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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF A SHORT-LIVED CINEMA JOURNAL: THE YOUNG CINEMA
(GENC SINEMA) IN TURKEY, 1968 — 1971

CENK CENGIz

M.A., History
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Cemil Kogak
Spring 2010, xii + 159 pages

This study, starting from the analysis of the journal The Young Cinema (Geng
Sinema), which was issued sixteen volumes between October 1968 and April 1971, aims to
analyze how the namesake cinema group organized around the journal, The Young Cinema
perceives their socio-politic conjunctures and how this perception is reflected on the
perspective of their own cinema. The study claims that a cinema movement/group appeared at
a certain period or era or the improvement thereof, is influenced to a great extent by the
cinematic developments in the previous and/or contemporary period as well as the socio-
political climate in which it is situated. From this point forth, this study tries to analyze the
influences of cinema movements germinating on a national and international scale in the
1960s and the highly politicized social context on the emergence of Young Cinema and

exemplify this influence through the articles and essays in the journal.

This study points out that the subject group has the two characteristics of the cinematic
movements in the 1960s (despite the differences in dimension and degree). These
characteristics are the opposition to the dominant economic relations (capitalism) and
ideology (imperialism) of the era in which it emerged and the disengagement from the
international (Hollywood) and national (for Young Cinema — Yegsilcam) cinema sector. The
fact that Young Cinema Group is oppositional to the existing economic and political system
and is inspirational for a new system conduces the group to co-operate with the revolutionist
young movements on a operational and theoretical level as well as to perceive cinema as tool
in the realization of the revolution (the prior aim of the group). Simultaneously, the
disengagement from Yegsilcam, which symbolizes the dependence on imperialist powers and
the reflection of capitalist-imperialist infrastructure causes the members in the Young Cinema
to discuss the ways to found an independent structure which will completely isolate them

from the existing system and the ways to integrate their films into the organizational process
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created by the alternative economic relations of this independent structure. This study
examines all the above-mentioned subject matters by referring to the articles and discussions
in the Group’s Journal on a fundamental level as well as to oral history studies carried out

with some of the representatives of the Group.



OZET

KISA SURELi_BiR SiNE_I_VIA I_)ERGiSiNiN ANALIzi:
GENC SINEMA, TURKIYE, 1968 — 1971

CENK CENGIZ

Tarih Yiiksek Lisans Programi
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Cemil Kogak
Bahar 2010, xii + 159 sayfa

Bu caligma, Ekim 1968 ve Nisan 1971 yillar1 arasinda yaymlanmis olan ve 16 sayidan
olusan Geng¢ Sinema Dergisi’nin incelenmesinden yola ¢ikarak, dergi etrafinda orgiitlenmis
olan aym isimdeki sinema grubunun icinde yasadiklar1 sosyopolitik konjontiirii nasil
algiladiklar1 ve bu algilayisin kendi sinema perspektiflerine nasil yansidigini ortaya koymayi
amaglamistir. Calisma belirli bir donemde ortaya ¢ikmis bir sinema hareketi / grubu ya da
gelismesinin kendinden dnceki ve/veya yasadigi donemin diger sinemasal gelismelerinin yani
sira i¢inde bulundugu sosyal ve politik ortamdan da belirgin bir sekilde etkilendigi iddiasinda
bulunur. Bu iddiadan hareketle elinizdeki bu tez, Gen¢ Sinema’nin ortaya ¢ikmasinda 1960’
yillarin ulusal ve uluslararasi dlgekte filizlenen sinema haketlerinin ve yliksek derecede
politize olmus sosyal baglamin etkisini agiklamaya ve dergide yazilan makalelerle bu etkiyi

orneklendirmeye ¢aligmistir.

Bu tez s6z konusu Grup’un 1960’larin sinema hareketlerinin (boyutlar1 ve derecesinin
farkli olmasina ragmen) barindirdig iki temel karakteristigini gostermekte olduguna isaret
eder. Bunlar, ortaya ¢ikti§i donemin baskin olan ekonomi iligkilerine (kapitalizm) ve
ideolojisine (emperyalizm) bir ‘karsi’ durus ve uluslararasi (Hollywood) ve yerel (Geng
Sinema i¢in — Yesilgam) sinema sektoriine karst da bir ‘kopus’ niteligine sahip olmasidir.
Geng Sinema Grubu’nun var olan ekonomik ve politik sisteme karsi bir durusta olmasi ve
yeni bir diizen istegi onu donemin devrimei genglik hareketleriyle eylemsel ve teorik diizeyde
beraber hareket etmelerine ve sinemayr (Grup’un Oncelikli amaci olan) devrimi
gerceklestirme yolunda bir arag olarak algilamalarina yol agmistir. Ayni zamanda,
emperyalist giiclere bagimli olan ve kapitalist-emperyalist altyapinin bir yansimasi niteligi
tasiyan Yesilgam’a karsit bir kopus 6zelligi gostermesi, Gen¢ Sinema dergisinde, {iyelerin

kendilerini bu sistemden tamamen soyutlayacak bagimsiz bir yap1 kurma ve filmlerini bu
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yapinin olusturdugu alternatif ekonomik iligkilerle liretecek bir ‘organizasyon’ siirecine dahil
etme yollarini tartigmalarina neden olmustur. Bu caligsma, bahsedilen tiim bu konular1 temelde
Grup’un dergisi olan Gen¢ Sinema’daki makaleler ve tartigmalara riayet ederek ayrica

Grup’un bazi temsilcileriyle yapilan sozlii tarihi caligmalarini dahil ederek irdelemistir.
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INTRODUCTION

The fact that the historical period between 1960-1971 began and ended with military
interventions is very significant with regard to the development of leftist ideologies and
movements in Turkey. As a very distinctive part of the history of the Turkish Left, this
specific period should be analyzed thoroughly in order to comprehend the ideological and
practical evolution of the political left in the country. Moreover, it is not possible to examine
the political history of Turkey in the 1960s by neglecting the theoretical-intellectual debates
and main political factions and movements revolving around the leftist ideology. Those
developments are related not only to the political sphere but also the social, economic,
cultural and artistic domains which reflected the perception of the Turkish Left in general and
in different political segments as well. Futhermore, a cinematic development can’t be
contemplated elaborately by isolating it from the political and artistic developments emerging
around. It was a very prominent instrument to display and understand the historical process of
the Turkish left in 1960s. In my thesis, by examining one of the cinematic journal called the
Young Cinema and the Group (whose name is the same as the Journal) emerging around this
Journal, T would like to develop the argument that cinema, as one of the most recent types of
art in history, could be considered as very crucial for demonstrating that political history and
art go hand in hand. From this starting point, I will present my thesis topic as ‘‘An Analysis of

a Short-lived Cinema Journal: The Young Cinema (Geng Sinema) in Turkey, 1968 - 1971"".

The process of reaching that thesis topic has been begun with the main motivation
pointing out this question which is also related to the degree of this interconnection: To what
extent did the political atmosphere influence the essence of the films recorded and the
depiction of major movements in the cinematographic experiments in the period? The effect
of the 1960 Coup on the evolution of cinematography in Turkey is one of the issues to be
discussed in order to find a satisfactory answer to this question. According to my findings
from secondary sources and a thesis originally called ‘7960 Darbesi ve Tiirk Sinemasinda

Toplumsal Gergekgilik’” (Arts, Politics and Society: Social Realism in Italian and Turkish
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Cinemas) written by Asl Daldal, a new artistic movement emerged after the Coup and the
constitution of 1961 which recognized poverty as a social problem resulting from class
distinction, and this was totally contrary to previous movies produced in 1940s and 1950s.
The pioneers of this ‘Social Realism Movement’ touched upon political developments and
their effects on social questions in movies like Yilanlarin Ocii (Revenge of the Snakes) (Metin
Erksan), Karanlikta Uyananlar (The People Waking Up in the Night) (Ertem Goreg),
Sehirdeki Yabanci (Stranger in the City) (Halit Refig).! Other important development which
emerged especially in the second half of this period were Sinematek (a foundation established
with the aim of theorizing and improving the Anti- Yesilcam language in Turkish cinema in
1965) which could be helpful to indicate the relation between the context of political history
and cinematic improvements. About this foundation, a thesis is written by Hakk: Baggiiney
and then this thesis is transformed into a book called ‘Tiirk Sinematek Dernegi: Tiirkiye 'de
Sinema ve Politik Tartisma’ (Turkish Cinemateque Foundation: Cinema and Political Debates
in Turkey). In this book, the writer states his intention as debating the development and
activities of Sinematek foundation which creates a cultural and intellectual environment for

cinema and art in general in 1960s Turkey.’

Apart from the domestic cinematic developments, the new initiations in the continents
of Europe and America, the places where the most prominent political movements are
experienced, and their manifests about their cinematic outlook, it is seen that those cinematic
endeavors represent a radical ‘detachment’ from the ‘mainstream’ artistic and cultural works;
and an ‘opponent’ stance against the dominant — current political and social order as well. In
addition to this, all international cinematographic developments influence each other in
constructing their cinematic perceptions and languages. For instance, relating to the capture of
reality in motion pictures, French Nouvelle Vogue, one of the significant movements of
Europe in 1960s, and the initiations of Third World Cinema emerged in Brazil, Chile and
Argentina share the same ideas in common, whereas their degrees to opposition to the current
political and economic system and the detachment from the dominant cinema sector are
different. Besides the interrelation between the major cinematic developments abroad, the
Turkish counterparts also reflect and adopt main techniques, theories and perspectives of

those international initiations. The main example of this is the considerable effect of Nouvelle

! Aslhi Daldal, 1960 Darbesi ve Tiirk Sinemasinda Toplumsal Gergekgilik, (istanbul: Homer Kitabevi, 2005)

? Hakki Basgiiney, Tiirk Sinematek Dernedi: Tiirkiye’de Sinema ve Politik Tartisma, (istanbul: Libra Kitap, 2009)
p.13



Vogue on Turkish Social Realists and the milieu of Turkish Sinematek. As 1 will talk about the
next chapter, especially the intellectuals, movie makers and cinema critics see various
instances of this new French Cinema in Sinematek and make so many debates after the
presentations of the movies. The natural outcome of those activities is the influence of the
French Nouvelle Vogue on this group in shaping and contemplating their cinematic outlook. It
is not only the French Nouvelle Vogue affecting the formation of this foundations’ ideas on
cinema, but also Third World Cinema and Dziga Vertov Group constructed by Truffaut
especially in terms of supporting the detachment from the main capitalist economic relations

conducting the main cinema sector.

As we turn back to the process until defining this thesis topic, after I had searched the
cinematic movements of Turkey in 1960s which are very engaged in political and social
atmosphere of the time in which they live and are very influenced by their contemporary
cinematic developments, I realized that there is not a comprehensive academic study which
concerns another cinematic development reflecting these two important characteristics of its
counterparts as I mentioned before (opposition to the political- economic system and
detachment from the dominant cinema sector) and distinctive qualities possessed by them.
Thus, I have decided to study this Group in order to contribute the fact that cinema is very
inextricable part of the political and social context. Moreover I intend to study this cinematic
milieu to demonstrate that politics and cinema are very interrelated, and they are always in

interaction, consisting one of the subject matters of history.

This study is mainly concentrated on the Journal of the movement because of which is
the other intention of this study: how did the members of the Group perceive the sociopolitical
conjunction in which they live and how did they reflect this perception on their cinematic
outlook. Since the articles in the Young Cinema directly reflect the ideas and perceptions of
the members, I decided to determine the main source of this study is the Young Cinema itself.
All translations of the excerpts from the Young Cinema are mine. But, the problem is that this
Journal doesn’t exist in the main libraries which are Istanbul Universitesi Beyazit
Kiitiiphanesi (Istanbul University Beyazit Library), the libraries in Bogazi¢i University,
Mimar Sinan University, and Sabanci University; Bogazici Universitesi Mithat Alam Film
Merkezi (Bogazigi University Mithat Alam Cinema Center) and Tiirkiye Sosyal Tarih
Arastirma Vakfi. (The Foundation of Turkish Social History Research) That’s why I directly

provide this Journal from one of the members of this group, Enis Riza Sakizl.



Although the journal is a very reliable source to contemplate the cinematic and
political perceptions of the authors and the members, I tried to reach the members who live
today in order to learn their experiences during the Group’s emergence and examine how they
define this cinematic initiation today. In this matter, Enis Riza Sakizli helps me again to
contact with two pioneers of the movement who are Veysel Atayman and Ahmet Soner. I also
make a conversation with Enis Riza about the nature of this development which I will
mention later. This study also contains those people’s statements in proper parts of the topics
in order to bolster and sometimes clarify the ideas proclaimed in the articles of the Young
Cinema, and contradict some opinions asserted by the authors of the Journal as well.
Moreover, the transcripts of these Oral History studies made with Soner and Atayman are
available in this study as Appendix 1. Although I couldn’t reach the majority of the them, I
collect so many information about the members of the Group from Soner, Sakizli and
Atayman to whom I talked and the internet source in order to point out what they did before
and after the Young Cinema experiment, if they continue dealing with cinema theoretically
and practically or not, which professions they were educated and (if they are alive) what they
are doing now. The purpose of this work is to provide short information about the members of
the Group and the authors of the Young Cinema while the reader is encountering their
statements in this thesis. I also attached all this information at the end of the study as

Appendix 2.

Unfortunately, the movies made by the members of the Group can’t be a source for
this study because of their complete annihilation after the coup made in September, 12 1980.
According to Ahmet Soner, he could accomplish to hide those movies even after the 1971
Memorandum and then he decided to surrender all of them to the Devrimci Is¢i Sendikalari
Birligi (DISK). Yet, after the Coup in 1980, all of them were annihilated or vanished,
rendering those sources inaccessible. For this reason, instead of benefitting from the movies
as a source or referring to them in this thesis, I prepared a list of the movies participating in
the Devrimci Sinema Senligi (Revolutionary Cinema Festival) organized by the Group itself
in 1970 which is attached as Appendix 3 at the end of the study from the information in the

Young Cinema and the Oral History having made with the members.

Apart from the inaccessibility of the Young Cinema, the movies made by the Group
and the majority of the members, another problem is the nomenclature of this cinematic
development. In this point Cemil Kogak, my thesis advisor, Hakan Erdem and Ali Carkoglu,

the members of the defense jury of my thesis instruct me to entitle this development. By
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departing from their instructions, I searched for the main literature of Turkish Cinematic
History and the other supplementary books and I didn’t encounter the presence of this Group
as a movement or a cinematic development. These sources are mainly Rekin Teksoy’s Sinema
Tarihi (History of Cinema) published by Oglak Yayincilik; Fikret Hakan’s Tiirk Sinema Tarihi
(History of Turkish Cinema) published by Inkildp Kitabevi in 2008, Giovanni Scognamillo’s
Tiirk Sinema Tarihi : 1867-1997 (History of Turkish Cinema: 1867 — 1997) published by
Kabalct Yayinevi in 1998, Agah Ozgii¢’s Tiirk Filmleri Sézliigii (The Dictionary of Turkish
Movies) published by Sesam Yayinlar: in 1998 and Nijat Ozon’s Tiirk Sinemasi Kronolojisi (
The Chronology of Turkish Cinema) published by Bilgi Yaymmevi in 1968. One important
reason of this can be the fact that all of those studies are concentrated on the fictional movies
produced in Turkish Cinematography. Since the members of the Group scarcely made those
kinds of movies and mostly they tended to record the ones having documentary feature, this
Group didn’t locate in those works. However lots of them mention the Turkish Sinematek,
although this foundation doesn’t produce the fictional movies because it causes the emergence
of so many directors and cinema critics in Turkish Cinema like Atilla Dorsay, Atif Yilmaz,
Ali Ozgentiirk, Umur Bugay, Onat Kutlar so on and so forth who experienced their
upbringing process in the cinematic domain by attending the cinematic presentations and
intellectual conversations. Yet, the same situation can be talked about in Young Cinema case.
As it can be discerned in case of looking at the short biographies of the members who learn a
lot of things about cinema in theoretic and technical manner by making movies for the people
in order to introduce the revolutionary ideas, writing articles to the Young Cinema, and
making so much meetings in order to discuss the cinematic matters, considerable amount of
them continue their cinematic works like Enis Riza Sakizli, Ahmet Soner, Artun Yeres,
Veysel Atayman, Omer Pekmez, Engin Ayca so on and so forth. In fact, some of them like
Soner, Ayca and Yeres make fictional movies. Thus, it can be claimed that the absence of this
Group in those studies is a deficiency for Turkish Cinematic Histiography in terms of its

contributions to the upbringing and maturation process of the directors.

With relevance to this claim, it should be turned back to the problem of nomenclature:
if Young Cinema should be included to the literature of Turkish Cinematic History, how can
we entitle this development. In terms of this, I searched for the other supplementary studies
like Ashi Daldal’s book originated from her doctorate thesis called 1960 Darbesi ve Tiirk
Sinemasinda Toplumsal Gergekgilik published by Homer Kitabevi in 2005, Hakk1 Basgiiney’s

book derived from his master thesis called Tiirk Sinematek Dernegi: Tiirkiye'de Sinema ve



Politik Tartisma published by Libra Kitap in 2009, Uciincii Sinema ve Uciincii Diinya
Sinemast (Third Cinema and Third World Cinema) which is edited by Esra Binyildiz and
Zeynep Cetin Erus and published by Es Yaymnlar: in 2007 and A Filiz Susar’s book called
Tiirkiye 'de Belgesel Sinemacilar (The Documentarists in Turkey) published by Es Yayinlar
in 2004. All of those name Young Cinema Group as ‘Geng¢ Sinemacilar’. (Young Movie
Makers) Although Siikran Kuyucak Esen mentions Young Cinema under the title of the Third
Cinema and regards this Group as this genre because of demonstrating the characteristics of
its principles, she doesn’t entitle this development as a ‘movement’. Moreover, the majority
of members also cite their Group as ‘Geng¢ Sinemacilar’ in Young Cinema, whereas some of
them like Yakup Barokas® and Enis Riza Sakizli* claim that it is a movement. According to
Enis Riza, we should mention this development as a movement because, this initiation was
not a hobby, instead it has a counteractive position against the current cinema system and this
stance is tried to bolster by new, authentic concepts and ideas. Furthermore, because of its
refusal to all economic relations of the dominant cinema sector, it strives for initiating its own
structure conducting with different modes of producing, making and distributing their movies.
Alike my statements which I claimed above, although it couldn’t finish its maturity process
because of the limited amount of time it lives for producing considerable amount of movies
and authentic technical and theoretical studies, it causes to bring so many directors, professors

and cinema critics who would influence Turkish cinematic milieu with their works.

Finally in my opinion, this group comes on the stage as a movement by publishing its
own edict which includes their own cinematic perspective and intentions, endeavoring to
make own movies and theorizing Anti- Yesilcamist stance by benefitting from the Marksist
concepts so on and so forth, it couldn’t influence the Turkish Cinematic environment as a
‘group’ or ‘collectively’ like Italian Neo-realismo, French Nouvelle Vogue, although it
enhances the personal initiatives after its disappear in 1971. Thus in this study I entitle this
development like all studies having mentioned above as a Group instead of the Movement.
Moreover, I translate ‘Geng¢ Sinemacilar’ in some excerpts deducted from the articles in
Young Cinema as ‘The Young Film Makers’, ‘Young Directors’ or ‘The Young Cinema
Group’. From now on, I will mention the content of this thesis briefly based on four main

chapters.

*See Yakup Barokas, ‘Devrimci ve Ulusal Tlrk Sinemasi icin Geng Sinema Bir Harekettir’, Geng Sinema, (March,
1970) vol.12, p. 25
* Interview with Enis Riza Sakizli having made in June 12, 2010.



In the first chapter of this study the history of Young Cinema Group will be examined
by looking at the political and cultural conditions in which it emerged; the oppositions against
main cinematic milieus, the process of making short film practice and idea as an ideological
and political instrument will be presented. In the same chapter, the establishments of its other
departments in Ankara and Eskisehir; the engagements and detachments from the movement;
its unique ‘Revolutionary Cinema Festival’ in 1970 etc. will also be discussed. The Young
Cinema Group appears in October, 1968 by defining its characteristics and objectives in the
announcement published with the Journal whose name was the same as the Group’s itself.
The aims of the Group indicated in that announcement are primarily to create a new,
independent, people-oriented and revolutionary cinema by altering and refusing all the ways
of the previous cinematic developments, especially dominated by the institution of Yesilcam
Cinema followed up until that time. This important milieu emerges out of a highly politicized
atmosphere shaped by the rise of the leftist-socialist student and worker movements and their
clashes with the right-oriented movements. Moreover the movies of the directors in Young
Cinema who are also the active members of socialist movements reflect the second half of
1960s historical context by recording the strikes, movements, demonstrations, clashes etc.
with the aim of witnessing every kind of political event in that period. The Group disappears
as a result of the political atmosphere after March 12, 1971 by publishing their last Young
Cinema volume in April 1971 (only 18 days after the coup).’

