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ABSTRACT

In this article, we provide a summary of the theoretical explorations that our research has 
invited us into. The need for such a multi-layered literature review stems from our depiction 
of the theoretical limitations of contemporary urban planning studies that focus on the 
experiences of Türkiye in the face of complicated urban problems, among which urban health 
care challenges stand out. By considering urban health care as a form of social infrastructure 
along the lines of efficiency, accessibility, design, and sustainability of social rights, 
contemporary urban planning studies still make use of mainstream social scientific lenses. 
We suggest an alternative analytical toolkit, namely the analytics of government drawn on the 
Governmentality Perspective as one of the prospective ways to go beyond such limited analysis.
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INTRODUCTION

Today’s rapid and interconnected changes in both 
the natural and human realms pave the way for ever-
complicated issues in cities all over the world. In fact, 
in 25 years, cities are expected to be hosting 70% of the 
world’s population (World Bank, 2018). Such a rise in 
urban population will bring about tremendous difficulties 
for urban contexts. For the concerns of our research, these 
difficulties will revolve around the provision of health care 
in cities as made apparent once again by the COVID-19 

pandemic. To come up with well-founded decisions in the 
face of this huge transformation and to adequately address 
these complex urban problems, studies that focus on 
resolving them better update or diversify their analytical 
lenses. In this context, as one of the fields that focus on the 
complex problems of contemporary cities, urban planning 
studies – a field that works with the design, management, 
and development of cities and urban regions, and that 
frequently entails questions of governance, power, and 
social control– would benefit from repurposing an 
alternative analytical toolkit as well. This is mainly because 
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the repertoire of urban planning studies’ analytical toolkits 
is limited when it comes to analyzing the dynamics of 
health care in Türkiye. Taken-for-granted presumptions 
in mainstream social sciences are echoed in contemporary 
urban planning studies. This article attempts to suggest 
making use of an alternative toolkit instead: Analytics of 
government drawn on the Governmentality Perspective. 

DISCUSSION I: URBAN PLANNING STUDIES 
FOCUSING ON THE DYNAMICS OF HEALTH 
CARE IN TÜRKİYE

When it comes to analyzing the dynamics of urban health 
care in Türkiye, contemporary urban planning studies 
view these dynamics as elements of social infrastructure 
designed for the secure flow of urban life (Berkman, 1992; 
Çetiner, 1972; Çiftçi, 1999; Ershova et al., 2018; Latham 
and Layton, 2019; and Şahin, 2018). In this respect, health 
care is not only taken into consideration within a hierarchy 
of locations (stretching from wards to districts and cities 
and regions) but also within frameworks of planning 
models. As a result, contemporary urban planning 
studies defining health care primarily as an ingredient of 
social infrastructure explore the dynamics of health care 
in Türkiye with respect to four main criteria: Efficiency 
(relations between areal efficiency and service quality), 
accessibility (economic, social, and spatial conditions), 
design (comprehensive flexibility in the sense of multi-
functionality), and sustainability of social rights (Boyacı, 
2021; Gökkaya and Erdem, 2021; Kemeç et al., 2019; 
Paköz, 2014; and Yılmaz and Kamacı Karahan, 2020). 
In doing so, urban planning studies largely focus on the 
historical, legislative, technical, and representative aspects 
of governing health care in single or dual scales, and 
mostly for a single/central actor. Such a focus provides 
analyses more often than not on a macro scale, leaving 
aside interactions among micro-meso-macro scales. This 
research hypothesizes that a multi-scale analysis with an 
eye on the interactions of multiple actors will better serve 
the needs of the discipline in the contemporary world. 
Given the epidemics of health-care reforms all around the 
world in parallel with the urban population anticipated 
to rise to 70% of the world population in just a quarter 
century, a theoretical revitalization is out of necessity in 
contemporary urban planning studies when it comes to 
analyzing the dynamics of urban health care in Türkiye.

CONTEXT: EPIDEMICS OF HEALTH CARE REFORMS 
AND DIFFERING CONCEPTUALIZATIONS OF 
NEOLIBERALISM

Since the 1980s, there has almost been an epidemic of 
health care reforms all around the world. Stretching from 
England to New Zealand and Australia, from the United 

States to Europe and East Asia, in various countries, health 
care reforms are initiated, and accompanying analyses 
since the 1990s have surfaced as well (Ashton et al., 
2009; Giaimo, 2002; Marmor, 1994; and Twaddle, 2002). 
The prevalent perspective in these analyses associated 
this epidemic of health care reforms with the broader 
framework of neoliberal policies, which are assumed to 
accomplish the goal of limiting the state’s involvement in 
society’s operations on the principle that less government 
is better (Prince et al., 2006, p. 256). Among the critics of 
this association between less government and neoliberal 
policies, studies that have drawn upon the Anglo-
Foucauldian governmentality studies (Coveney, 1998; 
Işın, 2000; Larner, 2006; Marchand et al., 2020; Prince et 
al., 2006; and Rose and Miller, 1992) argued that health 
care reforms are rightly associated with neoliberalism, yet, 
neoliberalism “is not an ideology or policy (as mainstream 
perspectives suggest), but a new round and mode of 
restructuring the social, political, economic contexts, and 
subjects and their relations all at once to regulate the society 
as a whole” (Prince et al., 2006, p. 256). Therefore, in this 
view, as coined by Prince et al. (2006, p. 256), neoliberalism 
is not an enforced or completely pre-conceived project, but 
rather an emergent plan of action that develops as a result of 
providing programmatic coherence to certain technologies 
and rationalities that were already evolving in social and 
governmental structures.

