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ABSTRACT

“RE — VISION™:
A STUDY ON ARNHEM KOEPEL PRISON, THE PANOPTICON

Yilmaz, Serda
M. Arch., Department of Architecture

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Aysen Savas

June, 2000, 135 pages

Jeremy Bentham, a social theorist, conceived architecture as a tool for rehabilitating society
and as a machine to realize his theoretical studies in the field of penology. Bentham designed a
building for the rehabilitation of the so called “abnormal people” in 1791, and he named this machine
as, the panopticon. Bentham’s intention was to achieve control over the convicts by an architectural
scheme of central inspection.

Rem Koolhaas, a contemporary architect, has recently coordinated a “re-vision” project of a
model of Bentham’s panopticon, of the Arnhem Koepel Prison in the Netherlands. Koolhaas has
changed the theme of central inspection in this project. Thus, the character of the disciplinary space in
the Amnhem Koepel has been modified. The “re-vision” project points to a transformation of the
understanding of disciplinary space. The transformation of the understanding of disciplinary space
further signifies changes occurring in the social structure of the Twentieth Century.

In this study, the primary concern is the investigation of the transformational role of the
architecture of the panopticon in the Eighteenth Century, Koolhaas’s consideration of the “re-vision”
project of the Arnhem Koepel as contemporary disciplinary space, and the relationship between the

change in the understanding of disciplinary space and the transformation of society.

Keywords: disciplinary space, workspace, vision, re-vision.
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“YENIDEN-GORME”:
ARNHEM KOEPEL HAPISHANESI, PANOPTICON UZERINE BiR CALISMA

Yumaz, Serda
Yiiksek Lisans. Mimarfik Bolimii

Tez Yoneticist: Y. Dog. Dr. Aysen Savas

Haziran, 2000, 135 sayfa

Onsekizinci Yizyilda mimarlik toplumu ivilestirmek igin bir arag olarak gdorilineve
baslanmustt. Jeremy Bentham hukukgu olarak, minmarligim bu yoniinit cezabilim alamndaki kuramsal
calismalarim gergeklestirmek igin bir makine olarak cle almaktaydr. Bentham 1971 de. anormal diye
adlandinlan insanlart 1slab etmek amaciyla bir mimari arac tasarladi, ve toplumsal iyilestirme igin
gelistirdigi bu makineye panopticon adun verdi. Bu tasarum (zerinde galisirken Bentham’in niyet
merkezi gozetim esash bir mimari kurgu sayesinde mahkumliar iizerinde denetim saglamakt,

Cagdas bir mimar olan Rem Koolhaas yakin tarihte Bentham in panopticon unun bir 6rncgi
olan Hollanda’daki Arnhem Koepel Hapishanesi nin yenileme projesini yonetmistir. Koolhaas bu
projede merkezi gézetim temasint degistirmistir. Bovlece, Arnhem Koepel Hapisanesi ndeki mekanin
cezalandirma islemine katkist da degismistir. Yenileme projesi, disiplini sagtayan mekan anlayisiun
doniisiime ugradigina isaret etmektedir. Bu doniigiim ayrica Yirminel Yiizyd toplumlanndaki degistini
de gostermektedir.

Bu calisinadaki temel amaclar Onsekizinci Yiizyilda panopticonun degisime olan katkist.
Arnhem Koepel yenileme projesinin disiplin saglayan bir mekan ofarak diisiniildiginde Koolhaas in

tutumunu, ve mimari anlayis ile toptumsal degisim arasindaki iligkiyi aragtirmaktir.

Anahtar kelimeler: disiplin, mekan, galisma mekani, gdrme, yeniden-gorme (yenileme).




TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF FIGURES ...t et ar ettt st et an e
CHAPTERS

1. INTRODUCTION: THE “RE-VISION” PROJECT OF THE ARNHEM KOEPEL

2. PANOPTICON: AN ARCHITECTURAL PROJECT FOR REHABILITATION ..........
2.1 Jeremy Bentham and the Panopticon .............cccoooioiiiiiceiiiiie e
2.2 The Economy of the WOrk SpPace ...........coooceiiiinninniiiiie e
2.3 The Evolution of the Panopticon ..............cooooiieiiiiiiioiieieeee e
2.4 The Architecture of the PANOPLCON ......c..ovoovicviisieiie e
2.5 The Play of Light and Sound in the Panopticon ....................ccooovevoviiicn i
2.6 The Panopticon as an Artificial BOAY .....c.ocoooveieeiiiiiccieieee e
2.7 The Flexibility of the Panopticon ..........cccoevviieei i
2.8 Bentham’s Panopticon in the Twentieth Century .............ccooovvviiiiiine
2.8 The Subject - Object Relationship in the Panopticon ...............c.oocoooooeeie e,

3. OBJECT, SUBJECT AND SPACE: DIFFERENT APPROACHES ..........cooovivvviian,
3.1 The Panopticon and the Subject — Space Relationship .................................
3.2 The Relationship Between Subject and Space ..............cooooooiviveiiooie,
3.3 The Dis - Positioning of the Subject ..o,
3.4 Knowledge and its Distributive Mediums in the Twentieth Century...................
3.5 New Disciplinary TechnolOgies ............cccocooviremiiiinrieiiieeesie s,

4.3 Perspective V8, CAIMETA ..oovo.iiviieiece ettt e,



4. THE KOEPEL ARNHEM PRISON: AN EXAMPLE OF CONTEMPORARY

DISCIPLINARY SPACE ..ottt st svess st ebe s e seb st seens
4.1 Center / PeriPhery ..o et
4.2 From “Surveillance” to “Control” .. ... s e
4.3 “Universal Transparency” and the Problem of Dark Spaces and Light Spaces ...
4.4 The Positioning of the Body and the Problem of Identity .......cccccooevvviiciin
4.5 The “Re-Vision” of the Amhem Koepel Panopticon ..o,
5. CONCLUSION: “RE-VISION” OF THE “ALL SEEING GAZE” ........cccoovvveiceeenennnn,
REFERENCES L. ettt et sttt
APPENDIX L.ttt ettt ettt e sttt
A CASE STUDY ON THE VISUAL SCHEME OF THE PANOPTICON ..............
vi



LIST OF FIGURES

FIGURES

1.1. The original situation of the Arnhem Koepel Prison and Bentham’s panopticon .............c.......
1.2. Koolhaas’s “re-vision” project of the Arnhem Koepel Prison .......ccocvovcvvvivr e
1.3. Koolhaas’s “re-vision” project of the Arnhem Koepel Prison ........cccocecrinininiini i
1.4 Koolhaas’s “re-vision” project of the Arnhem Koepel Prison .......cooooveiiiiiiice
1.5. Koolhaas’s “re-vision” project of the Armnhem Koepel Prison .......cccoccooeeiiiiinivioiiiie
1.6. Koolhaas’s “re-vision” project of the Arnhem Koepel Prison ........c.coooeeioioiniiiiiii
2.1 Bentham’s original project of the panoptiCON .........cooviiiiinrie it e
2.2 Bentham’s original project of the panopticon, or the Inspection House ........ccccooovinivieen
2.3 A plan and exterior view of the Edinburgh Bridewell Prison (1791), designed by Robert
AVQAIMIS L.t ettt at ettt et e et e e ean
2.4 An aerial view of the Pentonville Prison (1842) ....ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie et ereaeans

