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ABSTRACT 
 
 

GENDERING SPACE, SECURITY AND SURVEILLANCE: PERCEPTIONS 
OF SINGLE WOMEN IN ISTANBUL 

 
 

 
TULAZ, Asalet 

 

M.S. Department of Urban Policy Planning and Local Governments 
                            Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. H. Tarık ŞENGÜL 

December 2008, 119 pages 
 

 

In today’s cities, surveillance become a more common and internalized 

tool for control that spreads to everyday life with the assistance of new 

technologies. Numerous surveillance techniques for security reasons such as 

electronic surveillance on computers or phones, cameras in public and private 

spaces, fingerprint and eye scans at doors, investigations, credit cards, travel 

cards become an ordinary part of a modern individual.  

The study’s point of departure is the question of whether people willingly 

accept being surveilled for their security or not, in Turkey context. The main 

argument however is the relation between surveillance-security phenomena and 

women. It is aimed to question how space, security and surveillance are 

gendered, whether surveillance increases women’s security or not and whether 

women perceive surveillance as a beneficial tool for their everyday life security. 

The awareness of women on surveillance techniques, the scale of surveillance, 

the purpose of it and the relation of it with power mechanisms are also other 

debated issues. The argument is developed on security and surveillance 

perceptions of single living and employed women in Istanbul. The consequences 

of surveillance on public space, the cities in neo-liberal era and the policies that 
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magnify fear and threat and as a result, the inescapable potential of surveillance 

and spatial segregation are also other subjects matter.  

Keywords: space, surveillance, security, power, gender, Istanbul, women   
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ÖZ 
 

CİNSİYET TEMELLİ MEKAN, GÜVENLİK VE GÖZETLEME: 
İSTANBUL’DA YALNIZ YAŞAYAN KADINLARIN ALGILARI  

 
 

 

TULAZ, Asalet  

Yüksek Lisans, Kentsel Politika Planlaması ve Yerel Yönetimler Anabilim Dalı 
Tez Yöneticisi: Doç. Dr. H. Tarık ŞENGÜL  

 
Aralık 2008, 119 sayfa 

 
Günümüz kentlerinde gözetleme giderek artmakta, gelişen yeni 

yöntemlerle her geçen gün bireyin hayatına daha fazla giren ve içselleştirilen bir 

kontrol aracı haline gelmektedir. Güvenlik gerekçesiyle elektronik gözetleme, 

kamusal alanlardaki, ofis, ev ve apartmanlardaki kameralar, uydudan izleme 

teknikleri, kapılardaki parmak izi-göz bebeği taramaları, aramalar, kredi kartları, 

akıllı seyahat kartları gibi sayısız gözetleme pratiği modern bireyin gündelik 

hayatının sıradan bir parçası haline gelmektedir.  

Bu çalışmanın amacı, Türkiye bağlamında, bireylerin güvenlikleri uğruna 

gözetlenmeye razı olup olmadıklarını sorgulamaktır. Temel tartışmalar güvenlik-

gözetleme-iktidar ilişkisi ve İstanbul’da yalnız yaşayan ve çalışan katılımcı 

kadınların bu ilişkiyi algılayış biçimleri ve gözetlemenin kamusal alana olan 

etkileri, cinsiyet temelli kamusal mekan ve mekansal ayrışma gibi birbiriyle 

ilişkili eksenler üzerinden yürütülmüştür.  

İlk olarak, güvenlik ve gözetleme kavramları algısının cinsiyete özgü 

olup olmadığı, eğer özgü ise, nasıl şekillendiği ve gözetlemenin gündelik hayatta 

kadınların güvenliği üzerinde olumlu bir etkiye sahip bir araç olup olmadığı 

sorgulanmıştır.  

Tartışmanın bir diğer ekseni iktidar mekanizmaları ile gözetleme 

ilişkisidir. Bu bağlamda, gözetlemenin (görmenin ve bilmenin) nasıl bir iktidar 

doğurduğu ya da yataklık ettiği, kısacası gözetlemenin iktidar ile iliskisi 
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sorgulanmıştır. Katılımcı kadınların mevcut iktidar mekanizmalarının ve 

gözetleme-iktidar ilişkisinin farkında olup olmadığına, kontrolü içselleştirip 

içselleştirmediklerine, gözetlemenin bireylerin mevcut ekonomik ve politik 

sisteme entegre edici/uzaklaştırıcı (içine alan/dışlayan) rolüne değinilmiştir.  

Günümüzdeki gözetleme tekniklerinin değişimi, gözetlemenin ölçeğinin 

genişleyerek bireyin günlük hayatına daha fazla giren bir politik pratik olarak 

karşımıza çıkması, güvenliğin artan vurgusuyla gözetlemenin suçu kontrol etme 

aracı olarak meşrulaştırılması ana tartışma eksenlerinden bir diğerini 

oluşturmaktır. Bu bağlamda kamusal mekanın kamusallığını zedeleyen ve bölen 

post-liberal politikarla gözetlemenin ilişkisi, kadınların kamusal mekanla olan 

ilişkileri ele alınmıştır.  

 

 
Anahtar Kelimeler: mekan, güvenlik, gözetleme, iktidar, cinsiyet, İstanbul, kadın 
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CHAPTER 1 

 
 

INTRODUCTION 
      
    
What we are facing right now is ‘the cam era’– an era of endless 
representations.  

    Koskela, 2003: 307 

 

1.1. Introduction of Security and Surveillance Tools into Everyday Life 
 

A week after the change, you suddenly realize, you are not noticing the 

newly installed cameras and security in an often used public space. You observe 

how you accept being investigated; your bag x-rayed or opened in every entrance 

no matter if it is a public transport station, a shopping mall or your own office. 

Although it is difficult to observe and comprehend this phenomenon with the 

extreme pace of the everyday life, the implementation of surveillance techniques 

for security reasons is spreading, deepening and increasing with the assistance of 

new communication and information technologies. The surprising issue is, 

although these have no more than 10 years of history, we are used to them as if 

they have always been the most indispensable part of everyday life in order to 

ensure security. 

Surveillance nowadays is accepted –by majority- as an indispensable tool 

for security; however it will be more rational and realistic if security is accepted 

as a justification of surveillance especially in the neo-liberal cities where social 

inequality, exclusion and polarization brought about spatial and social 

segregation and where fear and threats are magnified by the media and crime 

control, managing the population became the major policies of the 

municipalities. In the today’s brutally divided cities between middle and upper-

class enclaves and ‘places of terror’ where police battle the criminalized poor 
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(Davis,1992: 226), the constant process of surveillance is used to build up 

personal isolation and filter-out the undesired groups (Davis, 1992: 253-4).  

The-se surveillance tools vary from scanned mails to fingerprint and eye 

scans, to the surveillance cameras in the streets, offices, malls, or multi-

functioned travel cards etc. All of these tools have two faces. Security on one 

hand, control on the other.  

Security is a dramatically rising sector in cities and the “biggest 

obsession of modern societies” (Lyon, 2005). City has always been regarded as 

the space of deviance and terror. Because of that, security measures are more 

obvious in the cities. It is believed that city life brings a high rate of insecurity -

and as a result, inescapable potential of surveillance-. 

There have always been a variety of tools dealing with insecurity, from physical 

precautions to regulations; like lighting or punishment, disciplining practices, 

normalization, correction and control. But today, security is an over-inflated 

term; therefore in everyday life especially in the Western societies; the actions 

taken are more drastic. And surveillance is the most important and invisible tool 

of today’s measures about the security problem. Because what is aimed with 

surveillance is not only to catch criminals but also to prevent crime with 

normalization (discipline) process or to be informed in advance and stop it 

before it happens (control). While Hardt and Negri analyze the defence and 

security connection, they observe that security is believed to be more than 

conserving the present order. They express the hidden idea in security as a 

created necessity of action: “if we wait to react threats, it will be too late” (2004: 

20). And according to them this so-called security requires “actively and 

constantly shaping the environment through military and/or police activity” and 

“only an actively shaped world is a secure world” (Hardt and Negri, 2004: 20). 

They call this new notion of security as a form of bio-power and indicate that 

this notion performs “the task of producing and transmitting social life” (Hardt 

and Negri, 2004: 20). 

With support of the high technologies, crime reducing strategies embrace 

an increasing portion of society. With the huge number of surveillance cameras 

that are recording and collecting every moment of everyday public life, with 
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credit cards providing the data of the consuming patterns including place and 

time, with smart tickets that collect data of transportation patterns etc, 

surveillance is diffused to the everyday life. While they seem to provide a basic 

level of security, all these carry the task of control at the same time.  

1.2. Main Argument of the Study and the Former Arguments   

The study’s point of departure is the question of whether people willingly 

accept being surveilled for their security or not, in Turkey context. The main 

argument however is the relation between surveillance-security, space and power 

phenomena and women. It is aimed to answer the following questions; a- How 

security, surveillance and space (especially public space) are gendered, b- How 

is power mechanisms and the relationship between power and surveillance is 

perceived by participating women, c- How is the relation between women and 

public space is formed and shaped, d- Does surveillance increase women’s 

security or not and e- Do women perceive surveillance as a beneficial tool for 

their everyday life security?  

The awareness of women on surveillance techniques, the scale of 

surveillance, the purpose of it and its changing regimes are also other debated 

issues. The argument is developed on security and surveillance perceptions of 

single living and employed women in Istanbul. It is true that surveillance 

embraces all people regardless of their gender. But it is still relative to gender, 

class, age, race etc. like security. The relativity is also taken a step forward in 

this study by choosing single living, educated and employed women as 

participants. The choosing criteria of interviewees will be explained in the 

following pages.  
According to Koskela, who examines the gender-surveillance relation 

(2002, 2003), and considers whether the practices and conceptual questions of 

surveillance are gendered -and, if so, how- surveillance includes multiple power-

relationships that do not remain without gender aspect. She says that the field of 

vision is deeply gendered (Koskela, 2002: 258). As she observes, if purpose of 

surveillance is to increase urban security it might be especially beneficial for 

women since they are accepted to be the most threatened and the most 

vulnerable.  On the other hand, she also states that, there is a temptation, between 
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men who carry the surveillance task, to abuse the surveillance tools for 

voyeuristic purposes (Koskela, 2002: 257). However Koskela focuses on video 

surveillance which is not the only surveillance technique in urban space but the 

most visible and the most common one.  

In this study, there are three main dimensions of debate. One of them is 

security and surveillance relation and the participating women’s perception of 

this relation which will be discussed in detail in the following pages. The other 

dimension is the power mechanisms and their relation with surveillance. A 

debate on internalization of power mechanisms -with the assistance of 

surveillance- by individuals is provided in participants’ cases. The last main 

dimension of the debate is the public space and its changing character with the 

increased surveillance techniques that perform as a tool to filter out the undesired 

groups which leads public space towards a loss of liberalization and publicity. 

In this study surveillance is taken as an information collecting and 

producing process and as a changing issue. Within this study, from surveillance, 

which was defined by Lyon as an ‘(electronic) super panopticon’ (Lyon, 

2005:114) or a post-panopticon by Boyne (Boyne, 2000: 285), one should 

understand the constant process of information gathering, observation, 

monitoring, recording, collecting data and organization of those with computer 

technologies (Lyon, 2005; Boyne; 2000; Topal, 2006). The surveillance concept 

is analyzed as a changing phenomenon within the increasing practice of 

population control in the post-liberal era of the cities. The crime control, 

increasing security demand and the fear are some of the most important 

characteristics of the neo-liberal cities. In that sense, post-liberal cities can be 

accepted as control cities. The study also offers a brief comparison of 

disciplinary societies to the society of control in order to comprehend the 

changing characteristics of surveillance within the shift. ‘Disciplinary societies’ 

is a term that is mainly questioned by Foucault (1990, 1995) within the 

relationship between discipline and power. For him, discipline is the unitary 

technique to exercise power and also a type of power within which “the body is 

reduced as a ‘political’ force at the least cost and maximized as a useful force” 

(Foucault, 1995: 212). By disciplinary societies, he refers to the social formation 
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of 17th and 18th centuries within which discipline mechanisms are spread through 

the whole social body with disciplinary institutions (Foucault, 1995: 205). In 

society of control, however, instead of these rigid and enclosing institutions, 

“flexible, fluctuating networks” are paramount (Hardt and Negri, 2000: 23).  The 

shift from disciplinary societies to the society of control is not specific in 

Foucault’s works but can be followed mainly in Deleuze’s (1992, 1998) 

commentaries and Hard and Negri’s work (2000). Topal’s study (2006) on the 

shift from disciplinary societies to the society of control in Turkish immigrants 

case in Germany is also another referred work in this study. The main 

characteristics of society of control are; the immanent power and flexible 

structures in the late modern and post-modern societies. Hardt and Negri state 

that, in society of control, mechanisms of command become more “democratic”, 

more immanent to the social field (2000: 23). 

The including and excluding mechanisms of surveillance are also 

observed by Lyon (2005), Koskela (2003), and Marx (2002). Lyon defines 

surveillance as an including/excluding mechanism and calls it as a “social 

sorting process” while Koskela more focuses on the similarities between the 

ideas of panopticon and surveillance (especially video surveillance). She 

analyzes power and visibility within surveillance like Vaz and Bruno (2003), and 

she also mentions how security and surveillance depend on gender by observing 

women cases (2002).  Marx (2002) also takes surveillance as a changing issue 

within the communication and information technologies and he defines the new 

form of surveillance as “modern surveillance”.   

The formulation of surveillance in this study follows the above 

mentioned works. The process of continuous surveillance procedures runs 

through registration systems, databases and counting according to Topal (2006: 

11). In order to understand the importance of surveillance, it should be analyzed 

within the knowledge/power networks, since it does not only gather or find 

information and knowledge but also creates, produces and controls them (Allen, 

1994; Koskela, 2003; Topal, 2006) and it renders power immanent. The vital 

question is: what surveillance adds to power or in other words, how power 

benefits from surveillance.  
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In this study, as another important dimension of debate, security is 

analyzed as a rising sector, and as an obsession of the modern societies. 

In/security is loaded with symbolic connotations and as Dean puts it, insecurity 

is exacerbated and intensified by the mass media and advertising industry 

(1996:214). According to him, this is about images embodied in the whole 

‘concept of security’ (Davis, 1992) that are related to the offered lifestyles, 

consumer needs, and material commodities (Dean, 1996:214). As Becks 

observes, the late modernization is organized “around the production and 

distribution of risk as much as wealth” and he adds that we live in a ‘risk society’ 

which is distinguished by the threats of modernization for everyday life. 

(Beck,1989 in Dean, 1996: 213). According to Topal, surveillance is the 

essential tool of management of these risks and the control of the population by 

recording and production of knowledge of individuals and groups (Topal, 2006: 

11).  

 The relation between surveillance and security is also worth analyzing. 

In this study, it is questioned whether surveillance is an indispensable tool for 

security or security is a produced and artificial term used as justification for 

surveillance. In addition, what kind of power relations embedded within this 

relationship, what is the ostensible meaning of this relation, and what is the 

invisible, is it a dualistic relation, or does one increase while the other decreases? 

And how do women perceive this relation? Does surveillance improve women’s 

personal security? As Lyon indicates, surveillance is twofold; while it seems to 

provide security, surveillance also performs the task of control. The study is 

about women’s awareness of these two roles of surveillance. What is their 

concern? Do they just focus on one side, and omit the other one or are they 

aware of both? Even if they are, do they accept the situation or do they produce 

counter strategies? Within the study these questions will be examined in the case 

of 8 employed women who live in Istanbul on their own. When women are 

concerned, the social context gets more important and the social networks have 

great importance to comprehend the key concepts of the study. These networks 

and social context include a variety of relation codes and behaviour patterns in 

family, in neighbourhoods, at work or in a public space. It is about the society’s 
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perception of women and the dynamics that form it. As far as Istanbul is 

concerned, this social context is not homogenous. From one neighbourhood to 

the other, from one street to the next, the relations change from traditional to 

modern, from oppressive to libertarian. This will be examined in each subject’s 

case. Apart from the interviews, gendered characteristics of surveillance is 

analyzed based on Koskela’s studies (2002, 2003) and Turkey context on 

Gürbilek’s work (1992). Also gendered characteristics of urban space, history of 

feminist movement are mentioned in order to comprehend the related issues, 

power-space relations and discourse on gender in Turkey. These discussions 

maintained on studies of Koçak (2007), Koç & Budak (2006), Aytaç, (2005), 

Savran, G. (2006) and an interview with Nilgün Yurdalan who is a feminist.    

Space is one of the most important dimensions of the study. Space is 

taken as a social product and it is evaluated within the social context and existing 

power/knowledge networks within which space is produced and formed. Urban 

space includes a variety of social relations and power networks. As a social 

product, produced by power-knowledge networks and social relations, space has 

different meanings for different groups. In Turkey context, what kind of women 

spaces are produced is an issue matters as well as the question of “who produced 

them”. It is believed that, women became participants and users of public space 

in Turkey after 1980’s with the first mass feminist movements and gained sexual 

awareness within small groups. Although the scene has been changed a lot 

during the last two decades, it is possible to claim that, women are still limited 

and restricted users of the urban space either voluntarily or involuntarily. Among 

many other divisions, this study also indicates that, there is a gendered spatial 

segregation in cities which is also another reason of the loss of publicity and 

freedom of the urban space. 

In short, in many ways, the changing regimes of surveillance theories of 

this study come close to Topal’s study (2006), in which he examines 

immigration from Turkey to Germany from the surveillance angle. However, 

different from that work this study is based on urban space, security and 

surveillance concepts all together in a gendered angle. In the sense of gendered 

characteristics of surveillance, this study has some overlapping aspects with 
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Koskela’s studies (2002, 2003) in which she seeks the gendered aspects of 

surveillance and the role of surveillance in women’s personal security. However, 

different from those works of her, this study questions the surveillance within the 

post-liberal era and the changing surveillance regimes in the cities. It tries to find 

out whether women accept being surveilled for their personal security or not. In 

that senses, different from the existing scholarly works, this study examines 

women’s perceptions of security, surveillance and urban space in the post-liberal 

era as changing phenomena.    

1.2.1. Information on Interviewees 

In order to ensure the manageability of the study, the sample is limited 

and defined in 8 Turkish, educated middle class, professionally employed, and 

single living women’s cases. Women are interviewed with a group of questions 

that will be explained in the following paragraphs but first of all, it is needed to 

be explained why is the focused grouped defined as women and single, as 

employed and educated, and as middle class.   

Within the study it is aimed to find out whether surveillance is approved 

for personal security or not which can be well questioned within women’s cases. 

This is because it is undeniable that security is a gendered issue and women are 

accepted to be more vulnerable and threatened than men. Security is a multifold 

and a very problematic issue for women. In most cases women are made to 

ensure their personal security and deal with the security problems on their own. 

Even the institutions that are supposed to be ready for citizens’ security are 

ignorant in women’s cases.  Security has to be regarded in women’s cases 

separately as a gendered issue. Moreover, for single women or women who live 

alone, security is a more delicate issue and a more important problem than it is 

for other women.  

In this study, being professionally employed is another criterion for 

participating women because they are thought to be more integrated to the 

general economic and political system than unemployed, housewives or students. 

Due to their socio-economic status, employed women’s comprehensions of 

power mechanisms are expected to be different from others. And also employed 
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women’s participation to urban space and use of the public places are expected 

to be more than other. 

Being educated were another criteria for participating women because 

their participation to urban space and public places are expected to be more than 

uneducated. As Tekeli stresses, at first, only educated and relatively wealthy 

women were benefited from all liberalized practices and opportunities of the 

womanizing process of public places of modernizing Turkey, because of their 

class and social status (Tekeli, 1995). In many ways, this statement is still valid.  

Security is undoubtedly relative to class as well as it is to gender. It has to 

be borne in mind that, the results would absolutely be different in lower class 

women’s cases especially in a city like Istanbul where social segregation and 

inequality reflect to the physical place and form the spatial segregation. Because 

class difference creates many disparities in urban space use, participation to the 

public spaces, perceptions of security, risk, fear and so on. It is an observable 

fact that, while dealing with the problems of immigration and integration along 

many, after neo-liberal policies of 1980s, Istanbul became a divided city in many 

ways. Urban core and the periphery bear lower and new middle class settlements 

together and side by side but voluntarily divided. The social and economical 

inequalities are sharp, deep and apparent in a way that can be interpreted as a 

reason of social conflict and insecurity. Within the study, being middle class 

spontaneously became another criterion for participants although it was not 

strictly required but, considering the socio-cultural and economical status of the 

participants and also the high cost of living in Istanbul, it is expected from an 

educated single living woman to be middle class especially if she afford a life in 

a neighbourhood like Cihangir, Suadiye or Beşiktaş which are middle or upper-

middle class neighbourhoods and known with their high rate house prices. It 

should be stressed that only 3 out of 8 participants own the houses they live in.  

Participants’ ages differ from 23 to 46 and their professionals varied. The 

only common points of them are above mentioned criterions. Participating 

women are either a friend or a friend’s friend. The most important limitation for 

empirical study was being a professional woman and living alone. These criteria 
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bring a group of women together who have more or less the same socio-cultural 

status and economic conditions. 

 In short, this study represents a partial angle to the security and 

surveillance issues in educated, middle-class, single women’s cases. The 

interview results don’t represent the whole gender but only the focused group’s 

characteristics. 

1.2.2. Information on Interviews and Interview Questions 

Within the study, in order to comprehend women’s security and 

surveillance perceptions, 8 depth-interviews were conducted in Turkish, in 

Istanbul. It is a fact that the places that people are in, affect their moods and 

feelings like fear, freedom, anxiety safety etc that are mainly questioned in 

interviews and are closely related to people’s perceptions of security. The fears 

and anxieties on the street differ from the concerns in the houses. In public 

spaces like streets, public transportation, squares, etc people feel more insecure 

and expect threats from ‘outside’ while feeling more secure in private spaces that 

are known well. Because of that the interviews are hold in each interviewee’s 

houses in where they are relaxed and feel safe. The sessions lasted about 1.5 and 

2 hours and they weren’t strictly formed but structured according to 

conversations. They were recorded with permission of interviewees.      

The interview questions were prepared to comprehend the women’s 

perceptions of fear, violence, security, surveillance, freedom, trust, and so forth 

in urban space and in general. They described what they understand from those 

terms and what they meant to them. The interview questions are constituted from 

five different groups of questions. An important determining issue of this 

classification is public-private distinction. In order to understand the 

participation of women in public space and use of public space, this was 

indispensable.  Because gendered spatial segregation distinguish itself with 

public and private differentiation. It is a general acknowledgement that private 

space belongs to woman and public to man. However, as Özbek (2004) stresses, 

there is more than one “public-private” distinction. Public space represents 

places that ensure visibility and commonality. At the same time, in order to talk 
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about a public space, one should be ensure the accessibility and openness of a 

place without privatization and domination of it by a group (Özbek, 2004: 465-

467). As it is shown in other studies women are observed to be limited users of 

the public space and display different public use patterns than men. Public space 

use of women is determined according to time, risky factors, image of a place 

and existence of men. Therefore, instead of using “men places”, women create 

their own (public) places (Kaya, 2006). In this study, places that have limited 

user profiles like neighbourhoods, work places, houses which also offer a level 

of familiarity and security to participants and make them feel safer taken as 

“private spaces” even if some are not. 
The first group of questions were about women’s urban space use, 

residence and work places and daily patterns of transportation and moving about. 

These questions are used for preparing the figures from 6 to 20 which show 

urban space usage of each woman and moving about patterns during the week 

and at the weekend. The leisure time places, transport patterns, work and 

residence places are shown on the maps. The second group of questions were on 

the perceptions of security and surveillance in urban space which include 

experienced violence, attack, abuse, thievery, frightening and threatening 

situations and about how their security is being ensured in the public spaces. The 

third and fourth groups of questions were on security and surveillance 

perceptions in private spaces including neighbourhoods, houses and work places. 

The discrimination of public and private space is based on the effect of a place 

on women’s perceptions of security, fear, anxiety etc as mentioned before. How 

they perceive security and surveillance in those places and what are the 

differences from those in public spaces are also questioned within the third and 

fourth groups of questions. The last section of interview questions was about 

women’s leisure time activities, and personal relations and their security and 

surveillance perceptions within those.  

1.3 Content of the Study  

The study consists of 5 chapters. The first three chapters are about 

conceptualization of the problematic and about the theoretical framework. The 
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fourth chapter focuses on the empirical issues and the commentaries of 

interviews. The last chapter is the conclusion.  