Such an understanding of neoliberalism as a new mode of 
governmentality required a novel way of conceptualizing 
the state as well inviting other influential actors who are 
engaged in governing urban health care under scrutiny. 
In fact, Kohlwes (2014, p. 19) underlines that according 
to Michel Foucault, the state is a non-essentialized 
system of political relations, rather than a universal, 
stable, unchanging phenomenon that is reconstructed 
as government practices change. Yet, this does not mean 
that Foucault suggested ignoring the role of the state in 
government, rather warned us about the unintended 
consequences of solely focusing on the role of the state 
in government, turning a blind eye on other agents and 
mechanisms of power operating in actual governing. As 
such, when it comes to associating health care reforms 
around the world since the 1980s with a differing 
understanding of neoliberalism, the Governmentality 
Perspective proved to be useful in abstaining from 
mainstream analyses and allowing us to focus on agents 
other than state apparatuses that are engaged in the 
processes of governing health care.

BRIEF I: GOVERNMENTALITY PERSPECTIVE

In exploring governmentality, Foucault gives us a dense 
conceptual treasury and accompanying methodological 
trajectories (Yalta Yandaş, 2010). This strand of work 
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in Foucault’s studies has been soundly investigated all 
around the world by miscellaneous studies that reside 
beneath the broadest umbrella of the Governmentality 
Perspective, which was sparked by the Anglo-Foucauldian 
governmentality studies at the beginning of the 1990s, 
and then followed by a series of critiques (Yalta Yandaş, 
2010). Following Foucault’s definition of “government 
as the conduct of conduct” (Foucault, 2007, p. 389), 
at the beginning of the 1990s, the Anglo-Foucauldian 
governmentality studies were distinctive as they 
acknowledged government to be diffused throughout all 
social interactions. This was an assumption that enabled 
social scientists to depart from the mainstream readings 
of neoliberalism as an ideology or policy derived from 
“the deep-rooted tripartite of state, economy, and civil 
society when analyzing society and politics” (Foucault, 
2008, p. 77-78; Prince et al., 2006, p. 255). As such, 
these studies provided health-care scholarship with 
the possibility to comprehend the structure of the 
health-care system as deriving from a series of political 
rationalities and practices of government rather than top-
down impositions of the state on civil society (Prince et 
al., 2006, p. 256).

Even though such a recalibration of the analytical 
tools of mainstream analyses brought about significant 
improvements in research, soon, these pioneers also 
faced various productive critiques. From within the 
Governmentality Perspective, Jacques Donzelot and 
Colin Gordon (Donzelot and Gordon, 2008) asserted 
that the Anglo-Foucauldian school of governmentality 
ended up rationalizing the political rationalities it 
examined rather than criticizing them because their 
studies reduced Foucault’s governmentality studies to 
a discourse analysis of experts’ goals in government, 
making these descriptions appear more orderly and 
comprehensive than they are. Moreover, O’Malley et al. 
(1997, p. 504) highlighted yet another flaw in the Anglo-
Foucauldian school of governmentality studies that they 
can occasionally come out as apolitical due to their near-
blindness to power relations. Bröckling et al. (2011, p. 
20) also underlined their silence about power relations 
and social movements.

For the concerns of our research, the most striking 
critique came from Dean (2006), who criticized the 
Anglo-Foucauldian school of governmentality studies for 
focusing solely on the questions of “how,” leaving aside 
the questions of “where” Dean suggested that analytics 
of government focused on the changing configurations of 
power relations better take questions of “where” alongside 
the questions of “how” into account. Moreover, a political 
geographer, Margo Huxley (2007, p. 190) also warned 
us that even though the conduct of conduct is essentially 
spatial: “...much of the development of governmentality 
in sociological and political frames barely touches on the 

question of space, possibly because of these disciplines’ 
long-standing ambivalence about the place of space in 
social and political relations.” In this respect, critics of the 
Anglo-Foucauldian governmentality studies as those of 
Dean (2006) and Margo Huxley (2007) called for putting 
the onus on the ground functioning of power relations in 
their actual spatiality.

This particular critique is the main theoretical stretching 
board for our doctoral research. In the light of above-
mentioned critics, we intend not only to focus on “how” 
questions by concentrating on the real functioning of 
power relations in their actuality/present mechanisms 
(an assumption that both the Anglo-Foucauldian 
governmentality studies and their critiques share and that is 
actually why we consider both under the broadest umbrella 
of Governmentality Perspective) but also “where” questions, 
therefore, the spatiality of these present mechanisms of 
power relations (stressed by the critiques of governmentality 
studies). Thus, not to fall prey to the lack of spatiality in 
Anglo-Foucauldian governmentality studies highlighted 
by Dean (2006, 2009) and Huxley (2007), we also seek to 
carve out the spatiality of the present mechanisms of power 
relations when it comes to analyzing the dynamics of health 
care in Türkiye.

Our study, moreover, underlines the need to focus on the 
actual spatial interactions between multiple actors/agents 
on micro-meso-macro scales as the untapped potential of 
the Governmentality Perspective for urban planning studies 
that focus on the dynamics of health care in Türkiye. Indeed, 
to have a better grasp of these interactions, we start with the 
meso scale of this spatiality and focus on the dynamics of 
health care in an urban context. In this respect, our research 
focuses on the experiences of contemporary Istanbul to 
depict some of the meso-scale dynamics of health care in 
Türkiye. The actuality better said the real, on-the-ground 
functioning of present mechanisms of power relations is 
aimed to be grasped by analytics of government with regards 
to a mesoscale agent other than a central/macro one. Thus, 
this research aims to underline the untapped potential of 
the Governmentality Perspective, namely its multi-scale 
focus keeping the critiques of the Anglo-Foucauldian 
governmentality studies in mind makes use of the data-
driven from an examination of the activities and discourses 
of Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality with regards to 
urban health care since the beginning of the 2000s as a 
practical stretching board.