2.5 The exercise yard at Pentonville Prison (1842), with prisoners wearing hoods to ensure total

ISOTAEIOTL ..ttt et e ettt ettt e et b sttt bt e ettt
2.6 Salt Plant by Claude-Nicolas Ledoux (1804), at Arc-et-Senans, France .........c...cooceeeooerna.n.
2.7 Robert Owen, Original Part of the New Lanark Mills, (1820) ....ccococoooiioiiiiiniiiiieeee
2.8 Aerial view of S. Vitale (ca. 530 —48) in Ravenna, Ttaly ..o,
2.9 Interior view of the Haghia Sophia (532 — 537 and 558 — 563) in Istanbul, Turkey ...............
2.10 Exterior view of the Church of the Virgin of the Sign (1690 — 1704) in Dubrovitsi, Russia ...
2.11 View to the west of the chapel of King’s College (1508) in Cambridge, England ..................
2.12 Interior view of Bentham’s panopticon as interpreted from the Stateville Penitentiary at

Joliet, I1inois near ChICAZO ...cviii ittt e
2.13 An interior view from the F House at Stateville Penitentiary at Joliet, lilinois near Chicago .
2.14 Panopticon seating for prisoners at Fresnes, France ..o
2.15 A model of the panopticon built in 1932 on the Isla da Pinos in Cuba ........coocoooooveeienn .
3.1 Leon Battista Alberti, diagram from the manuscript of Alberti’s Descriptio urbis Romae, and

reconstruction of Alberti’s map of Rome (cA. 1450) ..ooioiiiiiiiiiiiiee e,
3.2 Jan van Eyck, The Arnolfini Marriage, (1434) ..o
3.3 Diego de Silva y Velazquez, Las Meninas, (1656) ........cooovveuiviriciiiiieiiiiec e

vii

O 00 oo -1 N W

ek a
EEVS)

19
20

20
21
22
26
27
28
29



3.4 A sketch of La Ville Radieuse by Le Corbusier (1931) ..o, 67

3.5 Pablo Picasso, Weeping Woman, (1937) ..o 74
4.1, Interior view of original situation of the Arnhem Koepel Prison ...l 78
4.2. The conceptual scheme for the “re-vision” Project ... 79
4.3. The conceptual scheme for the “Te-vISION” PIOJECT .....ccoorviiiiviiiiiniice e 79
4.4. Plan of the “re-vision” project of the Armnhem Koepel Prison ..o, 30
4.5. Plan of the “re-vision” project of the Arnhem Koepel Prison ... 81
4.6 Architect’s model of the Bobst Library ......ocoieooiiii e e 88
4.7 Floor plan of the even-numbered floors of the Bobst Library ... 89
4.8 A perspective drawing of The Radiant City ... 96
4.9 An axonometric drawing of The Radiant City ........ccocccoiiiiiiiniiiiic e, 97
App.1 A view towards a prisoner from the position of the inspector ... 118
App.2 A view towards the watch-tower from the position of a prisoner ...........c.ccocoovvevriieiiinnn. 119
App.3 A view of the interior of the panopticon from camera I ..o, 120
App.4 A graphical representation of the visual mteraction between the inspector and a prisoner ... 121
App.S A representation of the visual interaction between the inspector and a prisoner ................... 122

App.6 A graphical representation of the visual interaction between the inspector and all the

PILSOTIETS «eeeeiteutienieeeteeseeeetestee e e e tee e te e et eme s ameeeae e =& obeeasesbe et e e 2 bt et am et e £ 4 aebessbeanaeanee e s ieanceneas 123
App.7 A representation of the visual interaction between the inspector and all the prisoners ......... 124
App.8 A view of the interior of the panopticon from camera Il .......ccococoviviiiiiiiiiie 125
App.9 A graphical representation of the visual interaction between the inspector and a prisoner ... 126
App.10 A representation of the visual interaction between the inspector and a priSOner ................. 127

App.11 A graphical representation of the visual interaction between the inspector and all the

PIISOTIETS 1.ttt et et b et a e e 4 beebe s et e R e b et e ek h et et s s n e e e ne e 128
App.12 A representation of the visual interaction between the inspector and all the prisoners ....... 129
App.13 A view of the interior of the panopticon from camera I ... 130

App.14 A graphical representation of the visual interaction between the inspector and a prisoner . 131

App.15 A representation of the visual interaction between the inspector and a prisoner ................ 132
App.16 A graphical representation of the visual interaction between the inspector and all the

PTESOTIEES 1oviiieeiie ettt ettt a e e e et et e et e e £ 2ot e neeaeemee e+ et emeeest e et s et en e e et e et earee e 133
App.17 A representation of the visual interaction between the inspector and all the prisoners ....... 134
App.18 A representation of the visual interaction between the prisoners in the panopticon,

according to the assumption that there is no watch-tower ... . 133

viii



CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION: A “RE-VISION” PROJECT FOR THE ARNHEM KOEPEL PRISON

In 1979, OMA (Office for Metropolitan Architecture) was commissioned to develop a
renovation project for an existing prison in Netherlands. Rem Koothaas, the chief architect of this
architectural office, explains the significance of this project in an article published in Artforum, and in
his book, S,M,L. XL (Koolhaas: 1981: 41 — 43; 1996: 235 - 253). Koolhaas states that the mission that

they had been appointed to complete was a challenge, since they were at that time asked to develop a

re-vision project for a prison that had been built upon the archetype of an inspection house that was
once very special. The building to be “re-vised” was the Arnhem Koepel prison, and its significance
lied in the character of its architectural scheme. This architectural scheme had been invented by a
social theorist who had developed many innovative theories in the field of legal justice and
punishment in the Eighteenth Century. This theorist was Jeremy Bentham (1748 - 1832), who had
materialized his theories in his famous prison design: the panopticon.

As explained by Koolhaas, the Armhem Koepel Prison was initially built in 1882, in
Netherlands according to the panoptic principle of Bentham (fig. 1.1). This building was, in fact, an
example of a few existing panoptic prisons, which were built following Jeremy Bentham’s initial
project. Additionally, this building has been used for more than a hundred years and is still in use as a
prison (Koolhaas: 1981: 41; 1996: 237).

As a model, the Arnhem Koepel prison carries all the characteristic qualities of the
panopticon. This prison is basically an annular building with cells at the periphery and has an
inspection room at the center of its interior space. The building is circular in plan and it is covered by
a dome contributing to the centrality of the interior (Koolhaas: 1981: 41; 1996: 237).

As asserted by Koolhaas, the most significant feature of the internal space of this prison is
“the factor of central inspection.” This emphasis on central inspection forms the basis of the
architectural configuration of this prison (Koolhaas: 1981: 41; 1996: 237). At the center there is a
watch-room and this central watch-room is the space where “surveillance” is exercised. Bentham
states that “surveillance” functions to deter the prisoners from their inappropriate habits and to impel
them to work vigorously. According to Bentham’s principles, the reason for central inspection is to

create a “rehabilitative environment™ that would propel the prisoner to become a person who actually



works for the benefit of production. Therefore, the interior of the Arnhem Koepel Prison is actually a
“workspace” where prisoners are incited to be productive (Bentham: 1843b: 97; 1791b: 50 — 68).

