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Title: Sinematek (Turkish Cinématheéque Association):
Cinema and Political Debate in Turkey Between 1965-1980

This thesis examines Sinematek Association, which was a specific
phenomenon among many other cultural and social projects of the 1960s. It was
established on August 25, 1965 by passionate cinema followers and lasted till the
military coup d’etat of 1980. The thesis focuses on the effects of the social and
cultural atmosphere of the 1960s and 1970s on the evolution of the Sinematek
association, and the impact of the Association on the shaping of the general political
atmosphere. This thesis seeks to uncover the decade between 1965 and 1975, which
was the heyday of the association, that is considered as a period of transformation in
Turkish cinema, just like other transformations in theatre and literature, as artistic
activities were diffused in the public life. I argue that an artistic environment took
shape in which political discussions were made possible. Interaction with the public
sphere and the desire for a utopian new society were the essential characteristics of
this generation. In this period, the intellectuals and youth in Turkey defined
themselves in relation to the political & socio- economic problems of their country.
This critical consciousness naturally found expression in the cultural sphere.
Therefore, the main concern of this study will be to map the elements of this
intellectual or political movement via an analysis of this institution. To put it
differently, my hypothesis is that Sinematek and other cinema circles in the 1960s
and in the early 1970s can give us the opportunity to understand the atmosphere of
Turkey in that period as they reflected, sustained and expressed generally the
significant intellectual and political orientations of their period.
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Atatiirk ilkeleri ve Inkilap Tarihi Enstitiisii’'nde Yiiksek Lisans derecesi i¢in
Hakk1 Baggiiney tarafindan Eyliil 2007°de teslim edilen tezin kisa 6zeti

Baslik: Sinematek (Tiirk Sinematek Dernegi): 1965-1980 Arasinda Sinema ve
Politik Tartisma

Bu tez 1960’11 yillarin pek ¢ok diger sosyal ve kiiltiirel projelerinin yani
sira kayda deger bir fenomen olan Tiirk Sinematek dernegini incelemektedir. Bir
cok sinema sevdalisi tarafindan 25 Agustos 1965°te kurulan dernek 12 Eyliil
askeri darbesine kadar varligini siirdiirmiistiir. Bu tez 1960 ve 1970’lerin
kiiltiirel gelismelerinin dernegin gelisimi iizerindeki etkilerini ve dernegin genel
politik atmosferin bigimlenmesindeki roliinii incelemektedir. Bu tez, derneginde
en lretken donemi olan 1965-1975 araligini, Tiirk sinemasindaki doniistimlerle
birlikte diger alanlarda da tiyatro ve edebiyat gibi, doniisiimlerin yasandig bir
donem olarak degerlendirmekte ve bu donemde kiiltiirel faaliyetlerin kamusal
hayata ¢ok daha fazla mal oldugu tespitini yapmaktadir. Ayrica tezde bu
donemde politik tartigmalarin yapilabildigi bir sanatsal ortamin olustugunu iddia
edilmektedir. Bunun yani sira, o dénemki genglerin ve entelektiiellerin temel
karakteristikleri olarak kamusal alanla etkilesim ve yeni, iitopik bir toplum
isteginin belirleyici oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Bu donemde, entelektiieller ve
genclik, kendilerini iilkenin politik, ekonomik-sosyal problemleriyle iliskileri
icerisinde tanimlamaktaydilar. Bu elestirel yaklagimin tabii ki kiiltiirel alanda da
yansimalar1 oluyordu. Dolayisiyla bu tezin temel amacit bu dernegin analizi
iizerinden donemin entelektiiel ve politik hareketlerinin 6zelliklerini saptamak
olacaktir. Daha farkli bir sekilde ifade edersek, benim hipotezim, Sinematek
dernegi ve diger sinema gruplarinin, 1960’larin ve erken 1970’lerin 6nemli
politik ve entelektiiel yaklagimlarini yansittiklari, ifade ettikleri ve o donem dair
bilgi sagladiklar1 6l¢tide, donemin genel atmosferinin anlamami sagladiklaridir.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

This thesis examines the Sinematek Association, which was a specific
phenomenon among many other cultural and social projects of the 1960s. It was
established on August 25, 1965 in association with the Cinémathéque of Paris, by
passionate cinema followers and lasted till the military coup d’etat of 1980. The
thesis focuses on the effects of the social and cultural atmosphere of the 1960s and
1970s on the evolution of the Sinematek association, and the impact of the
Association on the shaping of the general political atmosphere. As will be argued
subsequently, the artistic culture, as culture in general, is inextricably intertwined
with its social context and each continuously recreates the other in and through the
political atmosphere.

This approach to the category of the political which defines it as a relation or
link that at once separates and connects the social and the cultural will inform the
general outlook of this thesis. Sinematek was one of the central milieus in which
artistic culture was reproduced at that time and so it encompassed a social context of
its own and it was in turn determined by this social context. To put it more precisely,
Sinematek embodied the characteristics of it social basis, and these may be taken as
its material constituents, but it necessarily had its own formal aspects as well, its
cultural agenda which it aimed to project onto this social basis. It is in this sense that
Sinematek will be taken as a political association, and the problems, debates and
conflicts that it underwent and produced will be understood as the problems, debates

and conflicts arising from this relation of unity and difference between the social and



the cultural, and the political as the name of this relation will be treated as the site of
these problems, debates and conflicts.

It should be noted however that, this distinction between the social and the
cultural is not meant to be a self-evident one, (a distinction existing in itself) but
rather it is produced and enacted by the political, which means politics has this
distinction as the condition of its possibility. This is to say, this distinction between
the cultural and the social is itself a political distinction. Then, the main issue will be
whether a political movement or association places itself firmly within this socio-
cultural whole and tries an internal transformation of this whole or denies this and
aims at an external modification of it by identifying itself with a social project or a
cultural paradigm. Also the different ways of conceiving this whole, for instance
whether it will be taken in a national or global extent or perhaps on a more local
level, will also be definitive of a political agenda. To put it simply, it will be argued
in this thesis that, an emphasis on the social generally corresponds to a more
globalist perspective on the part of a political engagement, whereas a more cultural
emphasis brings with it a nationalist, nativist, traditionalist perspective, or in more
general terms, the former espouses a somewhat more externalist approach whereas
the latter prefers a more internalist approach. The positions taken by Sinematek in
these dimensions will be the subject of the thesis and whether it managed to
overcome these partial outlooks and provided a more coherent ground, or, if not, the
possible explanations of its failure will be the subject of the following discussion.

The main characteristics of the political atmosphere that will be explained

largely in the first chapter can be described as follows: In the 1960s political debates



were largely determined by two principal axes, there were nationalists' and
conservatives, on the one hand with their emphasis on the particularities of Turkey,
on its internal dynamics thereby focusing on issues of identity, or culture in general
and a subsequent will to derive of the social from the cultural, and the modernists on
the other hand, with their emphasis on social progress, economic development and
the subsequent derivation of the cultural from the social. In tune with these
frameworks, modernists sided with universal values, equalized generally with
western culture, as the more universally taken the sphere of the cultural be related to
further progress, whereas nationalists or traditionalists in general worked with a
more determinate set of values unique to the nation’s, or the community’s context, as
the search for identity would necessitate such a delimited cultural understanding. As
will be explained below, nationalist or nativist and modernist or universalistic
conceptions cannot be considered in isolation, they define themselves to a certain
extent in opposition, and in relation to each other.

This old and deep-rooted debate went hand in hand with Turkey's
modernization and capitalist development. In the 1960s, the debate over the
modernization and national identity intersected with the fact that anti-imperialism
was the main theme of the leftist political discourse of the time. This discourse was
shaped by the process of decolonization, debates on the Asiatic mode of production,
the Non-Aligned Movement of the Third World countries and the Chinese Cultural

Revolution which were going on worldwide. Anti-imperialism led to the questioning

! Here nationalist is taken in the sense of the defender of national values, but this “national” is not the
political institution defined with its territorial boundaries and by a nation-state of its own, but rather
any set of identity claims made by a group of people for defining themselves as a part of cultural
whole. So, in this context, both a claim of a unique language and a more broader claim of a unique
national territory count as nationalisms. The intricate interconnection between nation states and global
capitalist development in the 18th and 19th centuries as the foundation of nation states does not affect
or alter the heuristic distinction that is made between the nationalists and modernists.



of western values which were seen as products of the imperialist world system.
However, the imperial heritage of the Ottoman past and the Republic’s model of
modernization can be seen as presenting obstacles for intellectuals in adopting an
anti-colonialist discourse which questioned the western cultural and political
tradition. Kemalism and its model of civilization grounded itself on the values of
Western civilization and bringing them into Turkey was its motivation.

The problems of Turkish modernization were heatedly debated in those years
in many political and intellectual milieus. Intellectuals who were affected by the
developmentalist and modernist tendencies, however, did not place themselves
against the Kemalist and republican ideals of the early Republican period. Turkish
intellectuals believed that Kemalism was the foundation for Turkish modernization;
thus, they tried to transcend Kemalist ideology with an utopian vision of a more
egalitarian and free society and with the economic independence from the imperialist
powers for the benefits of Turkish society. These intellectual debates should be seen
as a product of socio-cultural developments, as already noted, political positions
taken by political actors are necessarily expressions of the socio-cultural whole
through which they exist. In Turkey, the emerging working class, the movements of
trade unions, the influence of the Workers’ Party, which was newly established and
had become a center of attraction for intellectuals, are relevant in this context. Then,
although, there was the great influence of the anti-modernist or nationalist axis which
emphasized identity problems, this thesis considers these decades as a new phase in
the Turkish modernization project, and accordingly the political struggle in this
period is mainly seen in terms of this modernist movement, that is to say, the

nationalist opposition reflected in the intellectual circles is also taken to be an



expression of an opposition in the social and cultural sphere which took various
forms.

The modernist attempt of the 1960s and the early 1970s can be considered as
a phase of the Turkish modernization movement and was reproduced as a relatively
democratic, participatory historical time, although state oppression was consistently
applied to hinder these attempts. The repression was institutionalized for the
reestablishment of the social order after the coup d’etat regimes of 1971 and 1980.
The military intervention made on 12 March 1971 did not suffice to impede the
political struggles that were directed against this repression exercised thorugh state
institutions.

However, in the late 1970s, the radical student and worker movements of the
late 1960s were transformed into a deeper polarization troughout the country, which
led to a civil war between the extreme nationalist political powers and leftist groups,
these leftist groups being the militants of modernization. (At least as considered in
terms of this opposition they may be treated as such.) The effects of such a
polarization were reflected in all areas including art and culture, and cultural
institutions were negatively affected by this polarization. Turkish intellectuals and
the Turkish “left” were influential in the socio-cultural atmosphere of the country, as
a result of their will to a total transformation in the everyday lives of the Turkish
people, that is to say a transformation of the socio-cultural whole, by aiming to
create a socialist culture with an egalitarian and solidarist approach. It was only in
the 1980s that this struggle lost its effect after the blow of the military coup of 12

September 1980 and the beginning of the neoliberal period.



The subjects of this work are Turkish intellectuals who were educated in the
early Republican institutions and became politically engaged during university
education, in the social events of the 1960s. In the 1960s the growth of political
radicalism could be related to increasingly higher levels of university education that
produced far more graduates that could be absorbed by the professional market.” The
result of this transformation in the role of the universities, their becoming more and
more organized around the needs of the market, was a reaction in the university in
the form of anti-capitalist student movements. This sharp political radicalism in the
university had connections with other social, cultural developments too but its
essential character as a student movement was necessarily shaped by the problems
and conflicts produced by this transformation in the university. This represents a
moment of a wider transformation in the society already determined these other
dynamics. As a result, intellectuals and the youth engaged themselves in political
activity against the existing social order.

However, it was important for the youth of the period to obtain an identity as
well, a search for subjectivity or means for personal emancipation, which is to say,
the basically economic or social motives of their revolt also required a cultural
agenda to provide a sense of integration. I would argue that cinema served as a very
adequate means to satisfy these needs. It is my contention that members of this
association, intellectuals and students, were going through a period of
individualization. Those individuals found ways to construct themselves by
exploring new films, new books, and meeting new people in this environment. One

should note that it was the Sinematek which firstly showed the foreign art films in

* Eric J. Hobsbawn, Age of Extremes: The Short Twentieth Century, 1914-1991 (London: Abacus,
1995).



Turkey and thus helped all of its members to look and think beyond the national
scale and this new search in artistic or cultural sphere was to accompany the new
social demands, desires they claimed for. That is to say, their political ideals
demanded a new conception of the socio-cultural whole, of society and in terms of
their selves a new sense of subjectivity, individuality.

I will argue that, in the 1960s and 1970s, the domination of the state in the
artistic field was replaced by such new institutions and thus independent
intellectuals, mainly influenced by the social movements of the period, transformed
the relation between society and the intellectual field to a certain extent. It was also
in the 1960s that cinema appeared as a notable domain of popular culture.
Intellectual debates, which always attracted intellectuals in the areas of literature,
theatre and music, found a new interesting and fertile arena.

The 1960s were both a turning and a transition period for the cinema. In these
years cinema was changing throughout the world; the social movements and
problems of countries were reflected in their national cinemas. The 1960s were the
happy years of Turkish cinema, as described by many cinema historians as the
golden years. In these years, Yesilcam movies® were increasingly popular among
people and they constituted a considerable commercial market. As an alternative to
the Yesilgam cinema, the “universal art of cinema,” mainly the European art cinema
defended and presented by the Sinematek, attracted intellectuals and educated youth.
Throughout these years, Sinematek was one of the most active organizations
providing a lively atmosphere for the educated middle classes, intellectuals and

university students.

? “Yesilgam” is the name of the street in Beyoglu where cinema companies and “extras” coffehouses
are located.



The decade between 1965 and 1975, which was the heyday of the association,
is considered as a period of transformation in Turkish cinema, just like other
transformations in theatre and literature, as artistic activities were diffused in the
public life. I argue that intellectual specialization was very limited in these years.
Metropoles such as Istanbul, Ankara, and Izmir were the main centers for the
emanation of intellectual common space and discourse. Additionnaly, the
intellectuals were not specialists of an isolated and determined intellectual or artistic
field; they were sharing a more common agenda. In their debates and meetings they
talked about issues from the vast area of intellectual culture. These topics were
closely connected with their everyday lives and actual political circumstances.

Thus an artistic environment took shape in which political discussions were
made possible. Interaction with the public sphere and the desire for a utopian new
society were the essential characteristics of this generation. The intellectuals and
youth in Turkey defined themselves in relation to the political & socio- economic
problems of their country. This critical consciousness naturally found expression in
the cultural sphere. Therefore, the main concern of this study will be to map the
elements of this intellectual or political movement via an analysis of this institution.
To put it differently, my hypothesis is that Sinematek and other cinema circles in the
1960s and in the early 1970s can give us the opportunity to understand the
atmosphere of Turkey in that period as they reflected, sustained and expressed
generally the significant intellectual and political orientations of their period.

One should consider that this “forum of culture” besides other cinema circles
and other cultural institutions in theatre, music, literature and painting, contributed to

the production of a locus of political opposition to the regime. In the thesis, the



political and ideological struggles of the period will be discussed from the more
general perspective of a struggle over meanings in the cultural life. Tomas E. Crow,
in his book Painters and Public Life in Eighteenth Century Paris argues that, “The
role of new public space in the history of eighteenth century French painting will be
bound up with a struggle over representation, over meaning, over symbols and who

had the right to use them.”*

A similar struggle over representations, meanings and
who had the right to use them was reflected in cultural instruments, like films,
magazines, books and other activities, in the cultural millieu of the Sinematek
Association. To take this struggle mainly as a cultural struggle may seem to be
counter to what have been said so far, but this emphasis on culture is not meant to
ignore the social or economic basis. All these political struggles were essentially
related to the social developments and movements of the period as have been
claimed above. However, as the subject is an association that takes cinema, a
principally cultural phenomenon though with social, material conditions of its own,
as its actuality, its fundamental way of self-realization, as its manner of self-
expression, a discussion in these terms will be employed, without thereby neglecting
the social side. To the contrary this approach will be taken as a possible way of
revealing the inner difficulties, problems of the Association, as a way of discussing
whether it managed to develop a political framework that meets the requirement of
integrating the social and the cultural or whether its cultural base prevented
Sinematek from such an integral outlook and led to a mainly intellectualist program.

This struggle, based on nationalistic, populist and internationalist tones that

can be sought in different approaches, was based on a common political and, in a

* Tomas E. Crow, Painters and Public Life in Eighteenth Century Paris (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1985).



broad sense, socialist agenda & political views was shared by most of the cinema
groups.” These were the key political concepts which were being redefined in
different ways throughout this era. As mentioned, in the 1960s anti-imperialism was
the main political discourse of the time. The slow development and dependency of
Turkish cinema and Turkey in general, were the main motives behind national
feelings and thus the populist discourse of the time was grounded on this fact. This
nationalist tendency had its followers in the cinema circles, for instance, the
Sinematek circle was criticized by the National Cinema circle® for underestimating
national values and for adopting the western heritage; moreover for avoiding the
popular, authentic values of the people. The response of the members of the
Sinematek was that the production of national films necessitated adopting the values
of universal cinema and an independent and alternative position to the current
capitalist system. The National Cinema circle and the debate will be examined
below. After 1968, a political and revolutionary radicalization on the part of students
affected the Association’s inner dynamics and led to a split with these students who
criticized the elitist atmosphere of the association by an emphasis of populism. In the
third chapter, this transformation and its effects will be defined.

In addition, Sinematek had to do with the art of cinema itself. So we need to
look at the relation between Sinematek as an institution and the nature of cinema.

Cinema itself is both the reflection and the product of human social activity. As one

> Except Milli Cinema circle that will be explained below. Milli Cinema and Ulusal Cinema circle
were using the same translations of the word National as a name, but milli was a conservative or
Islamist connotation as it was an old Ottoman word. After the vernacularization of Turkish, many
Arabic and Persian words were replaced by the new Turkish words. In the thesis, The National
cinema circle was Ulusal Cinema Circle as the vernacular translation of the National.

% National cinema circle and other cinema circles will be discussed at lenght in the third chapter.

National cinema was defended by Halit Refig, and Metin Erksan against the Sinematek with an
emphasis on the possibilities of producing cinema in an alternative way in the actual cinema industry.
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cinema historian argues: “I offer a methodological road map for those concerned
with a materialist-driven approach to film studies: one that sees movies as an art
form that stands on its own but also, like the chair in Marx’s Das Capital, as an
object whose creation reflects a wide range of human practices.”’ Therefore, cinema
can neither be conceived in pure aesthetic terms, nor can it be reduced to its
economic, material milieu. Intellectuals oscillate between these two poles of cinema.
This leads to a diversification of the perception and meaning that cinema assumes for
the different people involved: on the one hand, a popular, commercial cinema and/or
“people’s cinema” and on the other, an artistic field or an element of high culture.
The gap between these two perceptions of cinema represented two opposite
poles. A tension between these two poles provided fertile ground to continue the
political debate among the people who wanted to define cinema in a closer relation
with one of these poles- one of these poles representing the more social framework
and the other the more cultural. The Sinematek Association that served as a ground
for an intellectual line with its intellectual production by publishing cinema journals
and hosting activities can give the opportunity to see the different sides of this
tension. The Sinematek was a complex organization which provided fertile ground to
observe a synthesis of elements of high culture along with popular intentions.
Reflecting upon the complex realities of Sinematek helps to transcend these basic
polarizations in the understanding of cinema as a cultural form, though a theory of

cinema is not the central concern of this thesis.

7 Steven J. Ross, “Jargon and the Crisis of Readability: Methodology, Language, and the Future of
Film History,” Cinema Journal, 44, no. 1 (Fall 2004).
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Cinema in the 1960s and 1970s was defined in line with revolutionary
upheaval, and as a device to represent social realities of the country where it was
produced. In the thesis, this experiment for a revolutionary cinema throughout the
world istekan into consideration. For instance, Auteur cinema as a search for an
artistic cinema after 1968, turned into a more political cinema under the leadership of
the famous French filmmaker Jean Luc Godard. On the other hand, Latin American
“third cinema” pursued a militant, activist and revolutionary cinema. In the light of
these examples, and in line with our focus on the Sinematek, I will try to define
Turkish political or art cinema during these decades.

Sinematek can be seen neither as a simple cinema salon, nor as an artistic
atelier (or workshop). It was a social environment that brought together individuals’
utopias and desires that were created collectively. These utopias were imagined by
choosing more specific styles in the heterogeneous set of politic and artistic
identities. It provided ground for an artistic collective culture by the mediation of
cinema and its power to represent the social reality. Therefore, the collective identity
of the Sinematek Association was based upon a voluntary togetherness; put simply, a
place which made all of the participants able to express themselves voluntarily in a
non-hierarchical collective environment. As Henri Lefebvre argues; “Modernity

leads to a fundamental degrading of social existence.””

The capacity of the counter-
hegemonic reaction of human beings is related to their creativity to maintain social
utopist alternatives to the actual social relations in their societies.

I argue that Sinematek set out with a political motive that was promising in

its attempt to provide a unity of a cultural agenda and a social project but eventually

¥ Henri Lefebvre, Key Writings, ed. Stuart Elden, Elizabeth Lebas, and Eleonore Kofman, (New York:
Continium, 2003).
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regressed to a more intellectualist position, putting more and more emphasis on the
side of the culture. This regression was due to a change in the composition of its
structure. Sinematek started as a relatively small community of intellectuals and
cinema critics and to this extent its political standpoint was able to accommodate a
social basis to its cultural agenda. But as it flourished and attracted a greater number
of people from different social backgrounds, especially students, there gradually
arose a fragmentation within the association. This led to an homogenous cultural
agenda shared by different members of the association, which based on a populist
demand for a more inclusive approach towards cinema, a demand for a more socially
oriented political program. As a result, the general atmosphere in the association
underwent a considerable change and this has produced polarizations which led some
members of the association to develop a more elitist approach whereas other
members similarly found themselves driven into a more populist position. This
general shift towards intellectualism on the side of some of its prominent members
undermined the coherence and integrity of the association and ultimately Sinematek
became a mere artistic, intellectual community that could not defend to great extent
its political project of transformation of the Turkish cinema and the Turkish society.
Moreover, the tension that led to its political shortcomings also prevented
Sinematek from continuing as a productive cultural force and brought its eventual
resolution. This is not to say that, these developments in the association were
unconnected and independent of external factors or developments. To the contrary,
one of the central questions of this thesis is the effect of the discussions and debates
that Sinematek entered into with other cinema circles and also the general social and

cultural background of the period and the problems and difficulties it presented for
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the association is a continuous theme for the thesis. However, all these developments
were already reflected more or less within the association, being the reasons and
dynamics of the growing heterogeneity and the ensuing efforts for a restitution of the
coherence, of the homogeneity on the part of the association. Therefore, an analysis
of the evolution of Sinematek through an exploration of its internal dynamics will be
taken as a way of taking these relatively external circumstances into consideration as
well. In this sense, this distinction of internal and external dynamics itself is
questioned and a more inclusive approach to these factors upheld.

In the second chapter, the approaches to cinema in its historical evolution are
discussed. Walter Benjamin’s “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical
Reproduction”™ was significant for my work. In this chapter, I also briefly represent
Turkish cinema history before the 1960s, by describing the cultural atmosphere of
Turkey before 1960. In this section, the special features of the 1960s are examined to
understand the particular conditions for the proliferation of this association, and the
artistic culture.

The third chapter serves as a monograph of the association in its historical
evolution. Its activities, its publications, its inner relations, and the social background
of its members are discussed.

In the fourth chapter, cinema and the debates over the role of the cinema
during the 1960s are presented. The question “what kind of cinema?” for defining
different approaches to the matter is elaborated. The debate focuses on how a
Turkish national cinema can be constructed and, the searches for alternative modes

of production to the existing cinema industry.

? Benjamin, Walter, 1936, “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction, In
Hlluminations, ed. Hannah Arendt, and trans. Harry Zohn (New York: Schocken Books, 1969).
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In the fifth chapter, the dualities of the modernization process, universality
and nativity, populism and individualism, and development and underdevelopment
are debated in a theoretical perspective, along with articles by cinema writers of the
period under discussion. Theoretical works of Walter Benjamin, Theodor Adorno,
Stephen Vlastos along with these key concepts are considered.

In the sixth chapter, the transformation of cinema throughout the world and
its effects on the Turkish cinema, and relevant concepts like auteur cinema, third
cinema, will be examined. In this chapter, postcolonial debates, in the cases of
postcolonial countries are compared with the peculiarities of Turkish society.

Primary oral sources like in-depth interviews with cinema writers and
Sinematek Association members form the bases of this study. I preferred to conduct
interviews without a voice recorder to create an intimate atmosphere. One of the
interviews was made via internet.'® Secondary sources, like the publications of the
association, Yeni Sinema (New Cinema) and Filim (Film) magazines, cinema
magazines, especially Ulusal Sinema (National Cinema), political journals, namely
Ant, (Oath) Yon (Direction), newspapers, were also used.

The intention of this study is to make a contribution to Turkish cinema
history, in which Sinematek association has not been sufficiently analyzed. Another
intention of this study is to develop some insights into the social and intellectual
history of Turkey via this cultural association. In the litterature, I believe that there
was a major gap. But this survey can only cover a very minor portion of this map.

In the literature of Turkish Cinema, works of Giovanni Scognomillo, Nijat

Ozon, Savas Arslan and Nezih Erdogan were especially put into consideration

' T conducted 5 interviews, with Jak Salom via internet, Hiilya Ugansu, Rekin Teksoy, Giovanni
Scognamillo, and Zahit Atam, in the spring of the 2007.
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throughout this work. For the cultural atmosphere of the 1960s and 1970s, academic
works are very limited, but biographies, essays and my observations of the secondary
sources were used to grasp the particularities of the decades.

Finally, Onat Kutlar, in his book Sinema bir Senliktir (Cinema as a Festival),
says that he desires to narrate the whole history of this society in which a kind of
sincerity and sharing prevailed. I tried to narrate this story, and as Onat Kutlar
unfortunately is no longer alive, I also intend this thesis to be a contribution to his

efforts and dedicate this to his memory.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE EFFECTS OF THE POLITICAL ATMOSPHERE ON THE CULTURAL
AND ARTISTIC AGENDA: 1960 -1970

CINEMA AND ITS BACKGROUND

In this chapter, the general political atmosphere and the debates that proceeded with
this process, after the coup d’etat of May 27, 1960, and how these debates affected
the artistic leitmotives of the 1960s will be discussed. My main concern is to make
sense of how these themes were changed over time and endured and to what extent
they affected the artistic subjects. During this decade on 25 August 1965, the
Sinematek Association was established. After 1968, the student movements which
escalated in Turkey and throughout the world affected the total atmosphere of the
country. The special conditions of the 1960s are important for understanding the
evolution of a simple cinema club as a center for intellectual and political debates. I
will attempt to map the basic elements of the political and intellectual life in this
decade.

First of all, it is necessary to take into consideration the institutionalization
and the basic characteristics of cinema from its beginning as an industrial and artistic
field, and the developments of cinema in its global context. The Sinematek was
established in 1965. To what extent cinema was grounded in the artistic tradition
among intellectuals and the youth in this period, and to what extent the kind of
cinema as an artistic form was available for the Turkish audience should be

examined. First, a study of cinema in Turkey before the establishment of the
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association, in the 1940s, 1950s, and in the first half of 1960s will be attempted. The
films that were produced in the field of the commercial cinema (whose existence and
professionalization as an independent industrial or commercial field was then under
question) will be discussed, and an examination will be made of the essays of the
circles who desired improvement of the cinema as an artistic field, inside or outside
of the industry. In addition, how intellectuals perceived the relation of art and
politics; and their relations with the state; and the revolutionary, avant-garde, and

innovatory attempts before the 1960s will be examined.

A Brief Study in the Field of Cinema as an Artistic Form

The production of cinema, the meanings ascribed to it by its producers,
audience and generally what kind of meanings are created by cinematographic signs
in relation to the perception of reality and the role of social and historical factors in
the evolution of the field, is a good starting point in understanding cinema.
Therefore, some brief observations on cinema will be made. First of all, I will try to
give an answer to the question “what is cinema?” with this simple approach:

Analysis of the form of the cinematic text concentrates on two basic building

blocks of the film, the shot and the cut, and on the structure that comes into
being when the film is assembled, the combination of shot and cut that is the

finished film."'
It is acknowledged that there is an artistic field called cinema and that this
artistic and intellectual field has an important impact on social life because it is a

public phenemenon and a medium for the representation of reality. Cinema should be

" Robert P. Kolker, “The Film Text and Film Form,” in The Oxford Guide to Film Studies. Edited by
John Hill and Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford: University Press, 1998), p.12.
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conceived as an art form that is created by a collective group for the sake of gaining
public approval.

The famous cinema historian Ivor Montagu writes that, “No other art has the
power to incorporate this much of actuality in an image.”'? Additionally; It is argued
by many cinema historians that “The cameras mechanical reproduction creates a new
perhaps rather strange relationship between image and reality.”"> As Walter
Benjamin asserts that people’s perception of reality, as cinema audiences, was
differentiated as a result of cinema:

Also, the film actor lacks the opportunity of the stage actor to adjust to the
audience during his performance, since he does not present his performance
to the audience in person. This permits the audience to take the position of a
critic, without experiencing any personal contact with the actor. The
audience’s identification with the actor is really identification with the
camera. Consequently the audience takes the position of the camera; its
approach is that of testing. This is not the approach to which cult values may
be exposed.*

The reality which is represented by cinematographic images offers a new kind
of experience for the audience. “Of all the arts Benjamin wrote film is without
“aura”, without the singularity of the immediate experience of an artifact uniquely
connected with a single human creative imagination.”"” Therefore, film is more
accessible for human beings to be part of a social and cultural discourse. However,

the accessibility or the inaccessibility to the reality by cinematographic images has

been questioned. Reality which is represented by images is the reality of the

2 Ivor Montagu, Film World: a Guide to Cinema (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1964), p. 332.

" Richard Dyer, “Introduction to Film Studies,” in The Oxford Guide to Film Studies. Edited by John
Hill and Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford University Press, 1998), p.7.