Even though tables oversimplify dynamics, making use 
of them may help us picture and clarify ideas. To this 
end, the following table (Table 1) compares mainstream 
perspectives with that of governmentality their differing 
conceptualizations of power, subjects/agents, city/urban 
context, and neoliberalism.
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DISCUSSION II: HOW TO MAKE SENSE OF 
THE UPSURGE IN HEALTH CARE REFORMS 
IN TÜRKIYE SINCE THE 2000S IN LIGHT OF 
THE CRITICS OF ANGLO-FOUCAULDIAN 
GOVERNMENTALITY STUDIES

Near the end of the 1980s, Türkiye joined in the epidemic 
of health care reforms as well. Yet, after the turn of the 
new millennium, there has been a considerable surge 
in such reforms. This paved the way for various analyses 
from numerous disciplines, mainly from social sciences. 
Following the trajectory of the academic discussions around 
the world, the related literature in English on health-care 
transformation in Türkiye mainly associated it with a more 
comprehensive framework called neoliberalism, once again 
viewed as an ideology or policy that is assumed to limit the 
state. This mainstream approach was soon criticized.

To have a better grasp of the critique put forth by 
the Governmentality Perspective with an eye on the 
experiences of Türkiye, the main discussion points between 
these two approaches can be revealed by way of examining 
the latter’s critique of the former. Indeed, Kohlwes’ working 
paper (2014) provides us with a convenient summary 
to this end. By making use of the conceptual treasury 
and methodological toolkits of Anglo-Foucauldian 
Governmentality Studies, Kohlwes (2014, p. 67) presents 
a concise literature review of the mainstream health care 
scholarship on Türkiye-which is echoed in urban planning 
studies as well within the English social scientific literature 
as follows:

The body of English social scientific literature particularly 
dealing with the Turkish health system (Buğra and Keyder, 
2006; Coşar and Yegenoğlu, 2009; Grütjen, 2008; Keyder, 
2005) has been expanding with the Health Transformation 
Program (HTP) (such as Ağartan, 2008; Günal, 2008; Kısa 
and Younis, 2006; Sarp et al., 2002; Tatar and Kanavos, 
2006; and Yılmaz, 2013) but remained relatively scarce. 
The existing sources are for the large part concerned 
with assessing the health or welfare system for example 
concerning its “maturity,” “inclusiveness,” “universality,” 
or “social rights.” Others focus their analysis on the 
deteriorating impact of neoliberalism on social policies and 
the welfare state at large or attempt to “integrate” the Turkish 
“welfare regime” into existing cross-national typologies.

Kohlwes (2014) contends that such research is still 
enmeshed in modernization theories, and that is why the 
conclusions of such research do not hold up when it comes 
to understanding the experiences of Türkiye in health care. 
According to Kohlwes (2014), Türkiye has never had a fully 
developed welfare system in the first place an idealized 
model of it as a point of reference. Underlining the unique 
characteristics of this country and the influences that have 
been exerted upon it, Kohlwes (2014, p. 34) claims that the 
health care transformation in Türkiye has taken a different 

course, mostly shaped by the influence of new international 
institutions such as the World Health Organization 
(hereinafter, WHO), policy consultancy by international 
experts, and the entry of Turkish experts educated abroad 
into the bureaucratic apparatus further promoted the 
transfer of knowledge and experience. In this respect, rather 
than telling the story of “dominant sovereign power or 
democratic party politics” (Kohlwes, 2014, p. 18), Kohlwes 
(2014, p. 18) makes use of the analytical toolkit provided 
by the Anglo-Foucauldian governmentality studies that 
investigate a range of discourses and practices: “…tactics, 
strategies, techniques, programs, dreams and aspirations’ 
of those authorities, experts, doctors, patients,...etc. who 
attempt to shape beliefs and control of the population, 
subjects, or citizens.” In this respect, the suggestion 
proposed turns out to be historicizing and contextualizing 
these processes to distance analysis from the premises of 
mainstream analyses, and modernization theories that 
require linear readings.

Apart from Kohlwes’ research (2014) that remains within 
the framework of Anglo-Foucauldian governmentality 
studies-therefore, subject to the critiques that these studies 
have faced when it comes to actual spatiality, there are 
a few studies that focus on health care transformation 
in Türkiye through the lenses offered by the works of 
Foucault and/or the critiques of Anglo-Foucauldian 
governmentality studies. This strand of research historicizes 
and contextualizes the subjects and technologies of health 
care transformation in Türkiye, therefore, these studies 
mainly shine a light on the interactions between micro 
and macro scales of governing health care (Aykan and 
Güvenç Salgırlı, 2013, 2015; Bilge-Ülker, 2019; Günok, 
2018; Uluçay, 2016). In this respect, Aykan and Güvenç 
Salgırlı (2013, p. 306) analyze public spots as a technique of 
neoliberal governmentality, which, in their words (2013, p. 
306), “…works primarily by responsibilizing individuals as 
health entrepreneurs investing in risk-free lifestyles;” that 
is, “by conceptualizing health as a matter of self-conduct 
where personal responsibilities are emphasized” (Aykan 
and Güvenç Salgırlı, 2015, p. 71). Furthermore, Günok 
investigates “three phenomena in post-1980 Türkiye by 
using the concept of neoliberal governmentality that is 
handled about processes of securitization, economization, 
and subjectivation” (Günok, 2018, p. iv). Moreover, Bilge-
Ülker (2019) attempted to highlight the unfoldings of 
neoliberalism with an eye on health-care reforms, primarily 
focusing on the subjects this mode of governmentality 
produces.

