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Credit for devising t he P a prisop tdesiglmis Oi nsp
attributed, perhaps now irrevocably, to Jeremy Bentham. However Jeremy always

insisted that the original conception came from his younger brothewusli GAfter

all, I have been obliged to gelegging to my brother, and borrow an ideahiga®

Samuel was to have been an equal partner
penitentiary. What is more, while Jeremy failed to get the penitentiary built in

Engl and despite twenty yearsod | obbying an
Samuelactal | y erected a Panoptical 6school of

| describe this remarkable Russian building, which has received only passing mention

in the literature of architectural history and Bentham studies. The building admittedly

in its short life had little influence outside Russia; but it anticipated in its geometry

the many oOradi al prisonso MNmateehth Ceatayr 0 s s t h
|l ndeed Samuel 6s design avoided some of the
detailed penitentiary scheme of 1791 contradictions which led to the failure of

sever al of those prisons that put Jeremyos
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The Bentham brothers in Russia

In 1785 Jeremy Bentham travelled to Russia to visit Samuel, who was working for

Prince Potemkin at Krichewn the river Dnieper in the southern province of Mogilev,

where the prince had an extensive est@amuel Bentham had trathén Britain in

the Navyds dockyards as a shipwright and e
In 1780 he was sent, with financial support from his father, on difathg tour of

dockyards on the Continent, ending up in St Petersburg where h@atehkin.

! The Works of Jeremy Benthauh. J. Bowring, 11 vols. Edinburgh, 18383 ( hencefort h 6 Bowr i
X. p. 165

Foran account of Jeremy6s journey, and the time that

Christie,The Benthams in Russia 178091, Oxford, 1993, especially p. 177 where the Panopticon is

discussed.

]For Samuel Bent hamésabBegt apimy ®&e mbaGegnerdophie | at e
Sir Samuel Bent ham, wi t hPagens and Bractical filustratiohs oHuldic | nvent i o
Works of Recent Construction both British and Ameritamdon, 1856 pp. 4779; and Mary Sophia

Bentham,The Life of BrigadietGeneral Sir Samuel Bentham, K.S.Gondon, 1862.
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Much impressed by his capacities and character, Potemkin made Samuel a lieutenant
colonel and put him in command of a battalion stationed at Krichev with the purpose
of training the men as sailors and shipwrights, and building ships for theaRussi
navy.

Potemkin also had a number of workshops at Krichev for making sailcloth, rope
and other shipsdé fittings, as wel |l as a
working metal, wood and glass. Samuel was charged with their management, and
recruied specialised craftsmen from Britain to direct the several operations. It has
been said that Samuel 6s concern was with h
oversee a force of inexperienced local workmen. According to Simon Werrett
however, he was ifact as much concerned with lack of discipline and application
among the British craftsmen as among the peasant lab8ulrerboth cases the
answer seemed to lie in the architectural design of new factory buildings.

The first sources of information abo&ta muel 6 s i nvention of t
principle are the letters written by Jeremy to various correspondents, including their
father, while he was at Krichev in 1786 (Samuel also wrote down his ideas, but it
seems those notes are lost. As he wroterendgin November 1787 after hisdbiner
had r et ur n éspection hoBse papeasil mave lanis or by mistake sent to

y 0 W®dn.December 1786 Jeremy wrote to his friend Charles Brown:

My Brother has hit upon a very singular new and | think irtgd /
though simple / idea in Architecture which is the subject of a course of
letters | have just finished for my Father which it is not improbable may
find their way to the preg® ] The architectural ideaensists-in-rothing

but/ in the plan of whatve / call an Inspectichouse is that of a circular
building so contrived that any number of persons may therein be kept in
such a situation as either to be, or what comes to nearly the same thing to
seem to themselves to be, constantly under the eyge@fsan or persons

occupying a station in the centre which \

“Si mon Werrett, O6Potemkin and the Panopticon: Samue
in Eighteent hlonlnftBanthgm Studiess.2 (4989),
http://ojs.lib.ucl.ac.uk/index.php/jbs/article/view/ldrcessed 17 July 2012.