The fist chapter, Introduction, gives a brief framework of the 

dissertation; the problematic, main argument, methodology and research 

questions, interviews, interviewees and a brief introduction to discipline-control 

distinction and the related scholarly works. The main argument discussed within 

the related literature and also specific differences of the study stressed.  

Second Chapter contains a comparison between 1980’s Turkey and 

Foucault’s theory of disciplinary societies following the work of Gürbilek 

(1992). The political paradigm and power forms in Turkey will be mentioned 

while giving the occurrence of “women spaces” in Istanbul within 1980’s 

conjuncture. What kind of women spaces appeared in 1980’s with the new 

power form, or how are the spaces, if any, womanized?  In this chapter, visibility 

- power relation also to took part within panopticism and surveillance contexts.  

How power benefits from surveillance and visibility, what kind of power 

relations are embedded within surveillance will be analyzed in this chapter. And 

lastly, surveillance is analyzed within the shift from disciplinary societies to the 

society of control.  

The third chapter first concentrates on ‘power’ which has great 

importance in relation to discipline-control contexts. Since the theoretical 

conceptualization is based on Foucauldian and Deleuzean theories, the power 

analysis of Foucault (1979; 1982; 1990; 1995) will be analyzed with the 

commentaries of Deleuze (1998), Rose, (1999) and Keskin (1996).  The power 

itself, state and, power-knowledge, power-space and power-freedom relations 

are the main concerns of this chapter. The related interview results also take part 

within these subsections.    

The fourth chapter starts with the changing character of the space in the 

post-liberal era. The mega cities and the emerging concerns on fear, threat, 

security, and surveillance are discussed and security and surveillance relation is 

debated. How these two affect each other; whether they are indispensable for 

each other or not is discussed. The security and surveillance perceptions of 

women are discussed separately according to interviews. How these perceptions 
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are formed, how they influence each other and the role of surveillance in 

women’s life in improving their personal security are the main concerns of the 

subsections of this chapter.  

The fifth chapter gives a conclusion of the conceptualization, 

formulation of the problematic and an overall evaluation.    
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CHAPTER 2 
 

 

POWER, VISIBLITY, SURVEILLANCE 
 

This chapter represents three discussions that are related to each other. 

First, there will be a comparison between 1980’s Turkey and Foucault’s theory 

of disciplinary societies following the work of Gürbilek (1992). The transformed 

character of the cultural and social climate and the political paradigm in Turkey 

will be discussed within the new power mechanisms of 1980’s that came close to 

Foucault’s definition of power. Feminisation of the space within the new power 

forms will also be debated. Second discussion will be held in the field of 

visibility-power relationship. How power benefits from surveillance and 

visibility, what kind of power relations are embedded within surveillance will be 

analyzed. And lastly, surveillance is analyzed within the shift from disciplinary 

societies to the society of control. 

2.1 Power, Incitement to discourse: Disciplinary Societies and Turkey’s 
Changing Power Paradigm  
 

“..for two centuries now, the discourse on sex has been multiplied rather 

than rarefied; and that if it has carried with it taboos and prohibitions, it has also 

...ensured the solidification and implantation of an entire sexual mosaic” said 

Foucault in 1976, in the History of Sexuality (1990: 53) while he traced the 

extension of power and the dynamics of disciplinary societies in the three-

century-long-history of sexuality in the Western World. After a couple of years 

from this newly published book of Foucault, in the early 1980’s, starting with the 

military coup, Turkey witnessed a transformation in the general cultural climate 

and started heading towards a similar new approach in the sense of social and 

cultural fields, especially in sexuality. This cultural alteration’s one of the most 

distinctive characteristics is “incitement to discourse” (Foucault, 1990) 

according to Nurdan Gürbilek (1992). 
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In her brilliantly descriptive book ‘Vitrinde Yaşamak’ (Living in a Shop 

Window) Gürbilek indicates how the social life and cultural atmosphere have 

changed after 1980s in Turkey and how the relationship with ‘the being seen’ 

transformed into merely an observing and monitoring relationship and the 

‘discourse’ turned into a shop window. According to her, there appeared a new 

society in which, people are believed to exist as far as they are seen and 

exhibited. These ones acquire value as long as they are ‘observed’ and 

‘monitored’. (Gürbilek, 1992: 25)  

Watching -without talking- the other that is not known and familiar 

beforehand was, now a new phenomenon in the modern cities. This was a 

reduction of social contact to the level of visual. But in time, inhabitants of 

metropolitan cities got used to monitoring others and being monitored 

themselves. According to Gürbilek, watching became a game that takes away 

boredom (Gürbilek, 1992: 28). After 1980s, Turkish people’s relationship with 

the city became a ‘watching relationship’ and image became more important 

than the reality.  

These years in Turkey were significant from many aspects. 1980s 

witnessed the beginning of new life styles in Turkey. From suburbs to slums, 

from symbolic meanings of the middle class life style -which are strongly 

connected with the new consumption culture - to the lower classes’ efforts of 

creating a space and culture for themselves in the city, 80s Turkey was an era of 

display and watch. According to Öncü, middle and upper classes were 

rediscovering the city they live in with the assistance of a consumption culture 

(1999: 26) and the media, while “others” were discovering the city which was 

new to them. They were discovering it as audiences, through the private 

televisions, newly established newspapers and magazines all of which boomed in 

the 80s, exposing the middle classes’ lifestyles, choices, leisure time activities, 

houses, cars, consuming habits and their symbolic meanings (Ayata, 2003; Öncü, 

1999). 
1980s were also an age when discourse is “multiplied” in Turkey: many 

things and experiences that had not been named till that time were put into 

words. They became the object of a ‘discursive explosion’ and were surrounded, 
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captured, subjugated by the discourse itself (Gürbilek, 1992: 36). This was the 

definition of pleasures; classifying and ordering them and turning experiences 

into the objects of production (Gürbilek, 1992: 38). In that sense, Turkey was 

heading towards new habits in the field of sexual discourse as well as in social 

and economic fields. The television programs, newspapers, woman-beauty 

magazines and the sex - advice columns of psychologists and sexologists and 

most importantly the ‘language’ they used were all new phenomena of a newly 

changed economic, social, and political ‘context’. These incitements and 

invitations to confession included normalizing and curing purposes as well as 

will to understand and sympathy for the objectivized subject. The discourse on 

sex(uality) has been multiplied by the media and by other power mechanisms. 

This brought about two changes: it increased the level of sexual consciousness 

and at the same time it turned the sexuality (and women) to an object of a 

watching relation. Savran expresses that, discussion in public, firstly means 

discussion in the media. Women became visible at the media but this also 

brought the risk of being a spectacular commodity at the same time. She adds 

that, this socialization is now a tool against itself (Savran, 2005: 94).  

This discourse policy, which Turkey was a subject of in 1980s with a 

‘discourse explosion’ can be understood with a close-up to Foucault’s the history 

of sexuality. In volume I, as Gürbilek expresses, Foucault introduces the history 

of sexuality in the Western societies as the history of objectivizing sexuality at a 

scientific level. Foucault doesn’t agree with the classical sexuality theories of 

repression and denial. (Gürbilek: 1992:39). He says that, until 17th century, 

sexuality was a common and natural thing to experience, to think and talk about.   

At the beginning of the 17th century certain frankness was 
still common. Sexual practices had little need of secrecy, 
word were said without undue reticence and things were 
done without too much concealment; one had a tolerant 
familiarity with the illicit. (Foucault 1990:3) 

 
Nevertheless, Foucault takes the 17th century as a breaking point of 

Western society in many practices. According to him, it was the century of the 

censorship and the “monotonous nights of the Victorian Bourgeoisie” in the 

sense of sexuality. “Sexuality was carefully confined; it moved into home” 



 17

(Foucault 1990: 3). He describes the 17th century as an age of repression 

emblematic of bourgeois societies (Foucault 1990: 17). Sexuality was reduced to 

the level of language and it was prohibited to be named.  

Calling sex by its name thereafter became more difficult and 
more costly. As if in order to gain mastery over it in reality, 
it had first been necessary to subjugate it at the level of 
language, control its free circulation in speech, expunge it 
from the things that were said, and extinguish the words that 
rendered it too visibly present. And even these prohibitions, 
it seems, were afraid to name it. (Foucault 1990: 17)   
 
Yet this censorship would not last for long. The last three centuries of 

Western sexuality history doesn’t seem to be condemned in a constant silence. 

As Foucault puts it if “one looks back over these last three centuries with their 

continual transformations, things appear in a very different light: around and 

apropos of sex, one sees a veritable discursive explosion” (Foucault 1990: 17).   

After almost a century-long censorship, this dark silence was brightened 

up by the light of discursive explosion. But, was this explosion simply a result of 

an instinctive response or a counter strategy of the community or a conscious 

contumacy, a protest, disapproval or a natural, spontaneous reaction of the 

society to repression? Did the West gain its so-called sexual freedom back with 

this ‘discursive explosion’ through the 18th and the 19th centuries? According to 

Foucault this wasn’t so. This explosion and the discourse itself should be 

thoroughly and critically analyzed. First of all, it wasn’t proliferated by the 

community. There was an ‘institutional incitement to speak about it’, in church, 

in schools, with questioning, confession, detailed descriptions and so on. As 

Foucault puts it, this multiplication of the sex discourse belonged to the field of 

exercising power (Foucault, 1990: 18).  And second, there was a ‘policing of 

statements’ and a ‘restrictive economy that was incorporated into that politics of 

language and speech’. The ‘authorized vocabulary’, the words, the images, ‘the 

whole rhetoric of allusion and metaphor’ and the statements that should be used 

was defined, codified, clarified, expurgated and purified. Even ‘enunciations’ are 

controlled, “where and when it was not possible to talk about such things became 

much more strictly defined; in which circumstances, among which speakers, and 

within which social relationships” (Foucault, 1990: 17-18)  
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At the end, from 18th century on, what happened in the West was; the 

more the discourse was multiplied, the more it hid the thing it was speaking 

about. This “steady proliferation of discourses concerned with sexuality” 

subjugated the sexuality at the language level.  (Foucault, 1990:17) And as 

Gürbilek states, during the last three centuries, the West turned sexuality into an 

object of a discourse and a target for a scientific-theoretical discipline (Gürbilek, 

1992: ). In that sense, sexuality only existed in a discourse that never ‘ceased to 

hide it’(Foucault, 1990:53).  

Foucault analyzed ‘a certain form of knowledge regarding sex, not in 

terms of repression or law but in terms of power’ (Foucault, 1990: 92). As he 

states, “power is everywhere; not because it embraces everything, but because it 

comes from everywhere”(Foucault, 1990: 93). And here, he doesn’t refer to any 

other kind of power but the one that is “multiplicity of force relations immanent 

in the sphere they operate and which constitute their own organization” 

(Foucault, 1990: 92). According to Foucault, from that kind of power one should 

understand the process that transforms, strengthens or reverses these force 

relations through struggles and confrontations;  

thus forming a chain or a system, or on the contrary, the 
disjunctions and contradictions which isolate them from one 
another; and lastly, as the strategies in which they take 
effect, whose general design or institutional crystallization 
is embodied in the state apparatus, in the formulation of the 
law, in the various social hegemonies  (Foucault, 1990: 92-
93)  
 
This “omnipresence of power: not because it consolidates everything 

under its invincible unity, but because it is produced from one moment to the 

next, in every relation from one point to other” (Foucault, 1990: 93).  

He analyzes the power not as a structure or an institution or strength but, 

rather as a name of a complex strategical situation in a particular society 

(Foucault, 1990: 93). 

In order to make a comparison of the above narrated to what was lived in 

Turkey, one should look at the reasons of the ‘multiplied discourse’ on sexuality 

in Turkey; and ask by whom it was proliferated and liberated? Was it produced 

by different power mechanisms like media, institutions, and the state itself or by 
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the very own efforts of civil organizations and women groups? Historical 

conditions of the era should also be taken into account; they were the years of 

liberation and Turkey was under the influence of the Western World more than 

ever.  

Not very surprisingly, there seems to be an agreement among feminist 

women -who have been actively involved within the feminist movement of 

Turkey from the beginning- that before 1980s there wasn’t any mass women 

movement to mention (Koç and Budak: 2006, Savran: 2005, Aytaç, 2005, 

Koçak, 2007). Beginning with 1980, there appeared small women groups trying 

to acquire sexual ‘consciousness’ and ‘awareness’ but the first public feminist 

discussion was in 1982 (Gelecek, 2006: 36) and the first feminist political 

meeting was in 1987 (Action Against Beating) in Istanbul. And according to 

feminists, this was the turning point for the women’s participation and 

involvement in the public space. After that date, feminist politics and women 

were taken to streets (Savran, 2005: 83; Koç and Budak, 2006: 14). But of 

course the process was tough and it didn’t happen in one day. It is very 

interesting that this occurred at those particular years but not before or after. The 

first ‘feminist’ groups were formed around the literature and art magazines 

called ‘Yazko’ and after ‘Somut’ in which there was a women page. Between 

1981 and 1984, a group of abroad-educated women were trying to construct the 

‘feminist language’ in Turkey by translating the feminist literature into Turkish. 

At those years the Western feminist literature and movement were dominated by 

post-modern feminist theoreticians after the brightness of ‘68’. Between 1984 

and 1989 feminists in Turkey started some provoking campaigns which made a 

peak in feminist movement according to Koçak (2007). It seems that between 

1980 and 1989 feminists were trying to involve in politics, urban space and 

society -with their own identities. They were distant and critical about the 

institutional efforts and trying to follow western women friends. However, when 

it came to 1990s, the scene was changing. According to Koçak, in 1990s, the 

media discovered the existence of the feminist movement although it had not 

paid any attention before. The feminist movement started to lose its strength, 

while the mainstream media popularized it as an emerging phenomenon. Koçak 
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says, women who were truly critical about the institutions couldn’t be as critical 

about the media and there emerged a ‘discourse explosion’ that is similar to that 

experienced in the West.  Referring to Savran once more, feminism in media 

became a tool against itself. Because the more it is spoken, the more it hid the 

thing it was speaking about. The meaning of it filtered and narrowed by the 

subjugating discourse.  
Before 1980s, the situation in Turkey wasn’t appropriate to understand 

the above discussed form of power relations, according to Gürbilek. Until 

recently Foucault’s theory of power functioned as a general power theory like 

any other that indicates the multi-centred kind of power for Turkey. That kind of 

theory wouldn’t have much validity in a society in which ‘repressed speech’ is 

dominant/paramount rather than ‘incited discourse’. There comes the difference 

of the 1980s according to Gürbilek. A new partial discourse policy that is 

instigating rather than repressive, and inviting rather than prohibitive found a 

route itself and expanded its domain independent from the prohibitive discourse 

of the state and official-central discourse. 

But according to Gürbilek, it was still early to understand whether this 

domination of power is disciplinary or non-disciplinary in Foucauldian sense. 

Also a potential resistance of the society is in question. Moreover, in Turkey, 

sexuality isn’t really seen as an object of the medical sciences yet (Gürbilek, 

1992: 42). It is obvious that, the relationship of Turkish people with power differ 

from that of the West. But one should ask the question of how is this relationship 

constructed, which can be another study’s topic. 

2.1.1. Conclusion:  Power relationships- Surveillance   

To approach the above debate from another aspect we can question the 

power within ‘watching relationships’. What is the meaning of ‘to be worth 

being watched’ in Turkey? As a reference to Gürbilek, one could say; to be 

worth being watched can be understood through the new social relations in 

which everyone lives in a shop window and one has value and existence as long 

as s/he is being watched. This is more related to emblematic images and 

meanings (Gürbilek, 1992: 25). And this monitoring embraces every member of 
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the society regardless of any group they belong to. But would it be an 

overstatement to claim that, in terms of monitoring, some people were more 

worthy than others? In fact people have been under surveillance for a long time 

in Turkey. They have been watched, monitored, labelled, blacklisted ‘for 

security reasons’ and still are. But today’s difference from the past is: 

surveillance is widespread and -except the traditional social control which people 

‘keep an eye on each other’ to ‘deflect danger and induce fear’ (Lyon, 2005:1 )- 

it was thought to be personal. . But nowadays, it is difficult to find a place that is 

not under surveillance considering that most of us use mobile phones and 

internet, stroll through the streets, use public transport, work in an office, own a 

car, do shopping, in another word, we live in a city and uses the technology and 

ways of communication. The subject of surveillance can be changed from time 

to time, but today everybody is being watched, monitored and recorded. As Lyon 

indicates, the difference now is not the ‘events’ but the ‘eventualities’ are under 

the surveillance: “yet the aim is not necessarily to catch a glimpse of every actual 

event- though that remains an important goal- so much as to anticipate actions, to 

plan for every eventuality”(Lyon 2005: 54).  

The scene in 1980’s Turkey shows that not only the discourse but also 

‘display’ and surveillance had an explosion. While describing the 80s’ women 

movements and how women started to participate in the urban public space, Koç 

expresses that, “display, exposure, disclosure was very important at that time, it 

was revolutionary. Now it doesn’t have the same value”(Koç and Budak, 2006: 

15). The city culture of 80s was based on a display and observation of life styles 

of upper and lower classes, women and men. The ‘meeting’ of these different 

classes in the city was constructed on symbolic meanings of the images that are 

created/produced by the media. Boomed decoration magazines, women and 

beauty journals, were the expression of the ‘city life’ of upper/middle classes by 

visiting their well decorated houses, displaying their life styles and choices etc. 

According to Ayata, these were inciting the display and watching. 

Surveillance/monitoring and display were becoming widespread in the daily life. 

As a subjugated phenomenon; sexuality started to be discussed, tested, 

glorified as well as being judged in the media and the institutions through 
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increasing sexual cure centres, medical ‘treatments’, encouragement of people to 

come to terms with their sexual problems or choices. Involvement of women in 

urban space increased and the number of ‘womanized public spaces’ multiplied. 

It could be another study’s concern to answer whether feminist discourse is 

produced or at least leaded by power mechanisms and whether the discourse was 

as dangerous as Foucault stated, or the urban space is also womenized by power 

mechanisms or not. As a conclusion of this subsection and within this study’s 

concern, at least one point can be made clear about that process: although there 

is more than one kind of power that is effective in Turkey -prohibitive method on 

one hand, and incitement to discourse on the other-, as Gürbilek expresses, the 

cultural change of Turkey in 1980s demonstrates that, Turkey involved with the 

‘policing statements’ or the ‘discourse policy’ in Foucauldian sense, even if it is 

with very different mechanisms (Gürbilek, 1992: 40). 

2.2. Visibility and the Power 
This part of the study is intended to analyze the importance of visibility 

in the context of constructing order and exercising power. Visibility is handled 

within the panopticism and surveillance regarding the power relationships. The 

vital point required a thorough examination is; what panopticism and the 

surveillance add more to power?  

2.2.1. Visibility through panopticism 

“Making the city visible so that it can be a place of safety and of public 

order is nothing new” says David Lyon in his book Surveillance Society (2005: 

52). He gives the examples of ancient Greek and Roman cities and tells the story 

of the French police lieutenant who dedicates himself to light up the seventeenth 

century Paris, “in order to assure citizens that it was safe to go out”, and made 

Paris the “city of light by virtue of the 6500 lanterns at the end of his career” 

(Lyon, 2005: 52). According to him, even in modern times, urban spaces were 

designed to permit maximum visibility to discourage deviance and to promote 

public safety. (Lyon, 2005: 53). According to Weibel, in urban space, visibility 

is legitimated with the claim and guarantee of absolute security (Weibel, 2002: 

207 in Koskela, 2003: 297). To see was to ensure social control, to plan for 
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order. (Lyon, 2005: 53). In his paper Panopticism, Foucault also stresses the 

importance of the visibility of space in order to construct security, safety, order 

and better exercising of power. He states that, visibility was an indispensable key 

for the “house of security” (Foucault, 1995: 200). 

The essential principle of the panoptic prison, which was designed by 

Bentham, was to ensure the complete visibility of the inmate. It was a semi-

circular building complex constituting of an observation tower in the middle and 

the cells on the periphery. This complex made prisoners doubt whether there was 

anyone in the tower and whether they were being observed (Foucault: 1979; 

1995; Vaz and Bruno: 2003; Koskela: 2003). According to Foucault, panopticon 

is “a machine for dissociating the see/ being seen dyad: in the peripheric ring, 

one is totally seen, without ever seeing, in the central tower, one sees everything 

without ever being seen” (Foucault, 1995: 199). As Vaz and Bruno state, the 

prisoners in the cells knew that they were always subjected to virtual observation 

without ever being able to confirm its actuality (Vaz and Bruno, 2003: 275).  

But since panopticism is about the function as well as being a ‘visible 

matter’, Deleuze states that, the abstract formula of panopticism is more than the 

mentioned to see/being seen dyad. According to him, it is also about imposing a 

particular conduct on a particular human multiplicity (Deleuze, 1998: 34). This 

formula of panopticism would be used in different institutions for different 

purposes because as Foucault states, panopticism is polyvalent in its applications 

(Foucault, 1995:202). In prison; to prevent escape, planning of new crimes and 

‘bad reciprocal influences’; in hospital, to stop contagion; in asylum to reduce 

the risk of violence of madmen’s; in school, to avoid cheating, noise, chatter, and 

waste of time; in factory, to discipline disorders, prevent theft, coalitions, and 

destroy all other distractions that slow down the rate of work, make it less 

perfect or cause accidents (Foucault, 1995:199). This is the conduct, the pure 

fiction of imposing a task or a ‘particular form of behaviour’ on a multiplicity of 

particular individuals (Deleuze, 1998; Foucault, 1995). This disciplinary 

function of panopticism is worth analyzing because it gives the conceptualization 

of a particular form of power those benefits from panopticism. As Foucault 

states, panopticon is not only an observation tool but also a laboratory that could 
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be used as a machine to carry out experiments, to alter behaviour, to train or 

correct individuals (Foucault, 1995: 201). According to him, the panoptic 

‘schema’ is used to deal with a multiplicity of individuals and it spread 

throughout the social body. This schema is a fiction of power, which makes it 

more economic and effective (Foucault, 1995: 204). The panoptic schema is also 

defined by Foucault as an abstract machine or a diagram which is coextensive 

with the whole social field (Deleuze, 1998: 34). According to Deleuze, this 

diagram is a spatio-temporal multiplicity which proliferates itself from social 

fields (1998: 34). This means, there are as many diagrams as there are social 

fields. Deleuze states that every diagram involves different relations between 

forces that are “continually moving, unstable and fluid and exposes their 

strategies” (Işın, 1998: 44). And every society has its own multiple diagrams 

(Deleuze, 1998: 35). This evolving diagram, according to him doesn’t represent 

a reality but produces a new kind of reality, a new model of truth by exposing 

relations between forces-which constitute power-  or the particular strategies 

(Deleuze, 1998: 35-36).  Disciplinary mechanism is a functional mechanism with 

panopticism. Foucault describes the diagram of disciplinary societies with 

panopticism and with the ‘enclosed, segmented spaces’ of  panoptic institutions 

of school, hospital, prison, barracks, factory which were apparatuses of  

“exercising power over men, controlling their relations, of separating out their 

dangerous mixtures”.(Foucault, 1995: 197) According to him panoptic 

institutions;  

“are so light: there were no more bars, ..chains, ..heavy 
locks.. All that was needed was that the seperations should 
be clear and the openings well arranged. The heaviness of 
the house of security (with their fortress-like architecture), 
could be replaced by the simple economic geometry of a 
‘house of certainty’”(Foucault, 1995: 200).  
 
Because of this lightness of panopticon, no further precautions are 

needed. The awareness of being-seen all-time “assures the automatic 

functioning of power” (Foucault, 1995: 199). This power according to Foucault, 

is not personal or individualistic, it is homogeneous so all people will face its 

effects. In panopticism, anyone can be monitored, even the one in the centre. An 

inspector can come anytime and question or check the functioning of 
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panopticism. (Foucault, 1995: 201) The importance of the panopticism (as of 

the surveillance of today) is not only reducing the fear of the invisible. It also 

has an essential role in exercising power.  

