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ABSTRACT

CLASS, GENTRIFICATION AND EMOTIONS: AN INVESTIGATION INTO
THE EVERYDAY EXPERIENCES OF POOR WOMEN LIVING IN URLA,
IZMIR

VAROL, Hazal
M.S., The Department of Political Science and Public Administration
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Necmi ERDOGAN

June 2022, 203 pages

This thesis examines the everyday life experiences of poor women living in areas
undergoing the process of gentrification, and specifically addresses the emotional
dimension of these experiences. It explores the emotional dimension of class, sheds
light on the way that class encounters are experienced as “hidden injuries” and further
alienates the poor in gentrifying neighborhoods. The study assumed a theoretical
position aiming to place emotions at the forefront and traced geographies of
encounters. For this purpose, an ethnographic study was conducted with women living
in various neighborhoods of Urla, Izmir, which involved participant observation, semi-
structured in-depth interviews, and cognitive mapping methods. Findings of the
research suggest that the everyday encounter of different subjectivities in the area
elicits a range of emotions among the poor, such as shame, resentment, loss of dignity
and self-esteem, and increases feelings of alienation in the gentrifying neighborhoods.

This study suggests that gentrification not only physically dislocates the poor but also
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emotionally displaces them. It illustrates the novel form of displacement caused by the
current state of the gentrifying spaces of Urla and it illuminates an understanding of
emotional displacement to emphasize displacement as a phenomenon that goes beyond
physical dislocation. However, it is seen that poor women’s experiences in the
neighborhood consist of shame, exclusion, non-belonging, and alienation on the one

hand, and relative freedom and opportunities on the other.

Keywords: class encounters, poor women, gentrification, emotions, Urla



0z

SINIF, SOYLULASTIRMA VE DUYGULAR: URLA, IZMIR’DE YASAYAN
YOKSUL KADINLARIN GUNDELIK HAYAT DENEYIMLERINE ILiSKIN BIR
INCELEME

VAROL, Hazal
Yuksek Lisans, Siyaset Bilimi ve Kamu Y 6netimi Bolumu
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Necmi ERDOGAN

Haziran 2022, 203 sayfa

Bu tez, soylulastirma siirecindeki bolgelerde yasayan yoksul kadinlarin giindelik hayat
deneyimlerini incelemis ve 6zellikle bu deneyimlerin duygusal boyutunu ele almigstir.
Sinifin duygusal boyutunu arastirmis ve siif karsilasmalarinin “gizli yaralar” olarak
deneyimlenme bi¢gimine ve bunun soylulastirma siirecindeki mahallelerde yoksullar
yabancilagtirmasina 151k tutmustur. Bu c¢alisma duygulari 6n plana c¢ikarmayi
amaclayan ve “karsilasma cografyalarinin” izini siiren teorik bir konum almistir. Bu
amagcla, Urla’nin ¢esitli mahallelerinde yasayan kadinlarla yiiz yiize derinlemesine
miilakatlar, katilimc1 gbzlem ve zihinsel harita yontemleri iceren etnografik bir
calisma yapilmistir. Calismanin sonuglart bolgede farkli 6znelliklerin giindelik
karsilasmalarinin, yoksullarda utang, kizginlik, haysiyet ve 6zguven kaybi gibi bir dizi

tepkiye yol agtigini  ve onlart soylulastirma sirecindeki mahallelerde
Vi



yabancilastirdigini gdstermistir. Bu calisma, soylulastirmanin yoksullar1 yalnizca
fiziksel olarak yerinden etmekle kalmayip, ayn1 zamanda duygusal olarak da yerinden
ettigini O6ne sirmistiir. Urla'nin soylulastirma siirecindeki bdélgelerinin  mevcut
durumunun neden oldugu yeni yerinden edilme bigimini 6rneklendirmis ve yerinden
edilmeyi fiziksel yerinden olmanin Gtesine gegen bir olgu olarak vurgulamak igin
duygusal yerinden edilme olgusuna isik tutmustur. Ancak yoksul kadinlarin bolgedeki
deneyimlerinin bir yandan utang, dislanma, ait hissetmeme ve yabancilasma, diger

yandan goreli 6zgiirliik ve firsatlardan olustugu goriilmiistiir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: siif karsilagsmalari, yoksul kadmnlar, soylulastirma, duygular,
Urla
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This thesis explores the everyday lives of poor women living in or near neighborhoods
undergoing a process of gentrification in Urla, Izmir, and attempts to illuminate their
experiences and perceptions in emotional terms. It does so by portraying the
experiences and struggles of those who continue to maintain their tenuous hold on the
rapidly gentrifying area, despite the displacement pressures. The main question of this
study is: how do poor women’s everyday encounters with the middle and upper class
affect poor women’s emotions, their perceptions about themselves and their lives in
gentrifying neighborhoods? This study argues that these everyday encounters elicit a
range of emotions among the poor such as shame, loss of dignity and self-esteem, and

further alienate them in the gentrifying neighborhoods.

As an urban ethnography, it deals with questions of how poor women experience their
class and gender position in the gentrifying neighborhood, and how these experiences
affect their everyday lives in the area. It investigates the micro-scale of everyday
encounters and interactions/non-interactions in the gentrifying neighborhood's urban
spaces. It is based on the premise that in order to gain a comprehensive understanding
of the subjective experience of class, one needs to understand the emotional dimension
of class. Therefore, it analyzes this emotional dimension, putting at the forefront the
emotions and perceptions of poor women stemming from everyday encounters.
Feelings around self-worth, respect, and dignity are questioned in this
respect. Subsequently, this work investigates the relationships built and the solidarity
or lack thereof among neighbors and the psychological defense mechanisms the poor
use to cope with their situation. It also discusses poor women’s access to, perception
of, and sense of belonging in the neighborhood. It is essential to start from the everyday

experiences of those at the greatest risk of displacement in order to investigate the
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effects of gentrification. Therefore, it explores how gentrification is lived in and
through the everyday experiences of poor residents in Urla and how changes in the
gentrifying neighborhoods have been experienced and negotiated on a personal level.
These questions help to link individuals' inner emotional worlds with external
structural and social mechanisms in order to illustrate some of the ways in which class
and gender are implicated in emotional processes. As Reay (2005) argues, “there is a
powerful dynamic between emotions, and class inequalities that is as much about the
makings of class as it is about its consequences”. Emotions resulting from class
inequalities appear to be rooted in individual psychology. However, this study argues
that emotions also have a macro sociological presence (Barbalet, 1992). Emotions, for
this study, spring from or are inherent in the structural relations of society. Emotions
are considered from a macro sociological perspective and are conceptualized at the
level of class relations. It is therefore not a study belonging to the field of psychology.
This work does not comprehensively reflect the emotions experienced by the working
class. It deals with the emotions of the class in a limited way, not in all its aspects, but

only in terms of what they experience in class encounters in a gentrifying space.

This study is not based on the problem of defining and measuring poverty as an
objective economic category. Rather, it tries to grasp the cultural representations of
people who feel or consider themselves poor. Therefore, this research is not limited to
a specific income category with strict boundaries. However, it should be noted, the
vast majority of interviewees have no earnings, live on public assistance, do not have
a regular job and work whenever they find work. Those that have work receive the

minimum wage or slightly above it.

Material deprivation and lack of access to basic needs are only one facet of poverty.
To create a decent standard of living, one requires not only access to material needs
but a sense of pride, self-respect, and dignity as well. In order to understand how
poverty is experienced in a space undergoing the gentrification process, the research
explores the cultural processes in which the poor are included or excluded, their
position in the face of social hierarchies and power relations, particularly where the
poor find themselves in these systems, and their representations of themselves and
others. In addition to being an economic category, poverty is a social “situation” in
which people live, make sense of, and in turn, develop various coping mechanisms
2



(Erdogan, 2007b, p. 14). That is to say, poverty is a condition that has various aspects
and is experienced in different dimensions, not only economically but also emotionally
and culturally. Therefore, a definition of poverty in terms of income level alone
excludes significant, non-material aspects of poverty such as social exclusion,
humiliation, feelings of shame, stigma, and loss of dignity and self-esteem. Hence, this
work covers the cultural field of social class with a specific emphasis on the emotional

dimension of class.

In Turkey, the current global process of late capitalism and the neoliberal order have
been increasing social exclusion and marginalization. Economic, cultural, and
symbolic violence that the poor/subaltern groups are exposed to has gradually
increased, and the egalitarian elements of the cultural tradition have been dissolved.
As the hegemonic neoliberal discourse strengthened a culture of individualism, the
collectivities that mediate and articulate class struggle have been weakened. In today's
Turkey, class distinctions and hierarchies have deepened and intensified. In parallel
with the development of capitalism, class inequalities create traumatic effects on the
poor. Precisely for this reason, it is critical to investigate the traumatizing effects of

poverty in different contexts of contemporary Turkey.

While accepting that analysis of gentrification requires a synthesis of cultural and
political-economic explanations, this study offers a more cultural examination of the
process of gentrification, which is mostly missing in academic accounts. This study
adopts the premise that, in a class society, people lose the feeling of secure dignity in
the eyes of others and of themselves (Sennett & Cobb, 1972, p. 170). With this in
mind, it focuses on two groups of experiences: Firstly, it explores the emotional
dimension of class and inquires how class encounters are experienced as hidden
injuries. In doing so, it specifically explores emotions, work experiences, children,
solidarity, and the coping mechanisms of poor women. Secondly, feelings, emotions,
and perceptions associated with displacement that occur in the gentrification process
are examined. Specifically, it focuses on the interviewees' experiences of living in
close proximity to the middle and upper classes, neighborhood accessibility and
belonging, emotional displacement, along with women’s gains in the gentrifying
neighborhood. Given that the emphasis is placed on emotional displacement rather
than physical displacement, these emotions are contextualized and understood as
3



consequences of economic and social inequalities stemming from material power
structures. It investigates how marginalized groups experience their neighborhood
upgrading, which allows us to rethink and critically scrutinize our understanding of

class and gentrification.

As “social class and its intersections with gender are simultaneously subjective,
structural, about social positioning and everyday practices” (Brah & Phoenix, 2004, p.
80) this study takes class and its intersection with gender as a central category of
analysis. A fundamental proposition of this research is exploring how poor women's
experiences of neighborhood upgrading allow us to critically examine the emotional
dimension of class and gender through their lived experiences in the gentrified spaces.
Such an orientation is necessary not only to understand the emotional consequences of
gentrification and class encounters, but also to build opportunities for collective action
and social change.

Perceptions and emotions are essential to gentrification research since “emotions fuel
gentrification and gentrification is written on —and read off of—bodies as they move
through and inhabit urban landscapes” (F. Kern, 2012, p. 30). Emotions and
perceptions can also paint a picture of a person's life story and choices, and they also
offer insight into the social collective and its dynamics. However, feelings and
emotions associated with gentrification have been largely unexplored. Therefore, this
study seeks to understand the micro-scale of everyday public encounters and
interactions in gentrified spaces. It contributes to an understanding of gentrification-
induced displacement by presenting it from a perspective that places perceptions and
emotions at the forefront in order to emphasize displacement as a phenomenon that

goes beyond physical dislocation.

This research connects class, gender, and urban space through an ethnographically
detailed examination of a gentrifying neighborhood and provides insight into
gentrification from the perspective of working-class residents. Through an exploration
of the relationship between urban processes and the poor through gentrification, this
study uncovers the “hidden injuries” of class. In doing so, it reveals not only how
gentrification physically displaces the working class, but also how it culturally and
emotionally displaces them.



In most socio-scientific narratives, women who migrated from rural areas to cities are
treated as a homogeneous unit. However, this thesis proposes that where they live is
an important factor that can differentiate their everyday lives and perceptions.
Reflecting on the space where these women live allows us to examine the important
variations within the range of experiences that constitute the lives of migrant women
and their subsequent encounters with middle-class women (Ozyegin, 2005, p. 15). The
locality generates distinctive “grammars of life””; while the women interviewed in this
work share a past identity as rural to urban migrants with those living in squatter
settlements, the everyday lives of these two groups of women vary greatly (Ozyegin,
2002). Social practices are determined and influenced by the spaces poor women
inhabit, which in turn, create different possibilities and constraints. These possibilities
and constraints profoundly shape these women's lives by amplifying how they

experience work, class, gender, community, patriarchy, and everyday social relations.

Unlike the majority of the poor living in cities, the women who were interviewed for
this study live and work in middle and upper class neighborhoods. These women are
workers and/or the wives of workers in the area, and therefore have different spatial
experiences than rural migrants living in slum areas. The “incomers” interviewed were
those residents who were not born in the area but moved there as workers. The space
where these women live constitute a starting point from which to conceptualize their
everyday life. Since the neighborhood is inhabited mostly by members of the middle
and upper class, the everyday lives of the poor are defined by their encounters with the
“other”. The layers of experience created by these encounters make this neighborhood

a space with different meanings for its inhabitants.

According to Lefebvre (1991) “Space is a social product” (p. 26). Spaces are created
in everyday life through socio-spatial practices and the cultural meanings ascribed to
them. People's perceptions and lived experiences of space are influenced by their social
positions (Lefebvre, 1991) and people's experiences with spaces and their level of
attachment to them define those spaces. That is to say, spaces acquire meaning mostly
through everyday experience, and through their lived experiences, people give
meaning to the space and give a place its distinctive character. Space is one of the areas
where power is asserted and symbolic violence is exercised. (Bourdieu et al, 1999, p.
126) Spaces are contested arenas distinguished by power relations characterized by
5



negotiation, domination, and subordination. Cities today reflect inequalities in ways
never seen before. Particularly after the 1980s, cities came under tremendous pressure,
were invaded by capital, and have been positioned as new and profitable investment
areas with neo-liberal policies. Specifically, in Turkey, cities have been exposed to the
pressures of transformation led by gentrification for a long time. A city is a stronghold
of capitalism and a “space of encounter” through which the effects of capitalism
become visible (Lefebvre, 1991). The encounter is an essential site of understanding
since it allows one to investigate nuanced and dynamic layers of meaning rather than
focusing solely on the material. Since encounters provide a fruitful lens for
investigating the everyday politics of belonging, diversity, and the emotions provoked
by them, this study examines everyday encounters as ways in which individuals
negotiate a sense of self and belonging in relation to specific spaces. Since encounters
of lower-income residents with the middle and upper classes immediately make power
relations and social inequalities visible (Valli, 2015), reactions to these encounters
require precise attention. Therefore, this study uses encounters and
interactions/noninteractions in the neighborhood's urban spaces as privileged moments

to explore the emotional dimension of class and perceptions of gentrification.

“Everyday” is used in this work intending to emphasize the importance of repetitive
and trivial practices to understand public space, not as a predetermined, fixed, and
bounded physical space, but as a space lived through contact and encounters with
others. These encounters produce both inclusions and exclusions in that particular
space. Everyday public spaces are not merely material entities but also a synthesis of
social relations, individual and collective practices, and symbolic meanings. This
synthesis establishes the specificity of place in a given context. With this in mind,
everyday urban public spaces are considered to be open and provisional rather than
bounded, fixed, and static in their use (Massey, 1994). They are subject to contestation
and differing interpretations by individuals and groups with varying experiences
(Keith & Pile, 1993).

It is critical to investigate the relationship between class, emotions, and urban

restructuring through residents' narratives of location. For this purpose, face-to-face

in-depth interviews were conducted in addition to participant observation. To address

the challenges of documenting everyday life, Kevin Lynch's (1960) method of mental
6



mapping is also utilized in this study, methodically analyzing the perception and
familiarity of the neighborhood in the interviewee’s everyday lives. This method helps
capture information about how people perceive the neighborhood and offers insights
into issues of belonging, spatial use, and accessibility. In-depth interviews, participant
observation, and mental mapping as a spatial methodology give important clues about
people’s emotions, experiences, and perceptions of the neighborhoods undergoing the
gentrification process. Using these methods, this study aims to analyze the cultural and
emotional formation of urban poverty and the lived experiences of the gentrification

process in Turkey.

By drawing on Henri Lefebvre's analysis of the production of urban space, a
conceptual framework for analyzing social relations, urban space, and gentrification
will be constructed. In addition, through referencing the book, “The Hidden Injuries
of Class” (1972) by Richard Sennett and Jonathan Cobb, this study explores the
emotional dimension of class in a gentrifying neighborhood in which people from

different social classes encounter each other on an everyday basis.

1.1. Data and Methods

This study draws on a qualitative inquiry developed through a qualitative method and
was conducted in Urla, Izmir. The field research was carried out in different
neighborhoods in Urla affected by the gentrification process. The field research was
undertaken between January 2020 and March 2020. Data was gathered using an
ethnographic method, including field research consisting of participant observation,

semi-structured in-depth interviews, and mental maps with 20 women.

1.2.  Qualitative Research Design and Socio-demographic Characteristics of

Interviewees

Due to the limitations of gquantitative research in presenting the meaning of social
processes and emotions of the subjects, qualitative research was used to gain a deeper

understanding of the subjects’ emotions, meaning-making processes, life stories, and



personal testimonies. Semi-structured in-depth interviews help elicit the emotions and
perceptions of the women and the meaning that the women attach to their
experiences. Inaddition to this, participant observation allows one to be a part of their
world and to understand their everyday lives. Furthermore, it permits the analysis
of the social environment and the transformation of social relations in the area. The
questions directed to interviewees aim to understand both structural and subjective

processes simultaneously.

The first step of the fieldwork consisted of carrying out 20 in-depth interviews with
poor women living in Urla. Interviews were conducted privately with each individual
and lasted approximately 1.5 to 2 hours, with some lasting for three hours or
more. These sessions were recorded in order to keep and transcribe their experiences
in their own words. Furthermore, participant observation and involvement in local

events and meetings were critical components of this fieldwork.

Institutional and personal contacts were used to access interviewees. Snowball
sampling and purposive sampling were used together as a sampling method in this
study since both sampling methods together provide access to individuals with unique
experiences (Daly, 2007). Snowball sampling is “a way of having initially sampled
individuals lead you to other members of the hidden population, which in turn could
lead to further members.” (Frank & Snijders, 1994, p. 53) whereas purposive sampling
is when a researcher intentionally recruits certain people relevant to the study
(Sarantakos, 2005).

This study draws on interviews with the following individuals: 20 women who are
mostly aged between 30 and 45, while two of them are over 50. Three of the
interviewees continued their education until high school, while the vast majority of the
interviewees were either primary school graduates or never attended school. It is
important to note that some of these women learned how to read and write after
migrating to Urla. All interviewees are married. Except for one woman, all
interviewees have children. The interviewed “incomers” were those residents who
were not born in the area but moved there as workers, excluding one interviewee
whose parents moved to Urla as domestic workers and later became a worker herself.

Therefore, none of the interviewees are locals of Urla but rather were born in the
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various rural areas and migrated from different parts of Turkey, mostly from the
Central and Eastern Anatolia regions. For a significant number of the interviewees,

the first place to migrate after their village was Urla.

The vast majority of the interviewees moved to Urla due to financial difficulties and
their migration to Urla stemmed from job prospects for either their husband or
father. These women’s economic activities differ from conventional employment with
its full-time jobs and social security benefits. The majority of these women work in
the informal sector, with very few not working at all. Many are employed as domestic
workers. In addition, some of them engage in diverse activities such as doing
piecework at home including knitting and doing needlework for sale. Some of them
work as gatekeepers with their husbands, in the houses or gated communities. They
live in accommodation which are designated for gatekeepers in or near the gardens of
the houses or gated communities. These houses are characterized by poor living
conditions. Some of the duties of gatekeepers include collecting garbage, providing
security for the houses, gardening, helping with housework, and/or doing repairs when
necessary. In cases where both husband and wife work as gatekeepers, only one of
them receives a salary and social security. In other instances, some interviewees who

work as gatekeepers do not receive social security at all.

Interviewees in this study live in various housing conditions which are inferior to those
of their wealthier neighbors. The majority of the interviewees live in the housing
designated for gatekeepers or have lived in this kind of housing in the recent past while
they were working as a gatekeeper. Some are tenants in rented buildings while one of
the interviewees built their own home and other lives in a plastic trailer. In general,
these women live in substandard housing conditions even if the type of the housing is
different.

1.3.  Mental Mapping

Mental mapping-also referred to as cognitive mapping—is another method used in this
study to understand the women’s perception, use, and belonging to the space they live

in. Mental mapping describes how people experience, perceive and represent the world
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around them (Ben-Ze’ev, 2012). It is a method for investigating how people visualize
a location based on their own experiences and perceptions. Kevin Lynch (1960), in his
work “The Image of the City” describes basic elements of the urban environment.
According to him, space is experienced differently by its inhabitants based on their
memories and past experiences (Lynch, 1960). This method emerged as part of the
1960s psychological turn in geography, which was concerned with environmental
perception and mental configurations of place (Mazer & Rankin, 2011). This simple
technique was primarily developed in response to economic determinism and
assumptions of rational spatial behavior, by scholars seeking to critically examine the
effects of modernist planning on American cities (Ley, 2000).

According to this method, to separate a city’s perceived features, participants create a
mental map representing what a city contains based on their perceptions. These
representations determine the factors that affect the mental perception of the city.
Lynch, identified the five core elements of cityscape: paths, edges, districts, nodes,
and landmarks. These basic elements help describe and introduce the factors that
determine the cityscape's structure and develop a new approach to considering one's
surroundings and identifying them coherently. The path factor by which a potential
action is carried out. They include streets, pedestrian sidewalks, railroads, and so on.
Other elements, according to Lynch, are either dependent on or arranged around paths.
The edge is a linear factor that is different from the path from an observer's
perspective. Edges include coasts, building edges, walls, and neighborhood
boundaries. The districts are medium or large-sized sections of a city. The nodes are
sensitive points in the city that the observer can enter. The landmark is a factor that
can be used to compensate for different parts of a city in which the observer is unable
to enter. Typically, they are elements with a specific appearance, such as buildings,

landmarks, mountains, and so on.

In the context of individual interviews, the mental maps helped open up topics of
belonging and accessibility. They helped explore the emerging research themes: the
class stratification of social worlds, belonging and the subsequent use of space, the
diminishment of social space, and perceptions of gentrification. This method is
explored in this study, and claims that there is a relationship between degrees of
“imageability”, and feelings of urban alienation (Mazer & Rankin, 2011).
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In this study, all 20 interviewees were asked to draw a sketch map of the district they
live in, showing the most important features in the district and places they frequent.
Sketch maps were evaluated according to the frequency of elements. Their
representations were read as literal maps of places participants go and perceived
boundaries of their neighborhoods, both individually and collectively, as well as
indicators of how urban space mediates such perceptions. Since mental mapping
techniques tend to neglect questions about how people feel about their environment
and what it actually means to them, in this study mental mapping is supported by semi-
structured in-depth interviews and participant observation. Maps were analyzed
according to the frequency of the elements and then they were compared with the
results of the interviews. The analyses of the interviews show considerable overlap
between the sketch maps, indicating a shared perception of the district. However, there

are some variations between the maps.

1.4. Limitations

This study focuses on cultural explanations of the gentrification process, since cultural
explanations allow room for the exploration of subjective experiences and emotions.
Therefore, even though the political-economic explanations for the process in the area
are very important, they are not present in this study. However, it is acknowledged that
the gentrification processes in the urban space have interacting political-economic,

cultural, and social forces.

The analysis in this study is at the perceptive level. Therefore, a lack of perceptions of
the middle and upper classes in their encounters with the poor in the area is another
limitation of the study. Such an analysis would enable the exploration of the nature of

social relations from a broader perspective.

Since the transcription of speech risks missing the meanings concealed in the gestures,
mimics, and silences in the subaltern’s speech, it is also a limitation of this research.
In addition, translation from Turkish to English also results in a loss of meaning.
However, to address this limitation, transcriptions of Turkish are also provided in the

footnotes.
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1.5.  On the Specificity of Urla

Izmir, on the west coast of Turkey, is the country's third largest city. Urla is located 38
km west of Izmir, between the districts of Karaburun, Cesme, and Seferihisar. (See
Figure 1). The area of Urla is 728 km2 (T.C. Urla Kaymakamligi, n.d.). Urla has a
total land area of 70,400 hectares, of which 12.2% (8,600 hectares) is used for
agriculture (T.C. Urla Kaymakamligi, n.d.). According to the results of the Address-
Based Population Registration System Database for 2021, the general population of
the district is 72,741 and has an annual population growth rate of %044.9 (44.9 per
thousand) (Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu, 2022).

Urla, with mostly agricultural activities in the 1950s, has changed in character with the
advent of summer houses and secondary residences beginning in the 1970s (Can et al.,
2018). In Turkey, between the 1950s and the 1980s, there was a significant migration
movement from rural areas to urban centers. However, with the construction of
secondary residences on the Aegean and Mediterranean coasts of Turkey in the 1970s,
the urban population spilled out of metropolitan areas. This seasonal migration
included areas close to the town centers as an escape from the big cities, with the
increase in transportation opportunities (Gucgu & Cikis, 2021). Urla is one of these
places that experienced migration. With this development, small coastal settlements in
Urla have become spaces with summer houses where city dwellers reside during the

summer.

In the late 1980s, a high-speed auto highway was built connecting Izmir to Cesme, a
historic port town in the western part of the lzmir peninsula (Datta, 2014, p.
1370). After the highway was completed in 1993, a large number of high-end villas,
summer houses, and gated communities began to emerge around Urla (Datta, 2014, p.
1370). Urla immediately became popular with Izmir's middle and upper classes, with
many moving there shortly thereafter. Many secondary houses were converted to
primary houses with this phenomenon. With increasing transportation and access
opportunities, newly built primary houses started to appear in the inner-city areas of

Urla (Can et al., 2018). These houses were largely inhabited by Izmir's urban middle
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classes, who moved out of the city. Urla was seen as a “healthy” town with a “natural”
lifestyle that offered a much-needed escape from Izmir's pollution (Datta, 2014). In
Urla, gated communities were primarily residential, and people maintained their
social, cultural, and economic ties to the city (Datta, 2014, p. 1372). This is not
common in some other big cities, such as Istanbul and Ankara, where the majority of
gated communities are supported by social and cultural infrastructure (Bartu Candan
& Kolluoglu, 2008).

At the center of the district, there was a rural population with traditional lifestyles and
values who mostly earned their living from agricultural activities (Emekli, 2004). The
houses at the center were mainly one or two-floor houses. Currently, they are mainly
second residences for people with better incomes. Additionally, and especially after
the 1990’s, the number of gated communities in Urla began to increase to a significant

level and are currently considered part of the metropolitan area (Emekli, 2004).
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Figure 1: The Location of Urla

Adding to the development of Urla is the increased migration from Turkey’s big cities,
mainly from Istanbul to izmir, which led to an increase in Urla’s population beginning

in the 2000s. In addition, employment and the young population have also increased

13



with the establishment of a university in the area. The migration from big cities and
the increasing tourism have been determining factors in the current situation of the
area (Giigti & Cikig, 2021). The primary economic activity has shifted away from
agriculture and towards the service sector which resulted in the repurposing of former
agricultural fields for residential and commercial purposes. These changes enabled the
development of the service sector and non-agricultural industries in the area. These
developments have led to the rapid urbanization of the lands of Urla, which formerly
had a predominantly agricultural economy, as well as to a rapid increase in land rent
(Ustuk, 2019, p. 87).

In the outlying areas of the district, since the 1970s, the areas formerly used for
agriculture are now used for different purposes (Emekli, 2004). A variety of industries
are located in Urla, such as vineyards, raisins, and olive oil, and soap manufacturing
facilities. However, these industries largely excluded locals of Urla both economically
and socially (Datta, 2014). Locals lost their land and also became socially isolated. For
some, their new life consisted of being employed as cleaners, gardeners, and domestic
workers in these gated communities (Datta, 2014). With the explosion of tourism and
the gentrification of rural areas, agricultural workers and farmers often find that it is
more lucrative to work as domestic workers, gardeners, or gatekeepers rather than rely

on agricultural production.

With these developments, a phenomenon occurred called “the differentiated
countryside” (Murdoch et al., 2003) which refers to the increasing “consumption” of
rural space driven more and more by urban market interests, such as “residential,
tourism, recreational, lifestyle or investment opportunities” (Holmes, 2006, p. 144).
This was accompanied by various new consumption practices in the rural areas of Urla.
Some rural areas still have agricultural production practices; however, they are
different from before. For example, according to the research in Urla’s Kuscular
neighborhood in 2021, cultivation of products such as grapes and artichokes, and
especially olives, had increased, and new businesses, such as production facilities,
restaurants, cafes and workshops began to find a place in the countryside, as
consumption of these products increases (Gii¢ii & Cikis, 2021). According to this
study, the main agricultural production that continues in the neighborhood is
greenhouse farming, grape/wine, and olive/olive oil, and this production is under the
14



domination of newcomers, except for greenhouse farming (Gii¢ii & Cikis, 2021, p.
75). Only twenty percent of the total land in Kuscular continues to belong to the local
people (Gugl & Cikis, 2021, p. 74). Middle and upper class newcomers also engage
in many activities related to management, agriculture, and animal husbandry. Parallel
to this, much of the rural population has sold their land, leading to the dispossession
of the locals by separating them from the progress of rural production (Giigii & Cikis,
2021). With these changes, the rural areas of Urla were also transformed. Therefore,
there is a notable influence of newcomers in Urla’s diversified rural production

practices and in the transformation of rural space (Giigli & Cikis, 2021).

The center of Urla also underwent changes. According to the informal interviews with
Urla Municipality employees, at the beginning of 2010, several artist communities
started to use Zafer Street, located in the inner-city area of Urla, to hold art exhibits.
This led to the local government closing the street to traffic, and allowing art exhibits,
shops selling souvenirs, and ceramic workshops to open. The street soon became
known as “Art Street.” (See Figure 2). With the support of the Urla municipality,
various artistic activities began to be held there. The "Urla Art and Antique Market"
was set up on the last Sunday of every month, and as of June 2012, this market was
held every weekend during the summer. According to interviews with local
government officials, the International Artichoke Festival, which was organized first
in 2015, considerably increased the appeal of Urla. In 2015, the Urla Municipality
started a renovation project on Zafer Street, or “Art Street” which lasted for
approximately two years. Today, various festivals such as the Vine Harvest Festival,
International Artichoke Festival, Herb Festival, and the Urla Art Festival are organized

every year in Urla (T.C. Izmir Urla Belediyesi, n.d.).

15



Figure 2: Photograph of Zafer Street (Art Street)

Changes in the area, beginning in the 2000s, have abruptly accelerated in the past few
years, with the opening of restaurants and bars that appeal to people from the middle
and upper class. Urla has become one of the favorite destinations of the higher income
classes, especially those who have migrated from Turkey’s big cities. To accommodate
this population, residential low-rise buildings were renovated, and new villas were
built, including some with luxuries such as private amenities, gatekeepers, and

gardeners. These changes rapidly affected housing prices.

There has been a noticeable acceleration in the number of new activities and businesses
opening in the last few years in Urla. Trendy boutiques, art galleries, organic markets,
antique shops, hotels, and, above all, coffee shops and famous gourmet restaurants
have been popping up at an incredible pace and with noticeable acceleration. As a

result, the center of Urla has become a tourist destination.

In recent years, changes in the economic structure, social relations, and culture in the
Urla have become very evident. With the demands of middle and upper class

newcomers and the support of local governments, the gentrification process has
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accelerated (Ustuk, 2019, p. 87). The demographic structure of the rural settlement in
Urla is changing as a result of the pressure created by increasing tourism, urbanization,
and gentrification. Urla is today a popular luxury urban area, prices have peaked, with
this trend even spreading to the countryside, where the fields, olive groves, and
vineyards surrounding Urla have increased in price and changed hands. The center of
Urla is widening, and the middle and upper class houses, which were once on the
fringes, have now been pulled into the city center. Locals of Urla are slowly moving
away from the city. In addition to the villas and gated communities on the outskirts,
villas and gated communities have now emerged at the center of the city. Middle and
upper class professionals are purchasing and refurbishing properties from local and
predominantly working class owners. The renovation of these residences by their new
owners resulted in a significant rise in the property values of other parts of Urla as
well, culminating in the expansion of the middle and upper classes in much of Urla's
housing market. Today, Urla is home to a huge number of gated communities and
villas. These gentrification processes continue to develop. As a result of these changes,
Urla is undergoing an economic, social, cultural, and spatial transformation.
Consequently, the infrastructure and social makeup of Urla are changing day by day.
The introduction of new faces, new cultures, and new activities to the neighborhood
raises questions about how these changes are experienced by the area’s lower-income

residents.

Urla has experienced an urbanization process. Today, it is administered as an urban
center with a rural and tourist influence. Therefore, the gentrification here has a
different character from the gentrification processes in metropolitan areas such as
Istanbul and Ankara. The elements of a rural gentrification process are supported by
the tourism transformation, and agricultural areas are becoming a part of the
gentrification process even though there are still locals who are engaged in agriculture.
Rural gentrification is defined as the wealthy importation of urban amenities to rural
areas, which refers to a shift in rural consumption habits (Gosnell & Abrams, 2011).
With rural gentrification, the preferences of newcomers reshape rural settlement
patterns (Ghose, 2004; Grabbatin et al., 2011; Walker & Fortmann, 2003).

In the case of Urla, there is a gentrification of old agricultural lands and also of old
buildings in the inner-city areas. As a result of these changes, dilapidated, older
17



buildings coexist with renovated, new buildings (See Figure 3) and houses that differ
greatly can be found side by side. The changes in the spatial layout of Urla are also
reflected in the social structure, with the newly-arrived upper class living in close
contact with the local or low-income residents. These two coexisting worlds can be
seen in the streets as the old residents sell their houses to the newcomers and the new
residents then renovate them. The life produced by the tastes of the middle and upper
classes in Urla has created an expensive and difficult lifestyle for the locals, especially
with regard to the real estate prices. It is getting harder and harder to survive in Urla,
which is getting more expensive for the poor and the locals. This trend in the housing
market and also the cost of living in Urla lead to everyday displacement pressures,

above all for low-income residents of the area.
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Figure 3: Street view from Urla

1.6.  Overview of the Study

Following the definition of the premise of this study, its methodology and the specifics
of the place where the research was carried out, Chapter 2 discusses briefly the related
literature and develops a theoretical and conceptual framework related to the
production of space, gentrification, class and women’s rural to urban migration in

Turkey.

Chapter 3 focuses on the emotions and perceptions stemming from everyday
encounters in the area from the perspective of poor women. Specifically, this chapter
illustrates how such women experience their class position as an injury and how these
injuries affect their everyday lives in the neighborhood. Feelings around self-worth,
respect, and dignity are discussed, as well as those concerning how the poor experience
hidden injuries and how they are further alienated in gentrifying
neighborhoods. Subsequently, this chapter investigates the relationships built and the

solidarity or lack thereof among neighbors. Chapter 3 concludes with an analysis of
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the psychological defense mechanisms the poor use to cope with their situation in the

neighborhood.

Having developed an understanding of the emotional effects of class encounters on the
poor in gentrifying neighborhoods in Chapter 3, Chapter 4 begins with discussing the
accessibility of the neighborhood for the poor women interviewed and their sense of
belonging to the neighborhood then discuss an understanding of the emotional aspects
of displacement on poor residents and its impacts on their livelihoods as it plays out in
a gentrifying neighborhood. In addition, it also argues that these women are conflicted
their emotional displacement and alienation on the one hand, but see economic and

social opportunities for themselves and their children on the other.

In the conclusion, the arguments in the preceding chapters are synthesized alongside

the contributions of this research to the existing literature.
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CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

This study explores the emotional dimensions of class and enquires how poor women
live through experiences in a space undergoing the process of gentrification through
class encounters in their everyday lives. The theoretical and contextual basis rests on
discussions of emotions, everyday encounters, class, and gentrification. The purpose
of this chapter is to shed light on the theoretical and conceptual points of the thesis. In
this chapter, there will be a brief discussion on the main theoretical engagements and
literature of this work, which form a framework for this study. In order to explain how
this study defines “space”, this section starts with an introduction of Henri Lefebvre's
understanding of the production of space. This will be followed by a discussion of how
gentrification literature evolves globally. Since this work focuses on women’s
experiences in gentrifying spaces, literature which takes gentrification as it relates to
gender will be briefly reviewed. Subsequently, through an investigation of
displacement literature, gentrification-led displacement will be opened up. Following
this, gentrification literature specific to Turkey will be reviewed, in order to investigate
how gentrification is discussed in the context of Turkey.

Since emotions of class is fundamental to this study, after a brief introduction of the
emotional dimension of class, Richard Sennett and Jonathan Cobb’s work “The
Hidden Injuries of Class” (1972), which is used as a primary theory in this study, will
be introduced. This work provides a substantial explanation of the emotions and

experiences of the working class in contemporary capitalism.

After that, this study introduces the literature on the working class in Turkey, and
specifically focuses on the literature on class encounters. At the end of the literature
review, literature on women’s rural to urban migration in Turkey will be briefly

explained as this work is based on the narratives of women who have migrated from
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rural areas to the city. The chapter concludes by discussing how this study

problematizes its subject matter and situates itself.

2.1.  On the (Social) Production of Space

In this study, taking class and gender relations into account, it is intended to understand
how space is produced and experienced in the area which is in the process of
gentrification. Although there is extensive literature on space, this study is focused on
Henri Lefebvre's conceptualization of a social interpretation of space. In light of
Lefebvre’s conceptualization of space, this study explores poor women's positions in

urban space in terms of the social production of that space.

Henri Lefebvre's greatest contribution to spatial studies was his interpretation of space
in social terms. As a leading figure in urban sociology, Lefebvre re-conceptualized the
socio-spatial perspective using Marxian and critical approaches and introduced the
concept of social production of urban space. He pioneered this new debate on how
space and society are inextricably linked in his seminal work titled “The Production
of Space” (1991). In this work, he gives a detailed understanding of the space present
in the capitalist mode of production, and he asserts that (social) space is a “(social)
product” or “a complex social construction” (Lefebvre, 1991, p. 26) which affects

spatial perceptions and practices.

Lefebvre encouraged scholars to consider space as more than a physical phenomenon,
focusing instead on the ideological systems and various human experiences that act
within the context of social space (Arias & Warf, 2009, p. 3). For him, space is not a
mere result but the site of ongoing interactions of social relations (Zhang, 2006). To
put it another way, according to Lefebvre, the notion of space that contains social
relations cannot be regarded separately from the concept of space itself. For Lefebvre,
space is inherently unstable and dialectical and is made up of social relations, which
are both the product and the producer of space, as well as the foundation of economic

and social relations.
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Lefebvre's theory on space is founded on the critical notion that space should be
viewed as the site of ongoing social interactions rather than as the mere result of such
interactions. As Lefebvre explains, it is a process of production rather than a product
itself. In accordance with Lefebvre's understanding of space as a social product, space
began to be noticed as a collection of social and historical processes that are lived,
experienced and perceived. Depending on its use and relations of production, space
gains new meanings and usage. Lefebvre (1991) argues, “Social relations, which are
concrete abstractions, have no real existence save in and through space. Their
underpinning is spatial” (p. 404). He decisively shifts the Marxist praxis to view the
city as a space of encounter through which repercussions of capitalism become visible.
He put strong emphasis on social relations as well as the examination of space as a
product. As Zieleniec (2008) argues, “Lefebvre's theory understands the production of
space as emphasizing the need to consider space as both a product (a thing) and a
determinant (a process) of social relations and actions” (p. 60). For Lefebvre (1991)
“any space implies, contains and dissimulates social relationships — and this despite
the fact that a space is not a thing but rather a set of relations between things (objects
and products)” (pp. 82-83).

Using the dialectic tradition, Lefebvre proposes a spatial triad model; a triad of
interconnected concepts as an analytical tool: physical space, mental space, and social
space, which are also referred to as perceived space (spatial practice), conceived space
(representations of space) and lived space (representational space). Whereas physical
space refers to experientially accessible, materialized space can be perceived with the
senses. It is a perceived space arising out of daily reality. Mental space is a technical
rendering that is produced by bureaucrats, urban professionals, and so on. Finally, the
social space refers to the objective representations of space, a space influenced by lived
everyday experience. It is a space of inhabitants and “users” and a place of practice
that is full of meaning. The production of space is the interplay of perceived,
conceived, and lived spaces that are produced and reproduced through social,
economic, and political processes. According to Lefebvre (1991), “spatial practice,
representations of space and representational spaces contribute in different ways to the
production of space according to their qualities and attributes, according to the society

or mode of production in question, and according to the historical period” (p. 46). The
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triad provides an opportunity to make sense of both the production of space and to
examine the experience of space in everyday modes of production and society, as well
as to examine the mutual relations and oppositions of mental, social, and physical

spaces. !

According to Lefebvre, “space needs to be understood in the context of the mode of
production of a particular epoch” (Elden, 2004, p. 184). In particular, he provides a
detailed analysis of the space of the capitalist mode of production. In doing so,
Lefebvre used Marxian notions such as production, forces of production, and relations
of production to inform his examination of these concepts. However, Lefebvre extends
the concept of production beyond the classical Marxist interpretation and gives it a
broader meaning. According to Lefebvre, “Production, then, is broader than the
economic production of things (stressed by Marx) and includes the production of
society, knowledge and institutions. The production of things is but a narrow sense of
the wider sense of the production of oeuvres. These other aspects—while allowed for
in Marx's conception—are less often treated in his work as such. Production in
Lefebvre's sense —deriving from Marx, Hegel, and Nietzsche's notion of creation—
needs to be grasped as both a material and mental process ” (Elden, 2004, p. 184). As
interpreted by him, space is more than just a sphere in which production takes place.
He argues, “we have passed from the production of things in space... to the production
of space itself” (Elden, 2004, p. 184).

Spaces are created in everyday life through socio-spatial practices and the cultural
meanings ascribed to them. That is to say, spaces acquire meaning primarily through
everyday experiences. Therefore, through their experiences, people give meaning to a
particular space. According to Lefebvre (1991), people's perceptions and lived
experiences of space are influenced by their social positions. Lefebvre also
investigated how different societies have particularized spaces across time in terms of
form and meaning, owing to the peculiarity between abstract and social space. Thus,
it could be said that capitalism, like all other kinds of social relations, has its own
spatial organization that is (re)produced. In this context, the conceptualization of space

by Lefebvre emphasizes everyday life and the political nature of space.
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He theorizes space in terms of politics, and his statement “there is a politics of space
because space is political” encapsulates the politics of society that are instrumental in
establishing spatial binaries (Lefebvre, 1991). Lefebvre argues in his work that, just as
capitalism conquered everyday life, so its physical location, space, has been colonized
as well. According to him, the class struggle exists in urban space as a result of the
unequal distribution of space between the rich and the poor. He further argues:

(Social) space is not a thing among other things, nor a product among other

products: rather, it subsumes things produced, and encompasses their

interrelationships in their coexistence and simultaneity — their (relative) order and

lor (relative) disorder. It is the outcome of a sequence and set of operations, and

thus cannot be reduced to the rank of a simple object...Itself the outcome of past

actions, social space is what permits fresh actions to occur, whilst suggesting

others and prohibiting yet others. Among these actions, some serve production,

others consumption. (i.e. the enjoyment of the fruits of production) (Lefebvre,

1991, p. 73).
Spaces are characterized by power relations, and they are arenas for politics that
consist of relations of negotiation, domination, and subordination. Social relations,
which include varied degrees of inequity, domination, and exploitation, are deeply
embedded in the production of space. Consequently, the notion of public space is
derived from a specific group while simultaneously excluding other groups. Therefore,
recognizing that society has been built on a capitalist patriarchal idea, poor women,
like many other subordinate groups, are excluded. Therefore, marginalized groups are

unable to embody an area, make it their own, and do not have their “right to the city”.

Space can only be understood in the context of a certain society since it is socially
produced. It is inherently historical as well as relational. Therefore, to examine social
dynamics and power relations, it is important to consider the context of each
circumstance. In line with Lefebvre's view, it can be concluded that space is the locus
of hegemony, power, and resistance, while spatial relations are also a result of power

dynamics.

Exclusion and displacement are among the most devastating consequences of
neoliberal urbanization, as they directly affect the everyday lives of the urban poor.
This study argues that urban space is the place where inequalities in society come into
being as a physical manifestation of the prevalent unequal economic positions, and it
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Is a physical site that represents one's socioeconomic placement in society (Bourdieu
et al, 1999).

The urban space is not a concrete, fixed, and limited area of production. Rather, it
consists of living and complex possibilities, like an oeuvre. In order to see it in all this
formation, one needs to look at everyday life. Lefebvre connects the city experience
to everyday life and uses this term beyond daily routines. He describes it as “the site

of authentic experience, of self, of the body, and of engagement with others.”

Tracing everyday life is important for this study because of the potency of the daily.
Everyday life serves as a fruitful ground for this thesis since minuscule and seemingly
trivial details of everyday have political meaning. Everyday life is connected to power
relations, and the significance of the everyday lies behind the ordinary practices and
seemingly trivial details. Due to social class becoming visible in people's everyday

lives, this study pays particular attention to everyday life.