® SeeThe Correspondence of Jeremy Bentlfaim e n ¢ €érespantiend®) , vol . i x., ed. .
Christie, Oxford, 1971TheCollected Works of Jeremy Bentham h e n cC&0 p y t hi 6.

® Ibid., p. 595, letter from Samuel to Jeremy Bentham, early November 1787.
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will be surprised when you come to see the efficacy which this simple and
seemingly obvious contrivance promises to be to the business of schools,

manufactoriesHespitals—and-al-serts-d?risons, and even Hospitals, if

one may venture to say so to an a&ept.

The | etters to his father, to which Jerem
presséo, together wi t h s o mePanaptconyor, theibst ant i
InspectionHouse (1791), and again imMThe Works of Jeremy Benthaf\ol. iv,

1843)® This is where the application of the Panopticon concept to prison design was

worked out in detail, and where the famous architectural scheme of 1791 was
published I will come back to this design.

Il n April 1787 Jeremy drafted another | e
addressed to the prime minister William &ittut which was never séntreferring to
6a particular kind of bui leg@urposps oflkeeping i ved b
persons of any descri pt i%tseemnsrnhdtederemyihad eye o
previously sent Pitt copies of the letters to his father. Now Samuel was intending to
offer Pitt his services in the running of a national Panoptpamitentiary.

Given the respective characters of the two brothers, it makes sense that Samuel
shoul d have been the originator of the 0
philosopher and theoretician, scholarly and reclusive. Samuel was outgoingyfriend|
and persuasive, had studied engineering and the sciences, and above all was gifted
with a fertile mechanical creativify. The list of his improvements, inventions and
patents, most of them relating to the art of shipbuilding, runs to several pdges.

Russia he had i mpressed Potemkin with an ¢

" Ibid., pp. 5013, letter from Jeremy to Charles Brown, 18/29 December 1786. Passages struck
through are deleted in tmeanuscript. Passages betwékidare interlineations.

8 Letters and Postscripts were publishedPasopticon: or, the InspectieHouse Dublin, 1791, and
Panopticon: Postscript2 vols., London, 1791. They were later republished in Bowring, iv., as

0 P @pticon; or the Inspectibtio u s e 611 7@p,. a3 7ong with OPanoptic
or the Panopticon Penitentiary System, i3ald.d t
Both Letters and Postscripts are includedlie Panopticon Wiithgs ed M. Bozovic, London and
New York, 1995. The political hi story of the Panopt
told by Janet Semple B e n t h a mo A Stuely of tesed?anopticon Penitentia@xford, 1993,

Chapters 3 and 4.

® CorreppondencdCW), iii. pp. 534 6, draft letter to William Pitt

1 For an attractive account of the private and family lives of the two brothers, and their contrasting

characters,see C.Pedd@at ki n, O6Jeremy and Samuel Bleundalofam: The P
Bentham Studiewol. 5 (2002) http://ojs.lib.ucl.ac.uk/index.php/jbs/article/view/2&cessed 17 July

2012.

“"Mary Sophia Bentham, O6Memoir 7% the | ate Sir Samue
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boat, built partly with his own hands, in which he travelled the country by road and
river.

While in Potemkinds employ he also devi s
the siruous and shallow waters of the Dnieper and its tributaries. Christened by the
brothers the Oovermicul ar 6, this consisted
universal joints, so that the whole composite craft could bend like a worm to negotiate
even the sharpest turns. Samuel built several such boats to carry timber and the
products of the Krichev manufactories including parts of battleships for the Crimean
fleet; and Potemkin commissioned an Imperial vermicular, in which the Empress
Catherine was todve toured the south of the country. This was over 250 feet long,
had a draught of just six inches, contained splendid apartments and bedrooms for the
Empress, and was crewed by 120 oarsmen under the direction of Samuel himself, who
stood at the stern with megaphone. One can perhaps see, in these Russian boats of
Samuel 6s, something of the bold eccentrici:

When war broke out in 1787 between Russia and the Ottoman EiRptemkin
sold the estate, and plans for thew workshop had to be abandoned. Samuel was
ordered south to the Crimea where he distinguished himself in several naval battles.