4 Benjamin, Walter, 1936, “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” in
[lluminations, ed. Hannah Arendt. (New York: Schocken Books, 1969), p.228.

¥ Kolker, p.12.
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filmmakers and this reality is reflected by the frame of the camera. Therefore the
relation of the reality and cinematographic image is highly debatable.

Cinema has been very effective in the age of mechanical reproduction and
commodity production. Cinema as distinct from other forms of art has never been
thought of as independent from its social and economic circumstances. However,
specific, peculiar and autonomous artistic and aesthetic improvements in the realm of
the Seventh Art have to be defined as the most significant aspects of the cinema to
grasp the field in its social and historical evolution. But, on the other hand,

Comolli'® rejected the notion that the cinema evolves autonomously,

independent of technological, economic and ideologic forces. He insisted that

its evolution was highly mediated; cinematic forms were determined by the
often contradictory demands of technology, economics and ideology.

Comolli’s materialism thus views history as a non-linear series of ruptures

whose uneven process reflects underlying contradictions within the existing

social, economic and cultural institutions that inform it.'”
Although the study of film may involve a concern with aesthetics, technology,
ideology and audience, the study of film has to take into consideration its industrial
character. For most of the world cinema is first of all organized as an industry, that is
composed capitalists seeking profit through film production, film distribution, and
the presentation of the movies to the audiences. So although it should be insisted that

cinema is not a business, it is necessary to study the industrial character of film in

order to understand the full impact and influence of motion pictures,'® as this neglect

' Comolli was one of the editors of the magazine Cahiers du Cinema, a popular cinema magazine
adressed the more political and theoretical approaches.

'7 John Belton, “American Cinema and Film History,” in Oxford Guide to Film Studies, Edited by
John Hill and Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford: University Press, 1998), p. 230.

¥ Ibid., p.231.
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is a widely shared attitude among film theorists, as it is explained by Douglas
Gomery:

As a result of its artistic dimensions, in considering the cinema as art form,
historians tended to neglect other aspects of the cinema, such as identity as an
economic, technological and/or cultural product. Furthermore the
masterpiece tradition dealt with only a small percentage of films,
concentrating on a handful of art films and ignoring the great majority of
ordinary films produced by the industry. More importantly the tradition
understood the value, meaning and significance works to be determined by
the degree to which they transcended their historical or industrial context.
Finally what determined a masterpiece’s uniqueness was the genious of the
individual artist whose vision it reflected. '

Industrial, commercial, technological, and contradictorily artistic and cultural
dimensions of the cinema has always created a tension for cinema as a popular

product or as an element of the artistic or “high” culture.

Modern Art and Cinema as Products of the Industrial Revolution

Cinema was considered by Lenin as the most revolutionary of arts due to its visual
power. According to Walter Benjamin, cinema is the artistic form that can provide
the most functions executed by artistic forms in the age of mechanical reproduction.
This brought about significant improvements and debates in the 1960s as before
depicted by Benjamin:

One might generalize by saying: the technique of reproduction detaches the
reproduced object from the domain of tradition. By making many
reproductions it substitutes a plurality of copies for a unique existence. And
in permitting the reproduction to meet the beholder or listener in his own
particular situation, it reactivates the object reproduced.... Both processes are
intimately connected with the contemporary mass movements. Their most
powerful agent is the film. Its social significance, particularly in its most
positive form, is inconceivable without its destructive, cathartic aspect, that

" Douglas Gomery, “Hollywood as industry,” in The Oxford Guide to Film Studies, Edited by John
Hill and Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford: University Press, 1998), p.245.
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is, the liquidation of the traditional value of the cultural heritage. This
phenomenon is most palpable in the great historical films. *°

As argued by Benjamin, cinema ascribes a more active role to the audience. It
was a new, modern experience that was very useful in provoking mass movements in
the twentieth century’s political regimes.

In the 1910s and 1920s in developed countries and in Turkey and throughout
the world following the Second World War, cinema and its great influence in the
realm of people’s everyday lives as a new cultural object produced changes in the
total atmosphere of the social life. Cinema was constituted one of the most important
devices of popular culture. Cinema was able to affect or mobilize peoples. Political
regimes, by considering this fact always interested wtih this culltural phenomenon.

Tom O. Reagan argues that, “Cinema as a cultural and economic
phenomenon has always transcended nations, due to its internationalist character.”*!
However, many scholars argue that cinema should be defined within the specific
country’s geographical and political frontiers. Every country or geography has its
own peculiar role in the historical evolution of the cinema. Therefore, as an artistic
form, cinema also must be considered on the scale of national cinema, in its

geographical dimension, developing to some extent in isolation and as a speciality of

the conditions of the countries in which cinema as an industry and artistic form

flourished.

% Benjamin, p.221.

I Tom O Reagan, “Introduction,” in The Oxford History of World Cinema, Edited by Geoffrey
Nowell, (Oxford University Pres, New-York, 1997), p.7.
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First, Soviet cinema, in the films of the first generation of filmmakers,
Eisenstein, Vertov, Pudovkin, had the tendency as long as, as Rekin Teksoy argues
in the Yeni Sinema review, “A Short Look at the Russian Cinema”: “to augment the
desire to live and to work, to adopt to the audience the social idealism perspective
via positive heros, to educate peoples’ tastes and likings.” Political realist cinema
gained political functions in the aftermath of the October Revolution. Cinema was
used to intervene into the entire public. It challenged the commercial dimensions of
the cinema, claiming to consider cinema beyond a leisure time entertainement
activity, and it criticized popular cinema for avoiding peoples’ everyday life
problems.

The leader of the Bolshevik revolution in Russia, V. 1. Lenin, proclaimed that

film was the most important of all the arts since it was the most efficient

medium for propoganda and Soviet film theory (and that of Eisenstein in
particular) was very much concerned with how to move the mass audiences
of film to perceive the world in certain ways and act accordingly. The basis
for a long tradition in film theory is precisely a Marxist conception of film
for changing people’s way of thinking in progressive directions, or, on the
contrary, for the reproduction and dissemination of ideology in the sense of
false consciousness. >
In the capitalist world, cinema also became a privileged sign of social and cultural
changes which made élites worried.>® As a flourishing part of the 1920s, Hollywood
produced films that were relevant to the multi-culturality and ethnic plurality of the
USA. But, from the beginning, film in United States was a mode of commercial
activity controlled by the entertainment industry that attempted to augment its

profits. However, this process constituted one of the bases to laying the groundwork

for the building of a new nation in a social and cultural manner. Hollywood

22 Jostein Grisprud, “Film Audiences,” in The Oxford Guide to Film Studies, Edited by John Hill and
Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford: University Press, 1998), p.202.

2 Ibid., p.204.
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accompanied the hegemonist, imperialist policies of the USA. For the rest of the
world, Holywood played an important role in creating popular images for the public
culture, and after the Second World War, in the “social welfare state” period; it
propagated the American life style, its values and symbols, defining cinematic
structure as an instrument for leisure time entertainment activities. “Early films were
produced for working class, immigrant and urban audiences and it was believed
films could help to ‘Americanize’ immigrants and teach film audiences how to be

9924

good Americans””" In addition, it was argued that:

Whereas some films from silent and early sound era presented poverty and
social struggle from progressive perspectives sympathetic to the poor and
oppressed, many films focused on rich and celebrated wealth and power,
serving as advertisements for the consummer society and the rulling élites.”
Later, cinema products reflected mixed cultural representations of individuals from
different social classes. Cinema no longer was to be developed as a product of high
culture, which only focused on the rich and celebrated. The pattern was one Max
Weber identified: the dynamics of the market require the declassification of culture,
forcing cultural entrepreneurs to mix categories to reach the broadest audience.*®
This cultural form was also designed to provide US hegemony as argued by Kellner,
Since the 1920s- that is, for the most of the history of the cinema- one
induistry, that based in the United States, and known as Hollywood, has

dominated the world. Thus the locus of study for history of the film industry
based in the US has produced the best films ( by some criteria) but because it

** Douglas Kellner, “Hollywood Film and Society,” in The Oxford Guide to Film Studies. Edited by
John Hill and Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford: University Press, 1998), p.35.

2 Ibid., p.355.
% Quoted in Rob King, “Made for the Masses with an Appeal to the Classes: The Triangle Film
Corporation and the Failure of Highbrow Film Culture”, Cinema Journal 44, no. 2, (Winter 2005);

Max Weber, Economy and Society: An Outline of Interpretive Sociology, vol. 2, trans. Ephraim
Fischoff (1924, reprint; New York: Bedminster Press, 1968), p. 937.
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has forced all other national cinemas to begin by dealing with the power of
Hollywood as an industry.?’

As argued in the quotation, Hollywood commercial cinema sought new
markets throughout the world to provide its total hegemony. On the other hand, in
Third World centers like Egypt, India (Bolywood), Brazil, and since the second half
the 1950s Turkey, commercial cinema products augmented the emphasis of nativity
by imitating stories of the Hollywood cinema in their products and offered them to
their countries’ audiences. However, at the same time, in addition to their missions,
countries like India, Japan, Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, Greece, Tunisia, and Egypt,
outside of the First World, produced masterpieces and influential films that brought
them at the scene of the universal art of cinema. Therefore, in the field of cinema,
both universal qualities and regional or native charactheristics came into purview,
too.

In this atmosphere, beginning from the 1920s, some directors from European
cinema with some auteur directors from the USA (these directors were generally
defined as the filmmakers of the USA Cinema B) gave products, not only
considering cinema as an artistic form, but also aiming to improve the technical and
photographic dimensions of cinema. The basic characteristics of European Art
cinema that transcends the particularities of the national cinemas of the Continent
was defined by Vincendeau as fallows:

The dominant concept in studies of the cinemas of Europe has been that of

‘art cinema’. Arising from the avant-garde works of the 1920s, the films of

prominent figures such as Jean Renoir, Ingmar Bergman, and Frederico

Fellini, and the post-war movements of Italian Neo-Realism and the French

New Wave, the essence of European cinema has been defined as residing in

works that are, to various degrees, aesthetically innovative, socially
committed, and humanist in outlook. To these features are often added the

%7 Douglas Kellner, “Hollywood as Industry,” in The Oxford Guide to Film Studies. Edited by John
Hill and Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford: University Press, 1998), p.245.
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auteurist notions of originality and personal vision- all characteristic which
define, and promote, European art cinema as fundamentally different from
the industrially based and generically coded Hollywood. The French critics
of the 1950s claimed the possibility of autorship and artistry in Hollywood
films- Alfred Hitchcock, Howard Hawks- in defining them as a possibility
for the basis for an artistic cinema. The sense of art as being the defining
characteristic of European film has remained.®

In this section, I tried to map the basic elements of cinema, in its evolution, in
some of the key countries, by showing the tension of the role of the cinema as an

element of the entertainment industry, and an artistic product of the “high culture.”

The Background of the Field of the Cinema and Art before the 1960s

What was the role of cinema in this landscape, that is, in Turkey? In those
years, cinema was being newly considered as an artistic form and it was defined in a
situtation of a total backwardness in Turkey; however, intellectuals defended a more
critical perspective in the realm of the social sciences; artists and writers tried to
transform traditional forms of painting, poetry, and the novel. The relation of art and
politics was debated, and innovative attempts were discussed in their environment,
not only for dealing with social topics in terms of realist, critical and political
dispositions but also to transform the conventional, repetitious and static artistic
forms. In a very closed atmosphere, especially in the late 1950s, intellectuals and
artists began to be a part of these debates as well as have an interest in the current
situation of the artistic field in the world, and they became involved with an
increasing curiosity in politics. Within these debates, social realism was more
effective especially in the field of poetry, as in the movement of Ikinci Yeni (Second

New), when poets in the avant-garde movements wrote their poems in more

¥ Ginette Vincendeau, “Issues in European Cinema,” in The Oxford Guide to Film Studies. Edited by
John Hill and Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford: University Press, 1998), p. 441.
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symbolic or allegorical styles, and continued their search for new artistic styles.
Existentialism, which was held as a reaction to the social realist movement in the
realm of novel and poetry, for instance peasant realism,” was defended and adopted
by some of the poets, writers and philosophers of the period, like Demir Ozlii, Ferit
Edgii,*® Orhan Duru, and Selahattin Hilav.

In the 1950s and at the beginnig of the 1960s, philosophy and literature
journals like Yeni Ufuklar (New Horizons), Yeni Dergi (New Journal), Cep Dergisi
(Pocket Journal), and A Dergisi (Journal A) were published. The gravity of the state
was transcended by these independent intellectuals and by their publications. For
instance, the peasant realism trend was accomodated to the Kemalist project to
transform rural life, but existentialism was a very individualistic and modernist
theme which defined itself at a distance with the social projects of the state. This
meant a real clash with the monopoly of the state over the cultural sphere during the
early Republican period. These attempts were significant to grasp the modernist
tones of the cultural agenda of Sinematek and its intellectual members who

particpated in these movements like surrealism and existentialism.

Cinema before the 1960s in Turkey

As Rekin Teksoy explains, the Republican elites were not very interested in
cinema, in the early Republican period, although they attempted to bring artistic

forms like theatre, ballet and even opera, as part of the activities that were organized

%% This movement was very effective in 1940’s, and 1950’s. The prominent figures of the movement
were Fakir Baykurt, Mahmut Makal, etc...

%% Demir Ozlii and Ferit Edgii will be close members of the Sinematek Association.
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in Halkevieri (Peoples’ Houses) buildings.”' A similar argument is defended by
Yusuf Kaplan as “The new secular Turkish Republic, established in 1923, gave

enthusiatic support to the Western oriented Turkish music, theatre and opera, but did

9532

not show any interest in cinema.””” As argued by Savas Arslan:

In addition, it reflects the cultural project of the republic to raise the level of
the arts and cultures to standards set by and measured against Europe.
However, such direct support failed to materialize from either the Kemalist,
republican elite or from the center-right parties that came to power after the
institution of a multiple party system. While this slowed the development of
filmmaking in Turkey, it also created a safe haven for popular filmmaking
outside the staples of cultural westernization in other arts.™

Nezih Erdogan writes that, “The first three decades of the Turkish cinema
were marked by the domination of a single man who even still today is criticized for

34 . .
7" This man was Muhsin

transferring the stylistic devices of theatre to cinema.
Ertugrul. He had a very significant role in the early period of Turkish cinema and
was very effective in sytislic developments. In these decades, foreign films were
more effective and more broadly shown than Turkish films. Arslan writes that, “In
the import film market, Hollywood dominated the cosmopolitan and elite theaters of
Beyoglu in Istanbul during the 1947-1948 season during when 100 of the 118 films
shown were Hollywood films, while the influence of Hollywood was also shared

with Egyptian films in other parts of the country.”*

3! Interview with Rekin Teksoy, (April 2007, Istanbul).

32 Yusuf Kaplan, “Turkish Cinema”, The Oxford History of World Cinema, (Oxford: New-York
University Press, 1997), p.656.

3 Savas Arslan, Hollywood Alla Turca, a History of Cinema in Turkey, (Phd. Diss., Ohio State
University, 2005), p.62.

** Nezih Erdogan, “Narratives of Resistence: National Identity and the ambivalance in the Turkish
melodrama between 1965 and 1975, Screen no. 39:3, (Autumn 1998), p.261.
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Cinema, in the 1950s, functioned to popularize conspicious consumption
values and to facilitate the proliferation and the reception of upper middle class
urban values in broad segments of society.

Critics of the time argued that, “Turkish cinema, unlike in the West, was not a
product of an industrial revolution. It was a product of a consumption economy
established by a western type of production in underdeveloped countries.”*® During
the Democrat Party government of the 1950s, cinema went a long way from the
period of “thespian directors” led by Muhsin Ertugrul, producing ten films a year, to
a cinema industry producing 100 films a year in the 1960s. In addition, compatible
with the fashion of the time, American films were screened at theatres in great
numbers and Turkish films were obviously influenced by the consumption culture of
Hollywood cinema. The significant influence of Egyptian and Indian cinema has also
to be noted.

In this period, Yildiz (Star, 1953) and Yeni Yildiz (New Star, 1956) were
popular cinema magazines of the time. These magazines were concerned with
popular culture such as posters of movie stars, gossip about stars and they were
produced only with commercial intentions. It is almost impossible to say that world
cinema and especially its more important films that went beyond to the commercial
cinema, for instance, Euoropean art cinema were viewed by the Turkish audience. In
this era, however, in the cinema clubs of Galatasaray High School and Robert
College, in the cultural institutions of the French and Italian consulates (by
membership, and as argued with the privilege of seeing these films without

censorship); and by going abroad, (especially, people who went to Paris to study), a

3 Arslan, p. 29.

3% Tanju Akerson, “Tiirk Sinemasinda Elestiri,” Yeni Sinema, no.3 (October, Nowember 1966), p.35.
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very priviliged number of people had the opportunity to see few of these films. Halit
Refig, in his book, Ulusal Sinema Kavgas1 (The National Cinema Debate) observes
that cinema was not taken seriously as an artistic form, and in the Baylan Patisserie,
young intellectuals debated as to whether cinema should be considered an artistic
form or not.”’

The Organization of the Tiirk Film Dostlari (Friends of Turkish Film) was
founded in 1952. The following year they organized the first Turkish film festival,
following a contest organized in 1948 by the Domestic Filmmakers Organization to
determine the best Turkish films. Among the friends of Turkish film were writers,
filmmakers and journalists such as Burhan Arpad, Liitfi O. Akad, Aydin Arakon,
Orhon M. Ariburnu, and Hifzi Topuz.3 8 But later, in the 1950s, the directorship of
the association of the Friends of Turkish Film, Semih Tugrul, asked to be left alone.
However, in a very short time, this situation began to change. Intellectuals organized
discussions to get to know and to learn about the problems of the Turkish cinema,
and directors, cinema writers and the Galatasaray cinema club members attended
these meetings. Moreover, a journal called Sinema (Cinema) was published by Nijat
Ozon and Halit Refig during these years.* In the 1950s, Sakir Eczacibast and Tung
Yalman published a section called “Sanat Yapragr” (Leaf of Art) in the newspaper
Vatan (Homeland); Eczacibasi makes this comment about these years: “To the
audiences only commercial and star type Hollywood films were offered... Let’s not

think that good films were produced in Turkey. It was impossible to see the most

37 Halit Refig, Ulusal Sinema Kavgas: (Istanbul: Hareket Yaymnlari, 1971), p. 18.
¥ Arslan, p.72.

¥ Refig, p.18.
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significant films of the world, or the important classics that were absent in Turkey.

Except for one or two curious people, no one knew what was happening in the

world.*

The Intellectual and Political Atmosphere of the 1960s

28 December 1960, the Declaration of the Intellectuals, the New Cinema
“We no longer want rosy films; what we want is those which have the colour of

blood on themselves.” *!

Specifically, it might be noted that the 1960s were bracketed between two
military coups, namely those of 27 May 1960 and of 12 March 1971. The 1960
military coup and the constitution of 1961 were turning points, and thus the time in
between constituted a transition period for cultural and political debates. The
international mobility and the social movements that increasingly sprang up in
Turkey were the sources of this period of change. The 1960s were marked by the
coup d’etat of May 27 and its more liberal constitution that would lay the basis for a
“new period” that opened the way to new ideas for artists and intellectuals, who were
impressed by the incredible influx of Marxist ideas and books, the translations,
publication and reception had until then been very limited. This atmosphere of

relative freedom did not continue too long, especially after the rise of the

% Zeynep Avei, “Onat Kutlar ve Sakir Eczacibasi Sinematek Dénemini Anlatiyor, quortaj,”istanbul
dergisi, Nisan 1994, n.9, p.147-154, In Onat Kutlar Kitabi, ed. Turgut Ceviker (Istanbul: Tirsak
Yayinlari, 2006), p.178.

' “Biz artik pembe filmler istemiyoruz, bizim istediklerimiz iizerinde kan rengi olanlardir.”, Yeni
Sinema, n0.3 (October, Nowember 1966), p.6.
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conservative Justice Party government in 1965, state oppression via censure or
other methods became a great obstacle over intellectuals and artists. I do not assert
that the 60s was a period of total freedom, but in these years, more democratic and
participatory organizations appeared in the public life, and a struggle for a freer
public life was started.

In these years, institutions came onto the scene that brought together
intellectuals and artists from various fields in a more defined way, becoming able to
present their political and cultural views in the public sphere rather than in the spaces
which had existed before, such as the Kiilliik Kahvesi (Kiillik Coffehouse) in Beyazit
and Markiz and Baylan patisseries in Beyoglu, as well as pubs and restaurants. An
atmosphere was taking shape in which the artists could express themselves more
freely. After this relaxation within the political and cultural realms, the Workers
Party of Turkey, trade-unions, syndicates, and cultural institutions like cinema clubs,
The Sinematek Association, AST (Ankara Art Theatre), and the Association of Men
of Letters (Tiirkiye P.E.N.Yazarlar Dernegi)* came into being where intellectuals
and artists came together and expressed themselves in an increasing affinity to “the
problems of the country” by participating in political parties while introducing new
styles and innovative, revolutionary forms in the artistic domain. This resurgence
was effective in the artistic field in itself, and for defending the importance of art in

the everyday life of the people and for the intellectuals adopting specific political

2 AP government (Justice Party), [JP, in the leadership of Siileyman Demirel was a party who stand
on the right side of the political atmosphere], after October 10, 1965 elections, was considered by
some of the intellectuals, especially by Halit Refig as a power, increasing political oppression, and as
argued by Asli Daldal, after 1965, some directors as defined producers of “social realist” movement
dispersed.

* This association was established by the famous Turkish novelist Halide Edip Adivar in 1950, but its
activities increased in the 1960s.
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attitudes. This argument is defended by many scholars, and Zafer Toprak observes
this phenomenon in a similar context with the Young Turk revolution:

Another factor is the way the 1960s functioned as a particular “era of

enlightenment.” There are two periods in Turkish history that have cleared the

way for enlightenment. The first one is the “Kanun-1 Esasi” years following
the Young Turk revolution; the other is the years of the 1961 Constitution
after 27 May. The Turkish intellectual and the youth have never read as much
as they did in those years. Translations were made and the world was
perceived differently in those years. In both phases, the Ottoman and the

Turkish people opened up to abroad, prospectively. In the first one, they read

Durkheim, Seignobos, Cauwes; in the other, Marx, Engels and Lenin. The

search for a nation-state rendered solidarist thinking in the first. In the second,

the longing for a social-state brought the class question to the fore.*

As Zafer Toprak observes, “in the 1950s, Turkey tried to get to know itself,
whereas in the 1960s it was mainly interested in getting to know the world.”* Halit
Refig made a similar observation for the 1960s: “In the bookstores, it was very
difficult to find books related to economic issues about Turkey, but there were books
which rather were related to what was happening all over the world.”* Ataol
Behramoglu argues: “The translation of the Marxist classics and, on the other hand,

trends like existentialism and surrealism that aim to transform the artistic and

aesthetic perception of the reader went hand in hand in the beginning of the

* “Diger bir etmen 60l yillarin bir tiir aydinlanma ¢ag1’ islevi gormesi. Tiirkiye tarihinde iki donem
aydinlanmayr getiriyor. Biri Jon Tiirk devrimi ertesi Kanun-1 Esasi yillar, digeri 27 Mayis devrimi
ertesi 61 Anayasasi yillari. Tiirk aydini ve gengligi, ¢caglar boyu bu dénemlerde oldugu kadar hi¢bir
zaman okumuyor. Ceviriler yapuyor, diinya bir baska algilaniyor bu yillarda. Disa agiliyor her iki
evrede Osmanli, ardindan Tiirk insani. Ilkinde Durkheim’i, Seignobos u, Cauwes’i okuyor, digerinde
Marx1, Engels’i Lenin’i. Ilkinde solidarist diisiinceyi hakim kiltyor ulus-devlet arayisi. Ikincisinde
sinif sorununu on plana ¢ikariyor sosyal-devlet ozlemi.” Zafer Toprak, “1968°1 Yargilamak Ya da 68
Kusagina Mersiye”, Cogito, no. 14 (Spring 1998), p. 158.

* Quoted in Sehnaz Tahir Giiraglar, “Translator as Conveyor: Critical Thought in Turkey in the
1960s, ”Works and Days, 20 (2002), p. 260.

¥ “Kitap¢1 diikkanlarinda Tiirkiye 'nin ekonomik ve sosyal meseleleriyle ilgili bir kitap zor
bulunurken, vitrinler diinyanin dért bucaginda neler olup bittigini bildiren kitaplarla doluydu.” Halit
Refig, p.28.
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period.”47 Enis Batur, in a similar vein, argues that in the 1960s and 1970s, the
Kemal Tahir “line” that emphasized the peculiarity of Turkey, denying to a some
extent the Kemalist tradition by accusing it of being despotic and defending the
Ottoman heritage, went hand in hand with intellectuals who adopted and introduced
the political and cultural agenda of the international socialist movement, (looking out
at the world from the same window as Western socialist intellectuals and who
underlined the international dimensions of art and politics in Turkey), and finally
intellectuals who had existentialist and modernist tendencies.**

The period of getting to know the world motivated Turkish intellectuals to
embrace all of these sources both by developing sensitivity to the social realities of
their countries, but also through experiencing the individual tensions of human life.
All Third World countries experienced a simultaneous process of dealing with social
and individual problems in a similar vein. In addition, the modernist humanist
tradition had more profound origins in Turkey, beginning with the translation the
modern classics in the Ministry of Education of Hasan Ali Yiicel. Interventions from
had already been made by the members of the Marxist tradition, especially by the
members of the TKP ( Communist Party of Turkey) into the cultural and political
life. Furthermore, the translation of dissident books contributed not only to the

flourishing of social/political movements and provided nourishment for their

47 Ataol Behramoglu, Conference in the moderation of Hasan Biilent Kahraman, 7 March 2007,
Aksanat Centre of Culture.

*8 Enis Batur, Alternatif Aydin (Istanbul, Hil Yaynlari, 1985).
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intellectual hunger, but also were by themselves the constitutive products of this
development.*’

Therefore, those dynamics that were effective in the establishment of
Sinematek Association were also influential in the realm of theatre, and in the
improvements of the visual and plastic arts (within the Istanbul Art Academy and in
France, figures like Bedri Rahmi Eyiiboglu, Fikret Mualla, Abidin Dino, Avni Arbas
and Komet produced masterpieces of Turkish painting and visual arts); these were
the general positive dynamics of the period. As mentioned, the 1960s was a period in
which the intellectuals, who so far had been generally accustomed to thinking in a
more isolated way, opened themselves up to a broader extent than what the Kemalist
elites had authorized them to do during the first decades of the Republic. While the
paradigm of modernity, as the experience of westernization and modernization, came
to be more deeply debated than previously done, the monopoly of the discussion of
these concepts went out of state control, and began to be appropriated more by actors
located in different realms of public life.

Intellectuals who were mostly affiliated with the ideals of the Republic at the
same time debated the limits of the ideals of the ideology to which they clung.
However, increasingly anti-imperialist movements demanded the total indepedence
of their countries in line with the axis of the Third World anti-colonialist movements.
These Third World, post-colonial movements attempted to deconstruct, whether they
were modern, universal or not, the Eurocentric world history and economic system
perceptions and values. But Turkish intellectuals could not avoid falling back into

the developmentalist and modernist tendencies of the state, which overrode the

¥ Erkal Unal, Invited Sojourners: A Survey of Translations into Turkish of Non-Fiction Left Books
Between 1960 and 1971 (M.A. Thesis, Bogazi¢i University, 2006).
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discourse of the postcolonial nation states of those decades. The status of Turkey in
respect to these anti-colonial movements will be debated in the fifth chapter.

In those years, when the world became an arena in which capitalism and
socialism vied aginst each other, intellectuals and the youth found themselves in an
atmosphere in which such questions were asked: what kind of modernity do we
want; and do we opt for the East or the West, and civilization or tradition, were
asked.

Murat Belge writes that, “It can be said that the Turkish Marxist Left, in a
measure that could reduce its likelihood to become a national political force, acted
by the instinct to adopt universal principles rather than popular tendencies.””” As is
pointed out in Belge’s assessments, intellectuals and the Turkish Left debated the
problems of the economic and social development in the context of the structural
dependency of the country on the world capitalist system, attributing this
backwardness, underdevelopment, hindering of the development of the country to
the imperialist powers, at the same time defining the particularity of the country by
its historical background. This naturally led to an expectation for a total and specific
revolution in the country. Ataol Behramoglu reflects the general political perspective
of the day, in an interview published in Ant Journal:

Since the 1960 revolution, the Marxist worldview had affected Turkish

society to a large extent. Those questions which had preoccupied the minds

of our intellectuals since the collapse of the Ottoman Empire and stretched

until our recent history, have in the last years gravitated toward a clear and a

scientific synthesis. The reasons underlying our being a backward, poor and
dependent country have been expressly stated. Labourers and socialist

3 “Denilebilir ki, Tirkiye Marksist solu, ulusal bir siyasi gii¢ olma sansim zedeleyebilecek oranda,
popiiler egilimlerden ¢ok evrensel ilkelere uyma i¢giidiisiiyle davrannigtir.” Murat Belge, Tiirkiye
Diinyanin Neresinde (Istanbul: Birikim yayinlari, 1993), p. 83.
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intellectuals have organized and begun to struggle to take power into their

own hands. And they have covered much distance in this respect.”!