As the primary principle of panoptic space is inspection; its method carries a significance
that turns the panopticon into a unique architectural model. According to Bentham’s principles, the
prisoners are inspected from the central watch-room. The inspector, who is positioned in the watch-
room, has to remain invisible in order to be able to accomplish his duty. Thus, the prisoner would feel
the existence of an “obscure gaze” without actually knowing who the inspector is watching that
specific moment. The invisibility of the inspector is provided by the darkness of the space in the
inspection room (Bentham: 1791b: 43 - 44).

Therefore, the architectural qualities of the panoptic space constitute the uniqueness of the
panopticon as a model in which “surveillance” is exercised. In the following sections of this study, the
uniqueness and perfection of this building as a model of “disciplinary space™ will be explained within
its historical context in the late Eighteenth Century. The contemporary renovation project by OMA
will require a further re-investigation.

From the time when Jeremy Bentham had designed the original panopticon until the time
when Koolhaas was asked to study the building the social and legal conditions have changed. The
development in technology has entered into the lives of every individual in work environments and
into the Arnhem Koepel Prison (Koolhaas: 1981: 41; 1996: 240 - 241). However, the most apparent
necessity for the renovation was the transformation in the understanding of “surveillance” and in the
understanding of space in which surveillance is exercised.

For Bentham, the productivity of the individual was directly related with the individual’s
state of consciousuess in the presence of continuous inspection such as in the panopticon (Bentham:
1791b: 43 - 44). However, this can no longer be valid for the contemporary situation. The humanist
thought and institutional structures of the Eighteenth Century have been transformed into far different
organizational entities. Many issues have entered into the overall framework of the work place, such
as technological apparatuses and information technology. Consequently, the character of surveillance,
the qualities of the necessary enclosure and the space it defines have all changed due to the following
“events” that have taken place in this prison. Koolhaas confirms that the character of inspection has
changed for the workspace as follows: “the ever - changing attitudes toward detention may be one of
the most acute indicators of changing values in society” (Koolhaas: 1981: 41; 1996: 241).

“Surveillance™ was a primary issue in the workspaces in the late Eighteenth Century. Today
the character of disciplinary space, the contemporary space in which surveillance is exercised, has
undergone a transformation. In Bentham‘s panoptic space, inspection was the determining means of
displaying power. In the panopticon, this was achieved through the watch-tower, which stood at the
center of the panoptic space. However, in the contemporary situation, the act of watching is generally
performed by technological instruments such as cameras, speakers and listening devices which
inspect, observe and and largely remain invisible. These devices form a new ground for
communication between two or more entities and media for the exercise of “surveillance”. These new

technological “surveillance” systems have brought alternative media for the exercise of control in

2



society. The configuration of the cells and the watch-tower in the panopticon are no longer obligatory.
For the panopticon to transform according to the contemporary developments, the re-evaluation of its
architectural scheme was necessary. In other words, due to contemporary conditions, an architectural
renovation of this hundred year-old building was necessary (Koolhaas: 1981: 41; 1996: 241).

Koolhaas claims that Bentham’s principle of central inspection had become useless in the
prison. The guards preferred to stroll around outside the inspection room, on the interior ground of the
panoptic space, and on the galleries that provided circulation to the cells. Since the inspector was no
longer invisible, the panoptic system of surveillance had failed and had to change (Koolthaas: 1981:
4]; 1996: 241,

For Koolhaas, another point of Bentham’s Panopticon, too, was no longer needed, namely,
the solitary confinement of the prisoners. In other words, the cell system at the periphery was not an
acceptable humanty solution to the imprisonment of the criminals. Koothaas states that other means of
confining the prisoners had to be provided in the “re-vision™ project (Koolhaas: 1981: 41 — 43; 1996:
235 - 253).

One last factor that had to be re-evaluated was the necessity of the extension of the program
of the Arnhem Koepel Prison. Koolhaas asserts that the prison authority had provided solutions for the
extensions by constructing individual barracks for every new function. These barracks had been built
in the external area of the Arnhem Koepel Prison. Moreover, some activities had been integrated into
the interior of the panoptic space by emptying cells of imprisonment and by filling these spaces with
official functions (Koolhaas: 1981: 41; 1996: 235 - 253). This meant that a larger program had to be
integrated into the preliminary one. Thus, a new architectural scheme, that would provide extensions
for the initial panoptic diagram, was necessary for the panoptic prison.

In the “re-vision” project, Koolhaas suggests that since the central watch-room is no longer
necessary, it had to be replaced by a series of new facilitics for the prisoners’ social rehabilitation
(Koolhaas: 1981: 41; 1996: 239). Considering the extended program, he adds additional margins for
foture programs. Therefore, the introduction of new functions would not be restricted to the periphery
of the existing building. For the renovation of the prison, Koolhaas proposed a system, which both
opposed and also corresponded to the initial panoptic organization with its system of “surveillance”.
His proposal consists of workshops and other social facilities “for work, sports, culture, religion, etc.”
which he situates along “two bisecting streets.” These streets and facilities replace the previous watch-
room. However, these bisecting streets are not placed on the ground floor but are positioned at the
basement level. Thus, the prisoner sees two sunken streets that bisect at the center instead of an
inspection room. Koolhaas states that these streets, which are situated in the basement level “would be
open to the ground floor to result with a slit in the ground that stretches to the periphery.” Koolhaas
further adds that this sunken street would be in the shape of a cross to emphasize escape from the
controlled space in the panopticon with its extension towards the periphery (Koolhaas: 1981: 41;
1996: 242 - 245). Additionally, Koolhaas extends the program out of the boundaries of the previous
scheme of the peripheral ring, with projections (Koolhaas: 1981: 41; 1996: 245 - 247). These

extensions of the program result in extremities which project out of the cylindrical form of the initial
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building. All of these renovations are applied to the preliminary structure of Bentham’s panopticon so
that a new scheme appears (fig. 1.2, fig. 1.3, fig. 1.4, fig. 1.5, and fig. 1.6). With the application of this
new scheme, the intention of Koolhaas is not to imply the failure of the panopticon or to introduce a
brand new architecture for surveillance, but to offer a “re-vision” project, where the panoptic scheme
is reconfigured according to the contemporary considerations of surveillance. As a result, this new
scheme does not destroy Bentham’s original panoptic system but regulates it according to the existing
conditions (Koolhaas: 1981: 41; 1996: 247).

Therefore, 1 argue that Koolhaas has not only “re-visited” but has gone further to “re-
invent” Bentham’s panopticon according to the previous arguments and “events” that have taken place
inside a contemporary prison. With this “re-invention”, Koolhaas bas designed a visval scheme that
was to replace the existing one. He further conceived that “the organization of the new prison
disappears underground and operates for all the world like the prehistory of the old; it stands so to
speak, for the archaeology of the ruined prison itself” (Vidler: 1992: 192 — 193). Thus, this new prison
while standing for the archaeology of itself, also stands for its own future.

I believe that both the panopticon and the discourse that has developed around it are still
valid in the present situation of architectural practice and discourse. In this study, the discussion is
constructed upon the transformation of the understanding of “surveillance”, of “disciplinary space”
and of the architectural solutions to inspection. Although the context has changed since the Eighteenth
Century, the panopticon and “disciplinary space” are still important issues that provide grounds for the
development of physical environments. Thus, the “re-vision” project of the Arnhem Koepel Prison is
taken as a case study to discuss contemporary “disciplinary space” and its consequences for the

architectural discourse.