His own contemporary Panopticon notes seem to have been lost, as we have seen. The
letter from Jeremy to Charles Brown quotdzbve refers to the projected building as
6circularé, and Jeremyds prison designs of

and polygonal plans respectively. Later, after his return to England, Jeremy wrote:

The purpose to which this rotunftarm wasdestined to be employed by

my brother, was that of a large worksh@p] partitions in the form and

position of radii of the circle being employed in separating from each other

such as required to be so separated; in the centre wpsjHen s pect or 6 s
Lodge from thence by turning around his axis, a functionary standing or

sitting on the central point, had it in his power to commence and conclude

a survey of the whole establishment in the twinkling of an‘&ye.

This would seem to imply that the buildingwpse r f ect | y circul ar (it

formdPn the ot her hand Samuel 6s OWwe dow Mar

12 Christie, The Benthams in Russipp. 1679
3 Bowring, xi. p. 97



[planned] building consisted of a centre from which diverged several long rays, all of

them, on all the stories, capable of inspection from émeral pard® It is reasonably

clear that she is talking here about the Krichev factory since she gives its date as
1787. The reference to Ol ong rayso sugges

brothersdé two circular prison schemes.

Samuel B e hdolloladAnsdirsSt Fetersburg

As it turned out, Samuel got a second chance to realise his Panoptical wdrkishop.
1805 the Navy offered him the opportunity to return to Russia to build warships there
for Britain, which he accepted. He negotiated an asarant with the Russian
Minister of Marine that for every British ship constructed he would produce another
of similar design for Russia. Tsar Alexander however vetoed the use of timber for

building foreign vessels: in an effort to please him, Samuel offeweconstruct a

da)

6School o f Artsdé on the river Okhta in
shipwrights were to be trained. The recruits were to work in the manufacture of
equipment and supplies for the Russian navy including clothing, woodwork, sailcloth
and navigational instruments. By September 1807 the building was nearing
completion under Samuel ds supervision; t he
Samuel had to return home again.

Figure 1 shows a drawing of the school dating from 1810 held ilRtlssian

State Naval Archive, giving a plan, an elevation and two sections. Figure 2 is my own

cutaway birdds eye vVview, constructed from
descriptions given by Mary Sophia BenthanTim e Mec hani &8 andagazi ne
TheCi vi | Engineer a n(B53)A°rFigird 3 reprodutes a Pastu r n a |

“Mary Sophia Bentham, 6Principal Inventionsd, p. 19
visiting Samuel at O0Chersond [ Kher sondel787r he port in
Mary Sophia Bentham, O6Memoir d6 the |l ate Sir Samue

Mary Sophia Bentham, 60n the Application of the Pa
Manufactori eBhanMe Sltdmiod s® , Ma g a z irmaleand Gdzedeeol m, Regi st
50, (Januardune 1849)pp.295 . Mary Sophia Bentham, &é6The Panopti c
Dockyards andTMeanGiaick oEnegs deumal, voh h6d1878), pplB8t ect 6 s

There is one further, very mysigus drawing inT h e Me ¢ h a n i art&lé, bddideg thase n e

reproduced here. Mary Sophia says that this is a plan of the Okhta School, but at a different scale from

the section. The plan has three rings that seem to be in about the same propdrtitives Rassian

drawings. But otherwise the details seem not to correspond in any respect. Could this be a roof plan? A

structural layout? | have no plausible interpretation.



section from theMe ¢ h a ni ¢ s OGartidiéawhatz braadly matches one of the

Russian sections, although there are several discrepahcies.