The second part of this study is about the Group’s oppositional stance against
Yesilcam, the single and dominant cinema system in Turkey. The members define the
movement as a civil and radical detachment from this monopoly of Turkish Cinema, and this
position is one of the indications demonstrating them as a revolutionary movement. Very
importantly, this Anti- Yesilgamist character of the group not only helps us understand how
they perceive the current cinematographic environment, but also the international and
domestic political context of late 1960s in which they lived. Moreover, when we look at the
articles in the Young Cinema and the content or the name of their movies, they give us very
significant evidences about their political, social and economic perception on 1960s Turkey.
They are naturally influenced by 1960s leftist ideological debates, political fractions and they
also attend the movements of leftist students and workers. This strong engagement in political
life 1s reflected all in their analysis on Yesilcam and all in statements about their resistance

against this system. Indeed, they all use socialist terminology while they talk about what

> Ahmet Soner, “Tarihce”, Belgesel Sinema, (ilkbahar — Yaz, 2003) vol.3, p. 43



Turkish Monopoly of cinema is, how it works, which kind of films produced and how those
films affect the audience. Thus in this chapter, it will be consulted some important socialist
concepts while mentioning the Young Cinema’s perception on existing cinema system and —
very relevantly- the current political and socio-economic structure. By doing this, it is aimed
to show how Young Cinema Group is influenced by the conflicts and discussions among the
leftist group and how they adopt leftist terminology in order to examine the Yesilcam system
and their opposition against it. Those concepts are ‘underdevelopment’, ‘class’, ‘the
relationship between base and superstructure’, ‘anti — imperialism’, ‘anti — capitalism’ and

‘anti — feudalism’.

The counteractive position against the existing cinema system, Yesilcam requires a
new platform in order to create a new genre of film and discuss the opportunities for
generating it. According to the directors of Young Cinema Group, an alternative cinematic
milieu could only be accomplished by constituting an ‘organization’. Furthermore, for them
The Young Cinema was only a platform for education and unification of the revolutionary
directors, which also precipitates the establishment process of this organization.’ In the first
issue of The Young Cinema, it is claimed that the basis of this future organization should be
economic for providing directors financial support in order to record their films independently
from the Turkish dominant cinema sector, Yesilcam. ' In other words, the ultimate aim is to
form an alternative cinematic structure which has different economic rules and new facilities
in terms of making and distributing their movies. Thus, in the third chapter of this survey, the
Young Cinema Group’s perception of organization will be examined and the reason why they
attach importance to this issue so much will be analyzed. Moreover as departing from the
main intentions of being organized by the directors who share minimum political and artistic
tendencies in common mentioned in Ustiin Barista’s article ‘Toward the Economic
Organization’, it will be tried to illustrate the structure and the process of organization. Then,
by looking at other articles in subsequent volumes, it will be demonstrated how those claims
are implemented. Moreover, the issue of amateurism, the relationship between essence and
form, the priority of practice other than theory or artform are the other subtopics derived from
this organization problem. The perception of the Group about these subtopics will be tackled

for contemplating and interpreting.

6 “Geng Sinema’dan”’, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) vol.1, p. 1
7 Gaye Petek, “Devrim ve Sinema”’, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) vol.1, p. 6



The fourth chapter includes the main debates of Young Cinema Group developed from
the relationship between cinema and revolution. This issue is stated in almost every volume of
the journal by the members of the group. This chapter helps to understand how they define the
role and place of the cinema in the process of revolution, which functions the cinema may
perform in revolutionary movements and demonstrations, how a revolutionary cinema should
be, what the responsibilities of a revolutionary artist are. In this part, prevalent opinions
shared by the directors and the writers about those themes in general will be mentioned and

some questions which are going to be debated in the chapter will be propounded.

In the first part of the chapter, there will be various debates of the members prevailed
in the Young Cinema with relevance to the relationship between cinema and revolution. At
first, the Group supports that art and politics are very interrelated and they cannot be
separated. The claim that art must be isolated from politics and they are distinct domains is
only a fallacy alleged by the dominant imperialist powers who desensitize people by their
films so as to keep the existing system going and maintain their overwhelming position in the
capitalist order. ® Jak Salom claims that the creation of a new cinema structure is closely
dependent on the radical transformation of the societal system. So the cinema of the
movement must be ‘political’ because it has to serve its function towards changing the social
structure.” Moreover, according to Young Cinema Movement, the artists have a very
significant and historic role in this process of transformation. This role is related to witnessing
the revolution by their cameras. Yet, the witnessing is not enough for fulfilling the historic
responsibility. Moreover, Artun Yares contributes that the Young Directors adds their
revolutionary interpretations to those evidence and demonstrates those films to the majority of
people. If a director accomplishes all of these functions, he will complete his responsibility to
which he entitles for the advancement of history.10 Then, it will be given Gaye Petek’s issue
about the relationship between cinema and revolution: Which one takes the priority:
revolution or cinema? Is the ultimate aim the revolution in cinema or the utilization of cinema
as a means of revolution?'' All directors support the priority of revolution over the cinema,
so cinema is a tool of attaining the revolution. Yet, it is stressed by some of writers that
cinema couldn’t achieve the revolution alone, it is only one of the weapons used against the

existing powers representing the capitalist system. Engin Ayca also supports this idea by

8 Tanju Akerson, “Sinemada Baris icinde Beraber Yasamaya Hayir’’, Gen¢ Sinema, (November 1968) vol.2, p. 7
% Jak Salom, “Bir”, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) vol.1, p. 8

1% Artun Yeres, “Geng¢ Sinema’da Anti-Amerikan Gézlem ve Eylem’’, Geng Sinema, (March, 1969) vol.6 p. 16

u Gaye Petek, “Devrim ve Sinema”’, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) vol.1, pp. 6-7



saying that the art itself couldn’t succeed the political, social and economic transformation but
it could awake the relevant thoughts and senses for it. Moreover the art is able to guide the

foundation of new society after the revolution is achieved. *

Apart from the relationship between cinema and politics; and cinema’s function in the
process of revolution, the other part of the chapter will be the movement’s perception on
‘Revolutionary Cinema’. Some questions will be asked in this part: What are the basic
features of Revolutionary Cinema? Which qualities make cinema revolutionary? Has it got
any technical and artistic characteristics that render it different from other cinematographic
practices? And very importantly, in which step of revolution does this genre of cinema occur?
In the course of the revolution? Or after it is attained? Especially the last problematic tends us
to think this issue with relevance to the 1960s leftist projects of revolution. In other words, it
should be thought which leftist revolutionary project of 1960s the Young Directors find more
suitable for creating their cinema or it should be searched for if they propound alternative
solutions for creating this cinema according to the changing conditions that one project
overrides another. In this part, as most of the other parts, the oral history study with the
members of the movement is very significant resource to consult for learning their life stories,
their political engagements, and their own thesis on this revolution issue. Furthermore it will
be consulted with the articles from both the directors of the Group and the leading actors of
political fractions. For instance, if we look at two texts containing the statements of Mihri
Belli, one of the most important figure among the supporters of Milli Demokratik Devrim
(MDD) (National Democratic Revolution) about his thesis on ‘National Revolutionary
Culture’ (Ulusal Devrimci Kiiltiir), we could find very similarities with the claims of Young
Cinema. It could be meaningful to show the connection between these texts (‘National
Revolutionary Culture’ published in Ankara Birligi Dergisi in January, 1970 and his speech
in the Devrimci Sinema Senligi in 1970 published in Young Cinema in June 1970) and an
article written by Yakup Barokas and published in Young Cinema’s 12th volume in May
1970.

As a consequence, the aim of this survey is to try to demonstrate the effects of political
and social conditions (especially the influence of leftist ideology and practice), and the
international and domestic cinematic developments on the cinematic character of Turkey by

looking at a specific cinematic development emerged out of the social and political context of

© Engin Ayca, “Sinema ile Ugrasmak’’, Geng Sinema, (February, 1969) vol.5, p. 7
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1960s Turkey. In other words, it will be analyzed: Firstly, to what degree does the
development of leftist history pertaining to its theories debated by intellectuals and its
subtheories and submovements separated from the whole Left influence this cinematographic
advance or how the articles in The Young Cinema reflect the leftist discourse, language and
values. | am trying to examine this problematic through four determined chapters. These are:
the brief history of the Group by looking at political and cultural context in which it emerges;
the analysis of their anti-Yegsilcamist character by applying socialist terminology as they used
in the articles; their particular stress on organization; their perception on the relationship
between cinema and revolution and the features of ‘revolutionary cinema’; and the debate:
their position on the leftist fractions and the thesis about revolution in Turkey. Furthermore I
am planning to use three kinds of primary sources: The Young Cinema issued during the
movement is active and oral history with the three members of the Group. In the conclusion
part, it will also be made an evaluation about what this development brings to cinematic
environment and affects the cinematic history of Turkey and why this initiation is important
in spite of its short-lived history and limited number of products. All in all, my eventual aim
by doing this kind of academic research is to shed light on the history of the Turkish Cinema
by connecting it with its political and cultural context, thus hopefully making a contribution to
academic works stressing the interconnection between history and cinema, an issue which has

not been given the proper scholarly attention.
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I. THE BEGINNINGS OF THE YOUNG CINEMA

A cinematic development or a movement can’t be contemplated elaborately by
isolating it from the political and artistic developments emerging around. Thus the headline of
the chapter that is ‘the beginnings’ of the Young Cinema Group encompasses the most
significant artistic movements emanating out of their political context in domestic and
international manner. It is possible to discern that they affect each other from their theories
and ideas about how the most appropriate cinema could be; and cinematic practices how they
use the technical and methodological facilities of this branch of art. As we look at the new
initiations in the continents of Europe and America, the places where the most prominent
political movements are experienced, and their manifests about their cinematic outlook, it is
seen that those endeavors represent a radical ‘detachment’ from the ‘mainstream’ artistic and
cultural works; and an ‘opponent’ stance against the dominant — current political and social
order as well. It won’t be wrong to say that those two main features (detachment and
opposition) are generally prevailed in the cinematic milieu. The anti-capitalist (at least against
some reflections of capitalist-imperialist practices in daily life) liberal movements in 1968’s
Europe (in our case, we will talk about USA and France) and the anti —imperialist atmosphere
along with the Third World concept in Latin America make the movements more artistically
politically radical movies. In other words, the fact that the opposition against the political
order and the detachment from current — dominant cinema go hand in hand renders cinema
shape its nature according to its function for being a tool of attaining revolution in political
and social structure. Yet, a detailed examination of those cinematic developments is out of
this study which is mainly concentrated on the analysis of the Young Cinema Group’s
cinematic perception by deriving from its journal. Thus, in the first part of this chapter, I will
talk about those ‘politic’ cinemas which are The American New Hollywood, French ‘New

Wave’ or ‘Nouvelle Vogue’, Brazilian ‘Cinema Novo’, Argentinean Manifesto called
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‘Towards A Third Cinema’ (Ugiincii Sinemaya Dogru) and lastly the Cuban Manifesto called
‘For the Cinema which is not Perfect’ (Miikemmel Olmayan Bir Sinema I¢in) very briefly.

These developments also reflect in the Turkish Cinematic environment in the whole
1960s. The majority of cinema critics and academicians say that the first initiations in terms
of the cinematic language and theories; and the movies issuing socio-political problems are
accomplished with the beginning of the 1960s. The reasons of this development are mostly
concentrated on the relatively moderate and liberal political context of the country. Although
it is a true statement, if those movements are analyzed with their contemporaries in the world,
it is possible to claim that the domestic political atmosphere is not a sole reason propelling the
Turkish movie makers to deal with the social problems more realistically and put forward
some theoretic underpinnings of the cinema what they intend to do. In this manner we can’t
ignore the influence of realistic concerns of the Nouvelle Vogue movement or the manifest of
Third World Cinema on Turkish film makers. The other important thing is especially in the
second half of the 1960s, along with the rise of the discussions among the leftist political
fractions, Turkish cinema encounters various discussions and evenly frictions like between
the members of National Cinema and Sinematek. In the next part of the chapter I will mention
those movements and cinematic debates laying the foundation of the artistic context of the

emergence of Young Cinema Group.

The last part is allocated to Young Cinema’s brief history and its conflicts with
Sinematek (Sinemateque) the foundation from which it emanates and the Robert College in
which the members of the movement meet and come together in the first time. According to
the process of its emergence, it is seemed that the Group goes along with the other cinematic
organizations and foundations in the first times it is established. Yet, it gradually becomes
more radicalized in terms of its opposition to the existing order and its all institutions; and the

detachment from all cinematic initiations, making it being left alone.

I.1. 1960s Cinematic Developments in the World:

The first country in which the radical social movements and more relatively to those

the alternative cinematic developments raised especially in the second half of 1960s is the
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United States. The dominant cinematic area of America, Hollywood which carries out the
studio system'” permanently up to 1960s also encounters very significant and counteractive
works as in the political sphere. The important thing is that the liberty movements
concentrating on the daily social problems with the ideas of anti-militarism and anti-racism
instead of transforming the political system influence the cinematic milieu pertaining to the
considerable changes in the cinematic traditions of Hollywood mainly in contents, artforms
and themes of the movies rather than the complete removal of the cinematic system itself. The
other reason of those alternative developments in cinema is that the studio system loses its
power, paving the way for independent movie makers. These kinds of movies cover the
problems about the daily life or the political events happened in history or the present by
using the metaphors. Cool Hand Luke (Stuart Rosenberg — 1967), Bonnie and Clyde (Arthur
Penn — 1967) and The Graduate (Mike Nichols — 1967) criticizing authoritarianism or Easy
Rider (Dennis Hopper — 1969) revealing the culture of Hippies and the other subcultures are
the instances of the first tendency and Little Big Man (Arthur Penn — 1970) representing the
General Custer as a megalomaniac and butcher and criticizing the Vietnam War
metaphorically and They Shoot Horses, Don't They? (Sydney Pollack — 1969) describing the
competitor and relentless ethics of capitalism with a metaphor of dance competition can be

regarded as the examples of the latter. '*

The most significant cinematic movement in the last 1950s and all 1960s Europe is
undoubtedly Nouvelle Vogue emerging in France. The pioneers of the movement, mainly Jean
— Luc Godard, Alain Resnais and Francois Truffaut start their cinema career as the authors in
Cahiers in Cinema and then they position themselves against two cinemas which are the
domestic institutional cinema establishing after the Second World War at first and the
Hollywood whose movies are very prevalent in the cinema theaters of 1950s French in

second. In the articles of the Cahiers, the post-war French Movies generally adaptations of

 The Studio System is the American Cinema System which is implemented in 1930s, 40s and 50s. In this
system, the movies have a certain and dominant content and artform aslo called as ‘classical’. They generally
include the contents supporting American ideology, realistic and manipulative, the artforms like, the contiunity
of screens, the identification of the character, voyeuristic objectification so on and so forth. After the rise of
television and the tendency to watch TV rather than going to cinema by the people migrating in suburbs from
the cities, the Studio system weakens and loses its importance. R.P.Kolker, A Cinema of Loneliness, (Oxford
University Press: New York — Oxford, 1988), p.238

" For further information about ‘New Hollywood’, see, for example: The Oxford History of World Cinema,
Geoffrey Nowell-Smith (ed.), (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), pp. 459-471. David Parkinson, History of
Film, (New York: Thames and Hudson, 1995), pp. 185-217. Tracey Grant, “ The Counteractive Rebellion and the
Quest for Authenticity”’, Filmography of American History, (New York: Greenwood Press, 2002), pp. 257-281.
Ryan, Michael and Kellner, Douglas, Camera Politica, (Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press,
1990), pp. 1-27.
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classical literary outputs and the Hollywood movies recorded according to the studio system
are bravely criticized by the members which would generate their own cinematic movement
by initially making some short movies and then starting to create motion pictures since 1960.
After a while this new cinema obtains a considerable place in the French industry and the
world by benefitting from the financial support of French Film Institute whose name is Centre
National de la Cinematographie (CNC). As a matter of fact, even though in the first times of
the movement, the members have a relatively radical stance against the dominant cinematic
institution of France in comparison to the new American Cinema, it gradually becomes
dependent on the institution which they refuse before because of its financial funds. This
situation is generally criticized by the Young Cinema due to the Nouvelle Vogue’s
dependence to the superstructural institutions of the capitalist-imperialist base of the society,

thus it can’t represent a radical detachment from the system.

However, it can’t be ignored that this movement brings various innovations in the
cinematic language and represents a real alternative and different sphere in the history of
cinema. They create artistically innovative methods and techniques in making their movies.
The rationale behind all methods is that they use is to approach the reality as much as possible
by their recordings. At first they leave the closed studios and record their movies in the streets
especially Paris’ streets, and using the unprofessional artists. This dimension make the
movement also becoming closed to the Young Cinema Group recording the screens from the
real life, whereas their ultimate aims could be claimed as different: for the Group, cinema
should serve for revolution which is the first intention of the movement thus the members
places the society at the center of their cinema, as for the Nouvelle Vogue the artistic
creativeness takes the priority and the problems of individuals are generally issued

notwithstanding all movies have a social background.'”” The other common point of the

> The main instances form the movement are Claude Chabrol’s Le Beau Serge (1958), Les Cousins (The Cousins
-1959), Eric Rohmer’s Le Carrier de Suzanne (Suzanne’s Carrier - 1963), La Boulangere de Monceau (The Girl at
the Monceau Bakery - 1963), La Collectionneuse (The Collector - 1966), Allain Resnais’ Nuit et Brouillard (1956),
Hiroshima Mon Amaour (Hiroshima, My Love - 1959), L'année Derniére a Marienbad (The Last Year in
Marienbad — 1961), Frangois Truffaut’s Les Quatre Cents Coups (The 400 Blows — 1959), Jules et Jim (Jules and
Jim — 1962), Fahrenheit 451 (1966), La Mariée Etait en Noir (The Bride Wore Black — 1968) and Jean-Luc
Godard’s A Bout de Soufflé (Breathless — 1960), Une Femme Mariée (1964), Alphaville (1965), Masculin
Féminin: 15 Faits Précis (Masculine, Feminine: In 15 Acts — 1966)

For further information about Nouvelle Vogue, see, for example: The Oxford History of World Cinema,
Geoffrey Nowell-Smith (ed.), (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), pp. 576-586. David Parkinson, History of
Film, (New York: Thames and Hudson, 1995), pp. 185-217. Richard Neupert, A History of the French New Wave
Cinema, (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2002). James Monaco, The New Wave, (Oxford — New York:
Oxford University Press, 1981). Chris Wiegand, French New Wave, (Harpenden : Pocket Essentials, 2001). Susan
Hayward, French National Cinema, (London ; New York : Routledge, 1993).
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movement with Young Cinema Group is that the members of each learn the theoretical and
artistic features of the cinema and see the most significant instances of the cinematic worlds in
the world from the institutions of Sinematek. As a matter of fact Turkish Cinemtaque is
already established by the founder of Sinematek Frangaise, Henri Langlois supporting that the
history of movies should be thought as that of art and literature. The main institution in France
and its branch office in Turkey (and Onat Kutlar is appointed as the administrated of it)
provides the members of those two movements to obtain a strong cinematic background
through the presentations and the discussions of the movies. For Young Cinema Group, this

institution is the place in which the members has met and from which then they separate.

1968 is not only a turning point in political history of France like the various countries
in the world but also in the movement. While the majority of pioneers prefer to stay in the
French Institution’s auspices and to be dependent on the cinema market conducting with the
capitalist economy and relations, indeed some of them like Truffaut transfer to Hollywood,
Jean-Luc Godard departs from the movement and the system in which the movies are
produced, distributed and marketed and establishes a revolutionary group with Jean-Pierre
Gorin and some militants called Dziga Vertov Group. The anti-authoritarian and revolutionist
character of the political movements in 1968 affects the position of Godard on the cinema and
-unlikely to American cinema- he establishes a radical group refusing all relations all
commercial relations based on the dominant economy and conducted by the main institutions
and looking at the cinema as the part of revolutionary activity. This group has very significant
features some of which are very similar to the Young Cinema Group’s characteristics. (I will
talk about in the next chapters). Firstly, it possesses two-sided revolutionary perspective
meaning that the film maker should struggle with/for two domains: society and cinema
meaning that the cinema should use the cinema as serving for the revolutionary process. It
also try to rescue the audiences from passivity and modifies its camera technique according to
create the opportunity to make the audiences think of and analyze the scenes. Thirdly, in order
to approach the reality more, it advances one step beyond the Nouvelle Vogue recording the
scenes from real life and streets rather than the closure in studio and claiming that the
audiences shouldn’t forget they are seeing a movie, the director himself participate in the
movie and indeed sometimes he gives the camera to an ordinary man for breaking and

criticizing the authoritarian types of relations in society. The most important movies which
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Godard makes with the Dziga Vertov Group characterizing those features are La Chinoise

(1967), Loin du Vietnam (War from Vietnam — 1967), Week End (1967). '

Before starting to talk about the main third world cinemas appeared in 1960s, it is
important to distinguish between the terms of ‘The Third World Cinema’ and ‘The Third
Cinema’. The first one is used for the cinemas emerging in the third world countries like
Brazilian Cinema Novo or the cinemas in Argentina and Cuba while the latter is relating to all
cinemas including an anti-imperialist character and ideological envisagement regardless of the
country which is in the third world category or not. I have decided to define the title as Third
World Cinema which can be said as a branch of Third Cinema, simply because all cinemas it
will be analyzed briefly emerging in the third world countries and contain an anti-imperialist

character.