Dogan Avcioglu and a group of intellectuals presented themselves as the Yon
(Direction) circle and after a while, journals like Ant (Oath) (a periodical published
by many notable intellectual of the period, like Aziz Nesin, Yasar Kemal, Cetin
Altan, Mehmet Ali Aybar, especially intellectuals who came together around the
Workers Party of Turkey), Devrim (Revolution- in line with Yén Journal), Aydinlik
(Enlightenment- Mihri Belli who was an earlier militant of the TKP [Communist
Party of Turkey] and militants of the radical student movement of the 1968 defended
the line of National Democratic Revolution®® via this journal), Yurt ve Diinya
(Homeland and the World- theoretical journal of TIP (Workers Party of Turkey), in
which a Sovietic and Stalinist ideological approach was defended) were important in
that they were constitutive elements for conveying socio-political information and
messages to the leftist audience.

Intellectuals of the Workers Party of Turkey such as Behice Boran and Sadun
Aren rejected the political views espoused by the Yon circle. They criticized “the
positive relation that Yon wished to establish between socialism” and “national

culture,” which was formed by the mediation of the negative relation between

1 <1960 devriminden beri marksist diinya goriisii Tiirk toplumunu biiyiik 6lciide etkiledi. Osmanh
imparatorlugu’nun ¢okiis yillarindan baslayarak biitiin yakin tarihimiz boyunca aydinlarimizin
kafasini kurcalayagelen sorunlar son birka¢ yil icinde aydinlik, bilimsel bir bilesime ulasmaya
yoneldi. Geri, yoksul, bagimli bir toplum olusumuzun nedenleri agik, secik ortaya kondu. Emekgiler
ve sosyalist aydinlar orgiitlenerek iktidar: ele gecirmek icin miicadeleye bagsladilar. Epeyce de yol
alindr.”, Ataol Behramoglu, “Sanat Uzerine Sorusturma,” 4nt, no. 66 (2 April 1968), p.15.

32 National Democratic Revolution was evaluated as an alternative of the TIP (Workers Party of
Turkey) centered parliamentarist socialist revolution, by the fact that Turkey did not yet complet its
bourgeois Kemalist revolution, therefore, the essential mission of the day was an ati-imperialist
struggle against USA to provide the complete independence of Turkey.
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imperialism and “national culture”

as unsatisfactory, and exclusive for the
universal values of the common human heritage, and internationalist socialist
movement. On the other hand, intellectuals like Sencer Divit¢ioglu, Selahattin Hilav,
and Idris Kiiciikomer introduced a debate which was commonly known as the
“Asiatic Mode of Production Debate,” by emphasizing the social peculiarity and
speciality of the Turkish Republic that was based on its Ottoman social and
economic heritage. Orthodox Marxists denied these approaches and attempted to
show the relevance of the Turkish case through Marxist theory. Especially the
writers of Yon and defenders of “Asiatic Mode of Production” were motivated by an
anti-imperialist progressivism. This progressive elite attempted to show that its
economic and social interests were coherent with the interest of the masses form the
lower-middle classes.”® After a while, the 1968 university students’ movements, by
criticizing the backwardness and the dependency of Turkey on the imperialist
system, increased the desire for a revolution.

As I assert as the main characteristic of the period, anti-imperialism, also led
to a debate between universalism and nativism. This period of rapid
internationalization led to some reactions, as may be expected. Some writers argued
that intellectuals were learning the problems of the world before they became
interested in the problems of their own country. A novel by Kemal Tahir, Deviet Ana
(Mother State), which generally was regarded as a mixture of social science and
literature, was in harmony with the spirit of the period that searched for the

specificity of Turkey based on its Ottoman heritage, assuming a completely different

>3 Erkal Unal (M.A. Thesis, Bogazi¢i University, 2006), p.54.

> Hikmet Ozdemir, Yon hareketi: kalkinmada Bir Strateji Arayisi (Ankara: Bilgi Yaymevi, 1986).
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path from the Marxist, European historical evolution scheme. Accordingly, it was
possible within this theoretical-historical framework, to define nationalist culture in
its uniqueness, isolating Turkey from the rest of the world, and especially from the
Western economic, cultural and social mode of production and life styles. Kemal
Tahir was a strong defender of national culture, and he vehemently criticized the
Westernization process which was adopted by Turkish intellectuals and by the
Turkish left. In an article published in Ant Journal, Tahir claims:

Our art, which has been harnessed to Westernization that we are trying to
conduct for about one hundred years in contradistinction to our historical
characteristics, neglects nativity and the historical characteristics of the
Anatolian Turkish peoples, and struggles desperately to fit into the value
criteria of foreign arts...

The imitation of the West that has been prevalent in our artistic branches
since the Tanzimat makes our artists the authors of a semi-intellectual caste
who slavishly indulge in whatever comes from the West and thus estranges
them from our Anatolian peoples...

I want to regretfully point out that the development of socialism in Turkey,
just like our art, has been unable to break loose from the effects of the
conditions of erroneous Westernization; and instead of developing toward the
Anatolian Turkish peoples and seeking their language of understanding and
their milieu, has remained the amateur craft of a small intellectual minority
and a semi-intellectual group who are committed not to the essence of the
theory, but to its rough formuale, and who are naturally remote from the
people.”*

As argued by Kemal Tahir, the emphasis on nativity and national values as

opposed to the false adaptation, and imitation of Western values was the main

> “Sanatimiz yiiz elli yildan beri tarihsel ozelliklerimize aykirt olarak yiiriitmeye calistigumiz
Batililasmaya kosularak yerlilikten Anadolu Tiirk halklarimin tarihsel ozelliklerinden kagip biitiin
deger olgiilerini yabanci sanatlarin deger olgiilerine uydurabilmek igin debelenmektedir.

Sanat kollarimizda Tanzimat ’tan bu yana siirdiiriilen Bati kopyaciligi sanatgilarimizi, Bati’dan gelen
her seye kolece kapilan yari aydin ziimrenin yazarlar: haline getirerek anadolu halkarimizdan hizla
uzaklastiriyor.

Tiirkiye 'deki sosyalist gelisme de —esefle sdyleyeyim- tipki sanatimiz gibi memleketimizin igine
diigtiriildiigii yanhs batilllagma sartlarmin etkisinden kurtulamamuis, anadolu tirk halklarina dogru
gelisecegine, onlarin anlasma dilini ve ortamni artyacagina disa doniik teorinin oziine degil, kaba
kaliplarina bagh halktan uzak bir kii¢iik aydin azinligin ve yart aydin grubun amatér zenaati halinde
kalmigtir.” Kemal Tahir, “Tiirkiye’de Sanat Gorevini Yapiyor mu?” Ant, no. 63 (12 March 1968),
p.15.
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characteristic of this intellectual line that was put on against universal, and as argued
that was symbolized in Western life style.

I will also briefly describe the economic and social conditions of the 1960s
and 1970s. As is well known, Europe completed its transition from an agricultural,
rural society to urban life in the nineteenth century, but in Turkey, the backwardness
or lateness of urbanization led to the emergence of new cities and an immense
migration of the peasants to the cities during the 1950s and 1960s. This great
migration had very important implications in the social and economic transformation
of the cities into metropoles like Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir. Istanbul had a
population of near 770,000, in the 1950s, but in the 1960s, it rapidly increased to
more than 1.5 million and continued to increase. Immigration to European countries,
mainly Germany was one of the main socio-economic events of the day. Increasing
population of Turkey could not be absorbed by the economic and industrial
production in the national scale. As argued by Savag Arslan these were years of
socio-economic transformations as a result of the new model of economic
development:

These were years of the often-violent socio-economic transformation of

Turkey, marked by military interventions and political oscillations and

violence. Turkish modernization had accelerated during this period through

numerous factors: the expansion of mass education, mass communication,
and culture; import substitution based industrialization; urbanization,
migration and immigration; the advance of the nuclear family and
individualism; and consumerism within an increasingly capitalist economic
system slowly replacing the state-centered planned economy. All of this
resulted in the amplification of class distinctions. While the era of the First

Republic might be viewed in terms of sociopolitical modernization, the era of

the Second Republic brought about more of a socioeconomic modernization

entangled with capitalism. However, both processes of modernization and
westernization were far from complete.®

%% Arslan, p.119-120.
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These transformations were significant to understand political debates which were
reflected in the realm of cinema in Turkey. Cinema debates, and films to what extent

they reflected these transformations, were important for this work.

The 1960s and cinema

The 1960s was both a turning point and a transition period for Turkish cinema. The
increasing popularity of Yesilcam cinema among the people, and “universal art of
cinema” which were defended and presented by Sinematek that attracted intellectuals
and educated youth, produced changes in people’s life styles. People of this decade
witnessed a massive rate of film production and very important developments in the
field of cinema both in Turkey and throughout the world. During this period,
approximately 200 films were shot per year. Turkish cinema followed the U.S, Hong
Kong and India, when the number of the films produced was as high as 239 in 1966,
in Turkey.

European cinema was at this time in a deep crisis. The number of films
produced in a year had fallen to 70 in France, which was deemed the heart of the art
cinema. The total number of films produced in eight northern European countries
was only 82. As mentioned above, cinema had a huge commercial background. As
such the cinemas of these countries were essentially commercial industries.
According to the evaluations of Sinematek, European Art Cinema (including the
Eastern parts of the continent), the auteur directors of the Hollywood Cinema, Third
World Cinema and the USSR harbored the grand cinema movements. Beckerton
considers this period in a similar vein as many cinema historians:

Cinema was changing. More interesting works were emerging, or now being
recognized, from India (Satyajit Ray), Japan (Kurosawa), Brazil (Glauber
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Rocha); from Czechoslovakia (Forman, Svankmajer), Poland (Polanski,
Wajda), the USSR (Tarkovsky); from Germany (Jean-Marie Straub), Sweden
(Bergman), Italy (Antonioni, Fellini, Pasolini) and from France, (Bufiuel,
Marker, Resnais, Rouch).57
The 1960s and the early 1970s marked the golden age of Yesilcam cinema, due to
economic growth in the cinema industry, the increasing numbers of the audience, its
relative respectability among Turkish people, and increasing numbers of film
journals and critics. During this decade, Turkish cinema reached wider masses with
the proliferation of the industry in Yesilgam and it was a significant tool of
socialization for the masses, bringing urban values and consumption habits to a
greater population. Abisel notes that the 1960s and the early 1970s were the “happy
years of Turkish cinema.”® This cinema, however, as the symbolization of the
imagination of happiness, romanticism, innocence and purity > was only one side of
the reality. As it will be defined later, the various cinematographic problems and
weak financial background of the industry was vehemently criticized by the cinema
critics of the moment. As defined by Savas Arslan, Yesilgam can be separated into
three periods in these years:
The golden years of Yesilcam lasted for two decades, 1960s and 1970s. These
years were marked by three military interventions: one of them opened a
decade of limited artistic freedom after 1960; the second, in 1971, divided the
two decades by limiting the openings created by the previous decade; and, in
1980, the last and the most reactionary one triggered a period of decline.
Given these historical developments, this study will deal with three periods of
Yesilcam cinema under three names: “Early Yesilcam,” the 1950s, as a period

of opening and laying out of a certain cinematic pattern of production,
distribution, and exhibition; “High Yesilgam,” the 1960s and the 1970s, as a

" Emilie Beckerton, “Adieu To Cahiers”, New Left Review 42, (November-December, 2006), p.83.
% Nilgiin Abisel, Tiirk Sinemas: Uzerine Yazilar, (Ankara, imge Kitabevi, 1994), p.98.

> Arslan, p. 123.

42



period of ‘the classical’ or ‘golden age’ in popular cinema (hence the
similarity to classical Hollywood cinema), and “Late Yesilgam,” the 1980s.%

Yesicam cinema had some native and universal characteristics. Savas Arslan defined
Yesilcam cinema as:
Many of the films have a very simple story line that narrates the eternal clash
between good and evil, staying true to a melodramatic modality. Nonet
heless, such simplistic and incompetent filmmaking was sufficiently
rewarded at the box office to prevent the dominance by Hollywood films of
the national cinema market.®’
Giovanni Scagnomillo indicated in an article published in the fifth volume of Yeni
Sinema review®” that a big portion of the films produced in Turkey in the 1960s were
adaptations and/or nativizations of foreign Western films and foreign novels.
Another aspect of Yesilcam which emerged in the following years was the
attempts to establish a different cinema despite all the internal dilemmas of the
industry. Between 1960 and 1965, a cinema movement (It should be noted that this is
created by historians or cinema critics) called the social realist cinema movement,®
symbolized by the films mentioned above of Duygu Sagiroglu, and Ertem Goreg in
colloboration with Vedat Tiirkali, Metin Erksan and Halit Refig. The line advocated

by Kemal Tahir deeply affected the cinema directors of the period such as Halit

Refig and Metin Erksan. These directors introduced a debate by putting the national

% Ibid., p.11.
o Arslan, p.17.

52 Giovanni Scognamillo, “Tiirk Sinemasinda Yabanci Uyarlamalar,” Yeni Sinema, no.5 (1967) p.17.

5 The term Social Realist movement was used by many directors and cinema critics. For a distinctive
work, in this matter see, Asli Daldal, Art, Politics and Society: Social Realism in Italian and Turkish
Cinemas, (Istanbul: Isis Press, 2003).
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and moral values of the East, and especially Turkey’s, against the material culture of
the West, and also by connecting this debate to the anti-imperialist spirit of the
period against the cinema critics and young intelllectuals who were meeting as a
group at Sinematek. They dealt with economic and social change and its
consequences, migration, rapid urbanization, unemployment and the problems of the
rural areas.

The directors who abided by this tendency claimed to be transforming
Turkish cinema from inside the Yesilcam, without denying the current situation of
the cinema and its cinematic pattern, but as an alternative position, as an extension of
their political views to show the sufferrings of the poor masses. Halit Refig who was
affected by the Kemal Tahir line adopted the approach that Turkey has another kind
of social structure which could not be defined through Western models. He also said:
“Turkey is an economically backward society with limited agricultural possibilities,
with a non-developed industry. Today, Turkey’s sole wealth is the labour power of
the population exceeding 30 million and the historical predilections of its people to

build states.”®*

He proposed to overcome the economic weakness of Turkey with
national politics and by “turning” to the people. In this atmosphere, the heteregenous
group of the Sinematek was mainly affected by the political approaches of Ant
magazine. Some of its members, such as Onat Kutlar, Hiiseyin Bag, Ferit Edgii were
regular writers to this magazine of politics and culture. Many intellectuals and critics
involved with the Sinematek were members of the Workers’ Party of Turkey.

As is mentioned, the “Social Realist” movement produced significant films in

the first half of the 1960s. To name few of these films, Gecelerin Otesi (Beyond the

64 tirkiye tarim imkanlart az olan, endiistrisi gelismemis, ekonomik olarak geri kalmis bir
toplumdur. Bugiin igin tek zenginligi otuz milyonu askin niifusun emek giicii ve halkinin tarihsel devlet
kurucu vasiflaridir.” Refig, p.40.

44



Nights) (1960); Yilanlarin Ocii (The Revenge of the Serpents) (1962); Suglular
Aramizda (The Culprits Are Among Us); Susuz Yaz (Dry Summer) (1963), Metin
Erksan which received the Best Film Award at the Berlin Film Festival; Otobiis
Yolcular: (The Bus Passengers) (1961); Karanlikta Uyananlar (Awekeninng in the
Darkness) (1965) by Ertem Goreg; Gurbet Kuslar: (The Birds of Exile) (1964); and
Haremde Dort Kadin (Four Women in the Harem) (1965) by Halit Refig; and
Bitmeyen Yol (The Never Ending Road) (1965) by Duygu Sagiroglu. These films are
defined at the core of the movement by Daldal in her book, Art, Politics and Society,
Social Realism in Italian and Turkish Cinema.®® Daldal describes these films as
such:
we generally have the combination of Marxist inspired social realism and
metaphysical, even theological elements in films. While Ertem Goreg and
Vedat Tiirkali opt for social realism and, with a strong emphasis on
“chorality” and “positive types,” Halit Refig describes in a tragic mode, the
irreparable loss of human qualities in a decadent society, and reflects faitfully
Yon’s social and political messages. Metin Erksan, on the other hand,
oscilliates between class conscious urban realism and village based “chaos”
and “alienation.®®
This trend was effective, as also argued by Daldal, thanks to the Yesilgam system
which still left a room for alternative ideological attitudes.®” Producers who did not
maintain a considerable capital in the conditions of an undeveloped cinema industry,
interested less in ideological matters, they did not attempt to determine the

ideological choices of the cinema directors and there was a more close and complex

relationship with directors, scenarists and producers. A similar story is told in the

5 Daldal, p.144.
5 Ibid., p.144.

7 Ibid., p.148.
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novel of Vedat Tiirkali, Yesilcam Dedikleri Tiirkiye (The Turkey Called Yesilgam)
which a novel that aim to combine the political and social problems of the country
along the axis of the cinema industry.®® Halit Refig argues that the Social Realist
trend was liquidated after the October 10, 1965 elections, due to the JP government’s
politics of censure and oppression of the directors.

In those years, Onat Kutlar, in an article published in Meydan (Forum)
journal argued that to get angry with the already very unsatisfactory Turkish cinema
(the marginal products of the Turkish cinema which he saw not as artistic
productions, although he acknowledged Metin Erksan’s proper films, a few works by
Memduh Un, Atif Yilmaz and Halit Refig’s as worthwhile specimens) were not
enough to change the current situation. As he says, it should be more meaningful to
have access to basic cinema books and films and make it possible to enable the
audience and the reader to see (and read) them. Additonally, he criticized directors
who identified themselves with the social realist, intellectuals’ movement in the
following years. “In our cinema, as Tarik Dursun K. mentions, it seems that the way
to shoot a (SOC Melo and receive 10-15 Turks- to shoot a socialist melodram and
gain 10-15 thousand liras) has been opened.”®

Daldal described the atmosphere of the 1960s cinema:

The years that followed the 1960 coup were marked by an unprecented

flourishing and politicization of film magazines, festivals and clubs. Si-sa,
Yeni Sinema, Sine-Film, Sinema 65 were some of the newly published

88 See Vedat Tiirkali, Yesilcam Dedikleri Tiirkiye (Istanbul: Gendas, 2001).

% “Heniiz ¢ok yetersiz Tiirk sinemasina (sanat olarak gormedigi Tiirk sinemasimin bazi simirdaki
calismalarini Metin Erksan’n eli yiizii diizgiin filmleri, Memduh Un’iin bazi eserleri, Atf Yilmaz ve
Halit Refig’in dokiilmeyen yanlarmin bu yarguy heniiz degistirecek giicte olmadigini diisiinmektedir.)
yiiklenmektense kaynak eserlerin izleyici ve okurla bulugmasiin éneminden bahsediyordu. Ayrica
daha sonraki yillarda, kendilerini toplumsal gergek¢i bir aydin hareketi olarak tammlayan
sinemacilart da “Sinemamizda Tartk Dursun K. 'nin SOS bir Melo ¢ekip 10, 15 Tiirk alma (Sosyalist
bir melodram ¢ekip 10-15 bin lira kazanma) yolu agilmis gibidir.” Refig, p.46.
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intellectual film magazines. Various film clubs and associations such as Film

Club 7, the Ankara Film Society, the Film Club of the Institute of French

Studies in Istanbul and finally Sinematek were all created in this period.”
Among these cinema magazines, Cinema 635 is significant as the last common ground
for cinema ciritics, who would later define themselves around Sinematek and cinema
directors like Halit Refig and Metin Erksan, who would be the defenders of the
National Cinema. This dabate will be largely explained in the following sections. In
addition, in 1962, the first private cinema club was established by Sami Sekeroglu:
Kuliip Sinema 7. This club was founded in the Art Academy of Mimar Sinan

University. It should be noted, among these cinema clubs, Sinematek was the most

effective and productive, with a considerable superiority.

" Daldal, p.141.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE EMERGENCE AND THE INITIAL AGENDA OF THE ASSOCIATION IN

ITS HISTORICAL AND SOCIAL CONTEXT

In this chapter, Sinematek is considered in its historical and social context, in order
to represent its intellectual and artistic production which was reflected in the Yeni
Sinema magazine and in the all activities of the association. The Sinematek
Association will be defined in its specificity as a center for cinema and intellectual
debate. The internal relations of the association and its members profiles will be

depicted & The artistic and cultural medium of the association will be analyzed.

The Foundation of the Association on 25 August 1965, and the Influences of Its

Review, Yeni Sinema

First, a brief description of Sinematek as a general and international association will
be presented. Sinematek is the Turkish word for the French cinématheque. 1t refers to
a cinema center where examples of the “art” of cinema are collected, kept, displayed
and studied. A cinémathéque in general consists of an eminent archive of films, a
film library/médiatéque including press files on such subjects as films, cinema halls
and cinema museums. The most important cinémathéque in the world is the
Cinémathéque Francaise, which is located in Paris. Other preeminent examples of
cinématheéque include the Institut Lumiére, established where the Lumiére brothers,
the founders of cinema, shot the world’s first film; the Cinémathéque Suisse in

Lousanne; the British Film Institute in London; the Filmmuseum in Berlin; the
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International Institute of Cinema in Torino and the Cinémathéque of Moscow. The
history of the cinémathéque, cinema clubs began in Paris as mentioned at the center
of the art cinema.
The first cine-club opened in 1921, and a flurry of film magazines was
publishing in the inter-war period. Driven into semi-clandestinity under the
Occupation, this culture blossomed after 1945. A network of left-wing cine-
clubs was set up in Paris. Henri Langlois re-established his Cinémathéque
Francaise and screened (unsubtitled) Hawks, Hitchcock and film noir in the
rue de Messine. '
The Sinematek board of founders was as follows: Onat Kutlar, Sakir
Eczacibagi, Hiiseyin Bas, Aziz Albek, Semih Tugrul, Tun¢ Yalman, Tuncan Okan,
Sabahattin Eyiiboglu, Cevat Capan, Macit Gokberk, Nijat Ozén and Muhsin

1.”> The role of Henri Langlois,” the founder of the Cinémathéque in Paris,

Ertugru
in the foundation of Sinematek was very significant. Onat Kutlar, Sakir Eczacibasi
and Hiiseyin Bas in different times during their education in Paris applied to Henri
Langlois to help them in the establishment of the Turkish Cinematheque.

After its establishment, Turkish Sinematek initiated a program that included

screening the films of the "auteur" directors of European cinema, such as Claude

" Emilie Beckerton, “Adieu To Cahiers”, NLR 42, (November-December, 2006), p.71. It was also
mentioned that “Among a spate of new film journals, L "Ecran Frangais had Sartre, Camus, Malraux,
Becker and Langlois on its editorial board.” It shows us that in these years cinema critics were among
notable intellectuals of the period. Cinema was adopted as a prestigous artistic realm by intellectuals.

"2 The board of founders was constituted by the most notable intellectuals, filmamkers, and cinephiles
of the period, by Sakir Eczacibasi and Onat Kutlar. Onat Kutlar Kitabi, p.178.

3 Beckerton, p.70. “Henri Langlois, Born in Izmir in 1914, Langlois was forced to flee the country
with his family in 1922, following the Turkish invasion against the Greek population that resulted in
four-fifths of the city going up in flames. These dramatic events have been portrayed as foundational
for Langlois’s own dedication to archival work, his family having lost everything in the city’s fires.
(Edgardo Cozarinsky’s 1994 biographical film, Citizen Langlois, begins with a suitcase bursting into
flames.) In Paris at the Cinémathéque that he founded in 1936, Langlois—who also set up the first
French film archive—screened the great silent classics as well as the latest American releases. His
programme played a major role in nurturing early cinephile tastes and shaping research in film
history.”
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Chabrol, Luis Bunuel, Jean-Luc Godard, Luchino Visconti; and the films of the
Soviet Revolution Cinema and Eastern European Cinema; American cinema; as well
as discussions of these films as an alternative to the established cinema culture.
Furthermore, the association published the Yeni Sinema review, which covered the
movements outside the mainstream, such as the French New Wave Cinema, Italian
Neo-Realist Cinema and the “Cinema Nuovo” movement in Brazil. Onat Kutlar
describes their motivation in the foundation of an institution such as Sinematek:

The establisment of Sinematek was very exciting for all of us... On the one

hand, there are the cultural values of Turkey, its cinematographic

representation; on the other hand, we are all cinema lovers. We cannot see
the films of our favourite directors in our own country. First of all, we want
to watch films.”*

The group at Sinematek and the writers of Yeni Sinema (New Cinema)’
review criticized the current situation of the Turkish cinema and the films produced,
urging for an “artistic cinema” and\or for a political and realist approach.
Furthermore, the cinema clubs which spread in the cities in the 1960s and united in a
confederation in the early 1970s adopted this attitude, thus helping to establish a new
cinema culture. The intellectuals who gathered at Sinematek had the opportunity to
view films, which people had been able to see abroad, for the first time from various
countries and from various movements. An article in Yeni Sinema summarized the

aims of the association in its first issue:

Cinema, which is “the most impressive art of our time,” has a long history in
our country. Many films have been shot since Ayastefanos Abidesinin Yikilisi;

™ “Sinematek’in kurulusu hepimiz icin ¢ok heyecan vericiydi... Bir taraftan Tiirkiye nin kiiltiirel
degerleri, bunun sinematografik karsiligi, obiir taraftan da hepimiz sinema tutkunuyuz. Hepimizin ¢ok
sevdigi filmlerin yonetmenlerini kendi iilkemizde goremiyoruz. Once kendimiz film seyretmek
istiyoruz..” Onat Kutlar Kitabi., p.178.

” The name of review was inspired by the cinema movements from Italy "Cinema Nuovo" and from
Brasil "Cinema Novo."
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however, most of this history of almost half a century bears the malice of a
same period of irresponsibility. Apart from the courageous attempts of a few
writers and directors with good will, it is a fact that the atmosphere of the art
of cinema has failed to become long-standing and sustainable, distinguishing
the good from the bad. In our country, where the works of this long history
have not been preserved, it was necessary and even compulsory to establish
an association to preserve and research such works and to develop cinema
with an honorable and respectful identity. Established with such an aim, the
Sinematek Association soon gained support and interest as it tried to fulfill
the necessities of the friends of cinema who were aware of the situation.”®

The third issue of the review, published in November 1966 included the following
comments:

We declare this transformation which each of you feels: The Age of Cinema
is about to begin in Turkey. Its indicators are everywhere. In Istanbul, where a
cinema club can hardly survive, there are more than 3,500 members in
Sinematek. With the members in Ankara, we reach almost 5,000. Many
cinema clubs are being established in Trabzon, Izmir, Izmit, Adana and many
other cities. Our review, Yeni Sinema, is selling more than the total number of
the previous cinema reviews. The number of the publications on cinema has
been rising unexpectedly. Screenplays and books on the theory of cinema are
being published in series. There are no cinema schools yet, but hundreds of
students force the strong doors of bureaucracy to study cinema abroad. And
two young scholars, without knowing each other, begin their lectures on
cinema, one in Ankara at the High School of Press and Publication, and the
other in Istanbul Technical University this year in October. The foundation of
Sinematek has emerged a potential that can not be denied. A power that
regards cinema as an art and that interprets its function in the daily life and
attempts at the civilization of our people in a right way, has put forward its
strength.”’

S “Giiniimiiziin en etkileyici sanatii Sinema’mn, iilkemizde olduk¢a uzun bir gegmisi vardir.
“Ayestafanos Abidesinin Yikilis1” filminden bu yana binlerce film ¢evrildi Tiirkiye 'de. Ancak bu yarim
yiizyla yaklasan ge¢migin hemen hemen biiyiik bir béliimii gene aymi derecede usun siiren bir
sorumsuzlugun kétii izlerini tasimaktadwr. Birka¢ sinemacinin ve sinema yazarinn iyi niyetli, géziipek
¢tkist bir yana birakilirsa, iyiyi kotiiden aywabilen, koklii, siirekli bir sinema sanati ortaminin
yaratilamadigi bir gercektir. Bu uzun geg¢misin iiriinlerinin bile korunamadig iilkemizde, hem bir
koruma ve aragtirma gérevini yerine getiren, hemde sinemaya bir sanat olarak kendine en yarasan
onurlu, saygideger kimligi kazandirmaya ¢alisan bir kurumun dogmasi gerekli, hatta zorunluydu. Bu
amacgla kurulan Sinematek Dernegi, durumun bilincinde olan biitiin sinema dostlarinin
gereksinimlerine cevap vermeye c¢alistigi icin kisa zamanda genis ilgi ve destek kazandi.”
“Introduction,” Yeni Sinema, no. 1 (March, 1966), p.2.