Henri Lefebvre’s conceptualization of space in social terms is particularly important
for this study. Based on his conceptualization, this study suggests that spaces gain
meaning primarily through everyday experiences, and individuals contribute meaning
to space and give a place its specific character through their lived experiences of space.
This allows for a comprehensive understanding of the women’s experiences in Urla’s

gentrifying neighborhood spaces.

2.2. On Gentrification

The term gentrification was first coined by Ruth Glass in 1964 to describe processes
of urban transformation that were affecting central London in her book “London:
Aspects of Change”. Since it was first coined, the term has sparked many conceptual
arguments and heated debates. In her influential book, Glass described the
transformation of London's urban landscape and wrote the famous lines below, which

became the most accepted features of gentrification:

One by one, many of the working-class quarters of London have been invaded by
the middle-classes — upper and lower. Shabby, modest mews and cottages — two
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rooms up and two down — have been taken over, when their leases have expired,
and have become elegant, expensive residences. [...] The current social status and
value of such dwellings are frequently in inverse relation to their status, and in
any case enormously inflated by comparison with previous levels in their
neighborhoods. Once this process of "gentrification" starts in a district it goes on
rapidly until all or most of the original working-class occupiers are displaced and
the social character of the district is changed (Lees et al., 2007, p. 4).

This passage is quickly accepted as the sine qua non of gentrification studies.
According to this original definition, gentrification is defined as a process of class
transformation at the neighborhood level (Glass, 1964) and it refers to the
“rehabilitation of working-class residential neighborhoods by middle-class
homebuyers, landlords, and professional developers.” (Smith, 1982, as cited in Lees
et al., 2008, p. 9). According to Glass's definition, disinvested, working-class
neighborhoods are upgraded by pioneer gentrifiers while displacing working-class
residents in the process. In other words, according to this definition, gentrification is
the transition of working-class areas in the inner city into residential and/or
commercial use by the middle classes. However, since the coining of the term, the
conceptualization of gentrification has evolved, and there has been a substantial body

of literature on gentrification today.

Since the 1970s, various studies have attempted to understand the mechanics of the
gentrification process, as well as the changes that occur depending on where
gentrification takes place (Badcock, 1995; Beauregard, 1990; Hamnett, 1991; Lees,
1996; Ley, 1996; Palen & London, 1984; Rose, 1984; Smith, 1996; Smith & Williams,
1986; Van Weesep & Musterd, 1991; Zukin, 1987). A decade after the term
gentrification was introduced, a vigorous debate developed between Marxist economic
and humanistic perspectives on the primary driving factor of gentrification. In general,
developed as a result of numerous theoretical and empirical studies on gentrification,
fall into two major schools of thought in earlier definitions: “production-supply”

versus “consumption-demand” debates.

Hamnett (1991) identified several related dichotomies as follows: structure against

agency, output versus consumption, capital versus culture, and supply versus demand.

The two main earlier approaches of gentrification emphasize residential, rehabilitative,

and inner-city aspects of gentrification (Lees et al., 2007; Smith, 1982) and they also

serve as the basis for the two basic theories for gentrification: the rent gap and the
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emergence of a new middle class. The first approach explains gentrification as a
structural economic process. In this approach, the emphasis is on restructuring the
urban economy and creating new spaces suitable for gentrification. The second
approach, on the other hand, is concerned with the choices and actions made by those

who create or use gentrified spaces.

The fundamental theory in the first approach was developed by Neil Smith (1979), in
his article “Toward a Theory of Gentrification: A Back to the City Movement by
Capital, not People”. He took a structuralist Marxist perspective and argues that
economic pressures, rather than cultural ones, are the driving forces for gentrification.
For him, gentrification is “an expected product of the relatively unhampered operation
of the land and housing markets” (Smith, 1979, p. 538). Smith argues that
gentrification occurs in areas where the difference between current and potential
ground rents is the biggest and he uses the concept of a rent gap to explain this
situation. The “rent gap” is the disparity between the ground rent for current land use
and the prospective rent for a more profitable use. According to Smith, the process
begins with a drop in inner-city land values, which happens when excessive investment
in the production sector steers capital to the more profitable housing sector, as in the
case of suburbanization outside of cities. As Uzun (2003) argues, “in its first stage,
suburbanization develops by attracting high-income groups. The concentration of
housing investment in suburbia and the neglect of the inner-city results in a
revalorization of the inner-city housing stock. As an outcome of the urban restructuring
process of the last three decades, interest in the inner-city housing stock increases.

This, in turn, creates a rent gap, and redirects housing investment to the inner-city.”

On the other hand, the consumption-demand debates pioneered by Ley (1996)
highlight gentrifiers' cultural preferences and demographic features. This approach
places gentrification primarily as a result of the availability of amenities that appeal to
the gentrifying class. Gentrification, according to Ley, occurs in two stages. During
the first stage, pioneers, also referred to as the risk-oblivious group, choose inner-city
locations due to the areas' lifestyle, cultural, and historical value. During the second
stage, the risk-averse group, those who move to the inner-city for investment

opportunities, at times displaces the pioneers.
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These binary categories, however, are being called into question by the emerging
dynamics. After a lot of ink was spilled, scholars came to the conclusion that both are
significant and may be viewed as complementary explanations for the gentrification

process.

As mentioned, gentrification was associated with the inner city in its earlier
definitions, and therefore it has been discussed in contrast to suburbanization in the
periphery. The binary relationship between the inner city and the suburbs, or between
the center and periphery, has changed due to the reinvestment of capital in areas that
previously posed a barrier, in addition to the concurrent investments in urban sprawl
(Lees et al., 2016). In addition to housing, touristy and consumer-oriented complexes,
luxury office construction, and waterfront redevelopment are replacing existing public
spaces and working-class districts (Lees et al., 2007). Re-development was
distinguished from gentrification by its demolition and new-build nature, whereas
gentrification was associated with residential upgrading and rehabilitation (Smith,
1982). According to Smith (1996), however, such a distinction is no longer relevant
because both rehabilitation and redevelopment are complementary parts of property-
led regeneration policies.

The majority of research on gentrification acknowledges that cultural, economic, and
social forces interact, and is concerned with describing the context-specific and ever-
shifting terrain on which gentrification has evolved into a “global urban strategy”
(Smith, 2002). Despite the term's widespread use in research conducted in various
countries outside the Global North, its theoretical contribution via place-specific
trajectories remains limited in number. Although there were relatively few voices
advocating for the importance of local context, in the early 2000s, interest in
understanding gentrification experiences in the local context has grown exponentially
in recent years. The place-specific trajectory of gentrification is explored by numerous
researchers in an attempt to liberate the notion from dominant, generalizing
conceptualizations (Janoschka et al., 2014; Jou et al., 2016). In a parallel effort, Lees
et al. (2016) conducted case studies from cities in Africa, Asia, Southern Europe, and
Latin America. They have urged for greater attention to race and ethnicity (particularly
in the Global South) as well as an increased focus on gentrification in the Global South
(Lees et al., 2016).
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Brown—Saracino (2016) drew attention to what Lees (2003) called super-
gentrification and urged researchers to investigate the link between gentrification and
an increased concentration of poverty. Simultaneously, several insights from Turkey
have also contributed to the place-specific geography of gentrification over the past
few years. These include state-led gentrification, resistance, the incorporation of
temporality into displacement, reconsideration of the boundaries between gentrifier
and gentrified, and the appropriation of assemblage in gentrification (Kayasi &
Yetiskul Senbil, 2014; Lagendijk et al., 2014; Sakizlioglu, 2014; Islam & Sakizlioglu,
2015; Varli Gork & Rittersberger-Tilig, 2016).

Schulman (2012) defines gentrification as a “concrete replacement process.
Physically, it is an urban phenomenon: the removal of communities of diverse classes,
ethnicities, races, sexualities, languages, and points of view from the central
neighborhoods of cities, and their replacement by more homogenized groups.” (p. 14).
This definition recognizes the all-encompassing changes that this class transition
brings forth. What gentrification represents is not merely a change in the housing
market, but rather a hindrance to all other ways of being (Curran, 2017). It is
noteworthy to mention Curran's (2017) argument that gentrification is creating highly
unequal cities in which the allocation of resources to certain up-and-coming

neighborhoods leads to the ossification of poverty in disinvested areas.

It should be noted that approaches that place an emphasis on cultural factors have come
the closest to addressing emotions in the context of gentrification and displacement.
Cultural perspectives often apply qualitative methodologies and give voice to actors
such as gentrifiers, workers, locals, and planners. (T. Butler & Robson, 2003;
Caulfield, 1994; Curran, 2007). According to numerous qualitative researches that
draw on the feelings and experiences of actors in the gentrification process, people's
emotions come into play when they make decisions concerning their lifestyle, housing,
family, school, work, and neighborhood. These researches in the literature mostly deal
with factors such as attachment to place, seeking financial security through
homeownership, and concerns about the children's education (Mills, 1988; D. Rose,
2004; Butler & Robson, 2003; Karsten, 2007; Modan, 2007). On the other hand, few
of the research is focused on emotion in and of itself, or on its relationship to other
elements such as financial concerns.
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Perceptions and emotions are critical sites for understanding gentrification, as
“emotions fuel gentrification and gentrification is written on—and read off of—bodies
as they move through and inhabit urban landscapes” (F. Kern, 2012, p. 30). Yet, this
field remains mostly unexplored in gentrification studies in the literature. Therefore,
this study places an emphasis on cultural factors to address perceptions and emotions

in a gentrifying context.

2.2.1. Gender and Gentrification

Gender has been central to gentrification's effects in a patriarchal, heteronormative
system even though it is not necessarily central to the definition of gentrification
(Curran, 2017). As widely argued by feminist researchers, social class and its
intersections with gender in gentrification research are required. As a matter of fact,
organizing around gentrification provided a lens through which to view urban space
as a capitalist and patriarchal issue (Curran, 2017). However, it has not received the
attention it deserves in literature. This work explores gentrification in relation to
gender by looking at women’s everyday experiences in the gentrifying spaces. For this

reason, it connects social class with gender in gentrification.

Curran (2017) says “class is gendered, raced, aged, and abled.” In “reclaiming” parts
of the city that had previously experienced disinvestment and displacing the
populations that lived in those areas, gentrification exposes the fundamental
inequalities of modern society and urban planning. Gender is foremost among these,
though it is rarely recognized as such in the literature on gentrification. Gender is a
significant element that structures urban space. It is one of the lenses through which
we see how gentrification maintains urban disparities. However, it has not been given

the attention it deserves in literature.

The relationship between gender and gentrification attracted a good deal of attention
during the 1980s and early 1990s. However, the gendered nature of inequalities has
been too little examined in these works. (e.g., Markusen, 1980; Rose, 1984; Bondi,
1991; Bondi, 1999; Butler & Hamnett, 1994; Lyons, 1996; McDowell, 1997; Rose et
al., 1989; Spain, 1992; Warde, 1991).
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When gender is considered in gentrification studies, it is more common to associate
with women as “gentrifiers”. Indeed, the focus on gender in the gentrification process
has tended to be on the role of gentrifiers rather than the effects on individuals who
are gentrified. Such is the trend, both in the above-mentioned discussions of the role
of women in gentrification in the 1980s and in more recent studies (L. Kern, 2007,
2010a, 2010b, 2013). As one of the exceptions in the recent literature, Winifred Curran
(2017) describes how gentrification has further exacerbated deep-rooted gendered

stereotypes and gendered divisions of labor.

Gender was at the center of some early discussions about the causes and visible effects
of gentrification. Some of these studies theorized that gentrification could be
emancipatory. Some researchers—such as Markusen (1980)—have even suggested
that gentrification is a result of the dissolution of the patriarchal family unit. To some
scholars, gentrification can provide an increase in the flexibility of roles for women
and gays. This consequently allows for a reworking of sexist ideas and, in turn, can
fundamentally change the nature of cities (e.g., Caulfield, 1989; Rose, 1984).
Likewise, in the studies conducted in gentrified districts by Smith (1987) in New York,
Rose (1989) in Montreal, and Mills (1988) in Vancouver, it is discovered the
following characteristics in each: a female population increasing faster than the male
population; a high proportion of young and single women; a high proportion of
women in professional jobs; high levels of academic credentials; a high proportion of
couples who are dual-earners; but few families; and a postponement of marriage and
childbearing (Warde, 1991, as cited in Curran, 2017, p. 3).

Several theorists who include gender in gentrification research (e.g., Beauregard,
1986; Bondi, 1991; Markusen, 1980; Rose, 1984; Wekerle, 1984) suggest that women
are not only the potential beneficiaries of gentrification but also proponents of the
process. According to this view, the existence of gentrification could be explained as
the search for urban neighborhoods that could accommodate women's dual roles at

home and work.

Moreover, according to Wekerle (1984), women were a major driving force behind
the revitalization of the North American city, as they both needed and benefited more

from living in an urban setting, as “women use the city more intensively than men and
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for a wider range of functions: work, child rearing, shopping, cultural facilities and
neighborhood participation. Women also gain more time since they show the greatest
decline in travel-to-work time after a move from the suburbs to the city.” (p. 11)
Therefore, women benefited from the advantages in cities despite cities being a place

that was designed by and for men.

While gentrification enabled middle-class women to access numerous urban benefits,
it can also be said that women were the ones who were most likely to be displaced as
a result of the transformation in the neighborhood (Rose, 1984; Bondi, 1991). As Jupp
(2014) stated, women are the most disadvantaged members of already disadvantaged
communities. It is also important to note that increasing demand along with the
gentrification process has actually proven to be the disadvantage of working-class
women, people of color, immigrant communities, people with disabilities, the elderly,
and other less advantaged urban residents. With this in mind, this study also looks
through the lens of gender since “while gender identities may be fluid, diverse and
ultimately impossible to generalize, particular modes of gender power may be named
and traced with some precision at a relatively general level” (Brown, 2006; as cited in
Jupp, 2014, p. 1311).

2.2.2. Displacement

Gentrification-induced displacement is another important conceptualization for this
study. Gentrification involves a displacement process in which the poor are displaced
by the wealthier, and heterogeneity is replaced by social and cultural homogeneity
(Lees et al., 2016; Zukin, 2010). Displacement is central to the experience of
gentrification, and the experience of displacement is not always physical (Angelovski,
2015; Davidson, 2008, 2009; Shaw & Hagemans, 2015).

As a result of rising housing and living costs, long-term residents are forced to relocate

in search of more affordable accommodations. This disrupts social and familial ties

and networks. People who belong to social groupings that have fewer economic

resources are particularly vulnerable to being forced to leave their homes (Bondi,

1991). As long-term inhabitants leave the neighborhood in search of more affordable
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housing and employment prospects, they are replaced by new, more affluent residents.
Eventually, some of the people who comprise the first wave of gentrification face their
own displacement (Clay, 1979; Kerstein, 1990), and as gentrification progresses, the
neighborhood adapts to accommodate new and more affluent residents. However, as
Betancur (2014, p. 3) argues, some other gentrification researchers, such as Freeman
(2006), Hamnett (2003), and Vigdor et al. (2002) disregard displacement.

However, given that gentrification can also encompass more subtle forms of cultural
appropriation and symbolic violence, displacement processes are not always as clear
as these mass evictions suggest (Janoschka & Sequera, 2016). In parallel with this
argument, some scholars have argued that displacement goes beyond mere “physical”
displacement of residents. According to them, displacement also includes
phenomenological displacement that occurs due to the increase in displacement
pressures as neighborhoods change their characteristics and the lifestyles of previous
residents are threatened with extinction (see, Davidson & Lees, 2010; Lees et al.,
2016). Researchers studying gentrification have long interpreted displacement as a
multifaceted , nuanced process rather than a single point of physical dislocation (T.
Atkinson, 2015; Davidson, 2009; Elliott-Cooper et al., 2020; Marcuse, 1985;
Sakizlioglu & Uitermark, 2014; Varli Gork & Rittersberger Tilig, 2016; Sakizlioglu,
2014). As a result, a variety of terms (e.g., direct, indirect, exclusionary, pressure,
lived, phenomenological, un-homing) have been coined to describe the complex nature
of displacement as a process. This was emphasized by Marcuse (1985), who fleshed
out the relationship between gentrification and displacement by arguing that
gentrification is responsible not only for the direct eviction of low-income households,
but also for forms of indirect displacement in which existing residents may feel out of
place in a changing neighborhood as a result of the general decline of working-class

culture and identity.

Within the long history of gentrification research, a scholarly debate has recently
erupted over the relevance of gentrification-induced displacement, the “eviction” of
critical academic positions on it (Slater, 2006), the importance of unpacking this
widely accepted concept (Davidson, 2009; Redfern, 2003), and whether or not
displacement is a significant sine qua non condition for gentrification to occur
(Freeman, 2005; Freeman & Braconi, 2004; Vigdor et al., 2002).
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Slater (2006, 2008) has strongly critiqued gentrification literature from the past
decade, arguing that the focus has shifted from the negative consequences experienced
by the poor, such as displacement, to focusing on the motivations and rationalities of
the gentrifying middle and upper classes. This shift has led to a positive perspective
which emphasizes social mixing while also paying great attention to the causes of the
generation and reproduction of gentrification. As a disservice to those most greatly
impacted by gentrification, relatively few studies have addressed displacement and the
effects of gentrification on low-income populations (some exceptions are Curran,
2004; Fraser et al., 2004; Slater et al., 2004; Newman & Wyly, 2006; Wyly et al.,
2010). Slater (2009) encouraged researchers to reconsider Peter Marcuse's pivotal
writings about gentrification and abandonment in order to readdress gentrification
back to its critical origins. Marcuse (1985) defined four types of displacement: direct
last-resident displacement; direct chain displacement, which includes not only the last
tenants, but also previous tenants in the building's history; exclusionary displacement,
which is the exclusion of certain types of households from gentrified housing stock;
and lastly, displacement pressure. The latter is particularly important for this research.
Marcuse refers to “displacement pressure” in the dynamic of gentrification. What
Marcuse referred to as “displacement pressure” is a potent and emotionally charged
form of displacement which potentially has the same impact on individuals as direct
and exclusionary displacement (Valli, 2015). According to his conceptualization,
when the places people are accustomed to visiting are no longer welcoming or livable,
people “may move as soon as they can, rather than wait for the inevitable” (Marcuse,
1985). Marcuse further argues:

When a family sees the neighborhood around it changing dramatically, when
their friends are leaving the neighborhood, when the stores they patronize are
liquidating and new stores for other clientele are taking their places, and when
changes in public facilities, in transportation patterns, and in support services all
clearly are making the area less and less livable, then the pressure of displacement
already is severe. Its actuality is only a matter of time. Families living under these
circumstances may move as soon as they can, rather than wait for the inevitable;
nonetheless they are displaced (Marcuse, 1985, p. 207).

Theorizing displacement in terms of space/place dialectics, Davidson (2009)
emphasizes the notion of “place” in displacement as a “lived experience of space.”
Notably, Davidson (2009) argues that “people can be displaced—unable to

(re)construct place—without spatial dislocation in the same way that they can be
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displaced with spatial dislocation” (p. 228). Stabrowski (2014), following Davidson,
defines “everyday displacement” as “the lived experience of ongoing loss of the

security, agency, and freedom to “make place” (p. 796).

Theorizing about “cultural displacement”, to demonstrate how a sense of security and
cultural belonging are developed in relation to an environment, Cahill (2007) draws
on theories regarding attachment to a place. According to Cahill, changes in a social
and cultural context caused by processes of gentrification undermine personal and
cultural security, which leads to a loss of self-identity and sense of self. After all,
different authors call for a more qualitative and phenomenological investigation of
people's experiences of gentrification from the bottom up while conceptualizing
displacement in a variety of ways (Lees, 2000; Cahill, 2006; Shaw & Hagemans, 2015;
Mazer & Rankin, 2011; Valli, 2015).

The key discussion in the 2000s was whether gentrification resulted in displacement.
For example, according to Freeman's research, gentrifying districts have a little to no
increase in the chance of displacement (Freeman, 2005; Freeman & Braconi, 2004).
On the other hand, Slater authored a series of op-eds criticizing Freeman and other
mostly quantitative scholars for “evicting critical viewpoints from gentrification
research.” Scholars investigating gentrification have increasingly asserted, in recent
years, that the everyday experiences of those at risk of displacement provide a critical
lens through which to view gentrification and the mechanisms of dispossession in
cities (e.g., Harvey, 2003, 2006; Blokland, 2009; Freeman, 2006; Fullilove, 2004;
Larsen & Hansen, 2008; Purcell, 2008; Uitermark et al, 2007). In this literature, David
Harvey (2003) adapted Marx’s notion of “primitive accumulation” and presented
“accumulation by dispossession.” Primitive accumulation, according to Marx, was a
transitory stage that occurred as capitalism overtook feudalism, and he centered his
discussion on how it served to build a proletariat class of urban-industrial workers who
would overturn capitalism (Glassman, 2006). Harvey (2003) revived primitive
accumulation within the framework of accumulation by dispossession for
contemporary social analysis under conditions of neoliberalism. In his view, “the
features of primitive accumulation that Marx mentions have remained powerfully
present within capitalism’s historical geography” (Harvey, 2003, p. 145). Harvey
(2006) uses the notion of accumulation by dispossession to explain the continuing
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phenomenon that occurs when new capitalist modes of production are displacing long-
standing indigenous modes of production and consumption that are based on
traditional patterns of reciprocity. This arises since capitalism, which seeks new
sources of raw materials and new markets for produced goods, creates “new fields for
capital accumulation in domains hitherto regarded [as] off-limits to the calculus of
profitability” (Harvey, 2006, p. 153). As a result, the poor are progressively robbed of
their means of making a living. According to Harvey, the displacement process and
dispossession are fundamental to the urbanization process under capitalism. For him,
this is the “mirror image” of capital absorption through urban redevelopment, and it is
causing a multitude of problems over the acquisition of high-value land from low-

income inhabitants who may have lived there for decades (Harvey, 2012).

It also asserted that because of the growing inequality and polarization in gentrified
spaces, even those from relatively privileged backgrounds can find themselves in a
precarious position. That is to say, early gentrifiers’ displacement is proven to be a
part of the typical cycle of the gentrification process (Zukin, 1989). Nonetheless, as
demonstrated by this study and many others (e.g., Fried, 1966; Marcuse, 1985;
Fullilove, 2004; Mazer & Rankin, 2011; Valli, 2015), the impacts of displacement on
low-income inhabitants are considerably more disruptive since they have a profound

impact on individual identity perceptions (Valli, 2015).

R. Atkinson (1998) defines displacement as the forced outflow of existing residents as
a result of evictions and harassment. On the other hand, indirect forms of displacement
occur when residents move out of their neighborhoods as a result of the increase in
rent and/or property taxes caused by gentrification (R. Atkinson, 1998), as well as the
loss of community as their neighbors and friends move over time, and people leave
the area due to a sense of social isolation (R. Atkinson, 2002). In addition to Atkinson's
definition, this study put emotional displacement in the category of indirect

displacement.

Studies on gentrification often focus on the effects of displacement, such as the number
of families that will be displaced or the actual moment of dislocation (e.g., T. Atkinson,
2015; Elliott-Cooper et al., 2020; Hubbard & Lees, 2019). However, the embodiment

of displacement takes place as a process of “un-homing”: the physical displacement of
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those who have been pushed out of an area and also the emotional displacement,
alienation, and detachment of those who remain there (Valli, 2015).

While it can be difficult to conduct empirical research on physically displaced tenants,
because of the difficulty in tracking them down after they have left (Shaw, 2004), this
work investigates the struggles of those who are still clinging to their homes despite
being under pressure to leave. There are very few studies that show that displacement
has an emotional dimension, even though an emotional kind of displacement is vital
to understand the experiences of the subjects and the results of the gentrification
process. With this in mind, this study addresses the emotional form of displacement,

albeit on a small scale.

2.2.3. A Selection of Gentrification Literature in Turkey

Despite the extensive literature on gentrification and the contributions of many
scholars from all over the world, the contextual literature in these studies is still very
limited (see, Janoschka et al., 2014). Likewise, although gentrification studies in
Turkey reveal the hallmarks of the process through neighborhood trajectories, some
evidence suggests that scholars tend to borrow the conceptualization of Anglo-
American urban theory for their work, which limits the critical dialogue with

mainstream literature.

The introduction of the term gentrification in the literature of Turkey experienced a
time delay. Early studies on the term were tightly adapted to the mainstream
conception, limiting understanding of context-specific variations. In the early 2000s,
discussions were mostly about the spontaneous gentrification of the inner-city
neighborhoods of Istanbul such as Cihangir, Tarlabasi and Kuzguncuk (e.g., Islam,
2005; Uzun, 2003; Salgamcioglu & Unll, 2014; Sen, 2006). These early studies
mostly relied on consumption-side theories that arose in the Global North context that

examined the gentrification processes.

It was not until the mid-2000s that the concept of state-led urban renewal projects

made its way into gentrification literature in Turkey. Likewise, in the mid-2000s, the
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government's intervention in the class transformation of inner-city neighborhoods in
Turkey began to be discussed significantly in the literature. These contextualizations
resulted in original contributions to the gentrification literature in Turkey. The studies
of Glizey (2009), Uzun (2003) and Varli Gork & Rittersberger-Tilig (2016) on the
other hand, discuss state-led gentrification in Ankara, Turkey. The conceptualizations
of “relocation of poverty” and “urban captivity” (Bartu Candan & Kolluoglu, 2008);
“property-led resistances” (Kuyucu & Unsal, 2010; Lovering & Tiirkmen, 2011);
“differentiated citizenship” (Zayim, 2014); “urban renewal as market disciplinary
tool” (Karaman, 2013, 2014); “re-informalization of state-subsidized housing”
(Erman, 2016) and “constitution of new subjectivities of women through state-
subsidized housing” (Erman & Hatiboglu, 2017).

Marginalization of the urban poor and the aggressive form of displacement are some
of the important issues raised by the recent urban transformation literature in Turkey,
and they have the significant potential to reveal the phenomenon's contextual
embeddedness in the country's historical context (Eken, 2020). Most of the work in
Turkey investigates the displacement of the urban poor to the peripheries of the city
and draws attention to the legal and institutional arrangements related to this.
However, the impact of capitalist urbanization on the everyday lives of low-income

groups needs special attention and further investigation.

The works of Karaman & islam (2012) Ozan Karaman and Tolga Islam (2012)
describe the attack on the everyday life of the residents of Sulukule and the spatial
configuration resulting from the lifestyles of the inhabitants. The authors emphasize
the ethnic dimensions of neighborhood change and displacement in this work while
demonstrating how the “differences” of the residents, ranging from authentic everyday
life to ethnicity, were used to generate exclusion. The writers conclude by calling for
“good boundary” formations that recognize and respect differences, community
values, and practices, while “fighting off ‘ghettoization’ through external forces such

as racism, social exclusion, and economic marginalization.”

In recent years, there has also been a considerable increase in the number of
gentrification studies conducted in Turkey's smaller towns. For example, Yiksel

Dincer and Iclal Dincer (2005) examined the social and spatial transformation within
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the scope of rural gentrification in Mudurnu and Doganbey in 2005. Dogan Bick: and
Serhat Ozgokgeler introduced the perspective of those living in the Tophane district
after the renewal in Bursa (Ozgokceler & Bigki, 2012). Melis Kural examined the
transformation process of Alacati within the context of rural gentrification (Kural,
2016). The significance of these studies is that they shift the focus from metropolitan
cities to the smaller towns of Turkey.

Another theme of gentrification studies in Turkey is resistance to gentrification. These
studies occupy an important place in the literature in Turkey. Resistance dynamics, the
role of the government, and the impact of Neoliberal-Islamic politics are a few of the

topics covered.

Looking at the literature on gentrification debates in Turkey, it can be concluded that
there is a need for the integration of theories surrounding the emotional dimension of
the low-income population’s experiences. These theories are crucial to grasping the

experiences surrounding the gentrification process.

2.3. Class and Emotions

Class becomes visible in people's everyday lives and “class differences find expression
in status distinctions that rank individuals and groups on scales of social honorability
rather than in terms of economic interest alone.” (Swartz, 1997, p. 151). Andrew Sayer
(Sayer, 2005b) argues that class is a highly sensitive subject due to its arbitrary
relationship to worth, virtues, and status. Skeggs (1997) provides an explanation for

this dialogic manner of class as follows:

Class operated in a dialogical manner: in every judgment of themselves [the
participants of Skeggs's research] a measurement was made against others. In this
process, the designated “other” (based on representations and imaginings of the
respectable and judgmental middle class) was constructed as the standard to/from
which they measured themselves. The classifying of themselves depended upon
the classifying systems of others. (Skeggs, 1997, p. 74)

Class practices never consist of people reflecting or focusing on their own condition,
but rather emphasize the construction of their class perspective in relation to those

above and below them in the class hierarchy. That is, an individual always forms their
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class position by looking at the one “below” and the one “above”, and class differences
are symbolically represented during these encounters. Class defines subject positions,
and the dialogical other, which is important in the construction of subjectivity. As a

result, emotions emerge as subjects are classed.
As Skeggs (1997) argues:

Class is absolutely central to the women's trajectories through subject positions.

Their subjectivities come to be produced through the process of misidentification

and dissimulation, showing how the dialogic judgmental other is central to their

productions and how class operates at an intimate and emotional level. (Skeggs,

1997, p. 13)
With these arguments in mind, this study suggests that class analysis should be done
in a way that is not limited to relations of exploitation, and labor processes but also
covers the cultural field with its specific and autonomous dynamics. (Erdogan, 2015).
“To understand the subjective experience of class, we need to reconsider the emotional
and evaluative aspects of the relations of self to self and self to other” (Sayer, 2005b,
p. 22). Therefore, the perceptions and experiences of class are particularly important

for this study.

Emotions play a substantial role in the analysis of class in the sense that they
significantly shape the experiences of the working-class. As Swartz argues, “class
differences find expression in status distinctions that rank individuals and groups on
scales of social honorability rather than in terms of economic interest alone. They go
misrecognized, however, since they are legitimated through the powerful ideology of
individual qualities of talent, merit, and giftedness.” (Swartz, 1997, pp. 151-152). In
other words, beyond socioeconomic categorizations and underneath class practices,
there exists a “psychic economy of class” which has largely gone unnoticed in

academic accounts and commonsense understandings (Reay, 2005, p. 912).

Emotions and psychic reactions to class and class inequalities play a significant role
in the formation of class (Rebel, 1989). As Reay (2005, p. 924) argues, “class is deeply
embedded in everyday interactions, in institutional processes, in struggles over

identity, validity, self-worth, and integrity, even when it is not acknowledged.”
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However, since class and emotions are thought to occupy different existential and
theoretical domains (Barbalet, 1992, p. 150), emotions have not been included to a
large extent in class analysis despite its importance. However, the study of emotions
has evolved substantially in recent decades, not just in the discipline of psychology
but also more broadly in the humanities and social sciences, where emotions are not
simply a subject of investigation but rather the starting point for a new “emotional

turn” or the “affective turn” (Lemmings & Brooks, 2014).

Sayer (2005a, pp. 954-955) argues that inequalities of class imply that the “social bases
of respect” in terms of access to valued living are distributed unequally in a class
society, and thus, shame is likely to be endemic to the class experience. He also points
out that the shame experienced refers to feelings of inadequacy, a lack of dignity,
integrity, and worth (2005b, p.155). Sayer states that “shame is likely to be endemic
to the experience of class” and bases this premise on the unequal opportunities for a
dignified life in a class society and adds that these inequalities result in feelings of
shame among the most disadvantaged members of society (2005b, p. 212). According
to Sayer (2005b), “to experience shame is to feel inadequate, lacking in worth, and
perhaps lacking in dignity and integrity” (p. 954). The feeling of shame, which is one
of the most hurtful effects of poverty, is a concept that alienates individuals who do
not have sufficient resources or cannot meet the living standards of society, thus

strengthening the phenomenon of social exclusion (Lister, 2004).

Sayer (2005a) argues that “to understand the subjective experience of class, we need
to reconsider the emotional and evaluative aspects of the relations of self to self and
self to others.” (p. 22). In parallel with this, Reay (2005) uses case studies from
educational life to attempt to provide an account of the affective components and the
emotions of class, which she refers to as “the psychic landscape of class.” These
conceptualizations are significant in the sense that they demonstrate that a certain set
of emotions provide a space in which the experiences of class are embodied in the
daily lives of the working-class.

Skeggs (1997) contends that lived relations are the means through which subjects are
gendered and classed. That is to say, subjects are continuously being reproduced in
social positions. Class, according to her, is “reproduced through constraints on capital
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exchange”. She maintains that class is about access and exclusion; that is “what people
do not have rather than what they have” (Skeggs, 1997, p. 13). In parallel with this
argument, she says, class also “informs access to how subject positions such as
respectability and caring can be taken up” (Skeggs, 1997, p. 94). According to Skeggs
(2004), it is through emotions that class struggle is expressed, regardless of whether
or not these emotional expressions are frequently heard. These expressions or
outpourings of emotion are representative of an alternate value system: one that is not
easily recognized and certainly cannot be conformed to a concept of self that is focused
on an accruing exchange-value to itself (Skeggs, 2004, p. 90). The working-class,
according to Skeggs, is endowed with its own set of morals and values. A means for
the working-class to think of itself as “respectable” is formulated within this set of

values.

On the other hand, this study takes experience as a process that not only defines class
and gender but also creates classed and gendered subjects. As Skeggs (1997, p. 38)
argues, “Experience is central to the production of subjectivity, to the production of

raced, classed, sexed, and gendered woman”.

When considering the term “experience”, as established by E.P. Thompson (1995),
feelings play a crucial role. He understood “experience” to include not only ideas but

also “feelings” and “moral and emotional consciousness”:

[...] with “experience” and “culture” we are at a junction point of another kind.
For people do not only experience their own experience as ideas, within thought
and its procedures, or (as some theoretical practitioners suppose) as proletarian
instinct, etc. They also experience their own experience as feeling, and they
handle their feelings within their culture, as norms, familial and kinship
obligations and reciprocities, as values or (through more elaborated forms) within
art or religious beliefs. This half of culture (and it is a full one-half) may be
described as effective and moral consciousness. (Thompson, 1995, pp. 230-231)

2.3.1. The Hidden Injuries of Class

Richard Sennett and Jonathan Cobb (1972) explore the emotional dimension of class
in the book “The Hidden Injuries of Class” which is a basic reference book for this
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thesis. In this work, Sennett and Cobb (1972) take class as a matter of emotions, and
they uncover the injurious character of class differences. They argue:

The reason the “prejudiced” image exists at all is that it serves a purpose, as does

this whole scheme of individuals recognized and respected by virtue of ability.

This purpose is to continue the iniquities of the world of nineteenth-century

industrial capitalism-on new terrain. And just as the material penalties of the old

capitalism fell hardest on the workers, despite the fact that both rich and poor

might be alienated by the work, so now the moral burdens and the emotional

hardships of class are the thorniest and most concentrated among manual

labor-ers. What we hope to do, then, is to illumine a hidden scheme of values that

sorts men into different classes; but we hope to demonstrate this burden of class

by exploring its impact on those who lose the most by being classified. (Sennett

& Cobb, 1972, p. 76)
In their book, Sennett and Cobb (1972) provide numerous examples of the emotional
and cultural facets of poverty. They examine intimate feelings within and among the
classes. It illustrates that the determinant of class consciousness is not the experiences
of workers in the production process but rather social relations outside the workplace,
daily life practices, and cultural values. In addition, they also explore the sacrifices,

hopes, and defenses of the working-class.

According to Sennett and Cobb (1972) “class society takes away from all the people
within it the feeling of secure dignity in the eyes of others and of themselves.” (p. 170).
For them, “It does so in two ways: first, by the images it projects of why people belong
to high or low classes-class presented as the ultimate outcome of personal ability;
second, by the definition society makes of the actions to be taken by people of any
class to validate their dignity-legitimations of self which do not, cannot work and so
reinforce the original anxiety.” (pp. 170-171).

In this work, Sennett and Cobb (1972) address the working-class experience of their
class as an injury in and of itself by taking their class position and subsequent condition
personally. They argue that modern capitalist society convinces people to believe that
one's abilities are the determining factors of success and value in society. They further

argue:

This existential wound becomes a way for people to com-pare their own social
position to other people's. When a jan-itor in a downtown office building self-
disparagingly says, “You don't need no degrees to clean™, he is putting himself in
a different position from a master electrician who says, “l know I'm doing good
work; | mean, being an electrician is nothing to be ashamed of”. What separates
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these two is that while the janitor gets little satisfaction from cleaning, to be sure,
he's not ashamed of the act of cleaning; the shame lies elsewhere. He feels if he
had been “a better person, like if I made something of myself, then people
couldn't push me around ...” It is the kind of self-accusation similarly picked up
in the words of a nearly illiterate garbage man: “Look, | know it's nobody's fault
but mine that | got stuck here where | am, | mean ... if | wasn't such a dumb shit
.. no, it ain't that neither ... if I'd applied myself, I know I got it in me to be
different, can't say anyone did it to me.” These feelings amount to a sense that
the “lower” a man defines himself in society in relation to other people, the more
it seems his fault. (Sennett & Cobb, 1972, p. 96)
Sennett and Cobb (1972) explain the specific mechanisms by which emotional
experiences of class operate in contemporary capitalist society. Their work reveals the
emotional effects of class differences in modern capitalist society, where workers
experience a “lack of respect that consists of not being seen, not being accounted as
full human beings” (Sennett, 2003, p. 13). As Sennett (2003) states: “No insult is
offered to another person, but neither is recognition extended; he or she is not seen as
a full human being whose presence matters.” (p. 3). Therefore, as Sennett and Cobb
(1972) argue, class inequality in modern societies “sets up a contest for dignity” (p.

147).

According to Sennett and Cobb (1972), the moral burdens and emotional hardships of
class are most intensely experienced among manual laborers. They argue that social
relations are translated into personal worth to the extent that society has convinced
people that rewards or punishment are a result of personal abilities. In this context,
class positions are taken so personally (1972, p. 29) that it injures the dignity and self-
respect of those involved. As Sennett and Cobb (1972) argue, “there is a split between
conscious belief and inner conviction-in secret he feels ashamed of who he is. Class is
his personal responsibility; despite the fact he never had a chance” (p. 97). They argue
that “the badges of inner ability people wear seem, in sum, un- fairly awarded-yet hard
to repudiate. That is the injury of class, in day-to-day existence, that the people we
encoun-tered face; it is a tangled relationship of denied freedom and dignity infinitely
more complex than a resentment of ‘what other people are doing to me.’” (Sennett &
Cobb, 1972, p. 118).

The working-class, in particular, has a sense of “self-accusation”, in which they blame
themselves for their social position. This feeling, however, has an ambiguous

character:
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It isn't right society should think him as a “nobody”, isn't right because he never

had a chance to be anything else... however, there is a split between conscious

belief and inner conviction- in secret he feels ashamed for who he is. Class is his

personal responsibility, despite the fact that he never had a chance. (Sennett &

Cobb, 1972, p. 97)
Sennett and Cobb (1972) argue that in a class society, people are internalizing the class
conflict, “the process by which struggle between men leads to a struggle within each
man” (p. 98). They regard the ambivalence as a reaction to authority: “They are not
rebellious in the ordinary sense of the word; they are both angry and ambivalent about

their right to be angry” (1972, p. 79).

According to Sennett and Cobb (1972) people have defense mechanisms against the
injurious nature of class society. They mentioned two categories of defense: the dream
of autonomous work and “divide in the self”. The latter is significant for this thesis: “a
divide in the self”, refers to the conscious alienation of the “active, performing self,
seeking recognition from others as a distinctive individual” from “the passive self that
just wants to be, enjoy family and friends, to love them” (Sennett & Cobb, 1972, pp.
192-194). They assert that the worker abandons his real self at home and while at work
is the performing self. In this instance, keeping the real self hidden is a worker’s
psychological defense. The worker adopts an untouchable persona in order to protect
themselves in a class society, in which selves are under the scrutiny and judgment of
others (Sennett & Cobb, 1972). The divided self is like most other kinds of conscious
defenses that human beings erect still cause pain in the short run, but do not remove
the conditions that made the defense necessary in the first place (Sennett & Cobb,
1972, p. 219).

2.3.2. Literature on the Working Class in Turkey

The literature on the working class in Turkey is voluminous. However, these studies
concentrate on similar areas, and the studies that give a central role to personal

narratives and everyday experiences of the working class are limited in number.

Some of the studies on the working class in Turkey focus primarily on organized

workers within the context of the working class movement, as well as the political
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organization of the working class and workers' unions. These studies, although very
rich in number and volume, did not touch upon cultural analysis nor the experiences
of the working class (e.g., Enginsoy, 1968; Siilker, 1969; Giizel, 1993; Yazici, 1996;
Kog, 1998; Yarasir, 2006; Kog, 2010). On the other hand, a portion of the studies that
focus on some of the very important strikes do touch on the working class experience.
These works include: testimonies of workers who took part in these events; materials
published in the newspapers; some photographs; and even some materials written by
the workers. All of these works provide insight into the experiences of the working

class while referencing cultural issues, although lacking an analytical framework.

Class relations through the perspective of social transformation were investigated by
another group of scholars. To exemplify, the consequences of post-1980 neoliberal
policies on the welfare level of the working class were investigated by Boratav (1995),
as well as the effects of the economic, social, and political spheres on class relations.
(Boratav, 2005).

Another group of researchers engaged in studies of historical-archival material and
attempted to construct a bottom-up history of the late Ottoman and early republican
years. Although it is somewhat problematic to investigate the voice of the subalterns,
especially through official documents, these publications are significant in Turkey's
working class studies. An additional body of work analyzes the different segments of
capitalist commodity production while trying to locate these production segments
within the global production system. They mostly investigate informality and
subcontracting, small-scale production, and the underdeveloped and dependent form
of capitalism in Turkey. Although their main concern is the organization of capitalist
production, these studies give some insight into the workers' experiences. However,
they do not provide an in-depth exploration of the complexity of the working class

experience.

A few of the earlier studies on the working class in Turkey are based on field research
and workers' narratives. The study by Kahveci et al. (1996) took into account some
important changes in Turkey, such as the growth of the informal sector, the emergence
of an industrial working class, and the decline in the economic and social status of

government employment. Based on a variety of case studies, the book mainly gives
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examples of work in the urban sector and includes the experiences of workers. Ayhan
Aktar's study of the small-scale weaving industry in Bursa (Aktar, 1990), Giler
Miiftiioglu's study of small-scale shoe making workshops in Istanbul (Miiftiioglu,
2005), and Nevra Akdemir's study of the informalization and subcontracting practices
in the shipbuilding industry in Tuzla (Akdemir, 2008) are some other contributions to
the working class literature in Turkey.

Another group of scholars (e.g., Ongen, 1996; Belek, 2007; Ogiitle & Cekin, 2010)
offered theoretical explanations of class. These studies, which generally discuss some
of the prevailing global approaches to class, were important in introducing theories in
Turkey. Although such studies do not make an original contribution to the theory of

class, their valuable efforts to bring the theories together must be acknowledged.

In recent years, several important works have attempted to address the gap in the
cultural analysis of class and class experiences. Unlike the common texts on class
analysis and the working class literature in Turkey, a new tendency to incorporate
cultural analysis of class in these works has emerged. Ozugurlu's (2008) work,
Anadolu'da Kiiresel Fabrikanin Dogusu, addressed concerns over the cultural analysis
of class and working class experiences, and placed these relationships in the context
of global production. In this study, he presents the narratives of the working class and
provides a theoretical framework for examining the recent formation of the working

class.

Nichols & Sugur (2005) analyzed the narratives of workers and managers in a field
study examining seven large-scale firms. In addition, the narratives of women workers
in the textile sector were also examined. In this study, modern industry and its

accompanying management techniques and their effects on employees are examined.

Research on the working class in Turkey came to the forefront again with the Tekel
protest, which lasted from November 21, 2009 to April 3, 2010. Simultaneously, many
studies were conducted directly examining the protest (Sahin, 2010; Bulut, 2010;
Kaldirag, 2010; Akbulak, 2011; Yikilmaz & Kumlu, 2011).

On the other hand, there are few studies that have explored class in the context of
emotions. Especially in the context of Turkey, the number of these studies is quite
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limited. Ozugurlu's (2010) work is one of the few examples of class analysis in the
context of emotions. He argues that the explanatory code of working class behavior in
Turkey is “fear”. Ozugurlu contends that fear operates at two levels: fear of losing
one's job and being unable to find another; and fear of failing to fulfill basic duties
(such as being a valuable wife, a protective parent) (Ozugurlu, 2010, p. 61). As a result,
there is also a fear of losing self-respect. In this study, Ozugurlu states that the most
urgent need of today's Turkish society—for those who are drowning in dread of losing
self-confidence—is hope, and the Tekel resistance provides that hope (Ozugurlu,
2010, p. 62).