Fig. 1.1. The original situation of the Arnhem Koepel Prison and Bentham’s
panopticon,

Source: Rem Koolhaas and Bruce Mau. SM,L.XT.. New York: Monacelli
Press, 1996: 236.
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Fig. 1.2. Koolhaas’s “re-vision” project of the Arnhem Koepel Prison.
Source: Rem Koolhaas and Bruce Mau. SM,L . XL. New York: Monacelli

Press, 1996: 243,



Fig. 1.3. Koolhaas’s “re-vision” project of the Arnhem Koepel Prison.
Source: Koolhaas, Rem and Bruce Mau. SM.L.XI.. New York: Monacelli

Press, 1996: 246.



Fig. 1.4 Koolhaas’s “re-vision” project of the Arnhem Koepel Prison.
Source: Rem Koolhaas and Bruce Mau. SM.L. XL, New York: Monacelli
Press, 1996: 243 — 244,

Fig. 1.5. Koolhaas’s “re-vision” project of the Arnhem Koepel Prison.
Source: Rem Koolhaas and Bruce Mau. SM.L.XL. New York: Monacelli

Press, 1996: 243 - 244,



Fig. 1.6. Koolhaas’s “re-vision” project of the Arnhem Koepel Prison.
Source: Rem Koolhaas and Bruce Mau. SM.L.XL. New York: Monacelli

Press, 1996: 253,



CHAPTER 1

PANOPTICON: AN ARCHITECTURAL PROJECT FOR REHABILITATION

Jeremy Bentham lived in a period which constituted a crucial point in the course of social
history in Europe. The period between the late Eighteenth and early Nineteenth Centuries has been a
stage for social transformation. Bentham, with his panopticon, made his own contribution to this
transformation in Europe’s social history. This change in the social life of the Eighteenth Century in
Europe was triggered by the emergence of industriai developments. Kenneth Frampton, an
architectural historian, claims that these developments in industry were accompanied by the progress
of humanistic thought,

The first was a sudden increase in man’s capacity to exercise control

over nature, which by the mid-17" century had begun to advance beyond the

technical frontiers of the Renaissance. The second was a fundamental shift in the

nature of human consciousness, in response to major changes taking place in

society, which gave birth to a new cultural formation that was equally appropriate

to the lifestyles of the declining aristocracy and the rising bourgeoisie. (Frampton:

1980: 12)

As Leonardo Benevelo, an architectural and social historian asserts, this new cultural
formation introduced “productivity” as a major source of progress. Accordingly, the efficiency of the
individual’s work power was essential with respect to the developmental appropriations of the
authority of the specific work place. With the development of industry, however, inevitable problems
appeared and required dependable solutions.! As Benevelo further states, the innovations, which were
to solve the problems of the developments in industrialization, were necessary in various fields to
Create a more vigorous environment and to prepare a healthy society for the increase of productivity
(Benevelo: 1963: 1 — 35). These developments brought about both positive and negative impacts on
the individual’s perception of the world. The negative impact of “productivity” was that it became a
necessity of industrialization to draw the outline of the problem of the efficiency of the individual. As
a positive impact, “produétivity"’ became a means of reforming social life.

Therefore, the main concern of this study is the architectural contribution that has been
formulated for the productivity of the individual, in other words the efficient working environment
proposed in the panopticon. Frampton asserts that the means of the necessary innovations were

immersed into the work space by humanist thought, education, training, and the rehabilitation of the

individual for the scholars’ imagined “utopic” society of humanist thought (Frampton: 1980: 12).
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With the aid of the panoptic workspace, this problem was solved through the rehabilitation
of the people who were maladjusted according to the assigned productive role of the individual in the
Eighteenth Century. This role was assigned by the institutional control of the individual to work
effectively in the developing society. Michel Foucault (1926 ~ 1984), claims that the individual who
was “unhealthy,” “dishonest,” or “uneducated” was to be rehabilitated in order to provide a uniform
and vigorous society (Foucault: 1975: 195 - 200). Thus, the individual would be willing to work
effectively for the institutional authority of the work space. According to Foucault, the authoritative
subject of the Eighteenth Century work spaces were institutions such as the military barracks, schools,
hospitals or prisons (Foucault: 1975: 209). For Foucault, the space in which these authorities kept
their workers in discipline was to be called: the “disciplinary space”.

Foucault asserts that this shift in social organization propelled certain scholars of the
Eighteenth Century, such as Jeremy Bentham and other Utilitarians, earlier philosophers and
mathematicians such as René Descartes, and revolutionaries such as Jean Jacques Rousseau, to study
the re-establishment of social structure where productivity and development were of consideration
(Foucauit: 1980c¢: 152).

This re-establishment of social structure was illustrated by Jeremy Bentham through a very
unique project. For Bentham, this project was to be used as a tool for the intention of rchabilitating the
individual. It was primarily an architectural project in which discipline was to be provided in the
internally constructed space. Thus, Jeremy Bentham had designed a new kind of rehabilitative
architecture in order to prepare people for their inevitable role in an industrially productive society.
This architectural project was initially designed by his brother Samuel Bentham as a factory and was
then elaborated by Jeremy Bentham as an inspection house to be later called Panopticon (Bentham:
1843b: 97).

2.1 Jeremy Bentham and the Panopticon

Jeremy Bentham was one of the well known members of the English Utilitarians (Stephen:
1900: 1). The English Utilitarians were a group who “for three generations had a conspicuous
influence upon English thought and political action” (Stephen: 1900: 1). The aim of the Utilitarian
action was to raise the notion of ‘individualism’ as a mission for the individual to evaluate his or her
role in the society. Consequently, the role performed by the individual would superintend, activate or
dismiss the strict rules of the Eighteenth Century institutions in England. These institutions were the
British Constitution, the government and the royalty, legislative and administrative institutions, the
army, navy, church, and the universities (Stephen: 1900: 56).

However, it was the Utilitarians’ belief that tradition could not be thought of in the absence
of these institutions. That is to say, tradition and the institutions, for the British, have been the
outcomes of each other. The emergence of such institutions in the British history, has been the result
of the transformation of tradition through social development.
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————

By instinct, rather than conscious reasoning, Englishmen had felt their

way to establishing the ‘palladia of our liberties’: trial by jury, the ‘Habeas

Corpus’ Act, and the substitution of a militia for a standing army. (Stephen: 1900:

52)

As Sir Lesley Stephen (1832 - 1904), a social historian, explains, for the Utilitarians,
tradition was not to be rejected but to be a constant reference for a new system of thought. This
system, however, did not develop with reference to any abstract principle or strict plan, but was
constructed on a system of “checks and balances™ that was inspired by the “wisdom of the ancestors,”
in other words, by tradition (Stephen: 1900: 51). According to their theory, “the Utilitarian doctrines
were worked out with a constant reference to practical applications” (Stephen: 1900: 1). In short,
“traditional has been transformed into empirical” for the Utilitarians (Stephen: 1900: 52).