The Cinema Novo is generally accepted as the pioneer of the Third World concept the
members of which are Glauber Rocha, Ruy Guerra and Nelson Pereira dos Santos. The
contents of the movies are the inequalities in the society especially the Brazilian society, the
economic and social problems of people living in the countryside and villages more than in
the cities. They are aimed to address the ethnic minorities, peasants, landless workers, and
generally disadvantageous people. In the manner of target group of the cinema the members
are making is so similar to the Young Cinema apart from their commonality that is being anti-
imperialist. In terms of the artform of the movies, they adopt most of techniques and methods
from the Nouvelle Vogue movement, whereas they are concentrated on using the national and
conventional elements in their works. The emphasis on the national and traditional values
pertaining to the country in which they live is also supported by the Young Cinema. This
cinema is also departing from in some senses with Young Cinema, for instance, by the help of
the separation between the political power and the capital that left to banks, the directors can

produce their own movies independently from any political and economic dominance. '’

'® For further information about Dziga Vertov Group, see, for example: James Roy Macbean, Film and
Revolution, (Bloomington and London: Indiana University Press, 1975), pp. 23-27. Colin Maccabe, Godard:
Images, Sounds, Politics, (London: British Film Institute, 1980), pp. 53-54. The Oxford History of World Cinema,
Geoffrey Nowell-Smith (ed.), (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), pp. 576-586. David Parkinson, History of
Film, (New York: Thames and Hudson, 1995), pp. 185-217. Richard Neupert, A History of the French New Wave
Cinema (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2002). James Monaco, The New Wave, (Oxford — New York:
Oxford University Press, 1981). Chris Wiegand, French New Wave, (Harpenden : Pocket Essentials, 2001). Susan
Hayward, French National Cinema, (London ; New York : Routledge, 1993).

" For further information about Cinema Novo, see, for example: The Oxford History of World Cinema, Geoffrey
Nowell-Smith (ed.), (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), pp. 740 — 747. Lucia Nagib, Brazil on Screen:
Cinema Novo, New Cinema, Utopia, (London - New York : I.B. Tauris : Distributed by Palgrave Macmillan, 2007).
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‘Towards A Third Cinema’ is the manifest of two important Argentinean directors,
Solanas and Getino describing the main features of a Third Cinema by emphasizing the
difference of the Third World Cinema as described above. This manifest is derived from the
distribution, production and presentation process of their movie, La Hola de los Hornos, (The
Hour of the Furnaces — 1968) recorded two years later the 1966 coup by the Grupo Cine
Liberacion (GCL). The matters in the manifesto are very commensurate to the main principles
of Young Cinema. At first, Solanas and Getino believe that the imperialist powers use the
science, culture and art in order to spread their ideology and it is so dominant in the world,
thus supporting that the third world nations must have their own revolutionary science,
culture, art and especially cinema. Secondly, the manifest also declares the necessity to reach
the people with cinema (as a part of its revolutionary function) in order to gain those the
revolutionary consciousness and to render the people an active audience rather than a passive
one only watching the movie as the imperialist cinema like Hollywood. Furthermore, the
discussions after the presentations of the movie should be performed in order to bolster this
intention. This document is also criticizing the Nouvelle Vogue and Cinema Novo in two
matters: at first both of them seek for capitalist markets in order to enhance financial funds
for profiting from their movies and producing new ones resulting that they can’t detach from
the current, dominant system under the auspices of imperialism and capitalism; secondly, they
are mostly concentrated on the individual problems in their movies and ignore the social
problems rendering them be far from the social opposition. In other words, they are focused
on the universal art and models and by this way, they become detached from nationality.
Apart from the commonalities with the Young Cinema Group, the authors of ‘Towards a
Third Cinema’ don’t see the revolutionary cinematic language as compulsory for adopting it
in the movies, which is the most distinctive statement of the manifest from the movement in

question supporting a new cinematic artform peculiar to the Group in question.'®

Alike Solanas and Getino, Julio Garcia Espinosa writes a manifesto called ‘For the
Cinema which is not Perfect’” in 1969s Cuba, the country having accomplished anti-

imperialist revolution in 1959. After the revolution, an institution was established called E/

Teshome H. Gabriel, Third Cinema in the Third World: The Aesthetics of Liberation, (Ann Arbor: UMI Research
Press, 1982). Robert Stam, Film Theory: An Introduction, (USA: Blackwell Publishers, 2000), p. 95. Bordwell,
David and Thompson, Kristin, Film History, (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1994), p. 606.

'® For further information about Towards A Third Cinema, see, for example: The Oxford History of World
Cinema, Geoffrey Nowell-Smith (ed.), (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), pp. 740 — 747. Teshome H.
Gabriel, Third Cinema in the Third World: The Aesthetics of Liberation, (Ann Arbor: UMI Research Press, 1982).
Solanas, Fernando and Getino, Octavio, “Towards A Third Cinema”’, Film and Theory: An Anthology, Stam,
Robert and Miller, Tobby (eds.). Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 2000. pp. 263 — 280.
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Instituto Cubano de Arte e Industria Cinematogrdficos (ICAIC) in order to support a new
revolutionary cinema financially and artistically in terms of being pluralist and independent in
artistic style. This also provides the directors to create their products without any kind of
restrictions in similar to the Cinema Novo. In this manifest, Espinosa, one of those directors
discusses that the cinema should be produced by masses instead by the elite group and if it is
created by the mass, it will reach its aesthetic maturity which is also the derivation of the
manifests’ name.'” Thus, until that time the cinema bounds to remaining as imperfect. An
analogy with the Young Cinema can be constructed in this manner. It supports that artistic
maturity would be gradually achieved by creating so much amateur movies in the process of
achieving revolution. Yet, it is important to say that, if we compare two statements, the
starting points of this process in order to generate this aesthetic maturity are different: the
manifest gets started after the revolution and finishes with when the cinema would identify
with the masses, on the other hand, the Young Cinema Group addresses the whole process of
struggling for revolution, thus define the starting point as the time in which the movement is
established and final threshold after the revolution. Moreover, the manifest also supports the
cinema should be clear and comprehensible for people. Besides this, only presenting the
social and economic problems derived from imperialistic tendencies is not enough for the
third world cinema, instead it should analyze the reasons of those problems. The interesting
point is that although the Young Cinema adopts the similar opinions with this manifest, the
members don’t mention or give reference to Cuban Cinema or the manifest of Espinoza as

they mention Cinema Novo or Solanas.

I.2. Cinematic Developments in Turkey during the 1960s

A. Social Realism:

Some cinema critics and academicians support that a new artistic movement emerges

within the Yegilcam after the 1960 Coup and with the liberal social and political context after

¥ For further information about, For the Cinema which is not Perfect, see, for example: The Oxford History of
World Cinema, Geoffrey Nowell-Smith (ed.), (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), pp. 740 — 747. Teshome
H. Gabriel, Third Cinema in the Third World: The Aesthetics of Liberation, (Ann Arbor: UMI Research Press,
1982). Julio Garcia Espinosa, “For An Imperfect Sinema”’, Film and Theory: An Anthology, Robert Stam, Toby
Miller (eds.), (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 2000). pp. 294 — 296. Robert Stam, Film Theory: An Introduction,
(USA: Blackwell Publishers, 2000), p. 97
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the 1961 Constitution which deals with social problems resulting from class distinction,
which is totally on the contrary to previous movies produced in 1940s and 1950s. The
pioneers of this Social Realism movement are Metin Erksan, Duygu Sagiroglu, Halit Refig
and Ertem Gore¢. They touched upon political developments and their effects on social
questions. The most important study for this movement is the doctorate thesis of Asli Daldal
1960 Darbesi ve Tiirk Sinemasinda Toplumsal Gergekgilik (Arts, Politics and Society: Social
Realism in Italian and Turkish Cinemas) supporting this idea by contributing that those
directors regard themselves as the representatives of the progressive bourgeoisie middle class
led by the military and the responsible group to approach people by perceiving and using
cinema in a more opportunist manner. She also suggests that they don’t compromise in terms
of the aesthetic and theoretical dimensions of their cinema, yet they adopt a common stance
regarding the way of dealing with the social problems, the political tendencies which are more
closed to the Yon (Direction) Movement and have a anti-capitalist position, and the depictions

of their characters which is not independent from their social context. *°

According to the movies which can be regarded as Social Realist, they generally
criticizes the value judgments and the greed for profit of traditional bourgeoisie (those also
represents the advantageous sections of Adnan Menderes’ period as 1950s) like Suglular
Aramizda (The Criminals are Among Us) (Metin Erksan — 1964) and also extols the
bourgeoisie new middle class emerging after the coup like students in Otobiis Yolcular: (The
Bus Passangers) (Ertem Goreg - 1961) , engineers in Sehirdeki Yabanci (Stranger in the City)
(Halit Refig — 1960) or the appointed officers by the state in Yilanlarin Ocii (Revenge of the
Snakes) (Metin Erksan — 1962). The other instances are Gecelerin Otesi (Beyond the Nights)
(1960) and Susuz Yaz ( Reflections) (1963) by Metin Erksan, Karanlikta Uyananlar (People
Waking Up in the Night) (1965) by Ertem Goreg, Bitmeyen Yol (The Road That Has No End)
(1965) by Duygu Sagiroglu and Safak Bekgileri (Watchmen of Dawn) (1963), Gurbet Kuslari
(Birds of Exile) (1964) and Haremde Dért Kadin (Four Women in the Harem) (1965) by Halit
Refig. *!

Even though, they both accept that there are some movies manifesting the social
problems in the first half of 1960s, Giilseren Giichan and Nijat Oz6n are not agree with the

idea that those cannot be collected under a ‘movement’. They emphasize that those movies

%% asli Daldal, 1960 Darbesi ve Tiirk Sinemasinda Toplumsal Gergekgilik, (istanbul: Homer Kitabevi, 2005), pp.
93-95
! ibid. p. 63
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are the products of the relative liberal context influencing all dimensions of society including
the cinematic sphere. As to Giichan, besides stressing 1960 is a turning point in the social life,
and the cinema as well resulting from the transformation of the sociopolitical life after the
Coup and the constitution, the cinema eventually finds an opportunity to deal with social
problems in the first time.** On the other hand, agreeing with the argument of Giighan, Nijat
Ozon claims that those movies are not actually a ‘realistic’, because they can only deal with
some problems superficially and within the limitations of censorship. He also defines the
tendency to make those kinds of ‘realist’ movies as a ‘vogue’ of those times.”> The Young
Cinema Group and Sinematek also criticize those movies based on its dependency to the
Yesilcam, and its superficiality of their realism. Apart from their realistic dimensions, Esin
Coskun points out that those movies are not relied on a theoretical base and don’t come up
with a new artistic style and a cinematic language rendering the movies genuine and

distinctive. What’s more the movies include the traditional Yegsilcam style. 24

The discussions about the hallmarks of those realistic movies making them a
movement or the debates concentrated on whether they can be collected under a movement or
not are out of the scope of this study. Yet, it is useful to state that those movies represent a
new tendency in terms of dealing with social problems in the cinematography of Turkey and
pave the way for the first theoretical debates about the Turkish cinema along with the

National Cinema and People’s Cinema (Halk Sinemast) propounded by Halit Refig.

B. People’s Cinema and National Cinema (Halk Sinemasi ve Ulusal Sinema)

Those two interrelated concepts propounded by Halit Refig, one of the members of so
called Social Realists are significant related to the first leftist theoretical study in Turkish
cinematography. Those theories can be said a natural outcome of Refig’s intention towards
legitimizing the directors renunciation of making movies dealing with the social problems.
According to Ash Daldal two reasons are possible to propound for examining the members
retreatment of making Social Realist movies. I will analyze the content of two concepts and

the reactions to those by benefitting from these reasons.

* Giilseren Giichan, Toplumsal Gelisme ve Tiirk Sinemasi, (Ankara: imge Kitapevi, 1992), p. 82

2 Nijat Ozén, Karagéz’den Sinemaya, Tiirk Sinemasi ve Sorunlari, (Ankara: Kitle Yayinlari, 1985), Vol: 1, p. 32 -
33

* Esin Coskun, Tiirk Sinemasinda Akim Arastirmasi, (Ankara: Phoenix Yayinlari, 2009), p. 48
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For Daldal, the first reason is related to the transformation of political context after
1965 when Adalet Partisi (AP) which had an anti-communist and conservatist tendency
comes to power and terminates the relatively liberal and progressive social and political
context of Turkey. This creates seeking for new endeavors to keep their position in this new
political order and commercial Yegilcam environment as well.”> Then Refig announces that he
refuses all the Social Realist movies he made before because it doesn’t address ordinary
people and remains as a bourgeoisie and intellectual movement. Then he propounds people’s
cinema by stating that the Turkish cinema is not financed with capitalist class, instead by
movie distributors and owners of cinema theaters demanding movies according to the
people’s interests, making it a ‘People’s Cinema’.”® Moreover, this isolated system of Turkish
Cinema from the capitalist powers, The Young Cinema Group and Sinematek think about this
matter very differently as I will mention later, brings about its tendency to deal with Anatolian
People’s pictures, Turkish folk stories and arts like Karagéz (A Punch-and-Judy style of
Turkish shadow show), Orta Oyunu (Low Comedy), Meddah (Storyteller) so on and so forth.
Yet, Yesilcam has become corrupted by recent movies, so the duty of a movie maker is to
make those kinds of movies reflecting the values, cultures and habits of Turkish people.”’

This idea is also supported by Metin Erksan and Ertem Gore¢ who are former Social Realists.

Although, this People’s Cinema concept would be used by Young Cinema Group as
well, this theory of Refig is not adequate and effective in keeping the prestige and presence of
the directors in the Yesilcam system, making Refi§ a second concept called ‘National
Cinema’.*® According to it, Turkey has very different features from the western societies in
political, social and cultural manner. So it is not possible to examine the development process
of Turkish society by using the concepts invented for analyzing that of Western societies. For
instance, the fact that Turkish Social Realists used Marxist concepts like ‘capitalist
bourgeoisie society’ and ‘class’ or methods like ‘historic materialism’ is refused by the
members of that movement after 1965. Moreover, by referring to Ottoman Society, he states
that there is no place of individuals and humanism in Ottoman traditions, thus the directors
shouldn’t use those concepts in their works with the concern of reaching ‘universal’ cinematic

values of cinema. This claim also triggers the rigorous debates between the intellectuals and

> Asli Daldal, 1960 Darbesi ve Tiirk Sinemasinda Toplumsal Gergekgilik, (istanbul: Homer Kitabevi, 2005), p.
120

*® Esin Coskun, Tiirk Sinemasinda Akim Arastirmasi, (Ankara: Phoenix Yayinlari, 2009), p. 4

7 Halit Refig, Ulusal Sinema Kavgasi, (istanbul: Hareket Yayinlari, 1971), pp. 87 - 88

%% Asli Daldal, 1960 Darbesi ve Tiirk Sinemasinda Toplumsal Gergekgilik, (istanbul: Homer Kitabevi, 2005), p.
121
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cinema critics most of whom are then gathered under the foundation of Sinematek in 1965 and

the movie makers like Refig, Goreg, Sagiroglu so on and so forth. %

This leads us the second reason of Refig and the other directors’ propounding and then
supporting these two concepts, especially The National Cinema so strictly that is to strengthen
their position stressing the ‘Ottomanism’ and ‘Locality’ against the intellectuals and cinema
critics supporting to reach ‘universal cinema’ by using Western aesthetic values and cinematic
language. This polarization between two sides rises after the /. Sinema Surast in 1964 after
the discussions become so rigorous and the moviemakers abandon the Sura.’” The discussions
about these contradicted concepts (locality or nationality versus universalism) continue after
the foundation of Sinematek. Moreover, Young Cinema Group later supports the nationality

and locality after the separation from the foundation.

In terms of the emphasis on national values, National Cinema and Young Cinema
Group share similar things in common, yet there is a considerable difference: Young Cinema
Group perceives Turkey as an underdeveloped and closer to third world countries in which
imperialist powers are dominant. Moreover, as the other Third World Film Makers they want
to use those national and traditional values for creating a revolutionary cinema out of the
sphere in which the imperialism defines. By this way, they want to integrate a different
universality whose values composed by revolutionary third world countries. On the other
hand, the film makers of National Cinema don’t perceive Turkey as a third world country
because of its strong and fundamental state tradition and claim that Turkey doesn’t possess a
colonial past as third world countries. Thus, they sublime the Ottoman and national values in
a more nostalgic way, and more importantly they don’t concern to reach a kind of

universality.

C. Sinematek:

While the theoretical approaches are being developed and the strict discussions are
being made, on August 25, 1965 a new foundation is established by Onat Kutlar, Sakir
Eczacibas1 (as the leading figures), Hiiseyin Bas, Cevat Capan, Nijat Ozén and Henri

Langlois who is the founder of Sinemateque Frangaise and is very effective in the

29, .

Ibid.
30 Sengiin Kilig Hristidis, Sinemada Ulusal Tavir ‘Halit Refig Kitabr’, (istanbul: Tiirkiye is Bankasi Kiiltiir
Yayinlari, 2007), pp. 145-150
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establishment process of the foundation.”’ The main functions of the foundation are many.
Firstly to present the significant examples of the world cinema like the movies of Truffaut,
Chabrol and Godard in French Nouvelle Vogue, of Luis Bunuel, of Luchino Visconti, Vittorio
De Sica in Jtalian Neo- Realismo® and from the Eastern European Cinemas and significantly
Soviet Russian ones; to compose the cinematic archive of those instances. Moreover, the
presentations of movies are followed by important discussions and conversations organized

by the foundation to increase the intellectual potential of the country. **

As we look at the times of their appearance (after 1965), this dimension is also very
akin to the intentions of Third Cinema and Nouvelle Vogue (along with the Dziga Vertov
Group) instances especially the manifest and movies of Solanas and Getino related to creating
an active audience prototype by organizing intellectual and theoretical discussions and
sessions with the audiences. Moreover, those organizations also render the foundation a place
in which the contemporary leftist students, significant intellectuals gather and meet, and
produce a common identity sprung from the interest on cinema. It is possible to say that these
kinds of social relations are established in the French case, affecting the formation of Nouvelle
Vogue albeit not directly as the influence of Turkish Sinematek in that of Young Cinema
Group. Although the perceptions of the Third Cinema film makers and Sinematek milieu on
the nature of the audiences are the same, if we take into consideration the emphasis of it on
the aim of reaching universalist values by developing the aesthetic dimension of the movies
more than its revolutionist intentions, and the bounds to the capitalist funds of Eczacibasi, it

becomes far from the Third World perception and more closed to the Nouvelle Vogue.

As I mention before, since this foundation is established by intellectuals more, it takes
its part to the Universalist wing in the polarization of Turkish cinematic milieu emerging
between the directors of National Cinema (and supporting nationality and locality) and the
critics and intellectuals. It is important to mention that this foundation is very momentous for

the Young Film Makers due to the place in which they meet and from where they detach

* Hakki Basgliney, Tiirk Sinematek Dernegi: Tiirkiye’de Sinema ve Politik Tartisma, (istanbul: Libra Kitap,
2009), p.66

%2 |talian Neo-Realismo (Neo-realism) is a movement emerging after the Second World War in Italy which
appears a more radical stance against the studio system of Hollywood by recording the real scenes from the
streets in the first time. The main members of this movement is Vittorio De Sica, Luchino Visconti and Roberto
Rosselini. The movement lasts until the middle of 1950s, yet its effects continue as long as the inspiriton of the
other significant movements like Nouvelle Vogue, The Third Cinema and ensuing Italian directors like Pier Paolo
Passolini, Michelangelo Antonioni so on and so forth. The Oxford History of World Cinema, Geoffrey Nowell-
Smith (ed.), (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997), pp.

3 Siikran Kuyucak Esen, “Tiirkiye’de Ucilincii Sinema” in Ugiincii Sinema ve Ugiincii Diinya Sinemasi, Binyildiz,
Esra and Erus, Zeynep Cetin (eds.), (istanbul: Es Yayinlari, 2007), p. 321
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from. Moreover, as the French case, they learn everything about the theoretical and artistic
background of cinema, and they recognize the main cinematic movements in there. Thus it is
so natural to be seen so much commonalities between two segments (Young Cinema and the
Sinematek after 1968) in terms of their cinematic perceptions. For instance both of them
support a new cinema other than Yegilcam while the Young Cinema Group continues this
anti-Yesilcamist stance more revolutionary after the detachment from the movement.
According to Veysel Atayman this point is the most distinctive feature of the movement from
the foundation. He says that since the members of the movement don’t want any kind of
capitalist fund to make their movies, and they repudiates the presence of Sakir Eczacibasi in
the foundation, they decides to separate themselves from it. In this statement, it won’t be
wrong to say that the more revolutionary sect departs from the Sinematek and continues its
way in a more radical manner. As to Atayman, in first times of the separation and the
publication of Young Cinema, a radical detachment from the foundation doesn’t appear.
Indeed, since Onat Kutlar is the person who is respected and liked by the movement, two
sections continue their relations until 1969, after the Third Hisar Movie Competition when the
rigorous debates are lived between the Young Cinema Group and the Bogazigi Film

Institution and the Sinematek intellectuals®® which I will mention later.