The above-mentioned studies have been quite useful as 
we share the broader context of the same research subject, 
namely the dynamics of health care in Türkiye since the 
2000s. However, we intend to start out investigating multi-
scale interactions on a meso level of analysis. Moreover, the 
above-mentioned studies focus on the actual functioning 
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of the government of health care in positive power 
mechanisms by making use of various tools provided by 
the Governmentality Perspective. Yet, even though they 
do take ‘how’ questions into account, they also seem to set 
aside “where” questions, therefore, the actual spatiality of 
governing health care remains unexplored if not merely 
studied with regards to the interactions between agents on 
macro or micro scales.

There is only one study along the peripheries of social 
and political theories that we have come across during 
our literature review which particularly put forth an 
analytics of government, and on a meso scale, in an 
urban context, indeed, on contemporary Istanbul. Yalta 
Yandaş (2015) focused on Istanbul, by making use of 
Foucauldian lenses, especially those of the critiques 
of Anglo-Foucauldian Governmentality Studies, in 
particular Dean (1999; 2002; 2006) and Dardot and Laval 
(2012). To inspire similar studies concerned with other 
regimes of government such as education, crime, security, 
health care, etc., and to emphasize the decentralized 
nature of power, the management of populations, and 
the active role of individuals in governing themselves, 
Yalta Yandaş examined urban regeneration processes in 
Istanbul in the 2000s. This study (Yalta Yandaş, 2015) 
intended to highlight various rationalities, technologies, 
and subjectivities of government that paved the way 
for neoliberal governmentality to reshape Istanbul by 
prioritizing procedural values against politico-ethical 
ones and limiting politics to a matter of technicality.

Following Yalta Yandaş’s footsteps, our research makes 
use of analytics of government proposed by Dean (1999; 
2006; 2009) as well. Yet, while Yalta Yandaş focused on 
urban regeneration processes in Istanbul in the 2000s, we 
intend to focus on another regime of government, namely 
the dynamics of health care in Istanbul in the 2000s. This 
is to take into account not only the “where” questions but 
also the meso-scale interactions of actual power relations. 
In this context and concerning our research subject, the 
unique contribution of our research derives from its stress 
not only on the actual functioning of the government of 
health care in its positive power mechanisms but also on 
the spatiality of such mechanisms by focusing analytical 
lenses on a meso, urban context, which is an avenue of 
research still not pursued fully to this day and with respect 
to health care. In this respect, we argue that we should not 
suffice with historicizing and contextualizing regimes of 
government but also spatializing them soundly on multiple 
scales and for multiple agents. To this end, we put the onus 
on the meso scale of Istanbul as a cornerstone, hoping that 
such recalibration will help us better grasp the interactions 
between multiple agents on macro-meso-micro scales all at 
once.

BRIEF II: TAPPED POTENTIALS OF 
GOVERNMENTALITY PERSPECTIVE IN URBAN 
STUDIES

The Governmentality Perspective has been used not only 
by social scientists but also by geographers and urban 
planners to better understand how cities are governed 
and how power dynamics impact urban contexts and 
populations. To start, governmentality studies have been 
useful in illuminating how decisions are made, policies 
are created, and urban spaces are governed via methods 
and technologies of power used by various governmental 
and non-governmental actors (McFarlane, 2011; 2021). 
On a parallel front, it has been used in urban planning 
studies to investigate problems with sanitation, public 
health, and the provision of health care in urban areas 
(McFarlane et al., 2011). Furthermore, as technology is 
increasingly used to manage metropolitan areas, issues 
about surveillance and control have also surfaced (Lyon, 
2007; Monahan and Murakami Wood, 2018). Moreover, 
studies on governmentality have also looked at how urban 
planning affects the subjectivities and identities of urban 
residents (Peck and Tickell, 2002; Simone, 2018). What is 
more, governmentality research has been used to better 
understand the roles of developers, planners, legislators, 
and community members in influencing urban landscapes 
and resource distribution (Brenner, 2016; 2019). Overall, 
the notions of governmentality have provided essential tools 
for scholars to critically study and comprehend the power 
dynamics, social processes, and governance mechanisms at 
work in urban contexts.

Given the above-mentioned multiplicity of research avenues 
that the governmentality perspective has proliferated, it 
is hypothesized to provide contemporary urban planning 
studies with an alternative multi-scale analytical tool kit 
when it comes to analyzing the dynamics of urban health 
care in Türkiye as well. A possible key to unlocking such 
potential is to concentrate on these processes at the meso 
scale in Istanbul and the discourses, practices, and also the 
interactions of the Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality in the 
2000s.

RECALIBRATING ANALYTICAL LENSES: 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND INITIAL FINDINGS

Kohlwes appears to be valid in stressing “the influence of 
new international institutions such as the World Health 
Organization, policy consultancy by international experts, 
and the entry of Turkish experts educated abroad into the 
bureaucratic apparatus…” (Kohlwes, 2014, p.34). Since the 
1980s, there has been an increase in global interactions, 
as a result of which cities and health care are now more 
significantly impacted by global political and economic 
processes as well as those at the individual, municipal, and 
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national levels. Global conceptions and representations of 
bodies, health, and illnesses are having an increasing impact 
on local and individual discourses as well as international 
financial and health organizations, which in turn have an 
impact on national health policies. Numerous organizations 
that concentrate on global health challenges, such as 
contagious illnesses, sanitation, nutrition, housing quality, 
and access to health care services, flourished on the macro 
scale. For example, the WHO (2006, p. 1) defines health 
on holistic grounds: “not only as the absence of illness, 
disability or weakness but a state of physical, mental, and 
social well-being.” In light of this definition, it has enforced 
programs such as Healthy Cities 2010 for local governments 
to improve the quality of life in their cities (Vlahov et al., 
2004). As Navarro (2007) indicates, additionally, the World 
Bank and International Monetary Fund have suggested a 
standard model of privatization for developing countries’ 
health sectors, and most of these countries have followed 
their advice.