A comprehensive study on urban poverty in Turkey, written by Erdogan et al. (2007)
analyzes the cultural and political formation of urban poverty in Turkey. It discusses
how the poor-subordinates experience the changing social hierarchy and class
inequality, and subsequently how they make sense of their experiences. The book
investigates the poor-subaltern’s experiences of social disparities and hierarchies in the
form of hidden injuries, and particularly considers the emotions in this context, based
on the narratives of the poor themselves. It analyses how social hierarchies are
experienced, interpreted, and expressed by the poor in terms of class, gender, ethnicity,
religion, ideology, and social space. This work is one of the first to deal with the
emotional and evaluative aspects of the poor-subordinates in a class society, which
threatens people's honor, dignity, self-worth, and self-respect, and it reveals the cases
that inflict symbolic violence on poor-subordinates. This book addresses poverty
beyond economic categorizations by examining the poor's subjective experiences and
thoughts in conjunction with the social conditions out of which poverty is formed.
Erdogan et al. (2007) discuss how the poor-subordinates experience the changing
social hierarchy and class inequality, and subsequently how they make sense of their
experiences. Additionally, their relations with the political processes are analyzed. In
this book, Erdogan (2007a) explores the new forms of social exclusion and
marginalization within the global process of late capitalism. He argues that the rise of
Ozalism widens the gap between the rich and the poor with the sharpened inequalities
of income distribution, damage to social policies and programs, and the decrease of

social insurance and welfare expenditures.
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A more recent study on white-collar unemployment (Bora et al., 2011), poses similar
questions of worth and self-respect with an emphasis on questions of precarity and
precarious work. Other than these, there are some other important studies which
involve analysis of the culture and/or emotional dimension of class. These studies are

based on the encounters of class and will be introduced in the next section.

2.3.3. Literature on the Class Encounters in Turkey

There are several studies regarding the experiences of class encounters in Turkey that
examine these encounters specifically in the context of work relations (e.g.,
Rittersberger-Tilig & Kalaycioglu, (1998); Erdogan, (2000a), (2000b), (2010a),
(2010b); Kalaycioglu & Rittersberger-Tilig (2000; Ozyegin, (2002); Ozyegin, (2005);
Bora (2005)) Even though these works present class encounters in different contexts,

they all point to the different forms of inequalities embedded in the society.

The work of Kalaycioglu and Rittersberger-Tili¢ (2000) examines the relationship
between domestic workers and their employer. In this study, Kalaycioglu and
Rittersberger-Tili¢ claim that women who migrated from rural to urban areas of
Turkey are pushed to work in the labor market because of the poverty they faced.
Because they lack the education capital and qualifications demanded by the market,
they are forced into the informal sector, which is precarious and low-paid. On the other
hand, because patriarchal relations both in society and in the household remain
unchanged in today's world, resulting in a double burden for working women, middle-
class women prefer to transfer the domestic work to other women who are seen as
uneducated and unqualified. Thus, they can ease their own burden and participate in
social life and in the workforce. In this work, Kalaycioglu and Rittersberger-Tilig
argue that in Turkey, the relationship between the employer, who is middle-class
woman, and domestic workers is a “pseudo-kinship relation”. In this sense, domestic
workers want to be treated properly and seen as family members. The study shows
that, rather than heavy working conditions, ill-pay and precariousness, they respond
more to the humiliation and discrimination they faced. According to Kalaycioglu and

Rittersberger-Tilig, this is closely linked to their socio-economic position in society.
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In the context of the domestic worker's contradictory position, they conclude that in
Turkey, the modernization process is not linear, but rather a contradictory process. The
writers argue that even though there are some contradictions between the domestic
workers and their employers, this contradiction takes place in the form of latent class
conflict. In that sense, although domestic workers see their employers as successful in
regard to their high-status jobs and educational capital, they do not accept their

lifestyles and moral values.

Ozyegin's work (2005) deals with the women who work in the household cleaning
service by focusing on their experience in the space they live in, namely, squatter
houses and janitor flats. In this work, Ozyegin states that despite the sociodemographic
similarities, women who live in janitor flats and squatter houses represent two different
kinds of entrance into modernity and two different urban experiences, depending on
their social and geographical position. Just as Kalaycioglu and Rittersberger-Tilig
(2000) argue in their work, Ozyegin also agrees that the modernization process is not
linear in Turkey and the country’s complex process of modernization is also reflected
in this study. Because of the assumption that some types of domestic labor—such as
cooking and childcare—are done with “love”, middle-class women employers invest
their labor in “hygienic” areas of domestic work while the “dirty” work is left to the
domestic workers. However, as active agents, domestic workers resist the polarization
in the household cleaning service. One of these resistances includes their efforts to be
seen as the chamberlain of the house. This resistance could be seen as similar to their
demands to establish a pseudo-kinship relationship, as in the work of Kalaycioglu and

Rittersberger-Tilig.

The work of Bora (2008) also examines the relationship between the domestic workers
and their middle-class employer, and studies the role of household cleaning services
in subjectivity formation of these women. She argues that different forms of
subjectivity are (re)produced in everyday experience in the household cleaning service
and that these experiences reproduce class inequalities, but also involve challenges to
those inequalities. Bora observes that both domestic workers and employers deny the
class differences. Instead, they claim that the differences between those women come
from personality traits. In this work, Bora argues that discourses about hygiene, body
politics, and perceptions of morality are some of the boundaries that are set between
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these two classes. Domestic workers build their subjectivity through resourcefulness,
prudence, and self-sacrifice vis-a-vis parasitic, lazy, wasteful, and unskilled middle-
class women. Rather than latent class differences as in the work of Kalaycioglu and
Rittersberger-Tili¢ (2000), Bora argues that there are an underlined class differences

between charwomen and employer.

The series of articles written by Erdogan regarding the class encounters in Turkey is
another important contribution to the literature of class encounters. In a series of
articles, Erdogan continues to question the injurious, unequal and contradictory
characteristics of class society in various cultural contexts. Erdogan (2000b) argues
that there is a transition in the experience of class encounters in Turkey. He claims that
there is an intensification of social hierarchies and class relations are becoming more
and more associated with smell relations, i.e., identifying people of a particular class
with unpleasant odors. In his article, “The Daughter of the Doorman” (2010a), he
shows physical and symbolic violence directed towards members of the working class
from members of the middle class regardless of their age. In this article, he emphasizes
the sharpening tone of class hierarchies in the form of pressure upon the working
classes to speak with “middle-class language”. The Intellectual and (Cleaning)
Woman (2010b) article refers to the rising class elitism by showing the humiliation of
working classes by intellectuals with the shameless expression of social inequalities.
In his article, “Classrooms and Classes in Public Schools” (2012a), he refers to
neoliberal logic, which isembedded in Turkey’s educational institutions and
commoditized the educational apparatus. This can be seen in the public schools of
Turkey, in which class hierarchies are present. The students in these schools are
divided based on their family’s income, and thus, education loses its function as a
means of moving up the social ladder. Additionally, it reproduces the dangerous image
of the working classes even in the public schools of Turkey. In his article “White Man”
and “Apaches” (2012b), he shows insulting language towards “Apaches” and micro
fascism embedded in that language. This is another example that dramatically shows
the sharpened class hierarchies in Turkey.

All of these works involve the experiences of the lower classes based on their own

narratives while including a strong cultural analysis of class in Turkey. What is also

common in these works is that they do not take the poor as passive objects but rather
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as active agents who resist the unequal relations of power. The writers show the routine
resistance (Ozyegin, 2005, p. 166), arts of resistance (Bora, 2005, p. 178) and tactics
(Erdogan, 2007b, pp. 39-43) that are used by the subaltern to resist. These could be
pretending to obey, betrayal, dividing the self as the real person and as a performing
individual, lying and so on. Although this kind of resistance does not lead to structural
change to the unequal relations between the dominant and the subordinate, it is still

important in the sense that it shows the active agency of the poor.

These recent studies in the literature show that there is an obvious sharpening of class
hierarchies in Turkey, especially after the neoliberal transition. As a result of this
transition, there is an internal migration from rural to urban spaces of Turkey. With
the transformation in the labor market, precarious forms of employment increased, and
the unqualified rural migrants were pushed to the informal sector. Furthermore, spatial
separation has emerged in the urban space, which divides the social classes in the city.
Because urban space has become a site for capital accumulation, the public spaces
where people from different classes meet are destroyed. In addition, cultural
reflections towards the lower classes have been transformed. Poor become
synonymous with bad smell, dirt, and crime. As a result, to protect their respectability,
lower classes use their moral weapons. Within this context, the contribution of this
thesis is its effort to examine the experiences of poor women living in a middle-class
area of Turkey in order to understand the changing forms of social relations and how
space as an agency affects these relations.

2.4.  Women and Rural to Urban Migration in the Context of Turkey

In this study, following the theory of Judith Butler, gender is used as an analytical and
dynamic conceptualization that relates to practice and process. Butler (1990) writes:
“Sex 1is as culturally constructed as gender; indeed, perhaps it was always already
gender, with the consequence that the distinction between sex and gender turned out
to be no distinction at all” (p. 7). The primary premise of her argument is that gender
is not an intrinsic, biologically determined quality or an inherent identity, but rather a

performance that is based on and reinforced by societal norms and is played
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repeatedly. In addition to being performative, this constant performance of gender
generates the notion of gender itself as well as the illusion of two inherent, essential
sexes. That is to say, instead of being women or men, individuals perform in the roles
of women and men, thus establishing the categories of women and men. She
maintained that gender, rather than being an essential attribute derived from biological
sex or an inherent identity, is a social act that emerges from, reinforces, and is
reinforced by societal norms, creating the appearance of binary sex. This work takes
the category of “women” in this context and particularly focuses on their experiences

in city space.

In Turkey after the 1950s, in parallel to the political-economic transformation at that
time, the process of migration from rural to urban, which has multi-faceted causes and
extremely complex consequences, was initiated. As a result of this transition, there has
been an internal migration from rural to urban spaces in Turkey. Since then, numerous
studies have been published on rural-to-urban migration in Turkey. With the
transformation in the labor market, precarious forms of employment are increased, and

unqualified rural migrants are pushed to the informal sector.

Recent studies on the consequences of rural-to-urban migration on women's status in
Turkey mostly consist of qualitative studies. These studies are very important in the
sense that they seek to understand the first-hand experiences, culture, feelings, and
narratives of women. In particular, women's rural-to-urban migration is mostly
discussed in the framework of the “empowerment” debate in Turkey. These debates

generally revolve around the questions of identity and belonging.

According to Stirling (1974) migrant women are “more restricted, housebound,
segregated, and socially isolated when they move to town than they were in the
village” (p. 213). On the other hand, some other studies emphasize that escaping from
the village's hard working and living conditions and the flexible city atmosphere gives
women relatively more freedom (e.g., Erman, 1997; incirlioglu, 1993). Tahire Erman
(1997), in her work “The Meaning of City Living for Migrant Women and Their Role
in Migration: The Case of Turkey” argues that Turkish peasant women strongly favor
city life and links this preference to choices available to them in both the village and
the city. However, these women continue to be disadvantaged in the city. Karpat
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(1976) writes, “Women, though generally concurring with men's opinions about the
reasons for leaving the village, had a much more concrete view of the living difficulties
in a rural area where they did most of the work in the fields and homes. They were
attracted to the city by the desire to escape the hardship of fieldwork and to find better
opportunities for their children.” (p. 75).

Bolak's work argues that male control and authority, which are maintained in the
village, have become more amenable to negotiation in the city (Bolak, 1993). Bora's
work also indicates that significant changes occur in women's processes of subjectivity
construction—especially with their money-earning activities in the city—which can
be considered an act of empowerment in and of itself (Bora, 2005). Ilbars's (1988)
work, on the other hand, asserts that when women and men are separated from
community life in the village, they rely on one another more, and their relationship
evolves as the couple spends more time together. Another positive change emphasized
in the literature regarding women's work outside the home is that change in the spousal
relationship. There are a number of studies that emphasize that joint decisions are
made, and the husband's engagement in housekeeping increases (Alpar & Yener, 1991;
Bolak, 1993; Ecevit, 1991; Gokce, 1993; Ilbars, 1988). Furthermore, the research
undertaken by Kalaycioglu & Rittersberger Tilig (2001, pp. 107, 147) highlighted
instances in which the employers of domestic workers encouraged their employees to

learn new skills—such as teaching them to use a computer—or financially.

Several studies on rural migrants in Turkey have demonstrated that the family, the
neighborhood, and the larger migrant community are essential for one's survival and
social mobility in urban areas (Gilbert & Gugler, 1992; Gokge, 1993; Karpat, 1976).
In the literature, it is emphasized that the majority of women who migrate from villages
to cities have precarious employment in the informal sector, which is mostly domestic
work without fixed wages and job security. However, it is also asserted that many of
them spend most of their time within the confines of their immediate living
environment. Within these studies, women's economic participation has long been
recognized as a critical component of empowerment. Women's paid labor, it has been
asserted, “provides some financial independence from men, promotes independence
and self-esteem, gives women more decision-making power in the home, promotes
more sharing of household chores, and prepares the way for ‘class consciousness’ and
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collective organizing among women” (Gordon, 1996, p. 72). Nevertheless, a number
of studies show that economic engagement does not automatically lead to women's
empowerment (e.g., Erman et al., 2002; Afshar, 1998; Das & Gupta 1995; Gordon
1996). For example, according to a study conducted by Erman et al. (2002), in squatter
settlements in Ankara, Istanbul, Izmir, and Mersin that included 100 in-depth
interviews with rural migrant women about their money-earning activities and their
empowerment experiences in the city, despite the fact that their earnings increased

their bargaining power somewhat, they still remained subordinate in the household.

Women'’s economic participation has long been recognized as a critical component of
empowerment. It has been asserted that women's paid labor, “provide[s] some
financial independence from men, promote[s] independence and self-esteem, give[s]
women more decision-making power in the home, promote[s] more sharing of
household chores, and prepare[s] the way for ‘class consciousness’ and collective
organizing among women” (Gordon, 1996, p. 72). On the other hand, Osmani (1998),
in her article on the empowerment of women, concluded by noting that “decades of
cultural conditioning cannot be undone by less than a decade's participation [in]
income-earning activities.” (p. 80). That is to say, due to the role of culture as a
mediating factor, even prolonged exposure to income-generating activities in one
generation cannot be expected to completely neutralize centuries of cultural
conditioning (Erman et al., 2002). Patriarchal culture may undervalue women's
economic contributions and achievements by defining women's work as an extension

of women's traditional responsibilities (Erman, 2001; White, 1994).

Erman's (1998) qualitative work with rural migrants in Ankara concludes that city life
has opened up new possibilities for bargaining for rural migrant women. She continues
by stating that radical disruptions in everyday events and norms, such as migration,
have the potential to create chances for women to gain more autonomy and power.
However, she adds that their bargaining with the patriarchy remained highly
asymmetrical in the context of rural migrant women in Turkey. Erman (1997) also
draws attention to the oppression experienced by married women living with their in-
laws in village life. Considering the control of extended families and communities in
villages over women, the autonomy of women in cities increases since they usually
live in independent nuclear units. Erman (1997) and Ozyegin (2005) argue that
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women's migration to the city offers them an opportunity to assert themselves, voice
their ideas in their household, and, in some cases, change their material conditions.

Eryar et al., (2019) utilized a nationally representative survey to investigate often-
overlooked groups of migrants, such as urban-to-urban and better-educated migrants.
They conclude in this study that “In the context of Turkey, patriarchal societal
structure confines women to the domain of domesticity irrespective of improvements
experienced in both educational attainment and labor market outcomes.” They
maintain that despite increases in educational attainment and labor-force outcomes,
the patriarchal structure restricts women's lives and confines them to the domain of

domesticity.

However, numerous studies reveal that women are active agents who seek better
positions for themselves and their families. They devise “subtle strategies” in order to
deal with the authority of male family members. (e.g., Erman, 1997; Erman et al.,
2002).

2.5. Concluding Remarks

This study considers space as a social product and further investigates the lived
experiences of gentrification using the cultural explanations of gentrification and
emotional displacement literature. An analysis of gentrification provides a perspective
through which to understand urban space as a product of capitalism and patriarchy.
With this in mind, this study further connects the gentrification process to class and
gender experiences, referencing Sennett and Cobb’s work “Hidden Injuries of Class”
(1972). In addition, studies on the recent changes in Urla are very limited in number.
Therefore, this work aims to investigate the results of the newly accelerating process

of gentrification in that particular area.
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CHAPTER 3

EVERYDAY CLASS ENCOUNTERS

This chapter focuses on the everyday life experiences of poor women living in or near
gentrifying areas inhabited mostly by middle and upper class residents. The
experiences of poor women in the neighborhood are shaped greatly by their class
position and that of those around them. First to be considered is their encounters with
the middle and upper classes, and how they experience their class position as an injury,
and furthermore, how these injuries affect their experience of the neighborhood.
Secondly, there is an exploration of the relationships built and the solidarity or lack
thereof among neighbors in the area. Finally, the chapter concludes with an analysis
of their psychological defense mechanisms to cope with their situation in the
neighborhood. In doing so, questions regarding self-worth, self-respect, and dignity
are dealt with, as well as those concerning how hidden injuries are felt, experienced,
and further alienate the poor in gentrifying neighborhoods. Specifically, the emotional
dimension of class in the form of hidden injuries in a neoliberal world defined by
capitalism is expanded throughout this chapter. Reflecting on the space where these
women live allow for the recognition of the range of experiences that constitute the
lives of poor women living in gentrifying areas and their encounters with the middle-
class (Ozyegin, 2004, p. 15). As Sayer (2005b, p. 22) argues, “to understand the
subjective experience of class, we need to reconsider the emotional and evaluative
aspects of the relations of self-to-self and self-to-other.” Therefore, to thoroughly
understand the subjective experience of class, this chapter focuses primarily on the

emotional aspects of the class.
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3.1. Hidden Injuries

Class is something beneath your clothes, under your skin, in your reflexes, in

your psyche, at the very core of your being. (Kuhn, 1995, p. 98)
As Erdogan (2007c, p. 65) asserts, in Turkey’s social formation, the most significant
consequence of social class and cultural hierarchies imposed by the capitalist
axiomatic for the poor is the fear of losing dignity and self-respect. In parallel with
this argument, poverty, in the interviewees' narratives, is interpreted in terms of the
injuries it causes on self, more than the problems it effects like shelter, nutrition, and
health. Namely, interviewees were more concerned about cultural-symbolic schemes
and social distinctions that classify them rather than the poverty they faced. Sayer
(2005b) says that “people experience class in relation to others partly via moral and
immoral sentiments or emotions such as benevolence, respect, compassion, pride and
envy, contempt and shame.” (p. 3). These sentiments and emotions are integral to

understanding the interviewees' perspective and how class position is experienced.

In the narratives of the poor, the most distinctive feature is the description of their
relationships with the middle and upper classes as humiliating and degrading, which
embodies the social differences and social hierarchy present in the area. The interviews
reflected that by merely living in the same neighborhood, as soon as these women
leave their homes or even inside their homes, they feel the ever-present weight of this
injurious relationship. Sennett and Cobb (1972) point out “class society takes away
from all the people within it the feeling of secure dignity in the eyes of others and
themselves.” (p. 170). One of the most dramatic descriptions of this experience can be
found in Unzile's narrative. Through tears, Unzile, who previously worked as a
gatekeeper with her husband and now works as a domestic worker, pointed to the
injurious nature of this relationship. She described the injury this circumstance

inflicted on her by comparing herself to an “ant that would be squashed if stepped on”:

"So sometimes when there is someone humiliating me, | feel like you know... |
mean [ see myself like an ant ‘ant that would be squashed if stepped on." !

! “Yani bazen asagilayan oldugu zaman iste cok sey hissediyorum yani kendimi. Ayni nasil desem bir
garinca gibi ayak bassa ezilecek sekilde gibi gorilyom yani kendimi.”
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Unzile’s experience precisely identifies the "hidden injury”. Her experience involves

translating the experience of social relations into a language of self-worth.

Skeggs points out that “the working class is never free from the judgments of
imaginary and real others that position them, not just as different, but as inferior, as
inadequate” (Skeggs, 1997, p. 90). As detailed by Skeggs, the interviewees shared the
same sentiments; feelings of inferiority and inadequacy. Translating social inequalities
into self-worth, Zeliha (43) describes that she is excluded from social relations in her

neighborhood, which results in her feeling of inadequacy:

“Well God knows | feel very bad, | wonder what's wrong with me, so people can't

get close, can't talk, can't warm up. It is hard for sure. For example, if you are to

join a crowd, the crowd is laughing and chatting all together but not with you, it

is difficult for me. Well God created me, you as well...So why is there

discrimination? It is hard.” 2
Zeliha’s commentary shows that she evaluates herself with self-doubt and arrives at
this conclusion not only by herself but also from how she feels others perceive her. In
parallel with Skeggs’ argument, Aliye (41) also says that “even though people do not
say anything” to her, she feels uncomfortable in the neighborhood; her narrative also

reflects the constant self-doubt and self-questioning:

“But even if they don't say anything, | wonder if they look down on me now. In

their eyes, | am poor. Will they say something, | wonder if they will do...You feel

it in your heart.” 3
One of the most significant aspects of the poor living in Urla is that unlike most of the
poor, who rarely encounter the middle and upper classes on an everyday basis, the
interviewees encounter the middle and upper classes daily. Even women who are

housewives encounter the middle and upper classes as their neighbors, in addition but

2 “Valla ¢ok kendimi kotii hissediyom acaba bende ne var yani insan yaklagsamiyor, konusamiyor
1sinamiyor. Zor oluyor tabii ki. Mesela bir topluma girsen toplum hepsi birbiriyle giilse konussa sen de
konussan, hepsi birbiriyle konugsa senle konusmasa, benim i¢in zordur. E Allah beni de yaratmis seni
de yaratmis. E ne ayrimcilik oluyor ki. Zor oluyor.”

3 “Ama onlar bir sey demeseler de bile diyorum ki acaba bunlar simdi beni hor goriiyorlar m1 kendi
gozlerinde ben onlarm fakirim. Acaba bir sey derler mi acaba seyaparlar mi... Onu kendi iginde
yastyorsun.”
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not limited to at their children’s school or in grocery stores. These everyday encounters

result in interviewees classifying their conditions of existence in relation to others.

Throughout the interviews, interviewees mentioned that they feel excluded by their
neighbors’ verbal or bodily expressions. This exclusion is reflected in their self-
esteem, and as a result, they experience intense shame and unease in social
environments. Likewise, Hilya (47) feels excluded when she encounters “the army

officers’ wives” in her children’s school since they do not talk to her:

“For example, in our school, there is also discrimination in school, like, the army

officers' wives they do the things when they come, for example, stay away from

you. Well, our Kids are in the same class. In one way or another, people come to

something, come to an environment, and there is a meeting...” *
The interviewees' narratives on poverty highlighted the important emotional aspects
of poverty. They describe the feeling of exclusion from society and, consequently,
feeling worthless and inadequate. As a result, they experience intense shame in social
environments. The feeling of shame, which can be seen in these narratives, is one of
the most severe effects of poverty. This concept alienates individuals who do not have
sufficient resources or cannot reach the living standards of the society they belong to
and further strengthens the phenomenon of social exclusion (Lister, 2004). The vast
majority of the interviewees stated that they were in a constant state of unease in the
neighborhood, that they felt uncomfortable in society, experienced shame, and
constantly tried to stay away from society. This “feeling of vulnerability in contrasting
oneself to others at a higher social level” haunts the poor living in Urla in their

everyday life.

As Sayer (2005a) argues, “to experience shame is to feel inadequate, lacking in worth,
and perhaps lacking in dignity and integrity” (p. 155). This experience of shame and
the consequent sentiments of inadequacy, triviality, and inferiority are frequently
reflected in the interviewees' narratives. The shame alluded to in the testimonies of the
interviewees powerfully resonates with Lynd’s (1965) description of “wounding of

one’s own self-ideal” and “disgrace in the eyes of the others.” (p. 26). Shame

4 “Mesela bizim okulda da bir de sey ayrimi sey yapiyorla okulda da hani mesela subay karilari marilari
onlar gelince de kendi sey yapiyo mesela sana uzak duruyola. E tamam da bizim ¢ocuklar ayn1 sinifta.
Ister istemez insan bi seye geliyola bi ortama geliyo bir toplant oluyorla...”
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experiences are intertwined with one's sense of self-respect and dignity. This feeling,
for the women involved in this research, is a feeling, that can be described using
Sayer’s (2005b) definition of shame as deriving “not from a single episode but from
the habitus as a result of years of subtle or unsubtle forms of disrespectful treatment
by others.” (p. 156).

The narratives of the poor women interviewed show that they are apprehensive about
being looked down upon because of their appearance, speech, and clothing. They
reveal that not being “well dressed” leads to a shameful experience when encountering
the middle and upper classes in the neighborhood. To put it another way, social

exclusion in the neighborhood is also present in the discourse on clothing:

“I would look at their clothes, I would feel uhm... I don't know, maybe
humiliated... Like, the mothers of these students are like that, some of them have
very nice clothes. But if you talk [with them], maybe they will be warmer, even
if they dress like that. | was too uneasy.” (Sermin, 31) °

“Of course, when we go to a meeting, we can’t approach when we dress

differently and they dress differently. You know, there ain't no heart-to-heart talk.

They are dealing with themselves. Like, we are separate. You know, we are

having a talk with our people. Lemme tell you, their world is different, ours is

different.” (Zeliha, 43)
In class society, existing inequalities result in the members of an oppressed class
questioning their dignity, self-respect, and self-worth. Due to their position in the
social hierarchy, these residents find themselves in a position to constantly view
themselves through the lens and perspective of the dominant class, and therefore, are
always concerned about and question their worth in the eyes of others. These
experiences and the internalization of the dominant lens are synonymous with the

domination of the lower classes in a capitalist society.

5 “Valla giyimlerine bakardim, seyapardim... Ne biliyim belki de asagilama... Mesela bu dgrencilerin
anneleri de dyle, kiminin giyimleri ¢ok giizel. Halbuki konugsan belki daha sicaktirlar 6yle giyinseler
de. Ben ¢ekingenligim ¢oktu.” (Sermin, 31)

® “E tabi biz bir toplantiya gitti§i zaman biz farkli giydigi zaman onlar da farkli giydigi zaman
yanagsamiyoz. Hani dertlesemiyoz. Onlar kendi kendini dertlesiyor. Biz de mesela ayri. Hani bizim
insanlarla dertlesiyoz. Diyom ya onlarin diinyasi farkli, bizimki farkli.” (Zeliha, 43)
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Explaining that she was belittled in her children’s school by her children's teacher,

Sermin's (31) words reveal the psychological burden of the situation:

“At that moment, | was very upset. | cried a lot, | mean, if they beat me, the pain
of the beating can go away, but still, when | look at their faces, their words are
still in my head. She talked and left, then | started crying. There ain't no way to
keep me from crying, my eyes were bleeding. Got almost blind crying. Nobody
said you hungry or thirsty? I mean why... Their words are so painful.” ’

In the same way, Unzile (38) refers to her injurious experiences as a domestic worker:

“[...] She said such things to me. | mean, after that, | passed out at night. They
said more other things, but I can't remember them all. Both the husband and the
wife [came at me.] My husband was at construction... I fainted that night, got no
idea. | woke up in the morning, the house was spinning everywhere. | said | can't
get up, help me. Anyways, my husband picked me up, straight to the hospital.
Uhm, they put something on my head, you know... He was asking what bothered
me, said the doctor. Asked me what made me sad. He said that you are upset, he
said it is out of stress, nothing important.”

Furthermore, when asked about their experiences living in Urla and inhabiting the
same space as middle and upper class residents, the topic of injustice comes to the
forefront. Emine (43) expressed that living in that neighborhood made her feel like she

was living in an “unfair world”:

“I mean, | feel like I live in an unfair world. We're all the same at birth. You look

at one side, one side is rich; one side is constantly struggling for life; another is

dying of hunger. | mean, is it fair? No.” °
Since the dominated class came to see itself through the eyes of the dominant class, it
is worth drawing attention here to the internalization of the gaze of the dominant class.

As Erdogan (2007c, p. 74) states, the traumatizing effect of poverty is not merely

7¢O anda cok ben iiziildiim. Cok yani ¢ok agladim yani dayak atsalard: dayagin acisi kesilirdi de ama
halen olsun yiizlerine baktigimda o laf benim i¢imde... O gonustu gitti ondan sonra beni bir aglama ald1
kendimi tutmanin imkani yok gozlerimden gan akiyor. Aglamaktan gozlerim gérmez oldu. Kimse de
demedi ki a¢ misiniz susuz musunuz sen niye yani. Laflar ¢ok ac1.”

8 «[...] Bana bu tiir seyler konustu. Oyle deyince yani ben gece bayilmisim. Birgag seyler daha soylediler
de hepsini hatirlayamiyorum yani. Gocasi bir yandan, gendisi bir yandan, esim insaatta... Gece
bayilmigim hi¢ haberim yok, sabah bi galktim ev doniiyor her taraf. Dedim ben galkamiyom dedim,
beni galdiriver. Esim kaldirdi beni neyse, hastaneye direkt. Sey goydular, bastan bir seye goyarlar ya...
Dedi neye dedi canimi siktin bu kadar dedi doktor. Neye iiziildiin sen dedi. Uziilmiisiin dedi, bu
sikintidan olan bir sey dedi, dnemli bir seyin yok dedi.”

% “Yani adaletsiz bir diinyada yasadigim hissediyorum. Hani herkes 9 aylik, herkes bir taraftan
bakiyorsun bir taraf zengin bir taraf hani siirekli hayat miicadelesi veriyor, bir tarafta agliktan lityor
hani. Yani adaletli mi, degil.”
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because of material deprivation and not even when it is combined with the pejorative
gaze of others in relation to this material scarcity; in fact, the trauma is a result of
trying to escape from this gaze. Especially in a neighborhood in which escaping from
that gaze is almost impossible, the traumatizing effect of poverty is experienced

intensely. Stating that she copes with this feeling by never leaving her home, Yildiz
(32) said:

“I don’t leave the house. The best thing is not to leave the house. | mean, because

you know what happens when you leave the house? There's always something

against you.” 1
It is worth noting here that Yildiz was not the only one who felt that “there was always
something against her” when they left their houses. Whether directly or indirectly, all
of the testimonies mentioned this apprehension and aversion. This sentiment causes
the poor to withdraw from society out of fear of being judged by “others,” and, in a

sense, they isolate themselves.

Such testimonies point to the fact that social relations are increasingly becoming gaze
relations and even acquiring an ocular centric characteristic. To the extent that social
relations acquired ocular-centric character, emotional symbolic violence of social
hierarchies are visually experienced (Erdogan, 2007¢c, p. 52). This study reveals that
living in physical proximity results in dramatic examples of this ocular-centric
characteristic of social relations and the internalization of the dominant gaze. The
manifestation of gaze relations and its internalization was clearly seen in the

interviews:

“I mean, as usual, the rich look down on the poor.” (Unzile, 38) **

“They look sideways at us like this: I say hello, they don't even greet me. They
always look sideways at people.” (Elif, 33) 12

10 “Evden ¢ikmiyorum. En giizel evden ¢ikmamak. Yani ¢iinkii evden ¢iktigin zaman bu sefer ne oluyor
biliyor musun? Hep sana kars1 bir sey oluyor”

11 «Zengin fakire her zaman oldugu... Biraz daha depeden bakar yani.” (Unzile, 38)

12 “Bgyle yan bakiyorlar, selam verdim selam almiyorlar biile hep yan bakiyorlar insanlara” (Elif, 33)
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“I think they look at us with pity. They always look at us with such pity as if we
were nobody because that's what they think I mean.” (Yildiz, 32) 3
We can see the shame resulting from “disparaging” looks in Elif’s statement; she says

they looked at her dress as if they were “making fun of it”:

“They look in a way, that is, they look down. They didn't... They even look at
the clothes of the person, they look as if they were making fun of them. You
know, | would have dressed well too, | swear. Look, I've been here for 3 years,
but I haven't bought anything for myself yet.” 14
Furthermore, Zeliha (43) says “they won't even look you in the face”. Similarly,
Songil (42) “do not even look at them when they don’t need them.”. Likewise, Aliye

(41) says:

“Well, if the rich need something, they think of the poor. If not, they won't think
of you. Let me tell you, if they don't need your help, they won't even look at your
face. If they don't need help, they won't even look at you, they only think of what
you can do for them. After all, because we are laborers, they see us but that's
because they need us.”

As Lynd (1965) argue, “it is the very triviality of the cause [...] that helps to give
shame its unbearable character” (p. 40). Trivialities like not having dressed “properly”
or not speaking “properly ” evoke intense emotions such as shame. On the other hand,
the most dramatic example of visually experienced symbolic violence while living in

the gentrifying neighborhood can be seen in Elif’s (33) narrative:

“It’s so hard being here. Not good at all. They belittle people. You look at their
eyes, it's like they question why you live here. It's like someone who looks at you
says, they say that you don't have the right to live here. You feel that way. | swear!
It feels like you have no right.” 1

13 “Bence bize aciyarak bakarlar. Hep boyle bir acima boyle ne bileyim bir ezikmisiz gibi bakarlar ciinkii
hani dyle diistiniiyor.” (Yildiz, 32)

14«0 §yle bakar yani asagida bakar. Seyapmadi insanin kiyafetine bile bakiyorlar sanki dalga gegmis
gibi bakiyorlar. Yani olsaydi ben de giyerdim yemin bak ben 3 senedir buraya geldim, daha kendime
bir sey almadim.”

15V alla zenginin isi varsa fakiri diisiiniir, isi yoksa seni diisiinmez. Isi diiserse seni diisiiniir, isi diigmese
yliziine bile bakmaz, dyle diyeyim sana. Isi yoksa senin yiiziine bile bakmaz, gozii senin isinde. Sonugta
biz calisan emektar oldugumuz i¢in goriiyor tamam hissettirmiyorlar ama ihtiyaclari oldugu igin.”

16 «“Cok zor burada. Hig iyi degil. Insan1 kiigiik gériiyorlar. Insan onlarin bakislarina bakiyorsun ya,

sanki sana diyorlar sen niye burada yasiyorsun. Sanki sana bakan sana diyor senin burada yasamaya
hakkin yok diyorlar. insan kendini 6yle hissediyor. Yemin! Oyle hissediyor sanki senin hakkin yok.”
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By “seeing oneself through the eyes of the dominant class” (Bourdieu, 1984, p. 384),
Elif feels that “she does not have the right to live in Urla.” To the extent that social
relations are engraved in spatial structures, and social distance materializes in the
spatial distance, unequal relations of the social formation materialize in the city
(Erdogan, 2007c, p. 55). Her narrative points to the feeling or state of vulnerability
that haunts the poor and affects their lives in their neighborhood. Such ocularcentrism
is based on the heightening of spatial separation and the more perceptible symbolic
distance (Erdogan, 2007¢).

Interviews revealed that living in the same neighborhood together results in an
exclusionary attitude towards each other. Yildiz (32) describes her neighbors’ attitude

towards her as follows:

“For example, when my next-door neighbor asks me what | do for work, when |
say that I clean houses, she says ‘Will you come to me too?’ I'm saying she's my
neighbor, how can you offer such a thing... You know, something happens to
those people, like they start to humiliate: ‘Well, then you can come to me too.” In
a belittling way. It hurts one's pride a little bit.” ¥’

In her interactions with her neighbors, she believes that people do not recognize her as
worthy of respect and consideration because she “cleans houses”. Modern capitalist
society has convinced people that the criterion for success is only the individual and
their abilities. That is why Y1ldiz states that she feels “the burden of a class” in the
presence of her neighbors, which is “the feeling of not getting anywhere despite one's
efforts, the feeling of vulnerability in contrasting oneself to others at a higher social
level, the buried sense of inadequacy that one resents oneself for feeling” (Sennett &

Cobb, 1972, p. 58).

“To be judged in the eyes of their judges” (Bourdieu, 1984, p. 511) results in Sermin
(31) and others being apprehensive of being looked down upon. Sermin (31) stated
that she worries whether the middle and upper class residents will engage with her
when she encounters them in public areas. She adds that they do not talk to her:

17 “Mesela yan komsum bana diyor ki iste ne is yapiyorsun diye sordufu zaman evlere temizlige
gidiyorum dedigimde ‘Bana da gelir misin?’ Ya diyorum ben seni komgum hani bdyle bir seyi nasil
teklif edebiliyorsun... Hani o insanlarda sey oluyor ya iste asagilayici sekilde ‘Iyi o zaman bana da
gelirsin.” Dalgaci sekilde. O insanin biraz yani canini acitiyor.”
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“For example, you can't- you know, you can't talk. Wondering if they will answer
or not, or say something harsh. We have these thoughts too. Been in such
situations. I see children are well-dressed, they talk really fine, we are one level
lower for sure. We're all the same at birth. But the thing is, | wasn't doing that...
Or they wouldn't do it at all. If they would say hello, | would greet them. | mean,
they're not in favor of talking either. It seems that the people I saw didn’t want to
talk.” 18

Sermin, who sees herself through her encounter with the other and feels that she is
“one level below”, similarly emphasized her uneasiness and self-doubt in social
environments. Sermin’s narrative points to the inequality in the neighborhood.
Another example that embodies the inequality in the neighborhood is found in Elif's

(33) narrative:

“l don't know how to say. The rich are up high, the poor down low. They're

suffering on the ground. It's different. In my opinion, this is the situation. As if

the rich are flying. They're immortal. They feel like they won't ever get buried.

Like it’s said, the shrouds have no pockets.” 1
Sermin’s and Elif’s narratives prominently contrast the “high” and “low.” This points
to hidden injuries materialized in terms of social stratification, with the rich being
associated with high qualities and the poor being related to the low aspects of life

(Cubukgu, 2012).

Interviewees frequently emphasized moral values and lifestyle differences between
themselves and “others” in the conversations. Throughout the interviews, the women
also criticized the middle and upper class in the area, referencing incidents that

demonstrate how aware they are of the income gap and class injustice:

“I can’t eat or wear what they do. That’s what I mean. So, the places they go to
are different. I cannot live in a house like where they live.” (Unzile, 38) %

18 “Mesela seyapamiyorsun, gonusamiyosun. Acaba cevap verecek mi vermeyecek mi yani ters diyecek
mi? O diisiincelere de sahibiz. O durumlar da oldu. Cocuklarin bakiyom ki giizel giyimli, gonusmasi
gayet diizgiin yani en azindan biz bir gademe daha asagidayik yani. Ayniyik 9 ayligik ama sey ben sey
yapmiyordum... Ya 0 da hi¢ yapmazdi yani onlar da. Merhaba deseler merhaba der insan. Yani onlar
da gonusma tarafi degil. Gordiiglim kisilerin de dyle gonusma tarafi degildi.”

19 “Nasil diyim yani zenginler ¢ok yiiksekte, fakirler de boyle yer altinda. Yerde siiriiniiyorlar iste.
Farklidir. Bence oyle bagka ne olacak. Zenginler hep liguyolar, sanki hi¢ iilmiiceklermis gibi, hep
hayatta kalacak sanki onlar kendilerini kefene gotiirmeyecekler gibi demis ya kefenin cebi mi var
sanki.”

20 “Onlarin giydugunu, yedugunu ben yiyemem de giyemem de yani. O yonden. Gittikleri yerler farkl
yani. Oturduklar1 evde oturamam.” (Unzile, 38)
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Unzile’s concerns are common throughout these testimonies. With only a few
exceptions, all the interviewees frequently referenced the income gap. However, when
it comes to the image that prevails in participants’ narratives about the “rich”, in the
vast majority of cases it is negative. It can be said that they do not perceive wealth

itself as bad, but rather the behavior patterns that wealth produces.

It is asserted that the material conditions of the working class undermine their feelings
of self-worth in a capitalist society (Rubin, 1976; Sennett & Cobb, 1972). Beyond the
obstacles and stress of poverty, interviewees often complained about the injurious and
humiliating nature of the relationship between themselves and the middle and upper
classes in the neighborhood. Throughout the interviews, they frequently expressed
their disappointment with being belittled and/or ignored. This degrading relationship
causes symbolic violence in the self-perception of the poor since social relations are
translated into personal value. When considering class experiences from an emotional
aspect, it can be concluded that the structures in place result in injuries in the self and
lead the working-class members to question their worth. These injuries are
internalized, and they feel inadequate in the society of free competition; due to the
conflation of worth with material success, their lower-class position results in them
calling into question their self-worth and value. These feelings can be described as a

wound in one’s dignity and self-respect.

The modernity/tradition dichotomy, which emerges as a significant paradigm in
Turkey's structuring of social life, is one of the most critical components of how people
give meaning to the world, society, and themselves. This element is so important that
it generates a conversation where even class disparities are expressed and given
meaning (Bora, 2005). Unlike countries where working class struggles and trade union
movements have a deep-rooted history, in Turkey, class difference and class identity
are expressed within the framework of urbanity-peasantness, traditionalism-modernity
(Bora, 2005). Still, in this study, some of the women explain their experiences in the
framework of class difference by referring to themselves as “laborer” or “worker” and

9 <6

mention “lower classes” “upper classes” and “discrimination of class™:
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“You can't do anything because you're a worker. That's the class difference. Let
me explain that way.” (Kiraz, 36) 2

“Why? Because we're the lower class. They look down on us because they're one
class above.” (Yildiz, 32) %

“This is nothing but class discrimination. Nothing else. Because he pays you, he'll
make you work like an animal. It's all the same with all kinds of jobs, not just
cleaning.” (Zeynep,30) %

“After all, because we are laborers [...]” (Sermin, 31)%

When considering the injuries that arise in these women’s lives, it is important to note
the injuries that come from education or the lack thereof. Education acts as a “cover
term”, which “stands for a whole range of experiences and feelings that may in fact
have little to do with formal schooling” and that “covers, at the most abstract level, the
development of capacities within a human being” (Sennett & Cobb, 1972, p. 24). As
Erdogan (2007a, p. 67) noted, “to the extent that poverty is experienced as a state of
lacking educational and cultural capital, ‘hidden injuries’ are intensified by an
individual’s position in the cultural hierarchy”. While it is worth mentioning the low
level of education that interviewees possess, the intensification of the hidden injuries
was a common occurrence among the poor residents of Urla. In that context, Zeliha
(43), never formally went to school but learned a little bit of writing and reading in the
Community Center when she came to Urla. When Zeliha saw a woman belittling
another for being illiterate, she felt bad watching this scene unfold as she is illiterate
herself.

“But sometimes people regard you as ignorant because you’re illiterate. So, it’s
hard. Maybe not all of us know how to read and write, but you don’t need to say
it with such force. For example, you are literate and the other person is not. He
doesn’t know if it’s his turn. I don’t know, I feel offended. I mean, they see us as
ignorant people.” 2

2 “fsci oldugun igin pek sey yapmiyorsun. Yani smif farki dyle séyleyim sana ya.” (Kiraz, 36)

22 “Neden? Biz alt smifta kaldigimiz igin. Onlar bir iist simif olduklar1 igin hep bdyle asagilayici sekilde
goriiyorlar.” (Yildiz, 32)

23 “Buy bir sinif ayrmmidir baska bir sey degil. Yani ciinkii parasini veriyor kdpek gibi ¢alistiracak seni.
Her iste Oyledir aslinda bir tek temizlik isinde degil yani.” (Zeynep,30)

24 Sonugta biz ¢alisan emektar oldugumuz igin [...]” (Sermin, 31)

25 “Ama okuma yazmay1 olmadi1 igin bazen yerlere hani insan cahil yerine koyarlar. Zor oluyor. Hani
hepimiz belki okumamiz yazmamiz yok ama o kadar baskiyla seyle sdyleyemezsin. Sen mesela

69



In addition, women's unfulfilled hopes and dreams regarding education demonstrate
the hidden injuries. Some women, in particular, claimed that they dropped out of
school, began working, married, and had children at a young age due to financial
or/and cultural constraints, while some others could never attend school at all. After
stating that she did not go to school, Yildiz (32), conveyed how this made her life
difficult and how she felt helpless as a result. For Yildiz, being illiterate not only mean

being unable to read or write but also being unable to live life:

“No, I don’t have any educational background. [...] Like, you can’t live your life

this way. You can’t live your childhood, your single life, or your marriage. You

are so ignorant and life pushes you so hard that it gets hard for you to get out of

that spiral. | experienced this. [...] | thought of killing myself. | even tried to

commit suicide. My life has been that difficult.” 26
Interviewees also mentioned that the low literacy rate among them results in additional
difficulties in their lives such as the inability to assist their children with homework
and to access certain economic opportunities. Considering the high level of education
some of their neighbors have, these women at times compare themselves. However,
this comparison does not encompass the full range of emotions and inequality
expressed when discussing education. Their socio-economic and spatial mobility is
limited due to their low levels of literacy, and this results in them potentially having
difficulty interacting within their environment, or not being able to read signage or
attend medical appointments on their own. Their literacy rate, compounded with other
marginalizing factors, exacerbates their uncomfortability and alienation in the
community. All these factors demonstrate how a lack of schooling becomes a source

of inferiority and “injury” for these women. Elif (33) says:

“When I got married, my husband didn’t know that I was illiterate. My husband
asked how on earth I didn’t know how to read and write. Because everybody
does. I felt ashamed! It’s so hard. So hard when a person stays ignorant and
doesn’t know anything. It’s so hard. Even with my child, my own child, my
daughter comes and asks a question about her homework, | get ashamed. | swear,
| do. [...] Being a young girl is a pleasant feeling, but you have to be a good

okumugsun, o okumamis bilmiyor sirast gecti mi gegmedi bilmiyor ama zoruma gitti, insanin zoruna
gider. Yani cahil yerine koyarlar bizi.”