In spite of the fact that the relations become so dreadful in 1970s which is also seen
clearly in the Young Cinema after the 8th volume dealing with the specific events in this Hisar
Competition and the points of discussions, they Young Cinema Group has an undeniable
background inheriting from Sinematek in terms of the cinematic perception. Lastly, it is
necessary to say that Hakki Basgiiney reveals the political tendency of the members in the
foundation which is more inclined to Tiirkiye Is¢i Partisi (Turkish Labour Party) (TiP) and
mentions that Onat Kutlar’s participation of the Solidarity Night with Chile organized by
TiP.* As we look at the years when two cinematic milieus emerge, Sinematek in 1965 when
TIP strengthens its political position by obtaining a political success in the elections; and
Young Cinema Group in 1968 when the supporters of Milli Demokratik Devrim (National
Democratic Revolution) (MDD) idea increases its power and gradually enhances the majority
in Dev- Geng foundation, it can be possible to comprehend the relatively more radical stance
of the Young Cinema Group. Ahmet Soner’s statements and some articles in the Young

Cinema also show that the Group is more closed to MDD’s revolution thesis, also explaining

** Interview with Veysel Atayman having made in June 14, 2010
% Hakki Basgliney, Tiirk Sinematek Dernegi: Tiirkiye’de Sinema ve Politik Tartisma, (istanbul: Libra Kitap,
2009), p. 83
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its more revolutionary discourse in terms of accepting the cinema as a part of ‘political
activity’ on the road to revolution. (like using cinema as a tool of serving for revolution and
the secondary importance of the aesthetic values of the cinema in comparison to the
revolutionary intentions). The relations of the movement with the MDD idea will be analyzed

in the last chapter by consulting some articles in the Young Cinema.

1.3. The Young Cinema Group is on the Stage

A. Brief History

The other cinematographic development in 1960s Turkey whose journal is also this
thesis’ object to analyze, The Young Cinema Group appears in October, 1968 by defining its
characteristics and objectives in the announcement published with the Journal whose name is
the same as movement’s itself. The aims of the Group indicated in that announcement are
primarily to create a new, independent, people-oriented and revolutionary cinema by
transforming and refusing all the ways of the previous cinematic developments, especially
dominated by the institution of Yesilcam Cinema followed up until that time. This important
movement appears in a highly politicized atmosphere shaped by the leftist-socialist divisions
based on their theories on the socialist-type revolution; and students and workers’ movements
along with their clashes with the right-oriented movements. Moreover the movies of the
directors in Young Cinema Group who are also the active members of socialist movements
reflect the second half of 1960s historical context by recording the strikes, movements,
demonstrations, clashes etc. with the aim of witnessing every kind of political event in that
period. This attitude leads us also one of the most significant characteristic of the Group
which is the scenes of those movies recorded from the real events are short. In this manner it
can be said that, thanks to the Sinematek’s activities, the Group is influenced from the
contemporary and former cinematic movements in the first time carrying the camera to the
streets from the enclosed places for capturing real and lively scenes in order to approach the
realism in cinema (especially studios) like Italian Neo Realismo (Neo-realism) and Nouvelle

Vogue.
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The short-film concept can’t be examined by isolating the Young Cinema Group from
the cinematic developments revolving around itself. Short-Film concept or practice is
developed as a new means of making film by the cinematic milieu including the foundation of
Sinematek (established with the aim of theorizing and improving the Anti-Yesilcam language
in Turkish cinema in 1965) in 1960s Turkey. For instance, Onat Kutlar , the founder of
Sinematek, supported the short film idea in his article called ‘Turk Sinemasi i¢in Alan
Arastirmalary’ (The Inquiry for the Genre of Turkish Cinema) by stressing its independent
feature detached from every kind of institutionalized and traditional cinematic studies and
claiming that it was only the way of making an independent film.*® Practically, the birth of
short film corresponds to the competitions on the short film organized by The Cinema Club of
Robert College (Robert Koleji Sinema Kuliibii) every year since 1967. This competition,
called Hisar Short Film Competition (Hisar Kisa Film Yarismalari) aimed at ‘rescuing
Turkish Cinema from the permanent Turkish cinema culture.”*” According to the Yeni Cinema
(New Cinema) which is the official journal of the Sinematek, this competition is so significant
in promoting young, amateur directors and helping in the development of a new generation
which will create a new cinema in the future.”® About this organization Yakup Barokas also
says that the Young Film Makers can find an opportunity to present their movies to the
audiences, albeit a very limited amount and they has a chance to make people hear their voice
at the first time.*” A year after the first Hisar Competition in 1967, the group who has already
met in the Sinematek since its establishment in 1965 and shares the similar ideas in political
and cinematic manner comes together and founds the organization. Before this establishment,
Yakup Barokas, one of the members, mentions two trials of founding such an organization
like the Young Cinema Group called Onalticilar (The Sixteenths) and Tanmik Sinema
Toplulugu (The Witness Cinema Community) (TST) which couldn’t be successful to be

continued:

The establishment of Sinematek provided the people who want to make cinema to
come together at first. However, most of those people did not have any money enough
to make a short movie, nor they had any reason to do that. It is necessary to try on
organizing because it was understood that they were obliged to help each other and
stick together. They would make studies on cinema, each member would make at least
three movies for a year, and the foundation would provide camera and the other
technical instruments. At first, people were interested in it. However, TST was

*® Onat Kutlar, “Ulusal Tiirk Sinemasi icin Alan Arastirmalari 3: Kisa Filmin icerigi ve Yapisal Sorunlar’” Yeni
Sinema, (June —July 1968) Vol: 19 -20

7 Ahmet Soner, “Tarihge” Belgesel Sinema, (Spring — Summer 2003) Vol: 3, p. 43

3 Sungu Capan, “Hisar Yarismasinin ardindan”, Yeni Sinema, (July, 1967) Vol. 8, p. 1

3 Yakup Barokas, “Yeni Bir Asamaya Dogru”’, Geng¢ Sinema, (December, 1968) Vol: 3, p. 11
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stillborn child. Even though they had economic facilities — the dues enhanced by 40
members and the cameras given to them- , it is not possible to envisage that a kind of
organization consisted of people who were deprived of a real consensus and pursue
personal interests would live.*’

The Young Film Makers accomplish to establish the organization being like Barokas
defines above and it can endure until the 1971 Coup. Indeed the movement disappears as a
result of the political atmosphere after March 12, 1971 by publishing their last journal volume
in April 1971 (only 18 days after the coup).*' Until that time, even though it is established in
Istanbul and the Young Cinema is published and distributed from there, after a while it unites
with a group of people in Ankara and Eskisehir. Various presentations and panel discussions
are organized in there. Muammer Ozer writes a short history about what the Young Film
Makers in Eskisehir have done since it is established in the April of 1969 in the 10™ volume
of the Young Cinema. According to this article, the members who are also workers make short
movies for the factory they work in, some of them send so many articles to the local
newspapers like Sakarya and Emek (Labour), and they initiate some courses like amateur
photography and cinema.” The Ankara branch is also so active in arranging organizations,
presentations in the Ankara Devrimci Genglik Tiyatrosu (Ankara Revolutionary Theatre for

Youths).

B. Political Context:

The domestic political context of the second part of 1968, in which the Group emerges
is so brisk relating to the ideological and personal conflicts inside the leftist environment. The
ongoing ideological debates between ‘Socialist Revolutionists’ represented by Turkish Labor
Party (Tiirkive Is¢i Partisi) and National Democratic Revolutionists (Milli Demokratik
Devrim) primarily supported by Mihri Belli, Dogu Peringek etc. gradually increased. The
ideological distinction becomes a concrete conflict especially in General Congresses (Genel
Kurultaylar) of The Federation of Ideas Societies (Fikir Kuliipleri Federasyonu). In July
1968, TiP’s part of the federation makes a coup on General Administrative Council (Genel
Yonetim Kurulu) led by Dogu Peringek established in the second congress of FKF (March,

68). This unexpected coup and then the decision of FKF’s detachment from Revolutionary

40, .
Ibid.

*! Ahmet Soner, “Ta rihge”, Belgesel Sinema, (Spring — Summer 2003) Vol: 3, p. 43

* Muammer Ozer, “Eskisehirli Geng Sinemacilarin Dind, Bugiindi, Yarinl”, Geng Sinema, (November 1969)

Vol:10, p.3

28



Powers Union (Devrimci Gii¢ Birligi) (Dev-Gii¢) render the gradually strengthened supporters
of MDD more brisk.” The event is ensued by the rally against the arrival of American 6th
Fleet to Istanbul in July, 20 and the establishment of Revolutionary Student Union (Devrimci

Ogrenci Birligi) by the leader, Deniz Gezmis in October, 1968.*

Until the third Congress in
January, 1969 which the supporters of MDD prevail over the TiP’s fraction, the idea of MDD

continues getting strength.

This period doesn’t witness only the disagreements between the supporters of MDD’s
revolutionary thesis and those of TIP’s one, but also within the Labor Party itself. The main
actors of this dispute are Sadun Aren and Mehmet Ali Aybar the prevalent reason of which is
stared from the Aybar’s statement: Giileryiizlii Sosyalizm (Scialism with Smiling Face) or
Hiirriyet¢i Sosyalizm (Liberal Socialism) claimed in 1966 Fatih TIP Congress meaning that
socialism should be adapted to Turkish peculiar conditions.* According to Sadun Aren, this
idea emerges in summer 1968 after Aybar isn’t satisfied with the result of the senate elections
in June, 1968 and intends to raise the vote potential for the future elections in 1969.*° Aren
refuses Aybar’s statement by suggesting that it is a deviation from the Marxist theory about
the law of progress in human society.*’ This conflict leads Aren and his four friends to
submit an edict to the Presidency of Central Executive Commitee (Merkez Yiiriitme Kurulu
Bagskanligi) in October, 16 1968. This edict primarily includes the opposition against the
Aybar’s dominance or personal authority over the Party, the necessity of compatibility to
general socialist principles and law of progress and the support of democratization in Party’s
administration etc. Aybar’s reaction against the edict is so rigorous that he insists GYK of

dismissing Aybar’s fraction, in spite of being unsuccessful. **

C. The frictions in the Third Hisar Movie Competition:

Although these two developments (the foundation of Sinematek and Hisar

Competitions) make directors come together and establish their own group, the conflicts

® Ali Yildirim, FKF Dev-Geng Tarihi: 1965 — 1971 Belgelerle Bir Dénemin Seriiveni, (istanbul: Doruk Yayimcilik,
2008), p. 198

* Ibid. p. 221

45 Cetin Yetkin, Tiirkiye’de Soldaki Béliinmeler: Tartismalar, Nedenler, C6ziim Onerileri (1960 — 1970), (Ankara:
Toplum Yayinevi, 1970), pp. 32-35

*® Sadun Aren, TiP Olay1 1961 — 1971, (istanbul: Cem Yayinevi, 1993), pp. 127 - 129

v Cetin Yetkin, Tiirkiye’de Soldaki Béliinmeler: Tartismalar, Nedenler, C6ziim Onerileri (1960 — 1970),
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among two parts (Sinematek and Robert College on the one side and Young Cinema Group on
the other) became apparent especially after the third competition in June 1969. The 8" volume
is only allocated to the discussions and specific events in this competition. Since the main
points of those discussions are very important to understand the Young Cinema Group’s
cinematic perception and outlook to the cinematic milieu around, it is necessary to mention

those debates, evenly the frictions.

As far as we learn from the article of Jak Salom, the Young Cinema Group hasn’t been
satisfied with some praxis of Robert Collage Cinema Club in the Hisar competitions since the
organization begins, in August 1967, making the Group decide to repudiate the third one in
case of continuing those applications in the first time they come together in October, 1968.
Among the reasons propelling the Group to take this kind of decision are retreating to give the
first prize to Artun Yeres’ movie Cirkin Ares (Ugly Ares) being found so excessive ‘anti-
imperialist’ and the institutions of bestowing those awards are from capitalist companies like
Shell. Those attitudes also trigger the idea of the Group that the competition is being
organized and conducted by the conditionings of imperialist powers. Thus Salom also
contributes that seeing that the members understand the third organization being conducted in
the same way, they decide to protest the competition by making discussions and preparing and
distributing edicts.* Incidentally, the adoption of delivering the edict as a means of fulfilling
their activities is akin to the leftist students and workers one, demonstrating their
revolutionary practices. From those edicts and some counter-edicts by the Hisar wing, it can

be deducted some important points:

At first, it is learned that the competition is organized by the sponsorship of Shell -
financing the awards again and is started with the movie of Metin Erksan called Kuyu (Well)
the movie produced within the Yesilcam system which is the collaborator of imperialist
powers. The other point is that the profile of the juries consisted of the people who don’t deal
with cinema doesn’t seem that they are able to give the prices to the deserved people.
Moreover, the members reveal that the movies which can pass the first eliminations are not
chasing rainbows, ambiguous, and using abstractionism in order to make some artistic trials
like bourgeoisie directors and intellectuals isolated from the people. What’s more, they
choose those kinds of movies at the expense of the ones addressing some social problems and

having revolutionary character. According to those headings extracted from all edicts of the

* Jak Salom, “Geng Sinemacilar Neden Hisar’a Karsi Ciktilar ya da Her Secgim Siyasaldir’”, Geng Sinema, (July,
1969) Vol:8, p. 9
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movement distributed every days of the competition in front of the cinema theater, the
competition makes its choice to be a part of imperialist and capitalist powers. By the movies
they choose and the companies they collaborate with, they serve for the interests of the
dominant powers. The other conclusion from those is that, very relevantly to the first, the
competition doesn’t reach the lower classes or the majority of people; instead they address a
very limited sect of the society which is understood from the class origin of the jury and the

content of the movies. >°

In case of grasping the counter-edicts coming from the Robert College wing, we

encounter those statements:

Under the current conditions of the Turkish Revolutionist Art and without realizing
revolutionist cinema Young Film Makers who have not conducted any proper study
and stick to the cliché slogans while trying to damage the effort by a small cinema
club arouse suspicion.

Likely, we also recommend similar associations not to consider themselves as the
only representatives of “Revolutionary Turkish Art” which causes them to ignore the
efforts for art made before them.

By considering where money is used rather than where it came, the Club dealt with
this issue and tried to terminate the instruments of any kind that will cause pressure
from outside. If we will talk about the effects of imperialism, we need to reveal the
mass which created this competition and the people, associations, and tactics who tried
to cease, comminute and set at odds these efforts.”!

In those excerpts, it can be possible to make some interpretations: at first this cinema
group accuses the Young Cinema Group as being a ‘factionist’ within the alternative film
makers trying to initiate some organizations in order to generate and improve the new
cinematic endeavors against the Yesilcam and the dominant powers. By refusing those
initiations, the Group tries to separate the unity of new film makers, thus intending to weaken
the counterforce against imperialists which make them strengthen more. Here, two wings
allege themselves supporting imperialism in different ways which is the popular discourse
using in leftist discussions. The other accusation is related to the inability of the Group in
making movies and propounding theoretic underpinnings of their cinematic perception unlike
the College’s practices. This is also accepted by the members of the Group itself, yet they
legitimize that ineffectiveness by putting forward the lack of economic opportunities whilst

being optimist about accomplishing to make in the future. The explanations about this matter

% “Hisar GUnlGgu"”, Geng Sinema, (July, 1969) Vol:8, pp.2-7
51 .
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will be discussed in the third chapter. According to the statement about indifference in the
origins of economic sources, the Young Cinema’s stance seems to be logical as we remember
that the reason behind the Young Film Maker’s detachment from the Sinematek. As it will be
explained in the second chapter, the movement refuses all kinds of sources depended on the
capitalist-imperialist base of society. So, this last statement of College is not accepted by the

Young Cinema milieu.

D. The Complete Detachment from Sinematek:

Although the complete detachment is appeared in summer of 1969, the Young Cinema
has already started to criticize the shortcomings and faults of the foundation. The reasons of
the dissident position gradually adopted by the members of the Group are various. At first, the
foundation becomes only fulfilling the record keeping function and ignores the other activities
like movie presentations and discussions, if so it is only addressed to attract main class —
bourgeoisie. Secondly, it doesn’t make discounts for the entrance of the foundation to the
labor class as it does to the teachers and the wives of the foundation’s members. The other is
the prohibition of selling the Young Cinema in front of the theaters in which the foundation

arranges presentation or organization by the managers coming after Onat Kutlar. >

The relationships that cut off in 1969 are replaced by considerable frustrations. The
most important one occurs at the end of 1970s when Sinematek arranges a collective
presentation of so called ‘American Underground Cinema’ perceived by the Young Film
Makers as a product of American Imperialism because those movies are produced in
collaboration with the ‘the Center of American News’ (Amerikan Haberler Merkezi). In front
of the building in which the organization happens, the members of the Group publish an edict
that says “Damn American Imperialism and Sinematek Union that acted as the minion of it in
this case.” This is ensued by the articles including opposite quarrels. Onat Kutlar writes an
article called ‘Ise Saygi’ (Respect for Work) stating that the quality of movies presented in the
‘Devrimci Sinema Senligi’ are so inferior that it can deteriorate the eyes and the movies

should be perceived as the products of art by the Young Film Makers yet they don’t have any

> Yakup Barokas, “Yeni Bir Asamaya Dogru”’, Geng Sinema, (February, 1969) Vol: 5, p. 10
>3 Adnan Ufuk, “Tlirkiye’de Devrimci Sinema Tartismalari — 2: Geng Sinema’”’, Gériintii, (Spring — 1996) Vol: 5, p.
19
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responsibility to conceive this.”* The response of the movement called ‘Onatgiller’e

Cevabimizdir’ (Our Respond To Onat Family) would be as rigorous as ‘Ise Sayg:’

E. An Independent Festival: Devrimci Sinema Senligi:

Devrimci Sinema Senligi which Onat Kutlar mentions is the film festival organized by
the Young Cinema independently. It announces this arrangement in the third Hisar Movie
Competition while explaining its complete detachment from all activities which would be
organized by Robert College and Sinematek. Ahmet Soner talks about this festival occurred in

May, 1970 in our conversation:

Devrimci Sinema Senligi’ is arranged in 1970. The movie presentations organized in
two theaters (Giimiissuyu Istanbul Teknik Universitesi (Giimiissuyu Istanbul techn,cal
University) and Aksaray Tiirkive Ogretmenler Sendikasi Salonlar: (The Sitting Rooms
of Turkish Teachers Union)) last four days between 22 — 25th May. One day after it is
gone to Ankara and it is continued three days and nights more in the Cankaya saloon
of Ankara Birlik Tiyatrosu (Ankara Union Theatre). There is no jury in the festival.
The audiences select their favorites through questionnaires. The movies are presented
in Tiirkive Ogretmenler Sendikasi (Teachers Union in Turkey) of Antalya again in 4
June and they are carried to Mersin and Adana.”

1.4. Conclusion

In this chapter, it is intended to present the international and domestic developments
influencing the process of the Young Cinema Group’s emergence and its cinematic
understanding of 1960s. This analysis is derived from the susceptibility of the cinematic
developments to the politic and artistic ones. As it is talked about before, the 1960s cinematic
improvements in the world and Turkey include two main characteristics that are the
detachment from the existing cinematic works and opposition against the overwhelming
capitalist- imperialist system. This tendency also leads them to perceive cinema in a more
realistic manner, paving the way for carrying the cameras to the streets to capture lively
scenes which begins after Second World War and get its peak with Nouvelle Vouge, Dziga

Vertov Group and various initiations under the name of the Third Cinema .

>* Onat Kutlar, “ise Saygl”, Yenigiin, (19 November 1970), Cinema Page
*® Interview with Ahmet Soner having made in June 24, 2010
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The degree of those two attitudes is not the same and very changeable. For instance, as
we compare the American New Hollywood and Nouvelle Vogue, or the Europe and the Third
World Countries, we can see the difference with regards to the degree of this tendency. More
generally, the Third World Cinema or Third Cinema possesses more radical position by
obtaining rigorous discourse of anti-imperialism and anti-current cinematic works; and
articulating a fundamental demand of establishing a revolutionary cinema as a part of
revolutionary culture. Moreover, they see their country as underdeveloped and exploited by
the imperialist powers unlike the European ones and see the cinema as a means of using
against the imperialist powers in order to remove underdevelopment by creating a
revolutionary culture other than imperialist one. The representatives of this cinema also give
more importance to benefit from national and authentic elements in their products so as to
generate this kind of cinema. Moreover, they believe to convert the profile of the audiences by
rendering them more active by making them think about the movie or propelling them to
debate the movies in discussion panels so on and so forth. Finally they give the artform of the
movies as secondary importance for the sake of the revolutionary function of them. The fact
that all those features about the Third World Cinema can be seen more or less in the Young
Cinema Group as well which it will be mentioned more clearly in the next chapters by
looking at the articles of the Young Cinema and analyzing the discourses they use in there can
be interpreted that a domestic movement is very exposed to its international counterparts. We
encounter the references of the writers to the Nouvelle Vougue and Third World Cinema,
demonstrating how the members of the Group perceive those cinematic developments. Yet,
this closed relationship doesn’t mean that it is a sole imitation of the Third World Cinema,
instead it is nourished from the others like Nouvelle Vogue and Dziga Vertov Group in terms

of especially making the movies in the streets and recording the screens from real life.