" “Size hepinizin teker teker sezdiginiz bir doniisiimiin haberini acik¢a veriyoruz: Tiirkiye de Sinema
cagi baglamaktadir. Nereye bakarsaniz isaretler var. Bir tek sinema kliibiiniin giicliikle yasadigi
Istanbul’da bugiin yalnizca Sinematek’in 3,500°den fazla iiyesi var. Ankara’daki iiyelerde katilsirsa
5,000°e varan bir topluluk oluoyr bu. Trabzon’dan Izmir’e, Izmit’ten Adana’ya kadar bircok kentte
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Soon after its establishment, Sinematek had a great impact, especially on the
educated middle classes, intellectuals from different disciplines, artists from various
branches, and among university students. Onat Kutlar wrote:
“The first film that was screened was a film by Claude Chabrol. Langlois
participated on the first night. A wonderful French package came. Very good,
Wajdas, Truffauts, Chabrols, etc... First of all, we rented two small rooms in
Galatasaray on Balikpazar1 Street. We furnished this room very cheaply, with
furniture from the Kuledibi flea market. An assistant was given to me and
this student was twelve years old, from Galatasaray High School.””®
In these very difficult and amateur conditions, the association set out on the
road. “First, we screened three films, but later on in the seventh year, it gradually
grew to 20 films; therefore, you can guess yourself how many films we screened.””
Once the association was established, they came face to face with oppression
due to state censorship. For the sake of screening these films, Onat Kutlar and his
friends looked for different alternatives to overcome the impositions of the

censorship. Thanks to the close relationships with the French Cinémathéque and the

consulates of Russia and some other East European countries, they were able to be

sinema kuliipleri kuruluyor. “Yeni Sinema” daha once yaymlanmis sinema dergilerinin toplam
tirajindan daha fazla satryor. Sinema’yla ilgili yayinlar umulmayacak kadar artti. Senaryolar, sinema
kurami kitaplar: diziler halinde yaymlaniyor. Sinema okullart heniiz yok ama, yiizlerce 6grenci hi¢
olmazsa yabanci iilkelerde sinema egitimi gorebilmek icin biirokrasinin kalin kapilarini zorluyor.Ve
birbirinden habersiz iki geng bilim adami, biri Ankara’da Basin ve Yaymn Yiiksek okulunda, 6biirii ise
Istanbul’da Teknik Universitesin’de bu yilin ekim ayinda Sinema dersleri vermeye basliyor ...
Sinematek’in kurulusu kiictimsenmeyecek bir potansiyel giicii ortaya ¢tkarmigtir. Sinemaya bir sanat
kaygisi ile bakabilen hallkimizin giinliik yasamasinda ve uygarhk girisimlerindeki islevini dogru
olarak yorumlayabilen bir gii¢ simdiden agirligint duyurmaya baslamistir.” “Ellinci Yila Onsoz,”
Yeni Sinema, no. 2 (October- Nowember 1966), p.3.

8 “[Ik gosterilen film Claude Chabrol’un bir filmiydi. Ilk gésterive Langlois’da katiliyor. Miithis bir
Fransiz paketi geliyor, Cok giizel, Wajda’lar, Truffaut’lar Chabrol’ler vs...Ilk olarak,
Galatasaray’da Sahne Sokak'ta, Balikpazari Sokagi’nda iki kiigiik oda tuttuk. O odayr ¢ok ucuza
dosedik. Kiiledibi’'nden, Bit pazari’ndan esyalar alarak. Bana sadece bir tane yardimci verildi, ve bu
ogrenci Galatasaray Lisesi 'nde 12 yasinda bir 6grenciydi....” Onat Kutlar Kitabi, p.178.

" “Onceleri haftada 3 filmdi. Yedinci yila dogru yavas yavas, haftada 20 filme ¢ikti. Dolayisiyla yilda
kag film oldugunu siz tahmin edin...” 1bid., p.178.
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exempt from censorship. Nevertheless, the state tried to prevent this privilege,
attempting to censor these films coming from the consulates. But as these consulates
did not allow the use of their copies from the fear of a possible damage to them, the
members of Sinematek were trapped in a very complicated situation, and thus, they
were unable to show various films they wanted to show.

As discussed above, Yeni Sinema reflected the views of the Sinematek circle,
under the leadership Onat Kutlar® and cinema critics like Nijat Ozon, Rekin Teksoy,
Giovanni Scognamilio, Ali Gevgili, Tuncan Okan, Sungu Capan, Tanju Akerson,
and Jak Salom. After this magazine, of which 30 volumes were published until 1970,
was closed, they began to issue a magazine called Filim, in which they announced
and introduced the films that they would show during the next mounth. Film
continued for five to six years. Beginning with Yeni Sinema, Onat Kutlar and the
other cinema critics around him paved the way for the emergence of an attitude
specific to the Sinematek circle. For the sake of being independent, they did not
accept any support from outside. As Onat Kutlar claimed, this was the basis of its
independence and freedom from any political and economic power.!' As was
maintained, the number of its members increased to 6,000, according to Rekin
Teksoy, and to 16,000 according to Jak Salom. The first screenings started at the
Kervan Cinema in Sisli, but after a while, they obtained their own place in
Siraselviler, Taksim. In this building, Sinematek had its heyday, but they lost this

place as a consequence of not paying the rent. Sinematek also had a library, but it

% Onat Kutlar, (b. Alanya, 1936, d. Istanbul,1995) was prominent turkish wirter and poet, founder of
the Sinematek and Istanbul International Film Festival. He issued with literature, cinema, even balet
critics. He was lowed by all the members of the association. Has died of injuries sustained in a
terrorist attack in Istanbul, on January, 11. 1995

8! Onat Kutlar, Onat Kutlar Kitabu, p.187.
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was not well organized. It consisted of foreign and Turkish cinema books, political
works, Turkish and foreign novels. Sinematek organized cinema courses, but they
were not sufficient in the theoretical and technical dimensions of the cinema
education.

In an interview on 8 September 1975, Onat Kutlar evaluated the association:

In Sinematek, since its establishment (in 10 years), almost 3,000 films,
almost 2,000 short films have been screened; films have been taken from 37
countries, almost 100 guests have come, all of them have been significant
and prestigious. Additionally, numerous meetings, forums, concerted
screenings have been made. Not too many books have been published. At the
time, the number of cinema clubs increased to 20. These cinema clubs were
established, throug the inspiration of Sinematek.**

As Jak Salom argued, the association reflected and helped the representation of very
rich and plural artistic approaches to come onto the scene:

I cannot say that there was to come into being a clear Sinematek attitude as
an artistic attitude. The board of directors,” employees’ appreciations were
different. It was very normal for it to be like that. Films like Citizen Kane, or
Leopard were defined as masterpieces™ by all of us. The films of Jean Luc
Godard, or Soviet films were contestable. Basically, I think that these matters,
which of the artistic movements, like realism, neo realism, impressionism,
were defended by Sinematek should not be considered. I prefer to emphasize
that there a pluralistic artistic approach was defended. Sinematek contributed,
as even today is not appreciated, to the respect of the art of cinema, to the
breaking up of an ice age, to the approach that by screening and producing
various, rich, and peculiar films, the world could bear to the good and the
beautiful.*

82 Ibid.

% Citizen Kane (Orson Welles) called as the number one of the Seventh Art by many cinema ciritics,
Leopard (Luchino Visconti)

8 “Sanatsal acidan agik bir tavrin olustugunu soyleyemem. Sinematek ekibini olusturan ¢alisanlarn,
yonetim kurulu iiyelerinin begenileri degisikti. Bunun béyle olmasi olagandi. Yurttas Kane ya da
Leopar gibi filimlerin biiyiik sanat yapitlar: oldugu konusunda herkes ayni goriisii paylasirken, Jean-
Luc Godard'in, Sovyet sinemaswun filmleri tartisma konusu oluyordu. Ashinda bu konuyu,
gergekgiilik, yenigercekgilik, izlenimcilik gibi bilinen sanat akimlarimin hangisinin  Sinematek
tarafindan savunuldugunun ortaya ¢ikarilmasi gerekliliginden ¢ok, ¢ogulcu bir sanatsal yaklasimin
savunulmasimin altimin ¢izilmesinin daha dogru oldugunu diistiniiyorum. Sinematek, sinema sanati
agisindan bir buzul ¢agimin ¢oziilmesine, diinyamin sinema sanati agisindan ¢esitli, zengin, 6zgiin
binlerce girigim, film yapimi ve gésterimle daha iyiye, daha giizele yonelecegi yaklasimina degeri
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The Sinematek circle should be considered as an artistic community, a
particular social group which was influential in the public sphere, but also as a group
of socialist or left-wing intellectuals who were more universal, in their ambitions, in
their goals, sharing a more common artistic and political agenda, due to cinema
which provided this fertile ground. But, on the other hand, people from various
classes of society benefited from the association. The influence of the asscociation in
public life was such that, the film screenings became a trend even among the upper
class, as told by Atilla Dorsay:

In 1966, after I had completed my military service, when I returned in

Istanbul, I was very surprised, as if everybody in Istanbul was running to

Sinematek. People were watching the ‘art’ films of the Czech, Italian,

Hungarian, French cinema... columns, meetings, debates.... It went beyond

an artistic phenomenon, a social event that even affected high society....

Cinema years, which in the first ten year more than two thousand films and

its half as a documentary were screened.™

Scognamillo points out that this did not last very long, as the interest of the
upper classes decreased in the second season, but that of the university students and
the Marxist and dissident intellectuals of the time increased steadily. As Jak Salom
asserted:

It is difficult to say that as an institution Sinematek had a clear political

viewpoint. For one thing, it is questionable whether Sinematek was an

institution or not. Without doubt, it was an association which addressed a

wide range of people and carried on its job successfully, yet I cannot say that

its attitude was institutional.... After a while, Sinematek had its place in
society as a “leftist” association and known like that. So much so that it had

problems after 12 March 1971 and 12 September 1980 and was closed in the
second period. From this perspective, I cannot say that Sinematek had a sheer

bugiin yeterince bilinmeyen bir katkida bulunmustur.”, Interview with Jack Salom, (April 2007, via
internet).

% Atilla Dorsay, Sabah, 26.02.2006.
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political attitude. However, I can roughly say that within Turkey’s political
spectrum it was located in a position where left-wing thoughts were
discussed.”™

As argued by Hiilya Ugansu in the interview,®” the Sinematek association
defined itself as the base for creating a socialist culture through discussions
conducted on cinema, and the political issues of the time. As a result of this culture,
she defined women as in an equal status with men. Women, such as, Adalet
Agaoglu, Tomris Uyar, Zeynep Oral, Zeynep Avci, and herself had the conditions to
express themselves; but the feminist tendencies to question the role of women in the
realm of cinema and in public life was very powerful among them. As mentioned,
the 1960s was a period in which there was an increasing translation activity of the
foreign books, and publishing of numerous journals of cinema, literature, and politics
and this led to a very fertile ground for intellectual debates. As Jak Salom said:

Sinematek became a platform, a kind of “thought club” where these

discussions were frequently held, especially with the leadership of Onat

Kutlar. In the evenings, nearly every day, authors, painters, caricaturists,

critics, academics, students and generally some other artists, some of whom

came to the association continously and some of whom came at intervals,
participated in the discussions; people were debating not only national issues
but also international ones. For my part, I have to humbly admit that as a boy

who was 19 old in 1965, I greatly benefited from these discussions, learned a

lot and that I was encouraged by my brothers and sisters to bring myself up

better, and for all these I owe thanks to all of them. Many others like me were
taught at this “school.” **

8 “Bir kurum olarak Sinematek'in net bir politik tavrimin oldugunu séylemekgiictiir. Bir kere
Sinematek'in kurum olup olmadig tartisma gétiiriir.. Hi¢ kuskusuz genig bir kitleye seslenen, isini
bagarili bigimde yiiriiten bir dernekti ama tavrinin kurumsal oldugunu séyleyemem.... Bir siire sonra,
Sinematek "solcu" bir dernek olarak toplumda yerini almis ve éyle bilinmisti. O kadar ki, 12 March
1971 ve 12 September 1980'den sonra bu yiizden sikinti ¢ekmiy ve ikinci dénemde kapanmistir.. Bu
agidan, Sinematek'in diipediiz bir siyasi tavrimin oldugunu soyleyemiyorum. Ancak, kabaca Tiirkiye'nin
siyasi yelpazesinde sol kanatta yer alan goriislerin tartisildigi bir yer konumunda oldugunu
soyleyebilirim.” Interview with Jak Salom, (May 2007, via internet).

¥ Interview with Hiilya Ugansu, (April 2007, Istanbul).

8 “Sinematek, ozellikle Onat Kutlar'in énderliginde bu tartismalarin sik stk yapildig bir sahanlik, bir
cesit diigiince kuliibii olmustu. Aksam saatlerinde, hemen her giin, kimileri siirekli, kimileri aralikli
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Sinematek succeded incorporating very different intellectual types such as
Sakir Eczacibasi, Onat Kutlar, Aziz Nesin, Yasar Kemal, Yilmaz Giliney, Aliye
Rona, Atif Yilmaz, Ali Ozgentiirk, Selim Ileri, Dogan Hizlan, Gencay Giirsoy, Dora
Karabey, Yavuz Ozkan, Umur Bugay, Atilla Dorsay, Ilkay Demir, and Zeynep Oral
who were among the leading cinema critics, directors, freelance writers and
journalists. Onat Kutlar, in his book, “Sinema Bir Senliktir™® says that significant
intellectuals of the period Sabahattin Eyiliboglu, Azra Erhat, Kuzgun Acar, prof.
Cavit Orhan Tiitengil, Oguz Atay, Hasan Ali Ediz who participated at a film
screening at Sinematek.

To quote from the memoirs of Sakir Eczacibasi, a naval colonel called him
right after the military coup in 1971, and said “Oo! There is a problem. We wanted
identities from people who were arrested. All of them gave us the card of Sinematek.
My brother you are some kind of illegal organization.””® As Mr. Ezcacibasi was a
recognized businessman at the time, he told the officer that most of their members
were university students and that those identity cards had been given to them on the
basis of their students cards, thus convincing the colonel. Quoting from an article by
a leftist student about a lost friend:

I met Seher under the harsh conditions in the aftermath of the military coup in
March 12th... I had just been released from Mamak prison. I came to Istanbul

gelen yazarlar, ¢izerler, elestirmenler, ogretim iiyeleri, ogrenciler, genellikle sanatcilar tartismalara
katilyyor, hem ulusal, hem uluslararast konular tartisiliyordu. Kendi hesabima, 1965 yuinda 19
yaswinda bir geng olarak bu tartismalardan ¢ok yararlandigimi, ¢ok seyler 6grendigimi, o zamanki
agabeylerim ve ablalarim tarafindan  yiireklendirilerek  kendimi daha iyi yetistirmeme
yonlendirildigimi alcakgoniilliiliikle ve onlara bugiin bile tesekkiir bor¢lu oldugumu soyleyerek kabul
etmeliyim. Benim gibi daha ¢oklari bu "okul"dan gectiler.” Interview with Jak Salom, (May 2007, via
internet).

% Onat Kutlar, Sinema Bir Senliktir: Sinema Yazilari, (Istanbul, Can Yayinlari, 1991).

% "Yahu bu ne bicim is? Mahkemelere ¢ikarilanlardan kimlik istiyoruz, hepsi getire getire Sinematek
karti getiriyor. Siz gizli bir orgiit falan misiniz kardegim?” Atilla Dorsay, Sabah, 26, 02, 2006.
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in February 1973 to find a job and a better living. I was introduced to the

director Yavuz Ozkan by a friend. Yavuz took me to the Sinematek

Association in Siraselviler Avenue. He introduced me to Onat Kutlar, the

director of the association and I began to work at Sinematek. I was managing

the library. Under the martial law, I watched the best and most special films,
especially Soviet productions in the small and dark hall of Sinematek. We
established an exemplary cinema family with Sakir Ezcazibasi, Onat Kutlar,

Mete Akalin, Hiiseyin Bas, Aziz Nesin, Yasar Kemal, Yilmaz Giiney and

many others. “When cinema was a festival.””’

This quotation shows that this cinema society was more than a simple
community of cinema fans and that it provided a real base for young leftist student to
meet with the most notable intellectuals of the period and this place give them the
opportunity to create a collective identity which benefited from cinema. As Hiilya
Ucansu told me, it is easier to form a relationship between intellectuals and
university students. There was a more transitory, emancipatory social space where
the young university students could meet with notable intellectuals of the time. In the
case of France, it is easier to observe a similar ground and network for students who
participated in the Cinémathéque film screenings:

“Both Rivette and Godard arrived in Paris to study at the Sorbonne but

gravitated instead to the Cinémathéque and film journals, and found their

education there. Cinephile culture had its own forms of erudition, its lectures,
pupils and teachers: ‘in the cine-clubs [we found] our night classes ... our
books... wary of intellectuals, universities and politics, protected from all
exterior intervention.””?

As it will be discussed, I will not mention this issue in a broader sense, but the main

criticism of Sinematek is that, it was not interested in Turkish cinema, although the

name of the asociation was Turkish Sinematek Association. Turkish Sinematek

*'Dursun Ozden, 3 March 2007, available at:
http://www.odaksevgi.net/yz05/biz/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=410&itemid=75.

2 Quoted in Beckerton, Antoine de Baecque, La cinéphilie, Invention d’un regard, histoire d’une
culture, 1944—1968, (Paris, 2003), p. 20.
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members, who carried a more universalistic outlook, were not satisfied with Turkish
films. They saw Turkish cinema as an underdeveloped cinema that made films for
the low, uncultivated classes.

The ambiguity of its structure as to its social composition and the differences
in the approaches of its members to cultural issues were an ongoing concern for
Sinematek. Sinematek members were careful to find or establish a balance away
these differences. For instance, Onat Kutlar published some of his articles in Papiriis
or Ant magazines instead of Yeni Sinema. The association reflected the increasing
radicalism of the period, but they also tried to maintain a more artistic atmosphere
around the association. They tried to carry out the activities of the association with a
view to this heterogeneity in the association. The Sinemateks of Sakir Eczacibasi and
Onat Kutlar were different. Sakir Eczacibasi who was the son of a big business
family was aware of his socio-economic background, but Onat Kutlar was more akin
to leftist, radical views of the period. As mentioned, the Sinematek group and its
periphery, audience, people who only came to see foreign films were parts of this
very complex social phenomenon. Some upper class audiences and members can be
defined as people who were estranged from the realities of Turkey, but at the core,
Onat Kutlar and his friends were socialist intellectuals who attempted to breach the
distance between themselves and the Turkish people. Accordingly, they were in
search of a synthesis of a European “high” culture and the native and popular culture
of Anatolia, which may be seen as an attempt to provide a link to the socio-cultural
peculiarities of Turkey.

As argued, the core of the association, or the line of Onat Kutlar, Hiiseyin

Bas, and other cinema critics, and some of the university students who were affected
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by them, shared a more homogenous cultural and political agenda. The association
tried to accomodate groups, people with different viewpoints, but the agenda of this
group was always more clear and this agenda may be defined as an imposing one
among other members. Onat Kutlar line was always the main motivation of the
association with a supeority among other cultural intentions, and other members
were adopted this tendency to some extent.

In the process of the invention and realization of cinema culture, there was no
national tradition to be based on; they had to rely on Western cinema culture. Despite
this fact, this cinema culture was adopted by many cinephiles. As argued by many of
the circle members, “[this association] forged a cinephile generation.” Rekin Teksoy
asserts that thanks to the Sinematek, there are people sixty years old who still loves
cinema. The most important contribution of Sinematek is the creation of a generation

of cinephiles, a conscious cinema audience.
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CHAPTER FOUR

CINEMA CIRCLES AND CINEMA DEBATES

In this chapter, I will attempt to reflect ideological and political debates that
the Sinematek association and it members engaged in with other cinema circles,
especially the National Cinema Debate. After 1965 and during the first half of the
1970s, the Sinematek was deeply affected by and also oriented the debates about the
role of cinema in the search for a new political regime. Sinematek gave rise to the
Geng Cinema (Young Cinema) circle, which was deeply affected by the political
process, and this circle was a product of the association’s cultural millieu, but also of
the increasing social struggles. The 1970s after the 1968 university movements
increasingly became a period in which struggles, in very large dimensions, including
different kinds of social uprisings, were dominant in the peoples’ and intellectuals’
everyday lives. Art and cinema were also considered as weapons in this struggle; it
was argued that they should be linked in every realm of life. Post-1968 years became
a turbulent period, in Turkey leading to the military coup of 1971. Sinematek

relatively lost its influence after 1976.

The Tension between Sinematek and Turkish Cinema Directors

The National Cinema Debate

The Sinematek Association, seeking to bring universal cinema values to the

Turkish audience, introduced a debate by emphasizing the underdevelopment of
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Turkish cinema, its dependence on the rules of commercial cinema, clichés, the star
system, and the cinema atmosphere that produced the poor values of the popular
culture. This period was considered by Jak Salom as:

In 1965, in the year that the Sinematek Association was established, Turkish

cinema was in a heartbreaking situation. From a cinematographic perspective

it was very difficult to say that there was a cinema language in Turkey
although it was possible to mention that there were certain concepts like the
novel language, the tale language. As a coincidence, although cinema arrived
in Turkey in an early period, thanks to the directors of photography of the

Lumiere brothers, cinema could not be evaluated as a language, it entered

and remained a bunch of bad moving images on film. **

Therefore, Sinematek members criticized the then prevalent cinema as a tool
for the reproduction of the ruling capitalist system’s ideological perpetuation, and
they saw the Social Realist cinema movement as unsatisfactory, defining themselves
as an alternative to mainstream Yesilcam cinema. Giovanni Scagnomillo, one of the
critics of Yeni Sinema argues that “social realist” term was only an arbitrary lable.”*
As Daldal wrote; “The attitude of the members of Sinemetek denying a respectable
status to social realism was mainly due to the extreme elite polarization typical of
Turkish political history, this time, within the cultural intelligentsia, following the
loss of the reformist spirit of the coup.”® As defined by Nezih Erdogan, the

Sinematek members first of all attempted to find alternative modes of production for

the Yesilcam cinema industry:

% “1965'te Sinematek'in kuruldugu yilda, Tiirk sinemast icler acisi bir durumdayd. Sinemasal
agidan, roman dili, 6ykii dili gibi birtakim kavramlardan soz etmek olasi ise, sinema dili diye bir seyin
oldugunu séylemek zordu... Tiirkiye've sinemanin rastlantisal olarak Lumiere kardeslerin goriintii
yonetmenleri sayesinde ¢ok erken girmesine ragmen, sinema bir dil olarak gelisemedi, kotii bir
seyirlik oyun olarak filme ¢ekilen goriintiiler dizisi olarak girdi ve dyle kaldi.” Interview with Jack
Salom, (May 2007, via internet).

* Interview with Giovanni Scagnomillo, (May 2006, Istanbul).
% Daldal, p.141, Daldal also asserted, at the same page: “Onat and his friends (Tuncan Okan, Tanju

Akerson, jak Salom...) was very critical to the existing film industry in Turkey, known as Yesilgam
(named after a street in Istanbul, meaning “Pinetree” , as it was very commercially oriented.”
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The mid 1960s witnessed the beginning of a debate about national identity in
Turkish cinema. A group of wirters from various branches of literature
gathered around the film magazine Yeni Sinema and founded the Turkish
cinematheque (with some help from Henri Langlois). They argued that a
national cinema with international concerns was impossible with Yesilgam
which was associated with worn out formulas, plagiarism, escapism, and
exploitation. While Yeni Sinema published interviews with film directors such
as Godard, Renoir and Antonioni and translations from theoretical works
examining cinema in relation to other arts, screenings organized by the
Cinematheque gave a particular audience access to, canon of European art
cinema. When one looks back at this scene, one can see a program aiming an
art cinema. If, in Europe, art cinema developed as a resistence to the
increasing domination of Hollywood, in Turkey, as the first obstacle to be
tackled, alternative modes of production were sought and festivals and
competitions held to promote short fims.”®

The directors representing the professional aspect of cinema, especially
directors like Halit Refig and Metin Erksan, who defended the Social
Realist”’ cinema between 1960 and 1965, were the leaders of the National Cinema
movement. The National Cinema approach, led by the director and critic Halit Refig,
focused on possible definitions of the identity of Turkish cinema, collecting his
articles in National Cinema Debate (Ulusal Sinema Kavgasi) [1971]. Some scholars
argues that Refig, emphasized the role of cinema in the establishment of an anti-
colonialist culture, in a similar way as the theorists of the Third Cinema which
emerged as a new, socially conscious cinema in Latin America, Africa, and Asia, as
an alternative to the international, social and cultural changes of the 1960s.”® In the

wake of decolonization and independence, in these places activist filmmakers sought

% Erdogan, p.261-262.

7 The Social Realist movement and its basic films were defined in the section about 1960s and
cinema.

% Ashish Rajadyaksha, “Realism, Modernism and Post-colonial Theory”, in The Oxford Guide to

Film Studies. Edited by John Hill and Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford: University Press, 1998), p.
417.
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to create a cinema that could contribute to popular struggles against political

oppression and economic dependency. Yilmaz wrote:
Although the generalization of all the films coming from the non-Western
world as anti-colonial and anti-Western suggests a theoretical determination
and allows several investigators of national and non-western cinemas, a
considerable number of non-western films have a discourse of national
histories, current struggles for national liberation, the aesthetic and political
debates on post-colonialism and cultural emancipation, and raising the
political consciousness of people (Kaplan, 1996, Sembené, 1968). Suprisingly
the very anti-colonial ideas of Franz Fanon affected the cinema of many non-
Western filmmakers. In other words, films and filmmakers through the
filmmaking process tried to face their colonial history.”’

This similarity between third cinema activitist and Halit refig and Metin Erksan
was highly debatable, despite the fact that their ways of looking at the cinema was
parallel to each other. Refig argued that Turkey was not a Third World country, due
to its strong state tradition. He was not content to make assessments for the historical
and social conditions of Turkey in a way similar to those for Asian, African and
Latin American countries. According to him, Turkish cinema did not have a colonial
past and filmmakers emphasized their distinction from those countries which had
colonial pasts.'” The broader movement called “third cinema”, informed by
postcolonial debates on cultural identity against European hegemony, can be a
reference point for the Turkish National Cinema debate, but Turkish filmmakers

refuse to be situated within the context of Third World countries. I will elaborate the

possible position of this debate in the sixth chapter of the thesis.

% Biilent Tunga Y1lmaz Discourse and Narratives in the National Cinema Movement (M.A. Thesis,
Bogazigi University, 2002), p.40.

19 Refig, p. 101.
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Daldal, as she described the Social Realist movement in her work, made
significant considerations about the movement and the directors.

1. All the directors within the core of the movement are “engagé” types of

people, with strong political and social commitments. They see themselves as

“missionaries of progress”...

2. All the films that fall within the social realist movement treat the problems

of the “common man”

3...they have a clear anti-bourgeois and anti-capitalist stance.

5. The existence of a socio-political event at the background of all films. '*'

As a background for the National Cinema approach, Refig argued that
Turkish cinema, developed during 1950s and dependent neither on the bourgeoisie
nor the state, was a “popular cinema” that had emerged from the people’s need to see
domestic films. However, the domestic film industry had lost its national
characteristics for several reasons: among them, the star system, stereotypical themes
and the influence of foreign films. According to Refig, the basic problem was to
make a film that was national in its general structure and its properties. The National
Cinema perspective was expressed in the films produced in Yesilcam Cinema which
Halit Refig defined as the “people’s cinema” but whose shortcomings he thought had
increased for the time being. For this reason it was necessary to criticize them and to
transform them through a struggle within the Yesilcam system.

The National Cinema perspective developed, as a reaction to the Sinematek
circle, which emphasized “the importance of the values of the universal art of
cinema.” By way of advocating a more nationalist and populist approach, these
directors accused the Sinematek circle of being indifferent to the realities of Turkish

cinema, and of being Western admirers, cosmopolitans, and rootless spectators.

These debates, in a very large context, were very significant in forcing the Sinematek

1% Daldal, p. 145.
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association members and cinema critics to define themselves as a circle, or an
intellectual line, with respect to the attitudes that they defended or adopted during
this process.
The initiating event of this debate actually was the Birinci Sinema Sirasi
(First Congress on Cinema) in 1964, which brought together three professional
institutions of cinema, Sine-Is, the Producers’ Association and Directors’ Union,
with governmental authorities and the intellectuals of cinema to discuss the problems
of Turkish cinema and suggest solutions. The congress was cancelled as those who
worked in cinema opposed the intellectuals and cinema critics, and they refused to
debate their professional problems with these cinema critics, whom they deemed
“biased.” The definition of cinema critics in reference to Refig’s definition of
Turkish Cinema, (made eight years before in Cinema journal with a similar
approach, for the present cinema as a “swamp which should be drained”) made the
opposition even more obvious. In the second volume of the Yeni Sinema review, The
Sinematek circle declared that:
To develop a national cinema and produce works over a certain level of
quality, we should first explain the present situation without any fear, and put
forward the reasons with its diverse aspects honestly. The writers of the
journal were conscious that the problems of the domestic cinema industry
were in a close relationship with the structure of our society; then that should
not be considered in an isolative, distinctive domain... Turkish cinema as an

artistic form cannot be mentioned in an isolated way from the arts of other
countries.'%?

They pointed out that what they highlighted was not the standards of Turkey, but the

102y, + s . L g e g e
“Yeni Sinema, ulusal sinemanin gelismesi, sanat degeri belli bir diizeyin iizerinde eserler

verilebilmesi igin dnce i¢inde buludugumuz durumun korkusuzca agiklanmasini, nedenlerinin ceyitli
yonleriyle ve diiriist¢e ortaya konmasini istemektedir. Dergi yazarlart yerli sinema endiistrisinin
sorunlarimin, toplum yapimizla siki iliskilerinin bulundugunun, bu yiizden soyut, ayri bir alan olarak
diigtiniilemeyeceginin bilincindedir... Tiirk sinemast bir sanat olarak da obiir iilkelerin sanatlarimdan
soyutlanmig bir bigimde diisiiniilemez. Yeni Sinema Tiirkiye él¢iilerine degil, evrensel sinema sanati
degerlerine énem vermektedir.” “ikinci Sayida,” Yeni Sinema no.2 (April-May, 1966), p.3.
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values of the universal art of cinema. Therefore, they argued that Yeni Sinema would
follow the struggle that avant-garde cinema journals continued until a Turkish
national cinema progressing as an artistic form participated in this “universal”
endeavour.'” By the term “universal” they meant the cinema traditions of the
Western countries (France, Italy, Sweden, Eastern European countries cinemas.); and
Third World cinema which had emerged in Latin America; even Japanese Cinema,
such as the films of Akira Kurosawa,'** films that would help to promote a European
style film culture. Onat Kutlar, inspired by the French Cinémathéque, desired a
similar atmosphere in Turkey where the standard of “universal” cinema could be
evaluated by the audience. Intellectuals who had visited the big cities of the West,
such as Paris and London, were ambitious for the flourishing of urban life in the big
cities of Turkey. They felt the necessity of associations like Sinematek to participate
in the universal culture of the West.