Following the above statement, a new form of power, which is lightened by 

panopticism, can be defined and a certain abandonment of the classical power 

types can be observed. How power benefits from panopticism can be better 

explained with this phrase of Foucault:   “Panopticism made possible a political 

take off in relation to the traditional, ritual, costly, violent forms of power” 

(Foucault, 1995: 17). Through this take off, power was lightened and 

internalized by individuals, it spread to everyday life. The consciousness of 

constantly being watched by someone “leads to internalization of control. People 

internalize the rules, regulate their own behaviour even when it is not necessary 

and, thus, exercise power over themselves” (Koskela, 2003: 299). As Foucault 

states; 

There is no need for arms, physical violence, material 
constraints. Just a gaze. An inspecting gaze, a gaze which 
each individual under its weight will end by interiorising to 
the point that he is his own overseer, each individual thus 
exercising this surveillance over, and against, himself. A 
superb formula: power exercised continuously and for what 
turns out to be a minimal cost. (Foucault, 1980: 155 in 
Koskela: 2003) 
 
 This ‘efficiency of power’ can only be constructed through this process 

of the internalization of power. There is no need for further measures to be taken, 

the regulation is immanent. 

Therefore, the ‘physical architectural’ visibility of the panopticon was the 

reflection of an ‘utopia of the perfectly governed city’ (Foucault, 1995:197) in 

which “discipline is enforced invisibly, without a physical, palpable presence” 

(Oakley, 2005:1) 

2.2.2. Visibility through Surveillance 

Koskela, who makes a   comparison of the panopticon with the video 

surveillance states that the idea in both is almost the same: “a technology of 

power designed to solve the problems of surveillance in urban space” (Koskela, 
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2003:293). As Topal expresses, “surveillance is a distinctive product and an 

increasingly essential sociological concept for comprehending the world around 

us” (Topal, 2006: 7). Surveillance ensures the order and safety as panopticon 

does, and provides “(social) purity, keeps (social) space clean” (Koskela, 

2003:298). According to Koskela, like in panopticon, in surveillance too, the 

‘being seen’ one has a “certain level of conscious of being watched” and is 

“aware of the signs of control”. Like prisoners, who are able to see the central 

observation tower, the citizens in urban space also see either the cameras or the 

signs – as: ‘For your security, these premises are protected by a video 

surveillance system’- reminding them they are being watched (Koskela, 2003: 

298). This is both to construct order and regulation, through reminding the 

constant observation process. As Topal indicates, since the “surveillance 

discourses are located in the power/knowledge networks,” (Topal, 2006: 20) we 

have to analyze them within those. The conscious of being continuously 

monitored renders power immanent. Furthermore, surveillance in urban space 

isn’t only a video surveillance that solely carries out the monitoring process. The 

surveillance camera is only one way of making the city ‘visible’. In fact the 

computer and communication technologies are more prevalent forms of 

surveillance. In Koskela’s words (2003:304): “Hence, as Norris (2002: 278) 

states ‘it is the computer – not the camera – that heralds the panopticonization of 

urban space”. 

According to Topal,(2006: 6) “surveillance is a system of collecting, 

storing and transmitting information and a process of reproducing and 

administering knowledge, discourses and people” and it is “about the production 

and control of knowledge of individuals and groups through registration systems, 

databases, counting, monitoring and checking procedures” (Topal, 2006: 11).   

2.3. Changing Surveillance Regimes: The shift from disciplinary societies to 
the society of control 

Surveillance is not new. There have always been different forms of 

surveillance. Either as a requirement of the society such as ‘keeping an eye on 

each other’ (Lyon, 2005:1), or as a technique of collecting information about 

people by institutions or as any other kind of information recording and 
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categorization. Personal data gathering for specific purposes have been done for 

the past 200 years according to Lyon, in order to register voters, to record births, 

marriages and deaths, to enrol subscribers, to keep track of property transactions 

etc (Lyon, 2005:56). But as he indicates, it was in a small scale and unsystematic 

(Lyon, 2005: 1).  

But in modern times surveillance is prevalent, common and expansive. It 

is difficult to find a hidden place in urban space that is not under electronic 

surveillance–“even the ‘private’ spaces at home are not sacrosanct and are 

equally vulnerable to surveillance”(Lyon, 2005:54). This process of electronic 

surveillance has become clearer and more exposed with the increased use of 

“computers, telecommunications, video cameras, smartcards, barcodes, 

biometric methods, remote sensors and satellites” which provide raw data to 

manage the city.  (Lyon, 2005: 52). Furthermore, as Topal states “with 9/11, 

surveillance has become more widespread, intensive, arbitrary and specific” 

(Topal, 2006 : 87). Topal stresses the historical importance of 9/11 by stating 

that “it drew attention to processes that had been developing for some time” 

(Topal, 2006: 7-8). Also the uniqueness of the modern times is, in surveillance 

context, the mentioned computer technologies which introduced a new 

documentation methods that turned the ‘sheer mass of the data’ into “a key trend 

of today’s”, meaning into a “searchable database” ((Lyon, 2005: 14) The 

importance of the searchable databases should be underlined as a new 

categorization and classification of the collected personal information (Lyon: 

2005, Topal: 2006, Koskela: 2003). Without this, raw mass of data would be 

impossible to handle (Lyon, 2005: 52). With Topal’s words; searchable 

databases offer a suitable environment to focus on personal details (2006:72). 

Documentation, as Koskela states,  

was used to maintain order among the inmates in the 
Panopticon, and accordingly, among the public in urban 
space. The power of documentary accumulation depends 
fundamentally on the ability to make classifications. 
(Koskela, 2003: 304) 

 

           Moreover, in order to not let the ‘being seen’ remain as an ‘unidentified 

individual’ among the anonymous crowd, new technologies such as facial 
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recognition systems, fingerprint and iris scans, are integrated with the searchable 

databases and digitalization. This individual recognition and combining systems 

are some of the most crucial elements of control used to ‘individualize’ the 

crowd. The importance of this could be better understood with Foucault’s 

analysis of objectification modes which transform human beings into objects. 

And one of them is the ‘dividing practices’.  

 ...objectivizing of the subject in what I shall call 
“dividing practices”. The subject is either divided 
inside himself or divided from others. This process 
objectivizes him. Examples are the mad and the sane, 
the sick and the healthy, the criminals and the “good 
boys”(Foucault, 1983:208). 

 

This individualizing is one of the essential points of control society. Not 

only because it indicates the power relations embedded within the context but 

also, as Topal defines, it shows that “surveillance is not a pure technological 

occurrence. It is also a political, economic and social a phenomenon”(Topal, 

2006:72). These dividing practices and the power relationships within them will 

be analyzed thoroughly in the following chapters/was analyzed in the previous 

chapters. 
The above mentioned ‘modern surveillance’ can be analyzed within the 

shift from disciplinary societies to the society of control. As Deleuze puts it, 

disciplinary societies are located in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries by 

Foucault, and they peaked at the twentieth (Deleuze, 1992:3). They were 

organized with spaces of enclosures, that is to say, with disciplinary institutions; 

which of each has its own laws.  In disciplinary societies social networks are 

constructed through diffuse traditional relations and disciplinary institutions. In 

society of control mechanisms are more “democratic” (Hardt and Negri, 

2000:23) and more immanent to the social field. The inclusion/exclusion 

mechanisms are interiorized within the subjects themselves and spread to the 

everyday life. Different from discipline, the control extends outside the 

structured sites of social institutions through flexible and fluctuating networks 

(Hardt and Negri, 2000:23). According to Hardt and Negri, disciplinarity fixes 

individuals within institutions and make the power-individual relation static. But 
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in society of control this relation is open and society is seen as a realm of bio-

power (2000:24). 

The shift from disciplinary society to the society of control is defined by 

Hardt and Negri as a historical and epochal passage in social forms (2000: 22). 

As they observe, the shift is not specifically articulated in Foucault’s works but 

can be followed in Deleuze’s commentaries. What can be found in Foucault’s 

works instead, is a detailed analysis of the “ideal project” (Deleuze, 1992: 3) of 

the disciplinary societies. For Foucault, discipline is the unitary technique to 

exercise power within which “the body is reduced as a ‘political’ force at the 

least cost and maximized as a useful force” (Foucault, 1995: 212). He calls the 

disciplinary society as a formation that is constituted through the gradual 

extension of discipline mechanisms and their spread through the whole social 

body in 17th and 18th centuries (Foucault, 1995: 205). According to Deleuze, 

they reach their height at the outset of the twentieth (Deleuze, 1992: 3). As Hardt 

and Negri observes, Foucault explains the emergence of disciplinarity with 

ancient regime and the classical age of French civilization but they say that, the 

first phase of capitalist accumulation was conducted under this paradigm of 

power (2000: 23). As they state, in disciplinary society social command is 

constructed through a diffuse network of dispositifs or apparatuses that produce 

and regulate customs, habits and productive practices (2000: 23). Dispositifs 

refer to a configuration of heterogeneous elements (Kessler, 2007: 1) from 

discourse to laws or from architectural forms to institutions; as Foucault puts it, 

the said as much as the unsaid (Foucault, 1980 in Kessler, 2007:2). According to 

Hardt and Negri, disciplinary institutions (prison, factory, school, army etc.) are 

the main dispositifs/apparatuses through which disciplinarity accomplishes to put 

the society to work, to ensure obedience to its rule and its mechanisms of 

inclusion and exclusion (2000:23). These institutions structure the social terrain 

and present logics adequate to the “reason” of discipline (2000: 23). These are 

defined by Deleuze as environments of enclosure which are particularly visible 

within the factory: to concentrate; to distribute in space; to order in time 

(Deleuze, 1992: 3).  
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In society of control, however (which develops at the end of modernity 

and accelerates after World War .II) mechanisms become more “democratic”, 

more immanent to the social field, “distributed throughout the brains and bodies 

of the citizens” (Hardt and Negri, 2000:23). The inclusion/exclusion mechanisms 

are interiorized within the subjects themselves and spread to the everyday life.  

Power is now exercised through machines that directly 
organize the brains (in communication systems, information 
networks) and bodies (in welfare systems, monitored 
activities) toward a state of autonomous alienation from the 
sense of life and the desire for creativity. (Hardt and Negri, 
2000:23) 

 

Hardt and Negri, characterize the society of control by an intensification 

and generalization of the disciplinary normalizing apparatuses and their 

command on common and daily practices. But different from discipline, the 

control “extends well outside the structured sites of social institutions through 

flexible and fluctuating networks” (Hardt and Negri, 2000:23). 

According to them, disciplinarity fixes individuals within institutions and 

the relation between power and individual, remains static. In society of control 

however, this relation is open, qualitative and affective and society is seen as a 

realm of bio-power which comprises the whole social body (Hardt and Negri, 

2000:24).  According to O’Malley, the distinctive part of disciplinary power was 

the way that it sees the individual as an object of knowledge and normalization 

process that power implements on the subject through correction 

(O’Malley,1996: 189). This power allocates, classifies, composes and normalizes 

(Deleuze, 1998: 28). But in society of control, prevention and risk-spreading 

(e.g. insurance) became more central than detection and correction (Reichman, 

1986 in O’Malley, 1996: 190).  

We can derive out the below table (Table. 2) from the above statements 

of the dimensions of surveillance within different contexts such as economic, 

social, political, spatial that changed character within the shift from disciplinary 

societies to the society of control. 
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Table 1: Changed dimensions of surveillance within the shift from disciplinary 
societies to the society of control  
 
Context Surveillance in  

Disciplinary Societies 

Surveillance in  

Society of Control 

Surveillance exercises 

external power 

Surveillance exercises 

immanent power 

Political  

(Exercising 

Power) Static and controlling, 

surveillance is common but 

not immanent   

Softened, lightened, benign 

Influence, persuasion, and 

seduction are paramount,  

diffuse and immanent 

Economic Less efficient 

 

More efficient  

(selfmonitoring-self regulating) 

& 

marketing involved 

On scene Remote Spatial 

Particular Widespread, prevalent 

Individual based Mass population (but 

individualized/divided) 

small scaled Large scaled 

Social 

Social surveillance is 

common (‘keeping an eye 

on each other’) 

Electronic- cybernetic 

surveillance is common. No 

need for social surveillance 

time period Present time is under 

surveillance 

Past, present, future are under 

surveillance 
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Data gathered from 

surveillance is difficult to 

handle and general 

Data gathered from surveillance 

is easy to handle and specific  

Data difficult to organize, 

store, analyze, match  

Data, easy to organize, store, 

analyze, match 

Based on documents and 

machines 

Based on searchable and 

matchable database and 

computer 

Panopticon is used  Information and communication 

technologies are  used 

Slow result Fast result 

Technical 

 

Data can be shared and used 

by limited institutions 

Data can be shared and used by 

various institutions 

 
Table 1 (continued) 

 

It is better start with explaining the technical changes of communication 

and information technologies since the technological innovations are the most 

obvious and the most visible ones. Also they are central for a better explanation 

of the social change of the 21st century (Lyon, 2005: 107). The surveillance 

within the urban space became clearer with the video surveillance, electronic 

cards, telephone tagging, credit cards, sensors, barcodes, keystroke programs, 

keyword scan programs, fingerprint databases and other security measures for 

managing  the city both public spaces and semi-private and private spaces such 

as working places and  residential areas and control the population. Above all, 

advanced computer technologies rendered the all mentioned practices 

systematic, easy and fast. As Lyon indicates, in the sense of global connections 

and in everyday life, computer dependence has become an inevitable feature of 

societies (Lyon, 2005:107). To give a small example, with the help of the 
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computer technologies, 45 million vehicle records and 4 million fingerprint 

image records (and 3.4 million DNA samples) on British database are turned into 

accessible, matchable and easy to use data (Lyon, 2005: 39). As Topal states, the 

significance about new technologies is their capacities of “storage, retrieval, 

connection and transmission” (Lyon and Zureik, 1996 in Topal, 2006: 71) and 

also in society of control, the collected data is no longer general but on the 

contrary; specific (Topal, 2006: 17). The panopticon is replaced by the super-

panopticon or electronic surveillance. According to Lyon, the idea in panopticon 

is now applied by the electronic technologies which permit the perfection of a 

panopticon through software architectures (Lyon, 2005: 114). The functioning of 

surveillance through the new combining systems, searchable databases let the 

institutions organize, store, analyze and match the data easier and faster than 

before. And also, according to Topal, it lets data be reached by various 

institutions. As he states,  

Data can be controlled by many social forces at the same 
time. Individuals are under the surveillance of a vast variety 
of social forces. Their data can be controlled, manipulated 
or used by different control agents.  (Topal, 2006: 71) 
 
On the other hand, another feature of control societies is that surveillance 

is spatially remote and widespread. As Marx indicates, ‘close observation’ is no 

longer used in surveillance, rather it is carried out from afar (such as satellite 

images or the remote monitoring of communications) (Marx, 2002: 11). And in 

many Western countries such as America, Britain, Germany, Finland, 

Netherlands, surveillance in public space is common and prevalent. According to 

Evangelista, after 9/11 incident, “there has been observed a surge in the number 

of video cameras installed around the U.S. And a 40% increase in new cameras 

in New York's financial district (Evangelista: 2002). 

According to the Surveillance Studies Network’s report, in Britain a 

person can be captured on over three hundred cameras each day by the total 4.2 

million cameras in the country (one for every fourteen people) (Surveillance 

Society Full Report: 2006: 19). In 2002, 28 UK institutions had the power to 

browse citizens' web, email, and telephone and fax records, without a warrant 

and without subject's knowledge. Examples can be multiplied with statistics that 
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proves the spread of the surveillance. Effects of the widespread surveillance can 

also be traced in the social context. According to Taylor, while surveillance may 

aim to support informal control it tends to drive responsibility away from 

individuals, creating a feeling that there is no longer need to watch over each 

other (Taylor, 2002: 81 in Koskela:2003). This brings the disappearance of the 

social surveillance while cybernetic/electronic surveillance increases. As Topal 

indicates, while the surveillance was discontinuous, rigid and limited to the 

fields of enclosing institutions in disciplinary societies, it is continuous, flexible 

and beyond the fields of enclosing institutions in society of control (Topal, 

2006:16). 

There is another changed dimension in the social sense. That is the target 

of surveillance. The target is now, not the unknown individuals but the mass 

crowd. Since surveillance is prevalent, it embraces all people in urban space. Yet 

the crowd is not an unidentified, an anonymous crowd. With the advanced 

recognition techniques, persons can be defined and identified. That is the 

individualization of the crowd in Foucauldian sense, as mentioned above. 

Furthermore, surveillance in the society of control includes variant time periods. 

The ‘time period’ under surveillance is not only the ‘present’ as it was, but also 

the past (from the past records), and as Koskela states, increasingly, the future -

trying to predict what will happen (Koskela, 2003)-. As Marx states, data 

collection is continuous and offers information on the past, present and future 

(Marx, 2002: 15). It is based on simulations (Lyon, 2005; Bogard, 1997; 

Koskela, 2003). Therefore, as Allen states, “surveillance does not find 

knowledge, but creates it’ (Allen, 1994: 144, in Koskela, 2003). 

At last, these bring a change in the political context. First of all a new 

form of power that is exercised through surveillance appears in the society of 

control. In the light of the works of Foucault (1995, 1980), Deleuze (1992) Lyon 

(2005), Işın (1998), Topal (2006), Koskela (2003),  it can be stated that the 

power exercised in societies of control is rather softened, ‘lightened’ and 

‘benign’ than being coercive and repressive and the mechanisms in it are more  

‘democratic’. Thus, it is persuasive, seductive, influential and immanent to the 

everyday life and to the social field. This softening and lightening process leads 
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to internalization of power rather than leaves it as an external and repressive 

dimension. The internalized power creates the modern persons which were 

called by Foucault as ‘docile bodies’ (Foucault: 1980) on which no more 

regulation is needed. They regulate themselves (Koskela 2003: 299).The auto-

regulation, which comes from the self-monitoring, constructs the economical 

dimension of power as Foucault states. According to him, this power is more 

efficient than the old forms of power (Foucault, 1980). It is common, widespread 

and immanent which brings efficiency in the economic field. Moreover, as Topal 

stresses, marketing is also involved in surveillance as well as the administering 

purpose (Topal, 2006:17). The new form of surveillance within which a new 

form of power is in question, brings the ‘perfect transparency’ and ‘regulation’ 

(Işın, 1998:41). According to Işın, the idea of the city as a space of transparency 

and perfect administration is the 19th century’s idea. According to him, this 

diagram of the city is constructed on the basis of a kind of benign panopticism.  

The idea is complete transparency and visibility ; but benign 
because the stake here is not the paranoic structure of the 
19th century reformatory with its opaque central control 
tower but rather a kind of immanent panopticism, in the end 
its not contrition and reform but happiness. (Işın, 1998: 41) 
 
In short, the ‘new surveillance’ which is named as ‘electronic 

surveillance’, ‘super/post panopticon’, or ‘modern surveillance’ by 

commentators (Lyon, 2005, Boyne, 2000, Marx, 2002) is being implemented in 

Turkey very recently. Hence, as soon as new techniques are used, they become 

common and widespread and diffuse to the everyday life. The systems are being 

installed, the infrastructure is being completed and many institutions are being 

coordinated for interaction and information sharing as it is explained before. As 

a rising sector, security also assisted the emerging surveillance applications. In 

society of control, surveillance is a tool of inclusion/exclusion as well as being a 

tool of control. As Topal states, surveillance includes classification and 

categorization and also contains both including and excluding mechanisms at the 

same time (Topal, 2006:11).  
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CHAPTER 3: 
 
 

POWER, KNOWLEDGE, SPACE 
 

 

This chapter represents debates on power in Foucauldian sense. Power’s 

relation with surveillance, how power benefits from surveillance, the relation 

between power and freedom, knowledge and space are some issues of the 

chapter. Space is considered as a social product and it is analyzed within the 

social context and power/knowledge networks within which space is produced 

and formed. Urban space includes a variety of social relations and power 

networks. As a social product, produced by power-knowledge networks and 

social relations, space has different meanings for different groups. The chapter’s 

last section provides a detailed debate on space, power and women’s perceptions 

of those.  

3.1. Power  
 

To be able to understand why surveillance is important and what 

uniqueness it brings to everyday life, one should analyze the power relations. As 

Topal observes, surveillance is embedded in the power/knowledge networks and 

is a political, economic and social issue as well as a technological phenomenon 

(Topal, 2006: 72)  

When Foucault questions the necessity of a theory of power, he mentions 

the necessity of conceptualization. In his critical thought he questions conceptual 

needs. And this requires the knowledge of the historical conditions within which 

our conceptualization is shaped. We need a historical awareness of our present 

circumstance.  In order to look at the historical conditions, we have to develop an 

approach to history (Foucault, 1982: 209). In the case of Foucault, this approach 

is genealogical rather than traditional.  
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           In his genealogical thought, Foucault draws attention to a sharp change in 

the field of punishment during 17th and 18th centuries. This is the transformation 

of punishment methods, from terrifying public executions to the prison as an 

“evidence of a new sensibility in the art of punishment” (Deleuze, 1998: 23). As 

Keskin indicates, prison was not entirely a new phenomenon at that time, except 

its function, purpose and usage; the domain of the prison was not the secret truth 

of crime anymore - as in executions, but the criminal’s behaviour patterns 

(Keskin, 1996: 119). And the aim was to ameliorate them. Foucault, with an 

original/genealogical approach to the history wonders why this humanism 

emerged. Foucault explains the reason of this transformation with the occurrence 

of a new form of power in 18th century’s Western societies (Foucault 1995; and 

also 1979; 1982). He defines that; this ‘humanitarian’ reform was not due to the 

respect for ‘human’ but for a better exercising of power by softening and 

lightening it. This new form of power is not something possessed, nor a relation 

between the ruler class (that is supposed to possess it) and the ruled. It is rather a 

multiplicity of relations between forces that proliferates itself from every social 

relation and comes from everywhere in the social life (Foucault, 1990:93; 

Deleuze, 1998; Keskin, 1996). According to Foucault, power which is assumed 

to exist “universally in a concentrated or diffused form does not exist”. Power 

exists only when it is put into action (Foucault, 1982: 219), as Koskela states, it 

is a ‘verb’ (Koskela 2003: 303). Therefore it is “action of men upon other men” 

(Foucault, 1982: 218).  

According to Foucault power is less a property than a 
strategy, and its effects cannot be attributed to an 
appropriation ‘but to dispositions, manoeuvres, tactics, 
techniques, functioning’s’; it is exercised rather than 
possessed; it is not the “privilege” acquired or preserved, of 
the dominant class, but the overall effect of its strategic 
positions (Deleuze, 1998:25). 
 
According to Deleuze, this new functionalism and functional analysis of 

Foucault, doesn’t deny the existence of class or class struggles but illustrates it in 

a totally different way (Deleuze, 1998: 25). Foucault defines that, even the state 

power, which is the most important one among all, is attributed an excessive 

value. Because state exercises a traditional form of power which is more visible 



 38

and rather repressive. According to him, the state power, which had been 

developing since 16th century as a new political form of power, is both an 

individualizing and totalizing form of power (Foucault, 1982: 213); it is both of 

them because, modern Western state has integrated pastoral power (1982: 213). 

By 18th century, due to this integration, the pastoral type of power which is an 

old power technique originated in Christian institutions, spread out into the 

whole social body, finding support in a multitude of institutions (Foucault, 1982: 

215). This new form of power that emerges after the enlightenment was a kind of 

productive power which is not necessarily negative but provocative. Since it 

destroyed the violence exerted on the body as a punishment –which has been the 

primitive form of power (Foucault, 1982:  220) - and supported life and the 

vitality, it is called bio-power (Foucault, 1995). According to Foucault bio-

power is a kind of positive power because it doesn’t need any extreme power, 

violence, repression or pressure (Foucault, 1995). Because this new form of 

power indicates, induces and seduces and becomes immanent to the everyday 

life and internalized by individuals (Foucault, 192). According to Hardt and 

Negri, bio-power “regulates social life from its interior, following it, interpreting 

it, absorbing it, and rearticulating it” (2000:24). This type of power administers 

and commands the entire life of the population “only when it becomes integral, 

vital function that every individual embraces and reactivates of his/her own 

accord” (Hardt and Negri, 2000:24) and this continues until  “life has now 

become…an object of power” (Foucault, 1994 in Hardt and Negri, 2000: 24). 

They state that, administering life is the primary task of this power which 

functions to “invest life through and through” which is the production and 

reproduction of life itself (p.24). 