_—

Figurel: Samuel Bent maimSaist PEsrsbungpll807:gpfan, élevation and
two sections (Russian State Naval Archie).

“Mary Sophiads drawing has a str uthatappearston t he roof
contain a water tank. This does not appear in the Russian design. Her drawing shows no basement

(although she mentions one). However a-balfement is evident above ground in the Russian

elevation and sections, although the part belowrds not visible in the sections. The relative

diameters of the various cylindrical parts are not the same in the two sources. In fact the whole issue of

scaleis problematic. The Russian drawing has a scale in which the unit appears tadzhtrer

Russian fathom (appropriate for a naval building). Peter the Great had decreedshahé&mshould

equal 7 English feet. But applying this scale to the drawing of the School results in dimensions that

seem too small: for example storey heights comeadut ar ound 6 feet 8 inches. Ma I
has no scale, although she gives various key dimensions of the building in her text. These cannot be

reconciled exactly with the Russian drawing. | have nevertheless workedstaztierscale in my

Figure 2 but | suspect that the School was actually somewhat larger than my own scale (in metres)

would indicate.
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Figure22 School of Arts in Saint Petersburg: cut a\

18 Rossiiskii Gosudarstvennyi Arkhiv Voendorskogo Flota, St Petersburg, fond 326, opis' 1, delo

10043. The drawing is published on the websitdhefBentham Project at University College London
atwww.ucl.ac.uk/Benthan®Project Permission to reproduce the image was obtained by Professor

Roger Bartlett of the School of Slavonic and East European 8i es, UCL. The inscripti
fa-ade and profile of the Panoptical Institution on
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Figure 3: School of Arts in Saint Petersburg: part section.

The flat roofs, plain regular fenestration and overall pyramidal form give the
building a curiouslyTwentieth Centuryeven proteSoviet aspect, despite its Imperial
patron. It consists of a twehgded drum at the centre, roughly 28 m [90 feet] in
diameter, with five radiating wings, each of them 21 m [70 feet] long and 6.5 m [20
feet] wide. (These approximate dimensions come from the Russian drawing and differ
from measurements mentioned by Mary Sophia in her tes¢é® footnote.) A portico
and mainentrance take the place of the missing sixth arm. The wings are on three
storeys and since their interiors are wholly visible from the cedtribey are
presumably open plan.

The drum is made up in plan of three concentric rings. The central ring is 5.5 m
[18 feet] in diameter, on six storeys, plus a basement that according to Mary Sophia
contained heating plant and the water supply. The ground floor contains an office for
Above the Oprincipal [

cler ks. this i s

¥ Mechanics Magazineol. 50 (1849), p. 296, fig. 1.

nspe



possible from the next two floors. All three of these floors are in effect floating
circular platforms. The topmost two floors serve as an infirmary that is separated from
the remainder of the building.
Around all these rooms is an annular space, 2 mdb6Geinches] wide, which
rises as a void through the five main storeys. It is surrounded by galleries, and crossed
by stairs to the observation platforms. The third and outermost ring, 9 m [30 feet]
wide, is divided into twelve wedgghaped spaces, five afhich form parts of the
radiating wings. There are four storeys in this part, the topmost having a stepped floor
T although in the part immediately above the entrance all the floors are flat. We might
guess that most of the spaces on this level are aaddbsome kind. (None of the
drawings is labelled with room functions.)
We can compare the design of this central drum with two other projects on the
inspection principle that Samuel had worked on previously back in England, neither
of which was built. Miry Sophia describes the first of these in Me c hani cs 6
Magazinear t i cl e. Thi s was a school for O6gentl e
Samuel inthe 17908 Mary Sophia includes a plan (Figu
Colonel Twiss, had asked him prepare the scheme, which was then worked up by
the architect Samuel Buné€The building is semicircular and divided into four radial
parts. Three of the spaces are |l ecture r1o0Cc
6Desk for t he Madofteerrdom.dte fourth space B left abear for
6fencing and dancingé. At the very centre
the Lieutenant Governor and Inspector can watch both masters and pupils at work.
We can imagine that Samuel had esisfiy the same arrangement in mind for the
top-floor classrooms at Okhdaassuming that is indeed their purpdsdthough these
would have had tiered seating, rather than what were evidently flat floors (think of the
dancing) at Woolwich. Also, going by thussian drawing, the Okhta School would

have had at least seven and perhaps nine classrooms.