Apart from the cinematic developments, it can be constructed a parallel between the
nature of the political atmosphere and the Group’s perception on cinema. The discussions and
frictions between the cinema groups occur at the same time with the leftist conflictions and
debates as the case between National Cinema and Sinematek or Young Cinema Group and
Hisar. It can be said that the majority of the Young Cinema considering the year it emerges,
adopts its political position to the MDD thesis of revolution as mentioning in the articles and
conversations I made, and this choice leads to stress more on ‘activism’ and the function of
cinema in those activities for attaining the revolution. This tendency also connects with

adopting a more rigorous discourse on anti-imperialism and anti-capitalism, resulting in
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refusing all kinds of economic funds coming from capitalist class and detaching itself from
the other cinematic works both from Sinematek (because of Eczacibasi’s economic support)
and Hisar Competitions (because of Shell’s support). By this way, the Young Cinema Group
(and also the Journal) adopts a more rigorous discourse like its Third World counterparts in
terms of its degree to two main features of ‘detachment’ from the existing cinematic works

and ‘opposition’ against the current political and economic system.
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II. ‘ANTI-YESILCAM’ STANCE OF THE YOUNG CINEMA GROUP

Yesilcam is a metonym for the Turkish film industry, similar to Hollywood in the
United States, and Pinewood in the United Kingdom. The name of Yesilcam is given to the
Turkish cinema industry because many actors, directors, crew members and studios were
located in Yegsilcam Street in the Beyoglu district of Istanbul. This monopoly of cinema
reaches its peak during the 1950s-1970s, when it produces 250-350 films annually. After
1970s, Yesilcam experiences a considerable decline due to the spread of TV sets in Turkey.
As we look back the second half of 1960s when the industry is in its heyday, the members of
Young Cinema Group define themselves as a civil and radical detachment from this
monopoly of Turkish Cinema, and this stance is one of the indications depicting them as

representatives of a revolutionary movement not only in cinematic but also a political sense.

When we look at the articles in the Young Cinema and the content or the name of their
movies, they give us very significant evidence about their political, social and economic
perceptions on 1960s Turkey. They are influenced by 1960s leftist ideological debates,
political fractions and they also attend the movements of leftist students and workers. This
strong engagement in political life is reflected in all their examinations on Yesilcam and in all
statements about their opposition against this system. Therefore, this Anti- Yesilcamist
character of the group not only helps us understand how they perceive the current
cinematographic order, but also the international and domestic political context of late 1960s
in which they lived. In addition, they all use socialist terminology while they discuss what
Yesilcam 1s, how it works, which kind of films produced and how those films affect the
audience. That’s why, in this chapter, it will be consulted some important socialist concepts
while mentioning the Young Cinema’s perception on this dominant industry and —very

relevantly- the existing political and socio-economic structure. By doing this, it is aimed to
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show how Young Cinema Group is influenced by the conflicts and discussions among the
leftist group and how they adopt leftist terminology in order to examine the Yesilcam system

and their opposition against it.

The concepts used by the group are also comprised of subtitles in the chapter namely
‘infrastructure — superstructure’, ‘class’, anti — feudalism’, ‘anti — capitalism’ and lastly ‘anti
— imperialism’. Those concepts are also bolstered by the idea of ‘underdevelopment’
especially in analyzing the potential influence of movies on the people. It is important to
indicate that all socialist concepts are connected with the negative impacts of movies on the
ordinary people, simply because they strongly criticize the Yesilcams’ movies for not reaching
or representing the majority of people basically composed of workers, laborers and small
bourgeoisie. Thus most authors try to understand why Yesilcam is so detached from people
and find the answers through the socialist way of thinking that is economic determinism. This
also enhances considerable background information for understanding the perception of the
group about the means of reaching the masses which will be discussed later. Moreover like all
leftist fractions in Turkey, all members see Turkey as an ‘underdeveloped’ country possessing
a pre-capitalist economy, and thus a dependent state exploited by imperialist powers in all
spheres, primarily economy, then politics and culture. Because of this point of view, they
don’t see Yesilcam as a unique, domestic industry isolated from imperial penetration. In
contrary, according to them, Yesilcam is a sole representation of current cinematic order
conducted by capitalist and imperialist economy. That’s why, in the last part, imperialist
cinema imported from dominant powers is included in relation to anti — imperialism. Yesilcam

is the domestic comprador of imperialism and its presence is totally dependent on this.

IL.1. Infrastructure — Superstructure Debate

Infrastructure and superstructure is the scheme being used not only by Marxists in
explaining the human society but also by the Young Cinema milieu in formulizing their
resistance against the institution of Yesilcam. The pioneers of the Group adopt this concept in
order to define their theoretical framework of the Yesilcam analysis. According to this
concept, the units of a society’s superstructure, mainly ideology, law, government, culture and
art, are shaped by its economic base including relations of production like employer-employee

work conditions, the technical division of labor, and property relations. The members of
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Young Cinema support that since it is the most contemporary branch of art, the cinema itself
is also a sole reflection of the society’s economic base. Furthermore according to them,
Yesilcam, as the dominant cinematic institution of Turkey, is constructed upon the base of
Turkish society shaped by capitalist mode of production. Tanju Akerson, one of the authors in
Young Cinema, supports this claim stating that the super-structural functions of cinema
industry like the essence, content, artform and ideology of recorded movies are conducted by
dominant economic system that is capitalism.”® Indeed, this infrastructure — superstructure
relationship embraced by the Group also determines the perception of these revolutionary
directors and authors towards the content and structure of the movies recorded by Yesilcam. In
addition to this, it is possible to see the statements in terms of connecting the effects of the
Yesilcam’s movies on the people, and the means of establishing a new cinematic order other

than Yesilcam with these Marxist terms.

Almost all members of the Group adopts the claim that the content and artform of the
movies created by Yesilcam Industry indicates that this dominant sector is very much
influenced by the infrastructure of the society from which it emanates alike other super-
structural units. In this part, I would like to examine only the members’ claim on the content
(or essence) of the movie and its connection with infrastructure-superstructure scheme,
whereas the other dimension, artform of the movie, will be discussed the next chapter. The
Group generally suggests that the problems issued in the Yesilcam’s movies don’t reflect the
socioeconomic realties and the solutions proposed by the directors for those matters are not
related to the economic base of the society. Because of this reason, the movies of Yesilcam are
very detached from people who experience the real social and economic problems. Since the
social and economic problems are totally derived from the infrastructure of the society,
directors should seek for the solution only by analyzing and contemplating how the economy
of the society defining the base works and how it affects the social domain. With respect to

this, Veysel Atayman states that:

If it is considered the reality that a concrete conflict and solution could only be
emerged out of the base and determined the essence and place of the current
established cinematic order, we can understand why all cinemas of underdeveloped
countries should be detached from people, intensive exploited masses and we can
define the place of a new cinema ignoring and developing against this order.

> Tanju Akerson, “Sinemada Baris icinde Beraber Yasamaya Hayir”’, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) vol. 2, p.
6
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The cinema event generally appears in advanced capitalist countries in which the
bourgeois class is dominant and it is revolving around some super-structural events
and concepts which is predominant in those countries except one or two particular
ones. Those events and concepts are well beyond the real problems of masses.”” >’

Besides this, in another issue of the journal, Veysel Atayman connects this function of
the cinema (reflection of the societal infrastructure) with poverty and underdevelopment by
locating these two concepts into the infrastructure of the society. According to him, the
population of the society consists of two groups: the majority -exploited/laborer and the
minority -consumer — exploiting one rising above the former. The economic base is shaped by
this main contradiction of the society leading the poverty among the majority of people and
finally economic depression. This economic problem also influences the superstructure and its
elements including cinematic sector. In other words, the contradiction emerged on the
infrastructure of the society conditions depression and poverty affecting Turkish dominant
cinema sector in the way it perceives and issues social realities. Moreover, as a natural
consequence of underdevelopment of a country, the exploited mass is not able to reach the
scientific and objective solution of their economic depression sprung from the contradiction
between classes. By this way, Turkish cinema can propose super-structural phenomena as a
cause and effect of the societal economic pressure. With the conditioning of
underdevelopment it could even come up with abstract and irrational concepts considering the
solution of the most concrete problems that arise from the economic infrastructure. For
instance, the concrete problems are explained with the will of god, religious punishments or
destiny by Yesilcam’s directors. With this attitude, they can easily claim that their cinema is
able to be analytical for the main socioeconomic matters since people are deprived of the

ability to judge and examine them as a direct result of underdevelopment. **

Apart from Yesilgcam’s tendency to deal with socioeconomic problems, the relationship
between infrastructure and superstructure affects the revolutionary directors’ perception on
the nature of a new cinema and the means of establishing it. The critical point is that all
members of the Young Cinema support that since the current cinematic order, Yegsilcam, 1s a
reflection of the existing economic base, it is not possible to establish a new one without
changing this economic base totally. To put it another way, seeing that the infrastructure of a

society that is capitalism can be transformed only through a socialist revolution, a new

> Veysel Atayman, “Devrimci Sinema’’, Gen¢ Sinema, (October, 1968) vol. 1, p. 11
>8 Veysel Atayman, “1969 Basinda Tirk Sinemasinin Bir Kag Sorunu’’, Geng¢ Sinema, (March, 1969) vol. 6, p. 3
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cinematic order can be founded after this revolution is achieved. This idea also leads us to
connect the Group’s perception on the relationship between revolution and cinema and the
usage of cinema as a tool in order to attain revolution which will be mentioned in the next
chapter. In this part, I try to explain this revolutionary perspective on the basis of

infrastructure — superstructure scheme adopted by the members.

All members share the idea that a revolutionary cinema couldn’t be accomplished
without reflecting the values, ideas and elements of the economic base of the society and
without destroying the previous one that is capitalism. This claim renders the group to go
hand in hand with socialist revolutionary movements refusing capitalist order and to be
willing to establish a socialist one. In the first volume of the journal, Jak Salom proves this

idea by stating that:

The Young Cinema is fighting for transforming the base of the society. It is waging
war in order to attain new values in a new economic order and a new civilization
which will be established soon. Yes, there won’t be any change in the basic conditions
of making a film until the radical transformation on the basis of society. >*

With relevance to this idea, Gaye Petek asks if only refusing the current economic
system that is bourgeois order or capitalist order could enhance the ‘revolutionism’. In her
article she emphasizes that being a revolutionary both in political and artistic domains can

only be related to trying to transform the economic base of the society. She adds that:

The significant point is this: To think of new values instead of conventional ones and
to establish these values until consolidating an order based upon traditional value-
again. It is not being revolutionary to bring a revolutionary cinema in replacement of
the one which is the servile of the capitalist order unless the existing pattern and base
of the society is converted. ®°

Lastly, this kind of explanation of Yesilcam’s structure and tendency also creates a
very oppositional position against all cinematographic initiations which can be perceived as
an alternative to Yegil¢cam. It is so appear to discern that some important works of directors
dealing with the social and economic problems of society”', Sinematek and its movie
competitions in collaboration with Bogazi¢i Film Institution are conceived as being dependent

on the current economic order by the Young Cinema Movement.** Apart from the domestic

> Jak Salom, “Bir”, Geng¢ Sinema, (October, 1968) vol. 1, p. 8

o0 Gaye Petek, ‘Sanat ve Sanatgl”, Gen¢ Sinema, (December, 1968) vol. 3, p. 4

®!t is called “Social Realists’ by Asli Daldal: Asli Daldal, 1960 Darbesi ve Tiirk Sinemasinda Toplumsal Gergekgilik
(istanbul: Homer Kitabevi, 2005)

6 Yakup Barokas, “Devrimci ve Ulusal Tlrk Sinemasi icin Geng Sinema Bir Harekettir”, Geng Sinema, (March,
1969) vol. 6, p. 18
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initiations, the directors discuss this infrastructure — superstructure theory by comparing their
group with the French ‘Nouvelle Vogue’ (French New Wave) which is one the most
significant cinematic movements in the 1960s. In general, although the members of the Young
Cinema agree that this movement is artistically very successful, and some of the movies in
this genre deal with the matters related to the base of the society, it is not totally detached
from the rules of dominant Capitalist system. Its dependence is majorly derived from financial
support given by governmental institutions which are one of the super-structural elements of
the capitalist base. Yakup Barokas contributes to this claim by saying that a revolutionary
cinema is not occurred in France; instead it is only renovated simply because the Nouvelle
Vogue doesn’t break off its economic linkage with the Capitalist and bourgeoisie institutions.
He also suggests that most of the directors in this genre make their movies for American
companies demonstrating that the movie-makers benefiting from the super-structural units of
the existing order eventually obey this order’s economic rules and gradually become under the

influence of imperialism. 63

Mete Tanju covers this matter according to a more comparative perspective by
stressing the difference between infrastructure of the cinema and the society itself. The
perception of Young Cinema towards the cultural and cinematic accumulation which is a
component of cinematic infrastructure is going to be grasped in the next chapter. Yet, in this
point it is important to demonstrate this controversy he proposes in his article is related to the
infrastructure-superstructure pattern. As to him, French Cinema opposes some practices or
elements concerning cinematic infrastructure more than those of societal base characterized
by Capitalism.** In terms of the elements in cinematic infrastructure, he alludes to mainly
classical cinematic forms like editing, visual style and narrative part of the movie. Seeing that
the oppositional position of Nouvelle Vague is particularly concentrated on the cinematic
infrastructure, the movement could find a suitable place in the commercial, capitalist
cinematic order easily. In contrast, Young Cinema primarily deals with the economic base and
claims that the first mission is to remove the base of the economy, while it doesn’t totally
ignore the cinematic infrastructure and attaches less importance to it. Even though this
statement shows that he seems to support a socialist revolution, in the sequel of his article he

continues with those sayings:

63 .
Ibid.
* Mete Tanju, “Devrim Sinemasinin Sorunlari icinde Yapit”, Geng Sinema, (March, 1970) vol. 12, p. 11
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Though, is there any community or organization making movies deal with the
problems depended on the economic base of the society? Of course there is. However,
those problems are solved successfully and spontaneously; because, in those countries,
the laborers, the majority of the society, are in a high position pertaining to the degree
of consciousness and their organizations are very powerful as a result of advanced
industrialization. Then, those countries which share the imperialist exploitation obtain
a strong liberal tradition and bourgeoisie democracy so that they can give intellectual
concessions to the laborer class. ©°

I1.2. Class-Based Understanding of Yesilcam

Class-based understanding of Yesilcam which also demonstrates that the members of
the Group are influenced by Marxist economic determinism is very significant and common
in Young Cinema as well as infrastructure-superstructure scheme. In Marxist theory, two basic
class divisions prevail in terms of the economic structure in society: the proletariat which is
the laborer class selling their own labor, and the bourgeoisie which is the capitalist class
possessing the means of production. They share the same idea, because of their political
stance, with the members of the TiP and the supporters of MDD ruling Dev-Geng foundation:
the dominant social classes who possess the means of production in capitalist system are
imperialist powers, comprador bourgeoisie and feudal landlords. The members of the Group
claim that the conduct of Yesilcam’s economy, alike other economic sectors in country, is
under the auspices of these classes, leading that those dominant classes determine the rules of
this monopoly. On the other hand, the disadvantageous classes exploited by those consumer
dominant powers are laborers and workers and cinema, more specifically Yesilcam is a tool of
exploiting those classes not only in economic way -by taking their money- but also in
sentimental one by deceiving and deflecting them and imposing the values of the system in

which they are dominant class in order to maintain their advantageous position.

In this respect, it would be better if we start with Osman Ertug’s claim which is
specifically concentrated on the exploitation of lower class in sentimental way. According to
Ertug, because of the cinemas’ influencing power on the people, the imperialist and capitalist
cinema supervised by the dominant class is very hazardous for lower class. He defines
Turkey, like other revolutionary movements, as a country in which imperialism settles and the

government is the collaborator of overwhelming capitalist and imperialist powers and the

% ibid.
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laborer class has not attain its political awareness and class consciousness yet. Moreover, he
claims that the condition of underdevelopment both in economic and social manner paves the
way for influencing the ordinary people who are economically disadvantageous position by

exploiting their feelings and hopes towards changing their class status:

The audience who sees that the protagonists on the scene accomplish the things
which they can’t overcome in their own life is satisfied with assuming that those
things are accomplished by themselves. The poor girl’s wedding to handsome and
affluent guy or vice versa makes the ordinary people being satisfied with it because
thanks to the cinema scenes, they can reach the upper class in which they can’t
advance. In other words, they learn a new means of changing their class status through
the cinema, yet in reality there isn’t anything valid they learn: they admire the lifestyle
of dominant class by dealing with the problems of this class members and becoming
happy and sad with them or they turn away from the richness which they can’t obtain
and they gain the virtue of being happy with their economic situation, and the
accuracy of living with the conviction of modesty and fate. In fact, there is not a
gaining there. Consequently, the winners of this process are Yesilcam (comprador
class) and imperialism (dominant class), and the losers are always working class.®

In one of his articles called ‘Sanat ve Sanat¢i Ustiine Bir Taslak’ (A Draft on Art and
Artist) Enis Riza, one of the members of the Group, covers the Yegsilcam’s influence on lower
class by emphasizing the ‘public art’, its difference with the art under the auspices of
dominant class and its alienation from the people who should make this art come alive. Before
arguing those issues, he analyses the close relationship between the types of society and the
art by counting those types based on the relations of production®’ According to him, the
critical point is that after passing from the communal/ primitive society to the other types of it
(slavery, feudal, capitalist and socialist), the class distinction emerges leading the class
struggles which shapes and determines the historical progress. From this analysis deriving
from the historical determinism of Marxist theory, he reaches the argument of the alienation
of art from the people. To him, in primitive societies the art itself is a communal and unique
tool produced and used by the people, whereas in other types of societies it is separated into
two parts: one is the art under the control of bourgeoisie which doesn’t reach the majority
composed of workers and labor class; and only for its own entertainment; the other is public

art representing the society’s language, customs, traditions and peoples hopes, yearnings,

% Osman Ertug, “Sinemanin Giicii”’, Geng Sinema, (March, 1970) vol. 12, p. 25
*” Enis Riza Sakizl, “Sanat ve Sanatgi Ustiine Bir Taslak’” Geng¢ Sinema, (March, 1970) vol. 12, p. 14

“Tarihsel gelisim icinde Urettim iliskilerine bagh olarak baslica bes toplum ¢esidi goriiniir: ilkel toplum, kdleci
toplum, feodal toplum, kapitalist toplum, sosyalist toplum. (yalniz ilkel toplumdan feodal topluma gegisin tek
yolu koleci toplum degildir.) bunun gibi sosyo-ekonomik kurulus gesitlerinde, o toplumlara bagh olarak sanatin
da 6z ve bigimi degisir”
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pains etc. °® Yet, the former exerts its dominance over the latter and causes to alienate people
from their own art that is public art intentionally in order to maintain its own class’ and
imperialism’ interests. That’s why this art, he means Yesilcam and its sub-groups, to which
the people are deviated deals with intangible and superstitious issues like religion, mysticism
etc. and persuades ordinary people that the happiness only depends on supernatural forces

making them more passive and subservient. %

However, this order in which the capitalist classes exploit the lower class in
sentimental and capitalist way and they render the majority more passive and submissive by
using the influencing power of cinema doesn’t last forever. Some of authors in Young Cinema
propose significant prescriptions for rescuing from this unfair system. For instance, according
to Veysel Atayman, the art and literature which possess more extensive and direct
communicational facilities gradually becomes a destination for lower class who are exploited
by the bourgeoisie and imperialist class in order to attain their will of independency. In other
words, the art and literature is a full-fledged tool for ordinary people detached and alienated
from themselves in order to articulate their dreams of independency when their interests
contradicts with the interests of ruling class. Eventually, this gains the art itself another
function which is a political instrument for making the dreams of disadvantageous class come
true.”’ Engin Ayca also emphasizes the similar process as Veysel Atayman with more positive

feelings:

A definite class is dominant in Turkish Society and the rules of this class are valid in
there. Those rules provide maintaining the system established by dominant class and
enable only a minority to handle with cinema. Moreover they want this minority not to
cross the borders drawn by the dominant class. And besides, they don’t let the
directors do, in contrast restrict them inside the border.

Since the interests of the majority in a society were contradicted with those of
dominant class, a movement towards transformation of the current order has begun.
This is the inevitable contradiction of the nature. Alike most of the countries, Turkey
is in this process and also this revolutionary process is intended to be terminated,

deviated and corrupted. This is like the last fluttering of the lion who is about to die.’
71

® Enis Riza Sakizl, “Sanat ve Sanatgi Ustiine Bir Taslak’”’, Geng¢ Sinema, (March, 1970) vol. 12, p. 14
* ibid. p. 15

7 Veysel Atayman, “Geng Sinema’nin Yarini”’, Geng¢ Sinema, (October, 1969) vol. 9, p. 9.

. Engin Ayca, “Sinema ile Ugrasmak 3", Geng¢ Sinema, (March, 1969) vol. 6, p. 23
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I1.3. Anti-Feudal Stance of the Young Cinema

Although it is not emphasized by the Young Cinema like anti- imperialism and anti-
capitalism, some articles include the opposition against feudalism and its direct
representatives in the cinema sector. As the leftist statements acclaimed by all factions, Young
Cinema members think that imperialism also uses the most conventional and reactionary
powers which are feudal landlords in order to strengthen its dominance over the region and
maintain the order it established. Young Cinema Group also supports that there are also
representatives of feudalism who are the compradors of imperial ideology in cinema sector.
As to some authors in the Young Cinema those representatives are the owners of cinema
theaters and importers of foreign movies, especially American Films, and they work in
collaboration with imperialist powers. There are some instances enabling us to discern this

emphasis on anti-feudalism.