In the Eighteenth Century England, this new school of thought was supported by excessive
traditional material such as the tradition of law. Thus, these traditions formed the grounds on which
Jeremy Bentham developed his works. Some of these works can be listed as Fragment on Government
(1776), Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation (1789), and finally The Panopticon,
or the Inspection House (1791), which will be one of the primary concerns of this study.’

Stephen explains that Bentham’s main goal was to develop a science out of morality to
explore the “goodness” in man. Furthermore, Bentham searched for means of introducing a “moral
sense” by continuously considering its relation to man’s desire for happiness (Stephen: 1900: 241).

His main point, at any rate, is clear. He argues briefly that the
alternative systems are illusory because they refer to no ‘external standard’. His
opponents, not he, really make morality arbitrary. This, whatever the ultimate truth
is, in fact the essential core of all the Utilitarian doctrine descended from or related
to Benthamism. Benthamism aims at converting morality into a science. Science,
according to him, must rest upon facts. It must apply to real things, and to things
which have definite relations and a common measure. Now, if anything be real,
pains and pleasures are real. The expectation of pain or pleasure determines
conduct: and, if so, it must be the sole determinant of conduct. The attempt to
conceal or evade this truth is the fatal source of all equivocation and confusion.

Try the experiment. Introduce a2 ‘moral sense.” What is its relation to the desire for

happiness? (Stephen: 1900: 241 - 242)

Bentham’s interest in the relation between “moral sense” and “man’s desire for happiness”
1s crucial, since Bentham tries to change what makes man “happy”. What used to make man “happy”
were laziness, dishonesty, and earning money from illegal means. For Bentham, this situation of
society had to change into industriousness, honesty, and thus, men would become hardworking
individuals and gain their possessions legally. Bentham develops a system of rehabilitation where the
individual is to find happiness within a reasonable “moral sense” (Bentham: 1791a: 170).

As he explains in his studies, Bentham, who was deeply concerned with what was “known
to be good” within the society, sought for means of punishing criminals in a humane way to bring the
“good” out of them. The “moral sense” for Bentham was in the British penal code. Bentham studied
much on the British system of punishment (Bentham: 1791a). However, he believed that punishment
itself was an act of evil. He also believed that punishment had to be exercised in such a way that the
criminal suffered the least of pain. Thus, Bentham intended on establishing a system of punishment,
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by which the act of punishment would be exercised in such a way that the criminal would suffer the
minimum amount of pain and the greatest amount of progress would be achieved. This would be
possible through the reformation of the system of punishment that was being used at that time, which
was the British penal code. Thus, Bentham’s primary intention was to reform this code, for he
believed that the system of the time was insufficient, since it depended more on the exhibition of
torture than it depended on the maintenance of the criminal’s well-being (Bentham: 1791a: 99).

In law as in morals, Bentham was indefatigable in his argument that it is

more efficient to govern through a knowledge of the good that really motivates

people than through an appeal to principles upon which they would have to agree

irrespective of what they might naturally want. It was the time when doctors and

civil servants started their long dispute with jurists over the knowledge of that to

which law and morals should apply. (Rajchman: 1991: 62 ~63)

Thus, he studied the system of punishment and its application as a whole. The gathering
factor of his studies was to be the organizational scheme of the institutional discipline (Bentham:
1791a). Bentham, who was interested in the improvement of the services of rehabilative institutions,
studied the so-called “prison architecture”. Bentham was eager to create schemes for the progress and
development of such institutions. With the influence of his brother, he found himself involved with an
architectural project, which was a design of a prison. With the co-operation of architects, he finished

the design of the inspection house, The Panopticon in 1791 (fig. 2.1, fig.2.2) (Stephen: 1900: 193),

Fig. 2.1 Bentham’s original project of the panopticon.
Source: Janet Semple. Bentham’s Prison: A Study of the Panopticon Penitentiary,

Oxford; Clarendon Press, 1993: 115.
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In the figures 2.1 and 2.2, the two sections represent two different stages of design. The
explanation to the codation in the figure 2.2 is as follows:

Inspector’s lodge

Light well

Chapel galleries

Inspection galleries

Staircases for vertical circulation

Cell galleries

Cells

Rooms for technical purposes such as the annular cistern
Great annular skylight

Central skylight

Circular opening to light the inspector’s lodge (Bentham: 1843a: 172)

ZZrAZOMUOW

Figave £.4 Plan of Benthanr's Panapticon
onarver Fhe Werks of Jeremy. Beoham, ¢d. John Bowdug §Rdinburgh: Williom Tait, 18435

Fig. 2.2 Bentham’s original project of the panopticon, or the Inspection House.
Source: Michel Foucault. (1975), Discipline and Punish, 1979: 171.
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2.2 The Economy of the Work space

According to the contemporary social critic Hubert Dreyfus, the panopticon has been
conceived as a compilation of knowledge, power, and the control over the individual in “one
disciplinary space”. Thus, this space constituted a disciplinary technology, an instrument of
transforming the human body into a productive entity to provide an economy of the workspace
(Dreyfus: 1982: 189).

The Panopticon brings together knowledge, power, the control of the

body, and the control of space into an integrated technology of discipline. It is a

mechanism for the location of bodies in space, for the distribution of individuals in

relation to one another, for hierarchical organization, for the efficient disposition

of centers and channels of power.

The Panopticon is an adaptable and neutral technology for the ordering

and individuating of groups. Whenever the imperative is to set individuals or

populations in a grid where they can be made productive and observable, the

Panoptic technology can be used. (Dreyfus: 1982: 189)

As defined by Bentham himself, the panopticon was basically an architectural project,
developed in order to be a “mill for grinding rogues honest, and idle men industrious” (Bentham:
1843a: 81). The intention of the project was to create an effective work environment with the
rehabilitation of work power. “Fraud, laziness, sabotage, bad workmanship, illness, and incompetence
could be extremely costly when multipiied by the increasing size of the industrial apparatus”
(Dreyfus; 1982: 157).

For Bentham, the significance of this project mainly lies in its intention in providing the
economy of work power and the productivity in its workspace considering both the authority and the
prisoners. This economy of the workspace is provided by “a contractor.” The contractor who would
take this responsibility on behalf of the government, would be in charge of the management of this
prison. The contractor would manage this disciplinary space by using the work power of these
convicts for his own profit. The prisoner who works for an average or a lower price than a free person
would gain money for his expenditures, learn a skill for his after-life and would even be able to
guarantee his life after prison (Bentham: 1791b: 51 — 68; Dinwiddy: 92). Here, it is seen that Bentham
has thought of an economy, which provides benefit for both the institutional authority, and for the
criminals. Both opposing sides in the panopticon would benefit from the productivity in this
disciplinary space.

The control of the management had already been sketched by Bentham. The inspector was
expected to publish reports and accounts of the activities taking place including the punishments.
These were to assure the convicts’ health and to prevent the possibility of maltreatment. Additionally,
he conceived a theatrical display in the panopticon, which would create displayed objects out of the
prisoners and a scene of what was occurring in the work space (Bentham: 1791b: 62 — 66). John
Dinwiddy, a social historian, asserts that this would provide authoritative and public attendance as a
further form of control. This was a part of Bentham’s theory of “universal transparency”. To hide the

act of punishment and what was happening in the disciplinary space of the prison would no longer be
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possible due to the applications into architecture of Bentham’s “universal transparency” (Dinwiddy:
1989: 92 - 93). This transparency also provided the exhibition of the act of punishment, of the body of
the individual, of the economy and of the “productivity” in the workspace. Bentham’s goal was in
general to provide a transparent society deprived from all possible negative factors that were the
results of the obscurity and secrecy of enclosed institutional spaces. These obscure spaces supported
negative factors for the society such as “dishonesty”, “idleness”, “indigence” and consequently “bad
workmanship” (Bentham: 1791b: 77).