As a result, on-the-ground reforms have soon emerged 
in macro-national contexts as the actual reflections of 
these macro-international discourse sets. In fact, one 
encounters a terminology similar to that of the WHO after 
studying the Justice and Development Party’s (hereinafter, 
JDP) discourses and practices on urban health care, the 
Parliament’s related discussions of urban health care, the 
Ministry of Health’s discourse and practices in the context 
of Istanbul, Turkish Industrialists’ and Businessmen’s 
Association’s reports (hereinafter TUSIAD) since 2003. 
This was indeed the result of the political and economic 
collaborations that had previously been started: Since the 
1980s, Türkiye has implemented two WHO-sponsored 
health initiatives (Sur and Atlı, 2001; Yıldırım, 2001). The 
most comprehensive of these reforms, the Health Care 
Transformation Program (2003, hereinafter HTP) has been 
initiated with the support of the World Health Organization 
as well, which was designed in two phases: Program 
for Transformation in Health (2003–2009) and Health 
Transformation and Social Security Reform (2009–2014).

These reforms have had direct influences on the micro scale 
and they were mutually shaped by the conduct of various 
agents stretching from patients and doctors to health 
care management and staff, as well. On the one hand, a 
consumerist form of the patient, better said, patient as 
user evolved (Bilge-Ülker, 2019, p. 65-78); on the other 
hand, in the digital age, this patient-consumer started to be 
expected to take ever more responsibilities and be the co-
manager of his conditions (Crawshaw, 2012; Lupton, 2014; 
2016). Doctors, nurses, and health-care staff along with the 
management, all had to acclimatize to the reorganization of 
their field as well.

In this context, we depicted that the untapped potential of 
the governmentality perspective when it comes to analyzing 

the dynamics of health care in Türkiye can be unlocked by 
focusing on the missing scale of analysis in the face of the 
above-mentioned interactions: the meso scale. Reflected on 
the mirror of Istanbul – an ever-expanding ecumenopolis 
(Ecumenopolis: City Without Limits, 2012), a product of 
ample forms of power investments – and the discourses 
and practices of its metropolitan municipality as an actor 
engaged in the regulation of urban health care (hereinafter 
IMM) and with an eye on its actual and spatial interactions 
with other agents on micro and macro levels, our research 
intends to carve out the tactics and strategies employed in 
governing health care in Türkiye along the lines of territory, 
capital, architecture, distribution, hierarchy, circulation, 
events, and risks as required by analytics of government1. 
In this context, the following research questions emerged in 
guidance of Dean’s related work (1999, p. 21-31):

•	 (Techne of governing health care) Which tools, 
mechanisms, procedures, and techniques that multiple 
agents use, for the concerns of this research, as a start, 
particularly the IMM, to set authority on meso-scale/
urban health care?

•	 (Episteme of governing health care)

o	 Which problematizations gave rise to the discourses 
and practices but also the interactions of IMM with 
other agents from various scales when it comes to 
governing health care in the meso context of Istanbul?

o	 On what kind of thought processes (calculation and 
strategy) that these tools, mechanisms, procedures, 
and techniques are built upon?

•	 (Fields of visibility) How goals in urban health care are 
visualized in IMM’s power and authority diagrams (for 
instance, in its Activity Reports and Bulletins)?

•	 (Spatiality of governing health care) Not only how, but 
also where do the elements of the health care regime in 
Istanbul operate? To this end, this research hypothesizes 
that focusing on city hospitals along the lines of territory, 
capital, architecture, distribution, hierarchy, and the 
health care system during pandemics along the lines of 
circulation, events, and risks provide us with convenient 
stretching boards.

•	 (Ethos of governing health care)

o	 What kind of subjects is aimed to be produced as a 
result of the goals set by IMM for urban health care?

o	 What kind of power relations are involved in 
governing health care in Istanbul in the 2000s?

This mid-range analytical tool along the lines of the 
above-mentioned themes and research questions proved 
to be more than useful in capturing the swift transitions 
between micro-meso-macro scales stretching from self and 
populations to local, national, regional, and international 
organizations and communities clustering around the theme 
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of health care in Istanbul. Our initial findings which are still 
in the making revealed interactions between diverse agents 
that problematize the current system and offer a solution 
within a… “business” rather than “public service culture” 
(Prince et al., 2006, p. 258). This seems to be the emergent 
plan of action that gives coherence to other already present 
actual and spatial power mechanisms (Prince et al., 2006, 
p. 256). A socio-political rationality that deems the market 
as the best distributor of health care appeared to underlie 
on-the-ground reforms when we focus on the meso scale 
of contemporary Istanbul. Furthermore, market principles 
appeared to decide on “the degree and type of governmental 
intervention” (Dean, 1999; Foucault, 2008; and Petrakaki 
et al., 2018) when it comes to urban health care, which 
is an indication for the actual and spatial functioning of 
neoliberal governmentality in Türkiye through Istanbul.

CONCLUSION

Due to the epidemic of health care reforms all around the 
world in tandem with the urban population expected to rise 
to 70% of the world population in just a quarter century, a 
theoretical revitalization in contemporary urban planning 
studies is necessary to analyze the dynamics of health care 
in Türkiye. To adequately address ever-more complicated 
urban problems and to go beyond descriptions of the status 
quo, contemporary urban planning studies, especially those 
that focus on the dynamics and challenges of urban health 
care better rearrange and diversify their analytical tools. In 
this context, this article attempted to suggest making use of 
a practical, analytical, and hopefully critical toolkit to this 
end. Upgrading the major lenses used by contemporary 
urban planning studies efficiency, accessibility, design, and 
sustainability of social rights – with those of analytics of 
government-territory, capital, architecture, distribution, 
hierarchy, circulation, events, and risks – has the potential 
to shine a light on the government of contemporary health 
care in Istanbul operating on multiple scales all at once. 
By making use of governmentality perspectives, urban 
planners can gain critical insights into the actual spatiality 
of regimes of government in cross-cultural urban contexts.