Halit Refig criticized the views of Yeni Sinema and claimed that the milieu of
Sinematek was erroneous in assuming that to make good films was to make films
like the western producers. He thought that such an article meant being ignorant of
Turkish cinema. A forum called “The Social Structure of Turkey, Turkish Cinema
and Its Future,” held on 27 July 1966, at which Halit Refig and Duygu Sagiroglu,
who had similar ideas, discussed these issues with the intellectuals of Sinematek and
raised the tension. With respect to this matter, Vedat Tiirkali, in 1974 argued that:

At that time, the attitude of the intellectual founders of Sinematek against our
cinema was in the mode of mockery or denial. However, it should first of all

195 «“By yiizden sanat diizeyinde gelisen ulusal bir Tiirk sinemasi, bu evrensel ¢abaya katilincaya
kadar Yeni Sinema oncii dergilerin siirdiirdiigii savasi izleyecek, daha da ileri gétiirecektir.” 1bid.

1% Japanese director known for his unique cinema technique. He used the camera to distance himself
from his subject, the camera serves as the mirror of the soul.
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have to get the background of the cinema, and to have benefited from it. The
reason underlying this counter attitude was the fact that they had not watched
Yesilcam or they were not able to assess those films. They were not ready to
be in a dialogue. The belief that good cinema can be made in a total rejection
of Yesilcam —and this belief even survives today in various circles— was a
thing which should have been realized considerately. I was in that forum in
1966 —open and read the speech of Onat Kutlar— these are things which can
be easily said today. That is, at the time Halit Refig described our cinema as a
swamp to be drained, but today, he was defending it, how could he do it, etc.
However, it seems to me that this was a well-prepared row and the matter
was transformed into a blood feud. '

The debate continued in the Ulusal Sinema (National Cinema)'®® review,
which was published as an alternative to Yeni Sinema. Sami Sekeroglu,'” the
founder of the Turkish Film Archive and the publisher of Ulusal Sinema, embarked
on a serious rivalry with Sinematek, commenting that, “some of our cinema writers,
institutions which was affected by foreign countries’ culture, youth who do not even
recognize themselves have failed to believe that it is a right way to attack
unconsciously the Turkish cinema.” '®

Refig pointed out that the cinema referred to as Yesilgam had laid the basis

for both a “popular cinema” and a “national cinema.” He explained his

19540 zamanlar Sinematek’in aydin kurucularinin sinemamiza karsi tavri ya alay etme ya da karsi
ctkma biciminde olmustu. Once sinemadaki birikimi bilmek, ondan yararlanmak gerekiyordu halbuki.
Bu ters tavir Yesilcami iyi izlemememekten ya da degerlendirememekten geliyordu aslinda. Dialog
kurmaya hazirlikly degildiler. Lyi sinemanin Yesilcam’a toptan karsi ¢ikilarak yapilacag inanct ki
bunu hala bir¢ok cevrelerde devam ediyor, iyi diisiiniilerek yapilmas: gereken bir seydi. Ben iste o
1966 taki agikoturumda bulundum, o giin Onat Kutlar m soylediklerini bugiin a¢in okuyun rahathikla
soylenebilecek seylerdir. Yani vaktiyle Halit Refig sinemamizdan kurutulmasi gereken bataklik diye
bahsediyordu, bugiin niye savunuyor, gibi seylerdi. Fakat bana dyle geliyor ki, orada hazirlikli bir
kapisma oldu, ve mesele bir kan davasina doniistiiriildii.” Vedat Tiirkali, Vedat Tiirkali ile konugma,
Haziran, Temmuz, Agustos, 1974, Yedinci Sanat, Sayi: 16-17, in Bu gemi nereye; yazilar,
konusmalar, sorusturmalar, (Istanbul, Cem Yayinevi, 1985), p.56-57.

1% National cinema magazine was published in the 1968, it continued to its fourth volume.

197 Sami Sekeroglu was the founder of the Turkish Film archive, he was stil professor at the Mimar
Sinan Turkish Cinema and TV Institute.

1% Ulusal Cinema Review, no.1, p.14.
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understanding of the concept of “Popular Cinema” as follows; “As Turkish cinema
was not established by foreign capital it is not the cinema of imperialism; neither is it
a bourgeois cinema as it was not established by national capitalism; nor is it a state
cinema as it was not established by the state... Turkish cinema is a popular cinema
as it emerged from the people’s need to see films and depended not upon capital but
labor.”'”

According to Refig, popular cinema had gained power especially between the
years 1958 and 1960, as the capital lacking for cinema was met by bonds
issued/invented by the enterprises around Turkey. For instance, film enterprises
began to produce films with money from the cities like Samsun, Izmir, and Adana. In
this process, the patrons of cinema salons, by assuming that they represented the
audience, were active in choosing the stars to act in the films, and the scripts for
these films. Thus, according to Refig, the real owners of these bonds were the
Turkish film audience, the people; the themes of the films were the tales, stars, and
popular music, which were appreciated by the people.

Daldal depicted the “progressivist” and “populist” tendencies of the post-
1960 elite that were clearly present, with an increased dose of universalism and class
politics in the National Cinema movement.'"’ T agree with her views, mostly with
the points of “progressivism and “populism” and it can be asserted that solidarist and
nationalist tendencies intersected wih these claims. But as will be elaborated in the
following chapters, class emphasis (there were very different descriptions of class,

and as is known, class structure of Turkey was the main conflict of the intellectuals

19 Refig, 91.

"% Daldal, p. 143.
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of the period) and universalism, which generally had been shared by Turkish
intellectuals since the Tanzimat period, was rejected by Refig and Erksan in an
escalating controversy with the Sinematek circle.

However, Refig, who defended popular cinema, also criticized it, by arguing
that the weakness of popular cinema, which was dependent neither on private capital,
nor on the state, relied on its anonymous, general artistic character which was based
on the adaptation of stories from the West. Thus, arguing that Yesilcam lost its
national properties, due to it was not completely prone to foreign influence, they
criticized the Yesilcam cinema industry.

In this period, it was unclear whether the National Cinema directors had big
problems with Yesilgam. It was known that they had adopted the rules of the
Yesilcam cinema industry, and thus they had compromised in a sense. Thereafter, In
1967, Metin Erksan, Duygu Sagiroglu, Memduh Un, Atif Yilmaz, Osman Seden, Alp
Zeki Heper, and Halit Refig, in a signed declaration refused to respond to a
questionnaire on the role of criticism prepared by Yeni Sinema, and that was the end
of relations between filmmakers and Sinematek. The intellectuals who produced and
reflected upon the Turkish cinema confronted each other after this step. Atilla
Dorsay, who was a member of the Sinematek was labeled a “Western admirer.” He
replied to this accusation in an article published in the significant socialist journal,
Ant, by arguing that to produce so many Turkish films did not mean that there was a
Turkish national cinema:

A national cinema shall naturally feed upon the cultural accumulation of that

nation and shall be inspired by it. However, this is not a destination, but a

starting point. Defining Turkish cinema as a national cinema is an example of
cheap demagogy, because it is a cinema aiming to draw the money from
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people's pockets and it is far from being for the benefit of the people.'"

This discussion continued in cinema journals and meetings, and ultimately
led to a symbolic polarization. Refig wrote in his book Ulusal Sinema Kavgast:

Another coincidence upon which we should stress as regards our cinema was
the fact that the starting point of the activities of the Sinematek Association,
founded by Sakir Eczacibasi, temporally intersected with the winning of the
elections by Siileyman Demirel. It is a very interesting thing that this
association on whose board of founders there were no professionals, brought
together intellectuals who were getting along as “leftists” and also
assembling every elements who were against the Turkish cinema in its
organization. The Social Realist movement, which was the first, conscious
leftist movement in the history of the Turkish Cinema and flourished in spite
of the effects of the right media and its institutions, was defeated, in the end,
by the “leftist” writers and institutions.''

In the style of Refig, the unfair accusations directed at Sinematek can be seen
clearly. Refig based his accusations on the character of Sakir Eczabasi, who was the
most notable businessman of the period, by adopting the populist ideological spirit of
the period; on the other hand, he accused Sinematek of being unaware of the
conditions of Yesilgam cinema. But, cinema critics and the Sinematek association
aimed at transforming the existing Turkish cinema. They laid stress upon the
handicaps and the disabilities of the Turkish cinema, attempting to pass over them by
adopting universal cinema values, especially the values coming from the left-wing of

Europe. For instance, Western cinema was significant for them, but they were

looking for a way to transcend the political and artistic values of the capitalist world

" Atilla Dorsay, “Ulusal Tiirk Sinemasi ve Cikis Yollart Uzerine Sorusturma” Ant, no. 86 (20 August
1966) , p.14.

"2 “Sinemamiz agisindan iizerinde durulmasi gereken bir tesadiif de Demirel’in secimleri kazandig
bir sirada Sakir Eczacibasi tarafindan kurulan Sinematek Dernegi’nin ¢alismalarina baslamasiyd.
Kurucular: arasinda bir tek profesyonelin bulunmadigi bu dernegin, hem solcu geginen aydinlari,
hemde Tiirk sinemasina karst biitiin elemanlart biinyesinde toplamasinda ilgi ¢ekici bir durum vardir.
Tiirk sinemasinin tarihinde ilk bilin¢li sol hareket olan toplumsal gercekgilik hareketi, sagci basinin
ve kurumlarimin patirdilart ile ilgi toplayp gelistikten sonra, oliim darbesini solcu geginen yazar ve
kurumlardan yedi.” Refig, p.35.
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system. Nevertheless, Refig described the position of Sinematek as follows: “Cinema
is a universal art. The unit for the evaluation of this artistic form is the West. To
make good film is to make films like the Western people.”''® He seemed to want to
escalate the discussion into a conflict, like an East-West contradiction and added that
“a more different characteristic of the strong warriors of Sinematek is to defend in

114 .
" Metin

the first line the Marxism trend that follows the fashion of existentialism.
Erksan responded to the questionnare of the magazin Ant, by arguing that critics
were not competent to talk about Turkish cinema:
First of all, these chronic spin doctors will not say far from France that “let’s
shoot Aziz Nesin’s “Nazik Alet.” These gentlemen will first of all learn that

Turkey’s problems can be resolved within Turkey. Those people, who

denigrate the most valuable products of the Turkish cinema just because they

do not get inspiration from the Western cinema —the reason for this
denigration is their ignorance of the artistic, political, social and economic
history of their own country— will not write on the Turkish cinema.” '

They accused them of imitating Western trends, of being alienated from the
Turkish reality and of underestimating the national and moral values of the people.
The Sinematek circle, on the other hand, criticized the Turkish cinema, of which the
following quotation by Ali Gevgili may be an example: “In the second half of the

twentieth Century, there are no humanistic values in the Turkish cinema. Turkish

cinema, let alone the political and social problems, is alienated from its own

"3 “Sinema evrensel bir sanattir. Bu evrensel sanati degerlendirme birimi batdir. Iyi film yapmak
ancak Batili gibi film yapmakla olur.” Refig, p 46-47.

"4 “Sinematek’in ortaya saldigi yaman savascilarin bir baska ozelligi de simdilerde existentialisme
modasinin yerini alan marxist diisiincede onciiliigii kimseye birakmayacak kadar yigit olmalaridir.”
Ibid., p.36.

"5 “Once miizmin akil hocalar ta Fransalardan kalkip Aziz Nesin’in “Nazik Alet”ini filme alin
demeyecek. Bu beyler dnce Tiirkive meselelerinin ancak Tiirkiye'nin iginde halledilebilecegini
ogrenecek. Kendi iilkelerinin sanat tarihini, siyasi tarihini, ictimai tarihini, ekonomik tarihini
bilmedigi icin Tiirk sinemaswmin en degerli iiriinlerini Bati sinemasindan esinlenmekle pisleyen kisiler
tiirk sinemast tizerine yazi yazmayacak.” Metin Erksan, “Ant’in Sinema Sorusturmasi”, 4nt, No:28,
(11 July 1967), p.14-15.
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people.”!'® For the crystalization of the Sinematek attitude, I have to make a long
quotation from Onat Kutlar, whose esssys epitomized this attitude. He also attempted
to declare their alternative ways to make cinema in Turkey:

Roads are closed to those movie makers who do not want to be conformist
and who want to introduce a brand new worldview, a new way of narration
and a new form. The first road, everything begins with a complete bow to the
market patterns; whereas the second, these patterns are opened out a little at
the expense of great concessions. Then, for the non-conformist movie maker,
searching for possibilities outside the market is an imperative. The latest
technical and aesthetic developments in the world cinema make it possible to
shoot a film very cheaply. Hence, these new cinema generations can find
artlover capitalists for their avant-garde films, and can even shoot short films
with their own money. These attempts may be far from representing the
native cinema, since they would be the individual debuts in the initial phase.
But if they produce valuable cases, if they do not fall into a hole of imitation
in the name of art, they will make use of the international possibilities of the
cinema and more importantly, they will contribute to the formation of a
“quality market” in the country with the support of Sinematek, cinema clubs
and the media. There will not be a problem after the emergence of such a
market, for market producers profitting in this field will allow making of
such fims, even if only for the aim of gaining money. '’

I argue that these debates, for each side, were related to the intention to define
the “Left” and “leftist” values as the main concern, and the two sides, namely the

Sinematek, Onat kutlar line, and National Cinema, Halit Refig line were competing

"o “XX. yiizyihn ikinci yarisinda, Tiirk sinemast hala hicbir insani deger tasimamaktadir. Tiirk
sinemast toplumsal yada politik sorunlar bir yana, kendi insanina yabancidwr.” Ali Gevgili, “Cagdas
Sinema Karsisinda Tiirk Sinemas1” Yeni Sinema, no.3 (October-Nowember, 1966), p. 15.

"7« yollar konformist olmak istemeyen, yepyeni bir diinyaya bakis agisini, yeni bir anlatim, yeni bir
bi¢im getirmek isteyen sinemaciya kapalidir. Birinci yolda hersey piyasa kaliplarina biitiiniiyle boyun
egmekle baslamakta, ikincisinde ise bu kaliplar biiyiik tavizler pahasina azictk aralanmaktadr.
Oyleyse non-conformiste sinemact i¢in piyasa disinda olanaklar aramak zorunludur. Diinya
sinemasinda teknik ve estetik alandaki son gelismeler ¢ok ucuz film yapmayr miimkiin kilmaktadur.
Béylece bu yeni sinema kusaklari yapacaklar: oncii filmler icin sanatsever kapital sahipleri bularak,
hatta kendi paralariyla kisa filmelr cevirmek isteklerini gerceklestirebileceklerdir. Bu girisimler
baslangigta tek tek cikislar olarak kalacagindan belki yerli sinemayr temsil etmekten uzak
kalacaklardir. Ama degerli 6rnekler verirlerse, sanat adina ozenti ¢ukuruna diismezlerse sinemanin
uluslararasi olanaklarindan yararlanacaklar ve daha da énemlisi Sinematek’in, Sinema kliiplerinin,
basinin destegiyle iilkede bir “kalite pazart” nin olusmasini saglayacaklar. Bu pazar dogduktan sonra
mesele kalmamaktadir.¢iinkii bu alanda kazang géren piyasa yapimcilar: yanlizca kazang amaciyla
da olsa béyle filmler yapimasina imkan taniyacaklardwr.” Onat Kutlar, “Tiirk Sinemasi Nigin Olumlu
Cikis Yapamuyor,” Ant, no. 11, (March 1967), p. 15.
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to fall into line with the Left, although its definition differed on each side. The
emphasis on humanism and the humanist values of the common heritage of humanity
as a more universalistic approach was more deeply adopted by the Sinematek circle.
Nezih Erdogan attempted to conceptualize this debate by the help of these keywords,
as argued that they represent two different cinemas, one of which, Sinematek circle
claims was only a program, I give this schematization but this does not reflect the

distiinction between Sinematek and National Cinema.

New cinema Yesilcam

Western domestic

Art cinema popular cinema

model: European art cinema model: Hollywood

to create to produce

auteur policy star system

alternative modes of production capitalist mode of production
festivals, competitions Production-distribution- exhibition'"®

This blood feud between cinema directors and critics led to a big crisis. In 1967,
Semil Tugrul considered this situation as follows:

Nowadays, movie makers, cinema authors and other people interested in
cinema can no longer sit around a table and debate these issues.... One
cannot find a person who is not condemned by anybody. Manifestos are
published, protest telegrams are dispatched, and worse still, threats are
poured out. In this demagogic environment, the feverish irrelevant debates
revolving around this issue are rendering even the most constructive, most
mild and most positive ideas into a rag.... My point is that Turkish cinema is
passing through its most sterile, most complicated and most negative age of
its 51 years of history.'"’

"% Erdogan, p.262.
"9 «Simdilerde artik sinemacilarla, filmcilerle, sinema yazarlar ve éteki ilgililer bir masanmn etrafina
toplanip tartisamiyorlar bile bu konulari... Ortada suglanmadik insan birakilmiyor. Bildiriler
yaywlantyor, protesto telgraflari ¢ekiliyor, daha da olmazsa tehditler savruluyor. Bu konu etrafinda
yerli yersi koparilan firtinalar en yapici, en yumusak, en olumlu fikirleri bile pacavraya ¢eviriyor
demogoji ortanminda ...Diyecegim Tiirk sinemast 51 yillik ge¢misinin en kisir, en karisik, en olumsuz
cagint yasryor su swralarda.” Semih Tugrul, “Ant’in Sinema Sorusturmasi”, no. 28, (11 July 1967),
p.14-15.
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“Gen¢ Cinema”

Now, I will consider the Gen¢ Cinema movement which was initiated by a
group of dissidents in the association, and which represents the beginnings of the
polarization and fragmentation within the circle.

The National Cinema circle was not the only group which criticized the
Sinematek circle. A young group who represented themselves as revolutionary
abandoned the Sinematek Circle and began to publish a new cinema journal titled
Geng Sinema (between October 1968-April 71, sixteenth and the final volume was
published twelve days after the March 12 military coup) and accused Sinematek
circle of being part of “petty-bourgeois opportunism.” This radical group was at first
appropriated by the group; however, with the hardening of the debate, they were
excluded and the circle chose to act as if they were indifferent to this group. The
Geng Cinema group held that, cinema had to be independent from the given structure
of the cinema industry. Cinema was an appropriate device to transform the system
and they defended this action by producing films as a part of their political strategy.
To make movies is to be considered to make politics. They had a strong commitment
to using films as an instrument for social justice and social equality. The
performance of the Geng¢ Sinema movement was not very effective, but they
continued to believe in the importance of the review and saw it as like Cahier du
Cinéma, which was a review of the New Wave Circle, the famous cinema circle of
the 1960s in France). After a while, leftist cinema reviews such as Yedinci Sanat,
Cagdas Sinema, Gergek Sinema, Militan Sinema appeared all on the scene. All of

them attempted to find a new Marxist, materialist cinema independent from the
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Yesilcam cinema industry. They continued to display resistance against censorship
as a part of their intellectual responsibilities, because censorship in the cinema was
the most important problem of the cinema directors and the period.

The youth desired to be part of an intellectual sphere, but on the other hand,
they refused the kind of living that this brings with it, as a result of their rebellious
political position. They would rather prefer to be in action than watch films and
debates in the small locals of an institution; they wanted to go out to the streets.

12 .
»120 was concerned with the fans of

Bernardo Bertolucci’s last film“The Dreamers
the French Cinematheque who turned into romantic revolutionaries. In this
atmosphere, Sinematek circle with these other cinema circles and also those inside
became part of these debates.

As has been argued, the Political Cinema Movement in the leadership of the
Gen¢ Cinema was based on the Tiirk Sinematek association and Hisar Short Film
Competition’s fertile ground. On the one hand, the political and romantic atmosphere
continued with all of its forcefulness, and the winds of Yilmaz Giiney’s political
cinema began to blow. This will be observed by the effects of these facts and even at
the expense of excluding some of the youth from the group of the Geng Cinema who

participated at the beginning, but not voluntary to interest with politics. It introduced

into the debate of a sharp and political cinema.'”' One of the members of the Geng

120 The Dreamers, 2003, “It begins at a protest outside the famed Cinémathéque Frangaise in February
1968 over the ouster of its legendary director Henry Langlois... Bertolucci has said that he’s
interested in three “revolutions”—cinematic, sexual and political, which were “synchronized’ in
1968... The Dreamers, suggests that “modern cinema” began at the Cinémathéque Francaise, through
the influence exercised by its varied screenings on the French New Wave directors.”, by David
Walsh, 2004, Film Review, available at:

http://www.wsws.org/articles/2004/feb2004/drea-f19.shtml

21“Geng Sinema’min énderlik ettigi Politik Sinema akimi Tiirk Sinematek'inin ve Hisar Kisa Film
yarismasmin olusturdugu verimli ortamdan dogar. Bir yandan da 68 kusagimin duygusal politik
ortamu biitiin hiziyla siirmektedir ve Yilmaz Giiney’in politik sinema riizgarlari esmeye ve tartisilmaya
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Sinema, Jak Salom, intoduced the slogan as “Let’s take our cameras, and go on to
the streets” by adopting the approach New Wave circle, but they could not produce a
significant numbers of films. March 12, 1971 coup introduced a period of hard
oppression. Both Sinematek and other opponent cinema circles were exposed to
harsh pressure. The Hisar Short Film Competition and Gen¢ Cinema circle was
dispersed.

For the crystalization of the disposition of the Geng cinema circle, I present
the long manifesto of the group, which was handed out after a film screening at the

Sinematek:

The Manifesto of the “Young Filmmakers”

First, It should be once more explained that art develops within society and
develops with it, that it is impossible to conceive of it apart from society;
the concept of people should be redefined; idioms of the people should be
illuminated for the people and in their name of; and it should also be
specified that the purpose of the expression of the concept of people is to
point out the laboring classes.

Second, Geng Cinema opposed this cinema system, just like it opposed the
social system in which the cinema system was located. Both of the systems
had fallen wide of the mark to explain the human being, to aim at the human
being. They had no any aim apart from exploiting people both materially and
spiritually. Therefore, Gen¢ Cinema had to be independent and must not
concede any of its fundamental principles on account of any circumstances
and reasons.

Third, it should be definitely understood and explained that traditional
culture could be beneficial only when it was viewed from a revolutionary
perspective and those values that had accumulated so far should be evaluated
from this viewpoint. While examining today’s human being, while looking at
her, Gen¢ Cinema saw a new human being who had new values and took her
as a whole together with both her positive and negative actions. Geng
Cinema reflected upon content and form (we see a similar attitude like
Cahiers du Cinema) in an interdependent fashion and from a revolutionary
viewpoint. And it believes that these concepts are inseparable.

baglanmigtir. Bunlarin da etkisi kisa siirede gozlenecek, dahast baslangicta aralarina katilmis ama
politik olmay: istemeyen kimi Geng Sinemacilart da diglamak pahasina son derece keskin ve politik
bir sinemammn tartismasina girilecektir.” Omer Tuncer, Tiirk Belgesel Sinemasi, Kamera Arkasi
Grubu, 7 July 2007, available at:

http://asinema.wordpress.com/2007/07/07/turk-belgesel-sinemasi/
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Fourth, Gen¢ Cinema was definitely against all Yesilcams on earth. No
matter where it is found on earth, there was in fact one enemy. Universality
in this sense was hand in hand with the idea of nationality. Gen¢ Cinema
believed that a rigorous, fitting national art that has real artistic values would
spontaneously gain universal dimensions.

Last, it should be explained that the filmmaker was incumbent with leaning
over the realities of her own country. But Gen¢ Cinema was opposed to all
kinds of bigotry and dogmatism reflected into the art works through these
realities. An artist freely created her work.

The existence of an organization is definitively necessary, in order for us to
wage a war wending its way toward these aforementioned aims. The real and
significant matter is the art works and to make it available to the people. And
it will be these art works that will write down the real manifesto.

One of the leading figures of the New Cinema movement, Ahmet Soner portrays that

period in an article written after the death of Onat Kutlar in 1995:

We young enthusiasts of short films set out on from stratch by shooting short
films. Our greatest supporter was Onat Brother; he heartened all of us, being
all the time next to us. We issued the journal “Young Cinema”. Onat Brother
also had his share in the manifesto published in the first volume. That year the
youth movement escalated through marches, boycotts and demonstrations and
ultimately peaked with the coming of the Sixth Fleet. That day, which would
later be referred to as “Bloody Sunday”, people walked from Beyazit to
Taksim and they were atttacked while entering the square. Kuzgun Acar,
Engin Ayca and I tried to display what was going on with our 16 mm cameras
and Omer Tuncer tried to the same with his 8mm camera. Onat Brother was
along with us in those days. We were using the Sinematek Association as a
club as a spot to meet. There we were typing our articles and also there we
were folding the journals just printed and sending them to subscribers. We
were like the staff of the association. We were helping to carry those films to
be shown to the cinema and then we were sitting to watch the show... Our
radical challenges, our attitudes not willing to compromise led to reactions by
some circles. There was some gossip that the Eczacibasi capital (Sakir
Eczacibasi was the head of the Board of Directors of the Sinematek
Association) financed and patronized us. Now it was time to gain
independence. We rented a place in Galatasaray... (because of a conflict with
Onat Kutlar) We waged a war against the Sinematek Association...Our
intention was to capture the association in the first plenary meeting. This was
a childish idea. Furthermore, even if we had captured it there, we would
surely have transformed it into a political party and paved the way for it to be
closed. We were distributing leaflets we wrote against the association to the
members in front of the gate of the association, and selling our journals at the
entrance of the saloons where there were cinema performances... After a
while, we issued a declaration in which we accused the association of
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“serving imperialism.”'**

In the turbulent atmosphere of the late 1960s, as is narrated by Ahmet Soner,
the Geng Cinema circle was grounded in the political struggle of the students and
workers, and reflected the political radicalism of the middle class university students
and their intention to reach rural and poor urban people, whom they barely knew.

In addition, I would like to briefly define Islamic tendencies in the films of
the period that was symbolized in the “Milli Cinema” circle. Mili Cinema was
another cinema circle which was developed as a reaction to the materialist, modernist
ideology of the Republic by the reference of an Islamic ideological approach. It was
first defended by a cinema club which was established within MTTB (Confederation
of Nationalist and Consevative Students), in 1963. The first film of this movement
was made by the director Yiicel Cakmakli. His first film, Birlesen Yollar
(Crossroading Roads), was an adaptation of a novel with islamic undertones by Sule
Yiiksel Senler entitled Huzur Sokag. In this film as argued by his director, ithe sharp

contradiction that Turkish society was experiencing in the process of modernization,

122 “Biz kusa film heveslisi gengler, kisa film ¢ekerek ise sifirdan baslyoruz. En biiyiik destekgimiz

Onat Abi, hepimizi yiireklendiriyor, hep yani basimizda yer aliyor. “Geng Sinema’ dergisini
yaymlyoruz. Ilk sayidaki ¢ikis bildirisinde Onat Abi'nin de payr var... O yil genclik hareketi;
yiiriiyiisler, boykotlar ve mitinglerle giinden giine tirmanmis, 6. Filo’nun gelisiyle doruk noktasina
yiikselmisti. “Kanl Pazar” diye anilacak olan o giin, Beyazit'tan Taksim’e kadar yiiriinmiis, yiirtiyiis
kolu meydana girerken saldiriya ugramisti. Kuzgun Acar, Engin Ayca ve ben 16°lik, Omer Tuncer ise
8’lik kameralarla olan biteni gériintiilemeye c¢alismistik. Onat Agabey o giinlerde hep yani
basimizdaydi. Sinematek Dernegi’ni lokal olarak kullaniyorduk. Yazilarumizi orada daktilo ediyor,
baskidan c¢ikan dergileri yine orada katlayip abonelere postaliyorduk. Sanki dernegin personeli
gibiydik. Gosterilecek filmlerin sinemaya tasinmasina yardimct oluyor, sonra da oturup gosteri
izliyorduk... Radikal ¢ikiglarimiz, uzlagmaya yanasmayan tavirlarimiz cesitli cevrelerin tepkisine yol
agiyordu. Eczacibasi sermayesinin (Sinematek Dernegi Yonetim Kurulu Baskani, Sakir Eczacibast idi)
bizleri finanse ve himaye ettigi dedikodular: c¢ikarilmisti. Artik bagimsizliga kavugmanin zamani
gelmisti, Galatasaray’da bir yer kiraladik... (Onat Kutlar ile yasanan bir gerilim sonrasinda)...
Sinematek Dernegine savas acgtik. Niyetimiz ilk genel kurulda dernegi ele gecirmekti. Cocuk¢a bir
diistinceydi bu. Ayrica ele gegirsek bile orayt siyasi bir partiye ¢evirir ve ii¢ giinde kapatiimasina yol
acardik. Dernek aleyhinde yazdigimiz bildirileri dernegin kapisinda iiyelere dagitiyor, film
gosterilerinin  yapildigi salonlarin  giriginde dergimizi satiyorduk. (Bir siire sonra) bir bildiri
yaywnlayarak, dernegi “emperyalizme hizmet etmek” ile suglamigtik...” Ahmet Soner, “Onat
Isyancidir.” Ozgiir Ulke, 12 January 1995, p,10.
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the duality between Western mode of life and the Islamic, conservative tradition of
the country was depicted. Individuals that symbolized these two differents kind of
life were experiencing a crisis. Yiicel Cakmakli, Mesut Ugakan, Salih Diriklik were
the leading figures of this movement. Cakmakli argues that their approach to the
cinema was informed by nationalist and conservative values, depending on the
Islamic tradition. This movement would be more influential after the 1980s with the
increasing influence of the Islam in political and cultural life. This movement in the

1980s was transformed to the movement Beyaz Sinema (White Cinema)

“The Desire for the Total Demolition of the Cinema Industry”

“Sinematek, after 12 March, was the focus of leftist youth, and it was broken,
contrary to general suppositions, as an elite place.”'* The political attitudes that
were currently conducted in Europe in the realm of cinema were adopted by the
leftist students in Turkey. By being part of the numerous revoluitionary political
organizations of the period, after the 1968 university students’ movement, young
revolutionaries issued politics, in the line of Maoism or the Soviet communist
parties. Some of them, by defining cinema as a weapon of the revolution, attempted
to define new roles for cinema. In Yeni Sinema, it was argued that, “whereas the
bases of the social regime will be changed, the order of the cinema also will be
changed. Whether this will continue for a long time, the new generations will

95124

continue their unavoidable fight to establish the real cinema. In the Yeni Sinema

"B “Dernek 12 Mart’tan sonra solcu genglerin ilgi odagi olmus ve beklendigi gibi elit bir mekan
olmaktan ¢ikmigti.” Aydin Sayman “Onat Kutlar Presente!”, in Onat Kutlar Kitabi, p.214.
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reviews that were published towards 1970, the tone of radical and revolutionary
approaches increased.