Foucault states that Bentham’s ideal was correlative to the social enlightenment in his
period. Jan Jacque Rousseau was one of the leading revolutionists of the Enlightenment period, the
same period that Bentham had developed his innovative studies. The common ideal of the period was
a society that contained no dark spaces, which were established mainly by royalty to hide their own
sources of power. Thus, the intention of the revolutionists in the Eighteenth Century was to transform
society into a totally visible entity that was cleared of obscure spaces (Foucault: 1980c: 152).

I would say that Bentham was the complement to Rousseau. What in

fact was the Rousseauist dream that motivated many of the revolutionaries? It was

the dream of a transparent society, visible and legible in each of its parts, the

dream of there no longer existing any zones of darkness, zones established by the

privileges of royal power or the prerogatives of some corporation, zones of

disorder. It was the dream that each individual, whatever position he occupied,

might be able to sec the whole of the society, that men’s hearts should

communicate, their vision be unobstructed by obstacles, and that opinion of all

reign over each. (Foucault: 1980c: 152)

A social historian, Janet Semple, asserts that Bentham extended his thoughts on “universal
transparency” into the urban scale. According to Semple, Bentham further wished to apply the
transparency that he had formulated in the panopticon in a larger size. In her studies, Semple refers to
a “Panopticon Town™ or “Panopticon Hill”, where Bentham had in mind a larger community than in
the disciplinary space of the prison (Semple: 1993: 285). His intention was to envision a transparent
society, which was to work on his principles of economy and transparency in a larger model.
According to Semple, Bentham’s ideal, in this case, was to provide the control of this town. Semple
states that Bentham himself wished to undertake the upkeep of the environment and especially the
surrounding roads and the landscape. He further intended to carefully apply every minute detail of his
thoughts into his projects as if he was the constructor himself. Bentham was very careful in his
studies, since he reasoned every aspect of his thoughts and every formulated detail. Semple states that
Bentham noted down every thought as if he were afraid that they were to escape his attention later
(Semple: 1993: 297). Therefore, not even the minutest aspect of his studies escaped his notice.
Bentham’s detailed works have formed the basis of the perfectness of his study of the panopticon.
Semple states that although Bentham has mainly developed his works on the behalf of reasoning in
the panopticon, it is seen that in his thoughts of the “Panopticon Hill” he has sketched a scene which
has gone beyond his rational and unemotional decisions in the panopticon prison. According to
Semple, he has gone even further and entered the field of utopia. Here Semple emphasizes that

Bentham dreams of a luxurious “Panopticon Tavern”, which greets the newcomers of this town, and
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in it he also visualizes a fantasy home for himself. As Semple explains, “[blizarre and fantastical
though these designs and architectural plans may seem, they were capable of achievement,” but
Bentham Iater left these thoughts aside to develop another project, the so called: “a castle in the air, a
sky scraper” (Semple: 1993: 297).

Since the project did not seem so sincere, Bentham’s thoughts were aiso conceived as
utopia by the government. Bentham did not receive the same respect he gave to the details of his
design from the authorities. He completed this project with insufficient financial aid and limited
interest of the government, and although he had completed his project, it was never constructed. The
reason was mainly the government’s lack of will to realize such a controversial project. In one of his
letters, Bentham states his problematic situation to an aristocrat as follows:

When, in my character of accepted Contractor, the Administration here

broke the faith of Parliament that had been pledged to me, they substituted, both

for the building and management, to my avowedly interested, uninterested hands.

The consequence has been, as appears by the authentic and published documents,

that a building not designed for more than 600 prisoners has already, without being

yet finished, cost more than ten times as much as the one I had offered to erect and

keep employed in it 1,000 prisoners: how much can I not say, without entering into

an examination, for which it is not possible for me to find time. (Bentham: 1821:

168)

Stephen also states that Bentham’s pleas for help from the aristocrats and the government to
receive attention and financial aid respectively (Stephen: 1900: 193 - 205).> As John Hirst, a social
historian, states “[tJo Bentham’s infinite frustration the scheme, shuffled between departments, was
delayed and thwarted. The panopticon plan was finally discarded in 1820, after a long quarrel over the
compensation that Bentham was to receive in return the money he had spent™ (Hirst: 1995: 274).

According to Hirst, one reason for the government’s refusal of the panopticon model was
the British practice of convict transportation from England to New South Wales, a state consisting the
cast half of Australia. This practice had been developed in the same period when in which Bentham
had formulated the panopticon. The British government had begun sending convicts to this state,
offering land-ownership in this newly developing colony (Hirst: 1995: 274). Bentham in response
opposed and criticized this practice by developing a debate against it. Bentham’s intention was to
make the government deter from this practice in favor of his panoptic scheme. Hirst further explains
that this “prompted Bentham to write a pamphlet titled “Panopticon versus New South Wales”, in
18027 (Hirst: 274). In this pamphlet, Bentham argued that this practice would not be a good form of
punishiment, the convicts could not go to the well established communities. However, the result of this
governmental practice became a success in rehabilitation and penal reform, since governmental
supervision in New South Wales secured land-holdership of ex-convict. (Hirst: 1995: 274 - 275).

Nevertheless, his project was partially used in Edinburgh Bridewell Prison in Scotland,
which established “an important stage in the development of the penal system™ (Stephen: 1900: 193 -
205). With this project, the penal system was to make the indolent willing to work. The dishonest in
the end would earn his living through honorable means. This would be possible by the application of

the panoptic system of punishment. Thomas A. Markus, an architectural historian, asserts that
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following an architectural competition, its design was developed by a British architect Robert Adams
(fig. 2.3). According to Markus, this was an application of prison architecture, which most resembled
Bentham’s panopticon, in spite of the fact that it was semi — circular. Although it was not fully
approved by Bentham, it still was a step in realizing Bentham’s ideals of increasing a society’s
comfort and work power (Markus: 1993: 123 — 125).

Moreover, according to another historian Randall Mcgowan, penology further developed
with the panoptic prison model of solitary confinement after the construction of the national prison at
Pentonville in 1842 (McGowan: 1995: 80). This prison at Pentonville, which was constructed as a
derivative of Bentham’s principles of the panopticon, became a model for prison reformation (fig.
2.4). This derivative of the panopticon was composed of four wings that radiated from a central point,
from which one could observe each cell door. McGowan adds that the Pentonville Prison eradicated
every sense of individuality in a similar way as in the original panopticon. As McGowan further
expresses, prisoners wore hoods when they emerged from their cells to insure total isolation (fig. 2.5).
McGowan additionally states that the prison authority went even further and maintained that the
names of the convicts were replaced by numbers (McGowan: 1995: 101). However, the Pentonville
Prison was not commonly favored as a successful prison model, since it was accepted that the convicts
in this prison type were more likely to loose their mental health. Another historian, Patricia O’Brien
expresses that, no matter how, this prison type was widely built across Europe in the late Nineteenth
Century (O’Brien: 1995 202).