% “Hayir hig yani egitim hayatim yok. [...] Hani bdyle sey hi¢ yasamiyorsun. Hani bir ¢ocukluk
yasayamiyorsun, bekarligini yasayamiyorsun, yeni evliligini yasayamiyorsun. O kadar bir cahil
oluyorsun ki hayat sana o kadar bir baski veriyor ki hani bunun i¢inden ¢ikamaz hale geliyorsun ve o
da ben de ¢ok vardu. [...] Yani kendimi ldiirmeyi bile diisiindiim. Intihara bile kalkistim. O derecede
¢ok zor bir hayatim gecti.”

70



family’s daughter. Like I told you, I told my husband that if I could be born again.
If I could have a good family so that | could go after my dreams after attending
school...” %

“I have troubles with education. When I need to fill a form, I can’t. When they
ask me to write my name and surname, I can’t. Like they give me a paper from
my daughter’s school to write my name and sign it, but I can’t. I wish this kind
of thing didn’t happen in my life. I wish that it never happened. It gives me great
trouble.” (Yildiz, 32) %

Most of the women interviewed stated that their dream was to attend school, but they
could not achieve this due to the financial, spatial, and cultural conditions of their

families. At this time, they stated that if they had gone to school, they would not have

felt this much pressure, especially from their husbands in the household:

“For sure, we feel it. We feel the pressure. Sometimes I wonder if men would be
like this if we studied and got a job with a salary. They wouldn’t, right?” 2

“l say that he [my husband] puts me under such pressure because he thinks I
depend on him. If I studied further and had my own job, he wouldn’t treat me like
that. This is the oppression of women. Because I’'m not self-reliant, because | am
dependent on him. I mean | feel sad. The pain of words doesn't fade away, though
the beatings’ pain does.” (Sermin, 31) *°

“In the world, people always look down on women. Because it’s always women
who get belittled, if they move up to the next level and have a job for themselves,

27 “Ben evlendim kocam bilmiyordu okuma yazmam yok. Kocam dedi esim dedi ben sandim ki herkes
okumis sen nasil okumazsin sen nasil okuma yazma bilmiyorsun. insan utantyor! Cok zor. O kadar zor
ki yani insan bdyle cahil kaltyor, higbir sey bilmiyor. Cok zor yani. Cocuguma kars1 bile yani senin
¢ocugun sana bir soru soruyor benim kizim geliyor diyor anne bu nedir bana soru soruyor ben
utaniyorum. Yeminle ben utantyorum yani [...] Hani insan bir nasil kiz ¢cocugu olmak iyi bir duygu ama
iyi bir ailenin kizi olmasi lazim. Ben diyorum ya esimle gecen giin konustuk dedim keske ben tekrar
dinyaya gelseydim yemin ederim yani tekrar gelseydim yani iyi bir ailem olsaydi, beni okutsaydilar,
ben hayalimin pesinden gitseydim...”

28 “Bgitimle ilgili cok fazla sikint1 cekiyorum. Hani bu sefer bir yere gidiyorum mesela bir form dolacak,
formu dolduramiyorum. Ismim, soy ismim yazilacak, yapamiyorum. Hani kizimin okulundan mesela
bir sey veriyorlar, o an elime tutusturuyor hemen isim Soy isim yazin diyorlar imza atin diyorlar,
yazamiyorum. Hani diyorum ki keske hayatimda boyle bir sey ¢ok olmasaydi. Hani bunu hig¢
yasamasaydim. O bana ¢ok sikinti veriyor.” (Yildiz, 32)

2 “Insan hissediyor baski altinda hissediyor. Yani ben bazen diyom ya biz de okusaydik eger bir
elimizde bir maasimiz olsaydi, bir seyapsaydik acaba erkekler boyle yaparlar miydi? Bence boyle
yapmazlard: dimi?”

%0 “Ben diyorum ki [esim] mecburiyetlikten bu basgiy1 uyguluyor bana. Bir tik daha okusaydim elimde
meslegim olsaydi boyle yapamazdi diyorum ben. Yani kadinin ezilmesi bu. Kendi ayaklarimin {istiinde
durmadigim i¢in, ona mecburluktan yani. Yani iiziilityorum. Laflarin acist ¢tkmiyor dayagin acisi gegse
de.” (Sermin, 31)
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they won’t have to depend on men. They won’t have anything to do with men.

It’s the way I’ve always thought, I don’t know.” (Aliye, 41) 3
It is necessary to emphasize a further point here: although the interviewees
experienced feelings of shame, exclusion, and self-doubt in the face of social
hierarchies and inequalities, some claim that this situation is not their fault but rather
destiny, God's will, or just the result of the cycle of generational poverty. Nevertheless,
they do add that they would have been better off if they had gone to school. This shows
the contradictions of their internalization of the dominant gaze. On the one hand, they
internalize it and feel shame and inferiority as a result, but on the other hand, they say

that it is not their fault. Serpil exemplifies this as follows:

“If the family has rich roots, so will the child. Because how the root of a person
is... Now I have two sons. | am suffering from poverty, that’s the way it goes.
[...] I mean if your roots are poor, you will live in poverty.” %

On the other hand, Yildiz (32) says,

“We're all the same, you know. Everybody's life is the same. Why? Because they

leave their houses every morning to earn that money. We also go out every
morning to earn that money, to work. In fact, we're all on the same level but our
people aren't aware of it. Maybe one is a lawyer, | am a server. But after all, both
you and | get paid for the work. Actually, they are both basically the same thing.
What do you eat at home? Bread and olives. What do | eat? | also eat bread and
olives.” %

Likewise, Sermin (31) says “We're all the same at birth” 3* and Hiilya (47) says:

31 “Diinyada hep kadmlar1 hor gériiyorlar. Hep asagilanan hep kadmlar oldugu icin, en ¢ok kadimlar
biraz iist seviyeye ¢iktiklar1 zaman, meslegi elinde oldugu zaman, maagini kendisi aldig1 zaman erkegin
eline muhtag¢ olmaz. Erkekle alakasi olmaz. Ben hep boyle diigiindiim, bilmiyom.” (Aliye, 41)

32 “Sen aile kokii zengin oldu mu, o da zengin olur. Ciinkii insan1 kokii nasil... Benim su anda ben iki
oglum var. Ben fakirlik ¢ekiyorum ya, o dyle gider. [...] Yani senin kokiin fakirse fakirlik ¢ekersin yani”

33 «“Aslinda hep aynryiz biliyor musun? Herkesin yasantis1 ayn1. Neden? Sabah onlar da evlerinden ¢ikip
o paray1 kazanmak i¢in ¢alistyorlar, bizler de sabah evimizden ¢ikiyoruz gidiyoruz o paray1 kazanmak
i¢in, caligmak i¢in. Yani aslinda hepimiz ayni seviyedeyiz ama insanlarimiz bunun farkinda degil. Ha
belki o bir avukattir, ben hizmet¢iyimdir. Ama sonugta ben de emegimin karsiligini aliyorum, sen de
emeginin karsiligini aliyorsun. Aslinda o kadar ayn seyler ki. Sen evinde ne yiyorsun? Ekmek zeytin.
Ben ne yiyorum? Ben de ekmek zeytin yiyorum.”

3 «“Ayniyik 9 ayligik”
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“You get exposed to hardship for sure. Because they crush you with their “You

are poor and | am rich’ attitude. It breaks your heart. What do | lack? We're all

the same at birth... To even say it is, you know, [hard].” %
These expressions show that the egalitarian imagination and objection to social
inequality is articulated in the narratives of the poor in the face of daily encounters

with the dominant class.

3.1.1. Children and the Hidden Injuries

The children of both the lower and upper classes attend the same schools, play in the
same parks, walk the same routes to school, and share desks. Despite this spatial
proximity, in many cases the interviewee’s children are unable to make friends. Elif
says that her daughter cannot be friends with the middle and upper class children; one
of the reasons being that her daughter doesn’t have pocket money and therefore can’t

partake in certain activities:

“My daughter can't. The boys are younger, they don't know, they hang around,
but the girl can't. She withdraws into her shell. Why does she do that, because she
has no pocket money, no cash, so she distances herself away from her friends.
Her friends walk arm-in-arm, go to the canteen, buy something, order something
like this, how can I say, but she just looks at them. She grows apart because she
doesn't have money, because | don't give her pocket money. She doesn't go near
them.” (EIif, 33) 3¢

A significant number of respondents stated that their children and their friends are all
from the same social class. In fact, the majority also stated that their children are only
able to make friends with other children who belong to the same social class.

35 «“Sen fakirsin ben zenginim diye sey paranla seyinle seni ezerse tabii ki zorluk sey cekiyorsun. Zoruna
gidiyor. Neden benim neyim eksik? Ben de 9 ayligim, o da 9 aylik...Onu demeye de bile sey yapiyorsun
yani.”

% “Ya kizim edemiyor. Oglanlar daha kiigiik, bilmiyorlar takiliyorlar ama kiz edemiyor. Uzaklasiyor.
Ciinkii niye uzaklastyor, onun yaninda har¢lig1 yok, parasi yok ondan uzaklasiyor. Arkadaslar: bir de
kol kola giriyorlar, kantine gidiyorlar bir seyler aliyorlar bdyle 1smarliyorlar boyle nasil deyim ama o
bakiyor onlarin yiiziine. Parasi olmadig1 i¢gin, har¢lik vermedigim i¢in uzaklasiyor. Onlarin yanina
gitmiyor.” (Elif, 33)
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To emphasize this difference, Y1ldiz and Kiraz also mentioned that the games played
by the other children are very different from those of their own children:

“For example, I have a child... For example, the opportunities [for the ones] in
the gated community are so much better, even the computer game they play.
When my kid sees them, after a while, he begins to make friends with people of
his own level. Because he has the same opportunities, he starts to share things
with them. There is common ground where they can chat and play together. It
doesn't work with the other. Because he doesn't understand what you're talking
about, he doesn't even understand the game you're playing.” (Kiraz, 36) ¥’

“Rich kids have a lot of different things anyway. The digital skateboards, digital

scooters, digital bikes... So, what can I tell you? Those are their games. It's very

luxurious, not meant for our children.” (Yildiz, 32) %
Similar to these quotes, other interviewees stated that their children not only suffered
from their financial inadequacy but also from seeing what the “other” children have.
Likewise, they stated that their children get disappointed when they realize that some
other children have better opportunities. This inequality causes their children to be
excluded and unable to make friends. These mothers emphasized that they were
saddened much more by their children's experiences than their own experience. To the
extent that families feel sorry for the conditions their children live in, their experiences

become “hidden injuries”:

“While you budget for your child in one way, they provide them a different life.
And this reflects on the children when they see other children. One way or
another, they realize it... And the child experiences it, and tells you.” (Kiraz, 36)
39

“Children have an idea of wealth in their minds. They call them ‘rich kids’. They
say ‘They bring X, I wish we were rich too’ meaning the food. I mean I hear them
say such things. ‘The rich kid has this pencil; we’d buy it if we were rich like

37 “Mesela benim ¢ocugum var...Mesela sitede imkanlar1 ¢ok ¢ok iistiin oynadig bilgisayar oyunu bile
sey. Cocuk onu gordiikge bir siire sonra kendi seviyesinden insanlarla arkadaglik etmeye basliyor.
Ciinkii elindeki imkanlar onda da aynist oldugu i¢in onu paylagsmaya basliyor. Ortak sohbet
edebilecekleri, ortak oynayabilecekleri bir nokta oluyor. Digeriyle olmuyor. Ciinkii anlattigini
anlamiyor, senin oynadigin oyunu bile anlamiyor.” (Kiraz, 36)

3 «Zaten zengin ¢ocuklarinin gok farkli seyleri var. Bu dijital kaykaylar, dijital scooterlar, dijital
bisikletler... Yani ne diyeyim sana. Onlarin oyunlar1 o. Cok liikks onlarin oyunu, bizim ¢ocuklarimiz
icin degil.” (Yildiz, 32)

% “Sen ¢ocuga farkli bir biitge ayirirken onlar daha farkli yasatiyorlar. Ve bu gocuklara da yansiyor,
onlar1 gordiikleri zaman onlara da yansiyor. Hani ister istemez goriiyorsun...Her sekilde anlasiliyor. Ve
¢ocuk bunu yasiyor zaten, sdyliiyor da” (Kiraz, 36)
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them.’. [...] I know how they wish for things like shoes, clothes, backpacks. They
always talk about these things.” (Sermin, 31) “°
Many interviewees stated that they gave the last of their money to their children so
that the children would feel better able to fit in at school. Zeliha (43) expressed this

situation as follows:

“Like I want my kids to study and have a job, that’s all I want. Only my kids to
study. Believe me, sometimes | give them the last pennies | have when there is

nothing in the house so that my children don’t have to rely on anybody at school.”
41

Unzile (38) remarks that her child was excluded because he was not a “local”:

“Nabh, they humiliated my son a lot. They kept him away, they didn't let him play
near them. "You are from Corum! You are from Corum, go away, what are you
doing with us?' They always said that.” 42

Moreover, Sema (40) said that her son could not live his childhood because of poverty:

“Especially my older son endured a lot of difficulties. They crushed him so much
that I can say he never lived his childhood.” 43

After that, she added that her son was also excluded and called a “temporary

neighbor”:

“When we used to live in a rented house, even the neighbors down there below
the school all owned their own houses. Even when the kids were arguing among
themselves, they would say: ‘They're temporary neighbors, don't get close to
them’. | mean, | can say my son, | mean, my son still says, | mean, he didn't play.
He didn't play in the street; he says it all the time.”

40 “Cocuklarm seyinde aklinda zenginlik. ‘Zengin ¢ocuk’ diye hitap ediyorlar. Yiyecek yoniinden
sOyliiyorlar ‘sunu getiriyor ne giizel keske biz de zengin olsaydik’. Yani ¢ocuklar da bunu duyuyorum.
‘Zengin ¢ocugun su galemi var, zengin olsaydik biz de onlar gibi bunu alirdik’. [...] Ozentilerini
biliyorum beslenme konusunda olsun, ayaggabiyd1 yani giyimdi, ¢antalar1 neyi hep onlar1 soyliiyorlar
cocuklar.” (Sermin, 31)

41 “Mesela diyom ki inan ki gocuklarim okisun meslek eline gegsin higbir sey istemiyom. Sade bu
cocuklar okusun inan ki bazen evde bir sey olmadig1 i¢in hani o paray1 ¢ocuklarin eline veriyom hani
okula gidiyor kimseye muhtag¢ olmasinlar.”

42 “Yo oglumu ¢ok asagiladilar. Yaklastirmadilar, oynatmadilar yanlarinda. ‘Sen Corumlusun
Corumlusun git sen Corumlu bizim yanimizda ne isi var’. Siirekli 6yle sdylemisler.”

43 “Hele bilyiik oglum ¢ok ezildi. Cok yani hani o gadar ezildi ki yani hani gocuklugunu heg
yasamadigini deyebilirim yani hani”

44 “Biz iste kiradayken su asagida okulun asagisinda ordaki gomsular bile hepsinin kendi evleriydi, iste
bi cocuhlar kendi aralarinda bile tartigsaydi bile iste diyordu hani ‘Onlar gegici gomsu siz birbirinize
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Kader (35) says that she feels “small” “even if they do nothing” since she cannot afford

the opportunities the “rich” are able to provide to their children:

“You know, even if they do nothing, people feel that way. Like feel inferior.
Because of the children, that is, their children are doing well materially and
emotionally. For example, we had neighbors, private teachers are coming, they
come, so we don't feel special, neither do our children. Our children say 'Mom,
they are taking private lessons, they bought these. We don't have it’. So, one feels
bad about it.” (Kader, 35) °

Stigmatization is one of the grave factors that affects daily life in the neighborhood
and in turn the children of the poor. Y1ldiz’s narrative illustrates the stigmatization and

exclusion her children experience. Yildiz mentioned that people do not want to get

close to her children and say “You'll get lice from her, you’ll get fleas from her.” *®

Another way the children face stigmatization in the neighborhood finds its expression
in the narrative of Yildiz (32):

“For example, in a very recent event, our next-door neighbor gave my little girl
tights. Her daughter's tights. She told her not to go out like that again. You know,
that's really bad. You know this is just a kid... She comes out with torn, muddy
or dirty clothes. Well, their well-known guests were coming, but they didn't want
to see the children like that outside. I mean, there are so many strange people...
You can never know. Their guests were coming from abroad, and important
people were coming. Asking if we don't take our children out on those days!” 4’

While expressing their disappointment and hardship of having limited financial and
social opportunities, interviewees emphasized they were disheartened because of its
impact on their children. It is revealed that not only adults but also children have

seyapmayin’ diye. Yani hani oglum diyebilirim yani oglum ¢oh hala da sdyliiyo yani ¢oh oynamamigtir
yani hani, ¢oh sokakta oynamamistir, sdyliiyo hep soyliiyo.”

4 “Hani onlar da seyapmasa insan kendini 6yle hissediyor yani. Kiigiik hissediyor yani. Cocuklardan
dolay1 yani onlarin ¢ocuklart maddi manevi giizeldir. Mesela komsularimiz vardi 6zel dersler geliyor
ya hocalar var, onlar1 geliyor ya ister istemez insan kendi issetmiyor yani ¢gocuklar da. Cocuklarimiz da
‘anne onlar 6zel derslere goriyor, ha buni almislar biz de almiyoruz’. Yani ondan insan kendini sey kotii
hissediyor.” (Kader, 35)

46 “Ondan sonra bit bulasir, ondan sana pire bulasir”.

47 “Hani mesela gegenlerde en basiti ¢ok yakinlarda olan bir olay, yan komsumuz kiigiik kizima, tayt
vermis. Kizinin tayti. Bir daha demis bdyle digart ¢ikma demis. Hani o ¢ok kotli oluyor. Hani bu
cocuk... Yirtik da ¢ikar, camurlu da ¢ikar, pis de ¢gikar. Neymis onlarin ¢ok boyle bilinen misafirleri
geliyorlarmis da gocuklar1 dyle gormek istemiyorlarmis disarida. Iste yani diyorum ya o kadar ¢ok
degisik insanlar var ki... Hani bilemiyorsun. Iste yurt disindan misafirleri geliyormus, iste énemli
insanlar geliyormus. O giinlerde ¢ocuklarimizi ¢ikarmazsak olur muymus!”
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injurious experiences. Interviewees repeatedly emphasized the situations when their
children feel bad for not having the same opportunities as “other children” in the

neighborhood:

“For example, our neighbor's daughter said to our eldest daughter. She asked if
she knew the Ayda Vineyards. She said they're very luxurious, beautiful. They
went there for a tour or something. My child says: 'Mom, do you know that place?'
We don't! I mean, because it's not a place we can afford.” (Yildiz, 32) “8

“For example, the thing | am most angry about is a rich woman's rudeness to go

and pick up a pine tree, ruthlessly decorate it, and make a show out of it in front

of my girl” (Zeynep, 31) #°
The participants stated that they are disheartened by their children’s experiences in the
neighborhood. Their children do not have the same clothing as their peers, nor do they
have the same opportunities. Despite living in the same neighborhood, they cannot
participate in the same social activities because they do not have enough pocket money
or, worse, they are excluded by the other children. As the study reveals, the poor-
subalterns experience hidden injuries not only in their relationships in the public
sphere or in their encounters with the powerful, but also in their relationships with
their children (Erdogan, 2007c, p. 68). Since the place of this research enables daily
encounters of people from different social classes, the hidden injuries against children

are also strongly felt in this place. Referring to this feeling, Zeynep (30) said:

“It makes you rebel after a certain point. You don't actually want anything for
yourself. If I were talking to you as a single person right now, | would talk to you
in a very different way. There is only one thing | want, and it is to provide a good
future for my children.” %

Similarly, Elif (33), who works as a gatekeeper at the gated community with her

husband, explained how she felt despair in front of her child with the following words:

8 “Mesela gecen komsumuzun kizi sdylemis iste bizim biiyiik kiza. Iste demis ‘Biliyor musunuz Ayda
Baglar var ¢ok liiks, Gok guzel biz oraya gittik gezmeye’ falan. Cocugum diyor ki ‘Anne oray:1 biliyor
musunuz siz?’ Bilmiyoruz! Yani bizim gidecegimiz yerler degil ¢iinkii.” (Y1ldiz, 32)

49 “Yani mesela en kizdigim nokta bi tane zengin bi kadinm gérgiisiizce gidip hunharca boyle bir cam
agacini alip insafsizca siisleyip onu benim kizimin géziine sokmas1” (Zeynep,31)

50 «fsyan ettiriyor belli bir noktadan sonra. Hani aslinda kendin igin bir sey istemiyorsun. Hani su an
seninle bekar olarak konussaydim ¢ok farkli bir sekilde konusurdum. Istedigim tek bir sey var
cocuklarim igin iyi bir gelecek stirdiirmek”
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“No one in the gated community helps. They make a barbecue and make it smell
like-1 swear that my son is going out saying, ‘It smells great, mom, why don't we
do that too'. It tears my heart out. They don't say, ‘Let's put two pieces and send
them to those children.” In our gated community, they don't want to do that, and
I don't want anything from anyone. Even if I'm hungry, | don't want anything.
But it is very difficult for one's child.” >

Likewise, Kiraz (36) who worked as a gatekeeper in the past, said:

“My children couldn’t get into the pool there. Other kids don’t get close to them
while playing games. When that is the case, my child just stands still and looks
at them. You feel the pain of this somehow. The first thing you want is to have
their living conditions for your child. You want to live, too. You wonder why
they’re going through that. What hurts the most is when children get into this. [...]
You can forget about yourself, but when you see your child being treated like
that, it makes you sad. Like, sometimes you almost rebel.” %2

Women who live in the housing designated for gatekeepers mentioned how they and
their children were injured since stepping on the grass, playing in the garden, making
noise and entering the pool were prohibited for them. While the children of workers
are prohibited, the residents’ children can do all of these things. Participants expressed

this situation as follows:

“My children, for example, are not allowed to step on the grass. They can't walk
around the gated community. They can't swim in the pool. These are forbidden
for my kids. We're gatekeepers, so we should be looking after the place. My
children are always at home. They can’t go out and be in the area behind the
house or next to the house. They're in that tiny gatekeeper house all day. | put
down a carpet on the floor in front of the door, so they always play at the door.
People say they are stepping on the grass behind the house... I feel very, very
bad, I feel very bad. | wish, | mean, what crime have we committed to deserve
this? I don’t want to offend God, but | wish | had a house too. | wish my children
could run and play comfortably. I wish my children could run as they want, that's

51 “Sitede hig kimse yardim etmiyor. Mangal yakiyorlar, yemin bak kokusu dyle geliyor ki benim oglum
disar1 ¢ikiyor ‘Mis gibi mangal kokuyor anne siz de yapsaniza’. Ya insan igi parcalaniyor. Ya
demiyorlar bak ‘iki parca koyayim da o g¢ocuklara gondereyim’ demiyorlar. Bizim sitede yani
istemiyorlar ben de kimseden bir sey istemiyorum ag¢ kalsam da bir sey istemiyorum. Ama insanin
¢ocugu i¢in ¢ok zor.”

52 “Cocuklarim orada havuza giremiyordu. Onlar evin i¢inde arkadaslariyla oynarken onu yanina
almryorlar, istemiyorlar. Hani bu sefer o orada durup bakiyor onlara. Hani ister istemez onun ezikligini
yastyorsun sikintisini yasiyorsun. Yani oncelikle onlarin yasam sartlarini istiyorsun. Yasamak da
istiyorsun. Hani diyorsun ki bu bunu yasiyor neden! Hele ki ¢ocuklarin da bu isin i¢ine girdikleri zaman
as1l canini acitan nokta o. [...] Seni ge¢tim ama ¢ocuguma o sekilde davranilmasi insan1 gergekten ¢ok
Uzlyor. Hani bazen bdyle hani isyan etmek gibi degil ama ediyorsun.”
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what | wish sadly. My children say, my daughter say, 'Mom, | wish I could get in

the pool too.”” (Elif, 33) %3
In the same way, Yildiz (32) expressed the hurtfulness of her children being forbidden
from entering the pool while other children were entering the pool in the gated

community where she worked:

“[...] Then they'll be like, “Your kids shouldn't get in the pool’. When my kids
came, uhh, I mean, they were small and wanted to play, the other children
wouldn't go near them. They were on one side, sitting, and the others laughing
and having fun by the pool. My kids were heavily affected by this situation. They
were like, ‘Why can't we get in the pool?’, ‘Why can't we play with them?’ ‘What
do we lack but they have?’ ‘Why weren't we born rich?’ [...] | mean, the kids
always have a sense of poverty. Such psychology comes from childhood. Kids
can understand it." >
Such narratives of the women who live in housing designated for gatekeepers show
that the hidden injuries in relation to their children are most dramatically experienced

by them due to the nature of the place they live and work in.

3.1.2. Space for Work and Living

In Urla, other places where class encounters are experienced as injuries are the houses
and/or gated communities in which the middle and upper classes live. The degrading
relationship the poor experience is more pronounced in the narratives of the women

who work as domestic workers and/or gatekeepers. As mentioned, among the women

53 “Benim cocuklarimm mesela ¢imlere basmasi yasak. Siteyi gezmiyolar. Havuza da girmiyorlar...
Benim c¢ocuklarima yasak. Yani biz bek¢i seyiz buraya bakiyoruz yani. Cocuklarim sey oldu mu hep
evdeler. O kiigiik yerdeler. Yani evin arkasina ¢ikmiyolar, evin yanina ¢ikmiyolar. Hep kiigiiciik bir
bekgi evi yerde yani kiiglk bir 6nii var yani kapida oynuyolar hep kapida oynuyolar bi hali serdim hep
kapida oynuyolar. Ev arkasina seye ¢imleri eziyorlar diyorlar...Cok yani ¢ok K&tu hissediyorum
kendimi gok kotii hissediyorum yani. Diyom keske yani biz ne sug isledik ya bazen yarabbim Allahin
giicline gitmesin ben bazen diyom keske benim de seyim olsaydi benim de bi evim olsaydi ne olacakti.
Cocuklarim rahat rahat kogsaydi, rahat rahat oynasaydi. insan diyor. Diyor iiziiliiyor yani keske yani
benim ¢ocuklarim istedigi gibi kogsaydi. Benim ¢ocuklarim kizim diyor ki ‘Anne keske ben de havuza
girseydim.”” (Elif, 33)

5 «[...] O zaman sey oluyor ‘Cocuklarin, iste, havuza girmesinler’. Hani gocuklar geldigi zaman e
benimkiler kiigiik, oynamak istiyor, onlar yaklagmiyorlardi. Hani onlar bir kdsede otururken onlar
havuzda egleniyorlardi, giilityorlardi ediyorlardi. Cocuklarim ¢ok etkileniyordu bundan. Hani ‘Biz niye
havuza giremiyoruz?’, ‘Biz niye onlarlan oynayamiyoruz?’ Hani ‘Onlarin ne fazlaligi var?’, ‘Biz niye
bu hayata zengin olarak gelmedik? [...] Yani ¢ocuklarda hep bir fakirlik var yani. Bu psikoloji cocuktan
gelen bir sey. Cocuk onu anlayabiliyor.”

79



interviewed, almost all the wage earners were in domestic work. Due to the precarious,
highly insecure, and temporary nature of gatekeeping and domestic work, which has
to be carried out in private areas and through face-to-face relations, it is important to
analyze the emotional dimension of these lines of work. Some of the women
emphasized the “class difference” they experienced both in the neighborhood they live
in and in the houses where they work. The link between self and social class is
frequently emphasized in the narratives of the interviewees. Zeynep (30), who herself
is a domestic worker, stated that domestic workers are frequently subjected to

humiliation with the following words:

“Also, because the women here go to cleaning, there's a lot of humiliation.
Because you go to different people's houses. You resign yourself to them. You
are inside a house. You don't know what's coming.” %°

Likewise, Latife (53) says:

“In my experience, they always belittle us. You're just a cleaner, simply the wife
of the gatekeeper, or the daughter of the gatekeeper. Things like that always
happen [...] In this world, being poor is being crushed. You get crushed, crushed
everywhere.” %

Sema’s narrative details the emotional dimension of domestic work, which she

describes as “a huge wound” resulting from humiliation:

“We were like, working and getting belittled so much. Hearing rude words and
stuff like that... Can you believe that we would hear belittling words but we
would turn a deaf ear? | mean, she would come and step on the place | just
cleaned, then ask me to clean it again. Sometimes I'd cry, you know it'd hurt me
too much. Such behavior would hurt me a lot. Like separating plates... It's still
like a huge wound inside.” (Sema, 40)

% “Bir de buradaki kadmlar temizlige gittigi igin, ¢ok fazla asagilanma seyleri var. Ciinkii ¢ok farkli
insanlarin evine gidiyorsun. Hani kendini onlara emanet ediyorsun. Bir evin i¢indesin. Basina ne
gelecegini bilmiyorsun.”

%6 «Bizler yani ben demiyim de bizler yani tabiki kiiciik gortiyolar. Sen bi basit temizlikgisin, basit bir
bekei hanimisin, bekei kizisin. Yani dyle seyler oluyor yani [...] Bu diinyada fakirlik ezilmektir. Yani
sen eziksin her yerde eziksin.”

57 «“Cok bdyle hani ¢aligtyor, gok eziliyorduk. Cok laf yiyorduk, ¢ok bdyle hani seyapiyorduk... Inanir
misin yani iste hani dyle asagilayici laflar da duyuyorduk ama hi¢ duymamizlikdan geliyorduk yani
hani. Yani buray1 siliyorsun geliyordu bdyle basiyordu bir daha sana sildiriyordu yani hani. Cok ¢ok
hani dokunuyordu bazen aglayarak... O hareketler beni ¢ok yaraliyordu. Iste tebagimi ayirmak beni
cok-hala da bi koca yara gibi.” (Sema, 40)
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Kiraz (36) who previously worked as a gatekeeper in the gated community with her
husband and quit her job because she could not stand the pressure and restrictions

there, commented on workers’ experiences in these kinds of jobs as follows:

“Talk to any gatekeeper, you’ll find out they’ll complain about their gated

community. Because there’s always a conflict there. People are concerned about

keepers not working enough, about their salaries, etc. It’s always this way. Let’s

imagine. You go to a workplace. The way a boss treats you and their workers is

always different. They treat their workers in a more authoritarian way. They have

rules and principles. But not for people outside the workplace. They treat even

the people who are in the same [working] class, but not working for them, in a

more humane, warm manner. Because there is no system they need to apply to

those people.” 58
As mentioned before, the women who work as gatekeepers live in small houses in the
gardens of the villas or gated communities specifically designated for workers.
Interviews revealed that these women do not have a relationship with others the
residents of the gated communities or nearby villas. It was stated that they do not feel
free nor comfortable in their houses, and the majority of them feel restricted while
living there. As mentioned, the humiliating and injurious character of the relationship
between the social classes is most strikingly depicted by these women. Despite sharing
the same garden with middle and upper class residents of gated communities and
nearby villas, the women living in the gatekeeper houses state that they are
uncomfortable with the gaze and control around them. The narratives of these women
point out the difficulties of living in the space where they work and encounter the
wealthy on a daily basis. Kiraz (36) expresses her experience of working and living in
such a space as “They gave us a place to stay but they put a bars around it.”” °°. Such
living conditions foster a sense of isolation and discomfort, which these women
describe as being “left alone at the top of a mountain™. In particular, Elif, who lives in

gatekeeper housing, refers to not leaving the house because she was disturbed by the

gaze of the residents:

%8 “Bak hangi sitede bek¢iyle konusursan konus kendi sitesiyle hep sikintilidir. Ciinkii bir ¢ekisme vardir
hep oralarda. O onun bekginin oturup kalkmasi digerlerine batar oturuyor kalkiyor maagini aliyor. Hep
bu sekildedir. Yani bak soyle diislin. Bir i yerine giriyorsun, o patronun sana davranist ayri, kendi
is¢isine davranis ayr1. Kendi is¢isine davranisi daha otoriter oluyor, kurallar1 oluyor, prensipleri oluyor.
Ama disardakine kars1 dyle degil. Ayni siniftan da olsa disardakine daha insancil, daha yaklasim tarzi
sicak. Cilinkii onun iizerinden kurmas1 gereken bir sey yok sistem yok.”

% “Duracak ev verdiler ama burnumuzdan aldilar yani.”
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“I can't sit outside. We're always inside. When they're here, we're inside. | mean,

their gaze bothers me.” (Elif, 33) &
Nebahat (55) who works as a gatekeeper and domestic worker of a villa expressed the
distress of living this way with the following words:

“I mean, when I could be coming home happily, I come home feeling uneasy...
Is this a good thing? But | mean what you gonna do? You have to...” &

Unzile (38), who currently works as a domestic worker and in the past has lived in the

house for the gatekeepers, described the days when she felt under pressure in the

gatekeeper housing with the following words:

“How can | say | feel like | was left alone at the top of a mountain. Because |
can't meet or talk to anyone. There were some acquaintances passing by because
my husband used to be here. They'd want to chat, but I couldn't. I'd go inside as
soon as | saw them because | was intimidated. There were cameras everywhere.
I was afraid of them, | mean. | had to endure a lot there. | was telling my kids
like, 'Don't move, be quiet'-all the time under the pressure...” %

In these words, Unzile emphasized that her entire family, children included, could not
act freely; they were stifled; and they could not talk to or engage with anyone. These

experiences were not unique to Unzile; similar experiences were narrated by many

other women who have held this job:

“When we were working in his garden, he'd make us work all day and all night.
Can you believe, we used to work without stopping. He didn't keep the promises
he gave. Like he was going to pay our insurance, he was going to do this and that.
As wife and husband, we used to work so much that he wouldn't let our son play
even when he was little. We used to spit blood, | can say.” (Sema, 40) %

80 “Digina oturamiyorum. Hep igerdeyiz. Onlar oldugu zaman igerdeyiz. Yani nasil — onlarin bakislart
beni rahatsiz ediyor. (Elif, 33)

61 “Yani mesela bir kendi evime bdyle neseli girmek varken boyle sikilarak iyi bir sey olur mu? Ama
ne yapacan? Mecbursun...”

62 “Yani nasil desem dag basinda tek basima galmig gibiydim orda. Ciinkii hi¢ kimseylen goriisemiyon,
gonusamiyon hickimseylen. Yoldan gecen tanidiklar oluyordu, esimin tanidiklari, esim 6nceden burada
oldugu i¢in. Konusmak istiyorlardi, konusamiyordum. Onlar1 gérdiim miiydii hemen eve gaciyodum
gorgumdan. Gamera vardi her taraflarinda evin. O gorgudan yani. Cok zorluklar ¢ektim yani orda.
Cocuklarima hi¢ ‘Gipirdama, susun’ basgi altinda siirekli...”

83 “Bahgasinda galiginca yani gece giindiiz bizi ¢alistirtyodu yani, inanir misin yani hani hi¢ dur durah
bilmezdih yani. Bize verdigi sozii tutmadi, yani hani iste bize vaat etti yani sigortanizi dderiz, bunu
yaparim, bunu yaparim, hani hi¢ yani gar1 goca ikimiz dyle bi ¢alistyoduh oglum kiigiikken oglumu bile
hani oynamasina bile izin vermiyodu yani hani. Yani gan gustuh yani hani diyebilirim yani.” (Sema,
40)
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“In the end, even my mom and dad used to timidly let us know when coming to
our place. The worst part is having a swimming pool, actually. You have kids,
they can't get in the pool while their kids can, this is discrimination. Because you
are a gatekeeper there. There's a rule like that.” (Kiraz, 36) %

What is common in the experiences of women living in the gatekeeper houses is that
they felt under pressure, they could not take a day off, they could not invite their
families and friends over, and they felt extremely lonely. These women addressed the
restriction of their children as the most hurtful thing. They mentioned that their
children were restricted, that they could not play freely, that they were forbidden to

enter the pool or step on the grass.

As De Certeau, (1984, p. 139) points out, every law is inscribed on bodies. Poverty is
embodied and the bodies of the poor are the main objects of domination and
exploitation in a capitalist society (Erdogan, 2007c, p. 61). Erdogan (2007c) points
out, the body being the matrix of poverty is not just a matter of material conditions
such as poor nutrition, lack of access to medical care, and poor living conditions; it is
also the body of the poor is an overwhelmed, restrained body that seeks self-denial.
The metaphorical language on the body of the poor implies that social class hierarchy
is experienced as a relationship of disgust and humiliation (Erdogan, 2007c). In
parallel with this, interviewees who work as domestic workers or gatekeepers
described the role assigned to them in social classification schemes with the metaphors

of animals:

“Of course, it is belittling, a really bad thing. I don't know how to explain. I mean,
you think about it like they get married and adopt a dog or cat and feed it. They
even prepare special meals for them. When it comes to you, they make a cheese
sandwich.” (Zeynep, 31) %

“I don't know, he doesn't treat them well, he always belittles. It feels like he is
always above, you wouldn't even treat an animal like that.” (Elif, 33) %

64 “Sonugta benim annem babam bile gelirken haber verip geliyorlardi, gekiniyorlardi. E orada havuz
var mesela isin en kotii tarafi da biraz o. Colugun ¢ocugun var mesela, onlarin ¢ocuklari havuza girerken
seninki giremiyor, ayrimeilik oluyor. Ciinkii bekgisin orada. Oyle bir kural var.” (Kiraz, 36)

8 “Tabii ki de onu kirict ya ¢ok kétii bir sey ben sana simdi bunu nasil tarif edeyim. Yani hani sunu
diisiiniiyorsunuz hani evlenir kdpek alip besliyorlar veya kedi alip besliyorlar. Onlar igin 6zel yemek
bile pisiriyorlar mesela. Hani sana gelince bir tost yapryorlar.” (Zeynep, 31)

8 «Valla hep nasil diyim iyi davranmiyor, hep onu kiigiik gériiyor. Hep onu yukarda sanki o da insan
degil sanki nasil diyim bi hayvansa bi hayvana da 6yle yapilmaz.” (Elif, 33)
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This identification also includes the establishment of the poor as "repugnant".

“Like when you drink water, they tell me to use that glass only. They ask me to
wash and use it without putting the glass among the others. Do | have tuberculosis
or cancer, or AIDS?” (Yildiz, 32)

“Would you believe me that | noticed it, but | put up with everything because |
was in need. There were people giving me different plates and glasses. They
would separate which glass or plate | used. Like you know, because | am a
cleaner, they would separate my dishes. And I noticed it, I am not that... But I
mean, | needed that money, so | couldn't leave. | told myself to let it go, but it
really broke my heart. If they were so clean and tidy, |1 wouldn't have minded that
much. They wouldn't put their plate in a dishwasher, yet they mind the plate | was
using. They saw me as inferior and belittled me.” (Sema, 40) %

Another example that embodies inequality and exclusion is the inability to eat at the

same table with the people who employ them to clean their houses:

“At that point, there was one person. She did, uhm, cooked a meal. She told me
that the food was ready, | went there and she showed me another place. They ate
on one table and I did on another. | felt sorry. She told me mine was in the Kitchen.
For that reason, | didn't go there again even though she called me. | mean I don't
like snobby people. They don't do uhm, | mean, | can't go there even if | am
starving.” (Hiilya, 47)

Such testimonies represent the interviewees’ profound sense of stigmatization. What
causes the interviewees to be hurt that much is that “filth”, or “disgust” refers to an

area where class discrimination and emotional violence are experienced in everyday

life. This occurs to the extent that they feel that the wealthy have a fear of being

67 “Iste su iciyorsun ya iste bu senin bardagin olsun. Yika koy her geldiginde sen bunlan ig, bizimkilere
karigtirma. Ya veremli miyim, kanser miyim hani ne var AIDS mi var bende?” (Yildiz, 32)

68 “Inanir misin yani hani ben farkettim hani ama ihtiyacim vardi da géz yumuyordum. Benim tabagimi
canagimi ayirtan insanlar vardi. Iste benim tabagim mesela benim yedigim bardagi benim igtigim suyu
bardagini ayirt ediyorlardi. Iste yani ben seydeyim ya hani ben temizlikgiyim ya temizlikgiyim diye
benim tabagimi da bardagimi da garigtirmiyolar. Ben de fark etmistim yani da ben de o gadar sey
degilim yani ama ihtiyacim var birak-birakmiyodum yani hani, bogver diyodum hani. Ama ¢ok da
zoruma gidiyordu. Bir de bdyle hani ¢ok dort dortliik boyle temiz insanlar olsayd: da giliciime ¢oh
gitmezdi. Coh giiciime giderdi, su tabagi suradan galdirmazlardi ama benim tabagimi ayirtiyolardi yani.
Kiiglik goriiyorlardi, hor goriiyorlardi.” (Sema, 40)

89 “Sey konusunda hani bir kisi vardi. O da sey yapt1 hani yemek sey yapti. Ay sofra hazir dedi ben
gittim, dedi seninki orada dedi. Onlar bagka masada yedi, ben de baska masada. Ben iiziildim o sey
oldu... Ben oraya gectim dedi seninki mutfahtadir dedi. O ylizden bir daha da gitmedim yani ¢agirdi da
gitmedim. Yani hor géren insanlar benim hosuma gitmiyor sey yapmiyor yani gidemem yani a¢ kalsam
da gidemem” (Hiilya, 47)
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“contaminated” by the poor and the unease because of a so-called lack of hygiene
becomes a sign of an essentially contemptible existence (Ozyegin, 2002).

Here, it is also noteworthy to mention that the expression of class difference in terms
of cleanliness and hygiene is not unique to this study. In multiple studies, (Bora, 2005;
Erdogan et al., 2007; Kalaycioglu & Rittersberger Tilig, 2001; Skeggs, 1997;
Davidoff, 2002; Romero, 2002) there are narratives about cleanliness and hygiene,
drawing the boundaries between different social classes. The attitude of not eating at
the same table and providing them with separate plates was expressed by the
interviewees as contemptuous and belittling. The stigma revealed in the narratives
results from the day-to-day proximity of the poor to middle and upper class residents,
whom they and/or their families serve. This stigma structures the interactions among
members of each class, and it permeates the lives of poor women in the neighborhood,
extending to both family and work (Ozyegin, 2002). While problems such as job
insecurity, being overworked, and receiving low wages were casually described,
humiliating behaviors were frequently emphasized. Many of the interviewees talked
of how they stopped going to the houses where they were treated this way for these

exact reasons.

3.2.  Solidarity and Support Mechanisms

The neighborhood or mahalle has always had a significant role in the traditional
structure of Turkish society. Through small gatherings for communal cooking with
other women, casual meetings, and chance encounters, it is a place of socialization and
solidarity in the everyday lives of women. Especially for the poor in urban areas,
neighborhood relationships play an important role in meeting their emotional and daily

needs.

Narratives of the interviews reveal that, with the exception of one young woman who

came to Urla when she was a child, all the women stated that they had a neighborhood

in which they socialized and felt supported in their hometowns. Participants said that

they do not have this kind of neighborhood anymore and described the distant

neighborhood relationships in Urla and implied that this made them feel lonely.
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Nonetheless, they also point out that before the acceleration of the gentrification
process, relationships were more intimate in these neighborhoods. Thus, we can see
that the gentrification process aggravates the dissolution of the solidarity ties in the

neighborhood.

Nearly all participants stated that in their neighborhood “no one cares” for them or
about them. Interviewees mostly described feeling out of place in the neighborhood.
Some of them explained this even by saying “if you die here, your dead body rots at
home”. These women describe their hometown as a place where everybody is
supportive. Their neighborhoods were an integral part of their daily lives, and they
have fond memories of coming together in their backyards, and of the front doors and
gardens that operated as a place for socialization for these women. This appropriation
of outdoor spaces around the houses does not exist in their current neighborhood in
Urla:

“If we'd die here, our bodies would rot. Nobody would knock on my door and
ask me why I hadn’t left the house that day and why I was not around for a few
days.” (Yildiz, 32) "

While talking about her neighborhood in Urla, Ayse (53) stated that she could not talk

to anyone and could not find solidarity with anyone:

“When | have a problem, there is no one to talk to... I only have my relatives.