®®Mary Sophia Bentham, 6Manufactories and School séo,
Z Bunce worked as an aiitéct for the Navy Department.



Figure 4: Samuel Bentham with Samuel Bunce, project for a school for naval cadets at
Woolwich, 1790s: plaf’

In 1797 Samuel had collaborated with Bunce omr@sd Panoptical scheme: a
standard design for a workhouse for paupers or House of Indtidthey proposed
that 250 of these be built across Britain, each housing 2000 inmates. Figure 5 shows a
pl an, section and el evat twelvesideddiuen obfivea | di ng o6
storeys, divided internally into concentric rings, with inspection from central
platforms and a void rising between these platforms and the outer ring of-wedge
shaped rooms. Comparison of the respective sections shows thatrrinearid
arrangement of this House of Industry are almost identical to those of the main drum
of the Okhta School, the only substantive difference being that the House of Industry
lacks the infirmary on top. Inspection is from intermediate level floors in bases,
and the House of Industry even has somefltgr auditoria or classrooms with
stepped floors. One should also notice the close similarities in the fenestration of the

two buildings, in continuous strips of windows with narrow iron frames. Rébans

%2 Mechanics Magazinevol. 50 (1849), p. 296, fig. 3.

BJeremy Bentham, 6Outline of a Work EnfArnals ed Pauper
of Agriculturein 1797, and reprinted in Bowring, viii. pp. 36889. The dravings of Figure 5 appear

here facing p. 374.

10



was patrticularly struck by the modernity of these facades, sajothing quite like
[them] would be seen again untihe mi ddl e of , and @tingnire x t cen

comparison G T Greeneodos Naval peddkyard Boa

Fro, [L—Sarmox. Fig, 1TL—G

Figure 5 Samuel Bentham with Samuel Bunce, project for a House of Industry, 1797: plan,
section and elevatiofi.

Supervision in the School of Arts

The key purpose of the geometry of the whole structure at Okhta is of course
supervision of all the cadets, apptices and their teachers working in the different

spaces. The audiences in what | have suggested are raked lecture theatres are overseen

by their instructors and from the centre. The students occupied in the radial
workshops can all be observed fromthe r i nci p al i nspection r o0Cc
platform on the floor above: notice in the Russian drawing how these floors at the

centre are staggered in section in relation to the floors in the wings, so that two

storeys in the wings are visible from eachhaf thspection platforms. Mary Sop#ia

24R. EvansThe Fabrication of Virtue. English Prison Architecture, 1788Q Cambridge, 1982, p.

222, and n. 78 p. 440. Evans says (p. 440): oIt is
Samuel Beritam was a very active Inspector General of Naval Works between 1796 and 1805, and

|l ater (1812) designed a dock complex for Sheerness?®b
% Bowring, viii., plate facing p. 374.
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who accompani Samuel on this Russian #ipdescribes how she was allowed to

enter the buildig when it wa s Frometlercéntyal chamber a fededt: 0
view was obtained of all that passed within the walls acheof o floors, the rays

i ncl u®il welpy dvdsieffeated by a very nice adjustment of the relative
height of floor® one of the two principal floors beinlgelow the otherabovethe

floor of the inspection rooff’

At the very centre we find theubi | di ngds most extraordinar
narrow cylindrical space, about 1 metre in diameter, extending the full height of the
building up to the level of the infirmary. Inside the cylinder is a chaitife Inspector
of t he éSauls@e Inadceudterpoise, and regulated in its movements up and
down by a simple and safe apparatus, easily managed by the inspectortfiiself
pulling on the ropes, the Inspector can propel himself vertically, to arrive
unexpectedly at the different levels inding the focus of all the classrooms on the
top floor, and check that everybody is hard at work.