Nevertheless Pentonville-type, radial prisons continued to be built in

Holland, Belgium, Spain, Switzerland, Scandinavia, Austria, Hungary and

Portugal in the latter half of the nineteenth century, even after the efficacy of

solitary confinement had been called into question. (O’Brien: 1995: 202)

Thus, the Pentonville Prison, constituted an important step in the diffusion of Bentham’s
model of solitary confinement into society. This prison was the physical application of Bentham’s
theories, which the government conceived as “utopic”. Nevertheless, this prison constituted the
beginning of a penal development that Bentham had primarily defended.

Jeremy Bentham’s invention of the panopticon constituted one of the beginnings of a social
transformation. As Foucault explains, it is possible that Bentham had been influenced by other
projects that had contributed to the social transformation of the Eighteenth Century, such as those by
Claude-Nicolas Ledoux (fig. 2.6), (Foucault: 1980c: 147 - 148).

The installations built by Claude-Nicolas Ledoux, notably the salt plant

which he constructed at Arc-ct-Senans serve to give the same effect of visibility

but with an additional feature: there was a central observation-point which served

as the focus of the exercise of power and, simultancously for the registration of

knowledge. (Foucault: 1980c: 147 - 148)

According to Helen Rosenau, a social historian, Robert Owen (1771 — 1858) developed an
urban scheme for New Lanark which was “primarily based on education and the ‘Institution for the
Formation of Character’ (fig. 2.7) (Rosenau: 1959: 150). Owen’s scheme was composed of a complex
of schools, a library, a lecture-room, a place of worship, a public kitchen and mess-rooms positioned

on a central line. Additionally, around these public spaces were private apartments and dormitories.
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Fig. 2.3 A plan of the Edinburgh Bridewell Prison (1791), designed by Robert
Adams.
Source: Thomas A. Markus. Buildings and Power; Freedom and Control in the

Origin of Modern Building Types. London, New York: Routledge, 1993: 124.
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REFORMATION

Fig. 2.4 An aerial view of the Pentonville Prison (1842).
Source: Thomas A. Markus. Buildings and Power: Freedom and Control in the
Origin of Modern Building Types. London, New York: Routledge, 1993: 127.

Fig. 2.5 The exercise yard at Pentonville Prison (1842), with prisoners wearing
hoods to ensure total isolation.

Source: Randall McGowan. “The Well-Ordered Prison: England, 1790 — 18657,
The Oxford History of the Prison: The Practice of Punishment in Western Society,

Norvall Morris and David J. Rothman (ed.s)New York, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1995: 102.
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Fig. 2.6 Salt Plant by Claude-Nicolas Ledoux (1804), at Arc-et-Senans, France.
Source: Kenneth Frampton. (1980), Modern Architecture: A Critical History.
London: Thames and Hudson, 1992: 16.

According to Rosenau, Owen’s primary intention was to provide communities of “unity
and co-operation” similar to Bentham’s ideal of developing a vigorous and moral environment
(Rosenau: 1959: 150). Roscnau further states that Owen and Bentham were personally acquainted
with each other and that “Bentham was one of the partners in the New Lanark enterprise (Rosenau:
1959: 150). As it is explained by Rosenau, although he was associated with Bentham, Owen was
formally influenced by Ledoux’s design of the Salt Plant. Instead of circular forms, Owen favored
linear patterns such as in Ledoux’s Salt Plant, (Rosenau: 1959: 150). However, Owen’s scheme was
still ideologically similar to that of Bentham’s. As Rosenau emphasizes Owen, Bentham and Ledoux
were “belong(ed) basically to the Age of Enlightenment” (Rosenau: 1959: 150 - 154). These previous
examples which are also early examples of town-planning concept that relates to Bentham’s ideals in
another way. Benevelo explains that the changes in the field of town-planning carry much
resemblance to the context of the creation of the panopticon, since they were the results of the same
processes of the combination of technical and theoretical developments (Benevelo: 1963: 34).

In the years between 1815 and 1848, from Waterloo to the February
Revolution, the technical and the political aspects of thought and research in the
field of town-planning were very closely, almost inextricably, connected.
(Benevelo: 1963: 34)

This is typical of the culture of the time, as exemplified by the case of
Jeremy Bentham, the Radical philosopher who put the best years of his life, and a
larger part of his inheritance, into realizing his “Panopticon’, a model prison built
in such a way that only one goaler was needed to supervise all the prisoners.
(Benevelo: 1963: 34)
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As further explained by Benevelo, the rise of rational thought in the late Eighteenth
Century gave birth to the “pre-history,” or in other words the archaecology of town planning. Town
planning developed, in this period, on the principle of combining technical and ideological features
similar to Bentham’s process of inventing the panopticon. Benevelo adds that this principle of
combining technical and ideological knowledge was the basic product of rational thought in the field
of town-planning. Besides the fields of penology and disciplinary space, on which, it was Bentham
who had studied and contributed to its development (Benevelo: 1963: 34).

The pronounced tendency to associate the technical and the ideological
in town-planning seems disconcerting and ingenuous to us today, in that it was
based upon an inaccurate assessment of the forces involved and of the real
difficulties to be overcome, which were to reveal themselves gradually as time
went on. Nonetheless this capacity for association was a productive source of
inspiration, and it bore witness to the ideal unity underlying the various nineteenth-
century experiments even when, after 1848, they began to reveal remarkable
diversity among them-selves. (Benevelo: 1963; 34)

Fig. 2.7 Robert Owen, Original Part of the New Lanark Mills, (1820).
Source: Helen Rosenau. (1959), The Ideal Citv: Its Architectural Evolution in

Europe. London, New York: Methuen & Co., 1983; 151.
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As explained by Benevelo, the practice of town-planning had been exercised in the period
beginning from the late Eighteenth Century until the middle of the Nineteenth Century and should be
conceived as a reasonable act in that period. It was later understood that in town-planning there were
more forces than visible that had to be manipulated in this discipline. Additionally, all of these forces
had to be integrated into an overall scheme. Benevelo further states that the first achievements of town
planning in the late Eighteenth Century are assumed unreasonable in the contemporary conditions
(Benevelo: 1963: 34).

Thus, this period, though in terms of actual achievement was in a sense the pre-history of
town planning, was extremely important in that it saw the formation of various fundamental theories.
(Benevelo: 1963 34)

2.3 The Evolution of the Panopticon

With him (Bentham) the building itself was to operate as the instrument
of control, instruction and correction. Jeremy Bentham had been to Russia where
his brother, Samuel, was for a time in the service of Prince Potemkin. And it was
from Russia, in 1787, that Bentham began to advertise his big idea which,
apparently, derived from proposals for a factory which Potemkin had in mind.
(Rowe: 1994: 79)
Jeremy Bentham writes about himself and his brother Samuel Bentham’s role in his
autobiography. He distances himself from his works by writing as a third person subject:

Incidentally in various works of his, the impossibility of any work being

well done by a Board-by a Committee, by a body of men consulting in secret-in a

word otherwisc than by some single and declared individual has been maintained:

more particularly in his work on the Panopticon. What he says on this subject is

the resuit not merely on theory deduced from the consideration of the universally-

actuating principles of human nature, but of a great body of political experience,

collected within the last forty years: collected not only by himself but by a younger

brother of his of whose education he had the management, and who for several

years had the English Naval works-Docks Ports and Royal Navy included, under

his management. (Bentham: 1821: 193)

Jeremy Bentham states that his studies were actually a developed version of his brother’s
observations in Russia. Jeremy Bentham was influenced both by his brother’s studies and by his own
observations during his visit to Russia (Bentham: 1843b: 97).

