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ABSTRACT

WORKERS IN THE SMALL INDUSTRY:
EMPLOYMENT, SOCIAL SPACE AND PATTERNS OF CLASS FORMATION

Genis, Arif
Ph.D., Department of Sociology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Sencer Ayata

May 2002, 231 pages

This dissertation attempts to develop a sociological analysis of the workers in the
small industry. Workers of the small-scale industrial enterprises have been constantly
excluded not only from public debates and organization attempts of labor unions but
also from academic research and writings. As a result, our knowledge about this
group of workers, their conditions of work, their social, cultural, political and
ideological characteristics, their perception of the other segments of the working
class have been very limited. This study aims to examine these issues through the
case study of workers in OSTIM, one of the small industrial estates in Ankara.

The study first aims to provide a general sociological-demographical portrait of
the workers. Given the lack of social research particularly focused on this area, the
dominant popular and academic imagery of the small industry explicitly or implicitly
attributes certain distinctive sociological characteristics to the wage employees in the
small industry. This study challenges such taken for granted assumptions. Although
the comparable data on other segments of the working class are very limited, the
findings of this research show that these workers in general do not significantly differ
from the organized segments of the working class in terms of their demographic and
social characteristics such as age, education, household structure, the length of urban
and wage labor experience. They are mostly second-generation workers and the labor
force in their households predominantly consists of wage earners. Therefore, semi-
proletarianization, strong rural ties, being in the earlier phases of migration, etc., are
not defining properties of these workers.

The ground where the conditions of the workers in the small industry actually
differ from those of other working class segments is the sphere of production.
Working conditions, wages, labor organization and shop-floor level labor relations in
the small industrial establishments are considerably different from those in large-
scale factories, and almost all these differences reflect unfavorable circumstances for
the workers. Technology and the level of division of labor are typically low in labor-
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intensive manufacturing units; the workers are in most cases under direct control by
the employer or manager; the low level of worker concentration is a major obstacle
in the development of collective labor organizations and labor relations are still
dominated by various forms of paternalism despite the latter’s declining role in the
sphere outside of work. These conditions do not allow class conflict to be
constructed in overt forms, which instead is experienced under individual, latent and
embryonic forms. The relatively disadvantaged positions of small employers due to
fierce competition and sub-contracting relations further blur social class relations,
and hence workers’ references of social conflict tend to shift from the realm of
workplace relations to a wider societal context. .

The second aim of the study is to develop a critical analysis of the elements of
workers’ social consciousness that were shaped with references to this wider context.
The comparisons with the limited available data on other segments of working class
demonstrate that workers in the small industry are culturally more conservative and
religious, and are more on the right of the political spectrum. The specific conditions
of the workplaces and industry may be emphasized as the principal framework for
explaining those patterns of behaviors and consciousness concerning labor relations
at shop-floor level. However, in explaining the differences in social consciousness
grounded on a wider societal context the specificities of the world of small industry
do not provide a satisfactory framework. For while the common positions within the
social relations of production are reconfigured along with an inner differentiation in
the sphere of production, they are also subjected to different historical, cultural, and
spatial dynamics in the sphere of reproduction. In this wider and relational context,
the decisive problem seems to be the absence of strong interaction/communication
between small industry workers and the other segments and strata of the working
class at large as well as the hegemonic sections of working class politics and culture
in particular. One of the implications of this line of argument is that the weakness of
working class communication cannot be explained solely on the side of the workers
in the small industry, but it is also deeply related to the historical-cultural dynamics
in the formation of hegemonic sections/organizations of the working class.

In addition to exploring the characteristics of the workers in the small industry
as a whole, this study also investigates the indicators of occupational stratification
among the workers themselves with a particular focus on the differences between
blue-collar and white-collar workers. The findings suggest that there exist significant
differences between these two groups with respect to such aspects as education, age,
social background, shop-floor level labor relations, income level, etc. This
fragmentation is reflected in their political, ideological and cultural views and
practices and their perceptions of each other. While the white-collars appear as
culturally and politically less conservative than the blue-collars, they are relatively
more inclined to sectional feelings as against a comprehensive and unitary working
class image, on the other. These tendencies, however, are observed among a smaller
group of clerical and technical workers employed in the small manufacturing
establishments. Thus, to what extent these tendencies are also valid for those
employed in the areas where white-collar employment is predominant is a question
that needs further comparative research and is beyond the scope of this study.

Ke'ywords: small industry, working class, segmentation and fragmentation,
class/social consciousness.
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KUCUK SANAYI ISCILERI:
ISTIHDAM, TOPLUMSAL UZAM VE SINIF OLUSUMU ORUNTULERI

Genis, Arif
Doktora, Sosyoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Sencer Ayata

Mayis 2002, 231 sayfa

Bu tez kiigiik sanayi ig¢ilerine yonelik bir sosyolojik ¢oziimleme girigimidir. Kiigiik
sanayi isletmelerinde ¢alisan is¢iler ig¢i Orgiitlenmelerinin, kamusal tartigsmalarin ve
akademik aragtirmalarin disinda kalmig bir konudur. Bu nedenle, bu is¢ilerin ¢alisma
kosullar1, toplumsal, kiiltiirel, siyasal ve ideolojik karakteristikleri, is¢i sinifinin diger
katmanlarina ydnelik algilar1 hakkinda bilgilerimiz son derece sinirlidir. Caligma bu
konulari Ankara OSTIM kiigiik sanayi sitesindeki isgilere yonelik bir alan
aragtirmasinin bulgularindan hareketle incelemeyi ve tartigmay: amaglamaktadir.

Calismanin ilk amacr kiiglik sanayi is¢ilerinin genel bir sosyolojik-demografik
portresini ortaya koymaktir. Buradaki ¢6ziimlemeler, bu alana yonelik toplumsal
aragtirmalarin yoklugu kosullarinda popiiler ve akademik imgelemin kii¢iik sanayi
iscilerine agik ya da ortiik olarak atfettifi sosyolojik karakteristiklerin ne olgiide
gecerli oldugu sorusunu aydinlatmaya yoneliktir. Yeterli kargilagtirma verisi
olmamasina ragmen, ¢calismanin bulgular: kiigiik sanayi ig¢ilerinin yas, egitim, hane
yapisi, kent ve iicretli emek deneyimi gibi demografik ve toplumsal karakteristikleri
bakimindan is¢i simfinin Srgiitlii katmanlarindan 6nemli bir farklilik géstermedigini
ortaya koymaktadir. Biiylik bir kismi ikinci kusak ticretlidirler ve agirlikla iicretli
calisanlardan olugan hanelerde yasamaktadirlar. Dolayisiyla, yari-proleterlesme, yeni
gbgetmis olma, gliglii kirsal baglantilar vb. kiigik sanayi is¢ilerinin tanimlayici
Ozellikleri degildirler.

Buna karsilik, is¢i sinifinin bu katmaninin iginde bulundugu kosullarin asil
farklilastig1 yer iiretim ve istihdam alamdir. Ortalama is¢i sayisinin ¢ok diisiik oldugu
kiigiik isletmelerde ¢alisma kosullar, iicretler, drgiitlenme ve igyeri diizeyinde emek
iligkileri biiyiik olgekli fabrikalardan ¢ok farklidir ve bu farkliliklarin hemen hepsi
kiiciik sanayi is¢ileri agisindan olumsuz kosullar yansitir. Emek-yogun kiigiik imalat
birimlerinde teknoloji ve igbSlimii gelismemistir; isciler ¢ogu durumda igyeri
sahibinin ya' da yoneticinin dogrudan denetimi altinda cahsirlar; diigiik is¢i
yogunlagmasi igcilerin 6rgiitlenme kapasitesinin gelisimi 6niinde biiyiik bir engel



olusturur; kollektif is¢i oOrglitlenmesi yoktur ve emek iliskilerinde artik ig-dis
uzantilar1 ¢ok zayiflamig olsa da paternalist Sriintiiler egemenligini siirdiirmektedir.
Bu kosullar, igyeri diizeyinde sinif g¢atigmasinin agik formlarla tiretilmesine imkan
vermemekte, catiyma ancak emek sfirecinde ¢ofu zaman bireysel, gizil ve
embriyonik formlarda yasanmaktadir. Kiigiik sanayi isletmelerinin hakim g¢alisma
tarzimi olugturan alt-s6zlesme iligkileri ve istikrarsiz bir piyasanin varlid1 karsisinda
bu igyerlerindeki igverenlerin goreli dezavantajli konumlari da toplumsal simif
iligkilerini daha bulanik bir hale sokmakta, is¢ilerin toplumsal ¢atisma referanslar
isyeri digindaki daha genis bir toplumsal baglama kaymaktadur.

Calisma ikinci olarak, iscilerinin bu genis baglama referansla sekillenen
toplumsal biling 6gelerinin elestirel bir ¢oziimlemesini yapmay1 amaglamaktadir. Isci
smifinin  bagka katmanlarina yonelik smirhh  bilgilerden hareketle yapilan
karsilastirmalar, kiiclik sanayi iggilerinin belirgin bir sekilde kiiltiirel olarak daha
muhafazakar ve dindar olduklarini ve politik olarak daha sagda konumlandiklarin
gbstermektedir. Igyeri diizeyindeki emek iligkilerine dair davrams ve biling
Oriintiilerinin baslica agiklayici gercevelerinden biri olarak bizatihi kiigiik isyeri ve
kiigiik sanayi kosullarinin 6zgiilliikleri vurgulanabilir. Ancak daha genis bir baglama
oturan toplumsal biling farkliliklarinin agiklanmasinda bu c¢aligma kiigiik sanayi
diinyasinin 6zgiil kosullarini yeterli gérmemektedir. Zira toplumsal tiretim iligkileri
icindeki ortak konumlar bir yandan iiretim/istihdam alaninda bir i¢ farklilasmaya
ugrayarak bi¢imlenirken, diger yandan da yeniden-iiretim alanindaki farkli tarihsel,
kiiltiirel ve mekansal dinamiklere maruz kalmaktadirlar. Bu genis ve iliskisel bir
diizlemde, sorun kii¢iik sanayi is¢ilerinin, hem is¢i simfinin diger katmanlariyla hem
de 6zel olarak is¢i sinifi siyaseti ve killtiiriiniin hegemonik kesimleriyle iletigiminin
zayif olmasidir. Bu ¢aligmanin imalarindan biri, zayif simf-i¢i iletisimin sadece
kiigiik sanayi isgileri cephesinden agiklanamayacagi, is¢i sinifinin hegemonik
kesimlerinin/6rgiitlerinin tarihsel-kiiltiirel olusum dinamikleri ile de baglantil
oldugudur.

Calisma bir biitlin olarak kiiglik sanayi iscilerinin is¢i smifinin diger
katmanlarindan farkliliklarini kesfetmeyi amaglarken, diger yandan da bizatihi kiigiik
sanayi is¢ileri igindeki mesleki katmanlagsmamin gostergelerini de incelemekte, 6zel
olarak mavi yakali isciler ile beyaz yakal isgiler arasindaki farkliliklar iizerinde
durmaktadir. Bulgular, egitim, yas, sosyal koken, isyeri diizeyinde emek iligkileri vb.
agilardan bu iki grup arasinda ciddi farkhliklar oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bu
farkliliklar siyasal, kiiltiirel ve ideolojik diizlemelere de yansimaktadir. Beyaz
yakahlar bir yandan politik ve kiiltiirel olarak mavi yakalilardan daha az
muhafazakar bir profil sunarken, diger yandan da kapsayic1 ve birlestirici bir is¢i
sinifi imgesi aleyhine go6rece daha kesimsel bir hissiyata sahiptirler. Buradaki
egilimler kiigiik imalat sanayii birimlerinde galigan az sayidaki biiro is¢ileri ve teknik
elemanlara aittir ve bu egilimlerin genis beyaz yakali istihdam alanlarindaki
caliganlar i¢in ne dlgiide gegerli oldugu sorusu bu ¢alismanin sinirlan digindadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: kii¢iik sanayi, is¢i smifi, katmanlasma ve pargalanma, simf
bilinci/toplumsal biling.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This study was born out of my suspicions about and dissatisfaction with a particular
imagery of working class in Turkey. My observation is that both in academic and
popular domains the dominant working class imagery is limited to the organized
segments of working'class. Until recently, the same imagery was mainly limited to
blue-collar workers. However, as the civil servants started organizing widely, they
were also tended to be included in this mainstream working class categorization. Yet,
still, both the popular and academic conceptions of the working class have continued
to be limited with its ‘organized’ segments. I believe this limitation is mainly due to
the hidden assumption that industrial wage labor will be concentrated in large
enterprises. Hence, the common attitude has been to ignore workers in small
enterprises. This attitude is also accompanied by several other assumptions. For
instance, it is assumed that labor relations in small enterprises still- carry
predominantly pre-capitalist characteristics; the workers in these entefprises
represent an immature form of wage labor; they are semi-proletarians; they have
been only recently introduced to wage labor; they are recent migrants and have
strong rural bonds, and so on. In accordance with these assumptions of popular and
academic conceptions, the studies on working class have been primarily limited to its
organized sections.

My suspicions regarding these common ideas stimulated me to conduct a
preliminary study particularly on wage employment in small industrial enterprises.
This study showed me two things. First, there is no evidence that the share of small
enterprises in industrial employment is decreasing in time. On the contrary, there is a

tendency in the average enterprise size to decline. Furthermore, the proportion of



wage laborers in the workforce of small enterprises is significantly high and
continues to increase. Secondly, small industrial enterprises have been concentrating
in small industrial estates and organized industrial districts, which also mean ah
increasing integration of small industrial establishments into the large industry.
These observations invalidate some of the taken for granted assumptions regarding
small industrial employment. However, studies on workers in small industrial
enterprises are still rare in Turkey and our knowledge about the workers themselves
in these enterprises is hardly sufficient. Given these reasons, I decided to conduct my

ficldwork research in OSTIM, one of the small industrial estates in Ankara.

1.1. Industrial Context in Ankara

According to the 1997 General Population Census, the population of Ankara urban
metropolitan area is around 3 million. For the year 2002, this number can be
estimated to be around 3.5 million. In 1945, when the statistics of distribution
according to economic activity branches in the cities was first published, urban
population in Ankara was around 226 thousand, and about 44 percent of the
population was employed in income-generating activities (Tiirel 1987: 25). Between
1955 and 1965, the city’s status and functions as a capital city carried a determining
weight in the economic activities and employment patterns in Ankara, and the city
was not an attracting pole for industry (Akgura 1971)." In the 1980s, parallel to the
general urban population trends, the rate of working population in the city declined
to 26 percent (Tiirel 1987: 25). The main reasons for this trend can be shown as the
change in the demographic characteristics of the population towards accommodating
greater number of groups at non-working age, increase in the proportion of women in
urban population and increase in unemployment.

By 1990, the employment rate in manufacture and electricity, gas and water
production in Ankara constituted 17 percent of non-agricultural employment,
whereas the share of ‘community, social service, and personal services’, of which

government employees constitute the largest groups, within non-agricultural

' Akgura, Tugrul (1971) Ankara: A Monographic Analysis about Turkey’s Capital Ankara:
ODTU Mimarlik Fakiiltesi; cited in Tirel 1987: 25.



employment is 42 percent. Furthermore, more than two-third of workers in
manufacturing industry are employed in small enterprises with less than ten workers
and/or unregistered enterprises. About half of formal (registered) employment in
manufacturing  industry is concentrated in ‘fabricated metal’  sector.
(http://www.die.gov.trt/ENGLISH/ISTATIS/ ESG/06ANKARA/ANKARA .HTM).

The traditional industries in Ankara were mainly limited to textile and leather

industries. These have disappeared in time. In the beginning of the 20" century

industrial production was very limited. During this period, in the city there were only

4 flour factories, 9 tile factories and 7 oil mills. All of them were characteristically

small workshops. In 1921 Eskisehir arms manufactory was relocated in Ankara and

these establishments constituted the basis for the later growing arms industry.

Development of employment and industrial activities in Ankara is closely related

with its establishment as a capital city after the Republican period (Tekeli 1991;-
Yildirim 2001). Since it is the center of public administrative 6rganizations,

employment in the public sector has had an important weight in the urban

employment. The city’s becoming of capital generated new demands for buildings -
parallel to the population increase and the growing need for government offices.
Together with the construction activities sub-industries related to construction,
infrastructure and electricity services had also begun to develop. “After then,
respectively, rocket industry, ammunition factory, food industry, cement factory, gas
production, timber yards, textile factories, and print houses with their inéreasing
numbers had begun to function” (Yildirim 2001: 3).

In 1954, there were only 9 factories and around 90 industrial production units
all in the size of a workshop. The majority of them were producing food and drink
and the rest were functioning predominantly in metal and timber industries and
repairing (Yildirrm 2001: 4; Bademli 1987a: 50). In the following period, although
employment in ‘community, social service, and personal services’ closely related to
the functions of capital city had shown a relative decline in comparison to pdpulation'
growth, it constituted the largest group (39 %) in the total employment. The second
largest employment area was wholesale and retail commerce and hotel and restaurant
related services (19 %). During this period the rate of employment in this group had

almost doubled. It is very probable that this category of employment contains



informal activities at increasing rates. Although during the same period employment
in manufacturing industry had also shown a small increase and rose. from 16 percent
to 19 percent, this rate is lower than the capital cities in other de?eloping and
developed countries. In addition, employment rate in both manufacturing industry,
wholesale and retail commerce, and hotel and restaurant related services is lower in
Ankara than the urban average in Turkey in general (Tiirel 1987: 26-28). It is
estimated that the dominant characteristic of manufacturing industry is fnainly
catering to local market and that production for national and international markets is
limited (Bademli 1987a). |

We can talk about three different dynamics in the development of industry in
Ankara. First, starting from early. years of republic up to the 1980s, there have been
significant public investments. These are mainly concentrated in military industry,
construction industry as a result of urban population growth, and urban
infrastructure-related areas such as electricity, gas and water etc. Second, there are
relatively large private investments that started to develop in the 1960s. In the 1970s,
the dominancy of public sector in industry still continued. Yet we also see that the
governments started to support private investments rather than being the . direct
investor. Practices and policies directed towards this aim such as credit and job
allocations and creation of external economies for large private industrial enterprises
have contributed to the development of small industrial units (Bademli 1987a: 51).

In other words, the third dynamic is towards an increase in small-scale
industrial enterprises. “Establishment of small industrial estates or support for
entrepreneurs gathered to establish industrial estates, credits allocated through Halk
Bank, overlooked illegal employment and loose taxing policies” (Bademli 1987a: 51)
during this period can be regarded as policies to support small industrial enterprises.
These small manufacturing establishments in Ankara were concentrated in diverse
areas such as auto-parts manufacturing, metal works, wielding, steel products, stove
manufacturing, construction machinery, agriculture machinery, furniture etc. Small
manufacturing units, through cooperatives, have begun to concentrate in small
industrial estates. Until the 1980s, these small industrial estates had been located in

the surrounding areas of the city center, Ulus, and then tended to gradually shift



away toward northwestern direction —with the exception of Siteler where furniture-
manufacturing units are concentrated (Tekeli 1991: 58).

According to Bademli (1987a: 51), small industrial estates present several
advantages. First of all, these estates, established usually outside of the city, rescue
small-scale production units from negative external economies of the city center. In
addition, they give public administration the ability to reorganize central areas and
control land prices in those areas. Finally, concentration of industrial units in one

place also eases the control functions.

1.2. OSTIM Industrial Estate

Ortadogu Sanayi ve Ticaret Merkezi (the Middle-Eastern Industrial and Commercial
Center — hereafter OSTIM) is one of these industrial estates located in the northwest
part of Ankara and has been functioning for about twenty years. OSTIM has two
specific characteristics. First, it represents one of the most important industrial
centers in Ankara, a city with relatively low industrial employment. Second, it is a
‘small industrial district’ mainly composed of small enterprises.

OSTIM is one of the second-generation examples of this line of small
industrial estates, which tended to be located relatively far from the city center. The
earlier attempts to found an industrial estate construction cooperative were made
mainly by auto mechanics and foundries, but also included those from various other
occupations. In the later period, the road of auto mechanics and foundries was
separated and each established its own cooperative. The former headed towards
Giivercinlik, while the latter towards today’s Batikent. The ‘Ankara Small Industrial
Estate Construction Cooperative’ (Stnrlt Sorumlu Ankara Kiigiik Sanayi Sitesi Yapi
Kooperatifi) was founded in 1967. The Cooperative started to buy plots from the
dwellers of Yuva, Macun and Ergazi villages. Landowners’ reluctance to sell their
plot due to expectation of higher prices delayed this process of buying. At the end, 3
thousand acres were bought. After they spent a considerable amount of time with
legal procedures to start the project, they obtained construction permission for 720
acres of the land. In 1974 they started the construction of the estate (Toptag 1996: 13-
25).