According to Mary Sophi& not perhapsn entirely unbiased witnesshe pugls
trained i n fobndso%ssefulothatthe estrofehese youth wedsentéor
service elsewhere by fifty at a time, even as early asé®08ow much this success
was due to the architectural design is of course a matter for debate.) However the
building did not survive for long. Samuel had specified that iron be useddor t
structural columns, but wood was substituted; and in 1818 the School caught fire and

was destroyed.

The School of Arts in the historical literature

Since Mary Sophiadés articles in the 1840s
1862, the School of As has been largely forgotten, and is hardly touched on in the
modern | iterature of the brothersdé6 Panopt.
No doubt this neglect is due in part to the short life of the Russian building, the fact

that it was a scha not a penal institution, and the fact that it was geographically

®Mary Sophia Bentham, 6Dockyards and Manufactoriesbo
#"Mary SophiaBentham 6 Manuf actories and Schoolsé6, p. 297

2 bid., p. 297. This space is just visible in the Russian esestions. The flying chair was not

however in operation by the time the Benthams had to leave Russia.

#bid., p. 297
12



remote from developments in Europe. Also the Russian drawing of Figure 1 has only
relatively recently been published in the West.

Janet Semple mentions the St Petersburg School briefigrii993 monograph
onBe nt ha madbsut gResinsdestription of its architectdté. an ChThé st i ed s
Benthams in Russianly covers the period up to 1791. Simon Werrett in a fascinating
paper on OPotemkin and t he Pfamemingiteond gi v
inspection principle, and argues for fuller consideration of the local political and
cultural context of the Krichev workshdp.This, he says, would have essentially
compressed the spatial structure of the Russian estate into a siihdjlegh with the
noble at the centre and his peasant labourers surrounding him. There would have been
further echoes, Werrett suggests, of the centralised architecture of the typical Russian
Orthodox church, both buildings privileging visibility and emgkag the
omnipresence of God and the Inspector respectively. Werrett touches briefly on the St
Petersburg School of Arts; but he does not elaborate on its form or geometrical modes
of oversight. What he does reveal is that the buildilnighave some lodanfluence:
@&oon after its construction, the Tsar was building Panopticons across Russia, as the
Okhta School of Arts was fcopied in sever
establishments in that Empire? .

Robin Evans mentions the School of Artsyofieetingly, and not even by name,
in his 1971 paper on the br®inHisenfluerdial Panopt i
book on English prison architecturhe Fabrication of Virtug1982) Evans again
gives the briefest of descriptions, saying thatthe h o o | had oO6radiating
centr al hubo. He pairs it with a | ater wun
that Samuel presented to the Admiralty in 1812 (Figur® &) the centre of this
dockyard site is a building with a twebsgded centl part and five radiating wings,
very similar in plan to the Okhta School. The dimensions are nearly the same. Clearly
Samuel has essentially repeated the Russian design. The centre contains offices, and

stores and workshops occupy the wings.

%sSempleBent hamom. 2P45i s on

Werrett, 6Potemkin and the Panopticono.
32|bid., note 69Correspondenc€éCW), viii. p. 224, Werrdtalso cites a letter frofidmiral Chichagov
to Samuel Bentham, September 17th 1807; British Library Add. MSS. 33544 folio 316.