Simon Werret, who is a social historian, underlines the fact that Samuel Bentham initially
thought of the panopticon while he was under the command of Prince Grigorii Potemkin in Russia.
The panopticon was firstly designed by Samuel Bentham in White Russia in 1786. During this period
Samuel Bentham as an enginecr was responsibie for the industrial developments in Potemkin’s estate.
Potemkin owned a large amount of land and many factories, and during the 1780’s, as an aristocrat, he
was one of the most influential to the Russian royalty (Werret: 2). Werret continues to explain that
Potemkin, with his desire to influence Catherine II, who was at reign at the time, organized a tour of
his estates. These estates were royal land in Krichev and were under his command. Since this land was

23



under development, the region was called “New Russia”. For these newly developing settlements,
Potemkin’s wish was to give the impression of a state which used knowledge as a tool for production.
Werret states that for Potemkin, “New Russia would reflect the ancient metaphor of the *cultivation’

993

of knowledge, it would be the “garden of the sciences™ (Werret: 4). This was an ideal development
policy for the Russian Empire.

Since Prince Grigorii Potemkin was aware of the policies of Catherine I1, his intention was
to challenge her with her own policies. Catherine II was to create a “Russian Eden”. Prince Grigorii
Potemkin relevantly wished to have this ideal turned into reality. The result of this “Russian Eden”
would be an “Enlightenment Garden,” where “people are encouraged (rather than forbidden) to
partake of the tree of knowledge” (Werret: 4). For this ideal to take place, Samuel Bentham was
commissioned to contribute to the formation of this “Enlightenment Garden”. Samuel Bentham
“would present the Imperial tour with an idealized Russian production estate,” as “part of Potemkin’s
idealized Russian Eden” (Werret: 4).

Werret asserts that for the success of this tour of the Russian court, Samuel Bentham
created the panopticon in Potemkin’s estate at Krichev as a factory. Samuel Bentham considered the
idea of “theatricality” as an essential milicu to supervise the workers of Potemkin’s factories. Samuel
Bentham’s initial design of the panopticon with the inspector’s lodge at the center, was to offer a
theatrical display for the Russian court (Werret: 5).

The estate at Krichev shared this Russian culture of theatricality. As part

of the Crimean tour, Bentham and Potemkin’s efforts transformed the estate into a

landscape of enlightened prosperity, an idealization of Russia’s potential as a

‘garden of the sciences’, to be presented to the Empress and her noble entourage. It

was amidst this theatre of horticulture, model factories, palaces and gardens that

the Panopticon was to be built. Besides offering a solution to Bentham’s

immediate problems with his undisciplined supervisors, the Panopticon formed

part of Potemkin’s theatrical display for the Russian court. (Werret: 5)

Werret explains that the panopticon, at this point., was actually designed as a factory to
supervise Samuel Bentham’s English workers. A centralized plan with a node for inspection at the
center was ideal for this. However, for the Russian nobility, Samuel Bentham had to formulate a space
that would be an instrument to control the peasantry. Werret underlines the resemblance between the
traditional means of conirolling the peasantry in Russia through the Orthodox Church, and the
disciplinary policy of control in the panopticon. Both of these architectural schemes, besides being
similar in form and function, are also similar in their disciplinary roles in the society.

As Hamilton asserts, this resemblance can also be seen in the similarity between the
intentions of the Benthams and Catherine II in the utilization of space as a medium of exercising
power. Catherine II's policies consisted of using architecture as a political tool. Her “passion for
building encompassed an architecture of serious moral purpose” (Hamilton: 1954: 218). According to
the historian George H. Hamilton, church architecture constituted an important place in the period of
the reign of Catherine II. Hamilton further states that leading churchmen, who supported her against

her rivals, “maintained that it was proper for the Church to acknowledge the claims of the temporal
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power” (Hamilton: 1954: 117). Thus. the architectural space of the church was an important medium
for exercising power in the period of the reign of Catherine II.
In the eighteenth century, the Russian peasantry learnt their place in the

world through their relationship to God. The place where this process was plaved

out was the Orthodox church. It was here that social identity was defined through a

spatial structure, inherited from the Byzantine model, in which visibility played the

central role. In this respect. there are close parallels between the system of power

in operation in the Panopticon and that of the Orthodox church. When the Krichev

Panopticon is considered within the context of the impending tour these parallels

are crucial. (Werret: 6)

Werret states that the similarity between the panopticon and the Orthodox Church indicates
that Samuel Bentham most probably had been influenced by the Orthodox architecture of the time
(Werret: 2). The fact that the panopticon has been evaluated as a derivation of the Orthodox church
requires further investment.

In general, the architectural scheme of the Orthodox Church is formulated as a structure
which is covered by a dome (MacDonald: 1977: 32; Werret: 6). This dome which represents the place
where God dwells, is indicated by a centralized scheme. This centrality is provided by the centrality of
the dome and the position of God, since it is assumed that God “sees” everyone from this central
point. Furthermore, Werret asserts that for orthodoxy, this scheme is a representation of the presence
of God who watches every individual from the heavens (Werret: 7). The central role of “visibility”,
which is significant for the Orthodox Church, can be further understood through a comparison
between European and Eastern churches.

Werret points at the difference between the architecture of the churches in Eastern and
Western Europe to define the significance of the architecture of Orthodox Churches. According to
Werret, the Christian churches in the West are identified with their long towers and spires and the
Orthodox church is unique with its structure of the centralized dome (Werret: 6 - 7).

S. Vitale in Ravenna (ca. 530 ~ 540) can be given as an example to the architecture of
Orthodox Churches (fig. 2.8). This church is considered to be a monument to Orthodoxy by
architectural historians such as William MacDonald (MacDonald: 1977: 32). The Haghia Sophia in
[stanbul (532 — 537 and 558 — 563) is another example of Orthodox Church architecture (fig. 2.9).
With its significant features, this church constitutes an important model of the early Orthodox
churches (MacDonald: 1977: 41). Both of these examples constitute an architecture of centrality,
which is a characteristic property that comes from the Byzantine architectural tradition. According to
this tradition, the central dome is the generating factor of this centrality and of the significance of the
Orthodox Church architecture. Additionally, the Church of the Virgin of the Sign (1690 — 1704) in
Dubrovitsi, Russia, has been given as an example to Orthodox Church architecture in Russia (fig.
2.10). The Russians, who were also generally Orthodox in religion, carried on a similar tradition in
religious architecture. Russian church architecture resembles the religious architecture of the
Byzantine with its centrality and with the use of the dome as a structural and figural element of central

form.
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Fig. 2.8 Acrial view of S, Vitale (ca. 530 — 48) in Ravenna, Italy.
Source: William L. MacDonald. Early Christian and Byzantine Architecture. New

York: George Brazillier, 1977: plate 40.
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