The estate began to function in the mid-1980s through different stages, while
the expansion work was still continuing in 1998. In 1998, OSTiMrwas among one of
the largest ‘Small Industrial Estates’ financed by the private sector in Turkey. In the
following years, OSTIM acquired the status of ‘organized industrial zone’ (01Z),
the cooperative was abolished and replaced by the OIZ management. In the past
years, several cooperative partners affiliated with companies functioning in industrial
investments, sector-based foreign trade, communication and advertisement services
and radio-television broadcasting were established. At ‘the present moment,
Vocational Training Center, various official and voluntary organizations to support.
small enterprises and provide vocational training are operating in the area.

In 1998, there were around 2500 industrial enterprises and 30 thousand
employees. Approximately two third of the total number of enterprises. and
employment was divided into various branches of metal industry. Although there is
no exact data, based on the estimates of OSTIM management and a few case studies,

the number of workers per enterprise appears to be between 9 and 12 (Degirmenci

and Mendes 1998; http://www.ostim.com.tr).> However, this average does not imply
a homogenous structure in terms of firms’ sizes. On the contrary, the firms located in
OSTIM show tremendous differences ranging from firms employing 2-3 workers to
the ones with around 100 employees. Even though we do not have reliable:
information about the profile of labor force in this estate such as to what extent
family labor and self-employed are widespread, limited surveys and official
estimates on the number of employees imply that wage labor is the dominant form of

labor force even in very small enterprises.

% The history of legal regulations and initiatives regarding Small Industrial Estates (SIE) and
Organized Industrial Zones (OIZ) together with government support policies for small and
medium scale industrial enterprises date back to the late 1950s. Government has provided OIZs
and SIEs with various credits based on different and changing regulations in time. According to
data from the Ministry of Industry, in January 2000 the total number of small industrial estates in
Turkey was 306 where 72.850 small enterprises were located and 437.000 workers were
employed. In the same year, the number of completed organized industrial zone was 48 and in
these areas in 3.383 factories 271.000 workers were employed (http://www.sanayi.gov.tr). For
the history of SIEs and OIZs, and for general information on the government support policies for
small industrialists, see Buldam et al. 1982; Bayazit 1995; Ege et al. 1995.

3 Sugur (1997a) for the year 1992 gives this number as 6-7 workers.



It seems that historically the industrial production in OSTIM comes from a past
where artisan production was dominant. Probably most of the enterprises were
artisan production units at their early establishment stage and became small capitalist
enterprises as they started to employ of wage labor in time. Nevertheless, there are
some findings showing that their history does not date back very far. According to a
study undertaken in 1985, when the estate partly started to operate, 89 percent of the
enterprises were already in business before they moved into OSTIM. Yet, the
majority of (84 %) of the enterprises were established only after 1970 (Tekéli 1991:
81). |

OSTIM can be regarded among those examples called “vertically disintegrated
industrial complexes’ in the literature on industrial geography. According to Scott

(1986: 224) there are two main types of these complexes:

Two major configurations of such complexes are easily recognizable. On the
one side, we find complexes built up on the basis of large-scale central
industries (such as car assembly) tightly surrounded by innumerable smaller
input producers and subcontractors. On the other side, we also frequently find
complexes that are composed virtually entirely of small-specialized producers
without any central dominant role. ... The growth of these districts is ...
reinforced by the provision of many additional externalities in the guise of
publicly supplied infrastructures and local government services. They are
finally secured in place by the multifaceted labor markets in the local area.

OSTIM, among these, carries the characteristics of the second type. Here, we rarely
encounter with the firms that (i) produce directly for the market, (ii) realize all the
main phases of the production process, and (iii) have low dependency to outside.
labor. Instead, the majority are the firms that realize one or several intermediaté
phases of the production process. The existing technological levels of these firms are
very low and their capacities for investment in new technologies are very weak. The
division of labor is not developed and control over labor depends on direct control
techniques. Massey and Meegan (1982) have observed that the typical method used
for increasing production in these firms is ‘intensification’, that is, increasing
productivity of labor without major new investment or substantial reorganiiation of

production technique.



1.3. Fieldwork and Overview of Dissertation

This study is mainly interested in wage employees in OSTIM. Rather than aftempting
to conduct an industry-based research, the study focuses on the workers themselves
in this industrial district who are considered as a particular segment of working class.
This particularity can be defined from different angles: for instance, spatially, as a
workforce within small workplaces and/or as an important component of division of
labor in manufacturing industry. The study aims to shed some light on types and
patterns of segmentation within workforce based on observations made about
workers in general. In other words, what are the main characteristics of OSTIM
workers that differentiate them from other segments of working class for whom we
have comparable data? At the same time, the study also explores internal
fragmentation of this working class segment through examining various variables
such as age, education, social origins and backgrounds, household structure etc.
Beside these factors, 1 systematically use two categorical distinctions in the
following analyses. First is the distinction between small and large enterprises. Even
though OSTIM is predominantly composed of small enterprises, enterprises in
general display significant differences in terms of size. This distinction is maiﬁly
used in the analyses of the issues at workplace level. Secondly, intra-class
stratification among blue-collars, white-collars, unskilled service workers],, and
professional employees is used as an important variable in the analysis. The fihdings
about the effects of this stratification will provide us with the possibility of making
interpretation about to what extent a general axis of fragmentation within working
class is present and effective in the workforce of small industrial areas.

I wanted this study to represent an encompassing profile of the workers in
OSTIM. Due to absence of sufficient data on small industrial workers, a problem I
have mentioned earlier, it was neither possible nor meaningful to establish prior
particular problematics and limit the focus of the study around them. For this reason,
I have preferred to use survey-type interviews as a principal research technique to
cover a larger sample rather than in-depth interviews and observation that are
adequate for smaller samples. For these same reasons, the questionnaire used in the

survey was also constructed in a way to collect as much information as possible. I



remember being criticized for using such an extensive questionnaire. However, it
was necessary for the reasons I mentioned. Another option could have been
conducting an enterprise research based on extensive observation and in-depth
interviews. Yet, my aim was not an analysis focusing particularly on labor process
and shop floor relations, and such methodology would be more appropriate for that
kind of objective. In short, my aim has been to collect as much and as detailed
information as I can on workers of small industry through the case of OSTIM.

The research data consist of three components. The first component is made up
of 300 hundred structured interviews. At initial stages, I designed a factory &.
workshop sample stratified according to the number of employees. However, 1
encountered difficulties with persuading many of the employers or managers to give
permission for interviews in the workplaces. Moreover, some of the establishments
were already closed down at the time of survey. Therefore, it was not possible to do
all interviews at i)reviously selected firms in the sample: about half of the interviews
were conducted at the firms within the original sample, and other half at the firms
that were contacted by a snow-ball technique, with the references given by the
employers & managers of the former group. Within the total of 300 interviews, 13
were eliminated from the data for the reasons of reliability issues. Another 10 cases
belonging to the employees who were close relatives of the employers were also
eliminated. Therefore, 277 interviews conducted in 45 firms constituted the database
for the analysis. Secondly, in addition to this survey of structured interviews, I also
conducted in-depth interviews with 11 workers selected with respect to. typical
characteristics of age, education, origin, and family structure. Thirdly, I did semi-
structured interviews with 8 employees, as complementary to the above data and
other observations. -

Because of the lack of empirical studies on small industry workers, the questidns
in the interview forms did not focus on specific issues and pre-given problematics, but
were rather directed to gather information on a relatively extensive range. The data can
be argued to provide relevant information on the general characteristics and inner
differentiation of the ‘small industry’ or ‘peripheral’ workers concerning the patterns -
of migration, urbanization and household reproduction, labor market mobility, and

political and social consciousness. I will make some comparisons between the findings



of my research and some other empirical studies that are still too rare. This comparison
will enable me to derive some conclusions on the characteristics both specific to the
peripheral workers and common to the other segments of working class in Turkey.

In the following chapter, I engage in a theoretical debate in order to clarify the
concept of working class this study has adopted. This debate mainly tries to esfablish
an alternative approach to the problem of ‘boundaries of working class’ through
reconsidering the issues of new middle class and semi-proletarianization.
Consequently, this study (i) adopts a ‘wider’ definition of working class and (ii) calls
for directing our attention to the problem of fragmentation within the working class.
Lastly, in this chapter, I present a review of the fragmentation dynamics within
working class in Turkey and briefly discuss some of the.approaches to class structure
and stratification. In the third chapter, I discuss research findings at individual level to
provide some insights on the socio-demographic profile of OSTIM workers. This
discussion mainly includes age, education, migration, social background and labor
market experiences. In the fourth chapter, I examine labor market experiences of these
workers at the shop floor level. This chapter includes observations and analysés of the
characteristics of small manufacturing enterprises, their workforce, working conditions
and workplace relations with comparisons between ‘smaller’ and ‘larger’ firms in
OSTIM. Particular conditions of the small industry in general severely limit the
possibilities of collective organization among the workers. The impact of these
particular conditions are so evident that to fully account the complexity of the basis of
OSTIM workers’ social consciousness, the necessity to tie the observations in the .
production sphere with those in the reproduction areas as well as with the larger socio-
cultural context cannot be overemphasized. Chapter Five aims at precisely doing this
by analyzing the various aspects of households that the workers live in. In this chapter, -
I analyze some household characteristics concerning family structure, household labor
force, income and consumption, spatial mobility, dwelling and housing. ‘I.n Chapter
Six, based on the observations and findings gathered from all of these levels, I explore
some elements of what I call ‘social consciousness’ of workers and their politicai
preferences. This exploration also focuses on variations of social consciousness and
political preferences among workers and attempts to explain the content and sources of

these variations.
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CHAPTER 2

CONCEPTUALIZING WORKING CLASS: THE QUESTIONS OF
BOUNDARIES AND FRAGMENTATION ‘

The transformation of class structure and the changing paths of class formation have
been one of the main concerns of analyses on class for a long time. In this respect,
some of the questions that face studies on class are not ‘new.” In the following
section, I will discuss these issues through various themes. This discussion does not
aim to derive conceptual tools, in the narrow sense, for this study. Rather, my aim is
to construct a theoretical framework for the analysis of class dynamics in general and )
working class in particular. This needs a clarification of the very concept of working
class together with its structural boundaries, fragmentation and dynamics. .
My discussion on these themes will be focused on mainly two issues. The first |
is concerned with the question of ‘middle classes’, which has been one of the
fundamental concerns of class analyses and is mainly related to complex nature of
class structures in advanced capitalist formations. Secondly, I would like to address
the phenomenon of semi-proletarianization mainly observed in peripheral social
formations. These two issues, the phenomena of middle classes and semi-
proletarianization, can be located on the very same ground within the Marxist theofy
of class. In other words, these issues refer to a prolonging concern in Marxism to
determine the boundaries of working class on both sides (that is, the threésholds of
both semi-proletarianization and de-proletarianization) and examine the dynamics in
relation to permeability of these boundaries. Before I advance on this issue further,
let me first examine the current theoretical position of class analyses from the

perspective of the question of middle class.
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2.1. Class Analysis: A Critical Reassessment

The analysis of class structure is primarily focused on locating people into certain
distinctive categories. The criteria used for class boundaries and thus for determining
individuals’ places are principally related to the kind of economic activity the person
engages in. An important dimension of this analytical approach refers to the
occupational structure. However, on the one hand, occupational structure in
advanced industrial capitalist societies is too complex and heterogeneous. On the
other hand, it demonstrates a rapid and persistent change in the face of technological
and organizational developments that bring about new occupations together with the
disappearance of others. These features of occupational structure make it extremely
difficult to determine class boundaries. The use of the term ‘middle claéses’, one of
the most controversial concepts, seems to have been closely related with this
complexity, if not an easy and unsatisfactory terminological solution for
categorization. i

The issue of middie class has remained controversial in Marxist class analysis
that defines social classes in terms of the relation to (ownership of) the means of
production. The anticipation of the traditional Marxists, and indeed of Marx’s
himself, that social classes will be more and more polarized into two opposite
classes, bourgeoisie and proletariat, has not taken place. Poulantzas (1975), one of
the pioneers in ‘new middle class’ debates, discussed this problem based on a
distinction between productive and unproductive labor. What he meant is the
material commodity production that creates surplus value. Moving on from this
distinction, he argued that not all wage earners and salaried can be counted as
working class. While wages of some of them function as the price for labor-power,
the others’ (unproductive) labor is exchanged for revenue. By bringing forth
ideological and political reasons as well, he regards the latter category as the ‘new
petty bourgeoisie’. This argument has been basically rejected by (a) accepting the
fact that capitalist commodification has penetrated into service jobs besides material
production and (b) referring to Marx’s concept of ‘collective laborer’ in the first

volume of Capital:
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The product ceases to be the direct product of the individual, and becomes a
social product, produced in common by a collective labourer, i.e., by a
combination of workmen, each of whom takes only a part, greater or less, in the
manipulation of the subject of their labour. As the co-operative character of the
labour-process becomes more and more marked, so, as a necessary
consequence, does our notion of productive labour, and of its agent the
productive labourer, become extended. In order to labour productively, it is no
longer necessary for you to do manual work yourself; enough, if you are an
organ of the collective labourer, and perform one of its subordinate functions
(MEIA 2001).

Carchedi (1977) has further developed this concept of ‘collective laborer’ and
generated the following argument: collective production; independently from the
capitalist nature of production process necessitates certain ‘coordination’ functions
and the salaried, who perform these furictions, are also parts of the collective worker.
However, the capitalist nature of the production process, apart from coordination,
also requires a second control function. This ‘surveillance’ mechanism, as Carchedi
calls it, is the control and suppression of labor according to the needs of capital’s
valorization process. This relationship is not the function of production but of capital
and those who perform these functions cannot be seen as part of collective worker.
Although Meiksins and Smith (1996) mainly concur with this approach, they offer
two criticisms. First is related with a ‘relational’ question: in a hierarchically
organized labor process the workers cannot differentiate between whether the control
is ‘coordination’ or ‘surveillance’ originated and always see control as enforced on to
them. In addition, these functions in reality are very complex and those functions that
look like coordination can be shaped by the necessities of valorization process.
Secondly, the dynamics of the labor process creating a need for intermediate workers
also produce a dynamic tension at thebground where these workers function and
interact with other workers and. Hence, the class position of these workers cannot be
determined a priori. Depending on the nature of relations among the intermediate
workers themselves, other workers and employers we may encounter witﬁ different
outcomes in practice. These two critiques by Meiksins and Smith are significant in
terms of emphasizing the significance of politics, ideology and practice in the realm
of social relations as others previously have pointed out (Poulantzas 1975; Hunt
1977). Nevertheless, no class theory can ignore the material boundaries of class

practice. For this reason, ‘capital functions,” defined by Carchedi, will in great part
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determine the basis of the relationship those wage segments performing these
functions will enter with other wage groups and capital in practice. There is no -
reason to think that the possibility for pro-labor and pro-capital practices to emerge
from this basis has an equal probability. A more productive contribution would be to
emphasize the dynamic character of the coordination and surveillance functions to be
re-defined and re-established contextually and historically. '

In his early works, E.O. Wright (1976), one of the most outstanding figures of
Neo-Marxist class analysis, provided a new and different argument. He proposed the
concept of ‘domination’ as a criterion in addition to that of the ownership of the
means of production. Accordingly, the middle positions in class structure were
defined and termed as ‘contradictory class locations’ as they are wage earners as well
as dominators in the work process. Later, Wright has changed his theoretical
position. Wright’s new attempt (1985; 1989) has been to combine various and even
transformed segments of middle classes into a single analytical perspective that left
out the criterion of ‘domination’ in favor of a comprehensive and coherent criterion
of ‘multiple forms of exploitation.”> Inspired by the works of Roemer (1982), the
three forms of exploitation are conceptualized as ‘capitalist exploitation based on
unequal control over the means of production’; ‘bureaucratic or organizational
exploitation based on unequal control over organizational assets’; and °‘skill or

credential exploitation based on unequal control over scarce skills.” Based on these -

! In these debates, an additional argument came from Braverman (1974). Braverman argued that
the developments in production and labor organization techniques have transformed the material
conditions of white collar and service workers, who are typically accepted as unproductive,
deskilled and subjected them to similar relations of subordination and domination as the
‘productive workers’. There has been abundant evidence that supports this argument. However,
this debate is not relevant for a theoretical discussion about the boundaries of working class.
Because the conception is again mainly based on ‘labor process’ and carries in itself the logical
conclusion that in the case of a reverse transformation in labor process ‘unproductive’ workers.
would not belong to the working class. Braverman’s propositions about historical tendencies
constitute a fertile ground not for understanding the boundaries of working class but rather its
intra-segmentation dynamics. For a critique of labor process theoreticians, who, following
Braverman, attribute the key role to the production process in shaping working class
consciousness, see Tanner et al. (1992). The authors argue that even in the cases of very similar
workplaces and labor process conditions we can encounter with very different consciousness
forms.

? While substituting the criterion of ‘exploitation” for that of ‘domination’, Wright has argued
that “exploitation is an ‘interest-generating’ concept, [while the concept of domination] weakens
the linkage between analysis of class locations and the analysis of objective interests” (1989: 6).
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categories, Wright has developed a map of occupational categories that includes 12
distinct occupational locations. Three of these categories are distinguished as owners
and exploiters of the assets in the means of production: bourgeoisie, small
employers, and petty bourgeoisie. These categories are also exploiters in terms of
both organization assets and skill/credential assets (except petty bourgeoisie being
exploited in terms of organization assets). The category of proletarian is defined as
those exploited along all these three dimensions of exploitation. The remaining
groups of wage earners constitute the middle class locations that are subjected to
capitalist exploitation but are also exploiters through bureaucratic & organizational
and/or skill & credential mechanisms of exploitation (Wright, 1989: 5-8).>

Wright’s middle classes can be simply described.as ‘wage employees but not
proletarians.’ If we put it without referring to his multiple exploitation mechanisms,
Wright has a notion of a ‘typical proletarian’ who (i) does not own or control the
means of production and (ii) is subjected to exploitation through wage labor.
Accordingly, middle class positions (without considering the variations among
themselves) could be differentiated through a comparison with the typical proletarian
position. However, this notion of typical proletarian itself needs to be problematized.
We know that Marx himself used this concept in various references (such as-
expropriation, wage-labor and exploitation, political class). Nevertheless, still, we
may say that in various theoretical and popular terminologies the concept of
proietarian refers to the individuals ‘who are expropriated and survive on their labor-
power.” Here, I would like to argue that this definition is problematic. It is
problematic in terms of both of the components of the proposition. We know that in
Marxist studies the question of expropriation is mainly discussed through ‘ownership
of means of production.” These studies emphasize the process of direct producers’
loss of ownership over the means of production and distinguish the bourgeoisie
according to its ownership of the means of production. Furthermore, a common view
in these studies is that ownership forms outside of means of production are not

related with/relevant to the class dynamics of capitalist society. While this view

* These groups are as follows: expert managers, expert supervisors, expert non-managers, semi-
credentialed managers, semi-credentialed supervisors, semi-credentialed workers, uncredentialed
managers, and uncredentialed supervisors.
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holds true for the bourgeoisie, it is wrong for the proletarian. I believe the following
proposition would be a more appropriate definition of the proletariat than the one
above: ‘those who do not have ownership and/or control over the means of
production and subsistence and have to sell their labor-power to survive.”

This definition has important implications. First of all, it invites us to think the
conditions of individuals who have to sell their labor-power but deprived of
opportunities to do so. This issue is rather related with the class formations in
peripheral countries and will be discussed further in the following sections.
Secondly, the definition put forward above implies that deprivation from the
ownership of means of production is not a sufficient criterion for being a proletarian.
In addition to this criterion there has to be a level of expropriation to the extent that
selling one’s own labor-power becomes a necessity. Thus, we may talk about
commodification and, consequently, exploitation of labor-power only in -such
situation. Undoubtedly it is a troublesome work to differentiate those members of the
middle class who have a certain amount of actual or potential wealth/property
income that they don’t have to work. However, theoretically it is a more appropriate
method to employ, as it refers to the actual material bases of class positions. On the
other hand, the situation for those members of the middle class who participate in the
ownership or control over the meahs of production is clearer. They should be
counted as outside of working class. Two important points should be emphasized:
first, in spite of their formal position as a wage employee the income these
individuals get from their wages is either secondary to their income from their
property/wealth or their wages actually reflects not the equivalence of their labor-
power but the capitalist function they serve, i.e., control over capitaiist relations of
production. The second point is related to the issue of determining the degree of
control they exercise in capitalist relations of production. Here, by ‘capitalist control’
I refer to participation in macro decision-making processes such as production,
marketing, finance etc. in the capitalist enterprises. In this. respect, performing
control and regulation functions over the rest of the workers in labor process is not a
sufficient criterion to be regarded as outside of working class. It is true that these
roles put the workers in problematic positions and this situation, in many cases,

creates certain dynamics of segmentation within working class. However, so far as
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they are not included in the strategic decision making processes and/or becoming
prosperous to the extent that they are no longer in necessity to work as wage
employee, they are still parts of working class. These two conditions, i.e., not being
in necessity to work for wage and participation in capitalist control of relations of
production, probably can be observed together in many cases.