NOTE

1Putting the onus on the spatial dynamics of healthcare via 
IMM’s online publications, namely it’s Activity Reports and 
Bulletins indeed, opened up a wealth of research avenues 
which is the subject of the dissertation we currently work 
upon, therefore, also the subject of another article on meth-
odological explorations. In this article, we suffice to lay out 
the theoretical groundwork.

ETHICS: There are no ethical issues with the publication of 
this manuscript.

PEER-REVIEW: Externally peer-reviewed.
CONFLICT OF INTEREST: The authors declared no po-
tential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, au-
thorship, and/or publication of this article.
FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE: The authors declared that 
this study has received no financial support.

REFERENCES

Ağartan, T. İ. (2008). Turkish Health System in Transition: 
Historical Background and Reform Experience 
[Doctoral, State University of New York at Bing-
hamton]. https://www.proquest.com/openview/
a00bc003d47993ccc98902f33adfe113/1?pq-orig-
site=gscholar&cbl=18750

Ashton, T., Bolgiani, I., Cheng, T.-M., Chinitz, D., Lim, M.-
K., Meislin, R., Maarse, H., & Tenbesel, T. (2009). 
Six Countries, Six Reform Models – The Healthcare 
Reform Experience of Israel, The Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Singapore, Switzerland, and Taiwan, World 
Scientific, Singapore. (K. G. H. Okma & L. Crivelli, 
Eds.). World Scientific.

Aykan, B., & Güvenç Salgırlı, S. (2013). Public Spots as a 
Neoliberal Governmental Risk Strategy in Contem-
porary Turkey. Academic Journal of Interdisciplin-
ary Studies, 2(8), 304–310. https://doi.org/10.5901/
ajis.2013.v2n8p304

Aykan, B., & Güvenç Salgırlı, S. (2015). Responsibilizing In-
dividuals, Regulating Health: Debating Public Spots, 
Risk, and Neoliberal Governmentality in Contem-
porary Turkey. New Perspectives on Turkey, 53, 
71–92.

Berkman, A. G. (1992). Location of Health Facilities and 
Geography of Health in Ankara [Doctoral]. Middle 
East Technical University.

Bilge-Ülker, D. (2019). Neoliberal Governmentality Of 
Health in Turkey, A Case Study Of Constıtutıon Of 
‘Healthy Woman’ As A Subject [Doctoral]. Middle 
East Technical University.

Boyacı, İ. (2021). Türkiye Sağlık Sisteminin Dönüşümü 
(2003-13): Sağlık Hizmet Bölgeleri Planlaması ve 
Şehir Hastaneleri [Health System Transformation 
in Turkey (2003-13): Health Service Areas Planning 
and City Hospitals]. İstanbul Ticaret Üniversitesi 
Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 20(40), 358–376. https://
doi.org/10.46928/iticusbe.769087

Brenner, N. (2016). Critique of Urbanization: Select-
ed Essays. In Critique of Urbanization. Bauwelt 
Fundamente - Birkhäuser Verlag. https://doi.
org/10.1515/9783035607956

Brenner, N. (2019). New Urban Spaces: Urban Theory and 
the Scale Question. Oxford University Press.

Bröckling, U., Krasmann, S., & Lemke, T. (Eds.). (2011). 
Governmentality: Current Issues and Future Chal-



Megaron, Vol. 18, No. 3, pp. 414–424, September 2023422

lenges. Routledge. https://www.researchgate.net/
publication/234072666

Buğra, A., & Keyder, Ç. (2006). The Turkish Welfare 
Regime in Transformation. Journal of Euro-
pean Social Policy, 16(3), 211–228. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0958928706065593

Çetiner, A. (1972). Şehircilik Çalışmalarında Donatım 
İlkeleri: Ticaret Eğitim Sağlık Sosyal İdare Endüstri 
Yeşil. ITU Mimarlık Fakültesi.

Çiftçi, Ç. (1999). Türkiye’de Büyükşehir Statüsündeki Bazı 
Kentlerde Sosyal Donatım Alanlarının Durumu ve 
Planlama ile İlişkileri.

Coşar, S., & Yegenoğlu, M. (2009). The Neoliberal Restruc-
turing of Turkey’s Social Security System. Monthly 
Review an Independent Socialist Magazine , 60(11), 
36–49. https://monthlyreview.org/2009/04/01/
the-neoliberal-restructuring-of-turkeys-social-se-
curity-system/

Coveney, J. (1998). The Government and Ethics of Health 
Promotion: the Importance of Michel Foucault. 
Health Education Research, Theory and Practice, 
13(3), 459–468. http://her.oxfordjournals.org/

Crawshaw, P. (2012). Governing at a Distance: Social Mar-
keting and The (Bio) politics of Responsibility. So-
cial Science and Medicine, 75(1), 200–207. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2012.02.040

Dardot, P., & Laval, C. (2012). Dünyanın Yeni Aklı: Neo-
liberal Toplum Üzerine Deneme [The New Way of 
the World: On Neoliberal Society] (1st ed.). Istanbul 
Bilgi Üniversitesi Yayınları.

Dean, M. (1999). Governmentality: Power and Rule in 
Modern Society (1st ed.). Sage Publications.

Dean, M. (2002). Liberal Government and Authoritarian-
ism. Economy and Society, 31(1), 37–61. https://doi.
org/10.1080/03085140120109240

Dean, M. (2006). A Political Mythology of World Order: Carl 
Schmitt’s Nomos. Theory, Culture & Society, 23(5), 
1–22. https://doi.org/10.1177/0263276406067095

Dean, M. (2009). Governmentality: Power and Rule in 
Modern Society (2nd ed.). Sage Publications.