In a manifesto published in Ant, on 25 March 1969, the Yesilcam cinema, by
500 people (living in Cesme, a town with a population of 4000) was mercilessly
criticized and the manifesto came to an end as the following: Our heart is with you
revolutionary cinema lovers, you intellectuals siding with us. What could you ask
from us better than this? Come on! '*

In this climate, Yilmaz Giiney, for instance, produced popular, commercially
succesful film which were also hailed by the Sinematek group. The first film of
Yilmaz Giliney Seyyit Han (Seyyit Khan) was appreciated, due to its cinematographic
failures by Onat Kutlar, in an article, in Yeni Sinema. After this, Giiney wrote,
directed and performed in his first film Umut (Hope) in 1970. The first screening of
this film was held in Sinematek’s hall in Mis Sokak. After the film, Omer Liitfi Akad
embraced Yilmaz Giiney and said, “This is our first realist film.”'*

This film came to be one of the most debated films in Turkish cinema and
was evaluated as a milestone. It is also the first and most striking example of how
deeply Giiney was influenced by Italian Neo-Realism. As argued by Tunca Aslan,
Giiney's association with Neo-Realism is manifested on screen in his stark portrayal
of the lives of ordinary men, of the pitiful, oppressed masses, a portrayal devoid of

cliché and artifice. But for Gliney, Neo-Realism was more than mere inspiration. In

this film, in particular, it became clear that he was also making his own valuable

124 «“Toplum diizeninin temelleri degisince sinema diizeni de kokten degisecektir. Bu degisme uzun bile
siirse yeni kusaklar gercek bir sinemayr kurmak igin ka¢imilmaz savaglarint yapacaklardwr.” “Ikinci
Sayida” Yeni Sinema, no. 2 (April-May,1966), p.5.

125 4nt, no. 117, 25 March 1969, p.14.

12 Interview with Giovanni Scognamillo, (May 2007, Istanbul).
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contribution to the heritage. According to Yilmaz Giiney, art was the most important
device for class struggle and its function was to motivate people to think about
political and social issues. Giiney dominated and also was affected by the Sinematek
circle. “In other words, the Sinematek association, by defending the possibility to
reach good and beautiful, in the “stormy order” of the Yesilcam prefered to rely on
the youth, a director like Yilmaz Giiney who attemped to absent from the Yesilcam
conditions'*’

Yilmaz Giiney and Omer Liitfi Akad (first he had paticipated in the
declaration of the Yesilgam cinema directors who did not want to colloborate with
Sinematek, but then he had very good relations with the circle.) were adopted by the
circle and directors like Erden Kiral, Omer Kavur, and Nuri Bilge Ceylan were
deeply affected by the circle. Onat Kutlar personally participated in the scenario
studies of Erden Kiral’s film Bereketli Topraklar Uzerinde (Upon Fruitful Lands-
1979) and Omer Kavur’s film Yusuf ile Kenan (Yusuf and Kenan-1979). In the
1980s this group of young directors tried hard to differentiate their films from those
of popular cinema: altough they made their films in Yesilcam, they sought
recognition from international art cinema institutions. Erden Kiral, Ali Ozgentiirk,
Tung Basaran and Omer Kavur were the leading figures of these young directors.'**

It can be argued that accusations about the Siematek utopianism or
detachment from the realities of filmmaking in Turkey were unfounded, while

Sinematek millieu was a seedleed for Yimaz Giiney art, and his followers like Serif

127 “Yesilcam'in "bozuk diizen"i i¢inde daha iyive, daha giizele ulasmanin olasi olmadigini bir 6nyarg
gibi ileri siirerek, geng¢lere, Yilmaz Giiney gibi Yesilcam ortaminda "kag¢ak” giiregen bir sinemactya
bel baglamisti. "Interview with Jak Salom, (May 2007).

128 Nezih Erdogan, p.263.
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Géren, Ali Ozgentiirk, and Erden Kiral. However many cinema critics will argue that
these attempts were not sufficient and Turkish cinema will be in a cirisis in the late

1970s and the late 1980s.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DUALITIES IN THE EVOLUTION OF CINEMA DEBATES

As far as the cinema in Turkey was concerned, it is necessary to define
contradictions or dualities shaped around concept-pairs such as; the East vs. the
West; nativity vs. Universalism; individualism vs. Populism; and economically
developed vs. underdeveloped countries. Cinema debates flourished along with these
dualisms. For instance, for the Milli Cinema circle, the West, for the Sinematek
circle, the hegemony of developed countries, and to produce films in an
underdeveloped country, for the Geng Cinema circle individualism were the main
problems to be transcended for Turkish cinema. In this chapter, Sinematek and other
cinema circles are defined as they adopted some of these dualities as the main axis to
debate problems of Turkish cinema. The sections, Internationalization and Native
Place-making, The Accusation of Avant-garde Art with Individualization,
Overcoming Backwardness in the Turkish Cinema and in Turkey are presented to
reflect the debates and discussions in which the association participated, with the
help of some theoretical dualities and political projects that were dominant during

the decade.

Internationalization and Native Place-Making

The tension between writers and directors can be considered in a similar vein,
with the clash or the debate between universality and nativity or, in other words,

internationalization and native place-making.
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I would like to identify the themes, universality and nativity in the theoretical
and political background, according to my observations of current literature. First of
all, internationalism and nativism are often cited in a binary relationship as the
raison d’etre of one another, and several scholars have noted the tenacious
connection between internationalism and native place-making.'” As Walter
Benjamin argues, the conception of the eternal recurrence of “tradition” and the
belief in progress, “internationalization,” are complementary, if refractive."”* As
Vlatsoz argues in a similar way, “modernization always involves the invention of
new traditions to stabilize itself... Modernization and the invention of tradition
proceed together in a nested relationship.” "’

The post-colonial discourse'** after the decolonialization process attempted
to show the Western psychological and philosophical categories which are used to
define the distinctiveness of the two geographies like East or West. For example,
intuition, sentiments, the essentiality of the East versus rationality and the knowledge

of the West are the main points of these orientalist intellectuals for defining the

diversity of the East and West, but as mentioned, the invention of tradition always

12 Jennifer Robertson, “It Takes a Village, Internationalization and Nostalgia in Postwar Japan”, in
Mirror of Modernity, Invented Traditions of Modern Japan, ed., Stephen, Vlastos, Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1998), p. 110.

B0 Walter Benjamin, in Susan Buck-Morss, The Dialectics of Seeing: Walter Benjamin and the
Arcades Project (Cambridge, Mass. : MIT Press, 1991), pp. 108-109.

B! Stephan Vlatsos, “Tradition: Past/Present Culture and Modern Japanese History” in  Mirror of
Modernity, Invented Traditions of Modern Japan. p.112.

132 See The Cambridge Companion to Postcolonial Literary Studies, ed., Neil Lazarus (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2004); see also Colonial Discourse, Postcolonial Theory, edited by
Francis Barker, Peter Hulme, and Margaret Iversen (Manchester [England]; New York: Manchester
University Press; New York: Distributed exclusively in the USA and Canada by St. Martin's Press,
1996).
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goes hand in hand with the modernization process; therefore, just like universalism,
the invention of tradition was also a product of and central to Turkish modernization.
The absolute ontological nature of these completely different cases, like East and
West, has been questioned by many scholars, and Orientalism or Self-orientalism'*®
are some of the salient concepts in criticizing such intellectual schematizations. Siiha
Unsal writes that:

Universality is a contradictory concept. It is exclusive, ethno-centric,
oppressive and totalitarian. In the contemporaneous phase of human
civilization, the West is universal insofar as it imposes its own concepts on
everyone as the universal. Against this argument of the modern Western
civilization, a great literature has been produced by the Third World
imagination which points to modern Western civilizations’ exclusive, ethno-
centric, oppressive and even totalitarian character. However, even when one
only considers the political culture of the geography in which we live, it can
be easily seen that the native thinking was as much exclusive, ethno-centric,
oppressive and despotic as the universal thinking.'**

As is implied in this quotation, the absolutization of these concepts for
different geographical, social and economic entities may prevent us from seeing the
similarities of the different countries of the Eastern or the Western world. The
differentiation of these units, like the East and West, developed and underdeveloped

countries defined as analytic tools is one of the conceptualization of modernization

theories and Orientalist tendencies, insofar as the “individual,” “novelty,”

13 See Edward W. Said. Orientalism (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1995). See also, Orientalism: A
Reader, ed A.L. Macfie (New York: New York University Press, 2000); and Reina Lewis, Gendering
Orientalism: Race, Femininity and Representation (London; New York: Routledge, 1996).

B4 “Evrensellik celigkili bir kavramdir; dislayicidir, etnik merkezlidir, baskici ve hatta totaliterdir.

Ama insan uygarliginin bugiinkii asamasinda, en azindan kendi kaliplarini herkese dayatabildigi icin
evrenseldir. Bati diigiincesinin bu iddiasina karsin Cagdas Bati uygarliginin dislayici, etnik merkezci,
baskici, totaliter evrenselliginin elestirisine dair “Uciincii Diinya” tahayyiiliiniin iirettigi genis bir
kiilliyat vardir. Oysa sadece yasadigumiz cografyamin siyasi kiiltiirii diisiiniildiigiinde bile yerli
diigiincenin de en az evrensel diigiince kadar dislayici, etnik merkezci baskicit ve despotik oldugunu
kolaylikla goriilebilir.” Siiha Unsal, “Neden Onlarin Oksidentalistleri Yok”, Birikim, no.111-112,
(July- August, 1998), p. 58.
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“citizenship consciousness,” “historical consciousness,” “urban life,” and other
numerous concepts were absent in the Third World countries or in the East.'’
Finally, I address Theodore Adorno, for the definition of the concept of authenticity.
Adorno states that, “all authentic products and experiences, in the age of capitalism,
by being isolated from its context and value, are subjected to reproduction, and the
authentic is reproduced by thinking for itself.”'*®

In the light of these definitions, we can analyze the status of Turkey. The
concept of universalism has always been at the total determination and the hegemony
of Western civilization, especially for the most part of Turkish intellectuals.
Morever, internationalization is not antithetical to “Turkish culture”; rather, it is both
a product of and central to the ongoing (since the Tanzimat period) formation of a
national cultural identity. But, on the other hand, the main theme of this process was
the differences between Eastern and Western ethics and culture, an issue that has
been the subject of an intense controversy among Turkish intellectuals since the
Tanzimat period. The peculiarity of Turkish society and its culture, based on its
tradition, is the main argument of another theoretical position that claims to stress the
incompatibility of the two different paths; that is, the defender and producer of the
universal and material culture, namely, the West, and the East, which defines itself at

the same time as the West desires to identify the East and its concepts, but according

to these intellectuals East should identify itself with its own set of values, not

135 See Bryan Turner, Orientalism, Postmodernism and Globalism (London; Newyork, Routledge:
1994).

B3¢ “Adorno ya gore biitiin otantik iiriin ve tecriibeler, kapitalizm ¢aginda, deger ve baglamlarindan
kopartilarak yeniden tiretilmeye tabidir; ve otantik olan, ampirik bir sahicilik/sahihlikte kendinden
bulunan bir sey degildir, onu isleyerek, iizerine diisiinerek, elestirel bir yeniden iiretimle
varedilebilir.” Quoted in Tanil Bora, “Sol ve Yerlilik meselesi,” Birikim, no. 111-112, Suhrkamp,
1973, Aesthetiche Theorie, p.249.
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according to those of the West.

Throughout the history of Republican Turkey, thinkers of this theoretical
position like; Peyami Safa, Ismail Hakki Baltacioglu and as mentioned Kemal Tahir
have defended moral and national values in line with the Republican modernization
to show the handicaps of this process. Similarly, directors of National Cinema
reactively accused the innovative intellectuals who desired to embrace Western or
universal values in the form and the content of their works, of being western
admirers and of being the producers of the ideology of individualism. “Not being a
native,” “disconnection from the country” and “not setting foot in the land of this
country”, were among the criticisms that the Turkish directors launched at Sinematek
heart and soul. These suggestions implied that the Left and Sinematek as a conveyor
of universalism were not authentic. The Sinematek circle, in the context of the debate
that went between universalism and nativism, denying to some extent the emphasis
on authenticity and morality, and Turkish peculiar position against Western
countries, was of the opinion that the audience was worthy of the existing universal
cinema products, that to watch them could produce improvements in Turkish cinema.

Although they were censored and interrupted, due to the comparison of

certain films that came in Turkey like Rocco and His Brothers, (Luchino

Visconti), L'eclisse (Michelangelo Antonioni), etc... with respect to

appreciation, to aesthetic values, it was unavoidable to reveal in a sharp

manner, contradictions due to social and political causes which had existed
since the Tanzimat era, between a certain number of people who preferred

examples of incoming foreign films, in very difficult conditions and people
who liked Turkish films."’

BT “Kurpilmis, sansiire ugramis olmakla birlikte Tiirkive'de gosterime giren yabanci filmlerin
kimilerinin (Rocco ve kardesleri, I'Eclisse (Antonioni) vb) Tiirk filmleri ile karsilastirilmalari, begeni
agisindan, yani estetik degerler arasinda segcim yapilmast agisindan eninde sonunda Tiirk filmleri ile
karsilastiriimalari, begeni agisindan, yani estetik degerler arasinda se¢im yapilmast agisindan eninde
sonunda Tiirk filmlerini izleyen ve begenen kesimle, yabanci sinemalarin Tiirkiye'ye gii¢ kosullarda
da olsa girebilen orneklerini yegleyen kesim arasinda eninde sonunda, belki de Tanzimat'tan beri
varolan tarihsel ve toplumsal nedenler yiiziinden ¢eliskileri, keskin bir bicimde a¢iga ¢ikaracagi
kaginmilmazdi.” Interview with Jak Salom, (April 2006, via internet).
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Refig, in contradistinction to the views of the Sinematek, made a similar
distinction between the West and the East, just like the thinkers who emphasized the
particularities of the Eastern countries. “My main source and support in the
formation of the National Cinema concept has been Kemal Tahir and his novels. The
most important influence of Kemal Tahir in my life has been his approach that
Turkish society has followed a very different historical path than Western societies,
even an opposite historical evolution scheme.”'®

Additionally, we come face to face with the argument that class struggle was
deemed incompatible with the Turkish experience by the National Cinema circle. For
instance, it is argued that the class struggle in Erksan’s and Refig’s films might be
assumed as being converted into the struggle not only between classes but also
between western and eastern life styles.”” In this context, Halit Refig argued that,
the Eastern-Western conflict is above the class struggle in Turkey, the real struggle is
to defend our values against the values of the West. The approach that art is
universal is one of the expressions of cultural imperialism.'*

Refig’s approach can be considered as the invention of the authentic values of
the East against the universality of the West as they were very functional for the
political and cultural needs of the day. Refig emphasized the conflict between the

two different cases in order to authenticize Turkish art by reflecting upon it. And via

the invention of the peculiar historical values, in his articles, as well as in his films

B8 “Ulusal sinema kavramimin ortaya ¢ikmasinda en biiyiik kaynagim ve destegim Kemal Tahir ve

romanlart idi. Kemal Tahir’in benim iizerimdeki en biiyiik etkisi, Tiirk toplumunun Bati
toplumlarindan ¢ok farkli, hatta ¢cogu zaman karsit bir tarihi gelisme ¢izgisine sahip oldugu temel
diisiincesi idi.” Halit Refig, “Tiirk Sinemasinmn Yiikselisi ve Cokiisii Uzerine Baz1 Diisiinceler”, in
Tiirk Sinemast Uzerine Diigiinceler (Doruk Yaymcilik, Ankara, 1996), p. 184.

19 Biilent Tunga Y1ilmaz, (M.A. Bogazici University, 2002).

14 See Halit Refig, Ulusal Sinema Kavgas:, (Hareket yayinlari: Istanbul, 1971).
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supported his political and subjective position against the Sinematek circle, who
stressed universalism: “In Turkey, theatre, painting, music which were the products
of the westernization policy of the state, are naturally in a very different line with the
cinema which was born from the body of the people and passively resisting the
Westernization process. Therefore, for our intellectuals educated in the Western
culture, there is not a thing called the Turkish cinema.... As well as for the
westerner, there is not a Turkish art...”'*! Finally, he added: “Turkish Cinema will
be based on our countries and our people historical values, rather than on the
experiences of the foreign countries.” '**

As mentioned above, the Sinematek circle was also part of these debates by
defining themselves as the defenders of the universal values of the cinema. In the
1960s, the intellectuals, who were aware of the people’s suffering and ignorance,
were concerned with the economic and social problems of the country. Their main
goals were to educate and to improve the cultural habits of the ordinary, people who
were in terrible economic, social, and cultural conditions. Sinematek circle described
itself as a cultural institution aiming to improve people’s tastes. This attitude of the
Sinematek line was more akin to the cultural agendas of the republican elite,
although they were aware of the problems the cultural and economic policies of the
Early Republican era. If we adress to the post-colonial theories, we encounter with

the position that a self colonizer elite, but populist tendencies and a search for the

values of the Anatolian people balanced this position.

Y “Tiirkiyede devletin batililasma siyasetinin iiriinleri olan tiyatro, resim, miizik gibi sanatlar ile

batililasmaya pasif bir direnme gésteren halkin biinyesinden dogan sinema pek tabiidir ki ¢ok ayri
cizgide bulunmaktadwr. Bu yiizden Bati kiiltiiriinde yetismis aydinlarimiz i¢in Tiirk sinemasi diye bir
sey yoktur...Tipki Batilillar icin Tiirk sanatt diye bir seyin olmadigi gibi” Refig, 75.

Y2 “Tiirk sinemasi yabanci uluslarin deneyine degil, kendi iilkemizin ve halkimizin tarihsel
ozelliklerine dayanacaktir.” 1bid., p.59.
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Although the culture of cinema was not very developed, Yesilgam cinema,
also called the gecekondu [shanty town] industry which succeeded at reaching the
people and this motivated intellectuals and directors to search for alternatives to the
current cinema industry. In this process, they adopted the Western cultural heritage
with the argument that participation of Turkey to the western culture was necessary.
This can be seen clearly in these quotations: “Time will show us that in order to
analyze the complex structure of the undeveloped countries, there was a need for a
strong Western culture.”'* In additon, it was defined as hostility to the Western
mode of production: “Without doubt, the cinema that is related to the Western mode
of production by its interests, but which is made by those claiming to turn their backs
to Western culture, is not a national cinema. As it is not national, the Turkish cinema

. . 4
has no place in World cinema.”"*

They defended universalism or mainly European
Art cinema against the Yesilcam cinema industry due to its numerous shortcomings.
We can see here an approach that questions the Western mode of production, but
they do not have a problem with Western cultural institutions.

These debates were based on what had to be done to affect people’s cultural
lives. They saw the gap between intellectuals and the people. The universal
(Sinematek circle) or the authentic character (National Cinema circle) of this cinema
were regarded as a necessity to reach people by the two sides to make a good

connection and to close the distance among the people and the intellectuals. Kemal

Tahir considered that the Turkish cinema was succesful in reaching people through

" “Zaman Tiirkive'de az gelismis iilkelerin karmagsik yapisini gorebilmek icin giiclii bir Bati
kiiltiiriine ihtiya¢ oldugunu gésterecekti.” Introduction, Yeni Sinema, no. 6 (April-May 1967), p.3.

" “Ban iiretim tarzina ¢ikarlariyla bagl ancak bat kiiltiiriine sirt ¢evirenlerin sinemasi siiphesiz

ulusal olmayan bir sinemadir. Ulusal olmadigi icin Tiirk sinemasimin diinya sinemasinda yeri
yoktur.” Tbid.
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the films by Refig and Erksan. Defending the National Cinema thesis, he said:
“Turkish cinema, which makes ignorant people the audience of the cinema, is, even
in this respect, at a much more important level to which my works could not reach in
Turkey, that is, it is at a very serious point.”'*

Refig asked the question, “Will cinema close the gap between the people and

14
7 6, and made

intellectuals? Or will it widen this gap more than it is today
identification between the state, its people and their tradition. He also attempted to
ascribe to cinema some nationalist missions in order to close this gap. He did not
criticize the national policies of the state; conversely, the Sinematek circle
maintained a distance from the nationalist policies of the state. In this period, it
should be noted that by the increasing influence of the extreme fascist organizations
against leftist students, nationalism was flourished against the anti-imperialist
ideological positions to balance the motivations to adopt the leftist ideoologies of the
time. Ferit who was one of the regular members of the Sinematek criticized the
intention to be against all the products of the Western culture by defending the
nationalist culture.
In recent years, one can see in our country as well as in all underdeveloped
countries that there is a tendency to deny the West en masse. Today most of
our intellectuals are talking about the imperialist features of Western culture;
they also mention that there is not only an economic colonialism, but also a
cultural colonialism, and conclude that we should wage a war against the
colonialists in this front as well. In other words, erstwhile Western

admiration en masse is on the verge of leaving its place to hostility to the
West en masse.'*’

5 “Biiyiik sehirlerimizi ¢epecevre kusatan ve adina nedense gecekondu dedigimiz kéylerle her biri
koyden baska bir sey sayilamayacak kasabalarimizin ¢ogu, okuma bilmez haklarini sinema seyircisi
kilan ve orada tutan Tiirk filmleri, salt bu bakimdan bile, benim sanatimin Tiirkiye 'de ulasamadig
¢ok onemli bir yerlerdedir, ¢ok ciddi bir yerlerdedir.” Refig, p. 70.

146 “Sinema halk ile aydinlar arasindaki ucurumu kapatacak midir? Yoksa daha da mi acacaktr?”’
Ibid., p. 60.
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I will say that the imperialist Western culture is not imperialist in its general
features and that we can solve our problems only with the methods brought
in by this culture. Without doubt, this is not copying of the West as it has
been understood until today. This means understanding this culture,
implementing its methods to our own structure, enriching this culture with
our own and thus appropriating it. Arriving at a clear synthesis is what we
have to carry out today. '**

A similar political approach, was adopted by the circle members, at least by a
significant part of them. It can be seen that they were more inclusive by exceeding
the emphasis on nativity and authenticity; with an internationalist attitude, in the
search for universal values, taking into account the fact that these were shared and
produced by the socialist and capitalist geographies of the world. These quotations
will be considered as an alternative position to the National Cinema perspective:

Nazim Hikmet once said that “I see myself as a heir not only of the Turkish

culture, but all the cultures of humanity.” When I say culture, I mean not

only Greek and Reneissance culture, but also the cultures of Asia, Africa, and

America. Openness to all experiments, settling account with all experiments

is the duty of great and courageous artists.... True artists do not accept the

narration of either the West and the East or of the dead traditions, and they do

not dance to their pipe. These are the fears and nightmares of those who
cannot be artists.'*

W “Son yillarda biitiin az gelismis iilkelerde oldugu gibi memleketimizde de Bati’yi bir toptan

yadsima egilimi goze ¢arpmaktadir. Bugiin bir¢ok aydwimiz Bati  kiiltiiriiniin - emperyalist
niteliklerinden bahsetmekte, yanliz iktisadi soémiiriiciiliigiin degil, aymi zaman da bir kiiltiir
somiiriiciiliigiiniin de yiirviirliikte oldugundan, bu alanda da sémiiriiciilere karsi savasmaktan soz
edilmektedir. Yani bir zamanki toptan Bati hayranhigi bugiin yerini toptan bir Bati diismanhigina
birakmak iizeredir.” Ferit Edgii, “Kiiltiir Emperyalizmi Uzerine Konusmalar,” 4nt, no. 17, (25 April
1967), p.15.

8 “Emperyalist Bati'min kiiltiiviirniin genel ¢izgileri icinde emperyalist olmadigini ve sorunlarimizi
ancak bu kiiltiiriin bize kazandwracagi yontemlerle ¢ozebilecegimizi soyleyecegim. Hi¢ siiphesiz bu
biigiine degin oldugu gibi, Bati’y1 kopye etmek demek degildir. Bu kiiltiirii anlamaya ¢alismak, onun
yontemlerini kendi yapimiza uygulamak ve bu kiiltiirii kendi kiiltiiriimiizle zenginlestirmektir, ve
boylece kendimize mal etmek. Ac¢ikcast bir bilesime varmak, bugiin basarmak zorunda oldugumuz
budur.” Ferit Edgii, “Kiiltiir Emperyalizmine Nasil Kars1 Cikilir?” 4nt, no.19, (9 May 1967), p.14.

9 “Kendini sadece Tiirk kiiltiiriiniin degil, insanligin tiim kiiltiirlerinin mirascist bir kimse gibi
goriiyorum” diyordu Nazim Hikmet. Kiiltiivden séz ettigim zaman sadece Grek ya da Ronesans
kiiltiiriinii degil, Asyamin, Afrikanin ve Amerikamin da kiiltiirlerini kastediyorum. Biitiin deneylere
agiklik, biitiin deneylerle hesaplagma biiyiik ve yiirekli sanat¢ilarin harcidir...Gergek sanatgilar igin
ne batimin, ne dogunun, ne de 6lii geleneklerin anlatimini benimsemek, onlarin diimen suyunda eser
vermek soz konusu degildir. Bunlar sanat¢i olmayanlarin korkulari, karabasanlaridir.” Onat Kutlar,
“Ulusal Tiirk Sinemas1 ve Cikis Yollar1 Uzerine Sorusturma” Ant, no. 80, (9 July 1968), p.14.
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If we oppose the West in the cultural field, that means we oppose many

things. We should be very careful in this regard. We not only oppose Hegel

and Descartes, but also Marx and Engels.... If these figures are not opposed,
if they are not going to be opposed, then who is going to be opposed? Are not
they an indispensable part of Western culture?'*’

Not to fear the West, to resist its culture, politics and imperialist coercion.

But on the other hand, not to avoid the values of the Western culture, the

values of Descartes, Hegel and Marx. Secondly, we should look without fear

not only into the Western culture, but also into our own. "'

The quotations from the notable intellectuals Onat Kutlar, Giizin Dino and
Pertev Nail Boratav reflect the search for a synthesis between Western and national
cultures, and an awareness about the socialist thinkers of the West. Pertev Naili
Borotav was an important social scientist, her views could not be identified with the
Sinematek circle, but Ferit Edgili and Gilizin Dino were significant members of the
Association and writers of the Ant Journal. Borotav role for this group is to
accomodate with one of the more important figure of the intellectual realm, and its
view, in this matter were relevant to reflect the attitude of the Sinematek Line. Hasan
Ali Yicel and interestingly Yahya Kemal (the so called Turkish Humanists) were
also defenders of such a synthensis, and thus the debate transcends a simple leftist

and conservative divide, as it is known Yahya Kemal was also defined as one of the

symbolic figure of the Turkish conservatism.

130 “Biz Bati’ya kars: kiiltiir alaninda cephe alacaksak ¢ok seye karsi cephe aliyoruz. Bu konuda ¢ok
dikkatli olmak gerek. Yalniz Hegel’e, Descartes’a karst cephe almiyoruz, Marx’a, Engels’e karst da
cephe aliyoruz... Eger bunlara karst cephe alinmiyorsa, alinmayacaksa kime karsi cephe alinacak,
Bat kiiltiiriiniin bunlar ayrilmaz birer parcast degil mi?” Glizin Dino, “Emperyalist Niteligi Olmayan

Kiiltiir”, Ant, no. 23, (6 June 1967), p.15.
U “Bati’dan korkmamak, kiiltiiriine karsi olsun, politikasina karsi olsun emperyalist baskisina
direnmek. Ama beri taraftan, bati kiiltiiriiniin degerlerinden, Descartes’indan, Hegel'inden,
Marx'indan ¢ekinmemek Ikincisi yanhz Bati kiiltiiriine degil, kendi gecmis kiiltiiriimiize de
korkmadan, iirkmeden egilmek gerek.” Pertev Naili Boratav, “Kiiltiir eksikligimizi Nasil
Tamamlariz?”, Ant, no. 24 (13 June 1967), p.15.
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In the light of the above-mentioned facts, it is possible to identify some key
points about the political debates of the period. The conceptualization of the
problems of modernity as appeared in the contradiction between the East and the
West, universal vs. nativity, and the role which cinema could play in socio-political
developments despite the enormous size of the current cinema industry enables us to
see the general political atmosphere as crystallized on the micro level of this cultural
institution and in other cinema circles. Questions like what kind of modernity or
civilization, alternative imaginations for modernity and reactions that appeared in the
flux of this transition period drove cinema, which was deemed the most “modern” of
artistic forms, at the heart of these debates. These issues will be discussed in the next

chapter in their worlwide context.