If I may sum up my argument differently: in term of those members of middle
class who participate in capitalist control and/or have an amount of wealth/property
income that they do not have to work for wage, we cannot talk about.a
‘contradictory’ class location or exploitation of labor-power. These individuals are
not proletarians or they have been de-proletarianized* in time. On the other hand,
there is no sufficient reason to differentiate those wage earners that do not carry these
characteristics and locate them into ‘contradictory’ positions. Organizational and
credential assets, in the end, refer to unequal distributions of skills among
individuals. Such gradual inequalities could as well be observed among the wage
laborers included in Wright’s category of ‘working class.’ It is for .this reason that the
‘new middle class’ theories have been criticized for employing an oversimplified -
notion of traditional working class. In other words, they ignore the fact that even
before the expansion of white-collar groups there have been skill, authority and
material differences within working class. Although it is legitimate to ask whether
some groups belong to working class, the argument that they constitute a separate
(middle) class is mainly based on negative premises and cannot show the coherent
foundations necessary for existence of a class. In any case, drawing class boundaries
based on skill differences is doomed to be an arbitrary attempt. How muc’hA Skill level
separates some wage employees from working class and admits them to the ranks of
middle class? There is no objective answer to this question (Meiksins 1988; Meiksins
and Smith 1996).

For this reason, Wrights’ ‘multiple exploitation’ approach complicates the

situation more than it is needed. Wright’s a quarter century’s work has shifted the

* The concept of ‘de-proletarianization’ has been primarily used to describe the breaking away
from regular wage employment due to informalization and expansion of non-standard
employment forms in the Third World countries (Roberts 1990). However, here, I borrow this
. concept to refer to those segments at the higher levels of wage employment that are becoming
prosperous and are taking part in the capitalist regulation.
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attention from the question of ‘intra-class’ divisions to ‘class locations’ so far as it
has reasserted the significance of the structural dimension on the subject of class and
made contributions on this subject. The divisions of working class into different
segments in terms of labor process, skill, work conditions etc., reasons for the
political, ideological (and cultural) differences between them and the levels these
differences are reproduced still constitute a dynamic area of research. However,
being ‘intra-class’ divisions, the main dissimilarity of these internal differentiations
from class differences is that they are open to change. The decline in white-collars
skills and earnings in time is a typical example.

The ‘relational’ dimension that Wright has argued his class analysis is based on
is another point of debate. It seems that Wright, through multiple exploitation
mechanisms, constructs ‘relationality’ between different class positions and in the
production sphere. On the other hand, the condition of ‘being have fo sell labor-
power’ that I emphasized here constructs the relationship between capital and
(potential) labor-power seller before they come into contact in the process of
production. Of course, the movement of this relationship into the labor process, i.e.,
its actually taking place in the labor process has determining effects on class
relations. It is also the ground where class conflict becomes the most visible.
However, this does not change the fact that the relationship is established prior to this
process, which has been persistently neglected by studies on labor process.
Furthermore, we also need to remember that there are studies in which this
relationship is constructed in a wider context and in more holistic manner than this
study claims. For instance, Negri (1996), through Marx’s concepts of ‘formal and
real subsumption of labor’, has argued that in the post-fordist era capitalism has
entered into a period of total ‘subsumption’ of society. My aim is not to discuss this
argument here. Suffice to note its resemblance with the issue of ‘proletarians but not
wage-employees’ that 1 will discuss below in relation to class formations in

peripheral countries.
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2.2, Peripheral Class Formations and the Question of Semi-proletarianization

Uneven development of capitalism has always been accepted to be the major and
permanent factor that dynamically reproduce and transform the nature of working
class fragmentation. The dynamics of uneven development not only impose serious
effects on the structure of production and employment through the bperiodical
accumulation crises of capitalism all around the world, but also creates various lines
of segmentation in the various spheres of social reproduction of labor, that is
households, neighborhoods, cities and countries (Baghci 2000).

The effects of uneven development have not only diversified and differentiated
the condition of working classes between countries, but have also creatéd striking
contrasts particularly within Third World countries. During the period between
World War II and the mid-1970s, generally accepted as the Golden Era of
Capitalism, there had been significant increases in wages, decreases in work hours
and enlargement of social security rights in the North America and West European
countries. We also observe similar developments in Third World countries majority
of which employed import substitution economic policies during this period.
However, in most of these countries the segments of working class that benefited
from wage increases, health and social security supports had been largely and
primarily limited with the workers in the state enterprises.

Differentiation within working class and the transformation dynamics of this
differentiation can be observed at two main levels: (i) the changes in demographic
composition of the working class (particularly sex, race and ethnicity), (ii) the
changes in occupational structure and organization of work in relation with the
development dynamics of capitalism (Meiksins 1998: 29). The proportion of women
and ethnic groups, whose participation in wage employment has been previously
limited relatively, in working class is increasing. However, employment forms, the
work and occupation branches that these groups are concentrated in etc., are, at the
same time, strengthening and diversifying the already existing fragmentation
dynamics in working class. Furthermore, the shift from manufacturing industry
towards services in the general composition of employment has been observed for

sometime now. The service sector in itself displays a highly diverse character. Both
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in service and industrial employment non-standard employment forms® (part-time,
contract work, temporary contracts, etc.) are increasing and the area of ‘contingént
employment’ is growing. The expansion of small-scale enterprises and
subcontracting relations is accompanying this process and is creating new forms of
self-employment.®

In addition to employment forms and working conditions, the intra working
class divisions in the Third World are caused by other factors as well such as
religion, race and region. A low and limited level of contact between different
working class groups caused by this ‘fragmentation and dispersion’ (Haworth 1984)’
is a typical characteristic in most of the cases. The main force behind urbanization in
the 19™ century Europe, where working class movement displayed a tremendous
peak, was primarily the rural proletarians. In other words, those who migrated to the
cities already had an agrarian proletarian background. On the other hand, the
migration in its peak period of the second half of the 20™ century in the rest of the -
world was mainly of peasant origin. These rural migrants had very limited wége
labor experiences and were mainly socialized in semi-feudal production relations or
small production environments (Lloyd 1982; Roberts 1990). This situation creates
significant cultural effects in these newly proletarianized migrants’ adaptation to

urban context. Furthermore, while the limited availability of formal employment

® Nonstandard employment forms and related employment relations, in reality, are not very
recent in developed countries. We may even argue that ‘standard’ forms, both in terms of history
and extent, have been limited: “There have always been work arrangements that did not fit the
model of full-time work, and history is replete with examples of peripheral labor forces and
flexible labor markets in which work is unstable and temporary ... The efficiencies associated
with organizing work in standard, hierarchical employment relations and internal labor markets
in the post-World War II period may have been more of an historical irregularity than is the use
of nonstandard employment relations” (Kalleberg 2000: 342).

8 Rieser (1999: 191) establishes a moderate decrease in the share of the wage employees in the
total employment figure in Italy during the 1990s. However, he also points that there is a more
complex process behind this figure. While the ‘old’ self-employed groups (such as retail traders)
are declining, the expanding ‘new’ “self-employment of the second generation” is in direct
relation of dependency with capital and, in this respect, is not that different from wage labor.
Furthermore, the expansion in diversified employment forms can also be observed in the same
workplace. Hence, both core workers with relatively stable employment relations and workers
under various temporary employment forms do co-exist in the same workplace and, in some
cases, even do the same or similar works.

7 Haworth, N. (1984) ‘Proletarianisation in the world order: The Peruvian experience’ in B.
Munslow and H. Finch (eds.) Proletarianisation in the Third World. London: Coom Helm; cited
in Munck 1988: 88.
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opportunities structurally forces the migrants to informal activities, it also
strengthens the proletarians’ aspirations for self-employment.

In Third World countries the economy is generally incapable to accommodate
the labor force displaced from land in full-time wage employment. In these countries
we do not observe the classical pattern of labor being transferred from primary sector
to secondary and from there to tertiary sector. A large section of labor force directly
goes to the tertiary sector made of commercial and personal services. Such
‘tertiarization’ is a typical phenomenon of underdevelopment. Even in the
manufacturing sector, we see that the majority of workers are self-employed, family
workers or informal wageworkers. This situation can be evaluated as a process that
slows down proletarianization.

Lloyd (1982: 50) points out that urban working class in the Third World,
during the process of post-1950s de-colonization and industrialization, forms a
tripartite structure. The first group consists of wage earners in the large industrial and
commercial enterprises. The second group is the employees in the public sector with
a relatively high employment security. The last group is the informal sector. This last
section displays a very complex structure in terms of labor forms. It consists of self
employed, family workers and wage laborers whose status is almost uncertain in
terms of stability. There are other significant characteristics in Lloyd’s portrait of
employment structure in the Third World as well. Employment in the public sector is
relatively large. While employment in manufacturing industry is relatively narrow,
employment in service sector is large because of the early phases of urbanization. |

The studies on class dynamics in the Third World countries stress that urban
economy, urban class structure and proletarianization processes in these societies
have different characteristics than those in Western Europe and North America.
While some of these studies focus on the patterns of ‘semi-proletarianization’
(Wallerstein 1983), others emphasize the prevalence of informal employment in the
peripheral countries (Portes 1985; Castells and Portes 1989; Roberts 1995). ‘The
former approach, focusing on households as unit of analysis rather than individual
workers, highlights the fact that income through wage labor is not the only or the
main source of livelihood in these households. Wallerstein (1983) calls this ‘semi-

proletarianization® and argues that the existence of non-wage income enables wages
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to be stabilized at a lower level than necessary for survival and reproduction. In other
words, exploitation in semi-proletarianized households is higher than the fully
proletarianized households. Furthermore, full proletarianization in the core counties
is only possible because of semi-proletarianization in the periphery.

Despite the fact that formal and informal employment in Third World countries
appear to be independent from each other, in reality they have been fed from
common dynamics. During the periods of economic growth and industrial expansion
a relatively larger segment of labor force were employed in the formal sector and
improvements were made in wages. On the other hand, this tendency was slowing
down when economy was insufficient in the face of an enlarging urban labor force.
In the post-1970s, during the periods when in most of the Third Worid countries
economic stagnation and decline were taking place, employment in the formal sector
declined tremendously and unemployed workers ran for the informal sector. The
result, then, was a decrease in both enterprise earnings and wages in the informal
sector due to increase in the number of workers in the small enterprises, over
concentration in the self-employed activities, and increasing competition (Portes
1989; Portes and Schauffler 1993).

Informal sector activities are generally characterized as insecure jobs with low
and unstable wages, with no regulation in terms of employment, wages, and safety
conditions. In reality, informal sector includes wide range of categories from self-
employed to workers in the small-scale enterprises and family labor. The ability to -
make profit in this sector depends on avoiding from costs that legal regulations
would bring about, such as social security payments, health and safety standards in
the workplace etc. In its ‘classical form’, the informal sector provides goods and
services primarily to low-income groups. Low profit level generaily does not allow a
possibility of capital accumulation. The formal sector, in contrast, does not enter into
these areas due to high risk and low return. Rather, it brovides relatively
sophisticated and luxurious products to middle and high-income groups (Roberts
1995: 117-121). These different product and labor combinations in each sector and
relations between the two sectors have also important implications for class

structures.
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Portes (1985) defines three dividing lines in class structures in Latin American
countries: the control over means of production (profit-gainers and wage earners),
the control over labor-power (those with managerial power and others), payment
types (those with stable job and income, and those casually employed). Social classes
that emerge from these structures are as follows: (1) ‘the elite’, owning 1ar'gé industry
and service enterprises; (2) bureaucratic-technical class (highly educated strata
employed in public and private sectors in managerial & administrative positions); (3)
formal workers; (4) informal workers (compared to the workers in informal sector,
the workers in formal sector show higher degrees of employment and social security,
are relatively more educated and earn more), and (5) informal petty
bourgeoisie/small-scale entrepreneurs (low profit and primarily low and labor- -
intensive technologies. Roberts (1995: 141) adds to Portes’ classifications a sixth
category, namely lower ‘non-manual workers’ who are mainly composed of semi-
professional white-collar employees. The social prestige and wages of this group —
although the wage difference is not very big and shows declining trend— are higher
than manual workers. Roberts considers them as the ‘lower middle-class group’, and
provides four main reasons to treat them as a distinct social stratum, say, from skilled
working class in formal economy. According to him, they have higher education
level, which not only affects their occupations but also their chance of relatively
upward social mobility. Furthermore, their working conditions are better and they
have higher- social security than the manual workers as a whole. Finally, the
employment in the state is an important distinguishing characteristic of this stratum.®

It would be misleading to think that class structures in all Third World
countries are dominated by a common semi-proletarianization pattern. Particularly
newly industrializing Asian countries display different examples. The rapid
proletarianization in these countries was accompanied by a rapid increase in
industrial wage employment due to post-1960 export-oriented industrialization. For
instance, the transformation in employment in South Korea generally displays

similarity with the development in the Western Europe. The only and significant

% Munck (1987: 129) asserts that the structural heterogeneity of Latin American working classes
does not necessarily cause a political split in the labor movement. There is no evidence proving
that the privileged sections of the working class are more conservative.
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exception to this similarity is that the source of urban proletariat in South Korea
came mainly from rural small producers. In the Western Europe, in contrast, the
early generation of urban proletariat consisted mainly of agricultural and industrial
proletariat emerged in the earlier periods of expropriation in rural areas. In South
Korea, during this period of industrialization, the increase in urban wage
employment primarily was the result of rural migration. In this same period, the state
kept grain prices relatively lower than the market prices. This policy not only
lowered the wages of urban wage laborers but also increased migratiOn from rural
areas. The peasants did not have much chance to participate in wage employment in
addition to their agricultural incomes, as the rural industry in South Korea was weak.
Apart from this difference that has significant effects on the class behaviors of urban
proletariat, it seems that the transformation of wage labor in these countries has-
squeezed the processes that were expanded in a larger continuum in the Western
Europe to a very short period of time. According to Koo (1990: 673), while the rapid
increase in the blue-collar employment resembles the early pattern, both the increase
in white-collar wage employment and feminization of clerical and partly of blue-
collar jobs in South Korea resemble the late pattern in Western Europe.

This situation in Far Asian countries such as Korea constitutes a striking
contrast with that of South American countries. Curiously, in the former, we see a
decrease in the informal sector. While in Korea in 1960 more than three-fourth of”
those working in manufacturing industry were employed in enterprises employing 5
or fewer workers, this proportion in the early 1980s decreased to one-fifth. In the
Latin American countries, in contrast, the informal economy preserved its place.
According to Koo (1990: 674), two reasons account for this low employment figure
in informal sector in South Korea: the absence of a powerful working class
movement and of legal labor security practices. In these conditions, from the
perspective of employers, there is no reason to escape from both wage labor
employment in general and formal wage labor employment in particular.

Furthermore, in this situation wages are primarily determined by the market factors
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rather than institutions (state and unions) and we do not observe significant wage
differences between core and peripheral industries.’

Let’s turn back to the issue of informal employment in Latin American context.
The proportional magnitude of informal employment in class structure forces Portes
(1985) to use a looser concept of ‘working class.” In so doing, Portes includes the
self-employed and family workers in what he calls ‘informal working class.” Munck
(1988) opposes Lloyd (1982) who too employs a definition of working class that
includes self-employed, artisan, and peasants and argues that these groups may well
be labeled as ‘laboring classes’, but should be kept outside of the working class.” I
believe this is an appropriate point as those who employ such definition of working
class at the same time complain about the over variation in their own categorization.
However, Munck’s™® approach too, displays a tendency of excluding those who are
‘dispossessed of means of production’ but do not have the possibility to sell their
labor-power and, hence, does not solve the problem.

We can confer this situation by reversing the definition we used in the
discussion of middle classes earlier, i.e., ‘individuals, expropriated in such a degree -
that they have to but could not find possibility to sell their labor-power.” In other
words, they are ‘already proletarianized but not yet wage laborers.” Indeed, the
experiences of peripheral countries can be defined as the inadequacy of absorbing the
flows of proletarianized (in the sense of expropriated) and semi-proletarianized

individuals in urban areas into formal wage employment. The important question

? Koo (1990), in the same place, points to the fact that the share of large enterprises employing
500 and more workers has significantly declined with the expansion of subcontracting. However,
the enterprises with an increasing share in employment are not the very small enterprises with
possible petty commodity production characteristics but predominantly capitalist enterprises with
20 or more workers. Turner et al. (1991) draw a different picture for Hong Kong and put more
emphasis on to the intra-divisions of wage labor. According to them, one-fifth of the Hong Kong
working class consists of a privileged section that includes public employees, white-collars of
large firms, supervisors and workers with special manual skills. In contrast, one-third of the
working class is characterized as underprivileged. These are the workers employed in small
manufacturing enterprises that work under low employment security and poor working
conditions, are less paid, highly mobile and with low levels of education and skills. Furthérmore,
this polarization shows a tendency of sharpening as the majority of middle groups switch to the
privileged section.

' Munck, at the same time, opposes to limiting working class to those manual workers producing
surplus value. He accepts a wider definition of working class that includes all of those that “sell
labor power in exchange for wage and are not owners of means of production.”
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here, for our discussion is, to what extent and in which contexts do informal
activities, which are mainly occupied by the (recent) migrants due to their inabilities
to find formal wage employment, create permanent positions? In this process, we can
talk about a ‘de-proletarianization’ phenomenon for those who have filled permanent
self-employed or small employer positions. However, for the majority of population
in informal economy this situation is not applicable. They constantly swing between
informal wage employment, unemployment, and self-employed positions. Therefore,
in this cycle neither an absolute proletarianization (both expropriated and
permanently selling labor-power) nor de-proletarianization is possible and, in
principle, not probable either. This proposition is not only valid for individuals but is
applicable for households as well. Once again, this leads us to think that an approach
that solely focuses on a narrow definition of working class limited with those who
permanently sell their labor-power as a form of relationship with ,‘capital 1s
inadequate.

To what extent there exists a stable division between informal and formal
employment areas is also debatable. Although a sharp division between these two
was argued in the previous periods, such argument is becoming increasingly
challenged. First, informal sector is not independent from the general capitalist
organization of the economy. Secondly, the findings showing that the movement
between these two areas is limited, i.e., these two are sharply divided in terms of
workers movements, are rare. On the contrary, the widespread movement between
wage employment ‘positions in the formal sector and various positions (wage
employee, self-employed, family worker) is among the typical characteristics of the
Third World cities.

Portes et al. (1994: 8), argues that the significant increase in unemployment
during the economic crisis of 1980s proved the dualistic theories wrong which
proposed that informal sector in Latin American countries will play a role in
encompassing the surplus labor. On the contrary, Portes (1989) observes a signiﬁcantr
increase in unemployment and decrease in real wages and concludes that in the Third
World too mass unemployment can take place. He also shows that while there is a
certain increase in the informal employment, a significant part of it comes frofn

decentralized informalization of employment in the formal sector.
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Furthermore, the widespread informalization processes such as downward
pressures on wages in formal sector, decrease in labor protections, expansion of part-
time and low security jobs, outworking, the emergence of new non-standard forms of
employment etc., both in peripheral countries and advanced capitalist countries since
the 1970s, make such divisions between formal and informal sector meaningless. We
have been witnessing an integration of various forms and relationships of increasing
economic activities within capitalist production and distribution networks at global
and domestic levels. This picture is accompanied by a process whereby the number
of dispossessed laborers is rising. Yet they are increasingly divided in terms of labor
markets, work conditions, and work forms. It is very much possible that this division
will deepen differences in reproduction areas as well. Structural class analyses
provide a framework that requires the interrogation of these issues but it is not
sufficient. There is a need for research on various dimensions of fragmentation
within the working class as well as their effects. This necessity also requires that we
go beyond the production and employment areas. Indeed, the same workers who
work under very similar conditions of production and employment can display very
different characteristics in terms of education levels, social backgrounds, conditions

and relations in the reproduction areas.