¥R. Evans, armBemttihcaamd:s n | nci dent i nArthheeturdoci al Hi s
Association Quarterlyvol. 3 (April/ July 1971), pp.2B7. See p. 33: ONo Panopticol
ever erected by Jeremy and only od6e, fAfleetinglyo,
34 Evans,Fabrication of Virtue chapter 5. The Sheerness scheme is also illustrated by Mary Sophia

Bentham in 6Dockyards and Manufactoriesdéd, p. 453

13
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Figure 6: Samuel Bentham, project for a naval arsenal at Sheerness, 181%: plan

We might guess that the internal room layouts of the two buildings would have
been somewhat different however, since the Sheerness structure was not a school, and
the officers wered watch over activities outside as well as inside the building. In a
letter accompanying the plans Samuel emphasises the Panoptical virtues of the
generalarangement of the efficessibeirg all ohthedth inhhe ventré
of the central buildig, and a higher part of that centre having a commanding view of
the whole dockyard, every work, every transaction on the dockyard, may be inspected
in different degrees of perféecon f rom t hat®*® central situat

There is no reference tokBta in NormanJ o h n s t o-rariging interndtienal
history of prison architecturEorms of Constraint al t hough he does
account of the projected Krichev factory, quoted eatli@n this basis he describes
t hat bui |l di n gstossextie midlc,i ralud atr amwe hundred

®Civil Engineer a,val 1618683 p.#58ct 6s Journal
% Letter from Samuel Bentham to Ber@sborne MP, Secretary of the Admiralty, quoted by Mary
Sophia Bentham in 06Dockyards and Manufactoriesbod,

37(See note 13 above.) N. JohnstBarms of Constraint: A History of Prison Architectutgrbana
and Chicago, 2000, p. 50 and n. 33
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On the other hand he says @n f o o fThmsobuileing isésometimes described
[presumably by Mary Sophia, although Johnston does not say] as though there were

two-story wing buildings rdiating from a central rotthaT i s he adds i s Oul

Failure of the Panopticon penitentiary
Applying the Panopticon principle to prison design posed a fundamental dilemma: the
cells needed to be open for observation, but closed in order to keep the prisoners
secure. The sotion proposed by Jeremy in the lettarsd postscripts was to have
cells with barred fronts: these would necessarily have to be arranged in an arc of a
circle or in a full <circle around the O6ins
part of all d them. Should more cells be required, these could be in circles on floors
above.

Figure 7 shows the first scheme for a Panopticon penitentiary on which the two
brothers worked together during 1787, and which was published with the {&tters.
The buildingis cylindrical, on four floors, with a ring of narrow singlerson cells
around the periphery and rooms for the governor and his staff at the centre. The floors
in these observation rooms are on half levels relative to the cells, so that two floors of
cels can be overseen from each observation floms at the Okhta School. Every cell
has a | arge window, so that seen from the
movement is clearly visible. In Mich&loucaul t 6 s waeoerlikksqg mahyhe cel |
cages, so many small theatres, in which each actor is alone, perfectliguadlsed

and constantly visiblebo.

3 An engrave at the printers improvised this drawing, since the original was thought to have been lost
in a fire. It appears as Plate 1Ranopticon Presumably the original was produced by the brothers at
Krichev.

39 M. Foucault Surveiller et Punir: Naissance da Prison Paris, 1975, transl. by A. Sheridan as
Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prisdrondon, 1977, p. 200

15



Figure 7: Jeremy and Samuel Bentham, design for Panopticon penitentiary, 178ahalf
half-section and halélevation°

Jeremy was nth concerned however that this process of observatioonbe
way. he wanted the governor and the warders and visitors to the prison to be able to
watch the prisoners, but he did not want the prisoners to watch back. In this way they
would be under the cotat apprehension of being observed, even if no one was
actually looking at that moment in their direction. So he proposed that the central
observation rooms be curtained, with peepholed tite si ze of d&sil ver
through which the guards could lookit. But this meant that the centre would have
been in more or less complete darkness. What is more, Jeremy realised it seems that
there was insufficient space in the middle of the building to house all the other

0 Jeremy Benthanilanagement of the Poobublin, 1796, plate 1.
16



functions needed in a prison: lodgings fiee doctor and chaplain, the kitchen, stores
and so on.
Figure 8 shows the revised scheme drawn up by Jeremy and Samuel in 1791 with
the help of the architect Willey Reveley designed to overcome some of these
difficulties. (Jeremy had met Reveley in Sngran his journey to Rus$id Now
there are larger cells on six storeys. As well as windows, the building is lit from the
top with an annularroef i ght and a centr al oculus (Fi gt
and offices have been removed from the middle tectangular block attached to the
out side of the building, which Jeremy ref

Services are in the basement.