In the 10™ volume of the Young Cinema, with a caption that ‘Sinema Agalarina
Sesleniyorum’, Mehmet Yalginkaya writes a declaration to the owners of the cinema theaters
upon their boycott for increasing the price of the tickets per movies. He asserts that even
though those people complain about the low price of the foreign movies, this is not the case.
In this text, he gives a brief history of the emergence of those landlords beginning with 1948
when the municipality of Istanbul starts to take 20% of the revenues as a tax by the people
who presents Turkish films, and 40% by the people who shows foreign films. This leads a
very amount of increase in producing Turkish movies by the people who discern that it is very
profitable. On the other hand, upon the rise in the number of domestic productions, these lords
who import foreign, especially American, films think how to be in advantageous position in
this sector. In 1958, firstly they submit 425 kurus as the price of showing the movie to the
municipality yet it is decided to define this number as 300 which is the current price today.
Moreover, because of the right to obtain extra money from the municipality in case of
applying more sessions than the standard number, those landlords tend to shorten the duration
of the movies. After a definite time, they enlarge the sector by opening new theaters to raise
more money. On the day when this announcement is published and the boycott has been
continuing for three days, a receipt was hanged on the gates of the theaters which present

foreign movies stating that the price of one ticket is distributed into municipality in 40%,

45



importer as 25 % and the owner of the theatre as 35 %. As to him and his story, seeing that the
importer and owner of the cinema theatre is the same person, the revenue getting from one
ticket is dreadfully high making them greedier. In the same volume, besides Yalcinkaya, the
movement also publishes an announcement not to go the theaters possessed by that comprador

class working in collaboration with imperialist powers. ">

Enis Riza connects the anti-feudalist perspective with anti-imperialist one by claiming
those feudal lords are the most traditional classes going hand in hand with dominant
imperialist powers and this close relationship influences the content and values of Yesilcam.
For him, Turkey, on one hand contains the feudal remains in its territories and it is under the
hegemony of imperialism leaded by America pursuing its exploitation over the country. This
exploitation is maintained by working in collaboration with the feudal landlords in order to
corrupt the Turkish national identity and culture. More importantly, we can understand the
presence of those feudal remains by analyzing its reflection on the superstructure: the feudal

elements in superstructure are mystic beliefs and reactionism.

I1.4. Anti — Capitalist Perception of the Young Cinema

Since capitalism and imperialism are intertwined processes, the opposition of the
Group against capitalism process is generally articulated with an anti-imperialist discourse,
visa versa. Many writers quote Lenin’s statement that imperialism is a world system, the last
stage of capitalism and adopt the Marxist-Leninist view of imperialism primarily addressing
the economic rather than military or political (though these are related) dominance of main
countries over others called underdeveloped countries. Thus, alike other leftist factions this
economic dominance could be exerted over the underdeveloped countries including Turkey
by the conduct of capitalist rules and practices. This perception and the jargon of anti-
capitalism and anti-imperialism are generally seen in the articles of the Young Cinema. It is
not obscure to see various articles about the economic analysis of Yesilcam or its connection

with imperialism, capitalism, and even feudalism.

> Mehmet Yalginkaya, “Sinema Agalarina Sesleniyorum”’, Geng Sinema, (November, 1969) vol. 10, p.4-5
’3 Enis Riza Sakizli, “Sanat ve Sanatgi Ustiine Bir Taslak’, Geng¢ Sinema, (March, 1970) vol. 12, p. 14 - 15
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As 1 stated before, the view that the current cinematic order, Yesilcam is a sole
reflection of its societal base characterized by capitalism is supported by Young Cinema.
Some authors like Mete Tanju takes one step further from the idea of Yesilcam’s derivation
from economic base by stressing the close relationship between art and economy.. For him the
fact that cinema is the most involved art with economy renders it a capitalist sphere of
economic activity. For this reason, as the other economic activities are under the control of
capitalist rules, the main object of this activity is to obtain profit; the movies produced by this
system are perceived as ‘commodity’; and the film production is dependent on objective
supply-and-demand principle.”* As we look at this statement, cinema seems to be a part of
Capitalist economy, so Yesilcam’s movie makers, producers and the owners of cinema
theaters are mainly concentrated on the elements and values on which this kind of economy
impose them. By departing from this idea, Mehmet Gonen¢ emphasizes the contradiction
emerging between the personal interests of people in Yegilcam system for obtaining more

profits and the societal feature of the cinema itself:

The cinema as a product of the Capitalist stage is conditioned according to the
systems’ own modes of production. This brings about that the producers intend to
retrieve money more than he invested for a film by attracting people to the cinema
theatres with the psychosis of entertainment. Therefore, the cinema is on one hand
social in terms of influencing the masses, and personal because of its dependency on
the producer and his intentions for profit. Until this time, this main controversy of
cinema has been happening. The servant-directors, some cinematic schemes (relating
to essence and form) always used by those directors and a classical audience type
unconsciously addicted to the dark theatres are the natural results of this main
controversy. >

In this respect, we encounter the effects of cinema conducted by capitalist economy
on the people again. As it is discussed before, the majority of people composed of workers
and laborer classes become submissive and passive during they see Yesilcam’s movies in view
of the fact that the movies don’t reflect the main socioeconomic problems related to the
economic base of the society; they linger people by proposing superstructural concepts like
religion etc.; and showing a virtual way of changing their disadvantaged class status through
the movies etc. In this passage, Mehmet GOoneng contributes one more dimension to those
effects. He intends to claim that the Yesilcam’s producers ignore the cinemas’ societal

dimension like mobilizing people by generating public consciousness about the social realities

" Mete Tanju, “Devrim Sinemasinin Sorunlari icinde Yapit”’, Geng¢ Sinema, (March, 1970) Vol. 12, p. 10
> Mehmet Goneng, “Ozgiir Bir Sinema’’, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) Vol. 1, p. 15
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and problems in order for obtaining as more profit as possible by showing only its

entertainment feature to people. Artun Yeres’ argument also seems to support this claim:

As for our cinema, it is under the monopoly of the people chasing for pleasant
profits. The producers and the importers of movies impede people — intentionally or
unintentionally- attaining a definite level of qualified atmosphere. Those men who
perceives the movies only a commodity and measures a movies’ success only
according to its potential of profit blinds the sentiments and opinions of people and
exploits their money as well. ’°

IL.5. Anti- Imperialist Character of the Young Cinema

It won’t be wrong if it is claimed that anti — imperialism is the most dominant
statement among the Marxist concepts asserted by the members of the Group in explaining
the structure and conduct of Yesilcam order. Obviously, all authors and directors keep their
antagonistic stance against imperialism and its capitalist stage in which they live in their
articles, movies and mottos. Because of this political stance, the authors try to examine the
penetration of imperialist powers into the cinema, evenly the dominance over the whole
cinema sector; the dependence of cinema industry on foreign markets especially American,;
the influence of the imperialist movies economically, ideologically and sentimentally on the
people. Significantly, the members share the perception of Turkey as an underdeveloped
country economically depended on imperialist powers. In order to understand the anti —
imperialist stance of the Group it could be better to grasp some statements of authors about

‘imperialism’.

Mete Tanju defines the imperialism as ‘unlimited and impersonal capital’ objecting to
reach the highest surplus value by concealing itself. 7’ Faruk Atasoy determines the most
distinct feature of imperialism as seeking for new markets for obtaining this surplus value.
Both of them are agree with that cinema sector is an available market for providing this value
making this type of art commercial. Besides being an appealing sphere for obtaining profits
from imperialist powers, the cinema sector is a very suitable tool for cultural imperialism

thanks to its strength of mobilizing people:

7% Artun Yeres, “Geng Sinema’nin Konumu”’, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) vol. 3, p. 10
7 Mete Tanju, “Devrim Sinemasinin Sorunlari icinde Yapit”’, Geng¢ Sinema, (March, 1970) vol. 12, p. 10
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With respect to the imperialist economic sphere of influence, Yorgo Bozis investigates
the relation of imperialism in Turkey with the domestic cinema sector in the light of three
imperialist methods of exploitation which is being implemented. The first way of this
dominant power is related to making foreign trades with this underdeveloped, or pre-
capitalist, country. According to him, this way of exploitation can be done in two directions:
one is exporting its own films to Turkey and second is selling raw materials and technical
equipments to Turkish local cinema sector. He claims that Turkey imports more than 450
foreign movies in one year. For him, the pretext of this unreasonable attitude could be the
attempt to show its own people the most qualified and important movies recorded around the
world, yet he tries to prove this is not the case. He benefits from the dates in the book of Dr.
Ozkan Tikves called ‘Sinema Filmlerinin Sansiirii’ (The Censors of Motion Pictures) and
categorizes the foreign movies received permission for presenting in Turkey from the Istanbul
Control Commission between 1951 and 1966 according to their economic and political
position in the world context. The result of this study shows the cinematic monopoly of
imperialist — capitalist countries on the Turkish markets. In terms of the import of all raw
materials and technical equipments, he is not able to support his idea by depending on a
reliable data. He could only say that the cost of some materials coming from abroad is 25.5
million Turkish liras in 1967 by looking at Resmi Gazete (Offical Newspaper) published on
12 December, 1968. In this respect, this second way of being exploited by imperialist powers
remains only a claim not being proved. This topic has not been covered or analyzed by other

authors other than Bozis.

The second means of imperialism for economically dominating Turkish cinema sector
is giving loans and implementing interests for payback of those loans. He reveals the 1968-
year program of the ’lkinci Bes Yilik Kalkinma Plam’ (The Second 5-Year-Based
Development Plan) to bear out his statement. Yet, this numbers showing that Turkey’s debts
are 98,1 million dollar in terms of the loans and 33,6 in the interests of those loans, are not the
indication of the dependence of Turkey on abroad with respect to the cinema domain because
it is a general evaluation of Turkish loans and interests for payback, not specifically for
domestic cinema sector. The last way of imperialist domination is claimed as leaking surplus
value by exporting its own capital by looking at reveals the 1968-year program of the 'Tkinci
Bes Yillik Kalkinma Plani’ again. Similar to the previous claim, the assessment that the
foreign capital in Turkey is 17.2 million dollar, whereas the profits going abroad is 25,3 could

only give some information about the economic situation of Turkey in general, not peculiarly
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about the cinema sphere. According to Yorgo Bozis’s article, he seems to collect some data
about the Turkish Economy and its connection with foreign interests and try to interpret the
relationship between imperialism and cinema by looking at that information. Although it is
true that all members of the Group see the cinema as a part of capitalist sector and under the
dominance of imperialism, it can’t be known how much those loans or capital are allocated to
Turkish cinema. Yet, this article is important that it tries to examine and prove its anti-

imperialist stance based on economic data and numbers. ’®

Faruk Atasoy sheds the light on one of the reason why America expands their movies
on the other countries especially after the Second World War by giving a brief historical
background. According to him, the American Film Companies remains a lot of movies which
couldn’t be presented during the Second World War. Therefore, it sends so much film to
European Countries, especially Italia, and in the same year it establishes a new unit called
Motion-Picture Export Association (MPEA) in order to find new foreign markets and gains so
much profit from there. Moreover, in 1950s the monopoly of Hollywood companies is
terminated by ‘anti — trost’ rules and the costs of making a movie is increased, these
companies look for new spheres so as to meet these costs. These are acclaimed by Atasoy as
the rationale behind the American imperialism in cinema industry and the situation of Turkish
one importing about 400 movies from this country. Lastly, he also clarifies the question why
Turkish Government doesn’t refuse this plethora of imports by referring a speech MPEA’s
former president, Eric Johnston: ‘If a country imposes some limitations on the exports of
American movies, we visit that country’s minister of finance immediately and tells him that
our movies enhance a half of his country’s cinema industry and provide so many revenues
from the tariffs from the exportation.””” In here, although the financial interests of Turkey is
more stressed by Atasoy, this sentence implies the political influence of a country which is
economically powerful over the nations by benefitting from the diplomatic channels. Mutlu

Parkan also supports the idea of imperialist expansion and its effect on broad spheres:

This supranational network is so powerful and effectual that it acquires armies,
governments by extracting funds from the countries it exploits and impoverishes;
captures the majority of cinemas and media; and mobilizes all forces in order to
narcotize people, eventually it gets the countries made coups like in South America
and Greece. ™

78 Yorgo Bozis, “Tiirkiye’de Sinemada Dis S6miiri”’, Geng Sinema, (March, 1969) vol. 6, p. 6
7 Faruk Atasoy, “Sinemada Emperyalizm”, Geng Sinema, (February, 1969) vol. 5, p. 3
% Mutlu Parkan, “Yeni Olay”, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) vol. 2, pp. 13- 14
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This statement embraces another question how imperialism and its forces narcotize
people and why they want to do this. This question is also much related to the point Faruk
Atasoy and Mete Tanju emphasizes that besides its attracting sphere for being exploited by
dominant countries economically; the cinema sector is also a very suitable tool for cultural
imperialism thanks to its strength of mobilizing people. As very related to the idea as I
discussed in the infrastructure- superstructure and anti-capitalism part, the movies of Yesilcam
don’t reflect socio- economic problems and their solutions arisen from the base of the society,
instead they tend to propose abstract and irrational concepts, like they show the reason and the
solution of poverty as a will of God, making people more subservient and passive. Moreover,
in order to gain more profits from the movies by attracting people to the cinema theaters, the
producers prefer to make movies for entertaining masses, thus people become detached from
social and economic problems which they experience and forget their poverty and
disadvantaged status in society through cinematic scenes and characters. In addition to these,
new ideas were came up with the authors in relation to their stance against imperialism. It also
imposes the goodness and perfection of its ideology, and inevitability of its order through its
movies, rendering cinema as a very competent part of cultural manipulation of masses. The
rationale behind this attitude is to maintain the capitalist order in which it can expand through
the countries and exploit them in all aspects (primarily in economic). In this respect, Tanju

Akerson identifies this imperialist cinema by his statements:

While the center of cinema, Hollywood in America who waged war against Vietnam,
launches its ostentatious productions and movies with colored, opulent cast and a will
of breaking world records, it doesn’t ignore issue the topic of ‘tutelage of civilized
west to the primitive Asian people’. For instance, in "55 Days in Pekin’ the fact that it
introduces anti — imperialist war of China, as plunder of barbaric Asian People on
civilized western people is so usual in this manner. In underdeveloped countries, the
media and cinema share the responsibility of making laborer class and small
bourgeoisie under the influence of the West and imperialism being unaware of the
‘The Third World’ Problem. In fact, Turkish people who made the first war of
independence in the world clap the achievements of English colonial soldiers in India
and grieves like a French Capitalist upon watching the movies issuing ‘Dien Bien Phu’
defeat of French legionary forces.”®!

Relating to the ideological imposition of imperialist powers, Veysel Atayman shares
the similar thinking with Tanju Akerson by giving Vietnam case as an instance. He states that
the imperialist cinema industry counted as one of the most profitable area for investment on

one hand produces some unreal stories and characters in the view of its commercial interests;

8l Tanju Akerson, “Sinemada Baris icinde Beraber Yasamaya Hayir”’, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) vol. 2, p. 6
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it also tackles keeping its ideology alive and widespread as possible by its monopolies of
distribution. Moreover, Hollywood, the production center of Anglo-American imperialism
determines its way according to the laws of McCarthy and it introduces people from the axis
of Latin America to Japanese Islands through Asia venturing out against American interests as
¢ the secondary people made of mud’ . According to him, in spite of the fact that Hollywood
movies include American heroes gaining victory over the Asian territories, in reality, America

encounters the strong resistance of Vietnamese people.

About the Vietnamese case, Artun Yeres makes a short film called ‘Cirkin Ares’,
depicting the attitudes of American soldiers in Vietnam. It is mentioned in Young Cinema of
the movement as the film covering imperialism with a revolutionary consistency at the first
time. Moreover, Ustiin Barista writes a critique about the film in the 5™ volume of the Journal.
He indicates that the movies scenes are composed of both the photos of Vietnam event and
the ‘Desastres de la Guerra’ (Disasters of the Battle) which is the collection of photos about
the massacre of Napoleon’s occupying forces against Spanish natives. As to him, the scenes
are arranged for alluding to an analogy between two cases. Furthermore, towards the end of
the movie, the main topic that is the relationship between the Vietnamese case and
imperialism itself gradually transforms one between American imperialism and Turkey with a
view to notify the audiences that a similar case would be befell on Turkish territories. The
last scene (which is also the single live recording) that American soldiers who make
practicing for the war directs their guns to the camera and the audiences as well implies this

possibility that the director intends to stand out. **

The other case indicating the propagandist elements of imperialist ideology is related
to the most prevalent discourse of Western and capitalist countries in the Cold War era that is
‘anti — communism’. This is discussed by Tanju Akerson in the same article that he gives the
Vietnamese case. He points out the political and ideological messages included in some of the
Hollywood movies. They find opportunities to spread the idea that ‘capitalism is good, and
the laborers shouldn’t unify against it” with the help of broad distribution facilities around the
world. He also asserts that ‘anti-communism’ proposed by capitalist side for protecting and

concealing itself from the communist part, consists the ideological framework of some

8 Veysel Atayman, “Uguruma Siriklenen Otomobil”’, Geng¢ Sinema, (January, 1969) vol. 4, p. 13
 Ustiin Barista, “Sevgili Cirkin Ares”’, Geng Sinema, (February, 1969) vol. 5, p. 8-9
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definite movies. For instance, the imperialist cinema leaded by Hollywood introduces the

warriors of the Third World as “illegal bandits’ or ‘communist agents’.**

The 9™ volume of the Young Cinema points out a very important case in the manner of
imperialist propaganda on the Turkish territories. According to the announcement of the
Young Cinema, the authors protest against the movie of the Dubious Patriots (Parali
Askerler) which is going to record in Turkey. The reason of their opposition is that they see
the movie as a product of imperialist propaganda and an inaccurate representation of Turkish
War of Independence according to the imperialist interests, whilst the journal doesn’t mention
the content of the scenario. According to the Young Cinema this movie is not opposed only by
the movement but also all the media because a character in the movie is represented as
Mustafa Kemal, while the producers refuse that the character is not Mustafa Kemal, but a
general whose name is Muzaffer Kayhan. Upon the public aggression against this film crew,
they take 300 governmental forces, albeit the government isn’t aware of this support, as
supporters in order to continue the recording process. As to the Journal this movie is not only
the indicator of ideological propaganda of imperialism but also an economic exploitation of
Turkish cast and technical laborers so as to obtain profit by paying less salary with
comparison to the amount of work they do. At last, the members proclaim to continue their

protest until the recording stops by reminding an event in the War of Independence:

We won’t get rid of asserting that the government shares the profit of the movie as
long as the recording is not stopped. And we are going to fight against those
mercenary soldiers until throwing them to the sea as it is done 47 years ago in Izmir.*

It won’t be wrong to say that this reference to War of Independence is another sign
bearing out the movement uses the discourse of the leftist movement’s. Those movements
wage war against imperialism in general and capitalism making the country more dependent
and subordinated to the dominant powers in order to be an independent country. All of leftist
factions cite their desire to obtain a kind of independency like after the ‘War of Independence’
between 1919 and 1922 and they define their war against imperialism in which they are
included as ‘the Second War of Independence’. Finally, according to the members of the
Group, the war should be conducted in two branches: at first they should wage war in order to
transform dominant economic system that is imperialism and its last stage, capitalism which

also shapes the economic base of the society, and second, they should fight against the

8 Tanju Akerson, “Sinemada Baris icinde Beraber Yasamaya Hayir”’, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) vol. 2, p. 7
& @'parali Askerler’ Filmi Ustiine Bildiri"’, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) vol. 9, p. 3
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imperialism of cinema in general (leaded by America) and its local collaborator, Yesilcam.
Although, this revolutionary perceptive will be discussed in detail in the next chapter, it
would be better to end this part with a quote of Gaye Petek considering these two branches of
fight fulfilled by the movement. As we see in there, Gaye Petek reflects the idea of the
movement very clearly that the anti-imperialist war in general is more important than the war
against its representatives in cinema, making the cinema art the guns and the members of

Young Cinema soldiers:

The art imperialism is a reality, because the doors of our bourgeoisie and capitalist
society are completely open to the imperialism. The Young Cinema opposes
imperialism in art, so they should fight against imperialism in broad sphere at first. It
will resist against this system with its ‘witness receiver’ and its presence. Since other
reality is that the current cinematic order exploits Turkish people, The Young Cinema
should prepare people to say ‘no’ to imperialism and show that they shouldn’t be
exploited (...) Its gun is movies it records against Yegilcam order yet it shouldn’t
forget one reality: today there is an imperialism in general which is more important
that 8‘[6he imperialism in cinema. It can contribute the war only by resisting against
this.

I1.6. Conclusion

In the light of this information, the Young Cinema’s perception on Yesilcam can be
described more densely and briefly according to the socialist terminology and outlook which
is adopted by the 1960°s contemporary leftist movements: At first, it is the dominant cinema
sector in Turkey the economy of which is determined by capitalist rules and practices. This
feature of the industry is the indication that it is a sole reflection of values and principles
derived from the economic base of the society which is shaped by capitalism, the last stage of
imperialism. Secondly, since it is one of the superstructural institutions closely depended on
the economic base, it is under the auspices of the dominant classes who control the means of
capitalist production and benefits from capitalist economy. In other words these classes
composed of imperialist powers and its compradors such as bourgeoisie and governmental
bodies determines all the means of distribution of the movies and all issues the movies deals
with. Besides capitalist classes, the feudal forces or so called landlords such as the owners of

cinema theaters are also the compradors of imperialism. On the other hand, the majority

8 Gaye Petek, “Sinemaci (Gorevi Karsisinda ve Onun icinde)”, Geng¢ Sinema, (October, 1968) vol. 9, p. 11
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comprises mainly workers, laborers and small bourgeoisie exploited economically and
sentimentally by these dominant classes through capitalist economy and its representative in
cinema, Yesilcam. Finally, because it is conducted by capitalist rules, this dominant industry is
depended economically on imperialist powers who do not only see the cinema sector as an
economic market in order to extract profits, but also an available domain for cultural and
ideological manipulation of society. Moreover, the fact that Yegilcam is the monopoly of the
cinema sector in an underdeveloped country that has pre-capitalist elements paves the way for

imperialist penetration into the Yesilcam both in economic and ideological manner.