This new form of power functions in a normalizing, totalizing and 

disciplining process without force and violence. It becomes invisible, yet there 

can be found more shattered power relations in everyday life since as Foucault 

states, this form of power “applies itself to immediate everyday life” 

which categorizes the individual, marks him by his own 
individuality, attaches him to his own identity, imposes a 
law of truth on him which he must recognize and which 
others have to recognize in him. It is a form of power which 
makes individuals subjects. (Foucault, 1982: 212) 
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The most important dimension of this power is the economic usage of the 

body that is to say, the productive role of the bio-power (also see Hardt and 

Negri, 2000) in which individuals and their bodies are formed and body is 

directly involved in power relations. As Hardt and Negri observe, the control of 

society over individuals is not conducted only through consciousness or 

ideology, but also in the body and with the body (Foucault, 1994 in Hardt and 

Negri, 2000: 27). Body should be used in production process and should be 

productive in economic system. It is made to carry tasks in various ways and 

disciplined, normalized through various institutions (like panoptic hospitals, 

army, and schools). According to Deleuze, this is the microphysics of power and 

investment of the body (Deleuze, 1998: 24). The aim of the new form of power 

is not destroying the body but assuring its vitality within the economic relations. 

Bio power is a disciplinary power and at the same time it is an inevitable element 

of the capitalist development, because in capitalism, body needs to be controlled 

to be involved in production process. Foucault raises the vital question to 

understand important historical passages: how the bio-political context was 

progressively put at the service of capitalist accumulation? (Hardt and Negri, 

2000: 27) Bio-power supports life and diffuses to the every part of the everyday 

life (Keskin, 1996: 121). Therefore the productive role of the bio-power should 

not only be understood in the economic sense but also, as a social reproduction; 

in terms of cultural, corporeal and subjective (Hardt and Negri: 27). 

In the 19th century, a series of power networks appeared in the fields of 

human body, sexuality, family, school, army and factory. These were the 

normalization institutions of modern society. At the beginning of the 19th 

century, like prison the other institutions also (like hospitals, schools, barracks 

etc.) functioned as basic monitoring and disciplining institutions of this new kind 

of power. The idea of controlling, monitoring, disciplining and utilizing of the 

increased population of the city, was the purpose of this new power concept. It 

was a new distribution, a new organization of this kind of individualizing power 

(Foucault, 1982: 214) and the aim was to seize all the fields of life of the 

individuals.  
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3.1.1. Power and Freedom  

Above analyzed form of power, which is basically a relationship between 

forces, presupposes freedom or “free” subjects. Since it is an action upon another 

action, it needs a free subject’s actions that are shaped within his/her own 

subjectivity. Otherwise it would be no more than a totalitarian form of power. 

Power can be exercised only over free subjects, and only insofar as they are free 

(Foucault, 1982: 221). According to Foucault, freedom is a condition (and a 

precondition) for the exercise of power (1982: 221). If power uses violence or 

force, it disappears because these practices destroy other’s subjectivity and 

render it an object. Power relations involve the response and the resistance of the 

“other”. The more it is isolated and individualized, the more it becomes 

totalitarian paradoxically. According to Foucault (1982), freedom and power 

shouldn’t be understood in a dualistic manner since they presuppose each other.  

He adds that freedom can only be realized through power. He indicates that, 

people have to make themselves free not only from the state but from the 

individualizing process that is attached to state to create new forms of collective 

subjectivity.  

In this study the concept of freedom has an important role to understand 

the participants’ power perceptions. Since power is exercised over free subjects 

it has to create an area/domain of freedom. These ‘free zones’ are the cities. It is 

hardly deniable that city life brings freedom within its anonymous heterogeneity. 

People mostly feel freer in the city than in a town that is shaped with a series of 

traditional relations between traditional networks. This perception is crucial for 

exercising the power mechanisms. At the same time the notion of ‘I am living in 

this city willingly as a free subject’ brings a compulsory espousal of all results of 

living in the city.  

As far as individual defines him/herself as a free subject, it becomes an 

object on which power can be exercised. At the same time, the subject interiorize 

power mechanisms within his/her freedom which brings self-control and a 

regulated freedom that renders including/excluding mechanisms possible. It is 

clear that perception of freedom can be mistaken by individuals in some cases. In 

society of control, power exercises control on individuals subtly by produced 
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freedom areas that are defined and limited by power. According to Rose, 

discipline seeks to reshape the ways in which each individual, at some future 

point will conduct him/herself in a space of regulated freedom (Rose, 1999: 22). 

It is important to understand freedom perceptions of participant women in order 

to conceive the relation between them and power mechanisms. In participants’ 

cases, freedom perceptions differ but since they live on their own, they have 

financial and social independency most of the participants define themselves as 

free subjects in comparison to majority. Some of them expresses that they are as 

free as they can be in this city. But according to them, they are not completely 

free. For a complete freedom some desire easier accessibility in the city with 

effective public transportation, some think that they were free when they weren’t 

working and some think that social networks, family, and personal ties make 

them less free. A very few interviewees define themselves as ‘not free’ because 

they stated that freedom is not possible under these conditions. “First of all as a 

woman, there shouldn’t be any domination on my body, on my identity and as a 

person on my culture and on my labour, I don’t feel free as a woman, as a 

student, as an employee”(Sociologist, 29)  

3.1.2. Power and Knowledge  

Power operates with knowledge and requires it. The relation between 

power and knowledge is mutual. As Deleuze puts it, there is no power relation 

without the “correlative constitution of a field of knowledge that does not 

presuppose and constitute at the same time power relations”. (1998: 39) 

According to Foucault, any kind of will to know is not innocent and includes 

power relations because knowledge is used as a kind of social control tool and 

provides the information of the possible reactions and responses to the “action”. 

The mentioned institutions that emerged at the beginning of the 19th century 

were the monitoring, normalizing and disciplining institutions of the 

enlightenment by providing ‘knowledge of the possible reactions’ which means 

‘knowledge of the subject’. Social sciences are also provided that kind of 
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knowledge1. In Western societies, scientific reason emerged as a measure of 

institutional knowledge. And modern individuals became both the object and 

subject of the knowledge of science with distinctive approaches. As Foucault 

observes, today’s notion of ‘normal’ and ‘norms’ have ideological backgrounds 

and with knowledge, this normalization process is rationalized and then in 

historical process it is institutionalized. With the notion of welfare state, the 

everyday life of an individual is objectivized in a surveillance performance more 

than ever before. (Koskela, 2003: 304). The process of registration, monitoring, 

gathering information has constantly been improving. This ongoing process 

provides knowledge and information. And as Koskela puts it, gathering 

knowledge is a form of maintaining control. (2003: 304) 

3.1.3. Power and Space   

In this study, space is considered as a social product. Therefore it should 

be analyzed within the social context and power/knowledge networks within 

which space is produced and formed. In fact, as Soja puts it, the 

power/knowledge network is embedded in a trialectic of power, knowledge and 

space in Foucault himself (Soja 1996: 148 in Koskela, 2003: 295). Space is 

crucial for comprehending the social/power relations and also for Foucault it is 

the fundamental basis for the exercise of power (Koskela, 2003: 295). As a 

social product, different forms of space are created by different forms of power 

in different social contexts. Koskela states that, not only space is crucial to the 

exercise of power but, reciprocally, ‘power also creates a particular kind of 

space’ (Koskela, 2000a: 257 in Koskela, 2003: 296). In other words, it is both 

about the “spatialization of power” and the effects of power on the nature of 

space (Koskela, 2003: 296). The physical space of city has symbolic meanings, 

connotations and is associated with images that users attributed to it in history.   

From a square to a street, urban space reflects the social relations and power 

networks. Since the empirical focus of this study is based on women in the city 

within the security and surveillance contexts, which places are secure and which 

                                                 
1 e.g. Foucault draws attention to the ‘statistics’ meaning the science of the state; counting, data 
collecting and recording, classifying, categorizing and so forth (Foucault, 1979: 96). 
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are not according to women, will be another concern of the study. As Koskela 

analyzes, although the urban space is more complex than the institutional space 

concept of Foucault’s –in which power relations are easier to be observed 

(Koskela, 2003: 297) because a city is constituted through a complicated world 

of production and work, of trade and commodity flows, and of complex social 

relations, including those of class, ethnic, racial, environmental, gender and 

sexual identity struggles (Harvey, 2006)-  the power relations still commanding 

in urban space too. From another aspect, urban space is an appropriate power 

exercising tool. That is the anonymity in which freedom is embedded. 

Anonymity, according to Koskela, can be understood as a positive urban value, 

and is essential to the idea of urbanity and equates with freedom (2003:303). 

Freedom as stated before is a condition for exercising power. The theory of 

space is known to be sophisticated and the scholarly works are huge. But within 

the study, the focus point will be the urban space which is a particular kind of 

‘abstract and physical’ space formed and produced by social relations, power 

networks, representations and experiences of the users. This space refers to 

Lefebvre’s ‘representational space’ which lived through its associated images 

and symbols, and hence the space of "inhabitants" and "users" (Lefebvre, 1991: 

39 in Koskela, 2003: 297).  

Urban space includes a variety of social relations and power networks. 

As a social product, produced by power-knowledge networks and social 

relations, space has different meanings for different groups. These different 

versions of space, the production and reproduction of it are closely related to the 

knowledge of the space. The production of knowledge by power is possible 

within the production of discourse. Space as a social product has many symbolic 

meanings that depend on discourse which means different to different people and 

groups. Perception of any symbolic meaning of a space depends on historical 

background and the users’ social and psychological conditions. For instance, 

security perception of a place depends on time, users’ ages, gender, cultural 

background, employment and so on. As an example, the very same place which 

is completely considered as secure by a man can surely be insecure for a woman. 

Taksim District of Istanbul which has different historical meanings can be 
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postulated as dangerous by some, while being defined as a secure place by 

others.  

In other words, as Foucault observes, we do not live in a kind of void, 

inside of which we could place individuals and things, but live inside a set of 

relations in which our time and our history occurs (Foucault, 1986: 23). This 

space is not a homogeneous and empty space but a heterogeneous space that is 

thoroughly imbued with quantities (Foucault, 1986: 23). In turn, space affects the 

social sphere and shapes the social relations. The symbolic and historical 

meaning of a place determines and forms the social perceptions. Space is 

produced and organized in the exercise of power (Rose, 1999:31) As Rose 

observes, abstract space make new kind of experiences possible, produce new 

modes of perception, invest percepts with affects, with dangers and 

opportunities, with saliences and attractions (Rose, 1999:32).  

Valentine says, the geography of fear is gendered (Valentine, 1989 in 

Koskela, 2002: 262) so is the geography of security. The interviews showed that 

perceptions of security of urban space differ in each woman’s case. Women’s 

interpretations of space depend on the existence of violence, threats and risks. 

But more interestingly, in most cases existence of a man or a number of men can 

be a threat to a woman. Therefore a completely secure place for a man can surely 

be insecure for a woman. As Koskela observes, according to surveys and 

qualitative data from all over the world, women are more worried about their 

personal safety in urban space than men (Koskela, 2002: 262). The fear and 

security perceptions are gendered. 

While some of the participating women find a place secure some don’t. 

Some women think that Istiklal Street is very dangerous because of the crowd 

while some think it is safe because they have acquaintances around and they 

know the area well. A person can find a particular place insecure because of the 

unfamiliarity while a resident of that place find it very secure because of the 

social relations in the space and familiarity. All participants think that their 

neighbourhoods are safe and secure and they trust the residents and tradesmen.  
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The perception of a space is also related to time. A place that might be 

secure for a woman in the daytime may be considered as insecure at night. “At 

night I feel insecure in any place except my neighbourhood” (Academician, 37) 

Women’s most secure places are the neighbourhoods that they live in and 

familiar with. And they are the only secure places that they agree on. Because 

some of them find Eminönü and Taksim secure, which are the most crowded and 

heterogeneous places, others don’t, some of them find Nişantaşı, Suadiye and 

Etiler secure which are upper-middle class residences, others don’t. These 

perceptions depend on the image of a place that they have in mind.     

 I feel safe in my work place because it is a controlled space. 
Even the back streets of Beyoğlu are safe for me if it is not 
very late, because I know the place well. I don’t feel any 
insecurity in a place I know well. But if it is late and dark, I 
am scared of walking alone. (Computer Engineer, 38) 
 
“I feel safe in my neighbourhood. But in Eminönü for instance, I feel 

insecure. I don’t go there very often. But if I have to, I do”. (Correspondent, 26) 

“I feel safe in limited number of places and time. For example in the 

places I know well or I live in. In the day time and in a crowd I feel secure. And 

I feel insecure in deserted places at night” (Academician, 37). 

“I am scared of the back streets of Beyoğlu. I am scared of slums for 

instance. Actually, in general I am scared of anywhere after 10 pm. There isn’t 

any place that I feel secure at night, not even Suadiye, Etiler or Nişantaşı. 

(Turkologist, 43) 

“I feel safe in Beşiktaş but not in every part of it. I am scared of crowd. 

But I think Taksim and Istiklal are safe. And I feel secure in the places I know 

well like Levent, Eminönü, Sultanahmet and Yeniköy. (Business Manager, 33) 

“I feel safe, around my workplace; Istiklal Street and around my house; 

Bağdat Street.  I feel insecure in an empty/deserted place at night. I always prefer 

vivid streets to walk. I don’t feel safe in Eminönü.” (Urban Planner, 26)  

It depends on my mood. I think it is more about the people 
that I am with, more than the place. But when I am alone I 
feel safe at home. I feel safe in Beşiktaş-Bebek axis. I am 
really scared of Taksim. According to a survey, 14 million 
people pass through Istiklal Street. If something might 
happen, that would be in Taksim. I feel safe in my 
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neighbourhood. I don’t feel safe in upper-middle class areas 
like Nişantaşı. I think they are potential crime scenes. 
(Sociologist, 29) 

 
“I feel insecure anywhere at night, especially dark and empty streets, 

unknown places,” (Art Director, 41). 

As Taylor indicates, in small communities where informal social control 

can make people feel repressed – in terms of expressing their identities– urban 

anonymity equates with freedom. As he expresses, in urban space people 

actually expect to remain anonymous (Taylor, 2002: 74 in Koskela, 2003: 303). 

But the anonymity of the post-industrial cities and societies brings insecurity and 

loss of trust. Body-Gendrot indicates that, trust may be constructed in 

neighbourhoods whose social systems are like small bubbles of security. She 

thinks that neighbourhoods could be locations of trust. (Body-Gendrot, 2000: 

242). So do participants. All participants said that trust between people still 

exists in neighbourhoods. They stated that they are pleased with their 

neighbourhoods which are liberal middle or upper-middle class settlements that 

provide them the sense of freedom and security both at the same time with 

balanced liberalism and social contact opportunities. They said that their 

neighbourhoods provide them security which is fundamental for them and at the 

same time they are liberal which is indispensable for them. Because as many of 

them stated, they wouldn’t want to live in small traditional communities for the 

sake of their security. People feel more secure in a place they know well. In their 

neighbourhoods they know more people than they do in any other place of the 

city. They develop relations with tradesmen, residents and mostly tend to trust 

them. Even in the city, people feel more comfortable if they have an 

acquaintance lives nearby. This is because security is related with habits and 

familiarity. According to interview results, all 8 participating women feel more 

secure in their neighbourhoods. They define their most secure places in the city 

as their neighbourhoods. Only Participant 1 said that she is aware of her 

neighbourhood –which is reached by walking through the back streets of 

Beyoğlu that have always had a bad reputation of being insecure but have been 

changing for some time- is ‘not a hundred percent secure’ but she still trust the 

residents. The reason of this insecurity is because of the location. Participating 
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women agree that the neighbourhoods are like buffer zones. According to them, 

if they were attacked in their neighbourhood they would get help without asking, 

but in any other place in the city they think that even they ask help they wouldn’t 

get any.  

I believe that even the same person who doesn’t want to 
help anyone in the city will behave different in his/her 
neighbourhood and I am sure s/he will offer help in case of 
an emergency. This is about that particular space and 
ambient. People don’t know what is happening in places 
like Istiklal Street and they really don’t want to get involved 
with any kind of problem/trouble because they can’t seize 
the situation. But they are completely aware of the situation 
in their neighbourhood. You cannot ignore an incident in 
your neighbourhood. (Academician, 37) 

 
It is important to note that although most participants’ neighbourhoods 

are liberal and far from the traditional networks, some of them stated that they 

are ready to behave distant if necessary for their freedom. Two participants said 

that the reason they try not to get in traditional neighbourhood networks is the 

curiosity of people. “If I get closer to some of my neighbours I know that the 

questions will never end about my ‘male visitors’. They want to know who it 

might be if it’s not my brother or cousin” (Turkologist, 43). “They know that I 

live alone and they are curious about it but still in Istanbul it’s a chance living in 

a neighbourhood like that.”(Academician, 37). Some participants define 

themselves being out of the traditional neighbourhood networks but they at least 

know and trust the grocer. Yet some of them try to construct relations with their 

neighbours to not feel alone and deserted in the apartment. “I try to know and get 

in touch with my neighbour who is also a single woman. I think this is important 

and we may need each other now and then.”(Urban Planner, 26). All 8 

participants said that they ‘love’ their neighbourhoods and find them secure. 

Participant 7 too, who had once lived in the most cosmopolitan and the most 

‘insecure’ place, states that even in that previous neighbourhood she felt more 

secure than Istiklal Street or any other place in the city. Because she says, “I had 

my house or the grocers that I could shelter in but in Istiklal, anything can 

happen anytime and you don’t know anyone.” (Sociologists, 29)  



 48

This part of the study represented the security perceptions of women in 

order to understand the power- space relation in that angle. Power forms most 

perceptions related to space. Historical meaning of a place –which is produced 

differently by different power mechanisms- shape the related perception of 

people. It is clear that women’s perceptions of a space depend on time, historical, 

cultural, social and psychological conditions of them.  

This study also presents another power- space relation. It asks that “what 

kind of womanly spaces are created or what kind of spaces are womanised in the 

urban area by social relations and within the power/knowledge networks after 

the transformation of the power form in 1980’s Turkey context.  

The multiplied discourse on sexuality also influenced the gendered 

characteristics of the urban spaces as well. According to Foucault’s theory of 

power, power does not only find information but also produces it. Based on that, 

we can analyze the production of ‘knowledge of space’ as a womenized 

phenomenon. That is to say, we should detect the gendered characteristics of 

spaces that are occurred after 1980s with the multiplied discourse on sexuality. 

What kind of ‘women places’ –if any- occurred/appeared, or is the space 

‘womenized’ within the social context of 1980s and 1990s and within the 

changing paradigm of power?  

After all, it is clear that, although in the first half of the 1980’s, a certain 

repression and the violence of the military coup was markable, in the second 

half, with the liberalization, freedom, modernization and a more benign power 

(Gürbilek, 1992: 13) sexual consciousness seems to have improved among 

women. This process also effected the participation of the women in public 

sphere. Between 1980 and 1990 women had particular places to go, to meet and 

discuss their problems. Those places were limited and only a few groups of 

women were using a large scale of ‘urban space’. Feminist movement surely 

helped a group of women to involve in the city but not to the majority. However 

it constructed the infrastructure of the 1990s in which, the gendered 

characteristic of the public space –and time- was transformed into (gendered) 

homogenous spaces. It is still difficult to state that women have as equal access 

to the ‘public space and sphere’ as men but it is clear that urban space has been 
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womenized for some time either with the efforts of women or with the ‘help’ of 

power mechanisms. It can be stated that, between 80s and 90s the efforts of 

women groups were paramount in creating their own language, literature, their 

own campaigns and protests, public spaces, and identities but after 90’s the 

‘discourse’ subjugated it and reduced to the level of language. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 
 

 SECURITY AND SURVEILLANCE PERCEPTIONS OF WOMEN 
WITHIN THE INTERVIEWS 

 

 

This chapter represents security and surveillance perceptions of 

participating women in Istanbul within the interview results. The discussions 

will start with the security surveillance relation and the changing characters of 

the fear and security biased neo-liberal urban culture. The increased importance 

of security and crime control and the inclusion-exclusion, urban globalization, 

spatial segregation and social polarization in the mega-cities will be discussed 

and questioned as related important issues of today. Following, the security and 

surveillance perceptions of women will be discussed after further information of 

public use patterns of participating women is given.  

4.1. Changing Characteristics of Cities: Social Polarization, Spatial 
Segregation and Security in the Post- liberal Era 
 

In order to comprehend the increased importance of security and 

surveillance, risk and crime control and the management of the population as 

rising new phenomena and ‘trends’ of the mega-cities, one should focus on the 

changes that cities have been undergoing since the early 80s. Although it 

requires a thorough analysis of economic and political restructuring for a better 

comprehension of the situation, it can at least be claimed that the last two 

decades of the world cities are significant in terms of (urban) globalization, 

immigration, integration and segregation issues as well as the changed 

consumption patterns and new formations of social and spatial fields. The 

changed economical and political dynamics and paradigms of those years such 

as transformations in the production practices and the geographical scale of the 
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production, newly emerged industrial centres, altering local governments - 

democracy relationship, changing character of the urban land as a rising value, 

new centres that are created by the global economies (Kurtuluş and Türkün, 

2005: 10) brought about the debate on poverty, social justice and inequalities and 

intractable cultural contradictions and the class struggles which were deepened 

and became more visible. One can talk about a new restructuring of cities with 

the implementation of new liberal formulations of 1980’s, and globalization 

which are also marked the labour and production practices. Social polarizations 

and spatial segregations emerged after the major changes in the labour divisions 

and cities are exposed to many significant transformations especially as Davis 

defines, to “a new class war ... at the level of the built environment” (Davis, 

1992). According to Davis, wake of the social polarizations of the Reagan era 

caused the decline of urban liberalism and social enclavization; such as massive 

privatization of public space and the subsidization of new, racist enclaves 

benignly called "urban villages", shrinking public amenities, parks that are 

falling derelict, and streets that are growing ever more desolate and dangerous in 

most American cities (1992: 227). Cities lost their democratic public spaces and 

public-spiritedness which caused a destruction of public space (Davis, 1992). 

With the deepest anxieties of a post-liberal era, security became the biggest 

obsession of the cities. In most American cities, middle-class demands for more 

security and spatial and social insulation are increased; municipal policy has 

become security offensive (Davis, 1992:227). These epochal transformations 

have far reaching consequences for the social relations as well as for the built 

environment. As Davis (1992) observes, in the post-liberal cities, the urban 

restructuring and emerging built environment of the 1990s are defined by the 

obsession with physical security systems, architectural     policing of social 

boundaries and the defence of luxury lifestyles.  

Market provision of ‘security’ generates its own paranoid 
demand. ‘Security’ becomes a positional good defined by 
income access to private ‘protective services’ and 
membership in some hardened residential enclave or 
restricted suburb. As a prestige symbol –and sometimes as 
the decisive borderline between the merely well-off and the 
truly-rich- ‘security’ has less to do with personal safety than 
with the degree of personal isolation, in residential, work 
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consumption and travel environments, from ‘unsavoury’ 
groups and individuals, even crowds in general. (Davis 
1992: 224) 

 

An era in which ‘fear proves itself’, the social perception of threat -which 

is constituted by the media especially for the middle-class imagination that is 

absent from any first hand knowledge of inner-city conditions- becomes a 

function of the security mobilization itself and this perception is magnified 

through a demonological lens (Davis, 1992: 224-225).  Security oriented design -

which aims to control the crowd and filter out the ‘undesirables’- defined the 

built environment of the cities and architectural forms followed a repressive 

function in the political furrows of the post-liberal era. The public architecture in 

most cities is literally being turned inside out, in the service of ‘security’ and 

profit (Davis, 1992: 240). According to Davis, the militarization of the city 

which is so visible at the street level increased with the bias against accessibility 

and any spatial interaction between old and new, poor and rich. He adds that, 

although there were no walled-off communities a decade ago (1992:246, 230-

32), the whole new concept of security including a general trend of having 

enclosed communities, consumption of private security services and so on 

(1992:250) and the security-driven logic of urban enclavization find their 

expressions in the insulated neighbourhoods with encompassing walls, restricted 

entry points with guard posts, overlapping private and public police services, and 

even privatized roadways (1992: 244).  