Donzelot, J., & Gordon, C. (2008). Governing Liberal Soci-
eties – The Foucault Effect in the English-speaking 
World. In Foucault Studies (Vol. 5, pp. 48–62).

Ecumenopolis: City Without Limits. (2012). Imre Azem. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=maEcPKBX-
V0M

Ershova, S., Orlovskaya, T., & Shishelova, S. (2018). Meth-
odology of Planning Social Infrastructure Develop-
ment to Create a Comfortable Urban Environment. 
MATEC Web of Conferences 170, 170, 1–6. https://
doi.org/10.1051/matecconf/201817002018

Foucault, M. (2007). Security, Territory, Population: Lec-
tures at the Collège de France 1977-1978 (M. Senel-
lart, F. Ewald, & A. Fontana, Eds.). Palgrave Mac-

millan.
Foucault, M. (2008). The Birth of Biopolitics: Lectures at 

the College de France 1978-1979 (M. Senellart, F. 
Ewald, A. Fontana, & A. J. Davidson, Eds.). Palgrave 
Macmillan .

Giaimo, S. (2002). Markets and Medicine: The Politics of 
Healthcare Reform in Britain, Germany, and the 
United States. University of Michigan Press.

Gökkaya, D., & Erdem, R. (2021). Türkiye’de Kamu Özel 
Ortaklığı Bağlamında Şehir Hastanelerinin Değer-
lendirilmesi: Nitel Bir Araştırma [Evaluation of City 
Hospitals in the Context of Public Private Partner-
ship in Turkey: A Qualitative Research]. Interna-
tional Journal of Economic and Administrative 
Studies, 31, 73–96. https://doi.org/10.18092/ulik-
idince.771797

Grütjen, D. (2008). The Turkish Welfare Regime: An Ex-
ample Of The Southern European Model? The Role 
Of The State, Market and Family in Welfare Provi-
sion. Turkish Policy Quarterly, 7(1), 111–129. http://
www.spf.boun.edu.tr/docs/WP-Bugra-Keyder.pdf.

Günal, A. (2008). Health and Citizenship in Republican 
Turkey: An Analysis of the Socialization of Health 
Services in Republican Historical Context [Doctor-
al]. Boğaziçi University.

Günok, F. E. (2018). Neoliberal Governmentality in Turkey 
[Master of Science ]. Middle East Technical Univer-
sity.

Huxley, M. (2007). Geographies of Governmentality. In J. 
W. Crampton & S. Elden (Eds.), Space, Knowledge 
and Power: Foucault and Geography (pp. 185–204). 
Ashgate.

Işın, E. F. (2000). Governing Cities Without Government. 
In E. F. Işın (Ed.), Democracy, Citizenship and the 
Global City (pp. 148–167). Routledge.

Kemeç, S., Kamacı, E., & Mert, Y. (2019). Van Kenti Acil 
Sağlık Birimlerinin Mekansal Erişilebilirlik Durum 
Analizi [Physical Accessibility Analysis of Emergen-
cy Health Units of Van City]. Yüzüncü Yıl Üniver-
sitesi Fen Bilimleri Enstitüsü Dergisi, 24(1), 22–23.

Keyder, Ç. (2005). Health Sector Reform in the context 
of Turkish Political Economy. Workshop Paper on 
Health Reform in Comparative Perspective.

Kısa, A., & Younis, M. Z. (2006). Financing Health Care 
For The Poor In Turkey: Is A Temporary Solution 
Becoming A Permanent Scheme? Public Health 
Reports, 121, 764–768. http://www.cia.gov/publica-
tions/factbook/

Kohlwes, S. (2014). Governing Health: Transformations in 
the Turkish Health Care System (8; GeT MA Work-
ing Paper Series). https://edoc.hu-berlin.de/bit-
stream/handle/18452/3740/8.pdf?sequence=1

Larner, W. (2006). Neoliberalism: Policy, Ideology, Govern-
mentality. In M. de Goede (Ed.), International Po-



Megaron, Vol. 18, No. 3, pp. 414–424, September 2023 423

litical Economy and Poststructural Politics (Issue 1, 
pp. 199–218). Palgrave Macmillan.

Latham, A., & Layton, J. (2019). Social Infrastructure and 
the Public Life of Cities: Studying Urban Sociali-
ty and Public Spaces. Geography Compass, 13(7), 
1–15. https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12444

Lupton, D. (2014). Apps as Artefacts: Towards a Critical 
Perspective on Mobile Health and Medical Apps. 
Societies, 4, 606–622. https://doi.org/10.3390/
soc4040606

Lupton, D. (2016). The Diverse Domains of Quantified 
Selves: Self-tracking Modes and Dataveillance. 
Economy and Society, 45(1), 101–122. https://doi.or
g/10.1080/03085147.2016.1143726

Lyon, D. (2007). Surveillance Studies: An Overview. Polity 
Press.

Marchand, J.-S., Tremblay, D., & Denis, J.-L. (2020). Gov-
ernmentality as a Relevant Idea for the Study of 
Healthcare Networks: A Scoping Review. In P. 
Nugus, C. Rodriguez, J.-L. Denis, & D. Chênevert 
(Eds.), Transitions and Boundaries in the Coordina-
tion and Reform of Health Services Building Knowl-
edge, Strategy and Leadership (1st ed., pp. 115–148). 
Palgrave Macmillan.

Marmor, T. R. (1994). Understanding Healthcare Reform. 
Yale University Press.

McFarlane, C. (2011). Learning the City: Knowledge and 
Translocal Assemblage. Wiley Blackwell.