2.3. Turkey: An Overview of Working Class Fragmentation

One of the first conclusions that an attentive look at the demographic base of the 20th
century Turkish class structure will draw probably would be the relatively slow
motion of the movement of rural population to and employment in urban areas. This
would be an observation despite the fact that ‘rural migration’ to cities has been on
the agenda of the country for half a century now. The serious problems that this
process has created in urban society and space (such as squatter housing, increase in
unemployment and informal activities, integration of migrant groups and political
implications of all these) has resulted in a large collection of social research for
sometime now (Karpat 1976; Kartal 1983; Keles 1983; Kiray 1984; Senyapil1 1978;
1981). Seen predominantly as the necessary troubles of modernization process up

until the 1980s, the problems of migration and of migrants are re-making their
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appearances on the country’s agenda through different and exclusionary codes and
frames as a result of transformations in social stratification dynamics'in the post-
1980s. In any case, we seldom encounter studies that draw our attention to the fact
that migration to urban areas in Turkey has been moving slowly in comparison to its
examples in the Western Europe. According to Kog¢ (2001), among the significant |
reasons for this ‘delayed expropriation’ are the support for small agricultural
producers by the international capital and finance institutions during the Cold War,
the need for voting power of small producers by the political .parties, ‘and the
sufficiency of economic resources to support this group in various ways. There are
also studies that, among these factors, draw our attention to populist policies
(Boratav 1983) and ‘peasant coalition’ character of the regime (Keyder 1990) that
enabled an increase in real income for peasants together with the urban wage
segments during the period of import substitution development policies.

As these studies also point out, rural migration to cities has a critical
relationship to capital accumulation processes. First of all, if expropriation, the main
reason for migration, both as a process and as an outcome is essentially a resource
and capital transformation, a slow-pace ownership polarization in agriculture would
mean that agricultural prices are not subjected to a resource transfer into other sectors
of the economy. At the same time, this would mean that there is a slow process of
transfer and centralization in agricultural property. Although the researchers
generally express doubts as to the reliability of available data, most of them agree
upon the fact that agriculture in Turkey is still dominated by small family enterprises.
In addition, the dominant tendency in agriculture in Turkey is fragmentation not
concentration (Akcay 1999; Kéymen and Oztiirkcan 1999). According to Akgay’s
calculations, in 1980 the majority (82 %) of agricultural enterprises were small
enterprises working on less than 100 acres of land. These enterprises covered around
42 percent of the total arable land (1999: 116). This structure has not shown a
significant change in time. According to another calculation, while small-scale

agricultural enterprises cultivating less than 200 acres of land covered 58 percent of
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the total arable land in 1950, this proportion increased to 63 percent in 1991
(Kodymen and Oztiirkcan 1999: 94)."

Secondly, capital accumulation process needs to create employment areas that
would encompass the masses flowing to the cities. From this perspective,
government supports and subsidies for small agricultural producers cannot be.
explained solely through political parties’ pragmatist behavior of preserving their
own vote basis. The insufficient capital accumulation in itself makes a certain degree
of control of rural exodus to cities a necessity. Of course, this control and regulation
could only be within the limits of economic and political ‘possibilities.” In an
economy, where import substitution policies came to an end since the late 1970s in
accordance with the world economic crisis, these possibilities are continuously
decreasing. As a result of the deepening debt crisis in state budget, the agricultural
price supports are in an actual trend of decline. With the new legal regulations,
related with the IMF program, put into practice after the February 2001 crisis,
subsidies and various protection measurements have been stopped for certain. Within
this context, we may certainly expect that agricultural production will be subjected to
competition and transnational capital accumulation dynamics at increasing degrees.
Hence, it is possible that higher levels of expropriation in agriculture and
concomitant increase in migration to cities will take place. On the other hand, in
terms of the other side of the capital accumulation process, i.e., the employment
possibilities in the cities, the situation is not very clear. The stability program put into
practice, after the 10 percent shrinking in the economy during the year of 2001, does
not target a rapid economic expansion but a slow pace, small proportional and
sustainable economic growth. These conditions point to an era where the urban social

strata will also be reconfigured.

' Akgay, to explain this tendency for fragmentation in agricultural land ownership, proposes an
alternative argument, though not discussed in detail, that petty commodity production in
agriculture is a production form integral to capitalism. According to this argument, in addition to
the natural differences of agricultural production from that of industrial one, the inheritance law
that constantly fragments the ownership, the development of petty commodity production as a
dominant political ideology etc., in a phase where production techniques have been standardized
the productivity levels between small and large enterprises almost diminish. Given this situation,
it can be claimed that small enterprises in agriculture, which are more flexible with regards to
crises and more adequate for controlling and transferring surplus labor, is the choice of capitalism
(1999: 129-30).
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Table 2.1 Distribution of employment by status (1988-1999) (%)

Employment in Turkey Urban Employment
1988 1999 1988 1999
Regular employee 325 34.6 59.5 59.3
Casual employee 7.4 9.4 8.6 11.6
Employer 34 5.0 6.5 8.7
Self employed 24.8 23.6 193 15.1
Unpaid family worker 31.9 27.4 6.1 53
Urban Non-agricultural Urban Manufacturing
Employment Employment
1988 1999 1988 1999
Regular employee 62.7 62.0 . 71.3 73.8
Casual employee 8.1 11.5 50 5.6
Employer 6.7 9.0 8.4 9.2
Self employed 18.3 13.8 11.2 7.8
Unpaid family worker 42 3.7 4.1 3.6

Source: DIE 2001c.

According to some basic macro employment indicators for the past 10 years,
although there has been a certain decline, agricultural employment (42%) continued
to sustain its weight in Turkey in general. The labor force uprooted from agricultural
employment during this period, both in Turkey at large and urban areas in particular,
rather than industry has been directed to services and construction sectors (the share
of these sectors in Turkey at large have increased from 37 percent to 41 percent, in
urban areas from 64 percent to 67 percent). In fact, the share of industrial
employment in urban areas has declined from 30 percent to 28 percent (DIE 2001c).

In the same period, the share of wageworkers in employment has also
increased. It reached to almost half (44%) of the total employment in Turkey in
general and three-fourth of the total employment (71%) in urban areas. In 1999, the
rate of wageworkers in both urban industrial employment in general and urban
manufacturing sector employment in particular was around 80 percent. In contrast,
the share of self-employed and unpaid family workers has declined. The sum of these
two was less than 10 percent by 1999. During this period, the segments that shrank
the most in Turkey in general are unpaid family workers and the self-employed in

urban areas. These two indicators point to proletarianization processes of unpaid
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family workers uprooted from rural agricultural activities and of the urban self-

employed.'?

2.3.1. Some observations on the dynamics of fragmentation among wage

employees

Wage employment is not homogenous in terms of many of its characteristics.
Furthermore, while some of the existing differentiation dynamics are deepening,
some other new dynamics are also articulated. The expansion of seasonal jobs that
the semi-proletarians in agricultural sector work and especially of the temporary jobs
in construction sector, of non-standard working forms, subcontracting and out-
working jobs along the more traditional forms of informal employment, child labor
employment both in its formal and informal forms, and the joining of some newly
industrializing Anatolian cities to industrial division of labor constitute some of the
main dynamics of this process. In addition, there are also some observatioﬁs that
contract-work, one of the non-standard employment forms, have emerged.13

A large part of the wage earners in Turkey is employed in public sector. This
fact constitutes one of the fragmentation dynamics of working class. It also displays
some overlapping with other axes of division (for instance, enterprise size and sector
base). Furthermore, there are also significant divisions within wage employees of the
public sector. The main reason for this division is the existence of three different
employment statuses. The largest group is the civil servants (deviet memuru), close
to around two miliion, whose employment status is determined by the Civil Servants
Code. While this group of salaried government employees predominantly consists of
white-collar office workers, there are also service and (a small number of) blue-collar

workers employed with the same status. The second largest group consists of state

2 The change in the rate of wageworkers in Turkey in general during this 10 years period shows
that the trends in the preceding 20 years period have been continuing. Between 1970 and 1990
the proportion of wageworkers in the total employment in Turkey in general increased from 28
percent to 39 percent. This increase was due to a decrease in the number of self-employed (from
27 % to 22 %) and particularly of rural unpaid family workers (from 45 % to 38 %) (DIE 2001a).

13 According to Kog (2001), these kinds of practices were employed in Karabiik Iron and Steel
Factory in 1985 but were ended due to the objections afterwards. Today, in some enterprises
such as Motorways General Directorate (Karayollar: Genel Miidiirliigii) there are some practices
of contract work.
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workers in state enterprises]4 belonging to the same employment status with that of
wageworkers and private sector. These workers are predominantly blue-collars but
there are white-collars and service workers employed with the same status here as
well. The most distinctive characteristic of state workers, whose number was around
700 thousand by the year 1999, is that they constitute the section in which union
organization and collective bargaining is the strongest and most common. The third
group of employees in the public sector consists of those employed in accordance
with a specific regulation that provides higher wages than ordinary civil servants.
The employment conditions of this group, whose number is around 250 thousand, are
regulated by a special decree. These employees have neither the right for job security
provided to civil servants nor the right to organization and collective bargaining
provided to state workers (DIE 2001a; 2001c).

Between these three groups of workers, who are sometimes employed in the
same workplace and actually do the same work in some of the public‘enterpri.ses,
there are tremendous differences in terms of job security, wage levels and rights to
organize. There are two dynamics of transformation at work. Firstly, the number of
public workers, who earn significantly more than the civil servants due to their
collective bargaining rights, has been declining as a result of slowing down of the
employment of new workers and the compulsory retirement policies that came to
agenda recently. This process, at the same time, results in a decline of union
organization among wage groups as a whole. The work and wage conditions of the
civil servants, whd allegedly formed a ‘labor aristocracy’ till the 1950s (Kog 2001),
have been steadily deteriorating after this period. The struggle of this group to gain
unionization rights, since the late 1980s, seems to be entered into a stabilization
process with a special decree accepted in 2001. Until now, there was not an explicit
ban on unionization of civil servants. However, there was not a legal regulation
either. This new law grants the right to unionize for the civil servants but not with the
rights for collective bargaining and strike. Instead, it suggests some collective

meetings and consultation mechanisms at the level of confederation. This new

4 As observed by Kalaycioglu the legal status differences between state employees as ‘civil
servant-state worker’ even exist at the level of the same enterprises and this differentiation
functions as a means for labor control (1995: 101-101; 113-14; 202-203).
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regulation has not satisfied civil servants whose only hope to increase their wage
levels have been gaining the right to unionize. In addition, this regulation will deepen
the status divisions among the employees in the public sector as well as among the
wage laborers as a whole.

Among the wage earner groups, female employment is low in general.
However, it shows certain tendency to expend. In 1999, the proportion of women in
urban non-agricultural employment was 17 percent. Among urban wage employees,
this rate was slightly higher with more than 20 percent. In the area of formal wage
employment women mostly work as civil servants. Female workers constitute more
than one-fourth of the total civil servants. However, the majority of women
concentrate in informal activities. For instance, among the workers with social
security, the main indicator of formal wage employment other than the civil servants,
the proportion of women is only 15 percent (DIE 2001a; 2001c). The typical
examples of unregistered female employment areas are (i) trade and services A(ii)
house works, and (iii) the outworking system that showed an increase mainly in
textile-garment sector. While the number of wageworkér women in out-working
system in 1991 was around 33 thousands, in 1994 it increased 4.2 times and reached
to 140 thousands. By the year 1999, the number of home-workers amounted to some
247 thousands. More than four-fifth of these workers are women and an
overwhelming majority of them (87%) work in manufacturing sector (Erdogdu 1999;
DIE 2001a). .

The figures that we have examined until now point to a common .dynamic of
fragmentation between wage laborers: between workers who benefit from minimum
legal protection and those without any protection and are working in informal sectors
and activities. In the statistics of 1999, the total number of wageworkers is given aé
9.6 million. On the other hand, the total number of workers registered to Social
Security Organization and of civil servants registered to Retirement Fund (Emekli
Sandig) is 7.05 million. This information means that at least 2.5 million workers are
informal employees (DIiE 2001a; 2001c). However, since the statistical data are
insufficient in covering the total wage employment, we may argue that this number
in reality is much higher. According to Kog¢ (2001), the number of wageworkers

informally employed should be around 4.5 million. In addition, the statistical
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information shows that the proportion of causal workers among wage earners is
increasing (see Table 2.1 above).

It seems that a number of points of debate related to unregistered employment
will gain more significance. First of all, the fact that unregistered employment shows
a tendency to expand is a commonly accepted observation.'> Secondly, the question
of unregistered employment has been a prominent subject among the studies on
informal sector. Here, too, we encounter with the difficulty that constitutes the main
problem of informal sector concept: varying and conflicting employment statuses of
the people engaged in informal activities.'® The informal sector that has been usually
associated with the self-employed and family labor in the past debates, as I have
previously indicated, has been rapidly expanding and increasingly becoming an area
of wage laborers. A third problem is related with the questions of ‘to which sectors
and areas of activity and through which dynamics’ that employment in this area has
been expanding, whether we call it informal or unregistered.'”

The few studies on this area have shown that subcontracting and outworking
mechanisms play a primary role in the increase of informal activities in general and
informal wage employment in particular. According to a research on the structure
and labor force of shoe production in Istanbul, Gedikpasa, the subcoﬁtracting :
relations are constructed in two ways — at the level of trading and of production. At

the level of trade, subcontracting relationship indicates work and capital dependency

'* According to Keyder (1989), structural transformations following the crisis in the late 1970s
can overall be regarded as an attempt to ‘informalize’ the economy. This process, in fact,
demonstrated that informal sector has never been an exceptional, secondary segment of the
economy and employment and produced a permanent dynamic in the formation of working class.
This ‘informalization’ process has reached to such an extent that made such distinctions nearly
almost inadequate.

'8 Even among the market traders, the typical and classical example of informal sector, there are
significant class differences. For a study on dynamics of class-based conflict and cooperation in
this area, see Varcin (1996).

17 According to findings of a fieldwork in istanbul Alibeykdy neighborhood that measured urban
informal employment, 49 percent of the total workers were informal employees. 59 percent of the
informal employment is made of female workforce. The distribution of informal employment
according to employment status of labor is 64 percent wageworkers and 5 percent family
workers. The areas of activity cover a very large spectrum such as family worker, home-work,
clothing workers, factory workers, construction workers, apprentice, driver and other employees
(furniture workers, service sector workers, cleaning workers, daily workers, goldsmith workers,
glass workers and similar workshop workers etc.) (Ozar, 1996:522-527).
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of producers, who are without operating capital and capital enough to control the
fluctuations in the market, to manufacturer traders who take on a manufacturing role
and organize production from outside. At the level of production, subconfrécting
relations are established with the producers, who lost their control over production
process due to their dependency on piece-rate work and who produce with labor-
intensive technology, and the parent company. This parent firm determines the value,
amount and time of piece-rate work. In such cases, it is common to use family and
child labor. The job stability is low both among these groups and wage employees.
The payments are made according to work rhythm on daily, weakly or monthly
bases. In some cases, wee also see payment based on piece-rate (Giiler-Miiftiioglu,
2000).

Subcontracting and out-working are common in metal industry, textile
industry, automobile industry, and furniture industry. According to a study on
Istanbul ready-made clothing industry, around 40 percent of the enterprises does
subcontracting work. Some of the firms, except design and cut, can subcontract all
other work. While the firms are located nearby the newly constructed gecekondu
areas where plenty and cheap labor exists, the workshops that do subcontracting
work are located in gecekondu areas. The main source of the labor force in the
clothing sector comes from primary school graduate women and youth (63%). In
order to reach cheap labor force, outworking also takes place. Almost half of the
firms practice outworking system. Among the workers, those who work at home earn
the least income. The majority of others earn slightly higher incomes than the
minimum wage. More than half of the workers do not have social security (Eraydm,‘
1999: 134-137).

Some of the early theoretical attempts in conceptualizing the dynamics of
informal sector in Turkey have suggested several differentiation stfategies such as
‘marginal sector’ and ‘core-periphery-marginal’ segments. The core jobs are the jobs
that do large-scale and capital intensive production, are integrated and employ large
numbers of engineer and technician. In these enterprises, unionized, high-wage, and
high-skilled workers do the work. Here, we also see high job stability. The
‘peripheral’ jobs are the small, irregular, instable and less specialized and less

organized jobs mainly in the areas of repair and spare-parts production that emerged
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in parallel to industrialization in the 1960s and 1970s. Mainly workers who are
unorganized and low waged, without security and with high employment turnover do
these periphery works. Marginal jobs are related to early phases of urban and
economic spheres. In general, they are made of short-term and temporary jobs such
as street vending, market trading, porting, and daily working (Senyapili, 1994).

Such explanations and classifications need to be reexamined in the light of new
differentiation dynamics in the area of employment. On the othet hand, we also see
that migration and urban space themes integral to these studies are taken up by some
of the new studies on urban stratification. We may argue that a group of studies on
‘spatial and social stratification’ have emerged out of this line. Examples of such
studies are Erder (1995; 1996), Isik (1996), and Isik and Parcioglu (2001)
According to Erder, there appears to be a division between ‘winners and losers’
within the peripheral population in the cities. While the first group has successfully
integrated itself into housing and labor markets, the remaining continues to occupy a
marginal space mainly consisting of the ‘new urban poor.’’ Isik and Pinarcioglu
(2001) argue that, until the recent years, migrants have had chances to overcome
poverty through urban land rents mainly by transferring their own poor positions to
the new comers. However, they assert, this sort of rotational mode of poverty seems
to come to an end as the options of land rents have become more and more limited.
Thus, spatial segmentation is likely to show sharper and more consolidated

characteristics of income and wealth polarization than before.

¥ Community solidarity seems to be rising among the so-called ‘new urban poor.” It seems that
there are two interrelated tendencies: diversification within the gecekondu areas and their
population, on the one hand, and a sharpening distinction between central and peripheral areas of
the cities on the other, which is said to be resulted in the phenomenon of suburbanization.
According to Ayata (1996), several factors have caused differentiation within and rise of
communitarian tendencies among the urban groups: ethnic and religious heterogeneity;
destabilizing labor market and rising competition; a perception of moral corruption towards the
inner city, and, weakness of public realm. While Ayata talks also about political factors that may
carry the diversification into conflict, he also underlines this important point: the young people
from periphery engaging in violent actions have lost their hope for vertical mobility through
education, and “their reference point is not in the rural life of the past which they had never
known, but in the urban society together with its difficulties, attraction, and many aspects of
inequality” (1996: 22). In comparing the cases of Denizli and Istanbul, Isik (1996), too,
emphasizes the dynamics of dissociation of the gecekondu population from the city in Istanbul
together with a range of integration dynamics. Like Ayata, he implies that this phenomenon is
related to the ‘emerging relations’ caused by the globalization process, in which certain groups
can engage and the peripheral population cannot.
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2.3.2. Analytical approaches to class and stratification

Among the studies on social classes and stratification, class structure analysis seems
to have rarely been conducted in Turkey. Here I would like to discuss several
analytically oriented approaches. The first one is developed by Kalaycioglu and
others (Kalaycioglu et al. 1998; Tiiziin 2000), which is an attempt to develop a
stratification index applicable to surveys and social research. The second one has
been employed by Giiveng (2000a; 2000b) in the studies of urban spatial segregation.
The last two examples have been developed by Kog (1989; 1991) whose works show
a wide range of variety including the issues of trade union movement, collective
bargaining economics and ecbnomic policies, labor history and prdletafianization
and by Boratav (1991; 1995) whose original field is political economy.

Kalaycioglu et al. (1998) have developed a gradual stratification index.. This
model is a composition of the following variables with varying dégrees of weight:
(1a) it accepts ‘form and status of employment’ as one of the classifying criteria and
rejects classifications based on occupations because of their_iimited explanatory
capacity; (1b) it incorporates form and status of employment of all working member§
in the household and rejects the stratification analyses based on head of the
household; (2) it incorporates the average education level of individuals at the age of
15 and over (education level affects the income and consumption patterns of the head
of the household and his/her spouse and the level of income and consumption affects
the education levels of second generation); (3) it takes into account the selected items
the household owns which are relatively difficult to acquire; (4) it incorporates the
neighborhood and house ownership (the price of land depending on the area and
home ownership). The authors argue that each of these four variables plays
significant roles in differentiations among individuals and households. Yet each of
them independently does not have sufficient explanatory power (Kalaycioglu et al.
1998: 129). Given this, they propose VERI socioeconomic status index as an
integrated measurement system that incorporates all of these variables by giving each
of them a different point. This index has been tested in 1995 in various researches.
As a gradual stratification model, this index includes upper, upper-middle, middle

and lower-middle segments.
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The same authors both analyze the issues of representation, comprehensiveness
and universality of a quantitative index and discuss the ways to articulate it with the
findings of qualitative researches. The latter discussion is based on in-depth
interviews conducted with the heads of households and spouses in 23 families
located in ‘middle’ socioeconomic level in a previous study done by using the above-
mentioned index. The qualitative research aims to determine the issues such as
family history, networks of social and cultural relations, political attitudes, income,
savings and consumptions patterns that could not be covered by quantitative
research. From this study, the authors conclude that: (1) although there are extensive
common characteristics in terms of material conditions, lifestyles and social relations
within a status group determined by quantitative researches, there are also examples
that differ from these common characteristics; (2) the existence of widespread
common characteristics is not enough; to reach the conclusion that these
characteristics ‘distinguish’ a certain status group or segment we need to make
comparative studies involving other groups; (3) qualitative research shows that (a)
the conditions prior to migration, the method and type of migration, and the timing of
migration, and (b) the networks of family relations constitute “the primary factors in
determining the lower and upper thresholds in the socio-economic scale the families
will reach to and explaining the differences between them (1998: 132). The
latecomers from villagers to urban areas are typically situated in lower socio-
economic strata than the previous-comers. The authors find out that behind the
quantitative socioeconomic indicators defining the ‘middle strata’ there exists
important role of family relations. In majority of cases, even for the ‘nuclear’
families there exist various ‘pooling’ mechanisms where both income and spending
are shared with parents and other relatives. Family networks primarily include sbcial
capital transfer that provides information in labor market and possibilities for job
finding. Family networks, at the same time, produce a paternalist cultural political
formation. The role of father in transferring social capital and protection and
distribution functions in the reproduction of family, in return, necessitates respect
and submission and support for his social role and political attitudes.