As Davis expresses, today, we live in fortress cities which are 

characterized by upscale, super-structures concentrated in the centre and are 

walled-off and security oriented designs that are full of invisible signs warning 

off the underclass ‘other’ and distinguished with the loss of freedom of the city 

for ‘security’ and the most importantly, which are results of a successful socio-

spatial strategy rather than a failure of design (1992: 226, 232). All these 

developments in the physical space of the city are accompanied with the 

electronic surveillance and surveillance became the biggest tool of security 

providing. At the end, it can be stated that, neo-liberal city is the city of control.  
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All these above narrated developments are also in question for Istanbul as 

well as many other world cities. Those progressions of spatial restructuring that 

are transforming Istanbul into a global metropolis can be read in the new urban 

macro-form which is a consequence of the social and spatial segregation and the 

mentioned changes of the 1970’s post-crisis era. Like other world cities, the 

globalization process, restructuring and rescaling of the production altered 

Istanbul’s built environment as well as the social realm. Although many other 

mega cities and their centres lost population and capital after the 

deindustrialization and decentralization process, Istanbul was conversely and 

constantly growing from centre to the periphery with the mass migrations of 

1950- 1980 period. Especially in the late 80’s, spatial transformation of Istanbul 

was so visible and legible. Dalan’s policies that aimed to transform Istanbul from 

an old historical city to a promising metropolitan for 21st century, started to 

reshape the current physical form of the city (Bartu, 2000: 47). On the one hand, 

Istanbul was trying to integrate in the global economies, by increasing its 

competitiveness and implementing general policies, immediate measures and 

new formulations of the neo-liberal era such as financial restructuring to the 

housing policies or consumption patterns (White, 2000: 100) on the other dealing 

with the problems of the over-growth population which represents a mixture of 

urban and rural cultures. With the deepened cultural contradictions and social 

polarization, middle and upper classes’ demands for spatial segregation was 

increased. Suburbanization, gated communities and social enclaves were some 

examples of voluntary segregation (Musterd & Ostendorf, 1998; Schwab, 1992 

in Kaya, 2006). In the city of Istanbul,  -that has so many separated and 

segregated residences, ‘urban villages’, ghettos, barrios, slums where the social 

segregation and the class differences are huge, sharp and deep; security, fear, 

crime control and surveillance became the most important and popular issues. 

The consumption of the private security services by middle and upper classes has 

been increased, surveillance has been used as an inclusion/exclusion mechanism 

to be sure that undesired groups or individuals are filtered out. In the continuous 

cycle of fear, threat and security demand, it is important to question whether the 

starting point of this voluntary segregation is threats and lack of security or the 
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reasons of insecurity are the huge seperations and spatial segregation that are 

crucially divided the cities in which expecting security can be an over optimism. 

4.2. Surveillance and Security  
 

In this study, surveillance is examined as an urban experience. As Lyon 

indicates, surveillance in the city is “multi- faceted and multi- layered” (Lyon, 

2005: 51). It has both “protection and direction”, “care and control” (Lyon, 

2005:3). This part of the study offers a brief examination of the function of 

surveillance in both faces. On one hand, surveillance functions as a kind of 

‘social sorting’ (Lyon, 2002:22) process, on the other, it controls deviant 

behaviour; reduces crime and keeps cities secure (Koskela, 2003:295). The 

transparency and visibility in the city has always been crucial for the perfect 

administering and governing (Işın, 1998:41). Also, surveillance is intended to 

provide a better ‘city life’ (Lyon, 2005: 53). It is used for crime control, it helps 

to catch criminals and sometimes even it is believed to function as an aversive 

effect. The cameras in the traffic prevents people from  driving fast and reduces 

accidents in urban areas, the camera and the alarm systems in private residences 

protect against burglary, fire etc, the security cameras in the subway stations 

ensure that everybody is clear of the metro line. It is also seen as a contemporary 

urban development trend. That is to say, the advantages of surveillance for its 

subject are real, palpable and undeniable (Lyon, 2005:4). According to Fyfe and 

Bannister, throughout Britain, which happens to be the most surveilled capitalist 

nation among the Western States, the use of video surveillance is now seen as 

inevitable for crime control by most local authorities even though CCTV 

cameras have little more than a 10 years history (Fyfe and Bannister, 1998: 257). 

But as they indicate;  

despite the extensive adaptation and the continuing 
enthusiasm for CCTV, where there is little agreement 
among researchers about the effect of CCTV on recorded 
crime and there is a little consistent research to sustain the 
claims of CCTV being a proven and effective crime 
reducing technology (Fyfe and Bannister, 1998: 257). 
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Here, one should question if it is as indispensable as it is thought for security and 

protection. One should also examine the “other effects accompany the positive 

face of surveillance” (Lyon, 2005: 53); in other words, the costs and the domain 

of its positive effects. And once again we should ask as Lyon does: “is it positive 

for all or just for some?” (Lyon, 2005: 53) Security has been a growing sector, 

from the private security companies to the security cameras in the city, in the 

offices and even in the residential areas, to the metal detectors, routine x-ray 

checks, hand inspection, retinal scans at the banks, fingerprint checks at the sport 

centres, and to the tracking cookies2 in computers (Lyon, 2005:56). Security and 

risk became the biggest obsession of the modern society. While being security 

providers, these measures also bring along “other forms of power” (Koskela, 

2003:295) with the “thick webs of surveillance” (Lyon, 2005) either intended or 

unintended. This knowledge is required particularly for calculating and 

managing risks. This is why such agencies want to know not only what people 

are doing and saying, but also –more significantly- what they are likely to do or 

say next. (Lyon, 2005: 56). As Topal states, the purpose of institutions is to 

eradicate this risk. “If they cannot eliminate it, they at least try to minimize it, by 

ensuring that individuals remain under continuous control (Topal, 2006: 69)”. 

It is not only about privacy which is the first thing that comes to mind as 

far as surveillance is concerned. As Lyon indicates, privacy tends to reduce 

surveillance to an “individual matter rather than an inherently social concern” 

(Lyon, 2005: 4). A fortiori “social sorting” task of surveillance is vital to 

analyze. Surveillance mostly functions as an exclusion mode for the dangerous 

individuals, groups, and specific social clusters (Topal, 2006: 7-8) within the 

urban space such as the youth, the homeless, political activists or immigrants and 

minorities. For example as Koskela tells, “being ‘black’ ensures a high rate of 

scrutiny” (2003: 301).  

Norris and Armstrong (1999: 155) found out in their 
research in Britain that black people were ‘twice as likely to 
be surveilled for no apparent reason’ than white. The 
practices of surveillance tend ‘to inflate stereotypes’ (Lyon, 
2001: 63). Thus, surveillance contributes to reinforcing 

                                                 
2 Cookies are computer codes sent to the user’s hard drive when a website is visited...it allows 
the website operator to track how and when the site is visited (Lyon, 2005: 160) 
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existing power relations rather than challenging them. The 
control is ‘ridden with racism and sexism’ (Graham, 1998: 
491 in Koskela, 2003: 301) 
 

According to Topal surveillance eliminates those who are not ‘suitable’. He 

mentions inclusion and exclusion as two crucial elements of modern control 

systems. And individuals who are regarded as a risk for the system that needs to 

be eradicated (Topal, 2006:69). 

But as was referred before, surveillance is “multi-faceted”. The security based 

surveillance mostly targets “dangerous groups” or individuals, but this doesn’t 

mean the remaining part of the society is out of domain. From one moment to the 

other the target can be changed. It depends on who wants the data: the travel 

agency or the bank, the police station or the school, a new applied job employee 

or a store manager, the city hall or the embassy (Lyon, 2005:?). One moment 

surveillance could provide security while being a threat on the next.  

As Topal states, individuals are not considered risky because of their dangerous 

characteristics, but they are described as risky within the ‘institutional 

frameworks’ within which, ‘surveillance strategies are shaped’. He adds that, 

modern institutions function as inclusion and exclusion mechanisms (Topal, 

2006: 69). This is why “the ‘emotional space’, the ‘liquid space’ that 

surveillance creates, is unstable, nebulous and unpredictable. (Koskela, 

2003:300).  

 As Lyon says, for some, this has to do ‘with fear of things going wrong’, for 

others the question of ‘privacy’ is paramount (2005:3-4) and for us, the most 

important question, how power is exercised within these networks?  

4.3. Security and Surveillance Perceptions of Women 
 

The empirical focus point of this study is employed women who live on 

their own in Istanbul. It is about how these women perceive surveillance and the 

women’s perception of security. The stress is particularly on the concern of 

whether and how women accept to be surveilled for the sake of their personal 

security or not. Or whether they perceive surveillance improves their personal 

security. Do they see surveillance indispensable for public and for their personal 

security? 
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One may ask ‘why women’ if surveillance embraces us all? It is true that 

surveillance is everywhere, widespread and mass. But it is still relative to 

gender, class, age, colour etc. like security, safety and privacy. As it is said 

before, social sorting is endemic in surveillance. (Lyon, 2005; Topal, 2006; 

Surveillance Society Report, 2006) According to Topal, surveillance “performs 

the task of a filter” (Topal, 2006:69) it excludes the ‘other’, ‘suspicious’, 

‘dangerous’ and ‘risky’ to construct order in urban space and also it detects who 

might be included. It skims risk and controls the public. The major outcomes of 

social sorting are social exclusion and discrimination (Surveillance Society 

Report, 2006: 43). Today in many Western countries, being black or Muslim 

connotes with fear, crime and terrorism. As Lyon says, visual appearance forms 

the basis for prejudice. Surveillance practices tend ‘to inflate stereotypes’ (Lyon, 

2001: 63) and “reinforce existing power relations rather than challenging them” 

(Koskela, 2003: 301). In ‘stereotype’ of women it is quite different however. It is 

hardly deniable that this stereotype also depends on other discriminations such as 

being a black woman, or an Anglo-Saxon, a Muslim or a catholic etc. But as far 

as women are concerned as a ‘gender’, surveillance and security come to a very 

different point. According to Norris and Armstrong- in the sense of modern 

video surveillance- women are ‘invisible as suspects’ and also ‘invisible as 

potential victims’ but certainly ‘visible as targets of sexual interest’ (Koskela, 

2002: 301).  Sometimes surveillance can result harassment rather than being a 

protection for women (Koskela, 2003; 301, also Koskela, 2002; Hillier, 1996; 

Ainley, 1998; Brown, 1998).Koskela states that many incidents showing the 

examples of gendered abuse of control such as “improper voyeuristic use” of 

surveillance by police officers, soldiers, and private guards (2003: 301). Because 

as Koskela states, female body is still an object of a gaze in different way than 

male body. While men are more likely to be targeted in general, women are more 

likely to be targeted for ‘voyeuristic reasons’ (Koskela, 2003: 301). Moreover, 

the cultural codes and politics of seeing and being seen are deeply gendered. 

On the other hand, being invisible as a potential victim is also another handicap 

for women. Sometimes ignorance also involved in the process of ‘invisibility’. 

There are many recent examples of ignorance Turkey has been witnessing as 
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well. One of the most recent one easy to remember is the video surveillance 

records of the New Years Eve celebrations at Taksim square. After this incident, 

a feminist women movement started the ‘purple needle against women abuse’ 

campaign in order to protest the abuse and harassment against women. The 

motto was very significant: “we are not leaving the streets nor the nights”, “we 

don’t let our space tightened, we keep showing up in the squares”. This was the 

protest of the whole gender which was complaining about the limited use of the 

urban space either voluntarily or involuntarily. It is true that what is acceptable 

in a particular place varies to time as Koskela indicates. She says that a 

behaviour which might be accepted in the daytime may be regarded as reckless 

at night (Koskela, 2003:302). But even in the daytime a limited use of the urban 

space is ‘insisted’ to women. As the interviews showed, women don’t use a very 

large area of urban space neither in daytime nor at night, either intended or 

unintended (see Figures 6 to 20). They have their fortress-like neighbourhoods 

and try not to move away from there (see Figure 2 and 3). The use of public 

space within each participant’s case was mentioned in Chapter 1. And following 

subsections give the security and surveillance perceptions of participating 

women.  

4.3.1. Further information on interviewees 

As it is stressed before, all 8 participants are women. They are not 

married and live alone. They live in different central districts of Istanbul. Except 

one (Participant 1), all participants live in middle and upper middle class 

neighbourhoods which are known to be safe and secure. This is expected 

because for single women being safe and secure is the most important criterion 

for choosing the location of their residence places.  These districts can also be 

defined as ‘women friendly’ because of their highest rate of single woman 

households (see Figure 3). The below maps (see Figure 1 and Figure 2) which 

are produced from the statistics of 2000 census indicate the number of single 

woman households by Istanbul districts.  
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Figure 1: Single Woman Households by Istanbul Districts, 20003 

Figure 2: Single Woman Households by central districts of Istanbul, 2000 
 

                                                 
3 The first five maps are prepared according to the statistical data of 2000 census gained from 
Turkish Statistical Institute  
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As it is observed from the above maps, the districts that contain the most 

single women households are concentrated in the centre. These districts are 

denser in the Asian side; Kadıköy Municipality’s districts have the highest rates 

especially Göztepe with 1533 single woman households out of total 3586 

households. Caferağa follows it with 1442 single woman households which is 

another district of Kadıköy. This can be observed in almost all districts of 

Kadıköy (Erenköy, Suadiye, Bostancı, Fenerbahçe, Caddebostan, Kozyatağı, 

Acıbadem, Feneryolu etc) which are all known as middle and upper-middle class 

settlements and high quality neighbourhoods that are also very close to the Asian 

side’s entertainment and shopping axis; Bağdat Street. On the European side, 

some districts of Beşiktaş (Etiler, Dikilitaş, Bebek), Şişli (Merkez, Teşvikiye), 

Bakirköy (Ataköy, Kartaltepe) and Bahçelievler (Bahçelievler) have the high 

rates of single woman household numbers. In short, the central districts of 

Istanbul and upper/middle class neighbourhoods have the most single woman 

household numbers. Asian side, especially Kadıköy,  which can be accepted as a 

residence area, and which used to be a summer place of European side dwellers 

with bigger green areas, gardens and recreational places has a more secure and 

safe reputation with neat settlements in comparison to the European side’s 

business districts. This can be the reason of high rates of single woman 

households.  
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Figure 3: Participants’ Places of Residence  
 

Above map (Figure 3) shows the residence places of participants. 3 of 

them live in Asian side; Kadıköy (Suadiye, Acıbadem) and Üsküdar (Ihsaniye) 

while the rest live in central districts of the European side which are Beşiktaş 

(Abbasağa, Dikilitaş, Ömer Avni) and Beyoğlu (Firuzağa, Cihangir). Except 

Firuzağa, all these districts have high rates of single woman household numbers 

and are known as middle-class neighbourhoods. Below map (Figure 4) indicates 

work places of participants. All participants work in the European side and work 

places locate both in centre and periphery. Only one participant (Sociologist) 

works at home as a freelance interpreter. It is observed that, the distance between 

work and residence place is not important for participants’ choices of residence 

places, because they consider security and safety as the most important criterion.  
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Figure 4: Participants’ Places of Work  

 

 

 
Figure 5: Participants’ Leisure Time Places  
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Above map shows Leisure Places of participants. To spend their leisure 

time all participants choose the places, cafes and bars which they know well and 

are very close to their neighbourhoods or around social, cultural, trade and 

entertainment centres of European side like Taksim, Beşiktaş, Ortaköy (see 

Figure 5) with their lively atmosphere, multifarious cafes, pubs, bars and 

restaurants, cinemas, theatres, bookshops, exhibitions etc. Most of them don’t 

spend their leisure times alone but with friends.  

Participant 1 Computer Engineer, works for a private bank. Her income is 

between 4.500 - 5.500 YTL. She is 38 and she has been living in Istanbul since 

1992. Before that, she lived in Tübingen, Germany between 0-7 years and in 

İzmir between 7-22 years with her family. When she was 30, she had a gap year 

to travel around South America with a girl friend. 

  For many years, she has been living in Beyoğlu district, Firuzağa 

neighbourhood which can not be defined as a very secure area (See Figure 3). 

Firuzağa is very near to Istiklal Street, Cihangir and Tophane Neighbourhoods 

and is a potential gentrification area. Its convenient location for cultural and 

social centre of Istiklal Street and other gentrified area; Cihangir, historical 

housing reserve, some ‘marginal’ and educated residents that are employed in 

cultural industries and want to be close to Beyoğlu, and the valuable land of the 

nearby districts make this central location a target for investment and 

speculation. She bought house as two separate flats many years ago when it was 

cheap and turned it into a two flat house with modifications. Her house was 

broken into once and she has been attacked and abused by a stranger in her 

street. Once she was picked pocket in another central district of Istanbul. 

In her weekly routine, she walks to Cihangir every morning to take the 

company shuttle to get to work in Güneşli (See Figure 6) which is very far to her 

house. She works from 9 am to 6 pm. After work, sometimes she goes out 

Taksim District for training in an outdoor activities club.  
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Figure 6: Working Days Transportation Patterns of Participant 1 (Computer Engineer, 38) 

 

In the weekend, she goes to Beyoğlu and Galata Bridge on foot to spend 

her leisure time around. (see Figure 7). At least once a month she goes to İzmit 

for camping and rock climbing with the club.  

 

 
Figure 7: Leisure Time Patterns and Transportation Use of Participant 1 (Computer Engineer, 38) 
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Participant 2, Correspondent, works for a private news television 

channel. Her income is between 1.500- 2.500 YTL, she is 26 and has been living 

in Istanbul for 8 years. Before that, she lived in many different Anatolian cities 

with her family. She lived in Ortaköy before and now lives in a rented house in 

Beyoğlu District, Cihangir neighbourhood which is a new-middle, upper-middle 

class area. Cihangir is known with its liberal and intellectual atmosphere (See 

Figure 3) and it is very near to İstiklal Street. Cihangir used to be a 

neighbourhood contains both lower and middle class families together in the late 

1950’s, and at the end of 1970’s it became a slum because of the decreased 

importance of Beyoğlu as a city centre against Beşiktaş and Mecidiyeköy. 

However, in 1980’s Beyoğlu gained its importance by responding the rising and 

changing consuming patterns and became an important cultural, entertainment 

and trade centre. Cihangir, also benefited from this change as a walking-distance 

area to Beyoğlu, with a Bosphorus view, earthquake-resistant ground, 

inefficiently used historical buildings and so on. After 1990’s it became a middle 

and upper-middle class settlement and acquired symbolic meanings because of 

its intellectual or famous dwellers.      

Correspondent (26) has once seen a thief who was trying to climb in 

through the window but apart from that attempt she did not experience any 

incidents except verbal abuse.  

Her work place is in Bağcılar which is very far to her house however because of 

her job during the day she travels around downtown. She works in day and night 

shifts. She takes the company shuttle in Cihangir and sometimes in Mecidiyeköy 

to where she goes by metro (See Figure 8).  She works from 9 am to 6 pm or 5 

pm to 1 am.  

 She spends her leisure time mostly in Beyoğlu. Sometimes she goes to 

Ortaköy and Beşiktaş and Bağdat Street on the Asian side, which are known as 

entertainment places with their cafes, restaurants and bars. She uses taxi, dolmuş 

and ferry. (See Figure 9) Once a year she goes to Sarıyer or Prince Islands.   

 



 66

 
 
Figure 8: Working Days Transportation Patterns of Participant 2 (Correspondent, 26) 
 

 
 
Figure 9: Leisure Time Patterns and Transportation Use of Participant 2 (Correspondent, 26) 
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Participant 3, Academician works for a university; her income is between 

1.000- 2.000 YTL, she is 37 and she grew up in Istanbul. One or two years she 

lived in London. She owns the house which is in Üsküdar, İhsaniye 

neighbourhood. Before, she lived in different middle class districts of Istanbul 

including one of the Prince Islands. She moved out of the island because of her 

male neighbour who was disturbing her. She had some attack incidents on the 

street.  

Her work place is in Kabataş, she uses dolmuş to get to Üsküdar 

waterfront and takes ferry to Kabataş (see Figure 10). 

 
 
Figure 10: Working Days Transportation Patterns of Participant 3 (Academician, 37) 
 

Besiktas is a transfer point for her and she spends her leisure time in there 

as well as Taksim, Kadıköy and around her neighbourhood. She is politically 

active and because of her work she spends most of her leisure time out of her 

house, mostly in Taksim and Beşiktaş (See Figure 11).  
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Figure 11: Leisure Time Patterns and Transportation Use of Participant 3 (Academician, 37) 
 

Participant 4 is a Turcologist and works for a well known foreign 

advertising agency as a redactor. Her income is between 2.500-3.500 YTL, she is 

43 and she has been in Istanbul since she was 5. She lived in London for 3 years 

after college and now she lives in a rented house in Kadıköy, Acıbadem 

neighbourhood which is an upper- middle class residence area with a high rate of 

single woman households (see Figure 3). This is her third house in Istanbul and 

every one of them had been broken into. One or two times her purse was 

snatched. Two times she was attacked and abused by strangers. 

Her work place is in Şişli and she uses a private shuttle she hired with other 3 

women. She works 9 am to 6 pm very often she works overtime. At least two 

times a week after work, she goes to Taksim or Karaköy by metro and tram or by 

taxi for her voluntary work in a history foundation as an archivist. After that she 

usually uses dolmus or ferry to get back (See Figure 12) 
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Figure 12: Working Days Transportation Patterns of Participant 4 

 

At her leisure time she goes to Kadıköy and Çengelköy. She spends most 

of her leisure time at the history foundation in Taksim and Karaköy. She uses 

taxi, dolmuş and ferry (See Figure 13). Once or twice a year she and her friends 

organize an activity around Bosphorus or outside of İstanbul and Prince Islands.  

 

 
Figure 13: Leisure Time Patterns and Transportation Use of Participant 4 
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Participant 5, Business Manager works for a private company on 

consumer durables as a financial deputy director. Her income is between 3.500-

4.500 YTL, she is 33 and she has been living in Istanbul for 10 years. She grew 

up in Karadeniz and studied in Ankara. She now lives in a rented house in 

Beşiktaş, Dikilitaş which is a safe and secure middle-class residential area. 

Because of its free ambient most students and single women choose Dikilitaş to 

live (See Figure 3). She also stressed that security and the liberal ambient of the 

neighbourhood is the most important issue for her a single living woman. Once 

in Beşiktaş she was attacked and beaten by a man who was having a tantrum.  

Her workplace is in Mecidiyeköy which is close to her house. Most 

mornings she walks from home to work place. After work she goes to Taksim to 

training in an outdoor activities club. She uses taxi or dolmuş back (see Figure 

14) 

She spends her leisure time with friends visiting favourite places in 

Istanbul and Bosphorus (Yeniköy, Sultanahmet, Taksim, and Beşiktaş). She 

visits her sister in Levent in the weekend. She uses dolmuş, taxi and tram (see 

Figure 15). Once a month she goes to İzmit for camping and rock-climbing with 

the club. 
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Figure 14: Working Days Transportation Patterns of Participant 5(Business Manager, 33) 
 

 
 
Figure 15: Leisure Time Patterns and Transportation Use of Participant 5 (Business Manager, 33) 
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Participant 6, Urban Planner works for a public-private planning 

partnership. Her income is between 1.500-2.000 YTL, she is 26 and she has 

always been living in Istanbul. Now she lives in Kadıköy, Suadiye which is an 

upper-middle class residential area. Suadiye has one of the highest rates of single 

woman households in Istanbul (see Figure 3). After the university she moved out 

of her family house which is in Acıbadem and started to live on her own. Her 

family owns the house she lives in. She hasn’t experienced any bad incidents 

apart from some harassment in traffic and verbal abuses.  

Her work place is in Taksim which is very far to her house. She uses 

company shuttle every morning. If not, she uses dolmuş to Taksim. Or she goes 

to Kadıköy by dolmuş and changes to ferry and funicular. During the week she 

spends her leisure time in Taksim which is also her work place. After work or at 

her lunch break, she goes to Istiklal Street which is very close to her work place 

(see Figure 16). 

In the weekend, since Bağdat Street is very close to her house, she spends 

her leisure time there usually with her friends. She walks there. Once a month 

she goes to Capitol Mall to meet a friend by car (See Figure 17) 

 

 
Figure 16: Working Days Transportation Patterns of Participant 6 (Urban Planner 26) 



 73

 
 
Figure 17: Leisure Time Patterns and Transportation Use of Participant 6 (Urban Planner, 26) 

 

Participant 7, Sociologist works as a freelance interpreter while 

completing her master degree. She hasn’t a fixed income. She is 29 and she has 

been living in Istanbul for 5 years. She grew up and studied in Ankara. Now she 

lives in a rented house in Beşiktaş Abbasağa, which is a middle-class residential 

area. Before, she chose to live in Kurtuluş Dolapdere which is a heterogeneous 

settlement of Turks, Arabs, Romans, Kurds and Armenians. One of her 

neighbour tried to attack her with a knife while she was at home. He was 

drugged and said that he didn’t like the friends who visited her. She called the 

police twice and they didn’t come. She locked the door and stayed at home for 

three days. She didn’t move out after that incident but she couldn’t go to her 

house for 3 moths either. Afterwards, the same neighbour made a complaint 

about her to the Police, the department of Narcotics and political crimes and they 

had an operation to her house while she was abroad. Nothing happened except 

she moved out. 

