contributing to the city’s fame as one of the leading leather producers in the
United States. This would carry New England’s fame in the shoe and leather

industries to every part of the world.

36 “Phases of the Shoe Style Situation,” The Export Recorder 6 (1920): 22; Victor S. Clark,
History of Manufactures in the United States (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc.,
1929), 228.
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The 1914-1921 report of the National Industrial Conference Board on
wages and hours in American industry conveyed the place of Massachusetts as
the center of American leather tanning and finishing, as illustrated in the chart

below:

Table 3.1.The Geographical Distribution of Establishments Engaged
in the Tanning and Finishing of Leather

California ...........coooeviiiiinninnnn, 7 New Jersey......ocevvvriveiiinennnnnn. 4
Connecticut.......c....vveveuenenennennnn 2 New York....oooviiinniiiiiiinan, 7
Delaware.........cccovviiiiininennn 1 North Carolina.............c........... 2
HHNOIS. . 3 (0] 11T T 5
Towa.. ..o 1 Oregon......ocvvvveiiiiiieeinanen, |
Maine........coovviiiiiiiiii 3 Pennsylvania........................... 6
Maryland............cooeiiiiiiiii 1 Tennessee.......ocvveuvineneneanannn.. 1

Massachusetts..............c.ooeeenene. 16 Virginia.......ooooeviiiiiiiiiiii, 1
Michigan...........c.ocooiiiii 2 Washington...................ooe. 1

MiInNesota..........oeevvvveneeninnannnn. 1 West Virginia................ooeeenenn. 1

MISSOULT. .. eeeeneeiieieieieeeeeaae 1 WiSCONSIN. ..evvneiniiiiiiiiiienn 7
New Hampshire......................... 1

Source: National Industrial Conference Board. Wages and Hours in American Industry July,
1914-July, 1921 (New York: The Century Co. New York Publishers, 1922), 107

Establishments in Massachusetts far exceeded those in other states, followed by
California, Wisconsin and New York with seven establishments. It should also
be noted that the numbers of these establishments was confined to the tanning
and finishing of leather hides, and did not include the manufacture of leather.
Thus, the process of turning hides and skins into leather was mainly carried out
in Massachusetts. Meatpacking giants, and the “meat trust” fostered the leather
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and shoe industries by concentrating all their efforts in the processing of leather
tanning and introducing their profit-making methods into New England factories.

In addition to the meat trust, a number of New England manufacturers,
businessmen, and business associations channeled their capital and resources
substantially into the leather and shoe businesses. The most active agent of
change in shoe and leather industry was the “New England Shoe and Leather
Association,” established in 1871 and located at 79 and 87 Bedford Street in
Boston. The most prominent Boston gentlemen connected with the trade had
met in Boston at the Revere House on July 10, 1869 to establish such an
association since “the time had come for the organization of an association for
mutual acquaintance among the members of the hide and leather, boot and shoe
trades of New England.”’

The year 1910 marked an unmatched rise in shoe and leather
manufacturing. Consequently, the New England Shoe and Leather Association
declared the week of July 11 as “Made in New England” week. During the
course of the week, retail and shoe dealers, and the manufacturing concerns
maintaining retail stores, and several of the largest manufacturers had promised
to arrange artistic window displays of footwear and leather which were produced
of in New England States. The manufacturers of the three most important leather
and shoe producing centers, Lynn, Peabody, and Salem, manifested much
interest in the affair.’® On the day of the convention, President of the Association

Charles C. Hoyt noted:

37 «“The Shoe and Leather Exchange,” Boston Daily Globe, March 28, 1889.
3 “Planning Field Day: Shoe and Leather Men Go to Salem July 14, Senator Lodge Will be One
of Speakers at Dinner,” Boston Daily Globe, June 27, 1910.
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You, gentlemen of New England, careful painstaking,
industrious and successful, have long carried on high the
banner of New England’s shoe and leather supremacy. You
have drawn your raw material from remote lands where play
Africa’s sunny fountains, from India’s coral strand festive
goatskins; from the pampas of South America and the Brazilian
forests; from the island empire of Australia; from the great
abattoirs of Chicago and the cotton fields of the south; silk
from Japan and China, flax from Russia and Ireland, and, in
short, supplies from nearly every section, civilized and
uncivilized, of the whole world. You have sent out from your
busy hives of industry in Lynn, Brockton, Haverhill and
Peabody, and many other towns and cities, to every civilized
community, the useful, comfortable and artistic products of
your factories, so that the United States not only leads in the
production of leather, but you have convinced the nations of
that fact.*

The watchword of the convention was again “Made in New England,” which
indicated how heavily New England was involved in the business. The slogan
appeared on the buttons worn by the hundreds of participants. The convention,
held on July 14, 1910, was the biggest and most representative gathering of those
involved in the shoe and leather business not only in US but also in the world.
Eventually, the meat and shoe trusts, as well as New England businessmen with

their expertise and ability to mobilize large amounts of capital into the leather

and shoe industries, ensured sustained business success.

3.4. *“Leather Capital of the World”

In 1907, the New England Shoe and Leather Association Gazette
identified 27 leaders in the shoe and leather trade, all of whom were

headquartered in Boston. Among these leaders were A.C. Lawrence Co.,

3% “New England Shoe and Leather Industry” (Boston: New England Shoe and Leather
Association, July 1910), 11.
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National Calfskin Co., and Turner Machinery Co. located in Peabody and owned
by the largest and most powerful American trusts. In the early years of the
twentieth century, Peabody’s leather industry demonstrated considerable growth
in terms of the number of leather establishments, wage earners, and the value of
products. Between 1895 and 1905, for example, the growth of the leather
industry and Peabody was unprecedented, as Peabody gained the distinction of
producing more finished sheepskins than any other leather center in the United
States.”” Below is a comparison of the industrial statistics of Peabody in 1900
and 1914, which demonstrates the spectacular growth that Peabody experienced

within fourteen years.

Table 3.2. Industrial Statistics of Peabody

1900 1914
Number of Establishments | 161 77
Capital Invested $4,437,229 $21,280,990
Average No. of Wage 2,881 5,916
Earners
Total Wages $1,384,126 $3,595,891
Cost of Material Used $4,583,297 $12,243,486
Value of Products $7,261,647 $18,441,906

Source: Wells, The Peabody Story

As the figures above indicate, between the years 1900 and 1914, Peabody

demonstrated a large increase in the average number of wage earners as well as

* Wells, The Peabody Story, 394.
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total wages with nearly a 300 percent increase. The considerable rise in the
values of products and the number of wage earners was also due to a sudden
influx of labor, composed of a large percentage of Turks, Kurds, and Greeks.
Moreover, the large decrease in the number of establishments between 1900 and
1914 was not because of a decline in industry but because concentration of
leather manufacturing highly in the large, well-established leather factories.

Peabody exhibited the greatest statistical growth in Massachusetts at the
turn of the twentieth century. The value of goods manufactured rose from
$15,272,412 in 1905 to $18,442,157 in 1906, an increase of $3,169,745 or 20,25
percent.*! In 1909, Peabody held first place in Massachusetts for the manufacture
of leather as well as the distinction of bein