Among the variables of this stratification model, Kalaycioglu et al. (1998)

divide “form and status of employment’ into four different groups: (a) employees:

38



divided into two sub-groups between those employing 6 or more workers and those
employing 5 and less workers; (b) self employed: this group includes self employed
professionals and artisans; (c) wage employees: managers, non-manual employeés
and manual workers; (d) farmers: divided into two sub-groups between those who
employ 2 and more workers and those depending on non-wage family labor or
employing 1 worker at most. In addition to these main categories, additional
categories constitute ‘retirees’ and unemployed and housewife households (the latter
category is based on the assumption that unemployed and housewives can only play
significant roles when they are the head of household). .

This approach proposed by Kalaycioglu et al. (1998), in principle, is not class-
analytical in nature. As I mentioned above, it aims to develop a multi-variable
stratification model. I will not discuss the nature of the model here. However, I
would like to deal with several points. First, the variables other than the form and
status of employment, that is, education, property holding, and consumption
capacity, may well be integrated into an attempt to explore the dynamics of
fragmentation among the wofking class. Second point concerns the grading strategy
used for the category of ‘form and status of employment’. In the model, while 9-10
point is given to managers, 8 points is given to employees hiring 5 workers at most.
This grading system, I believe creates both a theoretical and practical problem. The
authors explain this situation by pointing to the ‘underdeveloped management
organization’ in the latter. This approach makes the distinction deveioped by the
authors in terms of ‘form and status of employment’ insignificant and substitutes the
‘characteristics of workplace’ for employment relations. Furthermore, not only they
do not discuss what kind of status differentiation the existence of management
organization would make, but we can also argue that the existence of managemeﬁt
organization in the position of ‘managers’ among civil servants, in most of the cases,
gives them only a figural position and does not create much of a real status difference
in practice. .

Giiveng (20002; 2000b) in a series of research analyzing the relationship
between spatial segregation and various social variables such as workplace,
employment status, income level and geographic origin in Istanbul and several other

large cities has used the concept of ‘flexible/unorganized workers’ that better

39



describes emergent trends instead of the concept of ‘informal.” In these studies,
Giiveng has developed an analytical schema that considers both employment statuses

of individuals and different characteristics of job/workplace:

(al) flexible/unorganized (wage employees and the self employed in labor/skill
intensive industries), ‘

(a2) organized/regular (wage employees in capital intensive industries and waged
and salaried employees in public sector),

(a3) white-collar workers in central business area (white-collar and service workers
in central business areas, and owners and employees of service and sales
businesses),

(b1) industry and commerce (employers and the self employed in industry,
wholesale trade, and retail trade businesses that require large capital),

(b2) employers, self employed and employees in small manufacturing and sale
units,

(b3) peripheral employment (self employed, employers and workers in industries
concentrated in metropolitan periphery such as agriculture, fishery, storage,
military etc.),

(b4) those working in health, entertainment, culture, civil society organizations and
services specialized in catering to the central business area.

In this categorization the employment cluster in group (a) is the area where wage
earners are concentrated the most. In contrast, in group (b) employees and self-
employed individuals are more common. Flexible/unorganized workers constitute
more than two-third of the group (a) which covers 88 percent of the sample.
Flexible/unorganized jobs (al) typically do not have connection with aﬁy éocial
security institution, do not involve any contracts and are with no security provisions_;
The weight of organized/regular wage laborers (a2) in capital-intensive iﬁdu.stries'
and public sector that Giiveng (2000b) describes as unionized/organized/Fordist in
total employment is only 1/6 of the flexible/unorganized workers."” The group of
white-collar workers employed in sales, finance, insurance, transportation, and

various service jobs (a3) constitutes 17 percent of the total employment.

' Based on two findings that (i) flexible employment is six times larger than regular/organized
employment from, and (ii) those who worked in flexible employment has lower education levels,
Giiveng (2000b) concludes that the possibilities for a vertical movement from flexible/irregular to
regular/organized employment areas are limited.
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Giiveng’s studies show that there are significant differences between these
groups in terms of education, home-ownership, origin and settlement pattérns. This
finding can be interpreted as a proof that the above schema represents a meaningful
classification of social groups based on employment/workplace. Particularly, the
categorization of ‘flexible & unorganized’, ‘regular & organized’ and ‘white-collar
& service workers’ given in Giiveng’s schema, in principle, is very meaningful and
functional in analyzing fragmentation of working class in Turkey. However, this
classification needs to be refined with two points. First, ‘white collars’ who are
employed in private sector office jobs, and ‘service workers’ which consists of both
those who work in stable services in workplace and those who work in sales,
marketing etc. jobs and have to be mobile due to the nature of job, need to be
distinguished from each other. Secondly, both the civil servants and workers
employed in state enterprises currently included in ‘regular/ orgénized’ category
need to be categorized separately because the working conditions of these groups
significantly differ both from each other and from the other groups.

Giiveng’s studies are directed towards analyzing urban spatial segregation and
do not attempt to develop a ‘social class’ analysis based on the two criteria
(employment status and differentiating characteristics of job/workplace) that the
above classification is developed from. However, based on Bourdieu’s érgument that
groups positioned in different social spaces also display different dispositions, it
tends to substitute social grouping dynamics based on spatial segregation with the

concepts of social class.

The differences and similarities between patterns of positioning of status-
income groups will determine their perception of other groups outside of their
own world. It will be inevitable for other groups who do not have distinguishing
patterns (positioning) of dispersion to have similar images for outside groups. In
other words, to have distinguishing dispersion characteristics requires social
strata to see other groups from very different angles. ... Hence, the groups
positioned differently in metropolitan scale will look at the world from different
angles, will not have similar representations; to put it differently, they will live
in different worlds in the same world (Giiveng 1998: 118).

There is no doubt that different spatial positioning practices have significant effects
on social groups’ perception of themselves, the outside world and each other.

However, such an argument will be insufficient and unqualified so far as the nature
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and content of the particular relationship between the groups’ different spatial
positioning practices, on the one hand, and their varying perceptions, on the other
hand. More importantly, such an argument has the risk of falling into an error of
treating patterns of spatial positioning as the constitutive element of social group
formation. Spatial positioning of social groups at the same time is the reason, effect
and product of different social practices determined by these groups varying
economic, cultural and symbolic capacity and repertoires. Bourdieu himself érgues in
Distinction (1984) that economic and cultural levels are mutually constitutive
elements of social~ group formation. That is, class distinctions at the socio-economic
level produce cultural and symbolic distinctions, which in turn reproduce class
structure. While this approach underlines the role of the cultural in the reproduction
and legitimization of class distinctions, it does not reject the argument that sources of
class distinctions are generated at the level of the economic.”® As a matter of fact,
Giiven¢’s findings on spatial segregation based on socio-economic status in Istanbul
and other cities (the highest dissimilarity coefficient is between wage employees and
employers) indicate that the dominant factor producing and reproducing spatial
segregation is social class.

The studies by Kog¢ on the class structure in Turkey focus on (i) general
indicators of the volume of wage earners and (ii) within the limits of available data,
the process of expropriation through generations. Having criticized those who relate
the concept of working class to specific characteristics and legal status of work, he
asserts that the concept of working class is identified at a general base of wagé
earners. He starts from the criterion of freeing from ownership, and discuss the issue
of surplus-value production and the question of productive vs. unproductive labor,
which have always been debated in the Marxist class studies. This point is important
because Kog, at the first phase, is insistent on the distinction between a loose concept
of poor classes and that of working class defined at the base of surplus value

exploitation: “becoming a worker is not due to his poverty, but due to that he is

It has been argued that the relationship between the economic and the social in Bourdieu’s
concept of class is not consistent and that it carries a tautological character. For instance,
according to Gartman (1991: 436) while Bourdieu, on the one hand, explains variations in
culture and life-style with class position, he defines class position through uneven distribution of
cultural capital (together with economic capital) on the other.
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exploited by the capitalists” (1989: 210). Therefore, working class does not cover all
wage earners, but those who work in material commodity production wheére
production and exploitation of surplus value can be realized. He rejects the
distinction between mental and manual labor. Given the complexity of production
process, those who take pllace in collective production process bﬁt do not use
physical labor should be considered within the working class since they contribute to
the material production by being a part of what Marx called ‘collective worker.’
Collective organization of production and the division of labor have expanded
beyond the workplace. Those who are working in activities, which supply energy,
project and planning services, row material, maintenance and equipment,
transporting, etc., constitute an integral part of commodity production. Yet, there
appears another question: Is it enough to take place within the collective production
process for being considered as worker? Kog offers an additional distinction. Certain
segments of those who do not work in direct production constitute a part of technical
organization of production, but some others (such as accountants, those working in
marketing, advertisement, etc.) are needless for technical organization of production,
but required for the capitalist organization of production; so, they are not part of the
working class.

Now, what is the class position of those wage earners who do not, directly or
indirectly, take place within productive activities? The answer offered by Kog seems
problematic.-He provides two arguments. First, these wage earners, as a matter of
fact, consider themselves as working class and engage in class organizations.
Secondly, although they are not subjected to surplus value exploitation, they are
exploited by the distribution mechanisms of the market. Moreover, when employees
reduce workers’ wages they do not make distinction between productive and
unproductive ones. Hence, Kog¢ concludes, “the long term class interests of
nonproductive wage earners are identical with that of productive wage earners”
(1989: 216). Here, it seems that Ko¢ moves away from the criterion of surplus value
production and refers to market mechanisms, which seems to be inspired by Wright’s
unequal distribution of credential assets that causes a specific kind of exploitation
among wage earners. Consequently, his notion of working class contradicts with his

rejection of the category of poverty. It is, therefore, the loose concept of wage
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earners in conjunction with decreasing wéges that enable him to call civil servants a
part of the working class. According to Kog, civil servants had constituted the labor
aristocracy, but then lost their privileges and proletarianized in their consciousness.!

Another Marxist class analysis in Turkey is attempted by Boratav (1991; 1995)
who has extended the framework of his studies from rural to the urban classes. He
seems to have paid more attention than Kog to the inner stratification of the working
class as well as the bourgeoisie. As a political economist, Boratav has long been
preoccupied with the analysis of rural class structure since the 1970s. From the end
of the 1980s, he attempted to apply a revised version of his analytical scheme to
urban classes. In addition to investigating the effects of economic policies and the
adjustment strategies of households, Boratav (1991; 1995) tries to develop an
analytical framework for urban socio-economic structure and discusses the data on
various issues: socio-economic differentiation among social classes and groups,
variations in levels of education, degree of urbanization, social mobility, living
standards and life styles, and their ideological and political implications. Together
with the specific concern on analyzing the findings of two successive field studies
conducted in 1988 and 1991, Boratav (1991; 1995) uses two different categorizations _
of inner segments of the working class. In the first one, the inner groups consist of 6}
industrial proletariat, (ii) unskilled workers, (iii) white-collars, and (iv) retirees.
While this analytical scheme seems to have been determined by the concern of
studying the effects of economic policies employed in the 1980s, the later
categorization rather shows an attempt to generate a structural-analytical framework.
Here the group of wage earners consists of (al) high-skilléd educated employees,
(a2) white-collars, (a3) unskilled service workers, and (a4) blue-collars (working in

direct production).22 Having adopted a classical Marxist theory of conflicting classes,

! Erom a historical perspective, Kog examines inner segmentation of working class according to
(i) labor aristocracy of the initial period of the Republic, (ii) variations between public and
private sector workers, (iii) differing conditions of those working in monopolistic-foreign
enterprises, and (iv) differentiation within public sector workers resulted from partisan
employment by parliamentary politics. According to Kog, by the 1980s, all these variations have
tended to become homogenized. Moreover, Kog asserts, religious, ethnic, and regional
segmentation within the working class have weakened.

22 Boratav, in addition to these four groups, includes ‘unemployed’ and ‘retiree.” However, these
are not structural-analytic but rather situational categories.
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his approach relies on the essential criterion of the mechanism of surplus
appropriation. This, as is known, produces two main classes, (a) the working class
and (b) the bourgeoisie. This analysis of ‘economic classes’ is expanded into the
inner divisions of the main classes, the so-called sub-groups, which again are
analyzed in terms of economic relations, i.e., the processes of redistribution of
surplus. Boratav divides the capitalist class into two main groups: as (b1) small
bourgeoisie/employers (employing one or two workers permanently) and medium-
big bourgeoisie/employers (employing three or more workers permanently). As a
third category, he mentions the ‘middle strata.” These strata, depending on social
formation, take different positions between or around the main social classes, and
they maintain their existence thanks to surplus transfer through market mechanism
and/or by the state. He defines (c) self-employed (small shopkeepers and artisans +
those working in marginal/informal jobs + self-employed professionals) as the major
categories of the in-between strata.

Unlike Kog, Boratav, both in defining the boundaries of working class and in
distinguishing its inner segments, does not enter into the productive-unproductive
labor debate. However, while he points out that these four groups within ‘wage labor
class’ are determined by the processes of redistribution of surplus product/value, the
three groups outside of the classical blue-collars exist implicitly as parts of sﬁrplus
production in his analysis. In addition, he does not discuss the nature of mechanisms
of ‘redistribution.” Therefore, whether these mechanisms determine the structﬁral
boundaries of the working class or they play roles in its internal
divisions/differentiations is not very clear in his analysis. For example, different from
his previous analysis, while he distinguishes ‘high-skilled educated employees’ —
resembling Wright’s ‘notion of ‘contradictory class locations’~ from white-collar
groups, it becomes clear that the main distinguishing factor of these two from each
other is difference in their income levels. We may argue that there is a redistribution
mechanism that causes an unequal distribution of surplus between these two groups.
However, what distinguishes other employee groups is, stiil, unclear. This leads us to
a conclusion that the distinguishing criterion in defining ‘social class’ categories or
coalitions proposed by Boratav, based on economic classes, is not simply composed

of redistribution. In his analysis (1995: 6-7), the urban working class in its narrow.
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definition, consists of blue-collar + unskilled service workers + unemployed; the
working class in its widest definition includes all employed groups + unemployed +
retirees (wage/salaried groups of present, past and near future); the coalition of
‘popular classes’ is composed of unemployed + blue-collars + unskilled service
workers + white-collars + self-employed.

The determining criterion whether to include especially the white-collar in
these combinations probably is not simply the income level. It is at the same time
and perhaps primarily related with the employment status and differences in work
process. Furthermore, it refers to different cultural formations of the white-collars.
However, whatever criteria are used, Boratav’s model of internal fragmentation of
working class provides a valid framework for those societies like Turkey where,
despite various axes of working class differentiations, there are no high levels of
‘structural’ differentiation. In the following chapters, I will use a similar schema. In
defining differentiations of working class, 1 accept the main distinguishing factors of
the blue-collars, the white-collars, the unskilled service workers and professional

employees from each other as (i) differences in work process, and (ii) differences in

2 Boratav’s schema has been operationalized by Aktas (2001) together with Wright’s model of
class locations based on multiple exploitation relations and Goldthorpe’s occupational class
mode! in a comparative analysis of class attitudes. Aktas (2001), in this analysis, makes two
revisions of Boratav’s model: First, among ‘professional employee’ positions, excluding those.
with credential and organizational assets (supervisors/chiefs) in Wright’s model, he includes the
rest into the white-collar category. Second, he argues (ibid: 224) that “even though they seem to
occupy a middle position between the blue-collars and the white-collars in terms of attitude and
deprivation” the unskilled service workers “are closer to the world of the white-collars in terms
of class culture and privileges” (While Aktas did not provide any evidence for this argument, his
study shows that these workers take place between white- and blue-collars: their anti-business
attitudes are stronger than white-collars but weaker than blue-collars). Therefore, he places the
unskilled service workers within the white-collar category. According to the results of the
author’s analysis of ‘attitude scale’, Boratav’s model reflects different class attitudes in higher
degrees than other two models. The findings show that while anti-liberalism and pro-social state
attitudes are the highest among the blue-collar workers and peasants/farmers, white-collars, small
bourgeoisie and managerial chiefs, respectively, display a ‘middle class’ profile, growing distant
from these groups. '

It has been argued that Boratav’s class schema is based on occupation and that it
resembles Goldthorpe’s occupational classes (Kalaycioglu et al. 1998; Aktas 2001). Since I have
been inspired by Boratav’s class schema in this study, I would like to emphasize two points to
clarify the subject. First, starting from occupation and work qualities in the classification of
empirical data, in most cases, is a practical necessity and cannot be considered as an evidence for
a class typology to be theoretically based simply on occupational characteristics. Secondly, in
this study the differences in occupations or employment statutes are not used as a variable
differentiating social classes but as one of the dynamics of internal stratification of a class
(working class) defined through social relations of production.
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education and skill formations. The different characteristics of work process and its
impacts on labor relations result in differentiations in class experiences of these
groups. In addition, different characteristics of work create such differences in
education and skill formations among these groups that do not only result in income
differences but at the same time, in wider social context, lead to cultural differences.
In this study, I adopt a modified version of Boratav’s analytical frame. Before
explaining the extent of and the reasons for these modifications, the reader should
note that the sample of the present study consists only of wage earners. Other
categories referred to are former class positions of the workers and those of their
fathers. The first modification is related to the category of employer. I did not see a
need to differentiate between ‘small’ and ‘medium/big’ emp.loyers,“ since the
category of employers appeared as a rather small group in any case. Seco'nd'ly,.fo‘r
operational reasons (basically, being a small portion of the sample), Boratav
combined ‘self-employed professionals’ with the group of ‘artisan & informal.’
Since this category did not exist in any household, on the one hand; and appeared to
have a rather significant attraction in workers’ aspirations, on the other, I preferred to
leave it as a separate category. Thirdly, I did not use the category of ‘pensioner
retiree’ that mainly refers to the present situation of some fathers. According to the
information on their previous jobs, these people were placed at appropriate locations
(by the same procedure, I omitted the category of ‘unemployed’, which also applies
to the other members of the household). Those fathers retired from SSK (Social
Insurance Organization) and Emekdi Sandig (Pensionef Fund, for civil servants), for
whom sufficient information were not available, were placed into an additional
category: ‘employee: position unknown.” Lastly, the category of ‘blue-collar
worker’, in my study, has a larger coverage. While Boratav limited this category to
those who ‘work in direct material production’, I believe that those employees
working in transportation and loading & unloading of goods, and those working in
repairing & maintenance are indispensable to the process of collective production.lln
addition, the degree of specialization and division of labor is so low in small/medium
scale workplaces that most of the employees, who perform certain tasks of
controlling and coordinating the production process, at the same time, do work in

manufacturing. The same situation also applies to those workers, mainly apprentices,
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who are in the process of learning the job, on the one hand, and, frequently do
service work as well as manufacturing, on the other. All these workers were counted
as blue-collars. And, finally, since the present study did not focus on a detailed
investigation of the proletarianization processes of families with rural origin, I did
not need to differentiate between various groups of farmers and peasants and
regarded a single group of ‘farmers & peasants’ as sufficient. The modified version

of the class positions, then, is as follows:

(1) wage employee: position unknown.

(2) unskilled service worker: those working in various service works with lower
level of skill and education; in the sample, mainly those who work in food
preparation, cleaning, cafeteria and personal services such as driver. '

(3) blue-collar worker: those working in manufacturing, repair & maintenance,
construction, transportation of goods, loading & unloading, and those who both
work in and have responsibilities for controlling and coordinating such tasks at
the same time. 4

(4) white-collar worker: clerical and technical workers such as teachers, officers,
nurses; mainly secretaries, accounting personnel, technicians within the sample.

(5) professional employee: managerial and technical professionals with high level of
education and skill assets; mainly managers and engineers within the sample.