She works from home and her hours are flexible. In her leisure time, she 

takes long walks from Beşiktaş up to Bebek in the waterfront. Her other often 
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used places are Kadıköy (especially for the famous Tuesday Bazaar) and 

Eminönü. She is politically active and mostly she goes to Taksim for meetings, 

organizations etc. She uses bus, ferry and tram for transportation (see Figure 18). 

 

 
Figure 18: Working Days & Leisure Time Patterns and Transportation Use of Participant 7 

 

Participant 8 is an art director and works for a famous Turkish film 

director. She preferred not to declare her income, she is 41 and she has been 

living in Istanbul for 20 years. She was born and grew up in İzmir. She always 

lived around Taksim, Cihangir and now she lives in Beyoğlu District, in a rented 

house in Ömer Avni which is a middle-class neighbourhood. Her workplace is in 

Beşiktaş although she doesn’t go everyday (see Figure 19).  
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Figure 19: Working Days Transportation Patterns of Participant 8 
 

 
 
Figure 20: Leisure Time Patterns and Transportation Use of Participant 8 
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She spends her leisure time around her house, Taksim and Cihangir 

districts, Beşiktaş, Karaköy and Sultanahmet. She uses taxi, tram and dolmuş 

(see Figure 20). She doesn’t like to put herself at risk, as she expresses she never 

walks alone at night, and doesn’t trust anyone. She was assaulted and abused a 

few times in her first years in Istanbul but she says, she learned how to live in 

Istanbul. Some years ago she had a purse snatching incident.     

4.3.2. Participating Women’s Perceptions of Security   

It is a well known fact that security is a relative phenomenon and usually 

the perception of safety is not related to “real security” and even sometimes 

mistaken as real. Security perceptions of people depend on different conceptions. 

First of all they depend on their habits; the more often people go somewhere or 

do something more frequently they have the sense of security about that 

particular place or action. It also depends on familiarity -people feel more secure 

in places they know well like their neighbourhoods- and on public opinion, 

media’s point of view and agreement; the symbolic meaning and image of a 

place influence the security perception of it. The security perceptions of 

participating women were mostly about their personal security and their ‘body’. 

They perceived security on the basis of their mostly feared cases or their 

experiences and define the existence of security as a tool of having a better life 

or having higher life standards. For them, security is the absence of fear, danger, 

risk and threat. All 8 participants classify these threats mostly under the name of 

abuse, harassment and assault by a stranger. Most participating women had some 

scenarios in their mind about danger and insecurity in the city and in one or two 

cases these scenarios had become real. Most of them had an experience of sexual 

abuse in the street or an assault-incident. As Koskela states, a threat of (sexual) 

violence touches all women and this shows the gendered nature of space 

(Koskela, 2002: 262). Not very surprisingly, as participants expressed, before 

those incidents they had no fear or anxiety. “That abuse incident was first and 

now I feel that it is highly possible to happen any time” (Computer Engineer, 

38). They expressed that all these fears are now embedded in their mind the 
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experiences they had. “I had absolutely no fear not even once it crossed my 

mind” (Sociologist, 29).  

Actually it wasn’t a reality for me I wasn’t worried but still I 
was precautious, yet it happened. After that my life style has 
changed completely. I am not easy in public places anymore 
especially at night, I don’t walk alone after 10 pm and I 
always use taxi. Even now I look back when I hear a 
footstep behind me.(Turcologist, 43) 

 
  The first thing that comes to their mind is “sexual abuse or harassment” 

(all 8 participants). The experience of abuse gives them a constant alert of a 

possible danger; pick pocketing, mugging, and robbery follow sexual abuse in 

participants’ lists. Some put the worst scenario as “rape” (Correspondent, 26 and 

Art Director, 41) and they all agreed that the common incidents are harassment, 

assault and the most probable to happen was pick pocketing.  

Each participant defined the security phenomenon according to her 

experiences, and possible threats in her life. Although they were aware of the 

lack of public security, health and social security, financial security and 

information security, and the existence of terror, they did not mention these 

factors without being asked, unless they had a related experience. They answered 

the question of “What is the first thing that comes to your mind when I say 

‘security’, what is being safe means to you” according to their experiences. For 

instance, Participant 1 who had been attacked on the street by a stranger and had 

a robbery incident when she first moved into her house said that ‘I think safety is 

a feeling of being at ease in the place you live. Not to live with the feeling that 

something might happen to you anytime, anywhere’ (Computer Engineer, 38). 

For another participant -who had to move out of one of the Prince islands 

because of her neighbour’s irritating behaviour in winter when the island was 

almost empty- “security means living in a place that is near enough to reach 

someone in case of an emergency or whenever I need someone” (Academician, 

37). Another one, who experienced an attempted burglary into her house, 

understands from safety as her personal and physical security and the protection 

of her property (Correspondent, 26).  

The one who had the worst experience, which was an attack by her 

neighbour while she was at home, defined the safety as ‘walking in the street 
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without thinking of a possible assault, harassment or abuse; living in a house 

without thinking that a stranger  might be pounding at your door anytime’ 

(Sociologist, 29). Others defined security as their physical and personal safety in 

the first place followed by their financial security   (Turkologist, 43 and Business 

Manager, 33).  

For most of them safety is a feeling being at ease, not being agitated and 

not being threatened. Security is basically absence of risk of dangers, threats, 

abuse and harassment. Living in an “insecure apartment building, being in a 

strange or unfamiliar place alone, walking in the street at an inappropriate time 

for a women” (Art Director, 41) which could be after 10 or 11 pm, ‘exceptional 

or irregular behaviours’ (Urban Planner, 26) are some of the risky situations for 

women. These risks are in general based on human actions. Therefore it 

wouldn’t be an overstatement to say that in interviewees’ cases the most feared 

threat for them was others’ extraordinary behaviours that could be considered as 

dangerous. 

Half of the participating women stated that if those risks and threats 

(abuse, harassment and assault) were eliminated then there wouldn’t be many 

safety problems left.  

Correspondent, (26): I think that elimination of those threats will solve 

many problems.  

This city would be safe then; only traffic would be left as a 
human-caused risk factor. I mean there will still be the risk 
of earthquake, terror but we think of them rarely, and when 
they happen everybody pays attention for a while until they 
get forgotten. (Computer Engineer, 38) 
 
Turkologist, (43): Well, in the first place I think of my personal safety, 

and elimination of those previously mentioned risks would be enough. But since 

you asked now, I think of terror, accidents, and shortage. There are other issues 

too.  

Business manager (33):  Without the mentioned threats (abuse and 

assault) many problems would be solved and the city would be safe and secure.  

As a result, it can be said that since security is a relative phenomenon and 

mostly loaded with symbolic meanings the perceptions of women are rather 
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limited with their own personal safety and it is relative to the risks they have to 

deal within their everyday life. Due to these limited perceptions, and an 

additional lack of trust in security providers, most participating women, approx. 

three quarters of them, think that they were responsible for their own security in 

the first place. They think that if they behave and dress ‘appropriately’ 

(Correspondent, 26); if they go out at ‘appropriate times’ to ‘appropriate places’, 

if they ‘don’t walk alone at dark and if they ‘don’t risk themselves’ (Art 

Director, 41), they ‘don’t create any opportunity’ (Urban Planner, 26), if they 

‘behave precautious’ (Business Manager, 33) and if they choose safe places to 

live, they would be safer. They think that their security depends on them and 

primarily they are in charge of providing their own security. They agreed that 

they live as they have to and as one of them stated, “Istanbul teaches you how to 

live” (Art Director, 41).  From these statements, one can claim that, participant 

women internalize the control and have a minimum expectancy from the 

institutions about their security.  

It can still be discussed whether these precautions would reduce the risk 

of being attacked and abused, but this complete ‘responsibility’ notion would 

also bring the sense of being an accomplice. If something happens, they would 

blame themselves for not being sufficiently precautious. Only two participants 

were insistent about the undeniable role of the institutional security providers 

whose duties are to protect the public from dangers and loss; ironically they 

stated that they don’t trust such institutions either.  

As a citizen I think I deserve a security provided by 
institutions either with equal life standards or with 
regulations. It is not about the number of police officers in a 
neighbourhood but about the equal access of citizens to 
institutional services: health, education and law and equal 
opportunities. It feels secure knowing that you’re as equal as 
any other citizen to access such services. It is also about 
learning how to live all together and people are not 
responsible for the lack of security. That neighbour of mine 
didn’t give me a promise of being a good neighbour but the 
security forces do. They promise to provide my security, 
therefore they have authority on me which sometimes they 
ironically use as a violence tool upon me. (Sociologist, 29)  
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“I really think that public security should be indispensable and should 

really work well. This is fundamental. Public security should be provided, at the 

very least, for numerous women who face violence”. (Academician, 37)  

Other participants were also aware of the important role and the duty of 

institutions that are supposed to provide security, but in practice they were 

mostly hopeless about institutional security supply because they knew that in 

case of an emergency, they might be left alone. They agreed that police, fire 

brigade, hospitals, laws, regulations all have undeniable role in protecting 

citizens but they think that these institutions don’t perform so well.  

Health services, law and police are the three main and most important 

elements from which people can expect help in case of an emergency. But 

surprisingly, people in Turkey don’t trust any of them. Because of this distrust 

they try to avoid of any risk as much as possible in their daily life. It can be 

observed that participants mostly built their life on their security and try to 

provide it on their own. Their choices of location of housing, cafés, and bars, 

from leisure time activities to leisure time places, from transportation to their 

clothing are shaped according to their security perception. As a result, they are 

not feeling secure in the ‘country’ as a citizen. “Anytime something might 

happen and all of a sudden I might be found wrong or guilty even if I am not. It 

is common in every field of life.” (Urban Planner, 26)  

 “I feel never secure as a citizen of this country; I am not sure about my 

future, my job, my rights as a citizen, even about today. I am living alone and I 

want to make sure that in case of an emergency if I called an ambulance would 

come.” (Turcologist, 43) 

I am afraid of being alone in this country and getting older, 
get sick and of course to be moneyless. It would be different 
in a country where social-state works well. And of course in 
case of an emergency the institutions (in Turkey) wouldn’t 
be fair or just. I don’t even trust the justice notion of an 
ordinary official (Art Director, 41)  
 
Although participants think that security and trust are institutional and 

social matters theoretically, in practice, in the event of a need they tie to their 

personal relations and social networks they are in and they try to ensure their 

security on their own because of the loss of public responsibility. They answer 
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the question of from whom/what they expect help in case of an emergency; 

people or institutional frameworks, as following;  

It happened and when I was attacked by a stranger I didn’t 
call the police, I wouldn’t think of. But I expect help from 
people around but didn’t get any. So now, I don’t expect 
help from anyone, I know that I am alone and have to deal 
with it on my own. Hence when my house was broken into I 
didn’t call my family but the police. I will still go to the 
police if I have to report it for records. And if something 
happens in Taksim, I don’t expect help from people, but in 
the neighbourhood it is different. People would help. 
(Turkologist, 43)      
 
Correspondent, (26): I think of someone close, that I trust, a friend or my 

boyfriend. Even in case of a robbery I would call the police later. In the street, I 

would expect help from people. And in the neighbourhood I think I get help.   

I will call my cousins who live in the next street. But if they 
weren’t there, I would go to the grocery that I know. In 
Taksim, for instance, like everybody else I wouldn’t like to 
go to the police stations around. I always go to a café, and I 
know almost everybody there, it would be my shelter place. 
I don’t expect help from strangers or police but from my 
friends. (Sociologist, 29) 
 
I will expect help from my neighbour or a friend. After then 
I can think of the police. In some situations people 
(strangers) also help, but if there is a woman and a man 
involved, they usually try not to. Maybe they can’t seize the 
situation. It wasn’t like that ten years ago, but it’s changing. 
Alienation and individualization are deepening. In the 
neighbourhoods it is totally different I think. There are still 
some social networks remaining.  (Academician, 37) 
 

Computer Engineer, (38): When I was attacked I called my friend, but 

when the house was broken into, I called the police. I expect help from people, 

and I don’t know about Istiklal Street, but in my neighbourhood I think they 

would help.  

I haven’t had any particular experience but I think people 
might help. I think the place doesn’t make any difference; it 
is still the same if it happens at Istiklal or in my 
neighbourhood. Maybe in some cases they might think that 
it’s between me and the ‘particular’ person and this can put 
them off. (Urban Planner, 26) 
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Art Director, (41): I expect help from people before police arrive but I 

also think they might hesitate to interfere, I know it from experience, because I 

do sometimes.  

It is clear that in Turkey context, the main security provider institutions 

are perceived by women with their lack of responsibility and unreliability. This 

situation makes women feel inscure. 

I never feel secure as a citizen. In this country, people are 
potential victims, potential criminals/convicts, potential 
handicapped, and potential dead. Yet this is not specific to 
this country. Developed countries are also like that. It is the 
current state of the whole world. In this country at least we 
can call our friends instead of our psychologists in the event 
of a need.  But we are surviving by chance because 
sometimes you supposed to call the police if your life is in 
danger, but you can not, because they happen to be the 
reason of the danger, like the last May 1. (Sociologist, 29) 

 
At that point, police remain as the most critical question about security. 

Because as soon as the ‘polis’ is concerned, police are the main security provider 

that first comes to mind. However the interview results were quite opposite.  

Police were the first information centre of the modern power because at the 

beginning, police organization in the European cities was multifunctional.  

In the 18th century the police force was not invented only for 
maintaining law and order, or assisting governments in their 
struggle against their enemies, but for assuring urban 
supplies, hygiene, health and standards considered 
necessary for handicrafts and commerce. (Foucault, 1982: 
251) 

 

Police organization was basically reflecting the governing of the city. 

After emergence of the advanced social sciences of demography, statistics, 

psychology, psychiatry, criminology etc, police were concerned with “public 

cleanliness and security, cheapness and plenty” (Dean, 1999: 91). According to 

Dean, the regulations of police organization extended to “manners, morals and 

the minutiae of everyday life” (Dean, 1999: 91). He defines the role of police as 

an intensive “coaching” of citizens in how to behave in towns and regions as 

police of “general morality and respectability” (1999:91). Deleuze explains that, 

‘police’ as an institution, exercises an independent and specific form of power, 
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the mechanisms it operates, the elements it applies are even independent from 

juridical and political apparatus, although it was organized in the form of a state 

apparatus (Foucault, 1995: 205). According to Dean, the main purpose of the 

police is difficult to define because of its “regulation mania”, its desire to 

regulate the every aspect of life (Dean, 1999: 90-91). 

In Turkish context, police is mostly associated with fear, violence, 

insecurity and ignorance. 

The ‘Survey of Violence and Sociological Background of Violence in 

Istanbul’, shows that 70.2 % of Istanbul population think that police uses 

violence against people in political meetings.  In women’s case, it is even worse. 

The impression of police’s approach against woman can be defined as ‘insulting’ 

or ‘accusatory’. And with Dean’s words, in Turkey police are the ‘police of 

morality and public decency’ (Dean, 1999:91). The interviews showed that 

police mostly accuse –directly or subtly- women in the case of an attack, 

burglary or even abuse. They question women’s so-called tempting behaviours, 

choices of living places, dresses, and their weakness/helplessness against attacks. 

Participating women are too hopeless to demand for a better police force. Most 

of them don’t have the slightest trust in the police and are usually afraid to get 

involved with them. Even the ones that aren’t afraid of police associate police 

with insecurity; “it would feel more insecure if there would be a police car at 

night in our street” (Correspondent, 26). 

Interviewer: Are you afraid of the police? Or do you trust them?  

Yes I am afraid of the police in fact. Actually the first 
reaction is not fear but disgust (laughs). I think they are 
absolutely not trustable and shouldn’t be trusted. Not 
because I had an awful memory or an experience of ill-
treatment but twice I had to call the police, when this house 
was broken into. They did not even try to comfort me, (as in 
films) but gave me stupid advices instead, like “you should 
move out from that house” or “construct a wall there” 
showing the irrelevant garden terrace which once had a 
wall. But I had the wall knocked down to let the sunshine in. 
It is hard to tell even if they are making fun of you or if they 
are too uninterested to be bothered. They did nothing else, 
didn’t bother to take fingerprints, anything. They are 
helpless even to manage their own duty. Anyway it is 
always said that they also know the thieves or even they 
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catch, release them in a week etc. For me police are useless. 
Another time I had to go to a police station when my wallet 
was stolen but I really regretted going there. I was 
psychologically harassed as if I was guilty. Maybe they are 
used to behaving like that, I mean bullying, but for me it 
was a nervous breakdown. At the end I understood: they 
will keep pick-pocketing and you are the one who is guilty 
by not being careful. It is a totally dysfunctional 
system/organization. And it’s getting worse and worse. I 
don’t trust them and I hate their political views. For me 
police are no assurance. (Computer Engineer, 38) 
  

Correspondent (26):  I am afraid of the police, because they are very 

violent, biased and they have a high tendency to express violent attitudes. I 

usually attend the political meetings and protest marches and the police 

oppression/coercion worries me.  

In 1990’s yes, I was afraid of police. Actually the police 
force was the biggest fear of mine at that time. They were 
really rough and violent. I was student at the college. And 
very often we had to face police repression in meetings. I 
am not afraid of police now, I feel more sheltered, probably 
because of my job. I think police are more tolerant to a 
woman academician nowadays. They are still rough to 
students though. People didn’t trust police in 1990’s at all. 
But in case of an emergency, I wouldn’t still expect 
anything from them, because they are ignorant. And I feel 
more insecure in a place where there are too many 
policemen. (Academician, 37) 
 

Another participant’s experience is  more or less the same with the police.  
 

No, I am not afraid of the police but I don’t trust them 
either. I don’t trust the institutions which have to protect me 
against dangers, accidents, etc. I called the police (this is my 
third house and every single of them was broken into) when 
my house had been robbed. And from their behaviour I 
didn’t feel secure at all. I didn’t trust them and I 
complained. I came home after midnight one day, I couldn’t 
open the door, because the security chain was locked from 
inside. I thought the burglar might still be in so I called the 
police immediately. Of course they didn’t come. 15 minutes 
later I called again and I said it’s an emergency; I am locked 
out right now. They came slowly with a police car, through 
the open window they asked: “did you call the police, what 
is it?” They didn’t even bother to park the car or get out. I 
got really angry and said: why don’t you hurry, the burglar 
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might still be in the house. And they got in through the back 
balcony’s door with guns drawn. When they realized that 
the balcony is low enough to climb they wondered why I 
couldn’t manage to find a youngster to let in through that 
balcony. I said you’re getting in with your guns, how come 
you expect me to find someone to get in. Anyway, they 
wouldn’t give me any chance to trust them and now, I take 
every single police officer’s employee-number I’m involved 
with. (Turkologist/Redactor, 43) 
 
 I would be happier if I don’t have any business with the 
police (laughs). It is not that I am afraid of them or not, but 
at this point I don’t feel confident also. Indeed I don’t have 
any actual data to claim that. I never had an experience. But 
I’m better off.  Probably in the case of an emergency and 
danger they would help but their approach is uncertain and 
rough. I wonder what their approach against rape is. I am 
only thinking the worst. You also know the Taksim New 
Year’s Eve case. Imagine that happened to you, the 
society’s judgement is definite; ‘what were you doing 
there’. The police force is also a part of this country and 
would judge the same.  I don’t want any contact with them. 
(Business Manager, 33) 
 
Well, I am not afraid of them, no. Actually I hope that the 
force is trustable and reliable. I have never got involved 
with the police. I don’t want to be negative about them. It is 
a part of this system and its prior task is security and I just 
hope that they accomplish this. I think 70% do. In the end, I 
think if I don’t give them the opportunity by misbehaving, if 
I know how to behave where and when, if I would be 
appropriate, there wouldn’t be any problem. (Urban 
Planner, 26) 

 
 (laughs) Of course. Well, apart from the special days like 
May 1 on which they are particularly aggressive, very often 
we perceive verbal abuse from police; especially if your 
appearance is a little familiar to them from the meetings, etc 
around Taksim.  I have so many women friends that were 
attacked by police; for instance the transsexual women. 
Even when they were really doing nothing, just walking 
there they were attacked by the police, because as you 
know, they are well known for their so-called aggression. 
But if my house is broken into, or if something happens to 
me I know I have to call the police. I don’t know, even this 
makes me feel stressed. My first contact with the police was 
in Ankara. A stranger followed and attacked me in front of 
my house. And I went to police with my mother. Their first 
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question to me was: “what were you wearing?” Can you 
imagine? That’s why the police image constantly 
reproducing itself on this event. And when my neighbour 
was pounding at the door I called the police twice, they 
didn’t come.  (Sociologist/freelance interpreter, 29) 
 
Yes, I am afraid of them. In general, I have a bad impression 
about police. Because of my job, I had to get involved with 
police often, but it is always impossible to know how they 
would act. It’s a group of people whom I don’t trust. Ages 
ago, in Izmir for instance, I was with my boyfriend driving, 
a police officer stopped the car and etc. My boyfriend 
insisted that we were right. The officer took the cigarette out 
of my boy friend’s mouth and slapped him in the face twice. 
This terrifies me; I mean the way he sees that he has the 
right to do as he wishes. You can’t anticipate their limits. It 
changes according to individual, according to their 
character. Because of the uncertainty/ambiguity of their 
limits, of how they would use the authority they have, I am 
scared of them. But I am not a target for them; I mean I have 
nothing personal to be afraid of. (Art Director, 41) 
 
In short, the interviews showed that, the security perceptions of women 

are relative to their experiences and the risks in their everyday life which also 

include other’s experiences they witnessed or known from the media. Their 

anxieties, worries, fears and the images that they have in mind about risks, 

dominate and form their security perceptions. They don’t trust public security 

agents, most of them don’t trust other people and they are trying to provide their 

security by themselves and by being utmost careful. They develop some 

strategies like not using many public spaces and public transportation, hiding the 

information, for example being single, from strangers or putting a window lock 

or a simple alarm system. Some carry pepper sprays for protection; some think 

that everything on them is a weapon like a handbag, an umbrella or even a 

needle (Sociologists, 29 and Computer Engineer, 38). Mostly they change their 

routes if necessary and if they don’t feel secure. If a street is dark or 

empty/deserted they try not to use it. Taxi is one of the main secure transports for 

women at night. Women always keep their cell phones within easy reach and 

always keep in touch with friends when they are on the street or after they 

arrived home.   These are the strategies they follow in order to feel more secure. 

The notion of insecurity depends on their fears and anxieties. At that point, it is 
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important to make a clear distinction between fear and anxiety. As Ahıska 

expresses, fear has an object, but anxiety’s only object is the subject’s self 

(Ahıska, 1992:121). She adds that fear, that is to say in most cases anxiety is to 

expect the possible disasters with hopelessness. She states that, security and 

violence support one another and create a supply-demand chain. According to 

her, security forces, media and citizens who demand security, have important 

roles in completing this chain (Ahıska, 1992: 128). 

People encounter violence and insecurity in the city, even if they don’t 

experience it. They witness other’s experiences or follow them in the media. The 

‘Survey of Violence and Sociological Background of Violence in Istanbul’ 

shows that 93.5 percent of people in Istanbul think that there is a violence 

problem in the city which also involves police’s attitudes against protesters. And 

three-fourths of Istanbul population don’t feel secure. In participants’ cases this 

ration is one hundred percent. The reasons of this perception are multifold. First 

of all, it is about security forces, as Ahıska expresses; especially the police force, 

who constantly indicate violent incidents to justify their violence in the first 

place (Ahıska, 1992: 128). Second it’s about the distrust in institutions and the 

lack of financial security, juridical security, health and social security. People 

mostly afraid of the unknown and, as participants stated, it is an unknown how 

the police would behave in case of an emergency, it is an unknown whether they 

will receive any help from institutions or not. They feel that their future is 

unknown. Because of distrust and unknown, anxieties are proliferated which 

bring fear into everyday life. 