This Socialist outlook on the structure and praxis of Yegilcam determines the
framework of the discussions in the Young Cinema that is the relationship between Yegsilcam
and the people. In their articles, the authors try to analyze how the features of Yesilcam that I
talked about above affect the content of the movies and their influence on people. At first, the
main contradiction between exploiting classes and exploited classes is obviously seen in the
movies which don’t deal with socio-economic problems sprung from the economic base of the
society. Apart from these there are some movies issued those kinds of problems, like Social
Realists, which propose superstructural and metaphysical concepts like religion or
supranatural forces as solutions for those problems, making people more subservient and
rendering Yesilcam movies so detached from the masses. Secondly, because the cinema sector
is seen as a suitable area to obtain profits, the imperialist forces and their capitalist
compradors like bourgeoisie are mostly concentrated on the entertaining function of the
cinema in order to appeal more people to the cinema theaters. By this way, they prevent
people from informing social realities through cinema by ignoring its social function in terms
of mass mobilization. Although neglecting the social function of the cinema, they realize the
propagandist feature of it by using this sector as a tool for imposing the goodness of their
ideology with the aim of maintaining the capitalist — imperialist order from which they benefit
from. All of those are the reasons behind the intentions of the movement towards reaching the
people through the cinema which will be talked about the third chapter talking about the

characteristics of the ‘revolutionary cinema’.

The resistance against Yegilcam also entails another dimension which is closely related
to the rationale and the means of a future revolution discussed by the members of Young
Cinema. This revolution should be accomplished against two branches: firstly against
imperialism and capitalism in general and secondly the existing cinema industry which is the

representative of the system in particular. Since Yesilcam is a superstructural element of the
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societal base and this is designed by Capitalist — Imperialist — Feudal version of economy, a
new cinema could only be accomplished through the total removal of Capitalism, Imperialism
and Feudalism emerged on the base. Therefore, the fight against the current socio- economic
and political system should go hand in hand with the struggle against the existing cinema,
Yesilcam, making cinema as a tool of attaining revolution. In other words the anti —
Yesilcamist stance requires the collection of three ideologies called anti — imperialism, anti —
capitalism and anti — feudalism in order to define itself. Those are the outlines of the

revolutionary perception of the movement which will be discussed in next chapters as well.

At last, Young Cinema gives us sufficient information about how the authors
understand the overwhelming cinematic milieu and why they refuse this order. Indeed, the
members try to examine their opponent position within the framework of the socialist view.
However, the Young Cinema doesn’t include so much critical analysis on the movies
produced by Yesilcam in order to strengthen their arguments and make adequate movies
representing their counteractive stance against the dominant order. Moreover, it won’t be
wrong to claim that all of these explanations seem to have considerable features to bear out
that the Young Cinema is influenced the political debates and movements of the Turkish leftist
wing. Yet, this information is not enough to clarify the degree of this engagement to the
political atmosphere of 1960s Turkey and to determine the political position of the Group
among various political fractions. Those questions are also postponed to next chapters to

discuss.
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III. ORGANIZATION

The counteractive stance of Young Cinema Group against the prevailing cinema order,
Yesilcam requires a new platform in order to create a new genre of film and discuss the
opportunities for generating it. As it is discussed in the previous chapter, the members refuse
Yesilcam because this is a superstructural element of the capitalist base and thus its movies are
the products of dominant classes like bourgeoisie relating to their economic interests. To these
revolutionary directors, this kind of new platform could only be accomplished by constituting
an ‘organization’:

This kind of establishment requiring a great deal of economic preconditions leaves

Young Cinema directors in the middle of confrontation with which is so difficult to

handle: the forces opposed by the directors compose the economic base to which those

revolutionists bound unintentionally and inevitably. Since the doors of material
opportunities closed for those people are located on their roads, they increase their

experimental products very hardly. In this case, the only expedient way for them is
organizational solidarity.®’

What’s more, for them the journal of the Group, Young Cinema was only an initial
stage for education and unification of the revolutionary directors, which also precipitates the
establishment process of this organization.*® This thinking is most likely coming from the
current leftist discussions stressing the necessity of organization on the road to revolution in

terms of unifying revolutionary powers against capitalism and imperialism.

Ustiin Barista is the one of the writers and directors who mostly concentrates on the
issue of organization. Since the publication of the first volume, he writes various articles

about the Groups’ perception on organization in terms of the reasons of establishing an

8 Mate Tanju, “Geng Sinemac1”, Belgesel Sinema, 2003, vol. 11, p. 6
8 “Geng Sinema’dan’’, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) vol. 1, p. 1
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organization and the aims and structure of it as well. Thus, it is important to place most of his
statements about the topic in this chapter. For instance he emphasizes the inevitability of
constituting an organizational structure by referring to its political significance in the 1960s

political conjuncture:

The ideas and doctrines initially having adopted and developed in intellectual sphere
is also appeared in the movement very rapidly within the recent conditions. Actually,
they find themselves in the movement. Today, the communities supporting different
perceptions are usually promulgating their ideas in many areas and streets. The
apparent importance and necessity of organization in this intellectual rivalry stands out
today. As a matter of fact, our broad history clearly shows that all personal endeavors,
albeit of their powerfulness, were inadequate if they don’t constitute any organization.
This is the case today. Therefore, there is not any other way other than being
organized.” ®

ITI.1. The Emphasis on Solidarity:

The main rationale behind establishing organization is the solidarity among the
individuals. Since the war must be waged against the imperialist — capitalist system in general
and its cinematic collaborators in Yesil¢cam, this fight can only be successful if the members of
the Group unite their powers under a single unit and support and closely bound each other in
mainly economic and political matters. The Group basically defines the organization as the
solidarity of the members isolated from their individual interests by behaving like a single

body against the outside.

The formation of a new cinema necessitates, specifically in the beginning stage of
the organization, an extraordinary solidarity. This also springs from the obligation for
resisting the system we are in. The new cinema can’t occur spontaneously in our
country. We should thwart even the natural development. Moreover, the cinematic
initiation emerged alone and the young directors who are unaware of each other can’t
create a cinema serving for revolution, because there is neither any cultural
accumulation in serious manner, nor the sufficiency of material conditions in our
country.

If the Young Cinema director doesn’t engage in a organic union and say ‘I only make
my movie, the others are out of my concern’, he will be exposed to present only in a
few places as a result of some coincidences making the product ineffective albeit of
having an influencing potential. A real Young Cinema director must engage in a kind

% Ustiin Barista, “Orgiitlenmeye Dogru”, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) vol. 1, p. 4
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of solidarity in order to enforce the opportunities of presenting and conveying his
movies to the ordinary people.”

Apart from the necessity of solidarity, the requirements of establishing this kind of
solidarity demanded from people are also another important point in this manner. In the first
issue of the journal, it is claimed that the journal itself could enhance the people carrying the
similar intentions and perceptions about the cinema and the political system come together. In
the next volume, Ustiin Barista suggests that the solidarity started to be constituted by the
people who have politic and artistic minimum commonalities. These commonalities are cited
as the belief in a new cinema other than Yegilcam in artistic manner; and a new politic and
economic order other than capitalism and imperialism. The discussion about the political and
revolutionary perspectives of the Group is the issue of the next chapter, yet, in here, it is
necessary to talk about what are the Groups’ minimum expectations from its members for
constituting an organization. As it is seemed in the journal and the conversations with Ahmet
Soner and Veysel Atayman, there are not any concrete and detailed prerequisites for the
members in order to participate in the organization. For instance, in artistic manner, as |
talked about before, the members don’t have any consensus about the artistic theory of the
movies they want to make. Although the majority of them comes from Sinematek and sees
lots of movies from various types like French Nouvelle Vogue, Latin American Cinema etc.,
they don’t want to adopt one type of cinema completely in their movies; instead they want to
generate their own cinema. In political manner, it is true that relating to the date it is
established in which Tiirkive Is¢i Partisi (TIP) lose its strength relatively to the Milli
Demokratik Devrim fraction and becomes obliged to surrender the ruling power of Dev- Geng
to the people from Milli Demokratik Devrim (MDD), (in November 1968), the Group sees
itself more closed to the MDD in general. Yet, the minimum prerequisite is not defined
according to whether the person supports MDD or not. Instead, supporting the leftist wing and
revolution against the current capitalist and imperialist system seems to be adequate to engage

in organizational solidarity.

% Ustiin Savasta, “Ekonomik Orgiitlenmeye Dogru-2”, Geng Sinema, (March, 1970) vol. 12, p. 7
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II1.2. Economic Function of Organization:

As far as it is understood from the articles, the most significant function of the idea on
organization is economic. This main function could be examined by consulting two types of
explanations with relevance to the author’s claims. The first explanation is referring to the
‘ultimate aim of the Group for constituting an organization’ which is to form a new cinematic
structure which has different economic rules and new facilities in terms of making and
distributing their movies. It won’t be wrong that this idea could be connected to the
infrastructure — superstructure outlook of the Group as discussed in the previous chapter. As it
is talked about, seeing that Yegsilcam is a superstructural element solely representing its base
that is capitalism, a new cinematic system requires total removal of current economic system
shaping the base of the society. Thus the process of eliminating Yegsilcam and constituting a
new one is to the process of attaining economic organization itself. To put it another way,
economic organization is the upper step to which the Group would gradually reach when the
conduct of its economy in producing, presenting and disseminating the movies is shaped by

new system ensuing capitalism that is socialism.

This main aim pointing out the final period of the Group embraces the other
explanation of the organization idea. This refers to the process of attaining this ‘economic
organization’ ideal which contains the basic question: if the accessing of the economic
organization includes the radical detachment from Yegsilcam System and total removal of it,
how can the members make their own movies independently from overwhelming economic
conditions or imperialist-capitalist rules? In terms of this, since the first issue of the journal, it
has been claimed that the basic function of this organization should be economic for
providing directors financial support in order to record their films independently from the
Turkish dominant cinema sector. Young Cinema directors see themselves under very dreadful
conditions economically. They claimed that they, as revolutionary and independent
moviemakers, are pressurized by the overwhelming cinema sector operated by capitalist
ideology and economy. Making a film being not consistent with Yesilcam’s cinematic
perspective could only be possible by the fact that directors themselves can afford all
expenditures (all materials, artists, actors and workers etc.). In the first volume of the journal,

he stresses the inevitability of meeting all expenditures of recording a film in order to create

60



some movies based on personal creativity and artistic freedom and also detached from
Yesilcam mechanism. What’s more this impossibility in terms of economic sources is also
seemed apparently in the domain of short film, because this is a new type for Turkish Cinema.
According to him, the Young Cinema Directors and short film makers are very dreadful
conditions economically and the generated movies are made from the director’s own funds. In
this article he looks the future of this matter in a very pessimist perspective by saying that
those kinds of revolutionary directors couldn’t obtain any opportunity without their own

endeavors in a long time. °’

With respect to this, although he suggests the indispensability of private endeavors for
making movies, in the third volume of the journal, Ustiin Barista emphasizes the necessity of

refraining from the private/ independent initiatives without any organizational structure:

The personal revolutionary endeavors, even in the artificial sphere, have very limited
and short term strength on today and in the future. Although the products of those
attempts have really artistic quality, these kinds of initiatives are very weak and can be
stated as self-satisfaction against a very broad and powerful cinema mechanism — the
international and domestic cinema mechanism- such as the distribution praxis of
imperialist — capitalist cinema. Is the awaiting of short or long movies emerged out of
private initiatives and attained artistic maturity for ensuing film competitions and a
few invitations from the social associations after having presented in a few
competitions or cinema theaters a solution with respect to the problems of a new
cinema and Young Cinema Directors?

The answer of this kind of question leads us the focusing point of the necessity for or
inessentiality of establishing an organization’**

In addition to Barista, Yakup Barokas also covers this matter by defining those kinds
of private initiatives as ‘hobby’ and suggesting that these limited numbers of movies — he is

concentrated on ‘short movies’ - couldn’t create a ‘cinema’ order:

The misunderstanding is coming from this: the production of short movies — whether
they are made with revolutionary ideas- will be nothing more than a ‘hobby’ if the
necessary solutions for the problems of cinematic infrastructure in order to form a new
cinema are not fulfilled. The directors can make one or two short movies but can’t
make the third only by a few kurus they collected before. (...) Because, a cinema
developed outside the dominant economic rules and isolated from the labor classes — I
mention ‘class cinema’ here — is deprived of the facilities for leading itself a respected

cinema and it won’t be able to go beyond being a ‘hobby’.

! Ustiin Barista, “Orgiitlenmeye Dogru”, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) vol. 1, p. 5

%2 Ustiin Barista, “Orgiitlenmeye Dogru’”’, Geng Sinema, (December, 1968) vol. 3, p. 2

s Yakup Barokas, “Devrimci ve Ulusal Tiirk Sinemasi icin Geng Sinema Bir Harekettir”, Gen¢ Sinema, (March,
1970) vol. 12, p. 21
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This situation is also the reason why the directors are not able to record so many films
up to now. In the same issue, it is stated that the revolutionary moviemaker who couldn’t
create any artificial product because of economic difficulties may recede from the cinema or
wait for new opportunities to continue his business. The present situation is very clear for
Barista: The directors who couldn’t find any financial opportunities to make movies get rid of
trying and drift to other sectors for earning money. Yet, this ‘new film’ must generate its
products very quickly and perpetually in order to complete its ‘accumulation and upbringing’
process.”® This ‘accumulation and upbringing’ process will be talked about later. Now, it
would be better to discuss the solutions of economic problems in the organizational structure
in order to increase the number of revolutionary movies and keep the young directors in the
cinema domain. In this point, our question should be what kinds of solutions could be
generated if the conditions do not permit revolutionary directors to make movies unless they
afford all expenditures by themselves and in addition it is not effectual and harmful to
produce movies independently from an organizational structure against the dominant cinema
system. The first solution is also coming from Ustiin Barista. As to him, small private
initiatives must be united under an organizational structure for providing economic funds to
directors and increasing the productivity of movie-making on the road to the final economic

organization:

The necessity for the Organization of the Young Cinema could be laid on the
foundation of economic structure. This is the basic reason behind the productivity and
cinematic fulfillment of the Young Cinema Directors. Securing an order for
production, albeit it could be limited in the first times, could be very helpful for
standing up of the Group which is crawling now. Collecting all of individual, scattered
and small in size economic resources together under an organizational structure will be
planting the seeds. This kind of economic organization will attain a regular level being
operated by recognized economic rules with the rise of the directors’ awareness and
the development of new opportunities. °°

Beside the unification of all economic sources under the umbrella of organization,
another solution in order to find necessary funds for the directors is proposed by Osman Ertug
in the 10™ volume of the journal. According to him, the other fund can be provided by some
financial aid from revolutionary institutions. Since their aim making more realist and

revolutionary movies representing the labor class’ socioeconomic problems would be so

** Ustiin Barista, “Orgiitlenmeye Dogru’”’, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) vol. 1, p. 5 - 6
> Ustiin Barista, “Orgiitlenmeye Dogru”, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) vol. 2, p. 2
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helpful for the ultimate object of those kinds of institutions with respect to spread the

revolutionary ideas throughout the workers and laborers. *°

At last, it is better to add other economic intention of the Group relating to establishing
an organization beside producing more movies and finding a regular economic source in order
to do that: buying a movie player. Since it is mentioned before, the aim of making movies is
to present those to ordinary people composed mostly of workers and laborers, it can be so
practical to obtain a mobile machine for using it in various places such as schools, guilds,
labor unions, coffee houses and streets. Thus revolutionary directors should organize
economically and provide an economic fund to buy it. In the 5th volume of the Young
Cinema, Yakup Barokas articulates this demand (February, 1969)°” and this suggestion can be
fulfilled in March, 1970 as mentioned in the 12" volume of the Journal. In this volume, Young
Cinema announces that it is able to buy a player only at the expense of the cost of two
volumes: ‘In this period, by thinking that it is more beneficial to get a 16 mm player than to

publish the journal and we skip two volumes with a view to buy it.””®

I11.3. The Emphasis on Activism

As to the Young Cinema, until attaining a full-fledged economic organization,
directors should struggle against two interrelated domains: existing cinematic system
(Yesilgam) and existing political system to which Yesilcam clings (capitalism and
imperialism). In the view of their economic materialist perception of Yesilcam reflecting the
capitalist and imperialist base of the society, the struggle against imperialism and capitalism
also means the struggle with Yegilcam itself. According to them the means of this struggle
could only be ‘activism’.”” The activism of directors both in political and cinematic
environment, against Yesilcam, is recording their films taken from the real demonstrations by
the leftist students, intellectuals and workers. Politically yet, the recording is not enough for
serving the revolutionary process of the society; moreover, if they demonstrate those short

films as an alternative genre of cinema to people who obtain a revolutionary potential such as

% Osman Ertug, “Geng Sinemaci Filmini Nasil yapiyor?”, Geng Sinema, (December, 1969) vol. 11, p. 11
7 Yakup Barokas, “Yeni Bir Asamaya Dogru”, Geng¢ Sinema, (February, 1969) vol. 5, pp. 11 - 12

% “Geng¢ Sinema’dan’’, Geng Sinema, (March, 1970) vol. 12, p. 1

* Ustiin Barista, “Orgiitlenmeye Dogru’”’, Geng Sinema, (December, 1968) vol. 3, p. 2
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workers, students and if they promote them to mobilize and engage in revolutionary groups,
the Young Cinema Directors will fulfill the responsibility of activism in political manner,

against capitalism and imperialism:

The economic organization which should be the eventual target of the organization
postponed to later in accordance with advancing step by step. A rush attitude in this
manner could complicate the conditions more than before. First of all, at least in this
crawling period it is required to determine an accurate line of the movement in both
artistic and political manner. The manifesto published in the first volume of the journal
unveiled this certain stance. Now, only thing to do is continuing the cinema activism
which Turkish Society hasn’t experienced before. This will be the first examination
and experience of the Young Cinema. The minimum requirements of cinematic
instruments like camera and player and the lack of economic funds to afford those will
make the existing conditions more difficult. Young Cinema should raise to public
opinion by its activism. Making movies, presenting these to the people, criticizing
Turkish cinema and raise people’s consciousness by their journal and the other
publications should be the main issues of their activisms. '*

Departing from the main activities of the Group on the road to economic organization,
namely mobilizing people by recording movies, presenting those to people and distributing
Young Cinema and the other journals, the most adopted ones are the first and the second in
comparison to the third one that is increasing consciousness of the people by the means of the
journals. The reason of this is that they support the propagandist and educational function of
the movies than the texts which couldn’t be understood by the most part of the society
because of illiteracy. Moreover, It can be claimed that, according to the Group, a full-fledged
economic organization operated by different economic rules and practices other than by the
capitalist ones could only be accomplished after the radical transformation of the existing
economic system that is capitalism dominating the base of the society. Moreover, the unique
way of this transformation is a revolution removing capitalist and imperialist impacts and
feudal remnants of the society and establishing socialist rules of economy and superstructural
institutions. In this manner, the Group connects the process of attaining a complete ‘economic
organization’ and ‘socialist revolution’ to which they serve by recording and presenting
revolutionary movies. This topic will be talked about in the next chapter under the headline of
the relationship between revolution and cinema. So it is better to postpone this matter to the

forth chapter for analyzing in detail.

1% Ustiin Savasta, “Ekonomik Orgilitlenmeye Dogru”, Geng Sinema, (December, 1969) vol. 11, pp. 5 -6
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I11.4. The Artistic Function of Organization:

The fact that the most important and adopted means of the Group’s revolutionary
activism is recording movies and reaching people by them brings about many discussions in
artistic sphere inside the group. As it is mentioned before, since according to the Group the
fight should be fulfilled both against imperialism — capitalism and Yegsilcam together, ‘the
activism against those’ concentrated on revolutionary movies’ production and presentation
should also be perceived and performed both in artistic and politic sphere. Seeing that the
politic one was briefly explained above and will be analyzed in the ensuing chapter, this part
will contain some artistic discussions in relation to the ‘activism’ consideration of the Group
by consulting with some captions: ‘detaching from amateurism’, ‘the relationship between

theory and practice’, ‘the inquiry of a new artistic style’.

‘Detaching from amateurism’ which is closely related to the way of directors’ activism
against Yesilcam in artificial manner is one of the points that Ustiin Barista highlights in his
article ‘Ekonomik Orgiitlenmeye Dogru’. "' Since the directors object to record movies as
much as possible for serving and precipitating the revolution process of the country, it can’t
be expected high-qualified and technically perfect films from the directors. Apart from the
willingness of the directors to produce more movies for revolution, as I mentioned before, the
economic circumstances, mainly the lack of economic funds independently from Yesilcam
tend the directors to make artistically and technically simple films. An author writing the
article with the pseudonym of ‘Ibrahim Bergman’ in the Young Cinema, this situation is a
positive thing for reaching people because of its simple language very differently from some
directors using abstractions in their movies making the movie more complicated for the

people to understand:

In all branches of art, the amateurs are so powerful that they could direct the future of
the society because cinema is the most effective type of art in affecting people. Thus, the
amateur cinema in Turkey aims at creating the future of society (...)