Figure 8 Jeremy and Samuel Bentham with Willey Reveley, design for Panopticon

penitentiary, 1791: halblan, halsection and halélevation’?

“L Christie,Benthams in Russi@. 150
2 BenthamPostscript plate 2 (fdlowing p. 172).
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Figure 9: Birdés eye view of the 1791 Panopticon pc¢

Observation is now on three levels, but no longer from central positions: instead
t here ard atrhrgead |®@anrews 6 around which the gu
a section. The | owest gallery surrounds th
supported on columns above. As in the 1787 scheme the galleries arelendigal§o
that two floors 6 cells are overseen from each gallery. The galleries are again to be
curtained, with the warders looking out through spyholes. Inside the annular galleries
is raked seating for visitors attending divine worship. The plan was for the prisoners
to attend tk services from their celisalthough not all of them would have been able

to see the chaplain.
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Figurel0o. Section of the 1791 Panopticon penitenti

| have written elsewhere about the contradictions inherent in this 1791 sakeme
an operating prisoff There are four major problems. The first is that the convicts
completely surround the guardsnever a good idea in penal design. Should they
manage to seize the two entrances, they have all the staff trapped. (It should be said
that this problem would not arise in seayiindrical buildings like a few of the
Panopticon prisons that were actually b)fift

Second, the goal of inspection from a single central ddiné very essence of
the Panopticon principdeis now seriously prejuded by the annular galleries and the
chapel, which get in the way of clear views across the centre of the building. The

“Philip Steadman, 6The contradictionlsurnaléf Jeremy Ben
Bentham Studiewol. 9 (2007) http://ojs.lib.ucl.ac.uk/index.php/jbstaie/view/48 accessed 17 July
2012.

“I'ncluding Robert Adamo6s5,Eddamd ur g ®Ban dyeonse | fl e oa | el 7v®
Lancaster Castle Gaol of 1828
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guards might be able to see the cells in turn as they patrol around the rings; but no one

at a higher level of responsibility can seeth# guards, who have to report back if

they spot troubl e. Some | ater prisons th
published designs did in fact leave the centres of their rotundas completely empty.

This was the case i n inHdlandldydFeMetzélaarapdo! a pr i
his son in the latdNineteenth Centuryand at Stateville Penitentiary near Joliet,

lllinois designed by W Carbys Zimmerman and constructed between 1916 and

1924% Eight rotundas were projected at Stateville, of whichr faere completed

(Figure 11). Each had a central glazed gymost and nothing else. But this of course

entailed a great volume of unused spaeéhat the American prison archit Alfred

Hopkins describedast he most awful rece¢gbacle of gl oc

Figure 11: Interior of a cell block at the Stateville Penitentiary near Joliet, Illinois, U S A,
W. Carbys Zimmerman architects, 19248 (lllinois Department of Corrections)

“5 See Johnstorrorms of Constrainp. 108 for the Dutch prisons, and pp. 148 for StatevilleThe

Dutch cupola prisons however had solid doors on the cells (like the radial griseadelow) and so

were not strictly Panopticons in the Bentham sense. In 2010 | met a male nurse working in the Dutch
prison service who told me that he had playesttiall with prisoners in the centre of the Breda
Panopticon. So in a more relaxed regime the empty space found a use after all.

“8 A. Hopkins,Prisons and Prison BuildingNew York, 1930, p. 43.
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