Third, it is about the role of media who creates an atmosphere of fear by 

packing and labelling violence, arousing the basic fears and awakens the needs 

of security (Ahıska, 1992: 128). Last, this is about people who demand for 

security because of that awakened need. Yet, it is a deserved demand. However, 

in most cases people also tend to use violence and they want the criminals to be 

punished more extremely or even they want to punish them on their own. They 

are full of anger towards people like thieves, homeless, street boys, terrorists etc 

who threaten their security.(Ahıska, 1992:128). According to the results of the 

above mentioned survey, 93.9 percent of Istanbullers think that punishments for 
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some crimes like rape, murder, laceration etc. aren’t extreme enough and so they 

need to be toughened. And sometimes even security measures and devices may 

also heighten the feelings of insecurity as Beck expresses; by suggesting that 

there are risks that need to be controlled (Beck, 1992 in Body-Gendrot, 2000: 

242)   

Most participating women have experienced some basic level of 

violence. Although none of them had post-traumatic effects4, most of them live 

in avoidance and discreetly on the basis of their security. They have spatially 

restricted lives. For them, the reasons of violence are cultural, economical and 

political. They think that poverty, unemployment, and inadequate social 

conditions are the main causes of the violence, harassment, abuse and robbery. “I 

think it’s mostly economical. People live in poverty and they have nothing to 

loose. And of course there is a moral minimalism that creates these attitudes and 

approaches.”(Computer Engineer, 38)  

Most interviewees think that ‘education’ is the key solution. They offer 

different crime reducing strategies like security based planning (with lightening 

and mixed-use development or with building social contact areas such as 

recreational places that are open to everybody’s use) institutional measures and 

creating social justice. Some think that collectiveness; organizations and social 

events can bring people together and help constructing trust among residents, 

while some think the number of security cameras should be increased in order to 

reduce crime. Most of the participants think that violence, abuse, harassment and 

assault incidents have been increasing for the last ten years. Most of them think 

that this shift is due to the increased population, and migration which cause 

many cultural and social disorders like disintegration of traditional structures etc. 

As some of them addressed, 1980s was a turning point in the sense of fear. They 

say that, at those years they also learned to be afraid of the state and this was a 

new kind of fear. “Before we weren’t afraid of anything really, and I remember 

that when I was attacked in 1997 I was very surprised that I didn’t get any help 

from people around me. But now, I would be surprised if I get any help from 

people” (Turcologist, 43). The 1980s newly created social and economic policies 
                                                 
4 In fact, Participant 7 had post-traumatic effects although she doesn’t define so. She couldn’t go 
her home for 3 moths after her neighbour’s attack.  
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also have a big role in the situation. Participants think that post-80s 

individualization brought ignorance and apathy (Academician, 37) and poverty 

increased on one hand while wealth of upper classes was growing on the other, 

at the end this situation was reproduced people’s tendency of violence 

(Sociologist, 29). 

4.3.2.1 Conclusion 
 

 It is important to follow a sensible approach to fear, anxiety, violence 

and risk. Otherwise, urban space is increasingly becoming an exclusion space 

rather than a way to support diversity and the positive notion of urbanity 

(Koskela, 2002: 259). Increased fear leads society towards segregation, social 

polarization and inequality which are already legible in urban form. The massive 

expansion of protection is claimed to lead to a vicious circle of defence: while 

increasing security might make some feel safer, it also creates increasing fear, 

racism and distrust among people (Ellin, 1996 in Koskela, 2002:259). 

As Osborne and Rose observe it is a fact that risk has become so 

prominent in our culture and, since 19th century through the collection, 

classification and presentation of the statistics of crime, criminal character of 

space has been charted by the police forces (1998: 24). Especially the urban 

space has been considered as the space of risk. According to them, this 

proliferation of risks can be postulated as an element of an urban diagram of 

control (1998:25). As they state in relation to urban space, security is monitoring 

and assessment of risk. This artificially created risk atmosphere that we live in 

has roots in the everyday life. It is not only the fear of being attacked or violated 

on the street but the anxieties, lack of assurance in many social and economic 

fields, distrust in institutions, and so on. These bring fear and violence into 

everyday life about which people are usually confused. Media also renders 

difficult to detect the reason of fears and to approach them with sensibility. 

Everybody that is involved in that risk culture, produce strategies to increase 

their security by planning their travelling arrangements, securing their homes 

and property, and instrumentalising their daily activities in the name of their own 

security (Osborne and Rose, 1998: 25) as most participating women do. While 
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being imagined as a map of risk, urban space assumed to have clear 

spatialization of danger into safe zones and risk zones (Osborne and Rose, 1998: 

25). These all require population and space to be under control. These processes 

have been ended the natural social life of public space as some comment and 

make the city less pleasant to live in (Davis, 1990, Mitchell, 1995; Soja, 1997 in 

Koskela, 2002: 260).  According to Osborne and Rose, this is the death of the 

city or that is to say, the death of a particular kind of liberal diagram of the city 

(1998: 26).  

4.3.3. Participating Women’s Perceptions of Surveillance  

Since most of the new surveillance techniques and technologies have 

recently been imported, there is a different surveillance culture in Turkey than 

many Western countries where surveillance has long been an issue of public 

debate. In Turkey, surveillance technologies have been emerging for the last 5 

years and most of the institutions haven’t been coordinated yet. People still 

aren’t aware of the scale of surveillance they face. It is too early  to evaluate the 

e-Government, e-Identification, and e-Authentication infrastructures like the 

‘MERNIS’ (Central Population Management System)5 which is operational since 

2003 with KPS (ID Information Sharing System)6, and AKS (Address Record 

System)7 or like Justice Net, Pharmacy Automation System, and e-Tax 

Infrastructure (for further information see 

http://www.epractice.eu/document/3530 ) which provide management and 

control of citizens’ information and allowing different institutions to interact 

with each other and exchange information. All these projects are planned to be 

                                                 
5 MERNIS assigns a unique ID-number for about 120 million Turkish citizens, both alive and 
deceased, which can be used in many eServices. It allows computerised birth certificates and 
transactions on them (Resource: http://www.epractice.eu/document/3530) 
 
6 KPS is another function of MERNIS, which enables public agencies having appropriate 
security authorisations to access ID information (Resource: 
http://www.epractice.eu/document/3530) 
 
7 AKS was completed by Turkish Statistical Institute by the end of 2007 and transferred to the 
General Directorate of Census and Citizenship. Address records are linked with the MERNIS. 
The system, designed to link address data with unique ID number for legal and real persons, will 
constitute one of the backbones of e-Government. (Resource: 
http://www.epractice.eu/document/3530) 
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operational at the end of 2008.  Furthermore, other implementations, apart from 

the central government’s, are also in force; like MOBESE, Istanbul Card8, and so 

on. But it is still early for people to judge the performance of these efforts. 

Therefore, people are not able to assess the issue from different aspects yet. 

While Istanbul Police is installing more than 500 surveillance cameras in 

different streets and public spaces of Istanbul, within the new system called 

MOBESE; “Urban Information and Security System”, only some small groups 

express their concerns on privacy, and the potential misuse of surveillance 

cameras. These concerns can be multiplied. Koskela raises some of them like 

surveillance’s negative “chilling effect” on urban life and culture, its 

contributions to “purification” and “homogenization” processes of urban space 

(Mitchell, 1995 in Koskela, 2002: 257; Davis, 1990). She also questions whether 

surveillance cameras are effective for the task they were to meet in the first 

place: to curb crime (Koskela, 2002:257). According to increasing number of 

studies, surveillance only has a temporary effect on urban crime and that they 

produce crime displacement (Flusty, 1994; Fyfe and Bannister, 1996 in Koskela, 

2002:257). Koskela focuses on video surveillance which is not the only 

surveillance technique in urban space but the most visible and the most common 

one. As she states: surveillance cameras are everywhere —in shops and shopping 

malls, banks and autotellers, metro and train stations, cafeterias, libraries, 

hospitals, universities, schools, etc. (Koskela, 2002: 260). As she points out the 

question is not just a particular monitored space (Koskela, 2002: 257) but the 

embedded power relations in surveillance and the exclusion/inclusion 

mechanisms of it. These all bring other related questions: who is in charge in 

maintaining surveillance, are they reliable, who is monitored, what kind of 

behaviour/appearance are monitored or are deserved to be monitored, what is 

regarded as deviant or dangerous, when the monitoring task is carried; everyday 

                                                 
8 Istanbul Card is an element of the newly installing transport system of Istanbul which includes 
complicated information systems as well as cameras in the busses. The card will be designed as a 
credit card and replace AKBIL (Smart Ticket). With little chips on them, Istanbul cards will 
allow the passengers’ transportation patterns to be followed exactly. People will be able to use 
them as a credit card for shopping, paying bills and as well as a ticket. In time it will be 
compatible to e-governmental structures. (Resource: 
http://www.planlama.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=3385&Itemid=51)   
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or only on special days like May 1, what are the other goals of surveillance apart 

from providing security and as Koskela asks, is surveillance practices and 

conceptual questions of surveillance are gendered, and, if so, how (Koskela, 

2002:258).  

These questions are crucial for us to comprehend the ‘surveillance’ in the 

context of Turkey, because surveillance practices and perception depend highly 

on the social and political context. As an urban experience, surveillance in this 

study is considered within changing characteristics and regimes of it. Yet in 

Turkey, ‘new/modern surveillance’ is an emerging phenomenon. Therefore it is 

difficult to have a detailed comparison and it is still early to know its benefits, 

complications as well as the disadvantages it might bring with. But it can be 

foreseen that along with the advantages of them, there would still be a purpose of 

control and potential of misuse of information that can not be disregarded.  

The so-called aim of surveillance is to increase urban safety, and as far as 

women are known to be the most threatened, it might be especially beneficial for 

them (Koskela, 2002: 258). But it is not that simple and since surveillance is 

multi-faceted, there is a need to understand more about the complex power 

relations that are produced by surveillance. Within the study, it is examined 

whether surveillance actually provides personal safety or not. It is examined 

within the knowledge of women perceptions of surveillance and security that 

gathered from interviews.  

According to Koskela surveillance is gendered not only because the field 

of vision is gendered or a look of an abuser can be a weapon but also because the 

places that are under surveillance are where women spend their most time in like 

shopping malls, stores, markets, public transport etc.(Koskela, 2002: 262). And 

she adds that professions that maintain surveillance (police, guards) are male 

dominated.  Thus, at this simplest level, surveillance is, indeed, gendered: most 

of the persons “behind” the camera are men and most of the persons “under” 

surveillance are women (Koskela, 2002: 263). In Turkey, this is also the issue 

but less gendered. Women do not trust police and guards who maintain 

surveillance because they don’t trust police as an institution “I couldn’t trust the 

police who I called in case of an emergency, so how can I trust the camera they 
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installed and watched?” (Turkologist, 43). And they think that guards that are 

hired by private security companies are not capable enough for providing 

security.  

I don’t trust private security companies and guards. First of 
all they are really desperate people for that job and mostly 
they come from the repressed lower classes. That uniform 
and gun means a lot to them and I think this is far too 
dangerous if you consider the human ego. If they are 
educated enough maybe I can trust them but I don’t think 
they are. (Correspondent, 26) 
 

“Actually I think in a country that has terror problem, a guard in public 

spaces, can be daunting and necessary” (Business Manager, 33)  

 “Private Security is the last option for me. I think 
public security should come first. Although they are also too 
arbitrary and I am sure they would approach to a person like 
me, according to their mentality. But guards are not 
educated and not capable enough for that job. I think only 
the most hopeless would do that, nowadays its getting a 
popular job with the increasing security sector. But still the 
payment is very bad. I don’t have any idea about their 
management but they use violence for security, I mean the 
Cehavir9 case, as you can remember. They provide 
insecurity instead.” (Academician, 37) 
 

“I don’t ever trust them. I don’t even think that they are trained 

accordingly. Mostly it’s for show-off. I know that in case of an emergency they 

are incapable to protect themselves. A very famous singer’s wife has been shot 

in our business centre, but our security-guards just watched. They are there, but I 

don’t see why.”(Turkcologist, 43) 

About information security, all interviewees stated that they know that 

any institution (public and private) can reach their personal information without 

effort and although they define the situation as a privacy violation, they don’t do 

anything about it. They seem to accept the situation as far as institutions –

                                                 
9 Cevahir is a shopping mall which became scandalous with its security guards that used violence 
against customers including two young girls and  a 5 year old girl.    
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especially public- concerned but they have a tendency to protect all kind of 

personal information on internet.  

Some experiences really make me regret. I am going to a 
gym for instance and they took my fingerprints. I am 
annoyed with it now. Every time I have to scan it at door for 
security. I am really irritated being labelled like that. And 
these ID numbers, the institutions achieve all your 
information with a number. It would be sensible in a more 
reliable system but knowing one day they can use that 
against me feels threatening. I know that I am an ordinary 
person and I am not a threat for system. But if I was, I 
would be more uncomfortable. (Computer Engineer, 38) 
 
Only one interviewee doesn’t use credit card, and the rest also uses 

internet banking. After security issues, it is also asked that whether participants 

find surveillance cameras indispensable for security. It is observed that people 

have confused thoughts about surveillance cameras. It is because they are really 

new in Turkey and in most cases they haven’t been used effectively. But at the 

same time women are aware of the general opinions about surveillance cameras 

and their benefits. On the one hand women think they can increase security but 

on the other hand they don’t trust the system as a whole. Cameras appear to 

evoke simultaneous positive and negative feelings (Koskela, 2002: 269).  

I think they can be off-putting. Not only the cameras but 
even an apartment alarm might be deterrent. It’s not a good 
thing tough, because it accuses everyone and watches 
everyone. Still I don’t think it is indispensable. A maniac 
would kill someone in front of the cameras. It makes no 
difference. But cameras protect property; against thievery 
they can be useful. (Computer Engineer, 38) 

 
 “I don’t see them indispensable. They displace the crime. For instance if 

they put camera in this street, it can prevent crime here but in the next street 

maybe it may increase.”(Correspondent, 26)  

“I don’t think they are useful. We have to wait to see the performance of 

MOBESE. But I don’t trust the implementation of the system in our country.” 

(Turkologist, 43)  

I think they are necessary at some places. And I think they have to be 

hidden. They can help to find the criminals and they can be preventive. (Business 

Manager, 33) 
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Interviewer: Do you perceive surveillance cameras increasing your personal 

safety?  

“I don’t feel any difference because I think they don’t make any. Camera 

can not prevent violence, abuse, assault etc. but maybe the bigger and organized 

crimes. But if they are organized they get rid of the cameras anyhow.” 

(Academician, 37) 

“I feel comfortable but usually I don’t realize there is a camera in a store, 

still they are not for my personal safety but for the property. But if something 

happens, they can work; at least the criminals will be punished.” (Art Director, 

41)  

“Cameras, private guards don’t make me feel secure and I don’t think 

they increase my personal safety indeed. I think they are against the robbery and 

for the protection of property. (Computer Engineer, 38) 

As Koskela expresses, it is clear that one’s attitude toward surveillance 

depends on perceptions of the trustworthiness of the persons that maintain 

surveillance (Koskela, 268). In Turkey, participants neither trust police nor do 

security guards who carry the task of surveillance. In the case of surveillance 

cameras, sometimes it is even an unknown that there is someone behind the 

camera watching a particular place. This notion creates a concern of getting help 

in the event of a need. That leads women to distrust.  

Well I don’t think camera as a machine is the issue. We 
need a better security system in which camera can be used 
effectively. I don’t believe that police will intervene to a 
case immediately that is detected by cameras. Furthermore, 
if the police can’t get any result from the cameras, it will not 
tell them anything. They wouldn’t try to maximize the 
efficiency or effectiveness, they wouldn’t accept that they 
can not make it work and it’s their fault but would blame 
something else instead. (Turcologist, 43) 

 
“I don’t have any problem with tools, devices, cameras. I am worried 

about the mentality and conditions and reasons for which cameras are used. They 

can use it in political meetings to detect persons instead of using it for my 

personal security.”  (Art Director, 41) 

Some women think that in developed countries cameras are useful, not 

because they are monitoring and recording but the information that is recorded 
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by them is used correctly and effectively. Therefore they agree that it is about the 

social and political context much more than the devices used.  

I lived in London three years and I really felt safe and 
secure. It wasn’t about the camera; it was about the whole 
system. I knew that in case of an emergency police would 
come and help. You see, it is still the same camera but the 
usage is so different that in one case it can save your life 
while in the other it can be a threat. In Turkey it doesn’t 
matter how many Mobese you installed, still the mentality is 
same and it wouldn’t do any good to anyone. On the other 
hand, I know that in London they use them to control the 
population. But they prevent the crime at the same time so 
you can not reject it. Maybe they catch half of the criminals 
but in Turkey that would be 3 percent and this doesn’t really 
worth accepting them. (Turkologist, 43)  

 
 “In Europe it is really very common and I think as soon as people get 

used to the cameras (and they will if they see them on every street) it wouldn’t 

be any preventive at all. But still it sounds horrible to have cameras in every 

street. This is not the solution.” (Sociologist, 29)  

“When I was in London I really felt safe and secure. 
The most things you can do there are impossible even to 
imagine in Istanbul. I didn’t worry about pick-pocketing, 
robbery, assault, abuse or terror. I wasn’t precautious and 
nothing happened. It is a cosmopolitan city but still 
everything is in order. The system supports you, and in case 
of an emergency they are fair and just which is very 
important.” (Urban Planner, 26) 
 

“London is really suffocating. Everything is over systematic and you can 

feel that you’re under control in every moment. I always have the feeling that: 

this camera is watching me” (Academician, 37) 

4.3.3.1. Conclusion 
 

Surveillance is multi-dimensioned. People have negative and positive 

feelings, notions about being surveilled. On one hand they hope to be protected 

with the help of surveillance on the other they feel mistrust and anxiety. As far as 

Turkey is concerned, people are unable to assess the issue from different aspects 

since it is a new phenomenon. Most women think that -after a limit- it’s a 
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privacy violation while defending its benefits at the same time. But it is clear 

that, the most important thing about surveillance is the institutional dimension of 

it. People feel more threatened or under risk if they realize a dysfunction in 

institutions. The distrust in institutions reproduces and multiplies fears and 

anxieties in general. This leads people to insecurity. As a result, people are afraid 

of getting older/sick etc or being mugged/ attacked on the street. Although 

women are aware of the misuse of electronic surveillance, they still keep using 

internet banking, or being member of online networks, groups and websites 

because they cannot give up the advantages of them. They shop via internet; they 

use internet banking and pay bills online. Most of them use credit cards despite 

the disadvantages (some of them are aware that in unread contracts they sign that 

they accept their personal data can be sold by the bank to other institutions). 

These all render their personal life easier and save them some time. “I am not 

very comfortable for using internet banking or doing online shopping but I keep 

doing it all the time. Because it saves a lot of money, I don’t have time during 

the week to pay bills or buy books etc.” (Turkologist, 43).  But at the same time 

by using those, they accept being surveilled either intended or unintended. These 

are some advantageous situations. In the less advantageous situations like 

security cameras in their work places, at the top of their desk, or in small stores, 

or bag investigations at shopping malls etc. women feel more uncomfortable. 

They don’t perceive that these improve their personal security. This is because, 

as they express, they don’t trust the institutions that carry the surveillance task. 

They are worried about privacy and the misuse of surveillance which are some 

of related concerns among others; surveillance’s role on including/excluding 

mechanisms, its purification process on urban space, the embedded power 

relations within surveillance, its gendered side and its actual affect on crime are 

other important questions.  

Surveillance perceptions of women highly depend on the social and 

political context. Women are mostly concerned about the institutions and they 

think they are not reliable. Therefore they don’t trust surveillance mechanisms 

because they believe that they actually are not providing any personal security.  
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Surveillance was considered as an urban experience and in comparison to other 

urban experiences of interviewees; it brings no safety in Istanbul. Women 

stressed that in other cities (Western cities especially in London) the issue is not 

the surveillance tools but the whole social and political context that shapes the 

security and surveillance policies. Some of women are also aware of the control 

purpose of surveillance but still think that as long as security is strictly provided 

this can be accepted.      

As well as security, surveillance is also gendered and creates handicaps 

for women. Participants expressed their unpleasant experiences with security 

agents, police or private guards, in which they felt more uncomfortable because 

of their gender. According to Koskela, it is possible to use surveillance cameras 

as an actual means of harassment by using it for voyeuristic purposes. At the 

end, it can be observed that surveillance sometimes creates more risks instead of 

providing security. Therefore, recalling the power- knowledge, security- 

surveillance relations, it can be stated that the purpose of surveillance is more to 

control rather than providing security.   
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CHAPTER 5 

 

 CONCLUSION 
 

 

The aim of this study is to examine security and surveillance perceptions 

of single women in Istanbul and question whether women are accepted being 

surveilled for the sake of their personal security or not, in Turkey. In many ways, 

the theory of changing surveillance methods or regimes of the study comes close 

to Topal’s study (2006), in which he examines changing paradigms of 

disciplinary societies into the society of control in immigrants’ (from Turkey to 

Germany) cases from the surveillance angle. However, different from that work, 

this study based on urban space, security and surveillance concepts all together 

in a gendered angle. In the sense of gendered characteristics of surveillance, this 

study has some overlapping aspects with Koskela’s studies (2002, 2003) in 

which she seeks the gendered aspects of surveillance and the role of surveillance 

in improving women’s personal security. However, different from those works 

of her, this study questions surveillance as a changing phenomenon within the 

increased security demand of the middle and upper classes in the neo-liberal era 

and tries to find out whether women are accepted being surveilled for security 

reasons or not. In that senses, different from the existing scholarly works, this 

study examines gendering space and women’s perception of surveillance and 

security within the power networks.  

There are 3 main points can be derived out from the study; 

 First of all, surveillance and security are gendered issues and it is proven 

by the interviews that, participating women do not perceive surveillance as a tool 

that increases their personal security. As a consequence, they do not willingly 

accept being surveilled for security reasons in Turkey contex. But they also 

stated that, if real security is provided then surveillance can be accepted.  
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Second, it is obvious that power is one of the most important aspects in 

the surveillance issue. It is observed that, participating women internalized the 

existing power mechanisms and do not produce any efficient counter strategies 

against surveillance and power mechanisms.  

Third, there has been a change going on in surveillance regimes. The 

scale, the purpose and the methods of surveillance have changed. This process is 

related to the changing paradigms and characteristic of the cities and the urban 

space which have been witnessing major transformations in the post-liberal era 

with significant policies. The process leads the cities towards a loss of publicity 

and freedom of the public spaces.  

Now, let’s have a look these 3 points in detail.  

1- Gendering Surveillance and Security 

 The empirical starting point of the study is the question of whether 

people willingly accept being surveilled for their personal security or not in 

Turkey context. This is questioned within security and surveillance perceptions 

of women -employed and single living- in Istanbul with depth interviews. This 

study also tries to indicate that security and surveillance are gendered issues.  

According to Koskela, who examines the gender-surveillance relation (2002, 

2003); the practices and conceptual questions of surveillance are gendered and 

surveillance includes multiple power relationships that do not remain without 

gender aspect. She says that the field of vision is deeply gendered (Koskela, 

2002: 258) like the field of security. As she observes, if purpose of surveillance 

is to increase urban security it might be especially beneficial for women since 

they are accepted to be the most threatened and the most vulnerable. Hence 

surveillance creates handicaps for women. Participants expressed their 

unpleasant experiences with security agents, police or private guards, in which 

they felt more uncomfortable because of their gender. “When I was mugged, I 

went to the police station and I was psychologically harassed as if I was guilty” 

(Computer Engineer, 38). According to Koskela it is possible to use surveillance 

cameras as an actual means of harassment by using it for voyeuristic purposes 

(Koskela, 2002).  
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However Koskela focuses on video surveillance which is not the only 

surveillance technique in urban space but the most visible and the most common 

one. Hence in this study, surveillance is taken in a broader sense as an urban 

experience which refers the constant process of production and control of 

knowledge of individuals and groups through registration systems and databases; 

counting, checking procedures, observation, monitoring, recording and 

organization of those with computer technologies (Lyon, 2005; Topal,  2006). 

Within the study, surveillance is assessed with security. It is clear that, 

surveillance is accepted as an indispensable tool for security; however in this 

study, it is tried to be explained that security is used as a justification of 

surveillance by institutions, municipalities and authorities. Privacy violation, the 

misuse of surveillance are some of related concerns among others; surveillance’s 

role on including/excluding mechanisms, its assistance to purification process of 

urban space, the embedded power relations within surveillance, its gendered side 

and its actual affect on crime are other important issues that should be 

questioned within surveillance and security relation.  

It is obvious that, neo-liberal era of the cities brought about the increased 

spatial and social segregation along with the magnified fear and threats, and as a 

consequence crime control and managing the population became the major 

policies of the municipalities. Surveillance has become the most important tool 

of crowd control and inescapably security has become the most articulated term 

which is loaded with symbolic meanings.  

 The study illustrates that security and surveillance relation is 

complicated and participating women are also confused about the relationship. 

While it seems to provide security, surveillance also performs the task of control. 