I've never talked to anybody here yet. Why would I lie? Whenever | was in trouble

or had a problem or something was up, | never said a thing here.” "
In the case of rural migrants, particularly those in Turkey, the family, the
neighborhood, and the larger migrant community are crucial to one’s survival and
social mobility in the city (Gokce, 1993; Gilbert & Gugler, 1992; Karpat, 1976). In
addition, the support of family and friends is a crucial strategy in dealing with poverty.
Friends and family can provide emotional support or even tangible activities such as

cooking or childcare. In many studies conducted with women who have migrated from

70 “Burada 6lsek 6liimiiz evde kokar. Kapmmi kimse itip de ya komsu bugiin ¢gikmadin hani hayirdir ne
oldu kag gundur goziikmiyorsun kimse demez.” (Yildiz, 32)

™ “Derdim oldu mu kimse da burda da derlesmiyorum kimse de... Ancak akriba derlesecek. Hayatta
bunu agzini agmadim yani agmadim niye yalan sdyleycem. Derdim olsun bir seyler olsun sikinti olsun
asla burda bir sey sdylemedim yane.”
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rural to urban areas today, it has been proven that other women in the family (such as
mothers or grandmothers) help them when the burden of working both in the
household and the labor market is too much for them. For example, in the study
conducted with rural migrant women in the city by Erman et al. (2002) daughters or
elderly female relatives help with housekeeping when these women need it. These
residents lack the spatial proximity for this kind of support. A small number of those
interviewed say they have family and/or friends in the neighborhood, but nevertheless,
they feel lonely. However, since the majority of the interviewees do not have family
and neighbors to support them in Urla, they have to face many difficulties on their
own. At the same time, since they do not have relatives and neighbors to help, they
have to do all the housework, childcare, and so on, by themselves. Hilya (47)

exemplifies her experience of this kind of hardship and loneliness as follows:

“l am at work physically, but mentally | am with my daughter. With my children.

You can’t help but have difficulty. | am tired both physically and mentally. If you

had a family elder, you’d relax. For example, my mother-in-law and father-in-

law came here and stayed for three months. | was so relaxed. My father-in-law

used to take her places. So, it’s really hard. | struggled all by myself, | raised my

children all by myself. I didn’t have a mother, father, or sibling. Been through a

lot.” 72
The study reveals that both material and emotional support is missing in the
participants’ neighborhoods. As seen in the narratives, the emphasis is on the lack of
solidarity and neighborhood relations. According to the interviewees, solidarity is still
seen as an important part of neighborhood life despite it not being present in their
current neighborhood. For the interviewees, solidarity is a means to overcome daily
problems and to feel supported and safe. However, all of the interviewees stated that
they feel alone in Urla and that there is no solidarity. Despite the different social classes
living in close proximity, this does not imply strong bonds or solidarity between them.
These lower-class women have no community ties in that neighborhood because of

this lack of solidarity, which leads to the discontent that is felt by the poor residents of

2 “Benim viicudum istedir, gafam gizdadir. Gafam g¢ocuklardadir. Yani ister istemez insan zorluk
cekiyor. Hem kafada yorgunum hem de vicutta yorgunum. Ay sen bir biiyligiin olsa bir kimsen olsa
gafan rahat olir. Mesela gegen sene benim gaympeder gaynana geldile, burada ug ay kaldila gafam ¢ok
rahatti. Gaympeder gotiiriiyordu getiriyordu. O yiizden hani tek basma mu tabii ki zorluk ¢ekiyosun.
Ben ¢ektim zorluk yani tek basina, cocuklar bilyiittiim tek basina. Ana yokti, baba yokti gimse yokti
gardes yokti. Cektik yani.”
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the neighborhood. Interviewees emphasized the hardships and loneliness they faced

living in Urla numerous times.

For example, Zeliha (43) emphasized her loneliness and explains that the “rich” do not

understand their problems; their lives are different:

“I'm saying if | were wealthy, I'd help everyone. Believe me, I'd help the poor |
mean. But the people here are very strange. Everybody deals with their own
houses and their own problems. If someone wants to be charitable, they help. If
not, they just live their own lives in their own houses. They don't get our struggle.
Their social life is different. They're not like us. They have luxurious cars, houses
and their children are at private schools. [...] Believe me, it's hard.”

When asked about the situation in the neighborhood when they first arrived, they
mentioned that there was solidarity among neighbors. The narratives of the
interviewees reveal that as the gentrification process advances, the solidarity in the
neighborhood has steadily decreased. The neighborly bonds that a limited number of
these women had begun to disappear as newcomers moved in. Interviewees
emphasized that there has been a significant change in the neighborhood and in the
relationships therein. The diminished ground for engagement and understanding
between social classes in Urla was described by many interviewees. There was also a

retrospective nostalgia in some interviews:

“It was better when | first came here. | mean, there was a neighborhood feel. |
don’t know, people were warmer. My kid, for instance, would go outside, and I’d
asked my neighbor to keep an eye on him. She’d say yes. But now, there is no
such thing.” (Yildiz, 32) ™

“It was better when | first came here. The way people would treat us was
different. Like when someone needed something, or when there was a gathering,
it was better | mean. There was a different attitude. Now all kinds of people have
arrived here. Everything changed, you know. A lot of middle-class and well-off
people came here.” (Sema, 40) ®

73 “Diyom ki maddi durumum ¢ok iyi olsayd1 herkese yardim ederdim. inan ki hani fakir fukurlara ¢ok
destek verirdim. Ama burdaki insanlar mesela ¢ok degisik insanlar. Herkes mesela kendi evinde kendi
derdinde. Yardim seven olursa olur, olmazsa kendi evinde yasarlar. Onlar bizim derdimizi anlamiyorlar.
Onlar sosyal hayat1 farklidir. Mesla bizim gibi degil. Liikiis var araba onlarin altinda, evleri var mesla
cocuklar 6zel okulda okuyorlar. [...] Inan ki zor oluyor.”

7 “{lk geldigimde daha iyiydi. Hani daha komsuluk vardi. Hani ne bileyim insanlarda daha bir sicaklik
vard1. Cocugum mesala ¢ikiyordu disar1 mesela diyordum ki yan komsuya abla sen bakar misin, tamam.
Hani simdi 6yle bir sey yok.” (Yildiz, 32)

> “flk geldigimde daha iyiydi. Yani hani bdyle insanlarnan boyle hani yahlasimlar1 boyle mesela
diyelim bir isi olsaydi, bir seyi olsaydi yani bir ortam olsaydi daha iyiydi yani hani. Daha farkli bir sey
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The narratives clearly indicate the loss of networks and support in the neighborhood,
as Hulya (47) explains:

“If you compare it to 20 years ago, it has changed. | mean, the neighbors have
drawn back. They used to like to gather around and play rummicube and cards.
They were in a different house every day. It’s not like that now. It has changed a
great deal.” "
During the interview, when asked what is missing in her neighborhood Hilya
emphasized the lack of neighborhood relations rather than talking about material

deficiency:

“There's a lack of neighborhood atmosphere. That is the only thing lacking.”
- How would you want it to be?

“I don't know like happily sitting and doing things together every day. I'd want
that.” "’

Nebahat (55), who works as a gatekeeper in a villa, is also responsible for cleaning the
house and doing shopping. She says that she is very lonely in her neighborhood and

conveyed her loneliness with the following words:

“Nobody would know if | died there. Even if it was Serpil, she wouldn't know.
She wouldn't think about checking on me when you said | didn't arrive. She'd
think that I didn't want to come. | mean, | don't know if she'd ever wonder why |
didn't come and call me. The neighbors wouldn't know already. How would your
neighbors know what you're up to? For example, every day you visit each other
and drink some coffee or have breakfast together. One day, they'd wonder when
you're absent. But we don't have it. There's no such environment here.” 78

yaklagim vardi. Sindi her ¢esit insan geldi. Hani her sey farklilagdi yani hani. Orta halli insan da buraya
coh geldi yani hani, zengin insan da ¢oh geldi yani hani” (Sema, 40)

6 “Eskiye gore 20 sene bakarsan degismis yani komsular gekilmis yani. Eskide mesela otiriyolard:
gadinlar oturiyolardi okey oyniyolardi kart oyniyolardi. E her giin her giin bi evdeylerdi. Simdi dyle
yok yani simdi degisti baya degisti.”

" “Komguluk ortami eksigi var. O eksigi var baska bir sey yok.”
- Nasil olsun isterdin?

“Ne bileyim hani civil civil hani beraber oturacak sey her giin her giin bir seyler yapmak. Ben onu
isterdim.”

8 «Ben orda 6lsem kimsenin haberi olmaz. Yani Serpil abla bile olsa bilmez. Gelmedi deyince bakayim
neden gelmedi demez ki. Ya cani istedi ¢ikmadi der. Yani bir bakayim acaba bu niye gelmedi ya telefon
acayim niye gelmedi der mi, bilmiyom. Yani kolu komsu zaten bilmez. Her zaman mesela konu komsu
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As mentioned in previous chapters, throughout the gentrification process, Urla its
inhabitants have changed substantially. Their neighborhoods are now essentially
luxury residential areas for the middle and upper class, and the poor families are now
few in number. A minimum number of people is required to maintain the traditional
neighborhood culture, and since there is such a disparity between the social classes,
this culture has not been preserved. Therefore, the women interviewed feel isolated,
and it is hard for them to unite and show solidarity. There are many factors that
contribute to the difficulty of these women coming together, including but not limited

to geographical proximity.

Furthermore, it is understood from the narratives of the participants that it is not only
the lack of neighborly relations but also the feeling of being excluded and not
belonging to the neighborhood that makes them feel uncomfortable. For example,

Yildiz sent a cake to her neighbor, her cake was not accepted and sent back to her:

“I mean, | send a piece of cake with cinnamon and carrot. Some send it back,
saying their daughter is allergic to cinnamon. Like, there are so many kinds of
strange people. So many that you can’t believe it. We grew up with a sense of
neighborhood. The culture during my mother's and mother-in-law's time in
Kayseri was really nice and important. If they had only tea to serve, they'd invite
the neighbor next door. When we first came here, we thought so, and you know,
when you cook, the smell is everywhere. We can tell our daughter to bring a plate
to them as well, but here there's no such thing.” (Yildiz, 32) °

These experiences are remarkably different from those in their previous neighborhood
in their hometown. As Yildiz (32) describes:

“Bad. | mean, not good. Also, like I told you, we're a generation that grew up
with neighborhood culture. My mother's place would never be empty. If we'd get
hungry playing in the street, we'd go to our neighbor's house to eat, they'd put
some tomato paste on bread and feed us. | mean, | can't trust my neighbor when
my kid is outside. Imagine. Nobody's opening the door. No one looks at you in
the face. Like you say hi but they don't even say it back. We live in such a society.

nasil bilir her giin gidersin kahveni igersin ya gahvaltiya gidersin her giin ha bugiin bu adam ¢ikmadi
ya acaba bir sey mi var bir bakayim dersin. Ama o yok. O ortam yok.”

™ “Iste en basiti gdnderiyorum tar¢inli havuglu kek. Kizimin targina alerjisi var deyip onun geri
gonderenler var. Hani o kadar yani ¢ok degisik insanlar var ki hani bdyle bir sey olamaz. Biz komsuyuz
seyiyle biiylidiik kiiltiirii ile biiytidiik. Benim annemgil kaymvalidemgil doneminde Kayseri'de komsu
kaltaru cok gtizeldir, cok énemlidir. Hani evimizde bir ¢ay olsa bile yan komsuyu ¢agiran insanlar. E
biz de buraya geldigimiz zaman 6yle diisiindiiglimiiz i¢in hani evde yapilan hani kokar, her yer agik
sonucta. Hani kizim kokmustur suradan bir tabak ta gotiir diyebiliyoruz ama burada 6yle bir sey yok.”
(Yildiz, 32)
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There's no society anymore. People, | don't know, they're after their lives
struggling with work and money problems. Nobody has any idea about anybody”
80

The experiences mentioned above by Yildiz had features that were reflected in the
experiences of other interviewees. The emphasis on loneliness in the neighborhood,
exclusion and stigmatization, and longing for their own hometown is prevalent in these

lines.

Something common in the interviewees' statements is that they miss the solidarity of
their hometowns where they had strong neighborly ties and supported each other.
Some of the participants even mentioned that they missed the neighborhood that
existed prior to the start of the gentrification process. As the gentrification process has
advanced, the interviewees have experienced a decline in social interaction, solidarity,
and neighborliness in their current neighborhoods. The current state of the
neighborhood shapes the experience of urban inequality, eroding social coexistence,
solidarity, and recognition. There is a process of “othering” in encounters between
social classes in the neighborhood. Interviewees say that since old residents left the
neighborhood and “other” people moved into the neighborhood, solidarity has
disappeared. The interviewees’ narratives highlight that they wholeheartedly
differentiate themselves from others who live in the neighborhood. So, they are
“othered” by the middle and upper classes in the area while at the same time they

“other” them.

Moreover, the interviews revealed that interviewees have no interaction with the
middle and upper classes in the neighborhood, with the poor making friends only
within their own social class. When the interviewees were asked who their friends

were, they replied as follows:

80 “K tii. Yani iyi degil. Bir de biz dedigim gibi komsu kiiltiiriiyle biiyiimiis insanlariz. Annemgilin evi
hi¢ bos kalmazdi. Biz sokakta oynadigimiz zaman aciktigimiz zaman komsumuza giderdik, ekmegimize
salga stirer verirdi. Yani su anda benim ¢ocugum ¢iktig1 zaman ben ya komsuma giivenemiyorum.
Diisiin. Kapin1 kimse agmiyor. Yani ¢ikiyorsun kimse yiiziine bakmiyor. Yani selam veriyorsun,
Allah’in selamini bile almiyorlar. Yani 6yle bir toplum toplumda kaldik artik. Toplum oldu yok.
Insanlar bilmiyorum herkes bir seyin pesine diismiis, aligmanin, ugrasin, gecim sikintisinin. Kimsenin
kimseden haberi yok.”
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“Just like me, as | told you. What to talk about with the rich and where to go?
You can't go near their house or anything. Like the man passing by, what are you
gonna talk with him if you go there?”” (Nebahat, 55) 8

“From their background, of course. Everybody chats and gets along with their
equal.”

- Why is that so?

“But that person is close to them. I can tell you like this, the status difference.”
(Kiraz, 36) &
The narratives also illustrate that there are many who still long for the amiability of
the village, the ethos of their hometown. However, some of the women interviewed
want to escape the limitations that village life places on women, a topic that will be

covered in the following chapters of the thesis.

It is possible to see from the interviews that the solidarity in the cultural tradition of
the working class has also weakened in the neighborhood. An important fact that this
research revealed is that poor women withdrew from social relations and solidarity in
those neighborhoods. Thus, interviewees are lonely because they do not have

significant support in Urla.

3.3.  “Weapons of the Weak”

It has been argued that most of the poor women’s narratives point to the degrading and
injurious nature of the relationship between the lower and upper classes in the area.
However, it does not mean that the poor are entirely passive victims of these unequal
power relations. On the contrary, it can be said that they are active agents who resist
the unequal relations of power. That is to say, poor-subordinates do not exactly accept
the social cultural classification schemes imposed on them. They resort to

81 “Ayn1 benim gibi yani deyim. Ben zenginlerle ne konusacam nereye gidecem? Kapisina gidemen,
bacasina gidemen. Karsida gordiigun adam yanina gidip ne gonusacan, gonusaman yani.” (Nebahat, 55)

82 “Kendi kesiminden tabii ki. Herkes kendi dengiyle sohbet eder, kendi dengiyle de anlagir.”
- Neden baéyledir?

“Ama kendine o yakindir. $6yle soyliyim sana, statii farki.” (Kiraz, 36)
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psychological mechanisms to avoid being hurt emotionally and protect themselves. In
other words, they develop tactics and psychological defense mechanisms that can be

described as an “escape without leaving” to protect themselves against injury.

From the interviews, it is obvious that the poor picture themselves as being equipped
with moral values against the wealthy. In this respect, inner beauty and dignity become
a “weapon of the weak” in the face of difficulties and suffering. While explaining that
she was looked down upon by the middle and upper classes a few times, Hilya (47)
says that “We grew up in severe poverty but we learned many good things like manners
and respect.” 8, Hiilya’s words represent self-defense against the injurious character

of social class hierarchies. Likewise, Yildiz (32) says:

“What we understand from being good is being honest, not stealing. I mean not
looking at what's haram, not ruining your honor. This is the way of an honest
person. But theirs is money” 8,

Sema’s and Ayse’s words also exemplify the moral values used as a defense against
humiliation. While explaining that the “rich’” humiliate the poor, they add that the most

important things are “being humane”, “honor”, and “pride”:

“I think they belittle you. [...] Both the poor and the rich are the servants of God.
But it's not so different to me. What matters most is acting humanely as well, |
think. I don't know. Honor, pride, and purity. These are very important to me.”

“There's so much discrimination, my girl. They discriminate too much. It's
everywhere. Everywhere! There is a discrimination my girl. We feel sad in house
so sad. But we don't say a thing, what is to say my girl? Some rich people see the
poor and act like this. | mean, this is how it goes. God sometimes gives wealth
but not the ability to act humane. Because being human is important, my girl,
human.” (Ayse, 53) %

8 “Biz ¢ok yoklugunlan biiyiidiik ama giizel seyler 6grendik, terbiyeyi 6grendik, saygiy1 6grendik”

8 “Bizim bildigimiz diizgiinliikten anlayis diiriist olmasi, hirsiz olmamasi yani harama bakmamast,
namusuna helal getirmemesidir. Bizim bildigimiz diiriist insan anlayis1 budur ama onlarinki paradir.”

8 “Kiiciik goriir bence, kiigiik goriir. [...] Fakir de Allahimn kuludir zengin de Allahin kuludir ama benim
i¢in sey fark etmiyor, benim i¢in de en ¢ok insan insanlik 6nemli yani. Ne bileyim haysiyet namus
benim i¢in ¢ok 6nemli bunlar benim i¢in ¢ok énemli.”

8 “Ayrim ¢ok var kizim, ¢ok ayrim yapiyoler. Her yerde her yerde! Ayrm var kizim. [...] Biz
iiziiliiyorun evi i¢inde biz ¢ok iiziiliiyorun. Ama bi ses gikarmiyoz ne deycen kizim. Iste baz1 zenginler
fakirleri goriiyor, boyle yapiyor. Yani miste eyle. Iste bazi isanlar Allah veriyor ama isanlik vermiyor
ona. Ciinki kizim isanlik 6nemli, isan isan! (Ayse, 53)
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The emphasis the poor place on moral values is not a common way in which social
hierarchies and classification schemes to legitimize themselves but rather serve as a
way to cope with them and keep their inner self alive in conditions where this role is
not accepted or unacceptable (Erdogan, 2007¢). So, the poor subordinates object to the
social classification schemes by putting their moral-human values up against the

dominant material-economic terms of the social classification schemes.

In the face of the injurious nature of social class hierarchies and cultural classification
schemes, another defense mechanism of the poor is “dividing the self”, which is an
alienation of the “the active, performing self, seeking recognition from others as a
distinctive individual, from the passive self that just wants to be, to enjoy family and
friends, to love them” (Sennett & Cobb, 1972, p. 194). Such kind of alienation
indicates that the “feeling structures” of the poor have a dual temporality: the time of
the real self and the time of the performing self (Erdogan, 2007c, p. 70). The real self,
which is passive and silent in the face of the active, playing self, embodies another
world against the time of the phenomenal world. Unzile (38) says, “We came to this
but I am so done, | mean I'm exhausted. | am 38 but people tell me I look 45 or 50.”
87 The difference between the time of the performing self and the time of the real self
also coincides with the difference between the body and the inner self (Erdogan,

2007¢).

As Sennett and Cobb (1972) point out, dividing the self protects a person from the
suffering they would otherwise experience; if they had to expose their whole self to a
society, they would feel insecure and anxiety-ridden. This internal division makes life
slightly more bearable for the poor subordinate. While the performing self obeys
orders and remains silent when humiliated, insulted by words or glared at, the real self
establishes itself in another world where these conditions don’t exist (Erdogan,
2007c).

As Erdogan (2007c) states, the time of the real self is also based on wanting to believe
in a glimmer of hope in their self-sacrifice for their children’s seemingly uncertain and

potentially dark future. The language centered around self-sacrifice for the children

87 “Bu seye geldik ama yani ben de bittim artik, yani ben de galmadim. 38 yagindayim ama gérenler 45
yasinda 50 yasinda santyor.”
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was very common among the interviewees. Almost all interviewees say that they
would endure the feelings of loneliness and humiliation in the neighborhood for their
children’s sake since they believe that their children will get a relatively good
education and live in better conditions in this neighborhood. They emphasized that
they don’t want their children “to be like them”, meaning they want their children to
have a better life than them.

Sermin’s and Ayse’s words illustrate that, as opposed to the “me” who accepts what
Is imposed, the real “me” bears the difficulties for the children (Erdogan, 2007c¢):

“On the other hand, I thought about my kids. I mean, we don't have anybody here,
so | had to put up with it all. Even though they insult me, | put up with them,
because of that, I let them.” (Sermin, 31) 8

“I really feel so sad. I mean, | feel sad here. What can you do when you've got to
feed your children? When there’s a mother or father, one bears with everything.
They want their children to be healthy, to live in a nice place with good people.
Like we had difficulty a lot here, why? Because everywhere, there's always
someone saying their opinion. There is always someone interfering, but we put
up with everything for our children.” (Ayse, 53) %

Emine (43) on the other hand, while talking about the emotional difficulties she has

faced, mentioned that all she wants is for her children to have a good life:

“It's impossible for us to get rich; we can't even get close to that. Our only concern
is for our kids to study and earn their money. We want them to save their lives. |
don't want anything else; God knows. I don’t want a house or a car. | mean, |
stopped caring about snobbish people. Because | only have two kids, what
matters to me is their future. Not anything else.” (Emine, 43) ©

All of the interviewees stated that their hopes and dreams were to provide a good future
for their children. Gulcan (31) said that her expectation in life is only a good future for

8 “Bir yonden de sey ¢ocuklari diisiindiim. Yani burada kimsemiz yok yine ondan dolay1 yani boyun
egdim her seye. Hakareti de yesem seylik yiiziinden boyun egdim.” (Sermin, 31)

8 «Biz ¢ok uzuldiim valla. Yani burda ¢ok uzuldun. E napcan ekmek paras1 ¢ocukler igin. Mesela isan
anne baba cocukler i¢in her sey katliyor, her sey yapiyoler yani. Hadi ¢ocukler iyi olsun, iyi bi yerde
yasasin, iyi isanlara yasasin ana baba istiyor. Mesela biz burda zorluk ¢ok ¢ekti neden ¢ektim her bi
yerde bi ses ¢ikiyo mitlak. Bi ses ¢ikiyo biz ¢gocuklar i¢in her seye katlandik her seyi ¢ektik alttan igeri.”
(Ayse, 53)

% “Yani bizim zengin olmamiz miimkiin degil, yanindan bile gecemeyiz de. Iste tek derdimiz
cocuklarimiz okusun, ekmeklerini alsinlar ellerine, hayatlarini kurtarsinlar odur. Baska bir sey
istemiyorum valla. Ne evdir ne arabadir yani boyle burnu havada olanlar da artik onemsememeye
basladim. Ciinkii benim i¢in sadece 2 tane ¢ocugum var, onlarin gelecegi benim i¢in 6nemli bagka da
hicbir sey degil.” (Emine, 43)
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her children now. This emphasizes that their children seem to be their strongest link to
this world. Given these women's difficult situation, it is their children that give them a
reason to live and survive despite their circumstances. They say that even though they
cannot protect themselves from their hardships and difficult living conditions, they do
their utmost to provide their children with a better life and are willing to sacrifice

almost anything for this.

Maintaining a state of melancholy and mourning can also be reframed as a form of
resistance to assimilation into an unfair dominant culture. This form of resistance helps
people from marginalized groups to retain their sense of self identity and dignity,
however painful that may be (Lin-Arlow, 2019). As argued by Erdogan (2007c) “the
silence or cry of the poor-subaltern, the ‘non-verbal cry of the body’ in de Certeau's
words, refers to another body that persistently exists despite this bodily habit and

beneath its residue, which cannot be written or occupied at all.” (p. 62).

These tactics and psychological defense mechanisms show that the poor are capable
of coping with the “injuries” they experience in their everyday life. As far as the
findings of this study suggest, the defenses against these injuries do not, however,
reduce the effects of alienation and also do not lead to structural changes that challenge
the unequal relations between the dominant and the subordinate. Nevertheless, it is

still important in the sense that it shows the active agency of subordinates.

3.4. Concluding Remarks

This chapter revealed the psychological burdens of class society by focusing on the
emotional and affective reactions of poor inhabitants stemming from their everyday
encounters with the middle and upper classes. The functioning of the capitalist
patriarchal system results in the endangerment of the dignity and self-respect of poor
women, and it generates emotions such as shame, self-doubt, resentment and a loss of
self-esteem and dignity. In particular, class encounters in Urla result in interviewees
feeling these emotions in its intense form. This chapter revealed that the spatial
proximity of social classes leads to feelings of alienation, shame, and self-deprivation
in the inner-emotional world of the poor living in Urla. These emotions are the
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byproduct of structural and material inequalities manifested in the encounters of social
classes, particularly in the gentrifying areas.

Everyday encounters of the different social classes in Urla result in interviewees
classifying their own conditions of existence in relation to “others”. The experiences
and feelings of these women as “out-of-place” are explored by focusing on the
emotional and cultural processes of the interviewees. They see themselves through the
eyes of the dominant class, and as a result, they internalize that gaze. Since escaping
from the gaze of the dominant class is almost impossible in these neighborhoods, the
traumatizing effect of poverty is experienced in its most traumatic form. In such a
place, the ocular-centric characteristic of social relations is present in a severe form.
As a result, poor women feel the ever-present weight of injurious relationships while

living in Urla.

The narratives also illustrate the emotional dimension of the experiences of the
domestic workers and gatekeepers, who work in precarious conditions. Stigmatization
and humiliation, inability to eat at the same table with employees, and expressions of
class difference in terms of cleanliness and hygiene were detailed in the narratives.
The most intense form of the degrading relationship between social classes in the
neighborhood is reflected in the narratives of the women who live in the housing
designated for gatekeepers, who live and work in the same space and feel extreme

loneliness and pressure while living there with their families.

Another source of injury for the poor women interviewed in Urla is the experiences of
their children in the area. In addition to financial inadequacy, seeing what the “other”
children have results in their children feeling left behind. Interviewees' descriptions of
their children’s exclusion, stigmatization, and, in some cases, being labeled as
“temporary neighbors” result in interviewees feeling hidden injuries through those of

their children.

Lack of schooling and women's unfulfilled hopes and dreams regarding education is
also a source of injury for these women, especially considering that they encounter
“well-educated women” on a daily basis. In fact, they experience their low level of

education as “being unable to live life”.
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The poor residents lack spatial proximity to their friends and family able to provide
support. Furthermore, these poor women are witnessing a degeneration of recognition,
social coexistence, and social cohesion in the area. As gentrification accelerates, there

is an increasing dissolution of the solidarity ties in the neighborhood.

On the other hand, in the face of these difficulties, poor women have their own
“weapons”—tactics and psychological defense mechanisms—such as picturing
themselves as being equipped with higher moral values against the wealthy, “dividing
the self”, or maintaining a state of melancholy and mourning in the face of inequality
in the neighborhood. These defense mechanisms show the active agency of

subordinates although they do not lead to structural changes or prevent their injuries.

This chapter revealed important emotional aspects of poverty such as the feeling of
exclusion from society, and constant feeling of shame and inadequacy, especially in
social environments. This results in the poor isolating themselves from society in the
case of Urla. Class experiences of the poor women in gentrifying neighborhoods
mostly consist of alienative moments. The emotional symbolic violence which
threatens the dignity and self-respect of the interviewees is more pronounced than the
material miseries they face. As a result, living in physical proximity to the middle and
upper classes result in dramatic examples of the poor residents questioning their self-

worth and feeling injuries in the self.
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CHAPTER 4

LIVED EXPERIENCES OF GENTRIFICATION

Emotions and perceptions stemming from everyday encounters are essentially
illustrations of relationships that are forged in space by people who hold different
positions of power in social space. With this in mind, this chapter discusses the
emotional aspects of displacement as it plays out in gentrifying neighborhoods through
a thorough investigation of what gentrification means in the lived experiences of poor
residents and how it impacts their livelihoods. Additionally, it details the emotional
aspects of displacement as byproducts of economic and social inequalities. Thus, with
emotions as the starting point, this chapter argues that these feelings are the result of
material socio-economic inequalities as manifested in contemporary encounters of

poor residents with middle and upper class newcomers in the city.

Gentrification is a process that displaces long-term residents, the poor, and local
businesses and attracts more affluent populations. Gentrification involves the
deliberate construction of commercial and living spaces that attract wealthier
populations, who then redefine the space. Despite the fact that gentrification has a
significant impact on the emotional and social worlds of poor residents in these areas,
it is rarely discussed in academia. As a result, investigating these feelings is an

important area of research into gentrification and its consequences for the poor.

Gentrification not only leads to the displacement of locals but, at times, also results in
the feeling of exclusion and/or the physical displacement of the poor families who
came to that neighborhood to work. Thus, it is important to explore the experiences of

the poor “incomers” who do not have pre-existing ties to the area.
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While accepting that gentrification requires a synthesis of cultural and economic
explanations, this study focuses more on cultural explanations of the gentrification
processes, especially the emotional effects of gentrification. This chapter concentrates
on the feelings, emotions, and perceptions associated with displacement that occur
along with physical expulsion from the gentrifying neighborhood. Given that the
emphasis is placed on emotional displacement rather than physical displacement, these
emotions are contextualized and understood as consequences of economic and social
inequalities stemming from material power structures. The central focus of this chapter
is how marginalized individuals experience neighborhood upgrading, which allows us
to rethink and critically scrutinize our understanding of class, gender, and

gentrification.

This chapter examines the perceptions, feelings, and emotions of poor residents as a
primary source through which the impacts of gentrification on their everyday lives are
explored. Particularly relevant to this chapter is also the identification of the emotional
responses and reactions of lower-income inhabitants that are caused by their
encounters with middle-class newcomers. More extensively, this chapter expands
upon the argument that feelings of displacement are fundamental to understanding
gentrification along with displacement itself because feelings of displacement are the
direct expression of intersecting structural power dynamics, of which gentrification is

a spatial manifestation (Valli, 2015).

4.1. (Not) Living Together

As mentioned, divisions of space are more than just physical facts; they are socially
produced. Despite there being a proximity of physical space between the social classes
in the neighborhood, the research reveals that there is an obvious boundary between
them. While diverse, the commonality in poor residents’ experiences is that they live
separate lives from the middle and upper classes in the neighborhood. Significant
number of interviewees stated that they do not have any connection with the middle

and upper classes in the neighborhood except for labor relations. Zeliha’s and
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Nebahat’s words illustrate the boundary between the social classes. Their words
demonstrate how these social classes live different lives in the same neighborhood:

“I mean, for example, you can't get close to rich people or talk to them. You can't
share your problems; they live their own lives. Like we, as a family, go to a place,
after we sit and talk for a while, we go back home. They wouldn't understand our
problems but would live their own social life.” (Zeliha, 43)

“Where would I go and talk to them anyways?” (Nebahat, 55) %

Erdogan (2007c) claims that the dynamic between the poor and the rich results in a
relationship of not wanting to see each other. This research upholds Erdogan’s position
and profoundly details this relationship of “not wanting to see each other”. To
exemplify, Hilya (47), who lives in a small, old building with poor living conditions
surrounded by villas and gated communities, described her relationship with her

neighbors as follows:

“Well around the gated community [...] There's a gated community full with such
people. They don't even say hi to you. I don't know, they are like that. Their
behaviors are like that. When they don't say hi, you don't either. Greeting people
is actually a way to serve God. Smiling and things... It's worth the whole world
to me.” %
Elif (33) who works as a gatekeeper with her husband, lives in housing designated for
gatekeepers in this gated community. With the following words, she stated that people

living in the gated community do not greet her nor do they look at her:

“You greet them with the greeting of God, but they don't even accept it. Look, I
went by her, | mean, | tried to be interested in her, but she didn't talk with me at
all. You know, they belittle people.” *
Throughout the interviews, nearly all respondents emphasized their differences from

the “rich”. They also commented on the mannerisms of the wealthier people, who

91 “Mesela tabi zenginler mesela onlarin yerine yania gidemezsin. Mesela oturamazsin, dertlesemezsin
onlar hani kendi hayatini yasarlar. Mesela biz ailece mesela bir yere gidersek otururuz, konusuruz, geri
eve geliriz. Hani onlar da bizim derdimiz anlamaz ki kendi hayati sosyal hayatini yasarlar.” (Zeliha, 43)

%2 “Onlarlan zaten nerde oturup nerde gonusacam”. (Nebahat, 55)

9 “Valla bizim etraftaki sitede [...] Bir site var doli. Onun insanlar1 hi¢ saga selam bile vermezler.
Bilmiyorum Oyleler zaten huylar1 dyleler. Onlar sana selam vermeyince de sen vermiyorsun. Halbuki
selam Allah'in selamidir. Bir giiler yiizlii bir sey... O benim i¢in diinya bedeldir”

% “Sen onlara selami senin selam1 Allah’in selamim bile almiyolar. Ben bak kadmin yanindan gegtim
daha dogrusu ilgilendim kadin benimle hi¢ konusmadi. Hani insanlar1 kii¢iik goriiyorlar.”
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do not share nor help others. They also emphasize the differences regarding lifestyle,
clothing, and the places they go. These differences highlight that although there is a
physical proximity between them, they live separate lives. Zeliha expressed this by

saying that they are “not living together” and “their worlds are different”:

“We don't live all together. Like maybe he has a lot of money in his pocket, maybe
he'll eat something very expensive, and I’ll say that I’'m going to eat just a little.
Maybe | don't even have money to get some tea. But they're not like us. If we
have only 5 liras, we'll share it. If they were like us, we'd share our problems and
have some tea. But they're not like us; their world is different.” (Zeliha, 43) %

The geography literature contains numerous examples of tensions that arise in socially
mixed areas over the presence by and of residents and usage of shared spaces
(Andersson et al., 2011; Valentine & Waite, 2012). In particular, class encounters can
be stressful for minority groups because of their experience of marginalization and
discrimination (Valentine, 2008). Such is the case presented in this study. The
introduction of the middle and upper class population into Urla and the encounters of
social classes in that space highlights and emphasizes social differences. In addition,
interviews highlight the polarization in the neighborhood. Nearly all women stressed
that they feel out of place in their place of residence. For example, Zeliha (43) says

that Urla is not for them:

“For example, in Urla there aren’t any jobs. I'm telling you, they have the
celebrity life, tourists' life. Not like the life of us poor people. There's nothing.
Nothing in Urla.” %

Spatial proximity and the close urban encounter with “others” do not lead to
meaningful contact and positive interaction that deepens respect for differences in that
area. “Difference” is performed and realized through a diversity of activities, feelings,
and consumption patterns. Close proximity often generates or aggravates comparisons

between different social groups in terms of perceived or actual access to resources

% “Bir arada yasamiyoruz. Mesela belki onun cebinde ¢ok para var, belki o ¢ok pahali seyler yiyecek,
ben dedim hani az sey yiyecem. Belki bir ¢ay parasi cebimde yoktu ben gidersem bir yere ama ona
bizim gibi degiller. Bes gurus da olsa biz paylasiriz seninle o ortama geldigi zaman bizim gibi olsa
derdimizi sdyleriz mesela bir ¢ay de iceriz ama ona bizim gibi degiller ki. Onlarin diinyas: farklidir.”
(Zeliha, 43)

% “Urla mesela is yok. Diyom ya sosyete zenginlerin hayati, turizlerin hayati. Bizim gibi fakirlerin
hayat1 degil. Yok bir sey yok. Urlada bir sey yok.”
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(Valentine, 2008, p. 327). As previously detailed, this comparison was quite common

in the discourse of the interviewees.

There are no physical boundaries in the neighborhood between these groups, but there
appears to be an invisible boundary. In other words, although they are living in close
physical proximity, they are disjointed. As Yildiz emphasized, they do not share the

same places with the “rich”:

“Today, I can't go to a breakfast place with my children. I mean, | don't have that

opportunity. But the others don't have breakfast at home. They go to very

luxurious places. The places in Urla that I don’t know-like some days ago, our

neighbor's daughter told my elder daughter. Do you know what she said? She

said, ‘You know there are Ayda Vineyards, they are very luxurious, very nice,

we went out there to hang out.” My child is asking if we know that place. We

don't. They are not places that we go. Others go on vacation, but | only go to my

hometown, while they go abroad. Think about it. That’s the difference between

us.” (Yildiz, 32) &
The narratives reveal that the interviewees’ physical and ontological attachment to
place is very low. In addition, the majority of the houses visited for this study have
poor living conditions with inadequate rooms. The housing conditions of these women
also preclude any sense of shared space with middle and upper class residents in the
neighborhood. The accounts demonstrate the limited opportunities for mutual
engagement since the rich and poor coexist but frequent different places, belong to
different social networks, and have divergent perceptions of their shared
neighborhood. That is to say, individuals from different social classes live parallel but
separate lives in the neighborhood. In actuality, the poor could be described as
“outsiders within,” a term that encapsulates the deeper sense of marginality that arises
from their proximity to the rich, being within and around a group that they are isolated

and ostracized from (Ozyegin, 2002).

Another prominent effect of gentrification is socio-spatial segregation. Socio-spatial
segregation affects the social, economic, and spatial characteristics of neighborhoods.

7 “Bugiin ben gocuklarimi alip da bir kahvalt1 salonuna gidemem. Yani o imkdnim yok benim. Ama
onlarsa yani evde kahvalt1 yapmazlar, ¢ok liiks yerlere giderler. Benim Urla’nin bilmedigim yerleri
mesela gecen komsumuzun kizi1 sdylemis iste bizim biiyiik kiza. Iste demis ‘Biliyor musunuz’ demis
‘Aile baglar var ¢ok liiks ¢ok giizel biz oraya gittik gezmeye’ falan. Cocugum diyor ki ‘Anne diyor
oray1 biliyor musunuz siz?’ Bilmiyoruz! Yani bizim gidecegimiz yerler degil ¢iinkii. Ya adamlar bir
tatile gidiyorlar mesela ben memlekete gidiyorum tatile, onlar yurt dislarina gidiyorlar. Diisiin yani.
Farkimiz bu iste.” (Yildiz, 32)
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Segregation is a term used to describe differences in the geographical residential
patterns of various social groups (Biterman & Franzén, 2007). It is most often
associated with social distance. However, segregation can be seen in the spatial, social,
economic, and cultural spheres, and it has the potential to lead to alienation from one's
living environment and oneself. The process of spatial segregation has many different
aspects, and the significance of this process arises from its transformative nature,
which not only affects economic and social relations but also transforms the social and
living spaces as well as everyday life in the city. In everyday life, this transformation
results in spatial segregation, which then affects solidarity and power relations among
the residents. Spatial segregation comes about through the creation of material and
symbolic boundaries. These barriers, once in place, alienate minority groups and

“others” them.

The process of gentrification is an affirmation of the power of making space that the
hegemonic group possesses, and that same power creates segregation (Valli, 2015).
Interviewees’ words highlighted this kind of segregation in the neighborhood. For

example, Kiraz (36) says:

“With the arrival of different cultures and people, cliques started to form. Because

at some point, everybody talks to people from their level. Let’s say that you’re

going to have dinner out, you invite someone having the same standards as you.

I mean, I can’t go outside for dinner every day with you. I can’t afford it.” %
The socio-economic differences among the residents of the neighborhood become
drastically visible in regard to their consumption patterns and leisure activities. As the
interviews illustrate, experience and the use of space differ in accordance with the
social class of residents in the neighborhood. Respondents stressed that the
neighborhood is mostly for wealthy people with luxury restaurants, high rents, and
high costs. As mentioned, they perceive the neighborhood as “a place for the wealthy

people and not for themselves.”

“Expensive, life in Urla is so expensive like you can't live here. Food, clothes,
etc., they're so expensive that people can't afford them. Everybody lives

98 «ya farkli kiiltiirler, farkl1 insanlar geldikge insanlar arasinda gruplasmalar da basladi. Ciinkii herkes
kendi seviyesindekilerle sohbet etmeye basliyor. Yani aksam disartya ¢ikacaksin mesela yemege kendi
seviyendeki insan... Simdi ben senle her aksam yemege gelemem ki. Buna ne giiciim yeter ne param
yeter.”
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according to their budget but the rich live the real life; the poor like us are live a
miserable, isolated life. For example, | don't take kids to the cafeteria. | can't lie,
I can’t take them to drink coffee or something. I cook everything at home to feed
my children.” (Zeliha, 43) %

“Our places are different. They go to nice cafeterias and stuff but we don't. You
get sad. They can go, but we can't. They can like go anywhere to travel but we
can't. You get sad.” (Kader, 35) 1®

In the neighborhood, the respondent's ties to the city began to deteriorate.
Gentrification resulted in people being excluded not only economically and physically
but also socially and emotionally, with spatial and social segregation as well as social

exclusion restricting the respondents' physical movements.

4.2.  Displacement

In gentrifying contexts, middle and upper class newcomers and developers enact their
ability to make space, while marginalized groups are limited in their ability to produce
space. (Stabrowski, 2014). Parallel to this, the study reveals that even though the poor
physically inhabit the neighborhood, they are dislocated from the neighborhood on an

everyday basis.

4.2.1. Neighborhood Accessibility and Belonging

The everyday lives of the poor have been greatly affected by the gentrification process
in the area. The cost of living and housing are rising in the neighborhood, and the
prices of every consumption item, ranging from bread to clothing, affect the everyday

lives of the low-income population. Furthermore, respondents see the recent influx of

9 “Zengin ¢ok bu Urla hayati gok zengin mesela yasanmaz. Yiyecek pahali, kiyafet cok pahali insan
alamryor. Hani herkes kendine gore ama zenginler hayat yastyorlar, bizim gibi fakirler de garip, uzak
yagtyorlar. Mesela hani toplam bir ¢ocuklar1 kafeteryaya gotlirmiiyom, bir kahve de bir seyler de
icemiyoz ne yalan s@yleyeyim yani. Ne varsa hani getiririm evde pisiririm veririm yediririm
cocuklarima” (Zeliha, 43)

100 «“yerlerimiz farkli. Onlar giizel kafeteryeler falan gidiyorlar ama biz gitmiyoruz... insan tiziiliyor,

onlar gidiyor biz gitmiyoruz. Onlar bdyle seyleri gezmeye gidiyor, her yere gidiyor, biz gitmiyoruz
insan tziliiyor.” (Kader, 35)
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sophisticated boutiques, hotels, restaurants, and shops as indicators of a new kind of
place: one targeted toward the interests and financial capabilities of the middle and

upper classes.

While many fancy new shops have opened, the interviewees do not have the means to
enjoy these places. Therefore, the poor are excluded from a number of gentrified
places, like the multitude of new restaurants, shops, and coffee shops. Urla has been
the target of gentrification policies aimed at dislocating poor residents and
transforming the area into a high-income residential area as well as a tourist
destination. As a result, housing, markets, bazaars, restaurants, and cafes are becoming
increasingly inaccessible to poor residents. The places of consumption that were
previously owned by locals are now owned for commercial purposes by newcomers,

which further divides the communities and pushes locals out.

As a result of the high rental prices, there is an increase in the prices of the products
offered in these locations. This leads to poor residents and the local population being
excluded from consumption places, in part due to a lack of economic means. In
addition, these circumstances put the surrounding neighborhoods under pressure of
rent gaps, potentially resulting in the subjugation of the lower classes' housing needs.
Narrated below is Yildiz’s discontent with the rising cost of housing in their

neighborhood due to the gentrification process:

“It’s become a pile of stones. For example, the first house I used to live in was
terrible. You know how it is, like it was broken, worn out, and damp. | have been
through so much... My daughter started to get sick all the time. But now, there
aren’t houses like that one. They’re all luxurious. Of course, as the houses became
fancier, the prices went up. This time the prices went up terribly. Our family gets
by on the minimum wage... The prices rose at an incredible rate. This
neighborhood is especially incredibly expensive. | mean, the neighborhood we
live in costs a lot.” (Yildiz, 32) 1

Similarly, while talking about the recent changes in Urla, Zeynep (30) described Urla

as “more expensive than Paris.”:

101 “Tag y1gim1 oldu. Mesela benim ilk oturdugum ev ¢ok kétiiydii. Nasildi biliyor musun béyle kirik,
dokiik, rutubet ¢ok. O kadar ¢ok sikint1 yasadim ki. .. Kizim her zaman hasta olmaya basladi. Ama gimdi
o evlerden kalmadi. Liikslesti. Liikslesince tabii ki fiyatlar da ugtu. Bu sefer fiyatlar cok fena uctu. Ben
bir asgari {icretlen gecinen bir aileyim... Yani fiyatlar aldi bagini gitti. Ozellikle su muhit yani inanilmaz
pahali. Yani bizim oturdugumuz muhit ¢ok pahali.” (Yildiz, 32)
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“I think it's worsened. Rents have risen. All prices have doubled in Cesmealti.