(6) self-employed professional: such as physician, accountant, lawyer, who do not
employ wage labor on a regular base. : '

(7) employer: owners of manufacturing, trade, and service workplaces that employ
wage labor.

(8) artisan & informal: artisans, small shop-keepers, and those working in self-
employed informal activities.

(9) farmer & peasant.

The characteristics of the data that this study is based on provide us with limited
information that would enable us to differentiate workers’ occupational status
beyond their class positions. As in accordance with the general composition of the
workforce in OSTIM, those employees other than blue-collar workers (that is
unskilled service workers, white-collars, and professional employees) are represented
in very low proportions. Hence, I did not develop a further occupational
categorization for these groups. We may divide blue-collar workers along two levels.
The first division is between unskilled production workers and others. Unskilled

production workers are mainly very young apprentices. The rest of the blue-collar
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workers (skilled & semi-skilled production workers), however, do not give a definite
idea as to their skill levels. Yet, this division clearly differentiates them from
unskilled production workers. The second level of distinction is according to the

industrial branches. Table 2.2 clearly reflects the weight of metal industry.

Table 2.2 Sample distribution by class position and occupation

‘ . N %
UNSKILLED & CASUAL SERVICE WORKERS 9 33
BLUE-COLLAR WORKERS ,
Unskilled production workers 20 7.2
Skilled & semi-skilled production workers 207 75.0
Metal 158 57.2
Plastic & rubber ' 21 7.6
Insulated glass products 17 6.2
Glassware 6 2.2
Paint : 5 1.8
WHITE-COLLAR WORKERS
Technical & clerical workers 28 . 10.1
PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES
Managerial & technical professionals 12 43

Total 276 100.0

In this analytical framework, the term ‘class position’ is not used exclusively to
define different social classes. This term at the same time identifies different groups
within the working class. Among these working class strata, in comparative anaiyses :
I will mainly focus on differences between blue-collar and white-collar workers. I
will only occasionally address to findings related to the other groups, which
constitute small portions in the sample: unskilled service workers and professional
employees. As I have mentioned earlier while discussing_Wfight’s claés schemé,
among the members of this group, the exclusion of those who, in significant degrees,
are part of capitalist control and/or those who do not need to work as they have
actual or potential property income from working class will theoretically be more
meaningful. However, the fieldwork does not provide detailed information on the
degrees of capitalist control functions these professionals assume, nor on the level of
their economic wealth. So their actual class positions are empirically indefinite. For

this reason, they will be assumed as a ‘sub-group’ within the working class and they

49



will occasionally be referred to as a control group in the following analyses. For the
case of unskilled service workers, we should keep in mind that many characteristics
of this small group in an area of industrial employment may not reflect those that

would be observed in the larger service-based activities.
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CHAPTER 3

THE WORKERS: SOCIAL BACKGROUND AND MAIN
CHARACTERISTICS OF WAGE LABOR IN THE SMALL INDUSTRY

3.1. Demographic Profile: Age, Sex, and Education

Concordant with Turkey’s young population structure in general, urban labor for.éc
shows a relatively young demographic profile. In 1999, 58 percent of urban labor
force, 56 percent of urban non-agricultural employment, 66 percent of urban
manufacturing industry employment, and 60 percent of urban wage earners were
under the age of 35 (DIE 2001b; DIE 2001c). The labor force in OSTIM, in
accordance with these general indicators, displays a highly young profile. The
average age of the workers in the sample is 29. Two third of them are under the age
of 35 and almost the half are under 25. White-collar workers (average age' 26.4) are
younger than blue-collar workers (average age 29.2). While more than 60 percent of
the former is below age 25, this proportion is 37 percent for the latter.! When we 1
look at the sample in terms of occupational groups, technical & clerical workers and
managerial & technical professionals are younger than the skilled and semi-skilled
production workers. The youngest are the relatively less educated unskilled
production workers who, we may assume to be, started to work at early ages. The
oldest group is low educated unskilled and causal workers. Among the skilled and

semi-skilled production workers those in plastic & rubber industry appear to be older

! In their research on OSTiM workers, Degirmenci and Mendes (1998) found similar and even
lower results. The average age of workers is 28.7 and the proportion of those workers over the
age of 35 is only 17 percent. In any case, we may conclude that among urban labor force groups
the average age of OSTIM workers is relatively low. For instance, the average age of the
unionized metal workers (33) in Istanbul is higher than OSTIM workers (Ozugurlu and Erten
1999).
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than others. The youngest group consists of those working in glass ptoducts
manufacturing with higher levels of education. -

Female workers constitute 9 percent of the sample. Yet, for OSTIM in general
this proportion is not representative. Based on field observations and interviews, we
may say that the proportion of female workers is actually lower than this. We may
estimate that two-third of female employees in OSTIM are typically high school
graduate white-collar office workers. The rest one-third are unskilled service workers
whose typical tasks consist of cafeteria, food preparation and cleaning works. Those
women who work in clerical jobs are younger and more educated than men.

I will return to the issue of female employment later in the context of wage
earners in the households. Yet, I would like to add one point regarding female
workers in OSTIM. OSTIM is a place prominently ‘without woman.” Some of the
workers interviewed openly complained about not seeing any women around. On the
other hand, as occasionally mentioned in the monthly bulletin published by the estate
directory, some of the employers who encountered with difficulties in finding female
employees for office jobs stated that women do not want to work in OSTIM because
assaults by men are common. It is an obvious fact that in this industrial area a general
sexist atmosphere against women prevails. However, we may argue that this situation
is as much as the reason for as it is the result of the low rate of female employment. -
Also we shoﬁld remind that, as in other places, the dependency of employment on a
sexist division of labor in general is a much more significant factor. In other words,
an increase in the number of women working in this area and their concentration in
office jobs as is the current case would not decrease the presence of sexism in
division of labor. For, in an industrial zone such as OSTIM, ‘office’ is a physicélly
isolated place. In this study, I encountered only few female blue-collar wor’ker‘s who
work in production. These women in OSTIM represent exceptional cases. Almost all
of them were high school graduates young women from poor households. The
workplace experiences of these women indicate that male sexism creates serious.

problems for them, yet these problems decline in time:

When we started [to work] here, especially because we were the first woman
workers, we had a lot of difficulties and we still do in some degrees. Men had
some problems of adjusting and they still do. They had difficulties in accepting
us. In a workplace where there had been only male workers for long years, we -
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were more important in the eyes of the employer. He has placed us to a different
[better] status. Whenever they [male workers] noticed this, they would get
angry with us, [and would say] you are privileged [favored]. Also they have to
pay more attention to their talk since we are women. Sometimes they
apologized from us because of what they unintentionally said. [They would say]
“We are not used to it. Try to understand.’ Of course, it is not as it used to be at
the beginning. They also got used to it in time.”” (lathe operator, 19 years old)

3.1.1. Education and vocational training

Average educational level of the labor force in OSTIM is relatively high. More than
40 percent of the workers acquired degrees from high schools or higher educational
institutions (universities or colleges). This rate is a little higher than the average of
those with the same educational level among urban labor force and urban non-
agricultural employment (37%). Compared to the labor 'force. in urban manufacturing
industry and urban wage employment (24% and 31% respectively), on the other
hand, we see a significantly higher average level of education (DIE 2001b; DIE .
2001c).2 -

Age appears to be the most important factor affecting the education level.
Young workers are significantly better educated than the others. While within the
most populated age bracket of 25-34 the proportion of those who have at least a high
school diploma is 32 percent, within the second largest group of 20-24 this
proportion is 70 percent, and for those at the age of 35 and over it is around 22-23
percent. When the age increases the number of those with the lowest educational
levels (primary school graduates and those with no fonﬁal education) also increases
significantly and steadily: 10 percent within 20-24 years and 47 percent for age
group of 35-44 years. Among the members of the youngest group (13-19 years), for

®) Buraya baslarken, hele bir de ilk bayanlar oldugumuz icin bayag bir zorluk ¢ektik, hala da
gekiyoruz. Erkeklerde bir wyusamamazlik vardi, hala da var, bizi kabul etmekte zorlandilar.
Bunca yil sadece erkeklerin oldugu bir isyerinde, biz igverenin goziinde daha bir énemliydik, bizi
daha bir ayr: yerde tutuyordu. Onlar da bunu farkettikce bize ¢ok kiziyorlards, siz torpillisiniz
diye. Bir de kadin oldugumuz i¢in konusmalarma daha bir dikkat etmek zorunda kaliyoriar.
Bazen ellerinde olmadan soyledikleri igin oziir dilerlerdi: ahgik degiliz, anlamaya ¢alisin diye.
Ama tabii artik ilk bagstaki kadar degil. Onlar da zamanla aligtilar.

2 Statistics show that between 1988 and 1998, the proportion of individuals with high school and
higher educational levels within urban employment in Turkey have increased significantly:
within this same period the proportion of those who completed high schools or higher education
institutions in urban non-agricultural employment increased from 27 percent to 37 percent, in
urban manufacturing industry employment from 16 percent to 24 percent, and among urban wage
workers from 27 percent to 31 percent (DIE 2001¢).
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whom university education is not applicable due to their age limit, the rate of high
school graduates is nearly 50 percent. The other half is made up of those youngest
workers who joined to workforce market after the middle school or earlier.

We find a high correlation between level of education and place of birth: those
who were born in rural areas (villages) are the least educated than the others. More
than half of those who were born in metropolitan & urban centers attended high
schools or higher educational institutions. On the other hand, only 25 percent of
those who were born in village had high school education, and more than half are at
most primary school graduates. In addition there are also differences in educational
levels in terms of regional origins. The Ankara born group, including those who were
born in villages and towns near Ankara, is significantly better educated than the
second largest group of Central Anatolian migrants: While 45 percent of Ankara
‘born individuals have at least high school diploma, this proportion for the Central
Anatolian group is 30 percent.

Given their occupational requirements, white-collars are significantly more
educated than blue-collars: while 68 percent of the blue-collars do not have a high -
school degree, 71 percent of the white-collars are high school graduétes, the rest of
them being college graduates. All of the managerial & technical.professionals are
university graduates. Educational profiles of the workers’ spouses reflect similar
patterns: only 25 percent of the married white-collars’ spouses do not have high
school education, whereas this figure is 87 percent for the married blue-collars’
spouses. In general, the group with the lowest education is unskilled '& casual service
workers: almost the entire group is either primary school graduate or middle school
dropout. Unskilled production workers follow service workers with lower
educational profile. Almost one-third of unskilled production workers are primary
school graduates and only one-fourth of them have attended high schools. Among
skilled & semi-skilled production workers, metal and glass product workers have
more education than paint and plastic & rubber workers. In the former group two
third has more than primary school and one-third has high school and higher

education.
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Table 3.1 Educational level by class position (%)

unskilled . .
service blue-collar white-collar professional TOTAL
] worker worker employee

worker
Literate without any diploma 11.1 1.3 - - 14
Primary school graduate 55.6 38.1 -- -- 33.0
Junior high school dropout 22.2 9.7 - - 8.7
Junior high school graduate 11.1 15.9 -- -- 13.4
High school dropout - 31 = -- 2.5
High school graduate - 30.1 64.3 -- 31.2
College/university drop-out -- 04 7.1 -- -1
College/university graduate -- 13 28.6 100.0 8.7

Among the group of high school and higher graduates only, a two-third
completed technical high schools.’ Blue-collar high school graduates are more likely
to have a technical high school degree (71 percent) than those of white-collars (55
percent). It should also be noted that there are significant degrees of drop out: 10
percent of blue-collars had dropped their secondary school education, and 3 percent
dropped out from high school. The highest rates of dropping out are observed among
unskilled service workers (22 percent) and within the age group of 25-34 (16
percent). We may interpret this situation roughly as an indication of higher rates of
drop out during the 1980s. '

OSTIM workers are better-educated compare to their fathers. However, at the
same time, there is a manifest correlation between differentiation in their education
levels and their fathers’ education. In general, the parents of those who are younger
and have relatively higher levels of education also are more educated. The parents of
white-collar workers are more educated than the parents of blue-collars. 43 percent
of the white-collars’ fathers completed at least secondary school, whereas 85 percent
of the fathers of blue-collars had, at most, primary education and 27 percent of them
with no formal education at all. This differentiation also applies to the case of
mothers. Overall, however, mothers are definitely less educated than fathers are: 24

percent of fathers and 43 percent of mothers had no formal education.

> The figure is almost same among istanbul metal workers for whom the rate of high school and
higher graduates is 51 percent (Ozugurlu and Erten 1999). Aksit et al. (2000), in their study on
high school students in Ankara, show that the majority of students in vocational high schools are
the children of the fathers from lower sections of working class.
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We also see that socio-economic status of fathers have a significant effect on
children’s education. Accordingly, those with the lowest education among the
workers are those whose fathers are unskilled service workers and peasant/farmer.
An overwhelming majority (50-59 percent) of these groups with unskilled and
peasant fathers have at most a primary school education. On the other hand, among
the fathers within the larger segments of the urban social strata (except unskilled
service workers), to have their children more educated appears to be a common
orientation: like the majority of children of the white-collar fathers (51 percent),
significant proportions of the children of blue-collar (49 percent) and artisan &
informal (48 percent) fathers, too, have at least high school degrees.*

Among OSTIM workers the rate of those who,-in one way or another, had
some kind of vocational training is quite high. One-third of blue-collar workers and
almost two-third of white-collar workers have had various vocational training either
before they started to work or at the very first stages of their working life. However,
we need to explain why vocational training axhong white-collar is more prevalent
than it is among blue-collars. A large proportion of such training experiences of
white-collar workers actually come from short-term and voluntary programs related
to accounting, secretariat, computer use etc. The vocational traihing of blue-collar
workers, on the other hand, takes place in a more apparent ‘institutional’ context of
industrial labor force training. This institutional context is made up of two systems.
The first one is the already-mentioned technical high schools. These schodls also
offer on-job training programs as a complementary component. I have already
mentioned that more than one third of blue-collar workers have high school
education and most of these are technical high school graduates. They constitute one
part of blue-collar workers with vocational training experiences. The second one is
apprenticeship (¢iraklik), which also functions as a system of labor recruitment. A
significant percent of blue-collar workers (15) either already had an education in
Apprenticeship Training Center (Ciraklik Egitim Merkezi) or they are still continuing
to their education in this center while they are employed in their current workplace as

apprentice. Among semi-skilled & skilled metal workers both technical high school

* See Buchmann & Hannum (2001) for a review of the studies concerning the role of formal
education on social stratification in developing countries.
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and apprenticeship experiences are commonly observed. Among the workers in other
industrial branches such as plastic & rubber, paint, and glass products, and among
unskilled production workers as a whole, apprenticeship is common, but vocational
high school education is not.

According to the Law of Apprenticeship and Vocational Training those
apprentices between the age bracket of 14 and 19 employed in an enterprise could
acquire ‘apprentice student’ status through a contract made between workplace,
apprentice (or the family) and Apprenticeship Training Center under the authority of
the Ministry of National Education. For 3 years, once in a week apprentice students
go to the Apprenticeship Training Center for ‘theoretical education.” Five days work
at their workplaces constitutes their “practical education.” The law that aims to
develop vocational training system and to regulate the employment of apprentices, in
its present form, creates a legal cheap labor regime for the employers: according to
the law, it is allowed to employ apprentices with 30 percent of minimum wage that
applies to their age. In addition, the social security pensions of the apprentices are
paid by Apprenticeship Training Center at the rate of 50 percent of minimum wage
appropriate to their age. According to the statistics by the Ministry of Education, in
1999-2000 academic period, 218.576 apprentice students were registered at 330

Apprenticeship Training Centers in Turkey (http://www.meb.gov.tr). The name of
these centers was changed into ‘Vocational Training Center’ in July 2001.

There are examples indicating that entering into industrial work at lower ages
as an apprentice, along with the economic conditions of the family, is also related to
particular socialization processes. One of them is Umit, who is only 13. His family
migrated to Ankara from a village in Corum four years ago. His father works as a
taxi driver. The taxi, however, “does not belong to him.” Umit is working at the same
workplace with his one-year-older brother. Since he has not completed the age of 14,
he was accepted to the Apprenticeship Training Center as ‘candidate student.” He
goes to the center once in a week: “I wanted to continue my education after I finished
the primary school. But then I changed my mind. My friends in the neighborhbod
said ‘Working is much better.” They too work in OSTIM and Siteler. ... I do not

think I will be able to open my own shop [in the future] ... it seems I will continue
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like this.” Umit, in the future, is planning to attend Vocational-Technical Training

Center (Mesleki-Teknik Egitim Merkezi: METEM) that has “drilling machines.”

3.2. Migration, Urbanization, and Social Class Background

Geographical origins of the workers consist overwhelmingly of Ankara in particular
and the surrounding region of Central Anatolia in general. 30 percent of the workers
in the sample declared their place of origin as Ankara. ‘Place of origin’ (memleket:
‘hometown’) in ordinary language may refer to the birthplace of the former
generations, as well as the respondent’s own. As for the birthplaces of the
respondents, we observe following tendencies. The proportion of those who were
born in metropolitan & urban areas among white-collar workers (57 percent) is
significantly higher than those among blue-collar workers (31 percent). In addition,
one interesting fact is the significantly low numbers of workers who were born in
small and medium sized cities and towns compare to the high numbers of those who
were born in villages.” While the largest group of blue-collar workers (48 percent)
was village-born, those with village origin constitute the second largest group of
white-collar (28 percent).® After the first largest group of workers (54 percent) who
were born in Ankara, the same tendency is more strongly observed among the second
largest group (27 percent) that consists of those who were born in five central
Anatolian provinces (with respect to higher percentages: Yozgat, Corum, Cankiri,

Kirgehir, Kirikkale).” More than 70 percent of the migrants from those provinces are

> This situation differs from the last 20 years’ domestic migration patterns in Turkey. According
to Peker (1996), while in previous periods migration from rural areas was a dominant pattern, in
later periods, migration from city to city due to differentiation in living standards have become
predominant.

% Boratav (1995), in his study on older generations (household heads) conducted in 1991 in
istanbul, found the proportion of village-born blue-collar workers (46 percent) to be a little less -
than those of white-collar workers (52 percent) among the wage earners. According to Boratav,
the existence of high numbers of those from outside of metropolitan areas (83 percent) and
particularly those from villages (45 percent) is due to the price shock experienced during
the1980s (Boratav 1995: 17).

! Degirmenci & Mendes (1998) found that 82 percent of OSTiM.workers were born in Central
Anatolian provinces (including Ankara). Geographical origins of Istanbul metal workers present
a strictly different pattern: only 28 percent of the workers themselves or their parents migrated
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village born; the rest were born in small- and medium-sized towns and cities. Among
those who are from Ankara, 61 percent was born in metropolitan-urban area, and

nearly 30 percent were born in villages near Ankara®

Table 3.2 Place of birth by class position (%)

zmskz{led blue-collar white-collar professional
service TOTAL
worker worker employee
worker

Ankara metropolitan area 22.2 314 57.1 41.7 341
Medium- and small-sized cities ~ 11.1 4.0 7.1 8.3 4.7.
Small towns -- 16.4 7.1 25.0 15.6
Villages 66.7 48.2 28.6 25.0 45.7

More than one-third of the workers were born in Ankara (35 percent), and
another one-third (38 percent) has been living in Ankara for at least 10 years
(‘Ankara’ here refers specifically to the metropolitan area). These figures imply thét
the majority of those people, who were born outside, migrated to Ankara in their
childhood with parents. Accordingly, 64 percent of the migrants came to Ankara
before they were fifteen. Moreover, 45 percent migrated for their parents’ intention
to find a job. While this group can be labeled as ‘children of migrants’ or ‘second
generation migrant workers’, there is also a group of first gencration‘mig_ran.ts with

an important volume: 39 percent of migrants migrated to Ankara at their younger

from the surrounding region of Marmara, the rest covering the migrants from almost all. of the
regions across the country (Ozugurlu and Erten 1999).

® In those above-mentioned Central Anatolian provinces per capita income is less -than the
average of Turkey. Those are also among the provinces showing net out-migration patterns -
during 1980-1990. Yamak and Yamak (1999), when they conducted a regression analysis on the
relationship between migration and income distribution in Turkey, found that regional income
disparity has a determining effect on domestic migration. Yet they concluded that this outcome is
more related to the high-income levels in net migration receiving areas than the low-income
levels in the out-migration areas. Of course, a migration analysis based on ‘regional’ income
differentials covering both urban and rural areas would not particularly apply to the case of
‘rural’ migration to the cities. In this context, we may argue that for those poorer rural groups the -
‘push’ effects of the village may play a higher role than the ‘pull’ effects of the cities (Boratav
1991: 76). For studies that use ecological theory and emphasize rural push and urban pull effects
in explaining structural determinants of urbanization in Third World and political economic
studies that approach the issue through the patterns of capitalist system’s penetration into these
countries in the context of the world system, see London (1987). '
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ages without their parents.” These are mostly composed of those workers who
migrated at their 14-24 ages to find a job and consequently whose educational level
is comparatively low because of their entry into the urban labor market at the early
period of their life.'® The proportion of “first generation migration’ is significantly
higher among blue-collar workers (43 percent) than among white-collars (23
percent). In addition, another 23 percent of the white-collar migrants came to Ankara
for educational purposes, while this is the case for only 7 percent of the blue-collar
migrants.