The Sociality of Art and the Freedom of the Artist

The Accusation of the Avant-garde Art for Individualization

5152

“The self feeding by itself dies by being strangled.’

Fellini

In the 1960s, cinema increasingly took into consideration the problems that
individuals were facing in their everyday lives, their uncanniness, their desperation
in the flux of modern life, bringing the modernist perspective of the novel and poetry
to the realm of cinema. Philosophical and theoretical debates about the constitutive

and the reflective notions of cinema and its language, and the peculiarity of its

132 Kendi kendiyle beslenen ben bogazlanmus olarak oliir.
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narrative system especially flourished. The relation between Social realist art and
modernist art, (which tends to penetrate into the inner world of the individual and
aims at manifesting the desperation of modern life) has always been problematic, and
this interdependent relation has been a tension that has determined the whole
Western art. These tensions have led to the troublesome relation between the
political and the artistic fields. On the one hand, the creativity, articulated as a
distinctive quality supposed to define the producer of a creation, the independence
and autonomy of the artist; and on the other, his/her social responsibilities, which
he/she ascribes to herself/himself, and his/her will to intervene into the political field.
These two sets of aspects represent the extreme positions between which most artists
frequently oscillate. This imaginary distinction, the autonomy of art, or the
determination of the social field over the artistic field (artistic products being
regarded as the periodical representations of the social context) gave rise to these
consequences: first, the isolation of the artistic field from other aspects of life as a
surviving strategy for artists; second, seeing art as an outcome of social relations. In
my opinion, the collective consciousness of the social agents should be conceived as
a central factor. The role of art can be reduced neither to social relations, though it is
itself a social relation, nor to the aesthetic creativity of some “genius” artists, though
again it is a creative product. I posit that art emerged as a result of the tension
between commitment and the endeavor to self-realization in an individualistic
manner, which is determined on the final stage according to whether the artist has
any collective, that is social, identity or not. These theoretical positions and dualities
were relevant to understand the debate about the accusations of the individualism for

the Sinematek members
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Hence, the Sinematek Association and its circle’s position in this debate were
very significant with respect to the accusations of cosmopolitanism and rootlessness,
as was discussed in the previous section. In the light of the Yeni Sinema reviews, by
relying upon my interviews with the members of the Sinematek circle, I can maintain
that they were in a very unstable position amid this controversy. As a consequence of
thinking that cinema had universal values; they did not turn down the modernist
perspective that stressed the inner life and existential problems of the individual.
Moreover, they introduced a reactive position as a response to the accusations that
they were “put of a touch with the land of this country.” With respect to this matter,
they summarized the position of the defenders of the People’s Cinema, in other
words, National Cinema as such: “Cinema is an art that is produced for the masses.
The snobbism of a few intellectuals does not interest us. The likings of the people
interest us. We have to express our thoughts in the language that they comprehend.
We cannot produce films like Last Year in Marienbad."> Our films will be coherent

95154

to the context of Turkish society. But they attributed to the approach of National

Cinema circle a clear insincerity as can be seen in the quotation:

To make participant large groups of spectators who were conditioned to the
worst of the films over the years to the concept of ‘interest’ is a hypocrictical
slyness. Therefore, they want to both protect their own interest, but also to
gain the support of revolutionary circles, by taking cover under the concept
of people. In any use of the people concept, it was not confronted with such

133 Original name L Année derniére a Marienbad, 1961, Alain Renais, by the help of Alain Robbe-
Grillet, one of the pioneer films of the movement of Nouveau Roman.

13 “Sinema yiginlar icin yapilan bir sanattir. Bir avu¢ aydimin bilgiclikleri ve batli begenileri bizi
ilgilendirmiyor. Bizi halkin begenileri ilgilendiriyor. Diisiincelerimizi onlarin anlayacagi bir dille
anlatmak zorundayiz. Biz “Gegen Yil Marienbad’da” gibi filmler yapamayiz. Filmlerimiz Tiirk
toplumunun yapisina uygun olacaktir.” “Ikinci Sayida” (In the Second Volume), Yeni Sinema no.2
(April-May,1966), p.5.
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shrewdness. Both, in the ‘people’s theatre’ of Vilar, and also in Lorca

“Barracada”...In Turkey, “people’s cinema” will certainly be done.'

As mentioned, Sinematek was a heteregenous space, there existed elitist
tendencies along with populist intentions; and political identity which focused on
social factors, and socialization in an individual manner went hand in hand. Thus a
synthesis of these two approaches, the role of social realities and personal
emancipation and creativity must be defined. Therefore, I argue that the Sinematek
members had a strong tendency not to see art and cinema as either a mirror on which
one can see the reflections of social relations, or as an aesthetic creativity of some
“genius” artists.

In 1974, in an interview made with Vedat Tiirkali in the journal Yedinci Sanat
[Seventh Art], the young cinema critic vehemently criticized the Sinematek
Association by considering modernist art with a sarcastic approach:

Question: Films of the socialist countries that were screened at Sinematek

have never been in an extreme socialist ideology. Excluding one or two films

by Eisenstein, rather than having a socialist perspective, they have been
individualistic films imitated by looking at the problems of the Western
capitalist countries, concerning depression and war... Is it possible to say that
the Sinematek event, apart from satisfying the hunger of a few petit-
bourgeois intellectuals, just as in the whole of capitalist Europe, to see films

whose “artistic!” characteristics were predominantly high, contributed to a
political cinema movement which can be forged in Turkey? '*°

155 “Yillar boyu en kétii filmlerle sartlandirilan en genis seyici topluluklarin sonra kalkip bir “cikar”

kavramina ortak yapmak ¢ift yanl bir kurnazliktir. Béylece hem kendi ¢ikarlarini korumak, hem de
halk kavramimin kurnazligina siginarak devrimci ¢evrelerin destegini kazanmak istiyorlar. Hi¢ bir
halk sanati  kullamiminda béylesine bir acikgozliiliige raslanmamistir. Ne Vilar'in  “Halk
Tiyatro’sunda ne de Lorca’min “Barraca’sinda... Tiirkiye'de elbette bir “Halk Sinemast”
yvapilacaktir..” Tbid., p.3.

1 Bir seyi hatirlatmakta fayda olabilir mi acaba? Sinematek’te gosterilen sosyalist iilke filmleri
fazla sol ideolojide olmad hi¢hir zaman. Ayzenstayn in bir iki filmi disinda ¢ogu sosyalist anlayistan
cok batilr kapitalist iilkelerin sorunlarina ézenti, bireyci bunalim ya da savas filmleriydi bunlarin...
Sinematek olaywun biitiin kapitalist Avrupa’da oldugu gibi bir takim kiigiik burjuva aydinlarin
“sanat”! niteligi iistiin basan filmler gérme susuzluklerint giderme ¢abasindan baska, Tiirkiye’de
olusturulabilecek bir politik sinema hareketine katkida bulundugu séylenebilir mi sizce?” Vedat
Tiirkali, 1985, p.58.
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Meanwhile, as Refig argued: “Every artistic production along with its creator
is conditioned by society’s mode of production and the economic structure in which
it is produced. Contrary to general suppositions, the creator does not have a
boundless freedom. Therefore, artistic products and the philosophy of aesthetic of the
West have to be considered as a result of the mode of production and the economic
structure of the society where they were produced.”’’ Refig, with respect to the
argument that asserts the discrepant modes of production and economic structures of
the countries, intended to legitimize the peculiar conditions of the Eastern artist who

158

was determined by his country’s social and economic context. ™ He emphasized the

limited freedom of the Eastern or Turkish artist and as his argument went, these
limits could not be surpassed by adopting Western artistic values. He based his views
on Niyazi Berkes’s argument in Occidentalism, Nationalism, and Social Revolutions:
“Westernization is a daydream, a recurring reflection of the social
deformation founding its expression among intellectuals that the intellectuals
of backward countries create in order to palliate the feeling of inferiority

stemming from seeing advanced societies against the fact that their own
countries cannot develop. Westernization is an individualist utopia of the

57 “Her sanat eseri yaraticisiyla birlikte icinden ¢iktigi toplumun iiretim iliskileri ve ekonomik yapist
ile sartlandirilmigtir. Cok kere samildiginin tam aksine, hi¢bir sanat¢inin eserini yaratmada sinirsiz
bir ozgiirliigii yoktur. Bu baglamda da Batinin sanat eserleri ve estetik felsefesi icinde iiretildikleri
toplumlarin ekonomik yapist ve iiretim iliskilerinin bir sonucu olarak diigiiniilmelidir.” Refig, p.65.

'8 It seems to me that there was a similarity with the debate regards Turkish cinema in the 1960s and
another one which echoed later in the 1980s: Frederic Jameson, in his article “Third World Literature
in the Era of Multinational Capitalism,” argued that the Third World Literature is based on national
allegory and its relation with social events is not similar to the modern canonical literature. The
sentence famously quoted from his article is this: “Third-word texts, even those which are seemingly
private and invested with a properly libidinal dynamic necessarily project a political dimension in the
form of ‘political allegory.”” Frederic Jameson’s argument, which attempted to show the
distinctiveness of the countries’ economic or historical circumstances to be reflected to the artistic
productions, was realized or defended by intellectuals like Refig in the field of cinema, and also
including all artistic products, with a very similar comparison or separation twenty years before that
the argument would be defended, in a coherence with Jameson’s assertion. For instance, Refig
believed in the incoherence of Western products dealing with the libidinal dynamics of the western
individual to the Turkish case.
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intellectual, which has never actualized anywhere, and which only lends

itself to reactionism.”"*

Similarly, Frantz Fanon discussed the way in which one’s identity in the
public sphere and one’s identity in the private sphere could become dissonant,
leading to what he called dual consciousness. His examples dealt with issues of
colonialism, and the way in which colonized subjects are forced to publicly adopt a
foreign culture, while privately they maintain their identity as their own culture.'®
This dual consciousness was the cause behind Refig’s argument, criticizing the
Western culture that led to a duality in the lives of the Turkish people. This dual
consciousness led to the accusation of some intellectuals who were estranged to the
realities of their countries, and defining themselves like European modernist
intellectuals. This dilemma of the Third World intellectual was also relevant for all
the cinema circles of Turkey in the 1960s. But as it will be debated concepts like
avant- garde were formulated by the theoreticians of the Western countries, but these
concepts were also usefull for Third World countries.

The concept of avant-garde is intrinsically European- perhaps, indeed, a

1! In this

differentiating feature of European cinema in the post First World War era.
context, it is argued that the assumed peculiarities of Turkey led to

incommensurability with Western art, and required different standards of

9 “Baticilik geri kalmis toplumlarin aydinlarimin, kendi toplumlarimin kalkinamamas: gerceginin
karsisinda, ilerlemis toplumlari gormekten gelen asagilik duygusunu hafifletmek icin yaptiklar: bir
hayal, bir toplumsal sakatligin aydinlar arasinda niikseden gériintiisiidiir... Baticilik hi¢bir yerde
gergeklesmemis, sadece gericilige yarayan, bir bireyci aydn iitopyasidir.”” Quoted in Refig, p.39;
Niyazi Berkes, Baticilik, Ulus¢uluk ve Toplumsal Devrimler (Kaynak Yayinlari, Istanbul, 1965).

10 Frantz Fanon, see 4 Dying Colonialism ; translated from the French by Haakon Chevalier, with a
foreword by G.M.Carstairs (Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1970).

' Tan Christie, “The Avant-gardes and European Cinema before 19307, in The Oxford Guide to Film
Studies, Edited by John Hill and Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford: University Press, 1998), p.451.
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appreciation. As a result of the identification of the West with individualization,
Turkish intellectuals who attempted to adopt modernist art were accused of being of
bookishness, mimicry and snobbery, as Refig observed:

What do they want the high society intellectuals who are against the Social
Realism movement? In general, being influenced by the movement of the
“new wave” from France, more personal, more individualistic, so to speak
more westernized films... It is also the case that no experimentation of this
kind of cinema has been made. But its lifetime, between the eve and the
aftermath of the 10 October elections, has been as short as that of a butterfly.
Beginning with the first pioneer of this movement at the age of 23, Feyzi
Tuna’s Aska Susayanlar (Those Thirsting after Love) were just unable to
reach the people as social realist films. Duygu Sagiroglu’s Bitmeyen Yol
(Unending Road), Alp Zeki Heper’s Soluk Gecenin Ask Hikayeleri (Love
Stories of the Pale Night) was censored, Cengiz Tuncer’s Sevmek Seni
(Loving You) could not be completed, Haldun Dormen’s Bozuk Diizen
(Corrupt System) and Giizel Bir Giin I¢in (For a Beautiful Day) led to
commercial fiascos.”'%

In the 1960s Turkish intellectuals did not voluntarily reflect on individual
problems. Egoism and individualism were deemed to be products of the wholesale
importation of Western style learning and culture. The avant-garde individualism
was frowned upon by collective missions defined as a result of leftist aspirations as
follows:

Today, our intellectuals and youth, while dwelling on such issues
imperialism, new colonialism, liberation wars and waging their war, will
naturally regard the inclination to abstract literature outside these issues as a
sheer waste of time.... I certainly believe that no artist from any

underdeveloped country has the right to say that “I am an artist and I make
art.” Of course, if they want to be true artists and assume contemporary

162 “Toplumsal gergekgilik akimina karsi olan iist tabaka aydinlar: neler istemiglerdir? Genellikle
Fransa’daki “nouvelle vague” hareketinden etkilenerek daha kisisel, daha bireyci, yani daha batili
filmler... Bu ¢esit sinemanin da denemesi yapimamis degildir. Fakat omrii 10 ekim segimlerinin
arifesi ile ertesi arasinda bir kelebek omrii kadar kisa olmugtur. Ik énciisii Feyzi Tuna’'min 23 yasinda
yaptigi “Aska Susayanlar” ile baglayan bu akim, toplumsal gercek¢i filmler kadar bile halka
ulasamamistir. Duygu Sagwoglu’nun Bitmeyen Yol, Alp Zeki Heper’in “Soluk Gecenin Ask
Hikayeleri” sansiirde takilmis, Cengiz Tuncer’in “Sevmek Seni’si tamamlanamamis, Haldun
Dormen’in “Bozuk Diizen” ve “Giizel Bir Giin Icin” filmleri ticari fiyasko ile sonuglanmistir.” Refig,
p. 39.
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responsibility. An opposite attitude would mean escaping responsibility and

would lead to social reactions and lack of interest...'*

The Sinematek circle, affected by this intellectual atmosphere, distancing
itself from individualistic or modernist art (which is not equivalent to what is taken
as modernism in this thesis as its name suggests though may be thought of as a
cultural expression of a more general movement of modernization with its emphasis
on change and progress but considered as a specific form, that is considered as it is
exemplified in certain works in a certain period, may be taken more cultural or
psychological and not sufficiently universalistic) defining without denying its
existence and attempted to identify itself with the more social realistic products of

the Western tradition, including the Third World and even Japanese cinema.'®*

Overcoming Backwardness

In the 1960s, the issue of backwardness, and the military and economic
vulnerability to imperialism that came with it was a matter of a common-sense
observation among intellectuals and the youth. They considered that was also
intellectually and psychologically oppressive and had to be somehow overcome to

emancipate cultural and artistic production in Turkey. Intellectuals also were

1 “Bugiinki aydinlarimiz ve gen¢ kusaklar emperyalizm, yeni somiirgecilik, kurtulus savaslart gibi
konular iizerine egilip bunlarin savasint verirken elbetteki bu sorunlarin disinda kalan soyut
edebiyata egilimi bir zaman israfi olarak gorecektir... Suna kesin olarak inancim var ki, ben
sant¢yyim, sanat yaparim demeye hicbir az gelismis iilke sanatcisimin hakki yoktur. Tabii, gergek
sanatgi olunmak, ¢agdas sorumluluk yiiklenilmek isteniyorsa. Aksine davranis, sorumluluktan kacma
anlami tasir ve toplumsal tepki ve ilgisizlikle karsilanir.” Cetin Ozek, “Tiirkiye’de Sanat Gorevini
yapiyor mu?” Ant, no. 63 (12 March 1968), p.15.

' For instance, Onat Kutlar, declared that it was Ingmar Bergman’s “Wild Strawberries” that
particularly attracted him and initiated him into the cinema but after seeing Leopard Visconti’s more
socially realistic cinema, he leaned towards this tendency in cinema believing it to be more in tune
with a marxist worldview.
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influenced increasingly by the ideologies of developmentalism and industrialism as
ways to be free from imperialism.

Hence, at the time, the monolithic character of the cinema industry and the
problem of the economic sources were issues to be discussed. Relations of
exploitation and economic problems were more significant than in other art forms, as
far as cinema was concerned. These debates introduced by the economic dependency
and the underdevelopment of the country had an impact upon the field of cinema.
Economic backwardness and underdevelopment were assumed as the final problems
of the cinema industry. Sinematek and the intellectuals around it sparked a debate by
way of emphasizing the economic and political disabilities of the country in relation
to the domain of the cinema. Their positions were based (or seemed to be based) on
the political opposition that argued that “socialism” (it was ambiguous and
differentiated what they meant by socialism) could be the final destination of the
country and for the emancipation and development of the art, it was necessary to
change the economic and political system of the country. For instance Nijat Ozén, a
leading cinema critic who contributed to the definition of the Sinematek line, said,
“Today, our cinema is a cinema devoid of freedom.”'® It was also said that Turkish
cinema was “based on poor ground, was a footloose industry.”

An economy that lay on bonds, on money broker, on a protectionist structure

that wrongly functions, a community of artists and technicians who had lost

themselves; curious banalities, a mass of spectators whose appreciations had
withered because of the exploitation, it was a cinema that was obliged

eventually to fall down. And, for the present, the best that can be expected is
the realization of this fall at the earliest possible time. However, thereafter,

195 “Bugiin sinemamiz ézgiirliikten yoksun bir sinema; zayif temellere oturtulmus, basibos bir
endiistri...” Nijat Ozon, “Tiirk Sinemasma Elestirmeli Bir Bakis” Yeni Sinema, no.3 (October-
November, 1966), p.12.
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with patience and in the long run, it should be possible to constitute a new

cinema, on the basis of new grounds.'®

The transformation of the cinema industry was related to the total demolition
of the Yesilcam industry. On the other hand, Jean Douchet, who was one of the
editors of the French leftist cinema review, Cahiers du Cinema, said the following in
a forum organized on 8 March, 1966: “To think that everything will be all right after
the transformation of the regime is unfortunately not right.'”” He referred to the
patterns of India, and Brazil, and directors like Satyajit Ray and Glauber Rocha, who
had obtained an international popularity, at the same time as defining social poverty
and deficiencies of their countries through a social realist perspective and from the
“left” side of the cinema. The Sinematek members, however, criticized Jean
Douchet, and arguing that in Turkey the transformation of the economic system had
to go hand in hand with the improvements in the artistic field, as the economic and
the social backwardness precluded the total development of the cinema as an artistic
form. They had the tendency to desire the transformation of the political regime.
According to the homogenous group in the leadership of Onat Kutlar, the topic of
underdevelopment was alternative to the east- west contradiction; they disregarded

the cultural conflicts that Turkish society experienced before resolving problems

1 “Bonolara, tefecilere dayali bir ekonomi; yanls ilkelere gore isleyen koruma diizeni, kendi kendini
yitirmig giicsiiz sanat¢i ve teknikgi toplulugu; gériilmemis bayagiliklar, sémiirmelerle zevki korkung
bir sekilde kéreltilmis seyirci kiitlesiyle er ge¢c ¢cokmeye mahkum bir sinemadwr ve simdilik sinemadan
beklenebilecek en iyi sey de bu ¢okiisiin biran once meydana gelmesidir Ancak ondan sonra, sabirli ve
uzun vadede yeni bir sinemayi, yeni temeller tizerine kurmak miimkiin olabilecektir...” Ibid.

17 “Ekonomik diizenin degistirilmesi ile her seyin yoluna girecegini diisiinmek ne yazik ki dogru
degildir.” Jean Douchet, “Panel, Sinematek, Sinema Sanati Bakimindan Geligsmis Ulkelerdeki
flerlemeler ve Azgelismis Ulkelerdeki Duraklamanin Nedenleri,” Yeni Sinema no. 2 (April-May,
1966), p. 60.
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based on economic powerty, social injustice, inequalities. As Veysel Atayman
observes;

The reason underlying Turkish cinema’s attempt to purify class realities from
infrastructural foundations lies in its relation with the consumer class, in the
name of whom it necessarily speaks, and the capitalist extremes....In
underdeveloped countries where great masses of people are lost in the dark
chaos of poverty, those classes who survive thanks to the operation of the
capitalist mode of production, will not only lose the means to be the
spokesperson of society, but also the “Yesilgcam” which represents the artistic
branch of the same establishment will become foreign to our society. “Our
Yesilcam™, as the cinema of the exploiters, passionately desiring to be the
spokesperson of the exploiters, will largely disseminate unconsciousness to
the society and will continue its commercial robbery.'®®

Atilla Dorsay argued that the first thing to be done in Turkey was to change
the economic structure of Turkish cinema.'®® Ali Gevgili also argued that Turkish
cinema could be transformed only after Turkish society was free and equal. Until
that point; populist and progressive cinema could only be produced by some creative
artists.'”°

As referred to in Yeni Sinema at the time: “Social awakening, the search for a
new society, the struggle to create a new art, are parallel social phenomena in

95171

Turkey. This declaration was one of the clear representations of the artistic and

political beliefs of the circle members. The critics and the youth who came together

18 “Tiirk sinemasinin sinif gerceklerini altyapr nedenlerinden arindirma nedeni, zorunlu bigimde
sozciiliigiinii yaptig1 tiiketici sinifla, kapitalist uglarla kurdugu iliskinin icinde yatmaktadir.. Genig
halk yiginlarmmin = “yoksullugun karanlik kaosunda kayboldugu az gelismis iilkelerde, varligin
kapitalist iiretim bi¢iminin isleyisine baglamis yonetici sinflar, toplumun gercek sozciisii olma
niteliklerini yitirdikleri gibi, aymi diizenin sanat uzantisindaki “Yesilcam” toplumumuza yabanci
diisecektir. Somiirenlerin  sinemast olarak, somiiriilenlerin ~ sézciisii  olmak  sevdasindaki
“Yesilcamimiz” topluma yaygin biligsizlik yaymakla birlikte, tecimsel soyguna devam edecektir.”
Veysel Atayman, “1969 Yilinda Tiirk Sinemasinin Sorunlari,” Ant, no. 111, (11 February 1969), p.14-
15.

19 Atilla Dorsay, “Ulusal Tiirk Sinemasi ve Cikis Yollar1 Uzerine Sorusturma,” Ant, no. 86, (20
August 1986), p.14.

170 Ali Gevgili, “Ant’mn Sinema Sorusturmasi,” Ant, no. 28 (11 July 1967), p.14-15.

" “Toplumsal uyanis, yeni bir toplum, yeni bir sanat yaratma miicadelesi Tiirkiye'de birbirine
paralel iki olgudur.” “Ikinci Sayida,” Yeni Sinema, no.2 (April-May,1966), p.5.
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in the Sinematek Association sought to transform Turkish cinema. By showing the
limits of the current structure, they drew near to the point of seeking the total

demolition of the Turkish cinema industry.
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CHAPTER SIX

CINEMA AND REVOLUTION

In this chapter, the social and historical context of the 1960s and 1970s will
be discussed in relation to similar processes throughout the world. “Revolutionary

99 ¢¢

films can not be made before the revolution, revolutionary films have been

9 ¢C

possible only in the liberated countries,” “without the support of revolutionary
political power, revolutionnary films or art is impossible” were possible questions
that can be posed to cinema directors who lived in capitalist countries, but
throughout these decades, young directors attempted to challenge these prejudices,
and they sought possibilities to make revolutionary films in the Western capitalist
and Third World countries. In this chapter, concepts like auteur cinema, third
cinema, and second cinema will be defined, and the specific role of Turkish
filmmakers and cinephiles via these concepts will be depicted. The cinema of
Eastern Socialist countries as they were products of art and political cinema will be
defined. Auteur cinema which was an essential characteristic of European cinema,
and the transformation of this cinema after the 1968 University students movement
will be examined. In addition, the avant-garde tradition of US cinema will be
examined. The third cinema along with the debates about post-colonialism will be
analyzed. Finally the peculiar context of the Turkish cinema and cinephiles will be

debated in relation to the context of the world cinema throughout these approaches,

as mentioned.
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European Avant-garde Cinema and the Cinema of Eastern Socialist Countries

After the 1960s, and especially after the 1968 university student movements,
cinema flourished in line with revolutionary and alternative cinema approaches that
were very effective throughout the world, mainly in French “New Wave” cinema.
The increasing domination of Marxism and class struggles, reactions against ruling
elites and bourgeois cultural habits oriented cinema directors and critics to produce
and defend more revolutionary, politically and socially “responsible” films. This was
also a period marked by growing anti-Americanism among many European
intellectuals.'”

It is difficult to determine the boundaries of artistic cinema and political
cinema. Art cinema, and political cinema (here political cinema is used specifically
as the name of a genre that explicitly aligns itself with a revolutionary aim) were two
distinct cases but they were generally defined as an alternative to popular cinema. As
a result of the social struggles, political cinema of the 1960s and the 1970s
manifested itself generally as a reaction to the capitalist and to a some degree
socialist system of the Eastern European countries, and included the repurcussions
from the political, social systems of the countries in which they were produced and
generally from the capitalist World order and to the Imperialism.

First of all, it is necessary to consider the cinema of the USSR and the
Eastern Europen countries’ cinema as they were screened widely at Sinematek and
they were relevant for the definition of political, social realist, and artistic cinema.
As discussed, Eisenstein, Vertov and Pudovkin were the first generation and

constitutive directors of Soviet cinema. But, in addition to the Soviet cinema, for the

2 Cahiers du cinéma : 1960-1968--New Wave, New Cinema, Reevaluating Hollywood, ed. Jim
Hillier (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1992).
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Eastern countries, like Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and East Germany, a
regional formation, often designated East Central Europe and it is also necessary to
define other Eastern Europe countries’ cinema such as Bulgaria, Romania and
Yugoslavia, which are often considered in the context of Balkan Cinema.'” Cinema

»174 after the

was very important for public life. The establishment of “state socialism
Second World War should not be considered to have included the establishment of
cinemas in those countries where they were existing cinemas as well as cinema
industries, especially in Czechoslovakia. After the war, an important phase began for
the definition of socialist realist cinema.

Leftist intellectuals of the interwar period returned to their countries and they
adapted themselves to the existing socialist rule. They represented the historical and
contemporary events that the ruling Communist party wanted them to and also they
were accomodating to the official socialist realism of the period.

During the first period, the films can be summarized in three basic categories:

First, historical films dealing with the struggle between progressive and

regressive forces; bourgeosie, proleteriat, landowners, peasant, indigenous

people struggling against foreign invaders. Second, films about socialist
recounstruction and the formation of a socialist country and socialist man.

Last, World War Two films which reflect the communist partisans’ resistance

against the Nazis, the Fascists, and the other side, those who collaborated
with the invader.!”

' Dina lordonova, Cinema of flames, Balkan Film, Culture and the Media, (London : British Film
Institute, 2001), This schematization was made by her.

17 A note about “state socialism”may be necessary here, since I sometimes refer to this phrase in the
later parts of the thesis. When I refer to state socialism, I imply the form of administration founded
after the initiatives of the organs of self-initiative, i.e. the Soviets, were annulled in USSR, by growing
“stalinism” in the comprehension of the world, in the understanding of politics. In my opinion, “state
socialism” is a coherent concept to define Eastern Europen countries foundations after the Second
World War.

' Herbert J. Eagle, “Eastern European Cinema,” in Sabrina P. Ramet (ed.), Eastern Europe. Politics,
Culture, and Society since 1939 (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1998), p.332.

109



Socialist realism and the effects of revolutionary Soviet cinema were
dominant in this period. For instance, directors like Sergey Eisenstein and Dziga
Vertov were followed by many Eastern European directors.'’® After this period,
during the post-Stalinist liberal period of the 1950s and 1960s, especially in Hungary
and in Czechoslovakia until the Soviet military interventions of 1956 and 1968 in
Prague, and in Poland especially, in the 1970s, “ideological forces and nationalistic
heroism was discarded and more humanist films, which dealt with the morality and
the atrocity of the war were directed and these films reflected the great suffering and
loneliness of the ordinary people during the War.”'”” During this period, films
dealing with the main problems of contemporary life began to appear.'”™ The
investigation of personal experience under state socialist regimes led to the moral
crises, degradation, spiritual and physical destruction of individuals in a society in
which they felt themselves under great repression. Without dealing with politics
directly and often narrated in the form of allegory, these films were, in fact, powerful
political statements.'”

Discussing the cinema of modern state socialism, we encounter the
paradoxical feature of this cinema: the obvious apolitical stance, especially after
Stalinism. This aversion to politics and the intentional departure from political

examination were the basic differences between Eastern and Western cinema. In

76 Ibid., p. 346.

" Tbid., p. 335.
8 Ibid., p. 335.