Paris is cheaper, that's for sure.” 1%
The narratives and mental maps obtained from the interviews reveal that the
respondents' access to the neighborhood is limited and their sense of belonging is low.
Their relationship with their neighborhood is largely needs-based and encompasses
essential services such as markets, health centers, their children's schools, places of
past and current employment, and residences of family members. The most common
types of maps drawn Dby the interviewees include needs-based access of the
neighborhood spaces, which refers to a low level of use and belonging. Kader’s and

Hiilya’s mental maps are documented below as examples of these types of maps:
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Figure 4: Mental Map Example: Drawn by Kader (35)

102 “Bence daha kotii oldu. Ev kiralari artt1. Her sey ikiye katland1 Cesmealti’nda. Ya Paris daha ucuzdur
emin olabilirsin burdan.”

103 The name of the places in this map is written by the interviewer since the interviewee was illiterate.
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Figure 5: Mental Map Example: Drawn by Hiilya (47)
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Figure 6: Mental Map Example: Drawn by Emine (43)

The map of Emine, on the other hand, not only consisted of neighbors, schools, and
markets, similar to the mental maps drawn by the majority of the respondents, but also

included the “bad neighbor” that is, the wealthy neighbor whom she frequently
108



mentioned in interviews. This alone is an indication of the nature of Emine’s encounter

experience in this neighborhood and her disassociation with her neighbors.
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Figure 7: Mental Map Example: Drawn by Nebahat (55)

Nebahat’s mental map has significantly different characteristics from those of other
interviewees since it only shows her own house and the houses of her neighbors. Her
labeling of one house as “the house of the rich” supports her narrative in which she
refers to how uncomfortable she feels with her close proximity to the “rich neighbors™.
She lives in the housing designated for gatekeepers and states that she “does not know
any place in [her] neighborhood”. Her low level of belonging and access to the

neighborhood is apparent in the map.
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Figure 8: Mental Map Example: Drawn by Sermin (31)

In Sermin’s case, on the other hand, we find a more expansive understanding of the
neighborhood than a significant number of the interviewees. However, Sermin was the
only one who graduated from high school. In addition, Sermin lives in a rented
apartment, which gives her more a sense of freedom compared to her last place of
residence, which was housing designated for gatekeepers. However, when asked
which places she wants to visit in Urla, Sermin (31) replied “I don’t know about any
places, so I don’t know what | want to see” 1% This narrative of Sermin shows that
even though the mental map she draws has more details than those of other
interviewees, her level of attachment and belonging to the neighborhood is still very

low.

104 “Gormek istedigim... Higbir yeri bilmiyom ki gériyim”
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Figure 9: Mental Map Example: Drawn by Aliye (41)

When Aliye was asked to draw her neighborhood, she drew her “dream house”, rather
than her current house. Apart from her house, her map of her current neighborhood
was limited to neighbors, the market, the park and the school. She was living in a house
with poor living conditions in the center of Urla and she indicated that she felt isolated

and her dream was to live in a house with good living conditions.

The mental maps reveal the urban alienation of the interviewees. What is common in
the maps is that the interviewees' relationship with the neighborhood is limited to
fulfilling their most basic needs. Their low levels of belonging and access to their
neighborhoods are clearly illustrated. However, the housing types of the interviewees,
and their level of education lead to some differences in the maps, which also show the
housing types and the social relations or lack thereof in those areas, which significantly
affect these women’s access and belonging to their neighborhoods. The map also
changes according to the level of education. With increased education, the map
transforms from an empty space into a “sketch”. These mental maps not only indicate
access or belonging to a space, but also reflect the women's relationship with space
and their relationship with the middle and upper classes in Urla. In such a gentrified

area, the surroundings that were once familiar become unrecognizable, empty spaces
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in their mental maps. These maps show not only the places they use and perceive, but
also the empty spaces in their minds. Thus, even if these women see the spaces in their
neighborhoods, these spaces are not reflected in their minds. Class encounters are also
reflected. The representation of the symbolic boundary between the social classes finds
its way onto the mental maps. It can be argued that especially the places marked as
“the house of the rich” and “bad neighbor” are a reflection of this. In short, these maps
also point to the emotional dimensions of the women’s experiences, and how they

experience their lives within their neighborhoods.

In addition, interviewees' experiences of urban space, which are generally limited to
their own neighborhoods, are encapsulated by the narratives. Their exclusion in both
economic, social, and cultural terms is illustrated by the narratives of the interviewees.
For example, Zeliha (43), who says that she isn’t familiar with anywhere in Urla,
describes the neighborhood as “It’s a more luxurious place, a holiday spot, somewhere

for the rich.” 10°

To the extent that people’s ability to pay determines their access to social space,
gentrification results not only in the loss of affordable facilities but also in the
disappearance of safe spaces, meeting places, and neighborhood identities familiar to
low-income people (Mazer & Rankin, 2011). The gentrification and new
developments that come along with it have created additional forms of exclusions,
hence eliminating places of socialization for poor residents and perpetuating
inequalities within society. For example, Giilsen (39) spoke of the increasing
gentrification in the area by saying that now there is no public space for their children

to play because of the changes in the neighborhood:

“There weren’t many houses here in the year we arrived. There were olive groves,
and orange and tangerine fields. Then, they all got demolished. All became gated
communities. All, I mean every single one became gated communities. There
isn’t any place left for kids to play or walk around.” 1%

105 “Daha bu bir luks yer, tatil yeri, zengin yeri.”

106 “Biz yeni geldigimiz sene gok ev yoktu buralarda, hep zeytinlik bahgeleri vardi, hep portakal
mandalina bahgeleri vardi. Hepsi yikildi, hep sey oldu, hep site oldu. Hepsi yani hi¢ gocuklarin
oynayabilecegi bi yer kalmadi, gezebilecegi bi yer kalmadi.”
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This research reveals that the interviewees have no power to control their physical
attachment to the neighborhood. As Mazer and Rankin (2011) describe and which
appears very prominently in the narratives, is the importance of control over one’s
living space, and this control, or lack thereof, is an important indicator of class

position.

Capitalism aims to use and reproduce the space for its own interest (Lefebvre, 1991).
Under the production of capitalist space, the situation in the area is an attempt to
eliminate differences. That is to say, the gentrification project and new developments
in the area aim to create a homogeneous space. While this trajectory of change in the
neighborhood leads to the reproduction of the space in Urla, it leaves disadvantaged

populations facing the very tangible threat of displacement.

In terms of the consequences of these changes, one critical dimension is the way they
relate to gentrification, which is defined as a neighborhood transformation
characterized by the indirect and direct displacement of previous users by “higher
socioeconomic status users”, “along with an associated change in the built
environment as a result of reinvestment in fixed capital” (Clark, 2005, p. 258). The
external material forces that lead to displacement are a series of everyday pressures to
leave the neighborhood. In Urla, the extended geography of gentrification signals the
securing of the city center for the affluent at the expense of the displacement of the

poor.

The most dramatic example of the threat of displacement of the poor is narrated by
Hilya (47). Hilya, whose house is surrounded by new villas, explained that her
neighbors want her house to be demolished because it is “spoiling the view of the
neighborhood” and “lowering the price of their houses”. She narrated this situation as

follows:

“For instance, our building is old and theirs is new. Besides us, there is a new
gated community as | said before. He's talking with the owner of the gated
community. He says things like our building is lowering the price of their gated
community and they should report it. He tells them to wreck it down. [...] He's
trying to push us out, saying your building ruins the view of the neighborhood.
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Go away and leave...We can’t give any more money, we can’t go any further,

like the rent here is already 1.5 billion.” 1%
As mentioned, interviewees live in a variety of housing conditions, all of which are
inferior to that of their wealthier neighbors. In general, these women live in low
standard housing conditions regardless of the type of housing. Due to gentrification
and the temporary nature of their jobs, the chance of being displaced is higher for

renters or for those staying in housing designated for gatekeepers.

The interviewees don’t want to return to their hometown yet are unable to afford the
rising cost of living and housing in their current neighborhood. This is one of the
gentrification mechanisms that excludes the working class residents of the
neighborhood. At this point, it is important to note that unlike the locals who lived
there and were affected by gentrification, this place was not previously a “home” for
the interviewees. However, with the gentrification process, their alienation seems to
have increased exponentially, and the danger of displacement seems to have reached

a very drastic level.

Whether a location is secure or at risk of being displaced can be a useful predictor for
determining class and socio-spatial neighborhood relationships (Mazer & Rankin,
2011). It can be said that increased social, cultural and financial inequalities in the
area put the working class residents at risk of displacement. This kind of a
displacement of the poor has cultural as well as material dimensions, and these are

inextricably linked.

Gentrification leads to physical displacement and has an economic impact on working
class families, as well as a profound impact on the culture in the neighborhood. Culture
is defined in this study as a system of meaning-making that connects individuals to a

collective which can provide individuals with a shared framework for perceiving the

107 “Mesela bizim bina eski bina ya, onlarinki yeni. Yanimizda da bi ben dedim ya bi site oldu. O sitenin

seyi sahibi ile gonusuyor diyo e bu bina diyo, senin siteni degeri diisiiyor diyo. Bu sikayet et diyo bu
binay1 yik diyor [...] Bizi ¢ikartmaya caligtyordu. Yok sizin bina gorinti boziyo mahallenin gorunti
boziyo. Yok ¢ikin gidin...Fazlasini veremiyoz, fazlasini gidemiyoz mesela simdi burada kira olmus bir
buguk milyar.”
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world and serve as the foundation for interaction, relatedness, and mutual recognition
(Dajani, 2018).

When individuals encounter a new culture, their sense of self is mirrored back to them
in unrecognizable, confusing, and alienating ways (Dajani, 2018). In parallel with
these changes, poor are unable to access social spaces and they have become more
marginalized as a result of shifting cultural norms in the neighborhood. Furthermore,
interviewees rarely describe newcomers solely in terms of income and rather associate
them with cultural norms and consumption patterns, which makes these poor residents

feel alienated and excluded.

With the neighborhood gentrifying, poor residents are experiencing a sense of cultural
displacement that leaves them feeling uneasy and out of place with a sense of not

belonging in the place they live in. Zukin explains this situation as follows:

With changes that loosen the grip of old industries and their ways of life and

expand the space taken up by white-collar men and women and their

preoccupation with shopping and other kinds of consumption; bringing new

residents, their tastes, and their concerns into the city’s mix; and creating not just

an economic division but a cultural barrier between rich and poor, young and old.

(Zukin, 2009)
There is a cultural form of power over space that exerts pressure on the city's working-
class who no longer feel they fit in this place. As explained by Zukin (2010), cultural
displacement is the process “when the norms, behaviors, and values of the new resident
cohort dominate and prevail over the tastes and preferences of long-term residents” (as
cited in Hyra, 2014, p. 1754). As a result, gentrification results in a loss in the culture
of a working class and the cultural change resulting from gentrification can represent

the loss of an attachment to the neighborhood.

4.2.2. Emotional Displacement

Displacement does not occur solely as a result of a rising cost of living, physical
eviction, or cultural change. It is also the result of discomfort experienced in class

encounters with the residents of the neighborhood (Mazer & Rankin, 2011). Therefore,
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the psychological and emotional components of displacement deserve significant
attention.

“As physical spaces are transformed through the place-making capacity of dominant
groups, embodied encounters are the sites where feelings of displacement beyond
physical relocation emerge.” (Valli, 2015, p. 1195). Encountering individuals who are
somehow privileged in one's neighborhood calls into question one's subjectivity since
identity is relational and inextricably linked to place. As a result, it can be an especially
uncomfortable experience for individuals from lower classes, as it can become loaded

with emotions such as shame and frustration.

As mentioned, while new places, and activities are transforming the look of Urla,
the poor appear to be feeling left out as a result of this transformation. The poor
residents’ ability to make a space, however limited it may have been, has passed on to
newcomers. A large majority of interviewees describe their exclusion from social life
and socialization places in the area. Sayer (2005b) says “one of the most important
features of class inequalities is that they present people with unequal bases for respect,
not just by being objects of unwarranted respect or disdain, but as having unequal
access to the practices and goods that allow them warranted respect or conditional
recognition” (p. 959). Precisely for this reason, the gentrification process makes it
difficult for the lower classes to access these practices and goods, while causing them
to be emotionally injured.

The poor residents in Urla mourn the loss of their familiar neighborhood. Despite the
fact that it had not been the best nor the most welcoming, it still provided economic
benefits and opportunities. However, due to gentrification, the neighborhood has
become even less welcoming and respondents feel lonelier. These melancholic states
characterized by passivity, hopelessness, anger, lethargy, and self-loathing all echo the
impact of gentrification on their sense of belonging. Gentrification has transformed a
once familiar environment into one that is oppressive and exclusionary. In this
environment, interviewees are restricted in many ways and feel “othered” by the
newcomers in the neighborhood. This feeling includes a shift in one's sense of place

and is thus an important aspect of displacement.

116



As Urla becomes gentrified, poor residents express that they “do not fit in”—they are
not only unable to afford goods at renovated local shops, but also perceive that they
are “looked down” upon by the middle and upper class newcomers. The structural
system in place demonstrates how new residents obtain better positions in society and,
in particular, within the local residential market. Therefore, for long-time residents,
newcomers are the embodiment of structural inequalities and the unbalanced power

relations that disenfranchise them.

The social dynamics between the social classes are considered under the guise of
perceived injustice, and judgment and sensitivity to inequality. These become the
parameters by which the relationship with middle and upper class residents is assessed,
which subsequently creates resentment. These judgments have a shaming effect,

preventing some individuals from accessing certain public spaces:

“Whenever I go there, I feel like I don’t know. Like everybody’s looking at me.
We aren’t used to it.” (Sema, 40) %8

The introduction of a new social group to Urla has brought with it a slew of new venues
and activities to meet new needs and preferences. People are drawn to new activities,
which has resulted in a livelier environment. Prices in the new businesses are
unaffordable for interviewees, who believe they are catering to the wealthy who live
in the neighborhood or tourists. In spite of this, high prices are not the only barrier
preventing poor residents from visiting the new cafés and restaurants. Given the covert
and at times overt display of power relations, poor residents feel “othered” by the
newcomers and they feel unease in their neighborhoods. The narratives of the
interviewees detail what they face as a result of the neighborhood upgrading. For them,
their anxiety is heightened significantly because of the power of judgment and its use
to control their use of public space. Interviewees mentioned “the look” they could get
while “sitting in the diner” or “walking through the streets”. Such looks and
judgements often prevent them from frequenting some neighborhood spaces. To put it
another way, poor residents tend to feel highly uncomfortable in new businesses, not

only because of the services offered and their prices, but also because they feel

108 “Gittim mi yani kendimi ne biliyim sanki herkes bana bahiyomus gibi. Alisganlih yapmadih biz

aligganlih yapmadigi i¢in.” (Sema, 40)
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“othered” by the people who frequent those places. This aspect, while present in
various interviews, was most eloquently expressed by Elif (33), a gatekeeper working
in a gated community. According to her, prices are not the only thing preventing her
from visiting the new restaurants and cafés. She says she cannot go there because there
are “judgemental looks”. She plans to move out of the neighborhood because of
increasing hostility from the middle and upper class and her feeling of not belonging

in the area:

“There’s a diner in front of the school. | mean you drink tea or something in that
place. I feel uneasy about sitting there. [ swear I feel uneasy. Let’s say I sit there,
people will say look at that woman, who’s sitting there drinking tea. That’s how
| feel about myself so I can’t sit there. Others go there and drink tea but I never
have. Even when | pick up my child from school, I'll walk around, I mean I'll sit
somewhere but not there. [’'m afraid people would get me wrong or do something.
I don’t know, like | see people with full makeup and clothing. Then I look at my
clothes and stay away from them.” 1%
As also seen in her narrative, Elif feels as if she is being continuously judged by the
people on the streets, in cafes, and restaurants; this prevents her from spending time in
public, regardless of finances. Later in our interview, she added that this sense of being
judged might just be a subjective impression or self-persuasion; nonetheless it is still
an indicator of the power dynamics at play in those encounters and of a shifted sense

of place and belonging (Valli, 2015).

A similar sense of unease about visiting the new restaurants and cafés was also
mentioned by other interviewees, saying they felt as if “everybody looks at them”
while entering these places. In fact, since her husband was at home, Sermin’s (31)
interview was conducted in a small coffee shop in the neighborhood. These feelings
of unease were present as she said she was very anxious about coming there and that
it was her first time sitting in any cafe in the neighborhood, luxurious or not. She felt

like “everyone was looking at her” in this cafe:

109 “Hani ben baz1 seye okulun karsisinda bi tane lokanta nasil diyorlar orda gay falan igiyorlar yani

orda oturmaya ¢ekiniyorum. Yemin ¢ekiniyom ha. Diyom ki ben orda otursam insanlar diycek bunun
tipine seyine bak oturuyor ¢ay igiyor. Ben kendime hissediyorum yani oturamiyorum da. Insanlar
gidiyolar oturuyolar ¢ay igiyolar orda, ben hi¢ gitmedim. Bak okulun etrafinda ¢gocugu beklesem bile
etrafinda gezerim yani bi yerde otururum ama urda oturamiyorum. Yani insanlar yanli anlar sey yapar
diye. Bilmiyom artik yani isanlar1 gorityom boyle makyajli kadinlar1 boyle giydiklerine, kendi Gstlime
seye bakiyom yani uzak duruyom ben.”
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“We are not used to this. This right now with you is my first time sitting at a table
like this. 1 would be even more uneasy outside. It stems from poverty and also, |
feel the need to hold myself back [...] | feel like everybody will look at me, it
makes me uneasy.” %,

After saying that, she adds “If everybody were equal, no one would feel uneasy.” !

As the interviews revealed, many of the respondents do not feel at ease outside their
houses because they experience shame as they feel they do not belong in the

neighborhood. Kader’s (35) account also demonstrates this feeling:

“I mean, | don't go outside and stroll around much. I don't visit anybody, so |
don't know. | am hesitant about my neighbor who lives across from me because
she is rich. She doesn’t put on airs. I mean, she's posh but not arrogant. She’d
want me to visit her, but I hold myself back.” 12

Interviewees have seen Urla change and become gentrified; dissonance over what is

now permissible and impermissible in a once familiar space alters their level of

comfortability within the environment and the social elements in it. Ayse (53) says:

“At that time, there wasn’t much change in Urla, now there is. Houses have
changed, people have changed for example. [...] They have built new houses in
the neighborhood. Different kinds of people moved in there. [...] Like my old
neighbors used to know me, my family and manners. But now the neighbors have
changed and we don’t know them. I don’t know their character, how their
children are. Both they and | would be nervous.” 13

These passages demonstrate how social space is formed not only through physical

access to places but also produced through social relations. When the narratives of

110 «Alisganlik haline biz getirmemisik. Olur hic¢ yani boyle ilk defa boyle masada oturuyorum, senle
oturuyorum. Digarda otursak daha bi gekinirdim. Bilmiyorum ki maddiyattan da biraz gaynaklaniyor
biraz da ¢cekiniyor insan [...] Oturdugumda herkes bana bakacak gibi oluyor ¢ekiniyor insan.”

11 “Herkes esit olsaydi gekingenlik olmazdi.”

112 “yani fazla digar1 ¢ikmiyorim, gezmiyorim, kimseyle kimsenin evlerine gitmiyorim ondan
bilmiyorim yani. Mesela ben ¢ekiniyorim karsidaki komsim yani zengindir ama kadin o kadar haval
da degil yani sosyetiktir seydir ama havali degil. Ona gitsem istiyor da gitsem de ben ¢ekiniyorim yani.”

113 O zaman Urla gok degisiklik yoktu, simdi ¢ok degisti. Evler degisti, insanlar hep degismisler mesela
[...] Yeni evler hepsi yaptirdilar zaten mahallede. Millet hepsi degisik degisik insanlar geldi, oturdu o
tarafta [...] Hani mesela eski komsularla yasadin oturdun mesela bizim huyumu biliyordu o da benim
huyumu biliyordu ¢ocuklarimi. Ama degistigi i¢in artik insan bilmez. Mesela huysi nedir adam nasildir
cocuklar nasildir insan bilmez. O da korkar mesela ben de korkarim”.
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interviewees are considered, the streets or neighborhoods become the space where
hierarchies of social class are exemplified.

Experiences of shame and insecurity limit poor residents’ neighborhood accessibility.
Kader (35) says “I feel nervous. You see, one feels uneasy in front of people with such
clothing and everything. I can’t dress up or tour the city like them. They have money,
and we don’t. That’s how it makes you feel.” 1** Her accounts demonstrate the anxiety

and shame she feels in front of the newcomers.

Interviewees repeatedly mention that they do not feel comfortable since there are many
“rich” and “different kinds of” newcomers in Urla. On the other hand, by
disidentifying themselves from the middle and upper class, interviewees take a
defensive stance as a reaction to the changes in the neighborhood. The encounter of
different subjectivities elicits a range of reactions among the poor. These encounters,
as illustrated, embody the power relations in society and therefore elicit feelings such
as shame, resentment, and frustration. These feelings, triggered by encounters, are

particularly startling due to their spatial component.

Furthermore, the fact that most of the respondents mentioned that they do not feel like
they belong to the neighborhood also has another dimension. To the extent that
belonging can imply ontological security and attachment to place (Mazer & Rankin,
2011), interviewees experience material and ontological insecurity in the
neighborhood. The feelings of shame and that of not belonging are due to residents
experiencing a lack of representation in the neighborhood, as well as receiving
disparaging looks from better-off residents. The neighborhood does not reflect nor
accept who they are. These factors all perpetuate and exacerbate the feelings of shame
the poor have in this environment, which leads to reduced level of wellbeing and

attachment to the environment.

For those who are impacted by gentrification, it is very common for them to experience

despondency and dejection. These depressive states are byproducts of the

114 “Insan tedirginlidir yani onlarin karsisinda yani her seylen kiyafetlerinle, her seyinle insan ¢ekiniyor
ya... Onlar gibi giyemiyorum yani ben onlar gibi sey gezmiyorum ben. Yani onlari parasi var, bizimki
yoktur. Yani insan dyle hissediyor kendini”.
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internalization of the dominating majority’s gaze and its prevailing culture. That is to
say, struggles are internalized as personal failings and not as consequences of a power
structure that serves to maintain oppression and privilege. The privileges that empower
certain groups to take over and dominate physical spaces in the neighborhood are the
same sentiments that cause the emotional loss of physical space for disadvantaged
groups (Valli, 2015). Gentrification undermines the sense of attachment and
belonging poor residents have living in this place, especially considering they have
struggled to build a sense of home as workers. Interviewees' feeling of insecurity as a
result of being “outsiders” in the city is deepened by the changes in the neighborhood.
They feel that gentrification is robbing them of their sense of place, in addition to the

overwhelming threat of material displacement.

It is important to note that social space is not limited to the physical accessibility of a
place but, additionally, refers to the relationships that are formed there, which embody
social relations. In addition to the financial constraints, feelings of shame and
insecurity pose significant barriers to the accessibility of the neighborhood.
Respondents’ anxiety centers on the power of judgment and humiliation. That is to
say, not just physical access but also social relations in the neighborhood affect
women's access to the neighborhood. As a result, the narratives represent the
displacement pressure and emotional displacement experienced by the poor in the face

of gentrification.

As mentioned, interviewees are reluctant to sit in cafes or restaurants in the
neighborhood as they believe that the people there might be judgmental towards them.
Most respondents experienced this subtle form of abandonment rooted in the dynamics
of humiliation and they feel uneasy in the neighborhood. To put it another way, in
addition to the material barriers caused by gentrification, there are also barriers to
accessibility to the neighborhood due to experiences of insecurity, nonbelonging, and
shame. The narratives and mental maps, taken together, demonstrate the high stakes
of displacement and displacement pressure for poor women whose urban experience
is primarily homologous. At that point, it is important to note that displacement is not
only linked to rising property values but also causes the potential disintegration of
community networks, a reduction in services, feelings of insecurity, public shaming,
or any combination of these factors (Mazer & Rankin, 2011). This demonstrates that
121



the resulting displacement is due to the discomfort experienced in class encounters
with the residents of the neighborhood. Shame and feelings of nonbelonging are
partially a result of residents not seeing themselves reflected in symbolic
representation in the neighborhood's trendy places. It also emerges from the shame
they feel in their encounter with the upper class inhabitants who have appropriated
social space in their neighborhoods. The accounts of gentrification provided by poor
residents show that, as a result of their interactions with people from higher and, at
times, relatively privileged socioeconomic positions, poor residents in gentrifying
areas experience feelings of displacement. In other words, the encounter with the
“other” generates feelings of displacement among the poor.

4.3.  City Living: “This is where I first opened my eyes”

Juxtaposed with the interviewees' feeling of inferiority and constant reminders of their
class position is the desire to stay in Urla because it gives them a level of relative

freedom and opportunities that would be unattainable in their villages.

While the main reason for migration from villages to cities in Turkey is primarily
economic, such as seeking employment, many women also view this physical move
as advantageous for other reasons. For example, moving to the city would allow them
to escape the village's hard working and living conditions (Erman, 1997; incirlioglu,
1993). Karpat (1976) writes, “women, though generally concurring with men's opinion
about the reasons for leaving the village, had a much more concrete view of the living
difficulties in a rural area where they did most of the work in the fields and homes [...]
They were attracted to the city by the desire to escape the hardship of fieldwork and
to find better opportunities for their children” (p. 75). Women in the village do work
both at home and in the fields, which they refer to as “hard [and] filthy work” (Erman,
1997). In parallel with this argument, throughout the interviews, it was hinted that
many interviewees prefer to stay in Urla, rather than return to their villages because of
the social and economic opportunities available to them. In Urla, these women have
the opportunity to work and experience a bit more freedom. The interviewees'

narraives show that women were significantly subjected to patriarchal social control
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mechanisms and oppression in their villages. They said that living in Urla, this pressure
and control had decreased, and in some aspects, they have relatively more freedom.
Several interviewees, while stating their preference to stay in Urla, refer to the “filthy”

nature of work in their hometown. For example, Unzile (38) says:

“I went there to harvest carrots in the winter. It was much cooler there. There
used to be snow and ice everywhere. In such weather, we would harvest carrots
by breaking the ice. It was...The living conditions were harsher there. It wasn’t
like this. [...] Living in Urla is to our advantage.” **°

Furthermore, several women stated that women could not go out by themselves in their
hometown. Instead, if they have to go out, they are accompanied by their male

relatives. Songiil and Giilsen narrate these experiences as follows:

“We came from the East. In the East, we can’t go outside whenever we want to.
Even if we go outside during the daytime, an acquaintance would see us, let’s be
honest. An acquaintance would wonder where we were going or where we came
from. They’d question why we were outside. Because of that, | feel more
comfortable here. Because | came from there, | feel more comfortable in that way.
Everybody minds their own business. Nobody asks where we go or what we do.
I have no problems in this respect.” (Songil, 42) 116

“Well, we couldn’t go outside alone when we were in our hometown. We’d
always go to places with our hushands or with 2-3 people. For example, | was
never able to go shopping by myself. Here it’s not like that. You can go outside
whenever you want. There’s no such a thing like “X’s wife is outside, has gone
out.” (Giilgen, 39) 1Y

Women can gain access to a broader range of educational and employment
opportunities by migrating to the city. Interviewees stated that in their hometown, they

could not work anywhere but the home and fields; however, in Urla, despite expressing

115 “Havuca gittim kisin bu mevsim bundan daha sey oluyordu orasi, kar yagiyordu buz catir ¢atir buz
olurdu bu mevsimlerde o buzdan buzu girip altindan havug topluyorduk. Cok... Orda hayat sartlar1 daha
zorudu. Burasi gibi degilidi yani. [...] Yani buradaki avantaj daha fazla oldu.”

116 «“Byrda simdi biz Dogudan geldik, Dogu’da bdyle istedigimiz zaman, istedigimiz saatte gikamayiz.
Giindiiz bile ¢iksak bi tanidik goriir dogruya dogru agik konusalim. Bir tanidik ¢ikar aman su geziyor,
buray m1 gidiyor, nerden geliyon. Ondan dolay1 burda ben kendimi daha rahat hissediyorum. Ordan
geldigim icin ben burda kendimi o agidan daha rahat hissediyorum. Kimse kimseye karigmiyor, kimse
nereye gittin, ne yaptin demiyo. O agidan rahatim, sikintim yok.” (Songiil, 42)

117 «yYa memleketteyken biz zaten hig tek ¢ikamiyoduk yani nere gidersek eslerimizle, yani 2-3 kisi
gidiyoduk yani ben hi¢ tek basima diyelim ¢arsiya gidemiyodum. Bura dyle degil mesela, istedigin
zaman ¢thip gidebilirsin, gelebilirsin. Hani bilmem kimin esi digar1 ¢ihdi da bilmem nereye gitti de yoh
Oyle bir sey burada.” (Giilsen, 39)
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many grievances regarding their working conditions, women were happy to work

outside of the home and earn money:

“In my hometown, I never saw a working woman. They don’t work. Because
there are many job opportunities, women are free here. Because women here are
one step ahead. When it comes to getting divorced, they can get divorced without
any suffering. Because they are people that can stand on their own feet. With
confidence.” (Sermin, 31) 18

“No, in our hometown we didn’t work. We were housewives. Doing our own
tasks [at home]. When I came here, I started working.” (Hulya, 47) 11°

Most respondents stated that now they have more freedom as women than in their

hometown in many senses. They mentioned that “their eyes have opened”:

“I’d like to live here. Because this is where I first opened my eyes. I came from
a place like the East. There, we wouldn’t go outside. We used to be at home all
the time. I could see and find the real me here. I’d like to live here. Because we’re
freer here | could say. Here, at least you can be yourself and go anywhere you
want. | believe | am-I will be happier here.” (Sevim, 42) 120

“I’ll say, my eyes were opened when we came here. I started to stand on my own
feet more, started to work. It gave me confidence. When we were there, our
husbands would work and we’d stay home. We wouldn’t go anywhere, not even
a cafe. We weren’t comfortable. You’d always have to go to a place with your
husband or brother. You can’t do it alone. Here it isn’t like that... I go out without
telling my husband.” (Giilsen, 39) 2

Interviewees note how their lives have changed in some ways for the better since they
have moved. Now, as working women, there has been a change in the social dynamic

in their households. They have more say in household affairs as income contributors,

118 “Kendi memleketimde kadinlar hi¢ calisani gérmedim, calismaz. Yani burada is olanag: cok
oldugundan gadinlar 6zgiir burada. Ciinkii bir adim gadinlar burada 6nde yani. Yani bosanma yoniinden
de kimi o ¢ileyi ¢ekmez bosanirlar ¢linkii kendi ayaklart {istiinde duran insanlar, giivencesi olan
insanlar.” (Sermin, 31)

119 <y ok yok memlekette galismak yok. Ev gizisin ev hanimisin. Oyle. Gendi islerini yaptyosun. Burada
geldim calistim yani” (Hiilya, 47)

120 «“Byrda yasamak isterdim. Ciinkii gdziimii burdan agtim. Dogu gibi bi yerden geldim, orda evin
icinden ¢ikmazdik, evdeydik. Ben burda kendimi gordiim, burda kendimi buldum, burda yasamak
isterdim. Ciinkii burda daha 6zgiiriiz dyle diyeyim. Burda hi¢ olmazsa istedigin gibi davraniyosun,
istedigin gibi gidip geliyon, burdan daha ¢ok mutlu oldugu-olacagimi diisiiniiyorum” (Sevim, 42)

121 “Daha mesela buraya gelince daha ¢ok goziim agildi deyim, daha gok ayaklarimin iistiinde durmaya
bagladim, ¢aligmaya basladim, hani kendime giivenim geldi. Ordayken hani hep eslerimiz ¢alisiyodu,
biz evde oturuyoduk. Highi yere gidemiyoduk. Boyle bi kafeye gidemiyoduk. Rahat degildik mesela,
her zaman esinle gidecen, kardesinle gidecen, tek basina gidemezsin. Burda dyle bi sey yoh... Esime
haber vermeden ¢ihip geliyorum.” (Giilgen, 39)
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and some women even remarked that their husbands view them differently. Their
migration to the city provides these women with a chance to assert themselves, voice
their opinions in their households and potentially change their material conditions.
(Ozyegin, 2005). For example, Sermin (31) explained that her husband's social control

has decreased since she started working and bringing home money:

“Our curtains would be drawn even in the daytime. At night it was drawn and he
wouldn’t let me open the curtain even in the day time. He was so jealous. He used
to follow me everywhere. He’d go through my phone. Then he got used to it, |
guess. Now he doesn’t intervene with anything. The moment | started to
contribute to the household by working, he shut up. Otherwise, he was terrible
before. He was very jealous; he wouldn't let me visit neighbors or take the kids
out of school. The kids would come and go by themselves. He has, uhm, changed
a lot in these two years. | mean he started letting me be free, he used to be so
bothersome.” 122

Despite precarious and challenging working conditions, many respondents feel more
capable due to their work experiences. Songul (42) says that she and her husband have

started working since they moved to Urla, which results in them having more

confidence in themselves. She expresses her feelings on this issue as follows:

“We make decisions together and so on but as long as I don’t agree, my husband
doesn’t do it. Because he cares for my decisions more. He wouldn’t do anything
without my agreement [...] Before coming here, we were at home only. He
wouldn’t listen to my words at all. Now we’re here, we work and do things
together. We decide things together because we earn the money together. It gave
me confidence. Keeping food on the table for ourselves brought confidence to
us.” (Songul,42) 23

Some of the interviewees mentioned that their husbands restricted their lives more
when they were in their hometown and stated that they have changed in the city’s more

flexible atmosphere:

122 «“Bjzim giinesligimiz giindiiz bile hi¢ acilmazdi. Aksamlar1 ortiiktii, giindiiz bile agtirmazdi. Cok
gisgangligl vardi. Beni takip ederdi. Ondan sonra telefonlarimi kurdalardi. Sonradan sonradan alisti
herhalde. Simdi karismiyo hicbir seye. Biraz daha ben galigmaya baslayinca, eve gatkim olunca daha
bir sesini kesti. Sustu. Yoksa onceden ¢ok felaketti. Yani ¢ok kiskaniyordi gomsuya géndermezdi,
¢ocuklar1 almaya yollamazdi. Cocuklar kendi gider kendi gelirdi. Su 2 sene iginde daha ¢ok sey yapti,
degisti. Yani 6zgiir birakt1 beni, ¢ok sikiyodu.”

123 «“Kararlar1 beraber konusuruz, beraber sey yapariz ama ben izin vermedik siirece esim sey yapmaz.
Ciinkii benim kararlarima daha 6nem veriyor. Ben karar vermeden yapmaz [...] Gelmeden evin
icindeydik, sdziimiiz geg¢miyo, lafimiz geg¢miyodu. Buraya geldik beraber calistyoruz, beraber
yapiyoruz, beraber ¢alisip kazandigimiz i¢in o yiizden beraber kararlar1 veriyoruz. Giiven geldi. Kendi
ekmegini kendi kazanmak, giiven geldi, kendimize gliven.” (Song(il, 42)
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“He used to intervene a lot, didn’t let me go me anywhere. I wouldn’t go outside
the door, before I was under a lot of pressure. But now he never does that, doesn’t
intervene. [...] He got more social since we came here. I mean he doesn’t mind,
like he even tells me to go wherever | want. Tells me | can work or not. | mean,
he says | can give you money if you want.” (Unzile, 38) 12

“He used to intervene a lot. [ wasn’t allowed to go outside; [ wasn’t even allowed
to stick my head out the window. It was that bad. Right now, he doesn’t say
anything. He tells me he respects my decisions.” (Yildiz, 32) 1#°

“Nah my husband doesn’t do anything, you know. He used to do that in Kars
telling me not to go to places or not to do something. But here we don’t have it.
He changed here”.

- What changed here?

“T guess he changed because of the environment, probably because of that.”
(Aliye, 41) 1%

“I wouldn’t wear trousers when I was in the village. But since I came here, my
husband doesn’t mind” (Nebahat, 55) %’

The study reveals that traditional gender roles in these families persist ideologically,
but, in actuality, there is a flexibility of traditional gender roles. As opposed to their
hometowns, in Urla interviewees partake more in public activities such as shopping
for their families and attending school meetings. The most important asset is the
comparatively better education their children can receive. The availability of better
educational opportunities in Urla compared to their hometown plays a significant role
in interviewees' preferences. Except for one woman who does not have any children,
all other interviewees emphasize that living in Urla is good for their children with its

opportunities. These women, who have low levels of education, view education as

124 «“Onceden ¢ok garisirdi hi¢ gondermezdi hicbir yere. Gapi disar1 ¢ikamazdim &nceden basgi
altindaydim yani. Ama simdi hi¢ yapmaz, garismaz yani [...] Buraya geleli yani sosyallesti herhalde
esim biraz. Hani hi¢ seyapmiyo garigmiyo yani istline bile olmuyo git diyo nereye istersen git diyo.
Ister calis ister calisma diyo. Istersen para veriyim diyo yani.” (Unzile, 38)

125 «Hani eskiden ¢ok karistirdi. Hani bdyle disar1 bile ¢ikamazdim, kafami bdyle camdan bile
¢ikaramazdim o dereceydi. Su anda higbir sekilde hani hi¢ karigmiyor. Hani sen ne yaparsan yap ben
sayg1 duyuyorum diyor. (Y1ildiz, 32)

126 «yo esim ¢ok sey degil dyle seyapmaz. Onceden Karstayken sey yapardi yok gitme yok seyetme
ama burada yok [...] Burda degisti”.

- Ne degisti?
“Herhalde burda c¢evreye gore mi...Herhalde ¢evreye gore galiba.” (Aliye, 41)

127 “Ben mesela kdydeyken pantolon giymiyordum. Ama buraya geldim, yani esim de bir sey demiyor.”

(Nebahat, 55)
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essential to their children escaping oppression. Education as the key is a common
thread in all interviews in the study. Some interviewees emphasized that it was even
more important for girls to be educated. In their opinion, the only way for girls to live
a better life than them is to go to school. For example, Aliye (41) said she would like
her children to study even if she had to make sacrifices for it. She then emphasized
that her sons could work, if necessary, and fend for themselves; however, it is vital for
her daughter to study:

“I want my kids to have a job and family. Like I want my daughter to have her
own profession more. [...] It's more important to me since she is a girl.”

- Why do you want that more?

“Around the world, people always look down on women. Because it’s always
women who get belittled, if they move up to the next level having a profession
for themselves, when they have a profession and earn their own wages they won’t
have to depend on men. They won’t have anything to do with men. It’s the way
I’ve always thought, I don’t know.” 128

Likewise, Elif (33) says, “I always want little girls to attend school, every single one

of them. I don’t want anyone to go through the things I have.” 1%°

Here it is critical to note that some of the interviewees mentioned that their children
could receive a relatively good education in Urla, unlike in their villages, where classes
were infrequent, with only a few qualified teachers, and with few supplementary
courses. A common issue they face in both their villages and Urla is the lack of
adequate learning materials. They also stated that they could not provide their children
with the opportunities that other families provided, such as private tutoring, sending
them to private schools, or purchasing learning materials like books, laptops, etc. All
these factors put these children's school life at a disadvantage, and poverty remains

one of the most obstinate barriers in the school life. Even though they have relatively

128 «“Once gocuklarim meslek sahibi olsun yuvalarin kursunlar. Mesela kizimin daha ¢ok meslek sahibi
olmasini isterim [...] kiz ¢ocugu oldugu i¢in daha ¢ok isterim.”

- Neden kiz ¢ocugu oldugu i¢in daha ¢ok istersin?

“Diinyada hep kadinlar1 hor goriiyorlar. Hep asagilanan hep kadinlar oldugu i¢in, en ¢ok kadinlar
biraz iist seviyeye ¢iktiklar1 zaman, meslegi elinde oldugu zaman, maagini kendisi aldig1 zaman erkegin
eline muhtag olmaz. Erkekle alakasi olmaz. Ben hep boyle diisiindiim bilmiyom.”

129 «Zaten ben hep yani istiyorum diinyada biitiin kiz gocuklar1 okusun, biitiin kiz ¢ocuklari. Benim

cektigimi kimse ¢ekmesini istemiyorum.”
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better opportunities for education in the city, it is evident that these disadvantaged
children do not benefit from education in the same way as the children of middle and
upper class families who live in the same area, and may not have the same job
opportunities in the future. An example of this is Ayse (53), whose son has graduated

from university and has been unemployed for a long time. She says:

“Such living conditions in such a life are so hard. Studying has become so
difficult, too. They graduate from universities but get nothing in return. They
study for 25 years, but they can’t find a job. I wish they weren’t unemployed after
all that work; I wish they could earn some money for food. You know, | wish the
government could do something for them.” %

Likewise, Elif (33) says that they cannot afford the opportunities that “other children”

have in the area:

“I want to send her to a center for private classes but it is too expensive. What
can | give to the center? We have a hard time buying bread. How are we going to
find you know, the money for a private center? My son’s teacher asked everyone
for four books and we haven’t been able to buy them yet. They asked for books,
because in February they were going to go somewhere, to Cesme, and we haven’t
gotten the books yet. | said at the beginning of the month his father will get his
wage and he can get his books. It’s been a month and we haven’t got it yet. It’s
really difficult what can I say?” 3
Situations similar to what Elif and Ayse described in these quotes are also common
experiences for other interviewees. That is to say, although the interviewees talked
about the educational benefits of living in Urla, there are still the above-mentioned

obstacles and barriers in front of them.

On the other hand, these women still miss their hometowns and fondly remember some
aspects of village life, despite many women preferring to live in Urla than in their
villages. Since the village is a more familiar social environment, they miss the

community and sincerity they found there. Nevertheless, life in the villages means

130 «valla boyle hani bu hayatta bu hayat sartlar1 ok zor mesela. Yani okuma da ¢ok zor olmis, egitim
de ¢ok zor olmis mesela okuyorlar eline bir sey de gegcmiyor. O kadar iiniversite 25 sene okuyorlar, issiz
kaliyorlar. Hani igsiz kalmasinlar, o kadar hani emek harciyorlar bari bi emek eline geg¢sin. Hani bu
devlet ¢ocuklara bdyle bi sey yapsinlar.”

181 “Simdi onu bi dershaneye yazdirmak istiyorum ama dershane gok pahali. Ne vercem ki dershaneye!

Hani biz evde zar zor ekmek buluyoruz yani. Biz nasil sey bulcaz, biz nasil dershaneye para bulcaz.
Bak oglumu 6gretmeni 4 kitap herkes kitap almis biz daha alamadik. Kitap istedi okula dedi seyapcaklar
Subat ayinda dedi bi yere Cesme’ye gitcekler herkes aldi biz alamadik kitap. Ay basinda babas1 dedim
maas1 alsin kitabi alsin. Bi ay oldu &gretmen istedi biz alamadik. Cok zor iste yani ne diyim”
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social control and submission, limited opportunities, and challenging living
conditions. For example, Sema (40) stated that although she wanted to live in her
hometown because she missed the neighborhood and culture, she preferred to stay in

Urla because of the opportunities:

“No, in my hometown, I’d really like to, you know, to work. But there’s no
chance of working there, in my hometown. It is limited in education. You are like
falling behind the times. In living conditions for example, you always got to
depend on men. Here, you try to do your best, it’s a big city after all. At least you
can try to do something. I wouldn’t like to live in my hometown because of that.
But there are better things there too; like neighborhood, family culture, like the
way one grows up. We have such values, many of them. Here we don’t have
them.” 132

Similarly, Ayse’s (53) words show that she missed her hometown, but because of the

living conditions and limited opportunities there, she lives in Urla:

“The place one is born is the best for them. I wanted to visit my hometown for

ten years but | couldn't. | feel longing. For the place they were born in, | mean

even if everything is made of gold here, it’s not like my hometown. But it was

hard to live there, because we didn’t have a job. Having a big family, I had to

come here. One’s hometown is different. Of course, I’d like to be able to have an

income, a job where my spouse and children could work in my hometown. But

there isn’t any.” 1%
Empowerment is defined in this study as women beginning to recognize their worth
and contributions to their families, which potentially leads to women demanding
authority and taking action to change the structural gender inequality in society (Erman
et al., 2002). This study reveals that women’s earnings slightly increase their
bargaining power. However, they remain subordinate in the household, and these

women have no direct empowerment of these women. Considering women's social

182 “yYok kendi memle-yani hani memleketimde ¢ok isterdim ama memleketimde galisma imkan,
verimli imké&n yohdur yani hani. Egitim konusunda kisikli. Mesela ¢oh boyle hani geri yasiyosun yani
hani. Hayat sartlarinda diyelim mesela hep erkegin eline bakmak zorunda galiyosun. Mesela burda sen
bir sey ¢abaliyosun, yani boyiik bir sehir de ne de olsa mesela sen galisiyosun ¢abaliyosun bi seyler en
azindan yapabiliyosun mesela. Sey yani hani nasil deyim yani hani o konuda memleketimde istemem
ama o basga sey sorsan kendi memleketimde tabii ki isterdim yani hani yasamak, daha komsuluk, aile
kiiltiirti, yani yetisme tarzi. Yani tabii ki boyle degerler vardir bizde, ¢ok degerler vardir. Sindi burda o
yok.”