The typical examples of migration from rural-to-urban suggest the inadequacy

of agricultural household economy:

We had come to Ankara when I was two or so. My father, of course came here
for work. He had seven brothers and sisters. The land was not sufficient. My
father and his brothers, that is, those who were married came here, to Ankara.
Almost all of them are here right now. There are only one or two persons, my
uncles, stayed in the village. My father was a night watchman. He had a work
accident and died when I was 12. One of my brothers is doing his military
service right now. Two of my sisters are married. My other brother will go for
his military service. I am the eldest in the family. There were two elder brothers
before me but they had died before I was born. Otherwise, we were going to be
seven brothers and sisters.”) (lathe worker, 27 years old)

In other examples, we encounter with earlier experiences of ‘seasonal migration’ as
ples, g

common tendency for seeking jobs outside of the rural economy:

When we came to Ankara from village, I was three. We have been living in
Ankara for 20 years. My parents, my elder sister, my brothers, and me, we are
seven all together. My sister got married. (...) My father, before we came to
Ankara, was working in construction sites outside the village, in addition to

® First generation migrants appear to be higher among istanbul metal workers: 63 percent
migrated to find a job and 28 percent migrated together with their parents (Ozugurlu and Erten
1999).

' This situation becomes apparent in education differentiation: the education level of those who
left their place of birth to find a job is significantly lower than those who left with their families;
in the same vein, those who migrated between the ages of 15 and 24 (especially between 15-19
ages) are significantly less educated than those who migrated in other ages.

©) Jki yasinda falan Ankara’ya gelmisiz. Babam ¢ahgmak igin gelmis tabii. Koyde sekiz
kardegtiler. Tarla da yetmez olmus tabii. Babam ve kardesleri, evienen bu tarafa gelmis iste,
Ankara’ya. Hepsi burada hemen hemen. Kéyde bir-iki kigi var, amcalarun. Babam bekg¢iydi. Is
kazasi gegirdi, ben 12 yasindayken, vefat etti. Kardesimin biri askerde su anda. Iki kizkardegim
evlendi. Birisi de askere gidecek. En biiyiikleri benim. Iki tane varmis benim bityiigiim, 6lmiis.
Yoksa, yedi kardes olacaktik biz de. ’
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farming etc. So were my uncles. We came and settled here. Thanks to my
mother’s brother, my uncle’s political networks, my father found a job in the
municipality. He is still working there. He is janitor-head. He is going to retire
in next April."? (lathe worker, 29 years old)

With respect to two parameters —to be born and have been living for at least ten years
in Ankara—, white-collars seem to be the most urbanized group. 56 percent of the
white-collars and 33 percent of the blue-collars were born in Ankara. The least
urbanized group is unskilled service workers, only 13 percent of which were born in
Ankara. A majority of these workers migrated to Ankara when they were at least
twenty-five years old, that is, when they had limited access to the opportunities of
education and skill acquisition in the city.

There is a non-urbanized (in terms of residence) group of workers that
approaches to 10 percent of the sample who are still living in the villages near
Ankara (these villages are Sirkeli and Akyurt in Cubuk district, Yakacik and Memluk
in Yenimahalle district, and Aybogaz in Gb‘lba;z district). Exceptional cases among
this group are comprised of those who were born in other places, but have preferred
to live in these places after their migration to Ankara. However, the typical members
of this group come from those who were born and continue to live in the same place.
They constitute a specific worker typology. In the absence of a better term, I propose

to call them ‘semi-urban & semi-proletarian workers.”'' They are not seasonal

O Koyden Ankara’ya geldigimizde ben ii¢ yagindaydim. 20-21 senedir de Ankara dayiz. Anneni-
babam, ben, ablam ve kardeslerim, 7 niifus. Ablam evlendi. (...) Babam gurbette insaatlarda
Jalan ¢alisiyordu gelmeden once, tarla isleri filan yaninda. Amcalarun da oyle. Buraya geldik
yerlestik. Babami annemin abisi, dayim, siyasi ¢evrelerinden dolay: ise soktu, belediyede bir
yere, orada ¢aligsiyor hala. Orada su anda odacibagi. Emekliligi bu sene nisan ayinda doluyor

" We might have called this group as ‘peasant workers’, yet this concept would blur their distinct
status as it echoes agricultural proletariat. My intuition is that it is not an exceptional or a rare
phenomenon particularly in large metropolitan areas. A friend of mine has observed the presence
of such phenomena in the northern rural part of Istanbul where it was common for at least one
member of the family to commute to the city for wage work or perform nonagricultural wage
jobs in places near village such as gated, suburban communities. Similar cases in Indonesia are
reported by Hull (1994: 5): “There are indeed many, usually small, manufacturing enterprises in
rural areas. Some of these are really suburban settings taking advantage of cheap labor costs
combined with easy access to markets. (...) Some workers live in villages and bicycle or bus to
work each day in cities. Their peripheral homes provide them with links to agrarian style
communities, but they are nonetheless divorced from agricultural enterprise, except perhaps for a
small garden.” Kalaycioglu (1995: 172-3) has encountered with another example from Turkey
among factory workers in Bolu. For the reasons of cheaper accommodation and proximity, these
workers continued to live in their villages. These villages are very near to the city and in a short -
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workers. They work as regular wage earners during the whole year. At the same
time, we see that the household economy of these workers still continue to be tied on
rural petty-production. Although the workers themselves had broken off from
agricultural activities in the village that the rest of the family members continue to
perform, their bonds with the agricultural ownership endure. Depending on the
degree of increases in the household population and decreases in agricultural income,
in some cases, wage labor carries the aim of supporting the currently suffering
household economy. Yet, in other cases, it indicates a preparation period towards a
transition to wage-based household economy. "

Petrusewicz (1987) discusses an example, in some respects similar to this
phenomenon, in her study on Latin American latifondo agricultural workers. She
defines this case of wage labor as ‘wage-earners, but not proletarians.” Petrusewicz
argues that these workers could not be called proletarian since their labor-power has
not been commodified yet. As a support to her argument, she presents two reasons:
(i) the wages do not constitute their main source of means of subsistence, and (ii) in
cases where wage is the main source of subsistence, it is paid in non-monetary forms.
For our case of semi-urbanized workers, we do not know the proportion of non-wage
income in the total household budget, but we are able to argue that their wages do not
constitute the ‘only’ means of subsistence. In the present condition, despite the
problem of commuting, due to the continuity of agricultural income support in some
degrees and the low cost of reproduction of labor in the villages they reside mowing
out to the center is not a feasible choice. These conditions also enable them to work
for relatively low wage levels. On the other hand, one significant observation is that
almost half of these workers are not the first generation of wageworkers in their
household. Their fathers are either still working as wage laborers or are retired from

wage jobs. This situation can be interpreted as that, even in the cases where wage

time turned into cheap suburbs of the city. For most of the villages in OSTIM example the trend
of becoming such suburbs seems a remote possibility.

2 According to Boratav (1995: 73), in certain economic conditions where agricultural household.
economy is negatively affected, as a natural tendency, some parts of household labor goes to
outside of family enterprise and/or non-agricultural areas. These areas are: (i) nonagricultural
activities in the village, (ii) wage labor in the village, (iii) seasonal/temporary labor outside the
village, and (iv) temporary or permanent urban economy. It is very possible that-in the early
phases of the process of going out of family enterprise the ‘semi-urban workers’ in our example
might have followed especially the third path.
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labor is the main source of subsistence, the tendency to migrate to the city center is
low. As such this situation points to a worker typology that is far away from urban
reproduction areas and that has a very limited communication with the other
segments of working class.

Another set of variables reflects the levels of migrants’ ongoing linkages with
their rural origins. Only 7 percent of the workers have in their places of origin some
rural lands as their own property. This figure by itself, however, does not tell us so
much about the degree of actual ties with rural origins or the level of active
involvement in rural activities. First, another 49 percent of the workers’ parents
continue to hold some rural land properties. Moreover, 16 percent of the workers in
the sample declared that they themselves and/or their spouse & children spent some
time for some kind of farming activities in their lands. In addition to this, 15 percent
obtain crop revenues or rents from their lands; 12 percent acquire only some support
of food from relatives living in their places of origin, which is most prevalent (33
percent) among unskilled service workers. We can, therefore, loosely estimate that a
range between 15 and 30 percent of workers still engage in rural activities in various
manners. With respect to the rural land ownership there is no considerable
differentiation between blue- and white-collars. But those white-collars (7 percent)
who spent some time for land activities are less than half of those blue-collars (17
percent). Apparently, ongoing rural linkages do not exceed 20 percent of white-
collars.

Land ownership by themselves or their families, as can be expected, is quite
high (almost all of them) among the ‘semi-urban & semi-proletarian workers’,
mentioned above. In addition, almost half of these workers do participate in
agricultural activities during summer holidays and weekends and earn income from
these activities. In terms of other workers, we do not observe a signiﬁcant
relationship between land ownership and duration of residence in Ankara. Yet,
except those who have lived in Ankara for quite a long time, as the duration of
residence decreases, the time spent in agricultural activities, the proportion of those
who earn income from these activities and those who earn rent income from their
agricultural property (even if they do not participate in agricultural activities)

increase. For instance, while, among individuals who have lived in Ankara for a
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period of 21-30 years, the proportion of those who earn agricultural income (product
income or rent) is around 9 percent, this proportion for those who have lived in
Ankara less than 5 years is 30 percent.13

Rural bonds include two-sided practices observed together in most of the cases,
Migrants reception of income from their properties in the village or food support
from their relatives constitutes the typical patterns. This bond, in principle, functions
to subsidize urban reproduction. In contrast, the transfer of urban income and labor to
the village from time to time is possible to be less typical. Such pattern symbolizes
stronger rural bonds particular to seasonal or early phases of migration or is more

common in the examples where the distance between village and the city is short.'

3.2.1. Intergenerational social mobility: Consolidation of wage labor (1)

More than 60 percent of the workers are at least secbnd-generation wage earners."”
Their fathers belong to the general group of ‘wage earners’ with varied occupational
positions. The second largest group of fathers is ‘farmers’ with 24 percent followed
by self-employed persons (‘artisan & informal’) with 11 percent. There are no
workers with ‘self-employed professional’ fathers and the group of ‘professional
employee’ fathers appears as a marginal source of intergenerational social mobility
with 2 percent. As seen in Table 3.3, there is a striking difference between the
intergenerational mobility patterns of white- and blue-collars. Probably because of
their longer urban origin, white-collars have more wage labor background with 72

percent than blue-collars with 59 percent; 25 percent of the blue-collars® fathers are

13 Rural land ownership among OSTiM workers is apparently higher than istanbul metal workers
(37 percent), while other patterns of rural linkages are not so different: about 10 percent receive
income and about 20 percent receive food support (Ozugurlu and Erten 1999). According to
Boratav’s (1995: 18) findings, the proportion of land ownership among wage earner household
heads in various job branches in Istanbul is between 35-45 percent. In addition, surprisingly, the
number of workers who earn income from land is quite larger among wage professionals and
white-collar workers (16-23 percent) than it is among blue-collar and unskilled workers (9-10
percent).

' Kalaycioglu (1995) points to the typically ‘mutual’ character of rural bonds: in exchange for
subsidiary income coming from the village in cash or in kind the worker in the city provides the
new comers with shelter and help in the labor market.

15 56 percent among Istanbul metal workers (Ozugurlu and Erten 1999). Another figure reflects
the situation of organized metal workers in Gebze: less than one-third of the workers’ fathers
were wage earners (Yildirim 1996).
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farmers, while only 4 percent of the white-collars’ fathers are so. For unskilled
service workers the situation is strictly different: fathers of the majority (56 percent)

are farmers.'®

Table 3.3 Inter-generational social mobility: Fathers’ class positions (%)

unskilled , ,

e Phcallr i collr rofionl or

worker
wage employee: exact position unknown - 21.5 29.6 8.3 21.0
unskilled & casual service worker -- 9.6 3.7 -- 8.2
blue-collar worker 222 14.6 185 333 16.1
white-collar worker 11.1 13.2 222 83 13.9
professional employee - 0.9 7.4 8.3 1.9
employer 11.1 4.6 3.7 o - 45
artisan & informal - 10.5 11.1 16.7 10.5
farmer & peasant 55.6 25.1 3.7 25.0 24.0

Based on the age groups, we observe a marked tendency in intergenerational
mobility toward wage laborers. Accordingly, as the age increases, the ratio of those
whose fathers are wage earners tends to show a steady and sharp decrease. For
instance, while the fathers of 80 percent of those between 20-24 ages are wage
laborers, the same ratio for the fathers of those between 45-64 ages drops to 18
percent. The tendency is in opposite direction in the case of second most populated
group of fathers (farmers and artisans). In the age group of 13-19, we face a different
situation falling outside of this general intergenerational class mobility pattern. The
proportion of working class fathers for these workers, which constitute the youngest
age group in the sample, is 64 percent, which is highly below than that of 20-24 ages

group. However, the fathers of these young workers belong to urban class positions

'® Boratav (1995: 26) found similar trends in his survey on households in Istanbul. Except for
unskilled service workers who come predominantly from farmer/peasant family backgrounds,
other groups display a strong internal class reproduction. For instance, the majority of blue-collar
workers come from blue-collar family backgrounds. Boratav (1995: 28) in the same study also
notes two different patterns in inter-generational horizontal (geographical) and vertical mobility.
The first path is from agricultural labor to urban informal/marginal statuses and from here to
small, and medium & large employer positions. The second path is from farmer/peasant to urban
wage labor positions and from here to wage professional and, finally, to medium & large
employer status. In these paths, the third phases are not very common. They rather represent the
possible vertical mobility paths of later generations. Our example, although limited to wage
statuses in terms of current positions, clearly shows a pattern that falls in to the second category.
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rather than being part of rural class structure, with 16 percent artisané and 10 percent
employers. We might consider this situation as the reflection of a conjuncture in
which the economic position of the artisan and small-employer fathers of these
workers have been deteriorating; otherwise they could have been able to support and
promote their sons’ mobility toward non-wage occupational categories.

We may draw attention to couple of significant trends provided that the
observations here are based on retrospective findings and hence do not sufficiently
represent the full range of social mobilization from fathers to sons. First, the majority
of workers are second-generation wage earners. This situation indicates that chances
for upward class mobility in working class households are weak and class positions
are highly stabilized. In other words, we see a certain trend towards the consolidation
of wage labor. Secondly, in the previous phases of this consolidation, i.e., the
transition from peasant/farmer fathers to urban wage laborer kids, there is a striking
polarization: village originated kids predominantly go either to unskilled and blue-
collar wage laborer positions or professional employee positions. In contrast,
transition to white-collar position is very limited. This situation implies a significant -
income differentiation among peasant/farmer fathers. In other words, a segment of
farmers with larger economic capital can afford the cost of university education that
will carry their kids to professional jobs. Thirdly, in general, the process of
consolidation of wage labor is accompanied by both upward mobility and
stabilization dynamics among the strata of wage employees. The fact that we can
encounter with professional employees with blue-collar fathers indicates a certain
degree of upward mobility. Yet the fact that the majority of white-collar workers’
fathers are white-collars indicates the existence of stabilization. This situation of
white-collars may signal a high degree of ‘familial socialization’ (Western 1994)
among white-collar households, through which, father’s and/or other household
members’ class position can influence children’s occupational and educational

preferences.
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3.3. Workers in the Labor Market: Class, Occupation, and Unemployment

In this section, I examine the main indicators of OSTIM workers’ experiences in labor
market and look at common as well as differing trends in this process. This analysis
essentially aims to shed some light on the workers’ past experiences. For this reason,
I leave out various aspects of presents conditions such as their jobs, skills and
experience, division of labor, internal labor market dynamics, and labor relations in
the current workplace, which I will explore in some detail in the next chapter. Here I
am mainly concerned with adventures of workers in the labor market, in general,
rather than generating an industry-specific approach. Even though the data at hand do
not allow us to take on detailed ethnographic accounts of the experiences of workers
in the labor market, we have some valuable information to analyze such central
themes such as their class and occupational mobility, unemployment experiences and
mechanisms of coping with unemployment, and the role of networks in finding jobs
etc. In the following analyses, I aim to show to what extent those factors such as
education, age and socio-economic status have differential impacts on the workers’
labor market experiences.

As I pointed out earlier, we are encountered with a highly young group of
laborers in general. When we take this aspect into account, we observe a display of
significantly high labor market mobility of these workers. In general, the workers
have so far changed average of 3.11 jobs, a2 number that does not include their
current jobs. 17 percent of the workers, who constitute relatively the youngest ones
in the group, did not change any job and the present job is their first employment.
When this group is left outside, we naturally see a high rate of labor turnover (3.8
jobs). 42 percent of workers changed at least three jobs before their present jobs.'’
As can be expected, there are important differences in labor turnover rates in terms of

age differentials: The number of the job change increases to 4.7 for the 35 years old

'7 Degirmenci and Mendes (1998) in their study on OSTIM workers find similar results about
labor turnover with 3.7 jobs on average. According to this study, the ratio of those workers who
changed at least three jobs is 45 percent. When compared with general employment
characteristics in Ankara, the frequency of labor turnover in OSTIM is significantly high. For
instance, in their study on the households and residential dynamics in Ankara, Ayata and Ayata
(2000) point out that more than half of the population so far has not changed their jobs. One of
the main reasons of this is the significant share of civil servants in urban employment in Ankara.
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and older workers. Nevertheless, the frequency of changing job for the youngest age
group (13-19) is still significantly high considering their relatively short period of
labor market experience: these young workers have so far changed 2 jobs, on
average.

Certainly, parallel increase in age and frequency of changing jobs is not
surprising and it does not tell us much in itself. If there were a negative correlation
between age and frequency of changing job, this would demand considering the
possibility of instability and deterioration in labor market conditions in time. In other
words, this piéture does not suggest that the older the workers get the more they have
a tendency to change job. It only means that the older workers change their jobs
more than younger workers due to their longer work history. However, another
indicator about job stability shows a trend associated with the increase in age: while
average length of stay in the same job for the youngest age group is around one year,
the duration in the same job steadily increases as the age increases and it reaches to 4
years for 35 years old and older workers. We may consider this increasing job
stability as related with work experience in time. Another possible factor is marriage
that might be limiting the tendencies of voluntary job mobility. The education level
does not seem to have an impact on the degree of job stability. We do not see a
marked trend associated with neither the relationship between education level and
frequency of changing job, nor a relationship between education and length of stay in
the same job. Based on a comparison between primary school and high school
graduates, which constitute two largest groups in the sample, we can advance the
following observation. The primary school graduates in terms of both frequency of
changing jobs and duration in the same job is two times higher than high school
graduates. This again leads us to the same conclusion. The job stability is essentially
associated not with education but with experience.

Differences in class positions and occupational groups are in conformity with
the above observations regarding age and education. For instance, the frequency of
job changing for the least educated and oldest unskilled workers (3.1) is higher than
white-collar workers (2.3), but the average length of stay in the same job of this
group (4.3 years) is also much more longer than that of white-collar workers (1 year).

Similarly, the average length of stay in the same job (3.2 years) for the blue-collar
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workers, who are older and less educated than the white-collars, is higher than the
white-collar workers in general. Certainly, all these do not amount to say that there
are no other factors playing a role in job stability other than age. There are some
differentiations that can be observed among blue-collar workers with close age
groups in terms of educational levels and industrial branches. For example, although
there are not much age differences among metal and plastics-rubber workers, the
average length of stay in the same job is markedly higher for the former group than

the latter.

3.3.1. Class and occupational mobility: Consolidation of wage labor (2)

To what extent this generally high rate of job turnover is related with class and
occupational mobility for these workers? The information regarding this questibn can
give us a general picture about vertical mobility in itself. It can as well give us an
idea about whether high rates of labor turnover stems mainly from negative
conditions in labor market or from opportunities of occupational and class-based
vertical mobility.

Table 3.4 presents a summary that reflects the mobility between class
positions. It compares workers’ present class positions and their known oldest class
positions. In this comparison, those workers who have not changed their jobs, i.e.,
the workers who are still working in their first jobs at the present moment, are

excluded.