As a multi-dimensioned phenomenon, surveillance creates negative and positive 

feelings.  On one hand participating women hope to be protected with the help of 

surveillance on the other they feel mistrust and anxiety. They are aware of the 

advantages of it but they are also worried. They accept that in some cases 

surveillance would be beneficial for preventing crime (against property) but they 

also stated that in some cases, especially the surveillance cameras would be 

useless (for crimes against human life and health). 
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 “I think they can be off-putting. But still a maniac would kill someone in 

front of the cameras. It makes no difference. But cameras protect property; 

against thievery they can be useful.” (Computer Engineer, 38) 

“Cameras, private guards don’t make me feel secure and I don’t think 

they increase my personal safety indeed. I think they are against the robbery and 

for the protection of property. (Computer Engineer, 38) 

Some participants also think that some security measures such as 

patrolmen and security cameras do not prevent crime but only displace it.  

“I don’t see the cameras indispensable. They displace the crime. For 

instance if they put a camera in this street, it can prevent crime here but in the 

next street maybe it may increase.”(Correspondent, 26)  

“I feel more insecure in a place where there are too many policemen… I 

think cameras can not prevent violence, abuse, assault etc.” (Academician, 37) 

 Although women are aware of the misuse of electronic surveillance, they 

still keep using internet banking, or being member of online networks, groups 

and websites because they cannot give up the advantages of them. They shop via 

internet; they use internet banking and pay bills online. “I am not very 

comfortable for using internet banking or doing online shopping but I keep doing 

it all the time. Because it saves a lot of money, I don’t have time during the week 

to pay bills or buy books etc.” (Turkologist, 43). But at the same time by using 

those, they accept being surveilled either intended or unintended. These are some 

advantageous situations. In the less advantageous situations like security cameras 

in their work places, at the top of their desk, or in small stores, or bag 

investigations at shopping malls etc. women feel more uncomfortable. Although 

empirical study indicates that surveillance does not have a direct effect on 

improving women’s personal security, some women stated that in some cases 

surveillance might be beneficial for ensuring security. Some of women are also 

aware of the control purpose of surveillance but still think that as long as security 

is strictly provided this can be accepted.      

However, in a detailed analysis they accept that they don’t perceive 

surveillance affect positively their personal security but sometimes on the 

contrary, performs as a threat. They are worried about the unknown answers of 
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some questions like; who is in charge in maintaining surveillance, are they 

reliable, who is monitored, what kind of behaviour/appearance are monitored or 

are deserved to be monitored, what is regarded as deviant or dangerous, when 

the monitoring task is carried; everyday or only on special days/protests like 

May 1, what are the other goals of surveillance apart from providing security?  

“I am going to a gym and they took my fingerprints. Every time I have to 

scan it at door for security, which is annoying. I am really irritated being labelled 

like that.” (Computer Engineer, 38) 

“I don’t have any problem with tools, devices, cameras. I am concerned 

about the mentality. I am worried about the conditions and reasons for which 

cameras are used. They can use it in political meetings to detect persons and 

catch them instead of using it for my personal security.”  (Art Director, 41) 

In this atmosphere of insecurity, the general political and social contexts 

of Turkey also have an important role. Surveillance and security perceptions of 

participating women highly depend on the social and political context and the 

trustworthiness of institutions of Turkey. People feel more threatened or under 

risk if they realize a dysfunction in institutions. And in Turkey case, as 

participating women stated, there is a sense of mistrust in institutions. “I don’t 

trust the institutions which have to protect me against dangers, accidents, etc. I 

feel never secure as a citizen of this country; I am not sure about my future, my 

job, my rights…” (Turcologist, 43).  

The distrust in institutions reproduces and multiplies fears and anxieties in 

general. “I am afraid of being alone in this country and getting older, get sick 

and of course to be moneyless. It would be different in a country where social-

state works well” (Art Director, 41)  

 As far as Turkey is concerned, people are unable to assess the security-

surveillance issue from different aspects since the “modern surveillance” is a 

new phenomenon for Turkey. Most women have concerns on the misuse of 

surveillance in Turkey. Because as Koskela states, it is clear that, the attitude 

toward surveillance depends on perceptions of the trustworthiness of the person 

(in participants’ case institution) who maintains surveillance. As participants 
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express, they don’t trust the institutions that carry the surveillance task, they 

think they are not reliable.  

“These ID numbers, the institutions achieve all your information with a 

number. It would be sensible in a more reliable system but knowing one day they 

can use that against me feels threatening.” (Computer Engineer, 38) 

Surveillance as an urban experience is accepted bringing no safety in 

Istanbul by participants. Women stressed that in the Western cities the issue is 

not the surveillance tools but the whole social and political context that defines 

the security and surveillance policies. Some of women are also aware of the 

control purpose of surveillance but still think that as long as security is strictly 

provided this can be accepted.  

I lived in London three years and I really felt safe and 
secure. It wasn’t about the camera; it was about the whole 
system. I knew that in case of an emergency police would 
come and help. You see, it is still the same camera but the 
usage is so different that in one case it can save your life 
while in the other it can be a threat. In Turkey it doesn’t 
matter how many Mobese you installed, still the mentality is 
same and it wouldn’t do any good to anyone. On the other 
hand, I know that in London they use them to control the 
population. But they prevent the crime at the same time so 
you can not reject it. Maybe they catch half of the criminals 
but in Turkey that would be 3 percent and this doesn’t really 
worth accepting them... If I couldn’t trust the police who I 
called in case of an emergency, how can I trust the camera 
they installed and watched. (Turkologist, 43)  
 
In short, as interviews proved, women in Turkey do not perceive 

surveillance improving their personal security and they don’t willingly accept 

being surveilled. But this intention can not be interpreted as the existence of a 

counter-surveillance strategy or resistance against privacy violation. Women do 

not willingly accept being surveilled because they don’t feel and think that 

surveillance provides security in Turkey. They don’t trust the institutions that 

carry the surveillance task, and women believe that, these institutions can not 

provide security whatever technique they use. However, as they stated, in some 

advanced countries, where they can trust the general security policies and 

agencies, surveillance can provide security and can be considered as acceptable. 

But it is obvious that, the social, political and economical context of Turkey 
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don’t provide trust and safety among citizens and whatever technique in those 

contexts is implemented causes suspicion. It can be stated that, Turkey context is 

not convenient for such a process. Especially unlike in the developed countries, 

the lack of cooperation between institutions makes the implementation of 

process difficult in Turkey.  

2- Power Dimension  

Surveillance’s some of the most important dimensions are the 

including/excluding role of it and its relation with power. Comprehending the 

relations between power and surveillance, power and freedom, power and space 

and knowledge are crucial to understand the importance of surveillance 

mechanisms. Foucault states that, while the human subject is placed in relations 

of production and of signification, he is equally placed in power relations which 

are very complex (Foucault, 1982: 209). It is a fact that, internalization of 

surveillance leads to internalization of control. People internalize the rules, 

regulate their own behaviour even when it is not necessary and, thus, exercise 

power over themselves (Koskela, 2003: 299). This also brought with the 

integration of individual to the general economic, social and political system by 

being productive and obedient.   

The body is directly involved in power relations because it is useful and 

productive in economic system and it is disciplinized and normalized through 

various processes. At the end, as Foucault states, the subject “inscribes in 

himself/herself the power relation in which he simultaneously plays both roles; 

he becomes the principle of his own subjection” (Foucault, 1995: 200). 

Power becomes more important in cities because as Rose and Osborne 

expresses, the city can be imaged as a space of government, a diagram of power 

(1998:21). For them, urban space has been a privileged site for the 

problematization of control (1998: 22).  

The city of Istanbul, which has multiple power relations and networks, has 

multiple power schemes and diagrams of power for both men and women. In 

women’s cases, different power mechanisms on female “body” are more 

apparent than on male’s. Of course “men” are involved in more complicated 

power relations because of their dominant existence in economical and political 
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system and of course being lower or upper class; being educated or uneducated; 

being Turkish or Kurdish; old or young also put the woman as a subject (or an 

object) in different power mechanisms. But it is still hardly deniable that -at the 

very least- being a woman -especially in a developing traditional country- has 

more burdens than being a man –assuming that all other conditions are the same. 

The study’s focus point is a group of educated, employed, middle class and 

single women whose ages differ from 26 to 43. It is observed that, in 

participants’ cases, there are many restrictions, rules and obligations define their 

attitudes, notions and lifestyles. In their relation with security, participating 

women are very precautious about their behaviours and about how they will be 

perceived by others. Most women feel responsible for their own security, safety 

and try to protect themselves by being precautious and behaving “appropriate”. 

Not only being a member of middle class but also being a woman define 

participants as limited and restricted users of the urban space. As their leisure 

time and working day patterns indicate (Figures 6 to 20) they use a very small 

area of the city, they go out in restricted times they use restricted places of 

Istanbul, they express that they live as they “have to” and as the city or the 

power mechanisms allow them to do. As one of the participant said, they learn 

how to live because “Istanbul teaches how to live” (Art Director, 41). These 

internalized rules of the city or others regulate women’s behaviour. Women 

exercise power over themselves to be integrated in the general system and to be 

safe and secure. “In the end, I think if I don’t give them the opportunity by 

misbehaving, if I know how to behave where and when, if I would be 

appropriate, there wouldn’t be any problem (Urban Planner, 26).  This is what a 

participant said about the police when she was asked about the police fear, but it 

can also be said about a thief, a snatcher, a stalker etc. Most women internalized 

the general notion of “behaving appropriate will prevent attacks, abuse, and 

harassment etc”. “If women be appropriate (means if they dress appropriate, if 

they go out at appropriate times, if they go to -or live in - appropriate places etc) 

nothing happens to them” is the generally accepted male dominated idea which 

gives the responsibility of their security and insecurity to women. It is observed 

that regardless of their political visions, most of participating women (have to) 



 107

regulate themselves according to the existing power mechanisms and the 

enforcements which are implemented by various surveillance mechanisms. 

Hence, it is observed that, participating women do not produce any resistance 

strategies against power and surveillance mechanisms especially if they are 

implemented by institutions, corporations, agencies, companies etc. and when 

they do, it happens to be against people or individuals. It is seen that women 

need more conscious resistance strategies against existing power mechanisms 

and surveillance because resistance is one key element in turning surveillance to 

‘counter-surveillance’ and in changing control’s hegemonic characteristics 

 

3- Gendering Space Changing Surveillance Regimes and Consequences on 

Space  

It is clear that, there is a change going on in terms of surveillance 

regimes. The scale, the purpose and the methods of surveillance have been 

changing with the transforming characteristic of the cities and the urban space.  

Everyday life of an individual includes more registration and surveillance than 

ever before (Lyon, 2005; Koskela, 2003; Topal, 2006). It is seen that, the 

‘modern surveillance’ which is more softened, lightened, diffuse and immanent 

is replacing the ‘old surveillance’ that was static, controlling and common but 

not immanent. The ‘old surveillance’ exercises external power, while the modern 

one exercising immanent power. Modern surveillance is more efficient, remote 

and widespread. The most important characteristic of modern surveillance is the 

computer assisted attractions that make the data easy to handle, organize, match, 

store and analyze.  

In terms of surveillance, many advanced surveillance techniques are being 

adapted by corporations, institutions and agents and are in use but it is still early 

to judge their performance.  It is a fact that, people are now subject to an 

“intensified and generalized surveillance” (Topal, 200:274) than the past. As an 

intended consequence of the rising new phenomena and ‘trends’ of the mega-

cities, such as the increased demand of security, risk and crime control and the 

management of the population, surveillance is used for the purification, 

segregation and social polarization policies of  neo-liberal era. Because of the 
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decline of urban liberalism, massive privatization of public space, enclavization, 

social and spatial segregation, cities lost their democratic public spaces and 

public-spiritedness which caused a destruction of public space (Davis, 1992). 

With the deepest anxieties of a post-liberal era, security became the biggest 

obsession of the cities. In most American cities, middle-class demands for more 

security, the consumption of the private security services and social/ spatial 

segregation are increased, surveillance has been used as an inclusion/exclusion 

mechanism to be sure that undesired groups or individuals are filtered out.     

 Among many other divisions, this study also indicates that, there is a 

gendered spatial segregation in cities which is also another reason of the loss of 

publicity and freedom of the urban space. It is understood from the interviews 

that women are still limited and restricted users of the urban space either 

voluntarily or involuntarily. It is obvious that the main reason for this social and 

spatial segregation is believed to be the security.   

 However, in the continuous cycle of magnified fear, threat and security 

demand, it is important to question whether the starting point of this voluntary 

segregation is threats and lack of security; or the reasons of insecurity are the 

huge separations and spatial segregation that crucially divide the cities. From 

today’s cities in which divisions, separations and segregations are so sharp and 

clear, wouldn’t it be an over optimism to expect security. It is important to be 

aware of the controlling process and the irony of this deployment in which we 

are made to “believe that our liberation is in the balance” (Foucault 1990: 159). 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX- A : INTERVIEW QUESTIONS  
 

ASALET TULAZ 

ODTU UPL  

MÜLAKAT SORULARI  

 

Mülakat soruları mekân odaklı olmak üzere 5 farklı gruba ayrılmıştır. Mülakatın 

gidişatına göre bütün soruları sormayabilirim. Ayrıca soruları günlük kullanıma 

uygun bir dille sorabilirim. Bu nedenle sorular, metinde görüldüğünden farklı 

kelimelerle sorulabilirler. Mülakatın temel kavramları güvenlik ve gözetleme. Bu 

iki kavram ‘güvenlik odaklı gözetleme’ olarak birleştirilmiştir. Mülakatın amacı 

açısından, güvenlik gerekçesiyle uygulanan mekanizmaların içinde bilgi 

toplama, kontrol ve gözetleme olguları aranacak, kişilerin farkındalıkları ve 

konuya yaklaşım biçimleri analiz edilecektir.  

 

A-GİRİŞ SORULARI 

 

1- Kendinizi tanıtarak başlayabilir misiniz?  

 

Mesleğiniz          

Çalıştığınız kurum      

Gelir durumu  500-1.500 YTLarası         

1.500-2.500 YTLarası      

  2.500-3.500 YTL Arası     

3.500-4.500 YTL Arası    

4.500-5.500 YTL Arası    

5.500- üstü                        

Yaşınız                 

Yaşadığınız Bölge      
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Çalıştığınız Bölge      

Genel Ulaşım Biçiminiz (arabanız varsa ne sıklıkta kullandığınızı 

belirtiniz)  

                                        

 

Her günkü Rotanız İçinde Mutlaka Yer Alan Bölgeleri belirtiniz  

           

 

 

2- -Zihinsel olarak gündelik (haftalık) kent haritanızı çıkarabilir misiniz? Yani 

sabah evden çıkıp akşam tekrar dönene kadar genelde uğradığınız yerleri aşağı 

yukarı belirleyebilir misiniz? 

3-Güvende olmayı nasıl tanımlarsınız? Sizce güvende olmak ne ifade ediyor?  

Başınıza gelebileceğinden en çok endişe duyduğunuz /ilk aklınıza gelen şeyler 

nedir bu kentte? Ve bunların olmama durumu kendinizi güvende hissetmeniz 

için yeterli olur mu?  

4- Başınıza hiç bu türden bir olay geldi mi? Evetse bu olaydan önce de korkuyor 

muydunuz? 

5-  Kendinizi bu ülkenin vatandaşı olarak bu ülkede güvende hissediyor 

musunuz? 

6- Güvenliğiniz açısından en çok şikâyetçi olduğunuz konu nedir?  Gündelik 

hayatınıza yönelik mevcutta bildiklerinize uygulananlar dışında başka ne gibi 

güvenlik önlemleri alınsa daha rahat ve güvende hissedersiniz? 

7-  Fobileriniz var mı? Gündelik hayatınızı etkiliyor mu? Bu fobilerinizin 

başlangıcını hatırlıyor musunuz? 

8-   Kişisel bilgileriniz sorulduğunda bunları vermekten çekinir misiniz? Bu 

bilgilere birtakım kurumlar (devlet kurumları, özel kurumlar, bankalar vs)  

tarafından ulaşımın zor olduğunu düşünüyor musunuz? Kolaysa bu durum sizi 

rahatsız ediyor mu? Ve buna karşı ne tür önlemler alıyorsunuz? 

9-Kredi kartı kullanıyor musunuz? Sizce ne tür faydalar sağlıyor, hayatınızı ne 

yönde kolaylaştırıyor? Kredi kartı kullanmayan insanlar sizce nasıl insanlar? 

Kredi kartını bir prestij aracı olarak görüyor musunuz? Ve sizce zararları neler? 
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10- Özgür olmayı nasıl tanımlarsınız? Kendinizi bu kentte özgür hissediyor 

musunuz? Bu kentte (eğer değilseniz) daha özgür olmanız nasıl mümkün 

kılınabilir?  

11- Güven toplum tarafından mı, bazı kurumlar tarafından mı oluşturulmalıdır? 

12- Güvenlik kurumlarına (şirketler, emniyet, jandarma vs )  güven 

duyuyor/güveniyor musunuz? 

13- Bu kentte yaşayan insanlara güven duyuyor musunuz? 

14-  Güvenliği sağlaması açısından insanlara mı kurumlara mı daha çok güven 

duyuyorsunuz? 

 

B- KAMUSAL MEKÂNA DAİR SORULAR 

1- Kendinizi bu kentte güvende hissediyor musunuz? Özellikle nerelerde? 

Nerelerde güvende hissetmiyorsunuz? Neden? Güvende hissetmediğiniz yerleri 

ne sıklıkta kullanıyorsunuz? Zorunlu rotanız içinde olsa dahi güvende 

hissetmediğiniz yerlerden kaçınıyor musunuz? Nasıl?  Bu anlamda daha önce 

yaşadığınız kentlerle İstanbul’u karşılaştırabilir misiniz? 

2-  Bir kentte güvenliği sağlaması gereken araçlar, kurumlar kimlerdir? 

Güvenliğin toplum aracılığıyla mı sağlanması gerekmektedir yoksa belli 

kurumlar tarafından mı? Hangi kurumlar? 

3-  Buna rağmen gözlemlediğiniz kadarıyla şu anki mevcut durumda güvenliği 

sağlayan nedir? 

4-  Kentte güvenliğiniz tehlikeye girdiği anda (sokakta hırsızlık, taciz, saldırı 

türünden bir olay anında) kimden yardım beklersiniz? Olaya ilk müdahale 

edecek kişiler insanlar mıdır yoksa polis mi? Benzeri bir durum yaşadıysanız o 

an kimden yardım beklediniz ve kimden yardım aldınız? (Nerede yaşadınız?)  

Siz böyle bir olaya şahit olduğunuzda ne tepki verirsiniz? Yardım eder 

misiniz/hiç ettiniz mi? 

5-  Kentin en kalabalık caddesinde ya da mahallede başınıza aynı olay gelse 

sizce durum farklı olur mu? Hangi durumda kimlerden yardım beklersiniz? 

6- Kentte gitmekten kaçındığınız yerler nereler? Nedeni nedir? 
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7-  Toplu taşıma araçlarını ne sıklıkta kullanıyorsunuz (hangilerini, hangi 

saatlerde?) ve kendinizi buralarda rahat-güvende hissediyor musunuz? Değilse 

ne tür sorunlar tanımlayabilirsiniz? 

8- Kendinizi güvende hissetmediğiniz yerlerde-zamanlarda önlemler alıyor 

musunuz? 

ne tür önlemler? 

9- Yanınızda herhangi bir silah-savunma aracı taşıyor musunuz? Neden? Bunları 

kullanmayı düşünüyor musunuz? Hiç kullanmak zorunda kaldınız mı?  

10-  Sokak kameralarını güvenlik için vazgeçilmez görüyor musunuz? Suçu 

caydırıcı etkileri olduğunu düşünüyor musunuz? Kameraların (mağaza, market, 

alışveriş merkezi, banka gibi yerlerdeki güvenlik kameralarının ve sokak 

kameralarının vb) güvenlik amacı yanında başka amaçları da olduğunu 

düşünüyor musunuz? 

11- İstanbul’da nerelerde güvenlik kameraları var? Bu kameralar ve güvenlik 

görevlileri sizin kendinizi rahat ve güvende hissetmenizi sağlıyor mu? Ya da 

bunlardan rahatsızlık duyuyor musunuz? 

12- Hiç kamera olmayan bir kentte yaşamak fikri size nasıl görünüyor? 

13-  Her sokağında kamera olan bir kentte yaşamak hoşunuza gider miydi? 

14-  İstanbul’da son zamanlarda kamusal alanlardaki kameralar ve güvenlik 

denetimi (buna bağlı olarak da güvenlik şirketi sayısı) giderek arttı. Bu artışı fark 

ettiniz mi?  Emniyet müdürlüğü de ayrıca İstanbul sokaklarını kameralandırma 

projesi başlattı. Haberiniz oldu mu? Ve sizce bu kameraların artma nedeni nedir 

ve kendinizi daha güvende hissetmenizi sağlıyorlar mı? Bunun yanında bir grup 

insan bu güvenlik kameralarına karşı eylem başlattılar sizce karşı çıkma 

gerekçeleri ve (var olduğunu düşünüyorsanız) haklılık noktaları ne olabilir? 

 

C- ÖZEL MEKÂNA DAİR SORULAR 

1-  Kendinizi evinizde güvende hissediyor musunuz? 

2- Evinizde korku hissediyor musunuz? Hırsızlık, komşular vs gibi? 

3- Evinizde alarm var mı? Sizce gerekli mi?  

4-Yaşadığınız apartmanda kamera var mı? Apartman kameralarını yararlı 

buluyor musunuz? Evetse faydaları nelerdir? 
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5- Sizce iyi bir çevrede mi yaşıyorsunuz? Oraya dair sevdiğiniz/sevmediğiniz 

şeyler nelerdir? 

6- Mahallede kendinizi kentin başka bir yerinde hissettiğinizden daha güvende 

hissediyor musunuz? Yaşadığınız yeri güvenli buluyor musunuz? 

7-   Mahallede hırsızlık, saldırı, taciz, kapkaç türünden bir olay yaşarsanız sizce 

olaya ilk müdahale edecek kişiler kimlerdir, mahalle sakinleri/ esnaf/ polis? 

 

D- ÇALIŞMA MEKÂNINA DAİR SORULAR 

1-  İş yerinizde güvenlik görevlileri ve güvenlik kameraları var mı?  Sizce bunlar 

gerekli mi veya işe yarıyorlar mı? Güvenlik girişleriniz kaç kademeli? İş 

yerinizde çalışanlarla ziyaretçilerin kullandıkları ayrı girişler var mı? Varsa bu 

gerekli mi? İş yerinizdeki güvenlik kuralları çok mu sıkı? Sizce bu güvenlik 

mekanizması istense aşılabilir mi? 

2- İş yerinde diğer yerlerden farklı olarak kendinizi daha güvende hissettiğiniz 

oluyor mu? 

3-  Çalışma saatleriniz kesin midir? Kaçla kaç arası? Mesaiye kalıyor musunuz? 

Çalıştığınız kurum için evden iş taşıma alışkanlığınız var mı? 

4- İstediğiniz günlerde evden çalışma imkânınız var mı? Bu durumlarda iş 

amirleriniz sizi nasıl denetliyor? 

 

E- BOŞ ZAMAN UĞRAŞLARI VE İNSAN İLİŞKİLERİNE DAİR 

GÜVENLİK-GÖZETLEME   

 

1- Boş zaman uğraşlarınız nelerdir? İşten sonra ya da hafta sonları evde mi vakit 

geçirirsiniz yoksa dışarıya mı çıkarsınız? Evetse nerelere gidersiniz, bilinmedik 

yerler mi denersiniz yoksa bildiğiniz yerleri mi tercih edersiniz/neden? Yalnız mı 

yoksa arkadaşlarınızla mı? Ne zaman çıkar- dönersiniz? Neyle? Yalnız mı?  

2- Boş zaman uğraşlarınız- gönüllü yaptığınız işler, üye olduğunuz kuruluş, 

dernek var mı? Ne tür işler? Sanal kulüp, grup vs üyelikleriniz var mı (facebook, 

sanal kulüpler, gruplar vb)?  Bu üyeliklerinden insanlarla ilişkilerinizi yürütme 

biçiminiz nasıl? Ve bunlara ne kadar vakit ayırıyorsunuz? Bu vakti çalışma 

saatlerinden mi yoksa boş zamanınızdan mı ayırıyorsunuz?  
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3-  Arkadaşlarınızla ne sıklıkta/nasıl/ nerede görüşüyorsunuz? Yalnızca İnternet-

telefon yoluyla haberleştiğinizin/ilişkinizi sürdürdüğünüz arkadaşlıkların sayısı 

çok mudur?  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