133 “fsan hani nerde dogarsa orda giizel. Isterim kag sendir 10 seney girecektir memlekete gitmedim.
Insan hasret ¢eker. Hani nerede dogmussan hani ona mesela burada hani yani hepsi altin da olsa
memleket gibi olmuyor. Ama is olmadig1 i¢in zor oldu. Cocuklar da ¢ok kalabalik oldugu i¢in ondan
sonra mecburen buraya geldim. Insan memleketi bagkadir. Isan istemez mi hani memleketi iginde bir
geliri olsin bir isi olsin esi cocuklar ¢aligsin bir sey hani ister ¢ok isterim ama yok bir sey yok.”
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position in their families in terms of who makes decisions, who performs the
housekeeping, and who controls the money, it becomes clear that the fact that women
earn money does not have a significant impact on their position in the family. In other
words, the household dynamic consists of domestic and financial duties falling on
women and men, respectively. Working, something many of these women could not
do in their villages, gives them a sense of freedom. However, this does not extend to
their home, where their husbands are still in charge. In other words, their migration
does not bring about a complete transformation in intra-household power relations.
Despite these women moving to the city and often working and contributing to their
family’s finances, their social position within the family structure does not change.
Men continue to dominate in many circumstances despite the women's economic
contributions. These women have a restricted role in family decision-making. That is
to say, the major decisions in the family are usually made by the man. Women working
outside the home and bringing home money only slightly affects the situation, giving
them some bargaining power but not enough to challenge their husbands’ decisions
openly. In another way, the traditional perception of women still applies, and women

being seen as responsible for the upkeep of their own homes does not change.

Numerous examples from the interviews illustrate this situation. Even though they
work outside their houses, the intrahousehold division of labor remains the same.

Zeynep (30) expressed this as follows:

“Uhm, like for 3 years, | worked like a dog, as the rich say. Seriously | worked
like a dog. For two years, | worked as a gardener with my husband. Leaving the
house at 9 and getting back home at 12 at night. | would leave work at 7, leave
the place | was cleaning, and my husband would come and get me and we would
work in the garden together. When there was a mess, he would ask me ‘Why
didn’t you pick it up?” When there was no food, he would ask ‘Why aren’t you
cooking?’ I work too. Just like you! You’re not the only one! He’s like ‘It’s a
woman’s duty’. No, no my friend, a woman doesn’t do that by herself. She does
not. Only you and the douchebags like you think like this.” (Zeynep, 30) %

134 «ya 3 sene kadar soyle sdyliyim zenginlerin tabiriyle kdpek gibi calistim. Gergekten kdpek gibi
calistim. ki sene de esimle beraber bahcivanlik is yaptim. Saat 9'da evden cikip, gece 12'de eve
geldigini biliyorum. 7'de isten ¢ikiyorum temizlik iginden ¢ikiyodum esim beni gelip aliyordu biz bahge
isine gidiyorduk esimle beraber... Yani ev kaldig1 zaman ‘Niye toplamadin?’ Yemek olmadig1 zaman
‘niye yemek yapmiyorsun?’ Ulan ben de ¢alistyorum! Ben de senin gibi ¢alistyorum yani bir tek sen mi
calistyorsun hani! ‘Yok o kadinin gorevi’. Degil arkadasim ya evde tek basina kadin toplamaz!
Toplamaz yani. Bunu sen ve senin gibi hddiikler diisiiniiyor.” (Zeynep, 30)
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Nebahat (55), who takes care of her sick child and works outside of the home but does
all of the domestic work at home, explained how frustrating and exhausting this
situation was for her. She complained that even after she came home exhausted from

the hospital with her son, her husband still wanted her to cook for him:

“I used to come from the hospital, dying from exhaustion. He’d always ask what
I was going to cook, what he was going to eat. I’d tell him I wasn’t enjoying
myself all day; | was at the hospital. Act accordingly, I’d say. No, he’d insist on
food. At last, I told him to stay out of my sight after coming back from hospital.
[...] I get depressed because I see the situation at the hospital, the patients there,
| see everything. Of course, I’'m going to get down. But it blows your stack when
you come back and hear one complain about food. He never helps me. There’s
Serpil upstairs. |1 work at her place and mine, plus the hospital. I clean both her
house and our own. And there’s also the hospital. I mean, buying groceries,
cleaning, etc. all depend on me.” **

On the other hand, the interview process itself showed the oppression of women by
their husbands. For example, one of the interviewees, Sermin, was late for the
interview and didn’t come until after she called me. When Sermin came to the
interview, she said that her husband would not let her go out and that he did not believe
her when she told him what the meeting was about. When she phoned the interviewer,
her husband listened in and then allowed her to come to the interview. This experience,
in and of itself, is an example of the oppression and spatial constraints experienced by

the interviewees. This instance is one of many that shows the totality of oppression:

“He told me to talk to you at our place. When you called, [after | didn’t answer]
| told my husband to search for your name in my phone [and called you] also |
turned on the speakers so he can hear your voice, so he can know who I’'m going
to go talk to. Thanks to God, he didn’t say anything. If it were in the past, he
would follow me.” 1%

When questioned about the decision-making, there was a tendency of some of these
women to say that decisions were made jointly. A statement that was later contradicted

185 «“Seyden gelirdim hastaneden iste acimdan &lilyom ‘Ne pisircen, ne yiyecem”. Ya diyom ben
gezmeden gelmiyom yani hastaneden geliyorum. Yani ona gore seyet diyom. Yok illa yemek illa
yemek. En sonunda dedim ben hastaneden gelince mimkiinse dedim g6éziime géziikme dedim. Moralim
bozuk, oradaki durumu gériilyom, oradaki hastalar1 gérilyom, her seyi gorityom. Illaki moralim bozuk
olacak. Ama eve de gelip de iste vay yemekti suydu buydu deyince tepen atiyor [...] Hi¢ yardim etmez.
Bir de yukari var, Serpil abla var. Hem oray1 temizliyom hem evi temizliyom. Hem hastane. Yani ¢arsiy1
pazar ne var ve yok hepsi bende.”

136 “Burada gonugsaydin dedi. Sonradan da sen arayinca sey yaptim adim diye yaz dedim bi de mikrofon

hoparlérii agtim sesini duysun diye kimilen gidiyor gonusmaya filan. Siikiir bir sey demedi. Onceki sey
olsayd: takip ederdi.”
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when they described how decisions were made. This highlights these women’s
“desired” relationship with spouses rather than their “real” one (Erman et al., 2002).
For example, when Unzile (38) was asked who made the decision in the family, she
answered that her husband made the decisions before, but they were made jointly now.

Nevertheless, when asked what has changed in the family, she answered as follows:

“I changed myself as well. Not only my husband. In the past, I’d confront my
husband when he’d say no to me. We’d have a rumble in the house. Then, |
learned to say okay and be quiet whenever my husband says no. Now things are
easier since we’re here.” ¥
The testimonies show the injurious nature of gender relations present in both their
household and in public spaces. The women are overburdened by their paid and unpaid
duties. Despite this, the majority of their work remains invisible. Zeynep (30), who is
a domestic worker says “For that I tell myself that I go to a house to clean and then do
your own housework after everything. | feel fed up with everything in life, I want it all

to stop.” 138

The village is also synonymous with oppression, particularly for married women who
live with their in-laws. Living with their family, the couple is often under scrutiny,
with the husband obstinately upholding patriarchal ideals. Upon considering the
control extended families and the village community have over women, in the city,
women's autonomy increases, given that they usually live in independent nuclear units
and are responsible for organizing domestic life (Erman, 1997). In Urla and away from
their families, some of the husbands of the interviewees allow their wives relatively
more freedom. A young woman, Y1ldiz (32), described this as follows:

187 “yani kendim de degistim tabi. Sadece esim degil yani. Onceden hani esim yok dedigi zaman iistiine
oluyodum ben. Bu sefer ister istemez gurultii oluyodu evin i¢inde. Ama simdi esim yok dedigi anca
tamam deyip susmasini 6grendim, ondan sonra yani daha rahat olduk yani buraya gelince.”

138 “Onun i¢in insan bazen diyom baska eve gidiyosun temizlik yapiyosun bi de geliyorsun kendi evinin

isini yaptyosun. Bu sefer insan daha ne bileyim bdyle bikkinlik diyom ay su hayattan biktim ben diyom
yani yeter artik”
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“Men have a thing they can’t get over. When they live with parents, they’re like
‘I am the man, bring me some water.” You know that kind of mindset, it went
away after we left the house. His family was affecting us a lot.” *°

It is necessary to emphasize a further point: women are not entirely submissive in their
interactions with their husbands' authority. As “their eyes opened”, they may act
without their husband's consent while keeping it a secret from him. In other words,
they create “subtle strategies” to deal with male family members' authority (Erman et
al., 2002). For example, Sermin, whose husband does not let her wear trousers, started

to wear them when he is not around:

“I can defend myself here, though a bit. He told me not to wear trousers once,
twice. Then I started wearing them when he’s gone.” 14

Decisions considering where to live are crucial for women and impact them
significantly due to the fact that women spend more time in their neighborhood than
their husbands and even more time at home. Because of this reason, with the
difficulties they faced in Urla such as loneliness, feelings of inferiority, and the cost of
living, it was these women who were determined to stay in the city while their

husbands wished to return to their hometown:

“I got used to it, but my husband couldn’t. Because he can’t get the idea of leaving
out of his head, his family is over there, his parents are asking him what he is
doing here, telling him to come home...” (Songdl, 42) !

In the context of Turkey, as “entrenched patriarchal barriers are very difficult to
overcome” (Gordon, 1996, p. 157) “especially in those societies where women’s
subordination is so deeply rooted in socio-cultural norms that men’s control over
women is taken for granted even by women themselves” (Osmani, 1998, p. 68), despite
gains in educational attainment and labor market outcomes, the patriarchal societal
framework limits women to the domain of domesticity (Eryar et al., 2019). In spite of

the fact that these women are earning money, traveling outside of their neighborhood

139 “Erkeklerin bir sey vardir kendine yediremedikleri, anne babayla beraber oturduklari zaman ‘Ben
erkegim suyumu bile sen getireceksin’. Hani bu psikoloji oluyor ya, yani evi ayirdiktan sonra adamda
hicbir sey kalmadi. Cok etkiliyordu aile.”

140 «Yine burada ben kendimi biraz da olsun savunuyorum. Mesela giyme dedi pantolon 1 giyme dedi
2 giyme dedi. O yokken giymeye basladim.”

141 «“Alistim, esim alisamadi...Hep gitme lafi aklindan gikartmadig: igin, ailesi orda, ailesi napiyosun
oralarda gel diye...” (Songul, 42)
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to work, and regularly engaging with individuals outside of their immediate circle,
patriarchal norms are still in place, and there is no direct empowerment. However,
significant changes take place during the construction of their own subjectivity, and it
can be said that this, in itself, is a process of empowerment (Bora, 2005). Even though
traditional gender roles in these families remain, the practical reality brings about
alterations in the household that might be advantageous to women. For example, as
opposed to their hometowns, in Urla, interviewees can work and partake more in
public activities, although quite limited, such as shopping for their families and
attending school meetings. As a result, male dominance and authority, which are
maintained in the village, begin to open up to bargaining in the city's more flexible
environment (Bolak, 1993). Away from communal life in the village, wives and
husbands rely more on each other, and their relationship changes with the couple
spending more time together (ilbars, 1988). Another reason that accounts for this
change in the spousal relationship is that these women work outside of the home. There
are also a number of instances in which joint decisions are made, and the husband’s
involvement in housekeeping increases (Alpar & Yener, 1991; Bolak, 1993; Ecevit,
1991; Gokee, 1993; ilbars, 1988).

The research conducted by Sibel Kalaycioglu and Helga Rittersberger-Tilig (2001)
highlighted instances in which the employers of domestic workers encouraged their
employees to improve their situation. In this study, women also received
encouragement from their employers and even teachers, who occasionally offered
them free courses to teach them how to read and write. They also introduced them to
new activities such as moviegoing and entrepreneurship.  While the
interactions between women from different social classes contain relations of power
and inequality, as exemplified previously, the interviewed women also mention the
advantage they gain through these relationships. Their employers directed them and
their children to various free courses that they could attend. In addition, the literacy
courses, which some of the interviewees attend in Urla, led to changes in their life.
They not only learned to read and write, but also learned to sew, bake, make pottery,

and about entrepreneurship. Sermin (31) explains how this is beneficial to her life:

“I feel like a stranger here. Until this course, we were just strangers. Because |
got to know people there. They referred me to others for cleaning. We have
different types of courses. Us mothers are all close to each other. We made a
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circle of friends, and | got more used to it. | used to be scared of going places.
Now | can go wherever | want to, all by myself.” 142

These changes, however minor they may be, have emancipated these women in some
ways, and the thought of returning to their village would not be preferable for a
significant number of them as it would mean a life of limited freedoms. Interviewees
stated that they became much more confident after moving to Urla mainly because
they could work and have a voice in their household. However, it is important to note
that this sense of freedom and voice does not extend to the free use of public space.
Despite most of them, as women, having more freedom outside of the home, they often
do not leave their homes. In spite of the confidence they have gained, their relation to
and with their neighborhood is still marred by feelings of inferiority. In other words,
even though most of them feel freer as a woman when they go outside of the home,
they do not go out often both because of the feeling of unease and non-belonging in
the neighborhood in addition to financial hardships, illiteracy, family control, and

feeling of insecurity as a woman outside the home.

Despite working outside the home, many women spend their time within the confines
of their homes. In addition to a feeling of non-belonging and shame in the
neighborhood, their illiteracy is another reason for their limited spatial mobility. As
mentioned previously, the vast majority of the women interviewed either are illiterate
or have just learned to read and write through the courses they attend. For this reason,
they stated that they were hesitant to go to the distant neighborhoods in the city and
that they could not trust themselves. Therefore, job opportunities and the places they

go are limited to areas close to their homes.

Women'’s use of space also goes together with security concerns. In addition to not
feeling like they belong to the neighborhood, many of them stated that they do not feel
safe as a woman outside even though they consider their neighborhood safer than many
other big cities. In addition to this, since there are no close community ties in the

neighborhood, they stated that they feel alone.

142 “Byrada yabanci gibi hissediyorum. Su kurs baglayena gadar sade yabanciydik. Ciinkii orada gevre
edindim, temizliklere yonlendirdiler. Farkli farkli gurslarimiz oluyor, anneler i¢ ige. Daha bir cevre
edindik, alisim daha bir. O gadan da artik her yere de onceden gidemiyordum, cekiniyordum,
gorkuyordum. Simdi kendi bagima istedigim yere gidebiliyorum.”
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“Fear. I mean the biggest one is fear. Wondering if something would happen to
you... Let alone myself, would they kidnap my daughter? Kill and leave her
somewhere. Such fears. They exist. Now | carry something with me, you know a
tear gas spray and a pocket knife. They’re always in my bag. Because we’re in
such a situation.” (Yildiz, 32) 14

“Because the homicides of women have risen lately, I swear even going out really
makes you... I mean anyone saying they don’t fear going outside would be lying.
Anyone saying they can go out without being nervous would be lying.” (Zeynep,

30) 144
Although most of the women stressed their attachment to the homes, the way they
expressed this attachment shows its complexity. While some women explained how
they enjoy being at home, at the same time they mentioned the expectations of their

husbands.

“No, I am domestic. Maybe a little too much, | can say. | enjoy spending time at
home more. [...] Nah, my husband is a very disciplined person. He just prefers it
this way. [He says] "You can go out at any time, you can come home at any time.
Just don't wait for it to get dark>> (Yildiz, 32) 14

From the narratives of all the women interviewed, it can be understood that marriage
has a significant role in the formation of women’s everyday lives. It also has a very
significant role in women’s relationship with public space and the neighborhood they
live in. Hence, women’s access to and experience of public space is also affected by
marriage. All respondents stated that if they have to go out, they arrange themselves
according to their children’s school hours, and they come back home before their

children and husband come so they can have their lunch or dinner ready.

A significant number of the interviewees emphasized that despite their loneliness and

feeling of inadequacy in their neighborhoods, they want to live in that neighborhood

143 “K orku. Yani en biiyiik sey korku. Acaba ne olur, bir sey yaparlar m1 bir sey ederler mi... Beni birak
kizimi kagirirlar m1? Hani ya da 6ldiiriip birakirlar m1? Bu korkular. Bunlar var. Yani su anda ben
yanimda sey tagiyorum mesela nasil diyeyim sana gaz spreyi, bir tane ¢aki... Bunlar kesin cantamda
var benim. Ciinkii artik o durumdayiz.” (Yildiz, 32)

144 «Sy son dénemlerde kadm cinayetleri artt1 ya, hani gercekten disar1 ¢ikmaya insan hakkaten hani
ben korkmuyorum diyen yalan séyliyordur. Yani ben korkmuyorum yalan séylilyordur! Tedirgin
olmadan ben digartya ¢ok rahat bir sekilde ¢ikiyorum diyen yalan soyliiyor” (Zeynep, 30)

145 «y ok bir de ben evcilim. Biraz daha fazla evcilim diyebilirim sana. Hani evde vakit gegirmeyi daha
cok seviyorum [...] Yok esim disiplini bir insandir. Sadece sunu tercih eder, ‘Karanlik olmadig: siirece
hi¢ sikint1 degil. Kagcta istersen ¢ikabilirsin, kagta istersen gelebilirsin. Yalnizca havanin kararmasini
bekleme’” (Yildiz, 32)
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in the future. Indeed, when asked where they would live if they had the choice to live
anywhere, many of them stated that they want to live in Urla for several reasons, such
as job opportunities, relative freedom as a woman, opportunities for their children, and
quality of education. Despite all its disadvantages, living in Urla provides them with
advantages that they could not have obtained otherwise. They argue that it gives them
relatively more economic freedom, makes them, as women, feel less pressure, and can
enable them to get a better education for their children. Since all interviewees build
their future around their children, opportunities for their children in Urla is an
important reason for their desire to stay in this neighborhood. They say that such
opportunities can provide their children with a better future. Zeliha (43) says:

“I want to live here. For example, there is good education for the children. Also,
it would be good to have a house and a job. In our hometown, people have [their
own lives] ...There is no future in our hometown.” 46

Similarly, when asked if she wants to go back to her village, Aliye (41) says:

“Nah, I wouldn't. Why wouldn't I? I would because my hometown, the hometown
is very beautiful. The people are so hospitable. We have relatives there. Why
wouldn't I want it? Because of my children. For their future. | believe they can
get somewhere if they live here. | came here for them.” 14/

However, as previously mentioned, it is also important to note that the interviewees
themselves emphasized that even if they prefer to stay, there is a possibility that they

will experience displacement in the future.

4.4. Concluding Remarks

This chapter consider gentrification and displacement as neighborhood expressions of
inequality. In the case of Urla, interviewees experience additional forms of exclusion

within the gentrification process. Living in Urla results in a deep sense of marginality

14 “Valla burada yasamak isterim. Mesela burada egitim giizel ¢ocuklar igin. Ondan sonra insanin bir
evi, bir isi olsa o daha ¢ok giizel olir. Isterim. Artik memlekette herkes kendi hayit... Gelecek yok
memlekette.”

¥« th, Istemem. Nigin istemem... Isterim memleketim, memleket ¢ok giizel, gok insanlari
misafirperver. Orada akrabalarimiz var... Ne i¢in istemem ¢ocuklarim i¢in istemem. Onlar1 gelecegi
icin. Onlar burada daha giizel yerlere varir ona inantyorum. Zaten onlar i¢in geldim buraya.”
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and low levels of physical and ontological attachment to place. Owing to the
gentrification process, a familiar environment is turned into one that is exclusionary

for the poor women interviewed.

As rural to urban migrants, these women have struggled to create a sense of “home”
in Urla. Additionally, interviewees' feelings of insecurity, as a result of being
“outsiders,” is deepened with the gentrification process. In addition to the rising cost
of living and housing in their current neighborhood, there is a disappearance of safe
spaces, meeting places, and neighborhood identities familiar to low-income people.
Furthermore, many women feel insecure outside their homes not only as an “outsider”

or “other” but also as a woman.

Judging looks from better off residents have a shaming effect which prevents poor
women from accessing certain public spaces in Urla. The encounter of different
subjectivities in Urla results in feelings of shame, resentment, and non-belonging
which in turn cause the emotional loss of a space. These feelings shift their sense of
place, which is an important aspect of displacement. That is to say, as a result of poor
residents not seeing themselves reflected in symbolic representation in the
neighborhood's spaces, and the shame they feel in their encounter with the middle and
upper class inhabitants who have appropriated social space in the area, they experience
feelings of displacement. These women’s access to neighborhood public spaces are
affected by a multiplicity of factors. As a result, feeling of shame, unease and non-
belonging in the neighborhood, in addition to financial hardships, illiteracy, family
control, and feeling of insecurity as a woman outside the home, also prevents them

accessing neighborhood spaces.

The gentrification process transforms Urla into a place with distinct meanings for the
poor. Amongst the poor women in Urla there is a shared experience, a sense of loss,
economic hardship, and ontological insecurity. Due to the power dynamics at play in
the area, the feelings of displacement experienced include a shifted sense of place,
economic and cultural displacement, displacement pressure, socio-spatial segregation,

polarization, exclusion and non-belonging.
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Displacement of poor and marginalized residents is one of the most significant
consequences of gentrification since the displacement mechanism comes at the
expense of lived social practices and the exclusion of certain groups from public space.
In Urla, the lived experiences of displacement are exacerbated by the material
limitations and psychological burdens that are placed on poor women. This sentiment
and ostracization lead to a reduced level of wellbeing and attachment to the

environment.

The process in this neighborhood meets Hackworth's (2002) definition of shaping
urban space for the more affluent user. Gentrification results in people losing their
stability and permanence in physical, social, and cultural terms. In this regard,

gentrification brings new injuries.

Interviewees' accounts show the complexity of power relations and inequality within
neighborhood spaces. Narratives contain contradictions and show mixed feelings
about living in Urla. Living in Urla provides interviewees relatively more freedom and
increased bargaining power in the household compared to their home villages, where
they were greatly subjected to patriarchal social control mechanisms. Their migration
to Urla leads to significant changes during the construction of their own subjectivity
and have emancipated these women in some ways. As a result, although traditional
gender roles in these families persist and despite their feelings of exclusion, insecurity,
loneliness and displacement pressure in the area, women describe advantages they
have in Urla which result in their wanting to remain. Therefore, even though they miss
the sincerity and equality in their villages, they prefer to stay in Urla because of their
relative freedom as a woman in the city; job opportunities in the city for themselves
and for their family; and most importantly, better opportunities for their
children. However, their chances of being displaced increase each day with the

acceleration of the gentrification process in the neighborhood.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

This study explored the experiences and perceptions of poor women residing in or near
gentrifying neighborhoods in emotional terms, based on their own narratives. It
revealed the “burdens of class” by focusing on the emotional dimensions of class. It
investigated how neighborhood changes have been perceived and negotiated on a
personal level by examining class and gender experiences based on subjective class
encounters in spaces undergoing gentrification. This study used the perceptions,
feelings, and emotions of poor residents as a primary source through which the impacts
of gentrification on their everyday lives are explored. In particular, the feelings and
emotions of poor women that arose from their encounters with the middle and upper

classes are investigated.

Through an ethnographically detailed analysis of a gentrifying area, this study
explored the relationship between urban restructuring, class, gender, and emotions,
using residents' narratives of location. The interaction between urban processes and
the urban poor through gentrification illustrates how gentrification not only physically
evicts the working class, but also culturally and emotionally displaces them. It also
illustrated how marginalized groups experience neighborhood upgrading, allowing a
critical examination and a reconsideration of how class and gentrification are

understood in this context.

Using in-depth, face-to-face interviews, participant observation, and mental mapping,
this study aimed to explore a micro scale of the cultural and emotional formation of
urban poverty and the lived experiences of the poor affected by the gentrification
process in Urla, izmir. While acknowledging the importance of a synthesis of both

cultural and political-economic explanations, this study concentrated solely on the
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cultural explanations of the gentrification process and class, which are often

overlooked in academic accounts.

Existing inequities in class society result in members of an oppressed class questioning
their dignity, self-respect, and self-worth. Because of their position in the social
hierarchy, they are continuously viewing themselves through the lens of the dominant
class, and, as a result, they are constantly questioning their worth. This was clearly
evident in the interviews presented in this study. In the case of Urla, the pejorative
gaze of the dominant class in the area is internalized by the poor, which results in
exacerbating the traumatic effects of poverty in the area. Since the various social
classes live in such close proximity in Urla, where escaping from that gaze is almost
impossible, this internalization was evident in all interviews and was felt in its most
intense form. In such a place, encounters on an everyday basis result in the poor
intensely classifying their conditions of existence in relation to others. In the
narratives, more than expressing distress about the material miseries they face, the
interviewees frequently voiced their concerns about the degrading and humiliating
attitudes of the middle and upper classes they encounter, which results in emotional-
symbolic violence to their self-perception. This, in itself, embodies the economic and

social disparities and hierarchies that exist in the area.

To the extent that modern capitalist society has convinced people that the criterion for
success is only the individual and their abilities, the poor feel “the burden of a class”,
which is “the feeling of not getting anywhere despite one's efforts, the feeling of
vulnerability in contrasting oneself to others at a higher social level, the buried sense
of inadequacy that one resents oneself for feeling” (Sennett & Cobb, 1972, p. 58).
These injuries are internalized, and as a result, people call into question their self-
worth and value due to the conflation of worth with material success in a society of
free competition. However, unlike in Sennet and Cobb’s research, in Urla, some
interviewees also blamed their families, fate, or poverty itself for their situation. As a
result, on the one hand, they felt worthless because of their experiences, while on the
other hand, there were statements that contradicted this. These contradictory feelings

appear prominently side-by-side in the narratives.
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The experiences of the poor women interviewed in Urla have distinct “grammars of
life” since their everyday life is greatly influenced by the spaces they inhabit. Similar
to what Sennett and Cobb (1972) describe in the context of the American working
class, namely, that the poor live their class position as a “hidden injury”, poor women
in Urla live their class position as profoundly injurious, significantly affecting their
everyday experiences of the neighborhood. It was revealed that these injuries are felt
and experienced by the poor, which further alienates them within Urla’s gentrifying
neighborhood spaces. This being said, it is important to note that Sennett and Cobb’s
(1972) research was conducted in the US of 1969 and 1970, which represents a
significantly different political and cultural environment. Additionally, their work
focuses on the perceptions and experiences of male workers, excluding the experiences
of women. This research, on the contrary, was conducted in the 2020’s in Turkey,
where inequalities and class hierarchy are exacerbated, and the interviews and
cognitive mappings were done exclusively with women. Nevertheless, this research
maintains that the term hidden injuries is still valid and significant in contemporary
Turkey and is also central to the women’s experiences. Indeed, this study shows that
hidden injuries have become more significant and painful although it is experienced
differently in contemporary Turkey. As the hegemonic neoliberal discourse
strengthened individualistic culture and popularized the discourse of personal failure
and success more and more, the collectivities that mediate and articulate class struggle
were weakened. It can also be asserted that women's experiences of hidden injuries
can have different facets than that of a man’s due to the patriarchal relations in society,

in particular in Turkish society where traditional patriarchal norms are deeply rooted.

Poor women's experiences of living in neighborhoods under the gentrification process
mostly consist of moments of alienation. The capitalist patriarchal system jeopardizes
the dignity and self-respect of the oppressed, and it produces emotions such as shame,
self-doubt, resentment, and the loss of self-esteem and dignity. Since emotions and
perceptions evoked by everyday encounters are fundamentally manifestations of
relationships established by individuals who hold different positions of power in social
spaces, the “feeling of vulnerability in contrasting oneself to others at a higher social

level” haunts the poor of Urla in their everyday lives.
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One of the most striking findings from the interviews is that the emotional symbolic
violence that undermines the respondents' dignity and self-esteem is more pronounced
than the tangible misery they face. The narratives from the interviewees illustrated
various forms of injuries that are specific to living in Urla. For example, the process
of gentrification, together with the large number of gated communities, villas, and
summer houses, resulted in the poor and the upper classes being neighbors and living
in close proximity, which makes their everyday encounters immediate and
unavoidable. In such a situation, emotions and perceptions evoked by everyday
encounters are experienced in its most intense form. Likewise, the middle and upper
classes’ search for a “natural lifestyle” has led them to take over rural lands and rural
production in Urla, which has often excluded locals and poor populations from

agricultural production.

In Urla, interviewees also experience hidden injuries intensely through their children.
Despite the spatial proximity, in many cases, the children of the poor are unable to
make friends with the children of middle and upper class families in the neighborhood,
and are stigmatized and excluded. In addition to financial inadequacy, children,
encountering the “other” on an everyday basis and seeing what other children have,
feel left behind. Families' experiences in the context of their children become “hidden
injuries” to the extent that they feel sorry for what their children go through. As a
result, hidden injuries are experienced not only in the encounters with the “other”, but
also in the relationships established with their children in the case of Urla. This study
suggests that, due to the fact that the place of research leads to close everyday
interactions between people from various social classes, the hidden injuries against

children are also strongly felt.

Additionally, due to the precarious nature of gatekeeping and domestic work, injurious
experiences and relationships are mostly felt by the women who engage in these types
of employment. Since there are many gated communities, summer houses, and villas
in Urla, there are also many gatekeepers, domestic workers, and gardeners. Most of
the dramatic examples in the interviews are from these cases. For example, Sema, as
a domestic worker, describes her experience as “a huge wound”. Indeed, the
testimonies of these women detail injuries resulting from humiliation and
stigmatization, a profound sense of which is clearly highlighted in the narratives
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stemming from the poor's day-to-day proximity to the middle and upper class
residents. Furthermore, the living conditions of the women, particularly those who live
in housing designated for gatekeepers, are highly isolated and uncomfortable. In fact,
these women describe living there as feeling as though they are “left alone at the top

of a mountain.”

The lack of education and unfulfilled hopes and dreams is another source of injury for
the women interviewed. Since they encounter “well educated” women on a daily basis,
they are continuously comparing themselves to them. Furthermore, the restrictions
caused by their low level of education result in them feeling like they are “unable to
live life.” This is particularly frequent in Urla since the poor women interviewed all
migrated from small villages far away from urban centers that had very low access to

education.

It has been demonstrated in this study that spatial proximity and close urban encounters
between people from different social classes do not result in meaningful contact with
positive interactions or solidarity. Even though these social classes are living in close
physical proximity, they are disjointed. Interviewees lack community ties, solidarity,
and neighborly relations. The lack of a support network in terms of family and
neighbors, results in interviewees facing many difficulties on their own, which in turn
contributes to feelings of discontent among the poor residents of Urla. It is necessary
to emphasize a further point here: before the acceleration of the gentrification process,
relationships in the neighborhood were described as more intimate. That is to say, the
gentrification process exacerbates the dissolution of ties. With the acceleration of the
gentrification process, according to the interviews, there is the loss of networks and
support in the neighborhood and, as a result, diminished ground for engagement and
understanding between social classes in Urla. Subsequently, feeling excluded and non-
belonging to the neighborhood makes them feel uncomfortable in the neighborhood
spaces. As a result, the current state of the area shapes the experience of urban

inequality, eroding social coexistence, solidarity, and recognition in the area.

With the gentrification process in the area, space and social relations have profoundly
changed and reproduced. In this area, there is a production of social groups

experiencing a deep sense of marginalization, and alienation. In Urla, increasing
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tourism and rural gentrification have been determining factors in the transformation,
along with the gentrification process of the inner-city area. Tourism, in particular, is
experienced intensely. In the case of Urla, the production of space involves not only
the city but also the countryside. It demonstrates that the production of space involves
economic, social, cultural, emotional, and gendered processes. It suggests that the
gentrification process and the social relations formed in Urla between classes occurred
in ways that are fundamentally different from the metropolitan areas of Turkey and
also do not fit in the global North debates on gentrification. With the gentrification
process in Urla, there is a construction of material and symbolic boundaries that
alienate minority groups. As the findings of the study demonstrate, in addition to the
very tangible outcomes of gentrification such as displacement, socio-spatial
segregation, polarization, and exclusion of certain groups, it is the emotional aspects

of displacement that also deserve special consideration.

It is illustrated in the narratives that close proximity aggravates comparisons between
different social classes in terms of access to resources. Due to a lack of economic
means and also feelings of non-belonging and shame in the area, poor residents are
unable to access social spaces and, thus, have become excluded. Hence, the
gentrification process in Urla results in additional forms of exclusion and eliminates
places of socialization for poor residents, which perpetuates inequalities within

society.

As Erdogan (2007¢) points out, poverty is related to a feeling structure. In keeping
with this argument, this case study reveals that the juxtaposition of the lower class with
the middle and upper classes in the neighborhood spaces of Urla brings rise feelings
and experiences specific to living in Urla. The encounter of different subjectivities in
the neighborhood embodies the power relations and inequality in society, eliciting a
range of emotions such as shame, self-doubt, resentment, alienation, sense of not
belonging, self-deprivation, loss of dignity and self-respect, and frustration in poor
women’s inner-emotional worlds. Given the display of power relations manifested in
the gentrifying neighborhoods of the area, poor residents feel “othered” by middle and
upper class newcomers, which often prevents them from frequenting several
neighborhood spaces. These variables perpetuate the poor's sentiments of shame in
this environment, resulting in a reduced level of wellbeing and attachment to the place.
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The emotions, such as shame and feelings of nonbelonging, stem from the residents'
not seeing themselves reflected in the symbolic representation of the neighborhood,
and from their encounters with middle and upper class residents who have
appropriated social space in their neighborhoods. In short, the lack of representation
in the area and being on the receiving end of disparaging looks from “others”
exacerbates all these emotions. As a result, despite sharing the same neighborhood,
spatial segregation and the symbolic distance in the neighborhood is very evident.
Therefore, maintaining self-respect, self-worth, and dignity is an everyday concern for

these residents living in Urla.

The evidence gained from the fieldwork also clearly demonstrated that the rising cost
of living, physical eviction, or cultural change are not the only reasons for
displacement; the discomfort felt during the class encounters with the residents of the
neighborhood is another reason. The shared experiences among interviewees, which
are a sense of loss, economic hardship, and ontological insecurity, bring about feelings
of displacement. Encounters are the sites where emotional displacement occurs in this
neighborhood, since the neighborhood spaces are transformed through the place-
making capacity of dominant groups. The emotional form of displacement that is
caused by the current state of the gentrified spaces of Urla, leaves the poor women
feeling uneasy and out of place in their current environment, and they have a sense of
not belonging in the place where they live. Therefore, aside from cost barriers,
emotions such as shame, non-belonging, and insecurity pose significant barriers to

Urla’s neighborhood accessibility.

The structural system in place furthermore demonstrates how new residents obtain
better positions in society and, in particular, within the local residential market.
Therefore, for long-time residents, newcomers are the embodiment of structural
inequalities and the unbalanced power relations that exclude them. In addition to the
overwhelming displacement pressures, gentrification is depriving them of their sense
of place both emotionally and physically. Social, cultural, and financial inequalities
create lives for the poor in Urla that is defined by precariousness. Their experience in
the neighborhood is characterized by temporariness and insecurity. Changes in the area
exacerbate interviewees' feelings of uneasiness as a result of being “outsiders” in the

city, while also causing them to be emotionally injured. Living in Urla, which is “a
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place for wealthy people and not for the poor”, results in people being excluded not
only physically, but also socially and emotionally. As a result, this study showed that
gentrification not only causes locals to be physically displaced, but it also leads to a
sense of alienation and emotional displacement of poor families who came to the area

to work.

The mental maps used in this case study were a powerful tool to illustrate the urban
alienation of the interviewees. They revealed how familiar surroundings became
unrecognizable and empty spaces became a prominent feature within the respondents’
psyches. Access and a low level of belonging were also evident, and places were
limited to solely fulfilling their most basic needs. These maps also give important clues
about the women's relationship with space and their interaction with Urla's middle and
upper classes, as the representation of emotions resulting from class encounters in the

area and the symbolic boundaries between the social classes is clearly apparent.

The narratives and mental maps of the interviewees revealed notably low levels of
physical and ontological attachment to their neighborhoods. Gentrification
undermines the sense of attachment and belonging those poor residents have to this
location. In addition, there are a series of everyday pressures that low-income people
experience. The extended geography of gentrification in Urla denotes the securing of
the city center for affluent users at the expense of the poor. In that sense, the process
of gentrification can be described as an affirmation of the power of making space
(Valli, 2015). For the interviewees, this place was not a “home” since they had
migrated to Urla from their villages; however, with the gentrification process,
interviewees alienation seems to have dramatically increased, and the possibility of
displacement seems to have reached a very serious level. Gentrification process in the
area put the surrounding neighborhoods under the pressure of rent gaps, potentially
resulting in the subjugation of the lower classes' housing needs. The changes pinpoint
the reproduction of the space in Urla, while leaving low-income and disadvantaged
populations facing the very tangible threat of displacement. Accordingly, the intense
inequality in power relations is potentially destined to foster the displacement of the

interviewees in Urla, in the following years.
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This study shows that since encounters can become loaded with emotions such as
shame and frustration, encounters in the neighborhood spaces of Urla are highly
uncomfortable experiences for the lower-class residents. Encountering individuals in
Urla who are somehow privileged, brings one's subjectivity into question, as identity
is relational and inextricably linked with space; and this in turn results in fraught
emotions such as shame and frustration among the lower-class. As a result, the poor
feel “othered” in the neighborhood spaces of Urla and denounce public places as
exclusive. Just as Yildiz says, “there is always something against [her]” when she left
her house in her neighborhood. Other interviewees’ testimonies also echo Yildiz’s
narratives directly or indirectly. Such experiences cause the poor to withdraw from

society out of fear of being judged by “others.”

People from two worlds cross paths in the street but do not enter into each other’s
relational worlds in Urla. In this area, we find the manifestation of unequal relations
in social formation. The injuries distance individuals from social relations. As a result,
despite their resentment toward class disparities, the interviewees believe that they
cannot change their situation, and they withdraw into their personal lives. Thus, the
poor enclose themselves in their homes, and their houses turn into “shells where the
troubles of poverty are accumulated” (Ocak, 2007, p. 171). In addition, since women
spend most of their lives at home, where poverty is experienced constantly and in its
most intense form, it can be asserted that they also endure the deepest spatial
experience of poverty and that the house turns into a place of condemnation of their
poverty (Ocak, 2007).

This study demonstrated that the process of gentrification in Urla causes new injuries
because of the fact that gentrification results in people losing their stability and
permanence in their neighborhoods in physical, social, cultural, and emotional terms.
Displacement mechanisms occur at the expense of lived social practices and the
exclusion of particular groups from public space. Material limitations and
psychological burdens that are placed on an individual exacerbate these lived
experiences of displacement in the case of Urla. Taken together, the narratives and
mental maps illustrate the high stakes associated with displacement and displacement

pressure for poor women whose urban experience is overwhelmingly similar.
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The experiences of class and gender lead to certain emotions, feeling structures and
injuries in the self. The complex relationship residents have with their neighborhood
is clearly illustrated in the residential biographies. There are contradictory perceptions
of living in Urla. For many of the interviewees, the neighborhood is both experienced
as a place of exclusion, non-belonging, and loneliness and a place of relative freedom
and opportunities. With the gentrification process and close urban encounters on a
daily basis, injuries are deepened. On the other hand, with the rural to urban migration,
poor women in Urla have some advantageous compared to their home villages, where
they are largely exposed to patriarchal social control mechanisms. Living in Urla
increases their bargaining power within the household. Despite the emotional
displacement, exclusion, insecurity, and displacement pressure in the area, they prefer
to stay in Urla because of their relative freedom as women, the job opportunities, and
most importantly, the better opportunities for their children. Although these women
still miss their hometown and feel lonely in Urla, they do not want to return since life
in the villages means social control, submission and limited opportunities. In addition,
the interviewees prefer this location because Urla has both some of the urban
opportunities and yet is less crowded than the metropolitan cities. Since all
interviewees build their future around their children, they define their dreams and
concerns by the future of their children, and the availability of opportunities for their
children in Urla is a major factor in their desire to stay. Women have the opportunity
to have a little more independence in the city’s flexible atmosphere. The male authority
becomes negotiable and the fact that they are working provides them with a sense of
freedom. However, women's migration to the city does not bring about a complete
transformation of traditional patriarchal norms in these families, which persist
ideologically. While women are beginning to work outside the home, they are
expected to maintain their “traditional” responsibilities, resulting in their being
overburdened by their paid and unpaid work. Thus, the benefits of paid labor are
insufficient to change or radically challenge their position in the household. In
addition, although they have relatively more independence outside the home compared
to their villages and have gained confidence, their spatial mobility is very limited.
Mainly because a sense of unease and non-belonging in the neighborhood, in addition
to financial hardships, illiteracy, family control, and feelings of insecurity as a woman

outside the home, prevent them from doing so.
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The interviewees are those who remain in their neighborhoods despite displacement
pressures. However, they are concerned that they will not be able to afford to stay in
the gentrified neighborhood in the future. According to the testimonies given, long
before residents are pushed out of a neighborhood, they are subjected to various forms
of pressure that disrupt their everyday lives. As a result, although the respondents do
not want to return to their hometown, they cannot afford to live in their present
neighborhood because of the rising cost of living and housing. Consequently, the
respondents’ accounts reveal a deep sense of despair and anxiety about the future.
Although their dreams were largely centered on their children and their children’s

futures, the interviewees expressed concern that such dreams could be realized.

On the other hand, poor women do not exactly accept the social cultural classification
schemes imposed upon them. They are active agents and resist the difficulties of their
everyday lives through tactics and psychological defense mechanisms that are
developed to avoid emotional hurt and to protect themselves against “injury”. These
defense mechanisms, in the case of Urla, include picturing themselves as being
equipped with higher moral values than the wealthy, “dividing the self”, or
maintaining a state of melancholy and mourning in the face of inequality in the
neighborhood. Despite the psychological defense mechanisms that poor women have
developed to protect themselves, these defense mechanisms do not diminish the
injuries, nor do they prevent further injuries, and most importantly, they do not result
in a change in the structure that causes the injuries in the first place.

This study argues that an investigation of the experiences and emotions of the lower-
class residents enables a deeper understanding of the class relations and lived
experiences of gentrification. Despite a significant body of theoretical discussions on
gentrification research, the employment of emotional dimension and everyday life for
this research in empirical analysis remains rare. In this regard, this study aimed to
contribute to the discussion on the emotional dimension of the gentrification process.
Within this context, the interviews revealed that the understanding of displacement
should go beyond physical dislocation, toward a more sophisticated notion of

displacement.
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The gap between classes has significantly increased in today’s Turkey, which has
resulted in increasing inequality and deepening segregation in the cities. In addition,
urban transformations have become increasingly destructive, which affects the social
relations of inhabitants, which in turn causes these injuries to be experienced much
more deeply than in previous studies. As far as the findings of this research suggest,
the solidarity in the cultural tradition of the working class has weakened. To the extent
that class positions are internalized, defenses against these injuries are aimed at an
individual rather than the collective. As a result, the members of the working class
cannot find open channels of communication with others who share the same
experiences and emotions. This isolates them within their own personal grievances and
simultaneously reproduces capitalist relations of production and its hegemonic culture
through the mechanisms of domination. However, in the conversations with the
interviewees, it is apparent that they have not fully internalized nor have they come to
terms with social relations defined by inequality. Social hierarchies and distinctions
were often emphasized in the narratives, indicating that they are not being fully
internalized. This study argues that such a repetition and concern in the narratives
suggest that the social hierarchies and distinctions, and class and gender relations are
experienced as traumatic. That is to say, it continues to be a “bleeding wound” in the
poor subaltern’s political and cultural unconscious (Erdogan, 2007c, p. 91). However,
these bleeding wounds are deeper in today’s world. Given that these relations have
not been fully internalized, it can be said that there is a hope for developing equality

in societal relations.