179 petrova Violetta, “Screening the Past,” Book Review, no.16, 2004 available at:
http://www.latrobe.edu.au/screeningthepast/reviews/rev_16/VPbrl6a.html (Dina lordanova, Cinema
of the Other Europe: The Industry and Artistry of East Central European Film, (London: Wallflower
Press, 2003).
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these decades, Western political cinema was challenging the capitalist world order in
the films of directors like Jean Luc Godard, Costa-Gavras, Ken Loach, Reiner
Werner Fassbinder, Bertrand Tavernier, and Theo Angelopoulos.'*

As referred to earlier, the Western political cinema was in a great struggle
with the contemporary order. Beginning with Italian Neo-Realism in the 1950s'"
and French New Wave Cinema under the leadership of directors like Jean Luc
Godard, Francois Truffaut, and Claude Chabrol, escalated with the strong criticism
of the social injustices and bourgeois cultural life. Cinema journals like Cahiers du
Cinéma,'® Cinethique, in France, and Screen, in England, were affected by the anti-
American, socialist, politically radical atmosphere of the period, and they were in a
close relationship with the political movements and communist parties. In 1966,
“Comolli welcomed the advent of a new political cinema in which one could see ‘the
sharp point of a struggle which is not only artistic but which involves a society, a
morality, a civilization.”'®® Politics became the major subject of cinema.

The role of the 1968 university students’ movements has to be taken into
account especially as regards these countries. In the 1968, a manifesto that was

declared by the editors of Cahiers du Cinéma, stated that, “It seemed to us that as

well as continuing to fulfill its original role as an organ of culture and information, it

180 paul Coates, The Red and the White, The Cinema of People’s Poland (London: Wallflower Pres,
2005) in Petrova Violetta, Screening the Past, Book Review no.16, 2004. Available at:
http://www.latrobe.edu.au/screeningthepast/reviews/rev_16/VPbrl6a.html

181 See Daldal.
182 See Beckerton.

' bid., p.83.
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was necessary to become once again an instrument of struggle.”'®* While for Godard
cinema had to be “in the front line of battle,” he argued:

Fifty years after the October revolution, the American industry rules cinema
the world over. There is nothing much to add to this stetement of fact. Except
that on our own modest level, we too should provoke two or three Vietnams
in the bosom of the vast Holywood. Cinecitta, Mosfilm, Pinewood etc.
Empire and both economically and aesthetically, struggle on two fronts as it
were, to create cinemas which are national, free, brotherly, comaradely and
bonded in friendship.”'™

As referred to Godard, in Europe, more radical perspectives were appropriated by

filmmakers; they denied the traditional values of the cinema industry.

The Questionning of the Relation of the Form and Content

In the spirit of the period, it was argued by many cinema directors like Godard and
Truffaut that the contextual transformation of the new cinema has to be informed by
a revolutionary form (Politics of form as well as of content). To transform existing
narration foms, to prove that there could be alternative forms was the main aim of
the revolutionary, innovatory artists. It was said that, “new cinema is new or modern
primarily because it breaks with traditional modes of story telling.”'*® Artistically,
they wanted to explore new ways of telling stories, and engage the infinite
possibilities of storytelling. It was generally said that, in this period, routine, habitual
cinema forms led to the detorioration of artistic and aesthetic perceptions. In a
reaction to this fact, they thought to advance aesthetic and artistic perceptions by

transforming narration forms. Jean Luc Godard once said, “We need to shoot films in

18 Cahiers du Cinema, p.38.
% bid., p.38.

1% Tbid., p.40.
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a political way, rather than have political films per se.”'®” For them, as Peter Wollen
put it,
The complete overthrow of the existing regime of taste was a precondition
for the triumph of new film-makers with new films, demanding to be judged
on a different scale of values. This paradigm shift could be seen as ‘the last
of a series of twentieth-century critical revolutions in the name of
‘modernism’ against an ancien régime of artistic convention.'®
In the case of the USA, the avant-garde, like other late-1960s forms of
countercultural expression and social protest, put itself to be a forceful alternative
cinema, in sharp contrast both to mainstream America and the decaying Hollywood
studio system.'® “The utopian force of the avant-garde film world was based on the
assumption, as film critic Amy Taubin writes, ‘anyone could, and it was thought
everyone should, become a filmmaker. Every consumer a producer’™ and this
attitude may be considered as more true to cinema as a cultural form, as it sees the
cultural in the social and vice versa. In the political atmosphere of the 1960s, the
avant-garde seemed both to provide an authentic autonomous sphere and to have a
public presence'', that is, it promised a field that encompasses the social and the
cultural in their unity.

Auteur theory, which was defined by the New Wave cinema directors and

cinema critics of the Cahiers du Cinéma, intended by Godard and other radical

'8" Quoted in Ugur Kutay, “Sinemasal ‘Politik Yontem,”” Birgiin (9 December 2005), p. 10.

188 Screen Reader 1: Cinema/ldeology/Politics. (London: Society for Education in Film and
Television, 1977), p.13.

'8 Michael Zryd, “The Academy and the Avant-Garde: A Relationship of Dependence and
Resistance,” Cinema Journal 45, no. 2, (Winter 2006) p.20.

0 bid., p.22.

P! Ibid.
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cinema directors as an alternative to both Holywood commercial cinema, and every
kind of traditional cinema, including the USSR cinema. This example of the New
Wave shows us that independent filmmakers were against dominant cinema culture
for political and artistic reasons.'”” Politically, they were dissatisfied with
commercial cinema’s lack of courage and irresponsibility to address social and
political matters. They felt that they had to make their own films if they wanted to
see these issues on the scene, and they want to transform the relation of the form and
content in cinema. In short, they searched for a political filmmaking that takes the
social as its content and the cultural or the artistic as its form.

As mentioned, the increasing influence of Marxism led to the penetration of
cinema into the realm of politics, because of the commitment of the artists to the
political movement. The potential character of the intellectuals to be on the opposite
side of the existing political regime intersected with the collective character of the
cinema that was realized in a public production process. Therefore, cinema was
carried into the center of these political debates. Moreover, intellectual movements
and theories such as surrealism, existentialism, individualism, psychonalysis,
semiotics aiming at the institutionalization of the cinema as an artistic branch,
namely, the Seventh Art, attempted to reflect their own artistic methods to the realm

of cinema.

2 Manthia Diawara, “Black American Cinema: The New Realism,” in Film and theory: An
Anthology, ed. by Robert Stam and Toby Miller. (Malden, Mass. : Blackwell, 2000), p.238.
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Third World Countries

Colonialism and its aftermath were important in defining the building process
of national cinemas in Third World countries. First, I would like to make a brief
description of colonialism:

Colonialism from this post-colonial perspective, was no local or marginal
subplot in some larger story (for example the transition from feudalism to
capitalism in Western Europe...) In the restaged narrative of the post-
colonial, colonization assumes the place and the significance of a major,
extended and ruptural historical event... signifying the whole process of
expansion, exploration, conquest, colonization and imperial hegomonization
which constituted the ‘outher face’, the constitutive outside, of European and
the Western capitalist modernity after 1492. (Hall, 1996:249)'%

Post-colonial theory allows us to reconceptualize colonialism itself, in the
light of our current knowledge of global capitalism. Colonialism certainly did not
end with the arrival of the national indepedence in formerly colonized states. As
Fanon argues, colonialism brings to Third World countires a double self-
consciousness as a result of the elites who adopted western epistemology and mode
of life. As Juan José Hernandez Arregui, in his book Imperialism and Culture
argues:

Culture becomes bilingual not due to the use of two languages but because of

the conjuncture of two cultural patterns of thinking. One is national, that of

the people, and the other is estranging, that of the elites subordinated to
outside forces. The admiration of the upper classes for the US or Europe is
the highest expression of their subjection. With the colonization of upper

classes the culture of imperialism indirectly introduces among the masses
knowledge which can not be supervised.'”*

193 Quoted in Ashish Rajadyaksha, Realism, Modernism and Post-colonial Theory, Stuart Hall, “When

Was ‘the Post-colonial’? Thinking at the Limit” in Chambers and Curti The post-colonial Question:
Common Skies, Divided Horizon (London: Routledge, 1996) In The Oxford Guide to Film Studies.
Edited by John Hill and Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford: University Press, 1998), p. 414.

1% Quoted in Fernando Solonas and Octavio Gettino, “For an Imperfect Cinema”, Film and Theory:
An Anthology ed. by Robert Stam and Toby Miller (Malden, Mass. : Blackwell, 2000), p.268.
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After the national liberation of the Third World countries, “younger filmmakers from
all the continents emerged, and introduced not just filmmaking practice but theory,
with a far more explicitly critical postcolonial awareness of their national histories
than had previously been possible.”'”> There are examples of alternative or
independent cinemas that occupy important places in the history of film, coming
from post-colonial countries. The Brazilian Cinema Novo and the Argentinian Third
Cinema have all created alternative techniques that were at first unknown to
commercial cinemas. These challenges to the dominant aesthetic tradition coming
from the Third World, were affected by the wars of independence against
colonialism.
In the late 1960s and early 1970s, in the wake of the Vietnamese victory over
the French in 1954, the Cuban revolution in 1959, and Algerian
Independence in 1962, third worldist film ideology was crystallized in a
wave of militant film manifesto-essays- Glauber Rocha “Aesthetic of
Hunger” (1965), Fernando Solonas and Ottovio Gettino’s “Toward a Third
Cinema” (1969), Julio Garcia Espinosa’s “For an Imperfect Cinema” (1969)-
and in declarations and manifestos from third world film festivals calling for
a tricontinental revolution in politics and an aesthetic and narrative revolution
in film form. Solonas and Gettino meanwhile, forged a tripatite schema
which distinguished between “first cinema” (Hollywood and its imitators),
“second cinema” (the art film) and “third cinema”, a revolutionary cinema
composed primarily of militant guerilla documentaries. "
As asserted in this quotation, from the 1950s “new cinema” movements were
spread over large parts of Latin America, Europe, Africa, and Asia. Many of the

filmmakers associated with these movements addressed issues similar to those of the

Western avant-garde, and they tried to be in touch with it. For instance, most

195 Ashish Rajadyaksha, “Realism, Modernism and Post-colonial Theory,” in The Oxford Guide to
Film Studies. Edited by John Hill and Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford: University Press, 1998), p.
417.

1% Robert Stam “Alternative Aesthetics, Introduction,” in Film and theory : an Anthology, ed. by
Robert Stam and Toby Miller (Malden, Mass. : Blackwell, 2000), p.262.
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famously was the meeting of Godard and Glauber Rocha (Rocha appears in a brief
sequence in the Vent d’Est [1969], as the symbol of the third cinema). Third world
directors were also unaware of their colleagues who produced films in different
Third World countries, and they often came together as a consequence of having
common Western referents. '’

However, Third Cinema, which is defined by the Third World countries
cinema directors, especially, Latin American directors like, Glauber Rocha, Solonas,
and Gettino, sought for a collective, militant, and activist cinema, defining European
art cinema as the second, and Hollywood commercial cinema as the first cinema.

Marxists also criticized auteurism’s ahistorical assumption that talent will

eventually out no matter what political or economic conditions prevail. Third

World critics, meanwhile, gave auteurism a mixed reception. Brazilian

filmmaker/crittic Glauber Rocha wrote in 1963 that “if commercial cinema is

the tradition, auteur cinema is the revolution. (Rocha,1963). But in 1969 the

Argentinian leftist filmmakers Fernando Solonas and Octavio Gettino

mocked auteur cinema, their (“second cinema”) as a politically innocuous

and easily cooptable by the establishment favoring instead a * third cinema”
which is collective, militant, and activist (Solanas and Gettino in Chanan,
1983)'%®

As seen in the above quotation, European Art Cinema was an expression of a
cultural agenda and as such it had insufficient emphasis on social problems and
conflicts. As a result, third cinema theorists underlined a more socially responsible
and a more revolutionary kind of cinema, and in this context, Solonas and Gettino

defined third cinema as:

“The anti- imperialist struggle of the peoples of the Third World and of their
equivalents inside the imperialist countries constitutes today the axis of the

7 Ashish Rajadyaksha, “Realism, Modernism and Post-colonial Theory,” in The Oxford Guide to
Film Studies, Edited by John Hill and Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford: University Press, 1998), p.
417.

'8 Robert Stam , “The Author, Introduction, Film and Theory : an Anthology, ed. by Robert Stam
and Toby Miller (Malden, Mass. : Blackwell, 2000) p.5.
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world revolution. Third cinema is, in our opinion, the cinema that recognizes
in that struggle the most gigantic cultural, scinetific and artistic
manifestation of our time, the great possibility of constructing a liberated
personality with each people as the starting point- in a word, the
decolonization of culture.”"”’

They also citicized existing cinema films that they assumed to be synonymous with
show or amusement, nothing more or less;

At best, films were witnesses of the decay of the bourgeois values and

testifying to social injustice. As a rule, films only dealt with effect, never

with cause; it was cinema of mystification or anti-historicism. It was surplus
value cinema. Caught up in these conditions, films, the most valuable tool of
communication of our times, were destined to satisfy the only the ideological
and economic interests of the owners of the film industry, the lords of the
world film market, the great majority of whom were from the United

States.*"

Robert Stam argues that these directors are often rooted in non-realist, often
non-Western or para western cultural traditions featuring other historical rhythms,
other narrative structures, other views of the body, sexuality, spirituality, and the
collective life. “Many incorporate para modern traditions into clearly modernizing or
postmodernizing aesthetics, and thus problematize facile dichotomies such as
traditional and modern, realist and modernist, modernist and postmodemist.”201 The
clear anti-colonial perspective of the third world cinema theoreticians was defined as
follows:

Culture, art and cinema are always respond to conflicting class interests. In

the colonial situation two concepts of culture, art, science and cinema
compete: that of the rulers and that of the nation. And this situation will

1 Fernando Solonas and Octavio Gettino 1969, “Towards A Third Cinema”, Film and Theory : an
Anthology, ed. by Robert Stam and Toby Miller (Malden, Mass. : Blackwell, 2000), p.268.

29 Ibid., p.265.

21 Robert Stam “Alternative Aesthetics, Introduction, Film and theory : an Anthology, ed. by Robert
Stam and Toby Miller (Malden, Mass. : Blackwell, 2000), p.262-263.

118



continue as long as the national concept is not identified with that of the
rulers, as long as tha status of colony or semi-colony continues in force.
Morever, the duality will be overcome and will reach a single and universal
category only when the best values of the man emerge from proscription to
achieve hegemony, when the liberation of man is universal. In the mean time,
there exist our culture, and their culture, our cinema and their cinema.
Because our culture is an impulse towards emancipation, it will remain in
existence untill emancipation is a reality: a culture of subversion.”*

In an article of Rajadyaksa, it is also argued that a small number of Third
World film authors, Satyajit Ray, Youssef Chahine, Glauber Rocha, Yilmaz Giiney,
Ousmane Sembene and Jorge Sanjines, are seen as contributing simultaneously to
Western modernism as well as to their “own native tradition.” He continued:

Most of these filmmakers have been showcased in Western film festivals as

examplars of modernist “author cinema.” This has led to the virtual exclusion

of all knowledge about the contexts in which the filmmaking practices of
these very names occur- as well as the works of other as explicitly aligned
themselves to (or opposed) a socialist avant-garde internationalism.*”

These filmmakers also had a very problematic relation with western
modernist tradition and their national tradition, they attempted a synthesis of them.
The relationship between cinema and intelligentsia in the third world countries was
very problematic, as cinema was considered a western phenomenon. So, excluding
some directors whose films were regarded falling inside the canon of the modernist
cinema, the directors of the thrid world countries were finding themselves in great
dilemmas;

But the process of their education and the advent of national independence

will have made them very aware that they cannot become western

filmmakers. Hence they will tend to prove their identity by plunging deeply
into local tradition, myth and foklore. The result is all to often an ambigous

22 Fernando Solonas and Octavio Gettino 1969, “Towards A Third Cinema”, Film and theory : an
Anthology, ed. by Robert Stam and Toby Miller (Malden, Mass. : Blackwell, 2000), p.268.

23 Ashish Rajadyaksha, Realism, Modernism and Post-colonial Theory, in The Oxford Guide to Film
Studies, Edited by John Hill and Pamela Church Gibson (Oxford: University Press, 1998), p. 417.
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cinema which is too complex in form for local audiences and too esoteric in

substance for western spectators.”**

National identity and cultural authenticity were also significant problems for
Turkish cinema as it was discussed above, the similarities and differences of Turkey
with Western capitalist countries were extensively debated by the subjects of this
work, but the similarities with the Third World countries were not sufficiently taken
into consideration by the members of Sinematek. This problem will be discussed in

the following section.

Peculiarities of Turkey

The Sinematek Association mainly sided with the approaches and films that
could be generally termed European, which was designated by the defenders of the
third cinema as the second cinema. The arguments put forward against European
Cinema by the third cinema theorists were same in essentials with those put against
Sinematek by the nationalists and the Gen¢ Sinema circle. Sinematek, on the other
hand, insisted on defending the theoretical and political approaches of the European
Cinema in their polemics against their critics and against Yesilgam cinema in
general, in an increasing fashion towards the 1970s. This approach of the European
political cinema which problematized the relation of form and content, were
appropriated by the members of the association.

The intellectuals, youth, and cinema lovers who gathered in Sinematek were

not able to effect a transformation of the situation of cinema in Turkey, that is, to

204 Roy Armes, “Twelve Positions on the Inaccessibility of Third World Cinema,” ed. Woodhead,
Christine, Turkish Cinema: An Introduction, (London: Centre of Near & Middle Eastern Studies,
School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, 1989), p.7.

120



provide an atmosphere productive for filmmakers that wanted to make modernist or
avant-garde films, neither to form a tradition that following generations could rely
on. They saw western cinema as the guide and the ideal that Turkish cinema should
try to attain. In this sense, it can be said that they were alienated to some extent from
the cultural traits of Turkey in line with their universalistic outlook but also in line
with their understanding of politics and political change because of which they
tended to emphasize the cultural over the social in their institutional project. Put in
other words, the ideas and approaches espoused by the association had a more social
accentuation, projecting a social transformation for Turkey, whereas their practice as
an institution was discordant with this social emphasis as their cultural agenda was
too western and too foreign to the social reality of Turkey.

At this point, it should be noted that, in this thesis, such an understanding of
society and its culture as definable unities in their own right and as being
constituents of a reality of a certain country, nation or territory, is a questioned and
criticized one. However, if an approach believes that there are such unities, as here it
is assumed that Sinematek has such a conception of a social reality of Turkey, then,
such an approach should have a coherent understanding of the socio-cultural whole
of the country in question. Thus, the main problem with the approach of Sinematek
was claiming particularity or singularity in the case of social situation of Turkey,
while seeing culture in universalistic terms. They do not enoughly identify their
economic and social problems as the underdevelopment problem with simialr
problems of the other underdevelopped countries. However, this failure on the part

of Sinematek was not peculiar to it. It was a common problem for many of the

121



Turkish intellectuals of the republican era as they had a very problematic relation
with the West. As noted by Arslan;

While Turkey was not colonized per se, but invaded and then engaged in a
successful War of Independence, formations of a Turkish national culture
carried almost all elements of a colonized culture in its relation to the West
and those who demanded the creation of such an essential national identity
led to a cultural self-colonization.**

However, Turkish intellectuals did not feel isolated or different from Western
countries, as they felt themselves to belong to the cultural world of the Western
countries, they did not regard themselves as intellectuals of a Third World country.
Yet, they did not have a sufficient knowledge about the Third World countries, and
as a result they were ignorant of the similarities between these countries and Turkey
to a large extent. This general ignorance was also apparent in the field of cinema; the

third cinema of Latin America was neglected and so almost none of their films were

206
k.

screened by Sinemate Moreover, they were also unaware of the third cinema

theoreticians untill the1980s.2"

Much like China which could not quite place itself in the Second World or
the Third World, and which experienced a process of self-colonization
triggered by its own governments, the Turkish intellectual climate stayed
away from Fanon, Said or other postcolonial theorists until the 1990s....
though both countries never experienced colonial rule per se, both countries
were in effect colonized and both peoples suffered exploitation thanks to
their own governments’ programs and projects of modernization. Thus,
postcolonial thought’s stress on “deterritorialization, the constructed nature
of nationalism and national borders, and the obsolescence of anticolonialist

discourse” are significant in understanding this situation of colonization.
(Shohat and Stam, 1994, 38) 2%

205 Arslan, p.165.
2% Interview with Giovanni Scognomillo, (May 2007, Istanbul)

Pnterview,with Teksoy, (April 2007, Istanbul) and Interview with Scognomillo, (May 2007,
Istanbul)

% Arslan, p.170.
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Arslan argues that Turkey’s imperial heritage was an obstacle for it to participate in

the political struggle of Third World countries. This attitude can also be seen as the

result of its political choices:
...the republican elite had inherited an imperial past altered into a narcissistic
nationalism that stayed foreign to the Indian cause or the third world in
general. They proposed that Turkey set an example for the third world
countries in the creation of an independent state, but thus at the same time
also imagined themselves as above other third world countries, closer to
Western countries and only slightly less developed than they. It is no wonder
that while sending troops to Korea in return for being a NATO member,
Turkish politicians never tried to participate in the the Bandung Conference
of 1955.%”

Arslan tries to conceptualize with some keywords the reflections of the
ideological choices of the Sinematek circle as: a critical approach to the past
tradition, reliance on the future, progress, project, nationality, universality, and
position of a specialist or an intellectual, particularity, creativity. This leads to a
vehement critique of Turkish popular films, and Arslan argues that they saw art
cinema as an alternative. They were seeking a revolution both in Turkey, and in the
realm of cinema. This critical and elitist approach led Turkish popular films, to be
underestimated, which hold the richness of the popular culture. Hundreds of Turkish
films were excluded from the realm of high art or art cinema which was defended by
them.*'"

As a part of modernizing elite, the Sinematek Association neglected and even

opened a campaign against the commercial cinema industry by adopting European

Cinema and some other countries, and attempted to collaborate with young directors

29 Ibid., p.58.

19 Savas Arslan, “Popiiler Yesilcam Fimlerinin Elestirilmesinde bir Sanat Sinemasi Séyleminin
Olusumu”, 25. Kare, Journal of Cinema and Culture, no.20, (July- September 2007).
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who defined themselves outside the Yesilgam industry. The National (Ulusal)
Cinema circle attempted to set up an alternative attitude inside the existing cinema
industry, their attitudes more deeply reflects the nationalist attitude with an emphasis
of tradition. The Geng (Young) Cinema circle adapted a similar attitude with the
Sinematek association, but as these attitudes were not permanent and homogenous,
the Geng cinema circle could not identifiy itself with the intellectualist position of
Sinematek. The Milli Cinema circle also flourished in the Yesilcam cinema industry,
but the Islamic backgrouind of these directors was influential in the questionning of
modern Turkey which forced individuals to fall into crisis between modern life and
traditional values. As we know, the Kemal Tahir line constituted the ideological
framework for the National Cinema circle, as a sharp critic of the disadvantages of
the Westernization process in the mode of thinking of intellectuals. But, the
Sinematek circle’s heteregenous ideological approaches were based on Ant magazine
and Workers’ Party of Turkey’s socialist modernization projects. They were
generally engaged to the socialist world views defended by different lines as Mehmet
Ali Aybar, Behice Boran, Sadun Aren, Aziz Nesin and even the Yén circle of Dogan
Avcioglu. These names had different imaginations of the socialism as a world view,
but the common tendency is to adapt a socialist way of development and
modernization model as an alternative to Turkey’s economic and cultural modes of
production. But they were generally, especially leading figures, like Onat Kutlar and
Hiiseyin Bas, in the line with the socialist revolutionary model of the Workers’ Party
of Turkey.

The atmosphere of the period, which was prone to think by the differentiation

between intellectuals and the people, as well as consideration of the poor,
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uncultivated masses as ignorant, regressive powers, triggered the first & the second
generation of the intellectuals of the Republican period to be pioneers of the entire
society. Urban intellectuals considered that people were uncultivated and open to
reactionary ideologies. They were engaged in some sort of society engineering by
adopting the model of the Western countries (modernizing ethos). These modernist
tendencies hindered them to adopt Third World countries’ extreme anti Western,
anti-colonial and populist approaches. The imperial heritage of the country and the
extreme adoptation of Western culture as the highest level of the civilization led
Turkish intellectuals into a very complex situation, entailing many contradictions.

As a result, the popular cinema tradition could not be transformed by the new
filmmakers, and the gap between Turkish intellectuals and people could not be
transcended, as it is not transcended in anywhere else throughout the world. The
modernist tendencies of the Sinematek circle led them to underestimate Turkish
popular cinema; but their intention to transform the structure of cinema should not be
ignored. As it was clearly defined above, their theoretical qualities and dominance
could not be translated into praxis. However, there were some attempts by directors
like Yilmaz Giiney, Omer Liitfi Akad, and few others to incorporate some influences
from the Neo-realist Cinema of Italy and New Wave Cinema of France. Though, on
the whole, Turkish cinema was unable to become a part of the universal art of
cinema which included both the third cinema which they neglected, and the

European cinema which they took as their example.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

CONCLUSION

I would like to conclude my thesis by remembering the impact of Sinematek
on the general atmosphere of Turkish Cinema. New tendencies emerged in the
Turkish Cinema through the considerable influence of Sinematek. That is political
and realist cinema directors like Omer Liitfi Akad and Yilmaz Giiney had established
close relations with Sinematek, and Sinematek enabled directors called the “new
generation” of the Turkish Cinema to come into the scene. The political debates of
this period led to a superficial split between socialist cinema artists, directors and
intellectuals, but as time went by, these splits generally lost their importance.
Individual problems survive until today. These differences of opinion were important
for this period, but Sinematek Association, by its influence and opponents became an
important part of the cinema culture in Turkey for a period.

In the leadership of Onat Kutlar, Sinematek gave intoduced to a precious auteur
cinema but only to its spectatorship to establish a cinema culture. European Cinema,
including Eastern European Cinema, and to a limited extent, the Third Cinema,
examples like Iranian, and a few Brazilian films, were brought to the Turkish
audience. On the other hand, Kutlar continued to accommodate directors like Omer
Kavur, Erden Kiral, and Ali Ozgentiirk who perpetuated Yilmaz Giiney’s tradition.
Sinematek also improved documentary film practice of the Turkish cinema audience,
and guided young the documentary directors like Enis Riza and Ahmet Soner to

produce realist and political documentaries.
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After 1980, some of the Sinematek Association directors, Vecdi Sayar, Onat
Kutlar and Sakir Eczacibasi introduced a festival, beginning in 1982, first called
Istanbul Film Giinleri (Film Week) turned into the International Istanbul Film
Festival, in 1989 within the IKSV (Istanbul Foundation For Culture and Arts) These
institution tries to adopt the heritage of the Sinematek Association.

The members of the Sinematek, though deeply knowledgeable in the general
culture of cinema, were quite inexperienced in the technical areas of cinema, such as
fiction, camera, etc. In addition, the indifference of the state to cinema and
oppression applied via censorship at times affected the relationship between the state
and cinema, as was the case in some other countries and this constituted an obstacle
for the institutionalization of the Association. The Sinematek circle defended statism,
as a result of their political position, claiming the centralization and support of
cultural acitivities by the state. However, because of the neglections of the state
instutions as generally governed by right wing poltical parties, they did not negotiate
with the state institutions.

Sinematek, when compared with other similar institutions around the world,
especially with the French cinémathéque with its archive including 50,000 films in
1966, failed on the issues of archiving and preservation. Sinematek was a weak
institution; it could survive thanks to the love of cinema of the young people and
intellectuals. Nowadays throughout the world, cinematheques have lost their
importance due to the recent technical advancement.

As a result, cinema as a spectator activity is a very efficient way to convey
socio-political messages, and very useful to bringing people together as a part of a

collective identity. Sinematek created a very effective area in that period. The
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relationship between Sinematek and its environment presented fertile ground for the
relationship between cinema and society, role of cinema in the solution of the
problems of the country and the reflections of such problems on the area of cinema.
It is impossible to deny that a kind of sincerity and sharing prevailed in this society.
People from different political and ideological positions still remember the richness
presented by the collective platform of the society. In my study, I attempted to call
attention to this cultural phenomenon.

In this study, It should be noted that the specific position of the Sinematek
circle with other cinema circles was related to the particular social and cultural
problems of the 1960s and 1970s. These decades were generally treated as the
decades there were movements which problematized the Cold War struggle between
US and USSR. These polical movements, to some extent consciously problematized
the disadvantages of the political modernization theories. I attempted to show that
these theories had also reflections on the cultural debates of these decades.

After the Cold War, and in the early 1980s, cultural institutions like
Sinematek that I have tried to present, have transformed or lost their importance. The
process of this transformation in the role of the cultural institutions was the
subordination around the needs of the market. Big companies and banks established
cultural houses, aiming to organize cultural acitvities like film screenings,
conferences, exhibitions. This total transformation transcends the limits of this work.

Nowadays, cinema studies were focused on popular culture and cultural
studies. For example one may ask me why I did not make a study about Yesilgam or
Kemal Sunal who was one of most important figures of the popular culture. I can say

that, I tried to call attention to this cultural institution who brought the traces of the

128



elitist and extreme westernist tendencies of its period. I tried to show that in these
decades, intellectuals have been a very problematic relation with these issues to
define their political or cultural agenda which went hand in hand with nationalist,

contradictorily internationalist, and populist, contardictorily elitist overtones.
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