McFarlane, C. (2021). Fragments of the City: Making and 
Remaking Urban Worlds. University of California 
Press.

McFarlane, C., Desai, R., & Graham, S. (2011). Every-
day Sanitation: Informal Settlements in Mumbai. 
Durham University / AlphaGraphics .

Monahan, T., & Murakami Wood, D. (Eds.). (2018). Sur-
veillance Studies: A Reader. Oxford University Press.

Navarro, V. (2007). Assessment of the World Health Report 
2000. In V. Navarro (Ed.), Neoliberalism, Globaliza-
tion and Inequalities: Consequences for Health and 
Quality of Life (pp. 282–297). Routledge .

O’Malley, P., Weir, L., & Shearing, C. (1997). Gov-
ernmentality, Criticism, Politics. Econo-
my and Society, 26(4), 501–517. https://doi.
org/10.1080/03085149700000026

Paköz, M. Z. (2014). Sağlık Hizmetlerine Erişim ve Hastane 
Yer Seçimi: İstanbul Örneği [Access to Healthcare 
and Hospital Location: Case of Istanbul] [Doctoral]. 
Istanbul Technical University.

Peck, J., & Tickell, A. (2002). Neoliberalizing space. Anti-
pode, 34(3), 380–404. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-
8330.00247

Petrakaki, D., Hilberg, E., & Waring, J. (2018). Between Em-
powerment and Self-discipline: Governing Patients’ 
Conduct Through Technological Self-care. Social 

Science and Medicine, 213, 146–153. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2018.07.043

Prince, R., Kearns, R., & Craig, D. (2006). Governmentality, 
Discourse and Space in the New Zealand Health Care 
System, 1991-2003. Health and Place, 12, 253–266. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2004.09.003

Rose, N., & Miller, P. (1992). Political Power Beyond the 
State: Problematics of Government. The British 
Journal of Sociology, 43(2), 173–205. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1468-4446.2009.01247.x

Şahin, S. Z. (2018). Evolution of the Relationship Between 
Urban Planning and Urban Infrastructure. Planla-
ma, 28(1), 6–11. https://doi.org/10.14744/planla-
ma.2018.75547

Sarp, N., Esatoğlu, A. E., & Akbulut, Y. (2002). An Example 
of Health Sector Reform in Turkey: Hospital Decen-
tralization (Health Enterprises). Journal of Ankara 
Medical School, 55(1), 9–18.

Simone, A. (2018). Improvised lives: Rhythms of Endur-
ance in an Urban South. John Wiley & Sons.

Sur, H., & Atlı, H. (2001). Türkiye’de Sağlık Reformu 
Çalışmalarına Bir Bakış. Yeni Türkiye Dergisi, 40, 
1163–1167.

Tatar, M., & Kanavos, P. (2006). Health Care Reform in Tur-
key. Eurohealth, 12(1), 20–22. www.lse.ac.uk/collec-
tions/LSEHealth/documents/

Twaddle, A. C. (Ed.). (2002). Healthcare Reform Around 
the World (1st ed.). Greenwood Publishing Group.

Uluçay, H. (2016). Türkiye’de 1980-2009 Dönemi Nüfus 
Hareketi Pratiğine Foucault’cu Bir Bakış: Bilgi-İk-
tidar-Kendilik Teknolojileri Çözümlemesi [A Fou-
cauldian Perspective on the Practice of Population 
Movement in Turkey between 1980-2009: Analyz-
ing Technologies of Knowledge-Power-Self] [Doc-
toral]. Mimar Sinan Fine Arts University.

Vlahov, D., Gibble, E., Freudenberg, N., & Galea, S. (2004). 
Cities and Health: History, Approaches, and Key 
Questions. Academic Medicine, 79(12), 1133–1138.

World Bank. (2018). Urban Population (% of Total Popula-
tion). https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.URB.
TOTL.IN.ZS

World Health Organization. (2006). Constitution of the 
World Health Organization. Basic Documents . 
https://cdn.who.int/media/docs/default-source/
documents/publications/basic-documents-consti-
tution-of-who179f0d3d-a613-4760-8801-811df-
ce250af.pdf?sfvrsn=e8fb384f_1&download=true

Yalta Yandaş, Ö. (2010). Michel Foucault’nun Yönetimsellik 
Serüveni [Michel Foucault’s Adventure of Govern-
mentality] [Doctoral]. Ankara University.

Yalta Yandaş, Ö. (2015). 2000’li Yıllarda İstanbul’un Kentsel 
Dönüşüm Süreçlerinin Yönetim Analitiği. Ayrıntı 
Dergi. https://ayrintidergi.com.tr/2000li-yillar-
da-istanbulun-kentsel-donusum-sureclerinin-yone-



Megaron, Vol. 18, No. 3, pp. 414–424, September 2023424

tim-analitigi/
Yıldırım, S. (2001). Değişimin Getirdiği Reform İhtiyacı. 

Yeni Türkiye Dergisi, 40, 1140–1144.
Yılmaz, E., & Kamacı Karahan, E. (2020). Stratejik Plan-

lama Ekseninde Erişilebilirlik: Tampon ve Ağ 
Analizlerinin Karşılaştırılmalı Değerlendirilmesi 
[Accessibility in the Context of Strategic Planning: 
Buffer Vs. Network Analysis]. Nigde Omer Halis-

demir University Journal of Engineering Scienc-
es, 9(1), 335–349. https://doi.org/10.28948/ngu-
muh.620361

Yılmaz, V. (2013). Changing Origins of Inequalities in 
Access to Health Care Services in Turkey: From 
Occupational Status to Income. New Perspectives 
on Turkey, 48, 55–77. https://doi.org/10.1017/
s0896634600001886