This study revealed deepening class distinctions and inequalities in today’s Turkey.
Unequal relations of the social formation materialize in Urla’s city space and social
distance materializes in the spatial distance. Consequently, relying on the interviews,
mental maps and observations conducted, it is possible to assert that social spaces are

no longer places where social classes merge and meet on an emotional level.
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APPENDICES

A. SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION OF THE RESPONDENTS

Table 1: Socio-Demographic Information of The Respondents

Name

Ayse

Gilcan

Unzile
Latife
Sema
Yildiz
Hilya
Aliye
Zeynep
Elif
Ferhan
Songul
Kader
Sermin
Hatice

Nebahat
Zeliha

Kiraz

Emine

Giilsen

Age

53

31

38
53
40
32
47
41
30
33
44
42
35
31

42

55
43

36

43
39

Education

Never attended
School

Primary School

Primary School

Never attended
School
Never attended
School
Never attended
School
Never attended
School

Primary School

Secondary
School
Never attended
School

Primary School

Never attended
School
Never attended
School

High School
Primary School
Primary School

Housewife

High School

Primary School

Never attended
School

Occupation

Housewife

Housewife

Domestic
Worker
Domestic
Worker
Domestic
Worker
Domestic
Worker
Domestic
Worker

Housewife

Domestic
Worker

Gatekeeper

Domestic
Worker
Domestic
Worker

Housewife

Domestic
Worker
Domestic
Worker

Gatekeeper

Housewife

Coffee
House
Worker
Housewife

Domestic
Worker

Former
Occupation

Domestic
Worker
Domestic
Worker,
Gatekeeper

Gatekeeper
Gatekeeper
Gatekeeper
Housewife
Housewife
Housewife

Housewife

Domestic
Worker

Factory Worker
Housewife
Housewife
Housewife

Housewife

Housewife

Housewife
Gatekeeper

Housewife

Housewife
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Place of
Birth

Diyarbakir
Siirt
Corum
Sanliurfa
Agn
Kayseri
Agr
Kars
Bitlis
Agr
Agr
Siirt
Diyarbakir
Sivas

Corum

Sivas
Mus

Sanliurfa

Kars

Batman

Occupation
of the
Husband

Gatekeeper

Carpenter

Construction
Worker

Gatekeeper
Driver

Security Staff

Construction
Worker
Construction
Worker

Unemployed
Gatekeeper
Gatekeeper

Gardener

Construction
Worker

Unemployed

Gatekeeper

Gatekeeper
Unemployed

Gas Pump
Attendant

Officer

Worker in the
Bakery

Age of
coming
to Urla

31

24

35
19
21
22
27
35
20
20
25
17
31
25

25

37
28

31
33



B. MENTAL MAPS OF THE RESPONDENTS
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Figure 10: Mental Map 1: Ayse (53)%®

148 The name of the places in this map is written by the interviewer since the interviewee was illiterate.
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Figure 11: Mental Map 2: Gilcan (31)
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Figure 12: Mental Map 3: Unzile (38)'4°

149 The name of the places in this map is written by the interviewer since the interviewee was illiterate.
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Figure 13: Mental Map 4: Latife (53)°

150 The name of the places in this map is written by the interviewer since the interviewee was illiterate.
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Figure 14: Mental Map 5: Sema (40)!

151 The name of the places in this map is written by the interviewer since the interviewee was illiterate.
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Figure 15: Mental Map 6: Yildiz (32)%2
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Figure 16: Mental Map 7: Hulya (47)

152 The name of the places in this map is written by the interviewer since the interviewee was illiterate.
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Figure 17: Mental Map 8: Aliye (41)

Figure 18: Mental Map 9: Zeynep (30)
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Figure 19: Mental Map 10: Elif (33)1*3

158 The name of the places in this map is written by the interviewer since the interviewee was illiterate.
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Figure 20: Mental Map 11: Ferhan (44)
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Figure 21: Mental Map 12: Songul (42)
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Figure 22: Mental Map 13: Kader (35)%*

154 The name of the places in this map is written by the interviewer since the interviewee was illiterate.
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Figure 23: Mental Map 14: Sermin (31)
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Figure 24: Mental Map 15: Hatice (42)
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Figure 25: Mental Map 16: Nebahat (55)
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Figure 26: Mental Map 17: Zeliha (43)'®
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Figure 27: Mental Map 18: Kiraz (36)

1% The name of the places in this map is written by the interviewer since the interviewee was illiterate.
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Figure 28: Mental Map 19: Emine (43)

Figure 29: Mental Map 20: Giilsen (39)%

1% The name of the places in this map is written by the interviewer since the interviewee was illiterate.
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C. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Bu tez, Urla, izmir’de soylulastirma siirecindeki mahallelerde veya bu mahallelerin
yakininda yasayan yoksul kadinlarin giindelik hayat deneyimlerini incelemistir.
Yoksullarin anlatilarina dayanan bu calisma, Urla’da yasayan yoksul kadinlarin
soylulagtirma siirecindeki bdolgelerde simif ve toplumsal cinsiyet konumlarini nasil
deneyimledikleri ve bu deneyimlerin giindelik yasamlarini nasil etkiledigi sorularina
odaklanmistir. Soylulagtirmanin etkilerini arastirmak i¢in, yerinden edilme riski en
yiiksek olan gruplarin giindelik hayat deneyimlerinden yola ¢ikmanin énemine vurgu
yapan bu calisma, bolgedeki smif karsilasmalarimin ve soylulastirmanin nasil

deneyimlendigini ve kisisel diizeyde nasil miizakere edildigini aragtirmigtir.

Bu calisma, simifin 6znel deneyimine iliskin kapsamli bir anlayis kazanmak igin,
smifin duygusal boyutunun ele alinmasi gerektigi goriisiine dayanmaktadir. Bu
nedenle, yoksul kadmlarin bolgedeki giindelik sinif karsilagmalari ve soylulagtirma
stirecinden kaynaklanan duygu ve algilari 6n plana cikarilmigtir. Bu tezin temel
sorusu: Yoksul kadinlarin bolgedeki orta ve iist sinif ile giindelik karsilagmalari,
yoksul kadinlarin duygularini, kendileri hakkindaki algilarint ve soylulastirma
siirecindeki mahallelerindeki yasamlarin1 nasil etkiler? Bu calisma, soylulastirma
stirecindeki bolgelerdeki bu gundelik karsilasmalarin, yoksullar arasinda utang,
kizginlik, 6z saygi kayb1 gibi bir dizi duygu ve deneyime yol agtigini ve onlarin
soylulastirma siirecindeki mahallelerde yabancilagsmasina neden oldugunu agiga

¢ikarmustir.

Sehirlerde yasayan yoksullarin blyUk ¢ogunlugunun aksine, bu ¢alismada goriisiilen
yoksullar orta ve {ist siiflarin yogunlukta oldugu mahallelerde yasamakta ve
calismaktadir. Gorligmecilerin  yasadigi  bu mekan, giindelik yasamlarini
kavramsallastirmak i¢in bir baglangic noktasi olusturmaktadir. Goriismeciler Urla’ya
aileleriyle birlikte, kirsal kesimlerden, c¢ogunlukla eslerinin isi nedeni ile go¢
etmislerdir; bu nedenle gecekondu bolgelerinde yasayan kirsal kokenli gogmenlerden

farkli mekansal deneyimlere sahiptirler. Bolge ¢ogunlukla orta ve iist sinif sakinlerden
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olustugu i¢in, yoksullarin bu bolgedeki giindelik hayatlar1 “6teki” ile karsilagsmalari

uzerinden tanimlanmaktadir.

Bu calisma, yoksullugun nesnel bir ekonomik kategori olarak tanimlanmasi ve
6l¢iilmesi sorununa dayanmamaktadir. Daha ziyade, kendilerini yoksul hisseden veya
yoksul olarak tanimlayan insanlarin kiiltiirel temsillerini kavramaya ¢aligmaktadir. Bu
nedenle, bu arastirma kat1 sinirlar1 olan belirli bir gelir kategorisiyle sinirli degildir.
Yoksulluk, “ekonomik bir kategori olmanin yani sira, kisilerin i¢inde yasadigi, an-
lamlandirdigl, basa ¢ikmak igin cesitli yontemler gelistirdigi, toplumsal bir
‘durum’dur” (Erdogan, 2007b, p.14). Yani yoksulluk, sadece ekonomik olarak degil,
duygusal ve kiiltiirel olarak da ¢esitli boyutlar1 olan ve farkli boyutlariyla yasantilanan
bir durumdur. Bu nedenle, yoksullugun tek basina gelir diizeyi iizerinden tanimu,
yoksullugun sosyal dislanma, asagilanma, utan¢ duygusu, damgalanma ve 6z saygi

kaybi gibi olduk¢a 6nemli deneyimlerini diglar.

Duygu ve algilar kisilerin yagam &ykiisiiniin ve se¢imlerinin bir resmini ¢izebilir ve
aynt zamanda toplumsal kolektif ve dinamikleri hakkinda fikir verebilir. Bununla
birlikte, soylulastirma ile iliskili duygu ve algilar literatiirde biyiik Olgiide
kesfedilmemistir. Bu nedenle bu calisma, soylulastirma eksenli yerinden edilme
stirecini fiziksel yerinden edilmenin 6tesinde, duygular1 6n plana ¢ikaran bir bakis
acisiyla sunmay1 amaclamistir. Bu baglamda, soylulastirmanin giindelik yasam
uzerindeki etkileri yoksul sakinlerin algilari, deneyimleri ve duygulari iizerinden

arastirilmastir.

Bu tez, soylulastirma siirecindeki bir mekanda yoksullugun nasil yasandigini anlamak
i¢in, yoksullarin dahil edildigi veya dislandig sosyal, mekénsal ve kiltirel surecleri,
bolgedeki toplumsal hiyerarsiler karsisindaki konumlarini, kendilerine ve “6teki” ne
dair algilarini arastirmaktadir. Bu amacla, Urla’nin ¢esitli mahallelerinde yasayan
yoksul kadinlarla yar1 yapilandirilmis, yiiz yiize derinlemesine miilakatlar, katilimci
gbzlem ve zihin haritas1 gibi nitel aragtirma yontemlerini i¢eren etnografik bir caligma
yapilmistir. Miilakatlar goriismecilerin duygularinin, yasam oykiilerinin ve kisisel
tanikliklariin daha derinden anlagilmasia olanak saglamistir. Katilime1 gozlem
yontemi, Urla’daki sosyal ¢evrenin analizine ve soylulastirma siireci ile gerceklesen

doniisiimiin anlasilmasina olanak tanimistir. Zihinsel harita yontemi ise 0znelerin
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Urla’y1r nasil algiladiklar1 hakkinda bilgi vermis ve Ozellikle aidiyet, mekansal
kullanim ve erisilebilirlik konularina iliskin i¢ goriiler sunmustur. Bu yontemler,
glinlimiizde kentsel yoksullugun kiiltiirel ve duygusal formasyonunun analizine ve
Urla'daki soylulastirma siirecinin yoksullar tarafindan nasil algilanip yasandiginin

kesfedilmesine olanak tanimistir.

Smif ve toplumsal cinsiyet iliskileri dikkate alinarak soylulastirma siirecindeki
mahallelerde mekanin nasil iiretildigini ve deneyimlendigini anlamak icin bu ¢alisma,
mekani, Henri Lefebvre'nin mekanin toplumsal iiretimi kavramsallagtirmasi 1s18inda
ele almistir. Lefebvre, Marksist ve elestirel yaklasimlar 1s1ginda sosyo-mekéansal
perspektifi, yeniden kavramsallagsmistir. “Mekanin  Uretimi” (1991) isimli
calismasinda, mekanin ve toplumun ayrilmaz bir sekilde baglantili olduguna
deginmistir. Lefebvre'e gbre mekan statik olmayan, diyalektik bir yapidadir. Toplumsal

iliskiler mekanin i¢inde ve mekan araciligiyla ger¢eklesmektedir.

Lefebvre mekani algilanan, tasarlanan ve yasanan mekan ti¢lemesi ile ele almis ve
mekani yasanan, deneyimlenen ve algilanan toplumsal ve tarihsel slreclerin bir
toplami olarak kavramistir. Buna gore, mekan, kullanimina ve tiretim iliskilerine bagh
olarak yeni anlamlar kazanir. Lefebvre, mekan: i¢i bos bir kavrama indirgeyen
yaklagimlara kars1 ¢gikmis ve mekanin bunun aksine devingen ve tarihsel olarak strekli
olarak iiretilen, canli bir yapida oldugunu tartismistir. Mekan, toplumsal olarak
uretildigi i¢in ancak belirli bir toplum baglaminda anlasilabilir. Bu
kavramsallastirmaya gore, mekan iliskisel oldugu kadar de tarihseldir de. Aym
zamanda, her toplum ve her iiretim tarzi kendi mekanini tiretir. Lefebvre kuraminda
mekanin doniisiimiinii bireysel varolusun, toplumsal iliskilerin, iktidarin ve dolayisiyla

tiim yasamin dontisiimii olarak agiklamaktadir.

Richard Sennett ve Jonathan Cobb’un “Sinifin Gizli Yaralar1” (1972) adli kitabi, bu
tezin teorik cergevesini olusturan bir diger kaynaktir. Bu calisma farkli sosyal
smiflardan 6znelerin, giindelik olarak karsilasmasina imkan taniyan bir mekanda
siifin duygusal olarak nasil yagantilandiginin anlamlandirilmasina olanak saglamstir.
Sennett ve Cobb bu kitapta glinimiiz toplumlarinda smifin duygusal boyutu
konusunda 6nemli ipuglar1 verir. Bu baglamda, smif bir duygu meselesi olarak ele

almmakta ve smif farklilarinin yara olarak deneyimlendigi bir¢ok ornek
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sunulmaktadir. Sennett ve Cobb’a gore, sinif bilincinin belirleyeni is¢ilerin yalnizca
tiretim siirecinde yasadiklar1 degil, ayn1 zamanda, toplumsal iliskileri, giindelik yagam
pratikleri ve kiiltiirel degerleridir. Sennett ve Cobb’un kavramsallastirmasina gore
smif bir 6zgiirlik ve saygmlik sorunudur ve sinifli toplum, igindeki insanlarda
kendilerinin ve bagkalarinin géziinde onur ve sayginliga sahip olma hissine golge
diisirmektedir. Bu kavramsallastirma kullanilarak, Urla’daki yoksullarmin bu

“yaralar1” nasil deneyimledigi sorusuna odaklanilmistir.

Diglanma ve yerinden edilme, kent yoksullarinin giindelik yasamini dogrudan
etkilemesi nedeni ile neoliberal kentlesmenin en yikici sonuglar1 arasindadir. Kentsel
mekan, toplumdaki esitsizliklerin ve hiyerarsilerin fiziksel bir tezahiirii olarak ortaya
ciktigt yerdir. Tam da bu yiizden, bu calisma, yoksullarin deneyimledikleri
esitsizliklere odaklanirken kentsel mekani dikkate almistir. Soylulagtirma analizinin
kilturel ve politik-ekonomik agiklamalarin bir sentezini gerektirdigini kabul etmekle
birlikte, bu ¢calisma duygu ve deneyimlerin arastirilmasina olanak tanimasi nedeni ile
soylulastirma siirecinin kiiltiirel incelemesine odaklanmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma, sinifli
toplumun, i¢inde yasayan insanlarin, kendilerinin ve baskalarinin goziinde garanti
altina alinmis haysiyet duygusuna golge diisiirdiigii onermesini benimser (Sennett &
Cobb, 1972, p.170). Buna dayanarak, iki deneyim grubuna odaklanilmustir: ilk olarak,
siifin duygusal boyutu arastirilmis ve sinif karsilasmalarinin “gizli yaralar” olarak
nasil deneyimlendigi sorgulanmustir. ikinci olarak, mekansal aidiyet ve kullanim
arastirilmig ve soylulastirma siirecinde meydana gelen yerinden edilme siireci ile ilgili
duygular ve algilar detaylandirilmistir. Fiziksel yerinden edilmeden ziyade duygusal
yerinden edilme deneyimleri ele alinirken, bu duygular bolgedeki toplumsal

esitsizliklerin ve hiyerarsilerin bir yansimasi olarak ele alinmistir.

Bolgedeki soylulastirma streci ile birlikte mekan ve toplumsal iliskiler yeniden
iretilmistir. Burada, derin bir marjinallesme ve yabancilasma duygusu yasayan
toplumsal gruplarin tiretimi s6z konusudur. Urla'daki doniigiim siirecinde artan turizm
ve sehir merkezine ek olarak kirsal mekéanin soylulastirilmasi belirleyici olmustur. Bu
nedenle Urla'daki soylulastirma siireci ve orada iiretilen toplumsal iligkilerin kendine
has ozellikleri vardir. Urla’da, mekan {iiretimi sadece sehir merkezini degil, aym
zamanda kirsali da icermektedir. Urla’daki mekan {iiretiminin ekonomik, sosyal,
kiltiirel, duygusal ve cinsiyete dayali siirecleri igerdigi goriilmektedir. Bu baglamda,
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Urla'daki soylulastirma siirecinin ve siniflar arasindaki iliskilerin, Tiirkiye'nin

metropol alanlardan temelde farkl: sekillerde gerceklestigini sdylemek miimkiindiir.

Sinifli toplumlarda var olan esitsizlikler, ezilen sinifin iiyelerinin 6z saygi ve 6z
degerlerini sorgulamalarina neden olur. Kapitalist ataerkil sistemin isleyisi, ezilenleri
onur ve O0zsaygilarinin yikilmasi tehdidi ile karsi karsiya getirmekte ve ezilenlerde
utang, kizginlik, 6zsaygi ve Ozgiiven kaybi bir dizi duyguya ve deneyime neden
olmaktadir. Toplumsal hiyerarsideki konumlar1 nedeniyle, ezilen simif, kendilerini
egemen sinifin merceginden degerlendirebilmekte ve sonu¢ olarak sirekli olarak
baskalarinin goziinde kendi degerlerini sorgulamaktadir. Urla'da goriisiilen yoksul
kadinlarin deneyimleri, giindelik yasamlar1 i¢inde bulunduklar1 mekanlardan biiyiik
olgtlide etkilenmektedir. Sennett and Cobb’un (1972) Amerikan is¢i sinifi baglaminda
Oone siirdiigli yoksullarin sinifsal konumlarini bir yara olarak deneyimledigi
arglimanina paralel olarak, Urla'daki yoksul kadimnlar, sinifsal konumlarini
goriismecilerden Sema’nin ifadesiyle “koca bir yara” olarak deneyimlemektedirler ve
bu da onlarin mahalleye iliskin giindelik deneyimlerini Onemli odlgiide
sekillendirmektedir. Urla 6rneginde, bolgede giindelik olarak karsilasilan egemen
sinifin asagilayici bakisi, yoksullar tarafindan igsellestirilmis ve bu da yoksullugun
travmatize edici etkilerinin artmasina neden olmustur. Ust ve alt toplumsal siiflarin
bu bolgede bir arada yasamasi, yoksullar i¢in bu bakislardan kagmanin neredeyse
imkansiz oldugu durumlara neden olmustur. Boyle bir yerde giindelik karsilagsmalar,
yoksullarin kendi varolus kosullarin1 “6teki” tizerinden smiflandirmasina neden olur.
Tam da bu nedenle, bu igsellestirme Urla’daki yoksullarda olduk¢a yogun duygulara
neden olmaktadir. Buna paralel olarak, soylulastirma stirecindeki bu bolgedeki iist ve
alt siniflar arasindaki iliskilerin ve giindelik karsilagmalarin onur kirici ve yaralayici
sekilde deneyimlendigi ortaya c¢ikmistir. Gorlismeciler karsilastiklart maddi
yoksunluktan ¢ok, orta ve iist sinifin kendi algilarinda duygusal-sembolik siddete yol
acan tutumlarma iliskin endise ve duygularmi dile getirmistir. Glndelik
karsilasmalarin uyandirdigi duygular, temel olarak, sosyal mekanlardaki farkli gii¢
konumlarina sahip bireylerin, mekanda kurduklar1 esitsiz ve hiyerarsik iliskilerin
disavurumlaridir. Sonug olarak, “sinifin yiikii” Urla'daki yoksul kadmlarin glindelik

hayatlarinda carpici bir sekilde deneyimlenmektedir.
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Modern kapitalist toplum, basar1 6l¢iitiiniin sadece birey ve onun yetenekleri olduguna
insanlar1 inandirdig1 6lgiide, yoksullar “siifin yiikiinii”, yani “bir insanin ¢abalarina
ragmen hi¢bir yere ulasamadigi, list toplumsal katmanlara zit bigimde korunmasiz
oldugu, kendisini ¢ok kizdiran yetersizlik duygularini” deneyimlerler (Sennett &
Cobb, 1972, p. 58). Bu yaralar igsellestirilir ve sonug olarak, insanlar kendi degerlerini
sorgularlar. Bu durum goriismelerde belirgin bir sekilde ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ancak ayni
zamanda bazi goriismeciler yasadiklarindan ailelerini, kaderi ya da ailelerindeki
yoksullugun kendisini sorumlu tuttuklarini da belirttiler. Sonug¢ olarak goriismelerde
bir taraftan yasadiklarindan dolay1 kendilerini degersiz hissettikleri ve kendilerini
sucladiklar ifadeler yer alirken, diger taraftan ise bununla ¢elisen ifadeler ortaya
cikmistir. Bu celigkili duygular ve diisiinceler, anlatilarda belirgin bir sekilde yan

yanadir durmaktadir.

Bununla birlikte, Sennett ve Cobb'un (1972) arastirmasinin, 6énemli dl¢lide farkli bir
siyasi ve kiiltlirel ortam1 temsil eden 1969 ve 1970 yillarinda ABD'de
gerceklestirildigini belirtmek Onemlidir. Ayrica Sennet ve Cobb’un arastirmasi,
erkeklerin algilarina ve deneyimlerine odaklanmaktadir. Bu tez ise 2020'li yillarda
esitsizliklerin ve sinif hiyerarsilerinin siddetlendigi Tiirkiye'de yapilmistir. Ayrica bu
tez baglaminda kadinlarin deneyimlerine odaklanmistir. Bununla birlikte, bu tez, “gizli
yaralarin” gliniimiiz Tiirkiye'sinde hala gegerli oldugunu iddia etmektedir. Nitekim bu
calisma, giinlimiiz Tiirkiye'sinde bu yaralarin daha farkli boyutlarda yasantilandigin
ve daha derin hale geldigini gostermektedir. Ozellikle geleneksel ataerkil normlarin da
derinlere kok salmis oldugu giiniimiiz Tirkiye toplumunda kadinlarin bu “yaralar1”

travmatik bir sekilde deneyimledigi sdylenebilir.

Erdogan'in (2007a, p. 36) belirttigi gibi yoksulluk, maddi-ekonomik bir gosterge isaret
etmenin Otesinde, “hissetme yapisina” isaret etmektedir. Bu argimana paralel olarak,
bu calisma Urla'da alt ve st siniflarin fiziksel yakinligindan kaynaklanan giindelik
karsilagsmalarin, yoksul kadinlarda yabancilasma ve 6zsaygi kaybina yol actig1 ve
utan¢ duygusuna neden oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Miilakatlardan elde edilen en
carpict bulgulardan biri, yoksul kadinlarin onurunu ve 6z saygisini zedeleyen duygusal
sembolik siddetin, maddi yoksunluktan c¢ok daha belirgin bir sekilde 6n plana
cikmasidir. Urla'da, goriisiilen yoksullarin anlatilari, bir sekilde Urla'da yasamakla
baglantili da olan ¢esitli yaralanma bi¢imlerini resmetmistir. Bu yaralar, Urla’daki
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mevcut siirecin ¢esitli sosyal siniflardan insanlar arasindaki giindelik karsilasma ve

etkilesimleri miimkiin kilmas1 nedeniyle, ¢ok carpici bir sekilde deneyimlenmektedir.

Urla’da yasamakta olan yoksullarin gizli yaralari, gériismecilerin ¢ocuklari tarafindan
da yasantilanmakta ve goriismeciler bu yaralar1 ¢ocuklari ile kurduklar iligkilerde de
deneyimlemektedir. Mekansal yakinliga ragmen, cogu durumda goriismecilerin
cocuklar1 mahalledeki orta ve iist siif ailelerin ¢ocuklariyla arkadas olamamakta ve
dislanmaktadir. Maddi sikintilarin yani sira, her giin “6teki” ile karsilasan ve “diger”
cocuklarin sahip olduklar1 olanaklara yakindan taniklik eden yoksul cocuklar
kendilerini geride kalmis hissetmektedirler. Aileler ¢ocuklarinin bu deneyimlerine
tiziildiikleri ve bu konuda kendilerini suglu hissettikleri 6l¢iide gizli yaralar cocuklari
karsisinda da deneyimlenmektedir. Dolayisi ile, Urla 6rneginde yoksullarin yaralari
sadece “Oteki” ile karsilagsmalarinda degil, ¢ocuklartyla kurduklar iligkilerde de

deneyimlenmektedir.

Diistik egitim seviyesi ve ger¢eklesmemis umut ve hayaller, goriisiilen kadinlar i¢in
diger bir “yara” kaynagidir. Goriismecilerin “iyi egitimli” kadinlarla gilindelik olarak
karsilagsmasi, kendilerini siirekli olarak karsilastirmalarina neden olmaktadir. Buna ek
olarak, diisiik egitim seviyesinin neden oldugu kisitlamalar, onlarin ‘“hayat1 hig

yasayamamalarina” neden olmaktadir.

Bekgilik, ev hizmeti, bahgivanlik gibi islerin ¢alisma kosullar1 ve giivencesizligi
nedeni ile goriismeciler arasinda bu islerde ¢alisanlar tarafindan yaralarin daha derin
bir sekilde deneyimlendigi ortaya ¢ikmistir. Urla'da ¢ok sayida kapali site, yazlik ve
villa bulunmasi; ayrica bu konutlarda ¢ok sayida beke¢i, ev hizmetlisi ve bah¢ivan
istthdam edilmesi nedeni ile, goriigmelerde bu islerde calisanlarin deneyimledigi
duygusal-sembolik siddet 6n plana ¢ikmistir. Goriismelerde, gizli yaralarin en
dramatik  sekilde deneyimlendigi Ornekler bu islerde c¢alisan kadinlarin
deneyimlerindedir. Bu deneyimler, ¢ogunlukla damgalanma ve asagilanma
deneyimlerinden olusmaktadir. Buna paralel olarak, ev hizmetlisi olarak ¢alisan Sema,
yasadiklarini “koca bir yara” olarak tamimlamustir. Ozellikle bekgilerin yasadig
konutlarda yasayan kadinlar oldukg¢a izole olduklarint ve siirekli baski altinda
hissettiklerini belirtmislerdir. Ornegin, goriismeciler ¢ocuklarmin bu konutlarda

yasiyor olmalarina ragmen, havuza girmelerinin, ¢imlere basmalarinin ve hatta bazi
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durumlarda evin 6niinde oynamalarinin yasak oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Bu konutlarda
yasayan kadmlar, Unzile’nin belirttigi gibi buradaki yasamlarini “dag basinda tek

basina kalmis gibi” deneyimlemektedirler.

Bu calismada, farkli sosyal siniflardan insanlarin mekansal yakinligi ve giindelik
karsilagmalarinin, aralarinda anlamli bir temas veya dayanisma ile sonuglanmadigi
ortaya ¢ikmistir. Tam tersi, bu yakinlik siiflar arasindaki ugurumu ¢arpici bir sekilde
gozler Oniine sermistir. Burada, farkli sosyal smiflar fiziksel olarak birbirine yakin
yasasalar da birbirlerinden olduk¢a kopukturlar. Goriisiillen yoksul kadinlar,
mahallelerinde komsuluk iligkileri ve dayanismadan yoksundurlar. Bu durum,
goriismecilerin bircok zorlukla tek basina miicadele etmek zorunda olmasina neden
olmaktadir. Fakat bolgedeki iliskiler, soylulastirma siirecinin hizlanmasindan once,
daha samimi olarak tanimlanmistir. Soylulastirma stireci, bolgedeki dayanismanin ve
baglarin ¢ozlilmesini siddetlendirmistir. Soylulagtirma siirecinin hizlanmasiyla
birlikte, Urla'da dayanisma, komsuluk iligkileri ve sosyal siiflar arasindaki etkilesim
ve anlay1s azalmaktadir. Sonug olarak, bolgenin mevcut durumu, dayanisma ve anlayis

zeminini agindirmis ve kentsel esitsizlik deneyimini artirmistir.

Mekansal yakinligin kaynaklara erisim agisindan farkli sosyal smiflar arasindaki
karsilastirmalar1 yogunlastirdigi anlatilarda 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Maddi imkanlarin
kisitliligi, ait hissetmeme ve utan¢ duygusu nedeniyle, yoksul sakinler bdlgedeki
sosyal mekanlara erisememektedirler. Gorlismecilerin mekansal erisimi biiyiik 6l¢iide
yalnizca en temel ihtiyaglarini karsilamakla smirhidir. Yoksullar, bolgedeki
dontisiimiin bir sonucu olarak kendilerini diglanmis hissetmekte ve yeni acilan
mekanlarda, hatta “disar1 ¢iktiklar1 andan itibaren” kendilerini oldukca rahatsiz
hissetmektedirler. Bu duygu sadece verilen hizmetlerden ve fiyatlarindan dolay1 degil,
ayn1 zamanda bu mekanlarda kendilerini “6teki” hissetmelerinden kaynaklanmaktadir.
Bolgedeki degisiklikler, goriisiilen kisilerin sehirde “yabanci” olmanin getirdigi
tedirginliklerini siddetlendirirken, ayn1 zamanda duygusal olarak incinmelerine neden
olmaktadir. Dolayisiyla Urla'daki soylulagtirma siireci, yeni diglanma bi¢imlerine
neden olmaktadir. Sonug olarak, Urla'daki soylulastirma siireci, yoksullarin yerinden
edilmesi pahasina gehir merkezinin varlikli kesim i¢in giivence altina alinmasini ifade

etmektedir.
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Gortsiilen kisiler, kirsal kesimlerden Urla'ya go¢ etmis olmalart nedeni ile Urla onlar
icin onceden bir “ev” degildi; ancak soylulastirma siireciyle birlikte goriisiilen kisilerin
yabancilagsmasi garpici bi¢imde artmis ve yerinden edilme riski ¢ok ciddi bir diizeye
ulagsmistir. Gorlismecilerin anlatilar1 ve zihinsel haritalari, bolgeye oldukga diisiik
dizeyde fiziksel ve ontolojik aidiyet duyduklarini ortaya koymaktadir. Urla'da Ust
siiflarla karsilagmak, kimligin ayrilmaz bir sekilde mekanla baglantili olmas1 nedeni
ile kisilerin kendilerini sorgulamasina ve bunun sonucunda alt siniflar arasinda utang
ve hayal kiriklig1 gibi duygulara yol agmaktadir. Bu tiir deneyimler, yoksullarin

toplumdan uzaklagsmasina neden olmaktadir.

Bu ¢alisma, soylulastirma siirecindeki bolgelerde sinif karsilagsmalarinin yoksullar igin
utang ve hayal kiriklig1 gibi duygularla yiiklii oldugunu aciga ¢ikarmistir. Bolgedeki
sosyal, kiiltiirel ve ekonomik esitsizlikler, soylulastirilma stirecindeki mahallelerdeki
yoksullarin hayatlarinin giivencesizlikle tanimlanmasina neden olmaktadir. Sonug
olarak, soylulastirma, yoksul sakinlerin mekana aidiyet duygusunu ciddi anlamda
zayiflatmaktadir. Arastirmanin bulgulart sosyo-mekansal ayrigsma, kutuplasma,
dislanma ve fiziksel yerinden edilme gibi soylulagtirmanin somut sonuglarina ek
olarak, yerinden edilmenin duygusal boyutuna da isaret etmektedir. Urla'daki yoksul
sakinler, bolgeye ait hissetmemenin yani sira, utang duygusuyla ve ontolojik giivenlik
sorunu ile kars1 karsiyadir. Utan¢ duygusu ve ait hissetmeme, bolge sakinlerinin
kendilerini temsil edilmemis, dislanmis ve Otekilesmis hissetmelerinin sira,
mabhallelerindeki orta ve iist sinif sakinlerle karsilasmalarinin bir sonucudur. Yerinden
edilme baskisina ek olarak, utang, ait hissetmeme, giivensizlik gibi duygular mahalle
erigilebilirliginin Oniinde Onemli engeller olugturmaktadir. Yoksul sakinlerin
soylulastirma siirecindeki bolgelerde yasadiklari bu deneyimler ve giinliik
kargilasmalar “yerinden edilmeye” isaret eden duygulara yol agmaktadir. Sonug
olarak, soylulastirma slreci bolgeye is nedeni ile go¢ eden yoksul ailelerin
yabancilasma duygusunun artmasina ve onlarin fiziksel, kiiltiirel ve duygusal olarak

yerinden edilmesine yol agmaktadir.

Toplumsal formasyondaki esitsiz iliskilerin tezahiiri Urla Orneginde aciga

cikmaktadir. Alt ve st smiflar aym1 bolgede yasiyor olmalarina ragmen, Urla’da

mekansal ayrisma ve sembolik mesafe ¢ok belirgindir. Sosyal smiflar arasindaki bu

sembolik mesafe ve hiyerarsi, yoksullarin benliklerinde yaralara neden olan bir dizi
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duyguya neden olmaktadir. Burada, farkli 6znelliklerin giindelik karsilasmasi,
toplumdaki gii¢ iliskilerini ve esitsizligi somutlastirarak, yoksul sakinler arasinda
utang, kendinden siiphe, kizginlik, 6z saygi kaybi1 ve hayal kirikligi gibi bir dizi
duyguya yol agmaktadir. Bu yaralanmalar, bireyleri toplumsal iliskilerden
uzaklagtirmaktadir. Sinifsal farklara icerlemelerine ragmen, goriisiilen kisiler bu
durumu degistiremeyeceklerine inanmakta ve toplumdan g¢ekilmektedir. Bdylece
yoksullar evlerine kapanmakta ve evleri “yoksullugun sikintilarinin biriktirildigi bir
kabuga” donlismektedir (Ocak, 2007, p. 171). Ayrica yoksul kadinlar, yasamlarinin
biiylik bir boliimiinii yoksullugun kesintisiz ve yogun bi¢imde tecriibe edildigi evde
gegirdikleri i¢in, yoksullugun en derin mekansal tecriibesini yasadiklar: sOylenebilir
(Ocak, 2007).

Urla'daki soylulastirma siireci, azinlik gruplar1 yabancilastiran maddi ve sembolik bir
siirlar insasidir. Urla'daki soylulagtirma stireci yoksullarin fiziksel, sosyal, kiiltiirel
ve duygusal olarak mahallelerindeki kaliciliklarin1 kaybetmesi nedeni ile yeni yaralara
yol agmaktadir. Gorlisiilen kisiler arasinda kayip duygusu, ekonomik zorluk ve
ontolojik giivensizlik gibi deneyimler, yerinden edilme ile iligkili duygular
artirmaktadir. Maddi zorluklar ve psikolojik yiikler, Urla 6rneginde yasanan yerinden
edilme deneyimlerini siddetlendirmektedir. Anlatilar ve zihinsel haritalar, kentsel
deneyimleri agirlikli olarak benzer olan goriismecilerin fiziksel olarak yerinden edilme
riskine isaret etmektedir. Saha caligmasindan elde edilen bulgular, artan yasam
maliyetinin, bolgedeki kilturel ve mekénsal degisimin yaninda sinif karsilasmalari
sonucunda hissedilen duygularin da bolgedeki yoksullar i¢in yerinden edilmenin
onemli bir nedeni oldugunu gostermistir. Bu karsilagmalar, duygusal yerinden
edilmenin deneyimlendigi yerlerdir ¢linkii mahalle mekanlar1 baskin gruplarin mekéan
iretme kapasiteleri araciligiyla doniistiiriiliir. Bu nedenle, soylulastirma, bolgedeki
yerli halk ve yoksul kesim i¢in yapisal esitsizliklerin ve onlar1 diglayan dengesiz gii¢

iliskilerinin somutlasmis halidir.

Anlatilara ek olarak, goriismecilerin ¢izdikleri zihinsel haritalarda diisiik aidiyet
diizeyleri ve mahallelerine erigimleri agik¢a goriilmektedir. Ancak, goriisiilen kisilerin
yasadig1 konut tiirleri ve egitim diizeyleri, haritalarda bazi farkliliklara neden
olmaktadir. Zihinsel haritalar, ayn1 zamanda goriismecilerin yasadiklar1 mekanla ve
orta ve Ust smiflarla olan iligkilerini de yansitmistir. Soylulastirma siirecindeki bir
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mekanda, bir zamanlar az da olsa tanidik olan ¢evre, artik taninmaz hale gelmistir. Bu
durumda bu yerler, haritalarda bosluklar haline doniismiistiir. Dolayist ile bu haritalar
sadece kullanilan ve algilanan yerleri degil, aym1 zamanda goriismecilerin
zihinlerindeki bosluklar1 da gostermektedir. Benzer bir sekilde, toplumsal simniflar
arasindaki sembolik duvarin temsili de zihinsel haritalarda kendine yer bulmustur.
Sonug¢ olarak, bu haritalar ayn1 zamanda goriismecilerin Urla’daki yasamlarinin

duygusal boyutlarina da isaret etmektedir.

Urla’daki yoksullar, i¢inde bulunduklar1 ortamda kendilerini huzursuz ve “yabanc1”
hissettiren duygusal yerinden edilmeyi deneyimlemektedir. Goriismecilerin bolgedeki
deneyimleri, gecicilik ve giivencesizlik ile karakterize olmaktadir. Ayrica, bolgedeki
soylulagtirma siireci, ¢evredeki mahalleleri kira acig1 baskisi altina sokarak, alt
siiflarin konut ihtiyaglarini glinden giine karsilayamamasma neden olmaktadir.
Urla'daki bu doniisiim, mekanin yeniden iiretimini belirlerken, diisiik gelirli ve
dezavantajli gruplar1 yerinden edilme tehdidiyle kars1 karsiya birakmaktadir.
Bolgedeki gii¢ iliskilerindeki yogun esitsizlik, oniimiizdeki yillarda Urla'da goriisiilen

kisilerin fiziksel olarak yerinden edilmelerine yol agma potansiyeline sahiptir.

Gorlismelerde, benlikte belirli duygulara ve yaralanmalara yol a¢an sinif ve toplumsal
cinsiyet deneyimleri oldukca belirgin olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bununla birlikte,
sakinlerin mabhalle ile olan karmasik iliskisi, anlatilarda ve zihinsel haritalarda
belirginlesmistir. Goriismecilerin ¢ogu icin Urla’daki deneyimleri, bir taraftan
dislanma, ait hissetmeme, yabancilasma ve yalnizlik, diger taraftan ise goreli 6zgiirliik
ve firsatlardan olugmaktadir. Urla 6rneginde, soylulagtirma stireci ve gundelik kentsel
karsilagsmalar ile smifsal yaralar derinlesmektedir. Ote yandan, kirdan kente gég ile
birlikte Urla'daki yoksul kadinlarin deneyimleri, ataerkil sosyal kontrol
mekanizmalarina maruz kaldiklar1 kdylerine gore avantajlara da sahiptir.
Goriismeciler, Urla’da hane igindeki pazarlik giliglerinin arttigindan ve memleketlerine
gore daha 6zgiir olduklarindan bahsetmislerdir. Goriigmecilerin biiyiik cogunlugu,
bolgedeki dislanma, glivencesizlik ve yerinden edilme baskisina ragmen toplumsal
cinsiyet baglamindaki gorece 6zgiirliikleri, is olanaklar1 ve ¢ocuklari igin daha iyi
firsatlar nedeniyle Urla'da kalmayi tercih ettiklerini belirtmislerdir. Ayrica Urla’nin
sehrin sundugu imkanlara sahip olmakla birlikte, metropol kentlerinin karmasasindan
uzak olmasi nedeni ile de goriismeciler tarafindan tercih edildigi ortaya ¢ikmustir.
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Gortigmeciler geleceklerini ¢cocuklar tizerine kurduklar1 ve hayallerini biiyiik oranda
cocuklar lizerinden tanimladiklari i¢in, Urla'daki olanaklarinin memleketlerine gore
daha fazla olmasi, onlarin Urla'da kalma tercihlerinde O6nemli bir etkendir.
Memleketlerine 6zlemleri ve Urla’daki yalmizliklarina ragmen, memleketlerindeki
yasam, goriismeciler i¢in baski, kontrol ve zorlu yasam kosullari anlamina geldigi i¢in
goriismecilerin biiyiikk cogunlugu Urla’da kalmak istemektedirler. Kadinlar, sehirde
goreli olarak Ozgiir olma firsati bulabilmekte, hane icerisindeki ataerkil otorite
tartigilabilir hale gelmekte ve calismak onlara bir 6zgiirlilk duygusu vermektedir.
Ancak kadinlarin kente gogli, hane iginde varligini ideolojik olarak siirdiiren
geleneksel ataerkil normlarda tam bir doniisiim saglamamaktadir. Kadinlar ev disinda
ticretli olarak ¢alisiyor olmasina ragmen, “geleneksel sorumluluklarini” siirdiirmeleri
beklenir ve bunun sonucunda da kadinlar {icretli ve tlicretsiz islerinin ¢oklu yiikii
altinda ezilirler. Bu nedenle, {iicretli emegin getirileri, hanedeki konumlarini
degistirmek veya ona kokten meydan okumak i¢in yetersizdir. Ayrica, daha once
belirtildigi gibi, goriigmeciler memleketlerine gore ev disinda gérece daha Ozgiir
olmalarina ve kazandiklar1 giivene ragmen mekansal hareketlilikleri olduk¢a sinirlidir.
Maddi sikintilar, okuma yazma bilmemek, aile baskisi, disaridayken hissedilen
giivensizlik duygusu yaninda mahalleye ait hissetmeme ve utan¢ duygusu mekansal

hareketliliklerini sinirlayan 6nemli faktorlerdir.

Gortismeciler, yerinden edilme baskilarina ragmen mahallelerinde yasamaya devam
etmektedirler. Ancak, pahalilik, zor yasam kosullar1 ve gitgide artan dislanma
mekanizmalar1 nedeniyle gelecekte Urla’da kalmay1 goze alamayacaklarindan endise
etmektedirler. Goriislilen yoksul kadinlarin anlatilarina gore, bdlge sakinleri fiziksel
olarak yerinden edilmeden cok 6nce, glindelik yasamlarini1 sekteye ugratan gesitli
baski mekanizmalarina maruz kalmaktadirlar. Sonug olarak, memleketlerine donmek
istemiyorlar, ancak artan yasam ve barinma maliyetleri nedeniyle mevcut

mabhallelerinde yasamay1 karsilayamiyorlar.

Gortstlilen yoksullarin ifadeleri, gelecekle ilgili derin bir umutsuzluk ve endise

duygusu ortaya koymaktadir. Hayalleri biiyiikk Olglide ¢ocuklari ve ¢ocuklarinin

gelecegi lizerine kurulu olsa da goriismeciler bu tur hayallerin gergeklesmesinden

umutlu degillerdi. Ote yandan, yoksul kadinlarin kendilerine dayatilan toplumsal

siniflandirma semalarini tam anlamiyla kabul etmedigi ortaya ¢ikmistir. Yasadiklar
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tahakkiim ve sOmiirii ile bas edebilmek, duygusal olarak incinmekten kaginmak ve
kendilerini “yaralardan” korumak igin gelistirdikleri taktikler ve psikolojik savunma
mekanizmalar araciligiyla giindelik yasamlarinin zorluklarina direnmektedirler. Urla
orneginde bu savunma mekanizmalarindan en belirgini “zenginlere” kars1 kendilerini
moral degerlerle donanmis olarak resmetmeleridir. Ayni zamanda, “boliinmiis benlik"
ve mabhalledeki esitsizlik ve gii¢ iliskileri karsisinda melankoli ve yas duygularini
siirdiirerek direnmek bu &rneklerden bazilaridir. Ote yandan, yoksul kadinlarin
kendilerini korumak i¢in gelistirmis olduklar1 bu taktikler ve psikolojik savunma
mekanizmalari, benliklerinde agilan yaralari engellememekte ve en Onemlisi, bu
yaralara neden olan sOmiirii ve tahakkiim diizeninde ©nemli bir degisiklik
yaratmamaktadir. Fakat yine de yoksullarin aktif 6zne olarak “terk etmeden kagma”

mekanizmalarin1 gézler oniine sermektedir.

Gunumuz Tarkiye’sinde derinlesen sinif ayrimlari ve esitsizlikleri Urla'nin kent
mekaninda somutlagsmistir.  Arastirmanin  bulgulari, isci  smifinin  kiiltiirel
gelenegindeki dayanigmanin Urla 6rneginde zayifladigini gézler oniine sermistir. Sinif
konumlart igsellestirildigi 6l¢lide, bu yaralanmalara karsi yapilan savunmalar kolektif
mucadeleden ¢ok bireyseldir. Sonug olarak yoksullar, ayni deneyimleri ve duygulari
paylasan digerleriyle acik iletisim kanallari bulamamaktadirlar. Ancak anlatilarda
toplumsal hiyerarsilerin ve ayrimlarin siklikla vurgulanmasi, bunlarin tam olarak
igsellestirilmedigini gostermektedir. Anlatilardaki bdyle bir tekrar ve kaygi, toplumsal
hiyerarsilerin ve ayrimlarin, travmatik olarak deneyimlendigini gostermektedir. Bu
esitsiz iligkiler tam anlamiyla igsellestirilmedigi dl¢iide, toplumsal iliskilerde esitligin

gelismesi i¢in bir umut oldugu sdylenebilir.
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