Table 3.4 Intra-generational social mobility: Previous class positions (%)

unskilled , ,

ey Ml ol prfion gy

worker
unskilled & casual service worker 333 16.5 17.6 11.1 17.0
blue-collar worker 55.6 73.4 5.9 11.1 65.0
white-collar worker -- 0.5 64.7 333 6.7
professional employee -- -- -- 444 1.8
employer - 0.5 59 -- 0.9
artisan & informal 11.1 6.9 5.9 -- 6.7
farmer & peasant - 21 -- - 1.8
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This table, in general, shows that the mobility. in the labor market does not
make much difference in terms of workers’ class positions. In other words, (if we
assume a hierarchy of wage earner positions mowing upwards from unskilled service -
worker to professional employee) upward mobility among different strata of the
wage earners is not very common. From this perspective, we may say that, for all
groups, except unskilled service workers, the dominant pattern is ‘inward mobility.’
We need, however, to further underline some tendencies that a closer examination
would provide.

First, although they constitute a small group in the sample, vertical mobility
experience of some of the unskilled service workers presents an interesting picture.
Surprisingly, more than half of the unskilled service workers were previously located
in blue-collar positions. We may assume that this situation is either an indication of
an exceptional downward mobility or is a result of their short-term experience -as
unskilled production workers.

The second, and more significant, observation is that unskilled service worker
position occupies a significant place in the past of both blue-collar workers and
white-collar workers. In other words, some of the unskilled service workers have
shown upward mobility and passed into blue-collar or white-collar positions. If we
keep in mind that white-collar workers constitute a small group in the sample, this
situation indicates a significant tendency in terms of blue-collar workers® class
mobility.

Unskilled service worker backgrounds among those relatively more educated
blue-collars in most cases are related with employment experiences in labor market

at younger ages:

I got my education at Industrial-Vocational high school in the field of lathe. In
the meantime, I worked in several jobs. I have been working since I was in
primary school. I sold water, did shoe shining and worked in janitorial jobs, in a
printing company, in dentist clinic for a week etc. As you see, there was no job
left that I have not done! My elder brother, who just finished his military
service, had also worked in a dentist clinic. Now he works in a packaging
factory at the entrance of OSTIM. When I returned from the military service,
after one month of unemployment, I started working here, thanks to my
neighbor’s help. He is also working in a welding company in OSTiM. He knew
the foreman and boss of this company. He asked them for a job for me, and
thankfully they did not return his request. I have been working here for more
than two years now. I am kneader here. There is a machine what we call valf
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with two cylinders, one turns slowly and other rapidly. In this machine we
process raw rubber into dough by adding some additives. Later, this dough
becomes plaque.” (rubber worker, 23 years old)

However, among those workers who did not get education beyond primary school or
dropped out from junior high schools, starting their job career as unskilled blue-

collar workers is a much more common pattern:

I started working after I finished primary school at the Biiyiik Sanayi. My father
put me there as an apprentice. When my father died, I stayed in this job. Until I
left for the military service, I worked there. For 8 years. When I returned from
the military, I continued to work there for 1.5 or 2 years. I was working on
cogged-lathe... Then, I started working here. I have been here for almost 7
years. Similarly, I am working on cogged-lathe: gearbox cog, machine cog. I
am adjusting machines. We open cog in materials that come as unprocessed."”
(lathe worker 29 years old)

Despite these two examples, we may draw two important conclusions from the fact
that the majority of blue-collar workers’ previous positions were also blue-coliar.
First, the high rate of labor turnover we observed above does not function as an
effect that changes workers’ class positions. Secondly, this trend points to the
transformation of dominant patterns in long-term consolidation patterns of blue-
collar wage labor. To put it differently, this reflects a change in the composition of
urban proletariat. The group of workers that is composed of relatively unskilled

migrant laborers and of those who entered industrial jobs only after working

® Endiistri Meslek Lisesi torna boliimiinde okudum. Bu arada ¢ok iste caligtim, ilkokuldan beri
calisiyorum. Su sattm, ayakkabr boyacihgs yaptim, temizlik girketlerinde filan ¢aligtum,
matbaada ¢alistim, dis doktorunun yanna girdim bir hafta falan orada ¢aligtim, ¢alismadigim is
kalmad: yani. Benden iki yas kiigiik kardesim, askerden yeni gelen, o da daha énce bir discinin
yamnda ¢alignusti, simdi OSTIM'in girisinde bir fabrikada ¢alisiyor, paketleme isyerinde.
Askerden doniince, bir ay bos gezdikten sonra bir tamdigin, komgunun sayesinde buraya
bagladim. O da burda OSTIM de kaynak iizerine baska bir sirkette ¢alisiyor. Burammn ustabagin
ve patronu taniyor. Rica etti kendilerine, sagolsun onlar da kwmaddar. Iki seneden fazladir
buradayim. Burada hamurcuyum. Valf dedigimiz bir makina var, ¢ift merdaneli, biri hizli biri
yavas doner. Orada kauguk hammaddesini belli bir kivama getiririz, igine katki maddelerini
katarak hamur haline getiririz. Sonra bir plaka haline gelir.

© flkokulu bitirdikten sonra ise basladim, Biyiik Sanayide. Askere gidene kadar oradaydim, hep
ayni yerde. 8 sene. Askerden geldikten sonra da 1,5-2 sene daha orada ¢alistim. Yine boyle digli
tizerine ¢aligiyordum, digli, torna... Tanidik degildi, babam birakmist: oraya girak olarak. Ondan
sonra babam vefat edince orada kaldik. Sonra buraya girdim, 7 seneye yakin oldu. Burada da
disli iizerine.. digli-torna. Sanziman dislisi, makina diglisi. Ben makinalar1 ayarliyorum, dolu
olarak gelen malzemenin biz digini agiyoruz.

71



sometime in unskilled service jobs are being replaced by workers who are relatively
better educated and enter into labor markets directly through semi-skilled blue-collar
jobs. Without doubt, this trend is related with a conjuncture in which migration from
rural to urban has been relatively stabilized. An increase in migration may reverse
the pattern.

Third, although self-employed positions in the past of OSTIM workers has a
marginal place, we may say that the information in the table points to a certain
dynamic in terms of a transition from artisanal & informal activities to wage labor
positions that transforms urban stratification.

According to the above table, around three-fourth of blue-coliar workers were
previously in blue-collar positions. However, the table does not give much
information about ‘occupational mobility’ that could include both vertical and
horizontal mobility patterns. In order to advance on some observations on this issue,
we need to have a look at the second table. Table 3.5 compares the past job
experiences of the two large blue-collar occupational groups.. Here, too, we will be
looking at the known oldest jobs of the workers and excluding those who are still

working in their first jobs.

Table 3.5 Occupational mobility: Previous occupations of metal and plastic
& rubber workers

Metal workers Plastic & rubber workers

= < unskilled & casual: service > 47.1%

- < plastic & rubber > 11.8%

47.2% < metal > 11.8%
17.3% < unskilled production: metal > -
10.2% < other production > 11.8%
10.2% < unskilled & casual: service > -
6.3% < wood furniture > 5.9%

-- < unskilled production: plastic & rubber>  5.9%

8.8% < other > 5.7%

We observe striking differences between metal workers and plastic & rubber
workers. First of all, we can say that metal workers, who constitute the
overwhelming majority of the workforce in OSTIM, show high levels of
occupational stability. Almost half of them have previously worked in same metal

sector and in skilled & semi-skilled jobs. The situation among plastic & rubber
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workers, in contrast, is totally different. Almost half of these workers have
previously had unskilled & casual service jobs and the rate of those who come from
the same occupation is very low (12 percent). We may argue that this situation is
related to employment of low skilled workers in plastic & rubber sector and, hence,
the transition from unskilled jobs to this sector is relatively easier.'® This fact is
strikingly reflected in the lower numbers in this sector of those who come from
unskilled production worker category —the majority of whom come from apprentices
—compare to those among metal workers. In other words, the trend of vertical
mobility within the same occupation (from unskilled to semi-skilled& skilled
positions) among metal workers is more common. The second significant indicator in
terms of occupational mobility comes from other occupafional branches. Here, above
all, without making any differentiation between present occupation categories, we
observe that the cases of transition from other occupational groups are quite low (16-
17 percent). In addition, we should note that, among previous blue-collar
occupations, the most common are wood furniture jobs in Siteler, another sméll &
medium industry center similar to OSTIM. This means one of the major points of
destiny in terms of OSTIM workers’ ‘geographical’ mobility in labor market, apart
from OSTIM, is Siteler located in the eastern part of the city. The most common
previous jobs outside of OSTIM, after furniture, are construction, and “auto

mechanics where child labor employment is very common.

3.3.2. Unemployment and the role of social networks in the labor market

Given the unstable nature of the labor market conditions in OSTIM, unemployment
experiences of the workers appears to be relatively rare, with relatively shorter
durations. Two third of workers have never experienced unemployment. Among the
rest, 11 percent have had their latest experience of unemployment in the past year
and 25 percent have had the same experience in the last five-year. That means three
quarters of unemployment experiences were older than five years. 60 percent of

unemployment experiences lasted at most 3 months and 28 percent lasted at most one

18 We may add two observations that would support this assumption: Both the average length of
stay in work and wage levels in their current workplace of plastic& rubber workers are lower
than the metal workers.
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month. We can mention several factors that may play a role in this situation. First,
the relatively young profile of the workforce can be a factor. Secondly, it is possible
that the times spent in temporary & irregular jobs and unemployment cxpefiences
lasted only for short periods of time have not been mentioned. These two together
may have played in bringing the level of unemployment experiences down than it is
expected. The third factor that caused unemployment periods to be relatively short is
related to specific characteristics of OSTIM as a local labor market. The high rate of -
job turnover is also related to employment characteristics of enterprises in OSTIM.
In other words, in these enterprises labor turnover is high. The instable nature of
personnel volume in these enterprises stems from the irregular character of the
subcontracting relations and/or from the fluctuating demand in market. Yet, if there
is no permanent economic crisis, it does not mean that unemployment is common. In
other words, those workers who are laid off from this firm because of a decrease in
business could easily find another job in another firm that has a new subcontract
order and needs to increase the number of workers. This situation is particularly
relevant for skilled & semi-skilled blue-collar workers. Hence, in this group, the
number of those who experienced unemployment is significantly lower than the
number of white-collar and unskilled service workers. The unemployment duration
of blue-collar workers is also shorter than white-collar workers as well as unskilled
workers. While for 80 percent of blue-collar workers’ unemployment duration is 6
months at most, for almost half of the other groups it is more than 6 months. In
another study (Boratav 1995), a similar tendency has been observed among wage
groups in Istanbul: The shortest average duration of employment is among blue-
collar workers and the longest is among white-collar workers.

More than half of those who had been unemployed in the past, during this
process received support from various social networks they are engaged like their
families, relatives, and friends. The second important mechanism of survival during
the period of unemployment is casual work (21 percent worked in temporary & .
irregular jobs) and spouses’ entry into job market in marginal degrees. The third
mechanism is to mobilize family’s savings (16 percent). In terms of survival
mechanisms used during the period of unemployment, there are significant

differences between blue-collar workers and white-collar workers. The
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overwhelming majority of white-collar workers survive through the help they get
from their families. The majority of white-collar workers are young women and men
who still live with their parents. Compared to blue-collar workers, savings has much
less significance in the livelihood strategies of these white-collar workers. .
The function of official employment organizations in labor recruitment is
known to be very limited in Turkey. The information on how OSTIM workers have
found and have been placed in their current jobs shows that the number of those who
have been placed in a job through official employment institution is only marginal.
In contrast, network-like structures at the level of personal relations haveA significant
weight in performing this function in labor market. Almost 60 percent of the workers
have used these kinds of networks, i.e., help from their families and friends, in
finding their current jobs. Two points should be emphasized in relation to this fact.
First, we need to be skeptical about any conclusion that the common use of these
networks is particular to OSTIM or similar other small industrial centers. Such
conclusion needs to be tested in different local labor markets and to be compared to
other employment areas. For instance, the usage of these networks at a similar rate’
was noted among unionized metal workers in Istanbul where we observe a larger
geographical context and larger sized enterprises (Ozugurlu and Erten 1999). A
rather different case has been observed among unionized factory workers at Bolu: 21
percent of the workers had been placed in their current jobs by the official Labor
Employment Office and another 24 percent by direct application (Kalaycioglu 1995:
160). -
Second, the existence of these networks is not illuminating in itself.
Particularly, we need to ask whether these networks mobilize relations prior to labor
market that already exist or are predominantly created and reproduced through
contact and communication channels within labor market. An answer to this question
would help us to determine both the dynamics of labor markets functioning and
communication patterns of different worker groups. Other data at hand give us some
idea about the role of hemsehri (fellow countrymen) networks, perhaps the most
dominant form of those reiations constructed before the contacts in the labor market.
One-third of blue-collar workers in OSTIM have hemgehris working in other

workplaces. Similarly, one-third of the workers have relatives who work in other
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workplaces. For the case of hemgehris, however, again, we do not have information
that would allow us to inquire to what extent these relations are outside of and prior
to market relations and constitute a pre-given network of relationships. In any cése,
however, either they are pre-given or ‘discovered’, hemsehri (and relatives) bonds
have significant impact on the social relations at the level of workplace.

Yet, there are also a significant proportion of workers who have found their
current jobs by direct personal application (around 1/3). This method, which requires
a certain amount of familiarity to OSTIM labor market and job experience, is more
common among the higher age groups. This fact could also be interpreted as
complementary information to the above-mentioned observation that the majority of
workers experience a rather short-term unemployment and those workers who are

laid off from or left their jobs could find new ones relatively easily.

3.4. Summary and Conclusion

OSTIM labor force is primarily made of considerably young workers. Educational
levels of these workers are also higher than that of urban labor force groups in
Turkey. The white-collars, those with urban origin, and those with younger age
profile are more educated. On the other hand, low education is also one of the
characteristics of apprentices at younger ages. A considerable number of blue-collars
with high school education graduated from vocational schools. This fact shows that a
significant group of families, who want their children to join labor market at earlier
ages, attributes importance to vocational education. Workers, in general; are better
educated than their fathers. However, the differences in their fathers’ education
levels also play a role in differences between education levels of the children.

The majority of workers are migrants who came to Ankara with their families
at their earlier ages. The main reason for migration is to find a job in urban labor
market. Those with village origin constitute the majority among workers. The
number of those who migrated from small and medium sized cities and towns is.
quite low. The geographical origin essentially is from the surrounding region of
Central Anatolia region. The number of those who came from other regions is very

limited. In addition, among the workers, we encounter with a distinct typology of

76



workers who did not migrate but still continue to live in the villages nearby Ankara.
Rural ties show a tendency to weaken/decline depending on the length of post-
migration period. The majority of workers who migrated at earlier ages are the
second-generation wage laborers. However, still, the second largest group is the
children of peasants/farmers.

Despite their young profile, workers display a high level of mobility in labor
market. While the rate of job turnover is very high, the duration of work in the same
job is very low. Job stability seems to increase as the age increases. Furthermore, we
do not observe a relationship between high labor mobility and education level. In
most of the cases, job mobility does not mean class mobility. Among the blue-collars
there are significant numbers of those who are transferred from unskilled service
jobs. Yet this tendency is not typical and is only relevant for relatively older workers,
and for those with high school degree, who worked in temporary service jobs during
their periods of education. Despite the high rate of job turnover, we rarely encounter
with those blue-collars who came from other occupations. Those who start the same
occupation as apprentices constitute one of the typical characteristics of this group.

The following chapter aims to make some observations and'analyses regarding
the working conditions, division of labor and control in the labor process, \;véges, and
labor relations at the shop floor level in the OSTIM enterprises. However, before we
go into this subject, we need to be reminded of one significant issue: around two-
third of blue-collar workers and more than three-fourth of white-collar workers have
spent at least half of their work life, without interruption, in OSTIM. This means that
the above-discussed experiences of workers have been lived, in most part, ‘inside’
the OSTIM labor market. In this respect, OSTIM appears as a spatially segmented
labor market which provides these workers with certain elements of economic and
cultural capital, on the one hand, and confines them into particular labor market
behaviors, social networks, and specific characteristics of labor relations, on the

other. 23 years old rubber worker describes this situation as follows:

The chances of those who work in OSTIM to find a job elsewhere is too low
almost zero percent. If he wants to have a change [he could find a job] at
GIMAT wholesalers at most, he can’t go too far I mean [GIMAT is a wholesaler
center very nearby OSTIM]. ... Of course there are jobs in other places too, but
there is no favor. Those who have favor are already leaving. Here, in this kind
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of places, only those low lives work, people with low income, with nobody,
who could barely survive with his family and barely takes care of his children.
[But] people work here for bread wmnmg, however it is dirty, even if it is
cleaning the toilet, job is not important.(”

These kinds of complaints are particularly very common among young workers. In
some cases, they also reflect a feeling of cultural marginalization. I will return to this

subject in the following chapters.

) OSTiM'de ¢alisanlarin bagka yerde is bulma sanst ¢ok diigitk, hemen hemen yiizde sifir.
Degisiklik isterse ancak Gimat'ta toptancilarda, o kadar da digina ¢ikamaz yani. ... Baska
yerlerde de isler var tabii, ama torpil yok. Torpili olan zaten gidiyor, garibanlar maribanlar da
burda ¢alisiyor, boyle yerlerde, geliri diisiik insanlar, kimsesiz olan, ailesiyle beraber ancak
geginen, ¢oluk ¢ocuguna ancak bakabilenler. [Ama] millet burada ekmek paras: igin ¢alistyor, ne
kadar pis olursa olsun, isterse lagim temizleme olsun, iy 6nemli degil.
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CHAPTER 4

INDUSTRIAL DIVISION OF LABOR AND THE CONDITION OF
WORKERS IN SMALL CAPITALIST WORKSHOPS

The studies on small-scale enterprises that emerged within the past several decades
have mostly focused on the role these enterprises play in economic development
(Little et al. 1987). Although there has been an emphasis on the tendency of small-
scale enterprises and various self-employment forms to increase during the periods of
recession in the advanced capitalist economies (Gerry 1985; Bogenhold and Staber
1991), the literature on small enterprises is predominantly concerned with developing
countries. The emergence of a renewed tendency of industrial units in developed
countries to downsize after a long period of enlargement and the concomitant interest
of academic disciplines such as economy, business and sociology in this issue are
mainly the result of the economic crisis of the 1970s.

During the 19th century and the first three quarters of the 20th century, the
average plant size in developed countries had shown a lasting increase. In this
process, production technologies and organization based on mass production and
Fordist regulation systems, that enabled mass consumption, played a decisive role.
By the late 1960s, this trend tended to be reversed and the share of small-scale firms
in production and employment began to increase. Until very recently, the expectation
that, following the 19th and 20th centuries industrialization path in developed
countries, the small scale enterprises would be eliminated by larger and more
efficient firms was common in the developing countries. However, the failure of the
most of developing countries to industrialize and the economic crisis in developed
countries after the 1970s together with the persisting tendency of small-scale

enterprises to survive brought this issue back into the agenda of policy makers and
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researchers. During the 1970s and 1980s, the emphasis was on the employment
generating capacity of the small-scale businesses. In the 1990s, this emphasis shifted
to the ‘technological dynamism’ and the ‘entrepreneurial spirit’ attributed to these
enterprises (Taymaz 1997).

The first attempts to account for the increasing share of small enterprises in the
economy and employment structure of developed countries after the 1970s have
predominantly emphasized the relationship between changing dynamics of consumer
demand and the strategies of firms. It has been argued that both the quantitative
fluctuation and qualitative variation in consumer demand resulted in an unstable and
uncertain environment for large firms. The outcome of this process has been an
increase in the number of small-scale enterprises with their higher ability to adapt to
changing dynamics of markets due to their flexible production systems and/or an -
increase in the decentralization attempts by the existing large firms (Piore and Sabel
1984). The fragmentation in the consumer markets together with the uncertainty as
the consequences of declining growth rates have made relatively small-scale units
that practice flexible production technologies and organizational forms more
attractive for firms. In addition, the increasing competition as a result of
developments in transportation, information and communication technologies and the
growing global economic integration have pushed the manufacturing firms to
specialize in ‘core business areas’ where their chances of competition is higher. This
tendency for specialization takes three different forms: decentralization,
subcontracting, and outsourcing (Taymaz 1997: 16).

The nature of the relationship between large and small-scale enterprises is one
of the significant research areas that emerged out of these developments. Including
but not limited to subcontracting, license and patent agreements, investment and
R&D support, this wide range of relationships will affect the accumulation,
production and working conditions in small-scale enterprises. Hence, there is a
pressing need to focus on the degree and various forms of integration between small-
scale and large-scale firms, particularly when the limited scope of existing analyses
is considered. Most of the studies explain the rising share of small-scale enterprises
in the economy based on the analyses at the level of firms and lack a sector-based

examination of the responses to the crisis. Yet, the increasing integration among
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