In those circumstances, we as amateur directors, should use cinema which is the most
effective branch of art in social manner relating to the high proportion of people it addresses,
its inexpensiveness and easiness for presenting people as good as it gets(...) So our duty is to

% bid. p. 2
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make movies concerning the peoples’ problems in a language that ordinary people could
easily understand and to present those movies to them’ '*2

According to the articles, more commonly, the form of this amateur cinema is decided
as ‘short movie’ which is a new form of cinema emerging in the second half of 1960s and
includes a revolutionary potential against the Yesilcam System. In fact, many articles support
short movies and some of the directors perform some experiments in this kind of movie.
Among those Mutlu Parkan’s 66 and Artus Yeres’s Cirkin Ares is analyzed in the journal in a
manner of supporting those kinds of endeavors. For instance, in the critics of Cirkin Ares by
Ustiin Barista, before he starts his analysis about the movie he suggests that in the initial stage
towards the economic organization, amateurism should be granted not only by the Group
itself but also the critics outside it. According to him, when it is analyzed the short movie
which has emerged very recently with its products, the thing which shouldn’t be neglected is
that these movies have not completed their artistic evolution and they are the products of the
directors being in their growth and trial period. Yet, this situation also shouldn’t prevent the
authors to criticize those movies and reveal their deficiencies in artistic and technical manner.
The other point to regard that those critics should be ‘constructive’ and ought to motivate the

revolutionary directors in order to advance their cinematic language. 103

It is obvious to see that the short movie or the amateurism is not a permanent form for
the Group, instead it is a temporary type helping the directors with a view to improve their
cinematic ability and to attain the ultimate form which would characterize the Group. In his
another article, Ustiin Barista stands out the danger of the amateurism in case of being used so
long and being internalized by the directors, although he looks the amateurism matter more

positively by identifying it as a way of freedom in the cinematic creation period:

Young cinema should protect its amateurism for a while as it is completely outside of
the commercial domain. It must do its own experiences by being detached from all
conditionings of professionalism, adopting a great sense of freedom isolating from the
external structural and formal limitations during a definite time. Amateurism is only a
beginning step for the young directors and is only valid in the period before the
organization. A Young Cinema Director should espouse a critical stance against this
amateur attitude of the Group even in this period. Because he can encounter a trap
about this attitude: the establishment of the sense of amateurism. A kind of cinema in
which the sense of amateurism is permeated eventually transforms ‘the cinema of self-
fulfillment’

1% ibrahim Bergman, “Sanat Olayi ve Halk”, Geng¢ Sinema, (November, 1968) vol. 2, p. 9
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As we see in this excerpt, Barista supports that the amateurism can be acceptable and
also necessary in the first steps in advancing the organization, yet he also points out the perils
of the case in which this cinematic attitude becomes permeated among the directors. Even
though the members generally think that the first thing to do is to make more films until
reaching a full-fledged economic organization without so much preoccupation with artistic
and economic concerns, they also give equal importance to the artistic dimension of the
movies as the quantity of them. For this reason, they see the sense of amateurism a temporary
thing until the Group would find and adopt its own type and artform of the movies. Tanju
Akerson shares a similar idea with Barista by criticizing Onat Kutlar’s perception on the short

movie issue:

In his article of ‘Ulusal Tiirk Sinemast icin Alan Arastirmalar:’, Onat Kutlar talks
about the presence of a sphere for the rise of the national cinema and suggests that the
remedy is the ‘short film’ itself. Undoubtedly, in the beginning and also because of
some financial problems, short movies would be made. However, this observation
which is absolutely true at first glance renders the short movie the purpose itself it
should be reached. However the main problem is the cinema in general instead of
short movie in particular. If it is tended to make this kind of differentiation in cinema,
a kind of division of labor that we don’t want to be in like ‘they (Yesilgcam) can make
feature-length films, and we can make short one’” '**

As to those ideas, the fact that they give equal importance to the artistic dimension of
the movies as its content and quantity, and the amateur cinema or short movie is a temporary
stage for the organization process of the Group leads us the other issue that is ‘the relationship
between theory and practice’. According to the members the artform or theory is emanated
from practice meaning that the artform will shape gradually related to the movies recorded by
directors in the organizational process. There are so many articles supporting this idea. Ustiin

Barista giving a specific emphasis on this matter by stating ‘the dynamic of aesthetic’:

The aesthetic level is constantly in transformation and improvement, and needs this.
If this improvement and transformation case is not taken into consideration by the
artist, some aesthetic fixations could emerge. The history of art demonstrates a lot of
instances about the strata of those fixations in aesthetic level). The most important
reason (1)(;[“5 this fixation is the deprivation of experimental studies in the cinematic
sphere.

This practice-based consideration of the art formation is also derived from the Group’s

refusal stance against Yesilcam. Totally repudiating the Yesilcam system and its products, the

104 Yakup Barokas, “Devrimci ve Ulusal Tiirk Sinemasi icin Geng Sinema Bir Harekettir”, Geng Sinema, (March,
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members of the Group claim that they have not a cinematic history deserving to be
considered. In other words they totally ignore the cinematic works made until now, and start
to make cinema from scratch. Therefore, according to them the former cinematic
developments don’t have anything in cinema to transfer for the process of Young Cinema’s

aesthetic formation:

We are entitled to all former bedraggled and fusty values and instead of this to bring
our own values in the process of revolution. Is it possible to attain this target only by
criticizing or reveal the ‘bad’? Our future claims would be deprived of a fulcrum if we
don’t put our own products against it. '*®

The problems are many. The Young Cinema director will solve those by their
activisms. He covers the theory and practice as indivisible parts, he refuses bigoted
opinions, he is influenced from his environment but at the same time he tries to
influence it and he dispenses with all nonsense, thus benefiting from the broad legacy
of all human culture freely instead of the leavings from conventional art in his country.
He doesn’t have anything to lose. Yes he is not easy-going. Yet his face is towards the
future. 1}%76 prepares tomorrow by his steadfast conviction and ‘activism’ and his
movies.

If we put forth the situation for consideration by this way, the aforementioned
cinema detaches from consumption cinema abruptly and becomes a brand new event.
A cinema from scratch. Time shows how it will be and in what degree it will come

108
true.

Lastly, the radical stance against the cinematic past is not only seen in Young Cinema
Group. The Group is also affected by the contemporary developments in Latin America or
‘the Third World Cinema’ especially in this manner. This is clearly discerned in one of the
articles Engin Ayga writes. He also supports the radical detachment from the Yesilcam system
and history by referring a writing of G. Rocha, a Brazilian Director about the cinema of his
country. As to the quotation from this director, ‘the new cinema starts its each movie from
the scratch. During they do that, they venture out a very dangerous experience... they create
the cinema with new tensions, interpretations, rhythms and a different poem, at the same time
they learn, approach theory and practice each other in parallel and they reformulate theory

after the each practice. '*’

The fact that the members of Young Cinema don’t admit the cinematic legacy of their
precedents orients them to create their own cinematic history by making their own movies and

forming a new genre, peculiar to the Group itself. This leads us another issue called ‘cultural

106
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accumulation or forming the cinematic base’ which is closely related to the importance of ‘the
Group’s activism’ in making movies as much as possible. Besides serving for revolutionary
process of society in political and artistic manner and attaining a new cinematic language and
form, the Young Cinema supports the priority of practice over the theory in the initial times of
organization because those practices relating to recording movies provide the cultural
accumulation of Turkish Cinema which also strengthens the cinematic infrastructure of the
country. Here, the societal base characterized by capitalism and imperialism shouldn’t be
confused with the cinematic base of a country which should be comprised of a considerable
amount of artistically valued movies, the significant theoretical experiments or cinematic
groups etc. Young Cinema claims that Turkish Cinema is deprived of this kind of substantial
base because the dominance of Yegilcam prevents this. Thus they see themselves entitled to
create the cinematic base of the society by their cinematic practices. Ustiin Barista also

stresses this point:

(...) In a while, let’s think that the revolutionary movie makers obtain an adequate
and permanent financial fund from a definite source in order to make their movies, the
political power looks everything in a tolerant manner. Is the problem solved? Never.
There is one more problem, not independent from the economic and political ones,
whose solution is handled in a longer time: the cultural accumulation problem with its
every dimension This is basically and directly an evolutionary problem considering
the cinematic base, or a self-help problem). It’s as follows:

For instance, today, it could be talked about a tradition of Turkish Poetry to which
the revolutionary poetry could lean but let’s talk about this kind of Turkish cinema
tradition seriously...: The history of corruption in this branch of art which hasn’t ever
been established its language yet for 50 years! Yet, the (economic - capitalist) base
heads towards like that, we can’t expect any other thing in a branch of art closely
connected to this base(...) Then, what the thing to do in this matter? By beginning one
step beyond the scratch, (because it can’t be ignored some sources, accumulations,
data from which we can benefit and whose connection with the cinema is distant and
indirect, although the analysis about them has not been done or if so not adequate) we
can establish a cinematic language. Furthermore, to find the aesthetic values of lively
features and psychology rooted in the sentiments, mentality and attitudes of Anatolian
people all}(()i to develop authentic examples of revolutionary cinema by using those
values.’

In this passage, Barista contributes the argument that the cinema today has not a
considerable history and a legacy inheriting from its precedents by emphasizing the traditional
values of Anatolian culture and its potential contributions to the Turkish cinema. In this

manner, the Young Cinema differentiates itself from the Sinematek milieu orienting

19 Ustiin Barista, “Orgiitlenmeye Dogru — 2”, Geng Sinema, (March, 1970) vol. 12, pp. 11 - 12
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themselves only to the western culture and approaching The National Cinema supporting that
Turkish Cinema should be concentrated on its own authentic and historical values. The
discussions about how to use traditional values to the cinematic sphere is the matter of the
next chapter considering the nature of the future ‘revolutionary cinema’. Thus it is better to
pass another issue about the last artistic function of the organization idea: ‘a new cinematic

inquiry’

The new cinematic structure inquiry is a whole for the Young Cinema Group. This
phenomenon extends from the perspective of the camera, from the selection of the camera
lenses to the artist management; from a specific artist and playing method to the acquisition of
a new lightening and a new photo pattern; and to the relationship between the line of dramatic
structure and that of receiver’s motion. The young directors gradually give more importance
to those inquiries in their products and engage into the structure inquiries more consciously

during the period before the economic organization.”'"!

This issue also bolsters the idea of the artform gradually developing from the practice
of the Group in terms of making movies until attaining the full-fledged economic
organization. Although the Group seems to support those kinds of researches about the artistic
matter of the movies, in the process that the Group lives, we can’t come across so many
inquiries in the ensuing volumes of the journal. Some reasons could be given to the absence of
adequate discussions about the new, possible structure of the movies such as the short period
of time in which the Group could live, the lack of material or economic sources so on and so
forth. Another question could be asked in this point: in spite of their ideas and hopes about
recording more movies in order to reach a high artistic and economic level in cinematic area,
what could be the reasons of their failure of productivity? To put it another way, why can’t
these revolutionary directors put forward so much movies as they claim in the first volumes of

the Young Cinema?

The deficiency in making more movies is also criticized by Turkish cinematic milieu
especially after the third Hisar Movie Competition in which the disputations reach its peak.
According to the main groups such as Sinematek and Bogazi¢i Film Institution, although
criticizing the short movie initiatives and competitions made by them, the Young Cinema
Group hasn’t produced so many movies since it claimed the hopes and intentions about it in

the first volumes of the Journal. Indeed, as we look at the other volumes of the Young Cinema

1 Ustiin Barista, “Orgiitlenmeye Dogru 2”, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) vol. 2, p. 4
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and the number of movies it records, there are not efficient numbers of productions fulfilling
its aims towards economic organization. The Group proposes some considerable reasons to
accomplish it. According to Ahmet Soner, the directors haven’t got so adequate economic
funds and facilities for making movies as much as they want. For instance, they have to take
the technical materials from the Sinematek (when they have a closed and intertwined

relationship with the institution). '

Ustiin Barista also suggests this economic matter as a pretext of this unproductiveness
upon the critics coming out of the Group. For him, the cinema must be done with a
considerable amount of capital unlike the other branches of art. Thus, waiting constant and
positive movies from the Young Cinema could be enhanced by establishing economic and
artistic solidarity with it. It is necessary because there is not any capital for investing the
revolutionary cinema except the revolutionary institutions and individuals. However, they
don’t lose their hope in developing their economic and technical facilities to handle it. Osman

Ertug is the other author to give the economic problems about this matter:

Especially after the events in the third Hisar Short Film Competition, it is said and
written some statements like ‘make movies rather that speaking’ by some cinematic
environment. Yes, some of us couldn’t reach the opportunity for recording movies.
Yet, it is not about the proposed reasons, only the lack of money. Meanwhile, the
directors who can’t record held the ones who is able to make. Some of us also
recorded and developed but they couldn’t find the money for press. Nevertheless,
some others finished their films. The other reason the movie making process is halted
is that The Young Cinema Directors were concentrated on documenting the political
events because the successive events had emerged in that period. '

However this reason of deficiency in making movies is not completely accepted by all
directors in the Group. In my oral history study with Veysel Atayman, he is not agreeing with
the economic explanations of the unproductiveness. According to him, the Group especially
Istanbul part of it, sees so much films as examples of the most significant cinematic Groups
like French Nouvelle Vogue and Latin America’s Third World Cinema etc. and after the
presentations, they debate the movie for hours. Those activities of Young Cinema milieu
render the cinema the reality itself meaning that the cinema becomes a majority part of their
life. The scenes from the actual events are very realistic; they are fascinated by the cinematic
world. Yet, although those movies derive from real life and represent the reality itself, the

stories are based on individuals, are deeply analyzing their psychology and their perceptions

12 |nterview with Ahmet Soner having made in June 24, 2010
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towards the outside world. According to him, the problem starts with the idea of ‘social and
political function of the movies’ raised and became dominant among the revolutionary
directors simply because the directors of the Group can’t find the proper elements reflecting
sociopolitical realities and serving revolutionary function of the movies. In other words they
can’t unite the cinematic reality which they perceived from the movies issuing individuals and
the sociopolitical dimensions of a possible revolutionary cinema. This statement is not
competent with the evolutionary idea of the artistic maturity is gradually emanated from the
practice.''* This shows us that not all of members embrace the priority of practice and
activism rather than the cinematic discussions revolving around the artform of the movies.
Atayman claims that the Istanbul part of the Group like Tanju Akerson, Mustafa Irgat,
Mehmet Goneng and Hiiseyin Tiizlin is more engaged with theoretical debates about new

structure of the upcoming cinema than the Ankara part.'"

Despite the presence of a subgroup
in the Group gives more importance to the artistic dimension of the cinema, it is obvious to
contemplate that the general tendency of the Young Cinema is to create a peculiar artform of
the movies recorded by the members of the Group through making movies as much as

possible in the process of reaching the economic organization.

The other thing which can be regarded as one of the reasons of unproductiveness is the
censorship mechanism performed against the movies of Young Cinema. The Group gives a
very broad place to this matter and it tries to examine this system relating to the socialist
perspective as they do in analyzing Yesilcam. According to them, the censorship mechanism
is also the super structural institution of the capitalist base and depended on a decree leaning
on Polis Vazife ve Salahiyet Kanunu. (The Law on Duties and Competence of the Police) The
members of the censorship council established according to this decree are the representatives
of dominant ruling classes such as National Educational Ministry, Tourism Ministry, Turkish
General Staff, and Ministry of Internal Affairs who doesn’t engage in cinematic sphere and
don’t know anything about this branch of art. Moreover this decree is not in accordance with
the Constitution supporting the fundamental rights and freedom and the articles of it are very
ambiguous and available for arbitrary decisions.''® This unlimited competence of censorship
council influenced by political powers provides dominant classes to banish the movies having
a warning feature against the interests of themselves easily, impeding the revolutionary

directors to make a considerable number of movies.

" nterview with Veysel Atayman having made in June 14, 2010
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There are some cases which could be regarded as the examples of those limitations of
censorship mechanism on the recording and presenting process of the revolutionary movies.
In the 6" volume of the Young Cinema, Ahmet Soner talks about his movie called Asayis
Berkemal (The Public Order is Perfect) (it was presented in the Second Hisar Competition).
According to this story, after the competition he sends the copy of the movie to the council as
it hasn’t been recorded yet and then it was refused by the council because the copy is not a
good quality and can deteriorate the ability of people’s eyes (according to article 8). Then he
sends another good copy to the council, but this time it was rejected due to its propagandist

character which can lead damage to the national regime. '’

Osman Ertug also points out the censorship matter by stating ‘recording permission’ as
a very restrictive function on the Group in making movies. According to him, the recording
permission can be obtained by Merkez Film Kontrol Komisyonu (The Central Movie Control
Commission) in three ways: firstly, the director sends the scenario before the recording and if
he gets the approval from the council, he can record, secondly he can get ‘the certificate of
recording actuality movies’ after a long process from the council and thirdly he can be
allowed to record on some restricted conditions stipulated by the council. According to these
restrictions, the directors shouldn’t impose the class consciousness to laborer class, criticize
the imperialism of America which is the allied country of Turkey and its collaborators, show
the students’ — peasants’ groups, boycotts, meetings, strikes and land occupations so on and so

forth. ''®

II1.5. Conclusion:

This chapter tries to interpret what the Young Cinema Milieu conceives the
organization issue with relevance to their revolutionary and radical stance against the current
social and political order and the dominant cinema mechanism prevailing in the country from
where it develops. Their ultimate aim to reach a full-fledged economic organization providing
the members to create their artificial products independently from economic and ideological

restrictions of the existing system is going hand in hand with their Socialist perception of the
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current societal and cinematic structure as it is discussed in the previous chapter. According to
the Group, this ultimate aim of economic organization can only be accomplished with the
complete removal of capitalism and imperialism which is the base of Yesilcam dominating all
facilities in terms of presentation, distribution and production of the cinematic works,
meaning that the process of the socialist revolution is akin to that of attaining economic
organization. Thus the Group has two-sided functions: a revolution both in political sphere

and in artistic sphere.

Influencing from the revolutionary groups and fractions prevailing in the second half
of the 1960s Turkey, the Young Cinema sees the ‘activism’ for accomplishing the two-headed
revolutionary intention. The Group and the Journal determine what the most significant means
of activism in cinematic sphere and in political one: movies. In political revolutionary
process, the Group serves its revolutionary function to record movies as much as possible and
reaches the labor and worker class with those movies in order to spread the revolutionary
ideas and mobilize them with the help of these products. In artistic domain, the revolution
comes with the movies as well. Besides their political aims, the members give equal
importance to the artistic development of the Group, whereas they don’t have any common
thinking about what the technical and artistic features of their cinema should be. This is
explained the majority of the Group by the priority of practice (making movies) over the
theory of art, meaning that the peculiar artistic structure of the Group can only be composed
gradually by producing the movies as much as they can. This special emphasis on activism
and practice along with the lack of economic sources also pave the way for overestimating
amateurism in terms of the artistic quality of the movies they make. All in all, thereby making
more movies and reaching a peculiar artform of the Group (by the development of the inquiry
for cinematic structure), the Young Cinema becomes more effective in the cinematic milieu
compared to Yesilcam until this dominant cinema mechanism is demolished along with the

political and economic system on which it depends.

Since the Group wages war against the Yegilcam System and the capitalist system it
leans on, it is not possible to get economic support from capitalist funds and dominant
institutions. This make the members of the Group become organized for collecting their
economic sources under the umbrella of a single unit in order to be detached from capitalist
economic dominance over the process of movie-making. This idea also provide the pretext of
their inability to reach the amount of the movies which they intent to make. Various reasons

cited in the Young Cinema and conversations, show that the members think that the
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unproductiveness is a very significant problem on the road to attaining a full-fledged
organization, thus caring about the practice and activism in terms of making movies and
discussing the reasons of this ineffectiveness. Despite it seems that the inferior economic
conditions are the dominant one among the reasons, the other ones that are the censorship
mechanism and the inability of uniting socioeconomic elements and individualism under the
structure of the revolutionary movies. Apart from the reasons, they are also aware of the
difficult economic circumstances in which they live for attaining and establishing a new
cinematic order having a different mechanism of distribution, presentation and production and
operating with distinctive rules of economy other than capitalism. Because of this awareness,
they claim that a long process is necessary for establishing a stable organization and they
couldn’t have anticipated that the Group was not able to live more than three years which is so

short for this kind of organization they intend to reach.
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IV. REVOLUTION AND CINEMA

IV.1. The Relationship between Cinema and Revolution

This last chapter covers the main debates of Young Cinema developed from the
relationship between cinema and revolution. This issue is stated in almost every volume of the
journal by the members of the group. This chapter includes main discussions mainly how they
define the role and place of the cinema in the process of revolution, which functions the
cinema may perform in revolutionary groups and demonstrations, how a revolutionary cinema
should be, what the responsibilities of a revolutionary artist are. Moreover, at the last part of
the chapter, by departing from the argument that this Group defines itself revolutionary not
only in artistic but also in political sense, it will be analyzed which part of the prevalent leftist
theory of revolution it supports and finds more suitable for establishing a kind of

revolutionary cinema which the Young Cinema wants to attain.

The endeavors of revolutionary Young Cinema Directors are not one-sided. While he
is waging war along with the Turkish Laborers for the revolution, he also endeavors to
Yesilcam which is a component of the current order. The Young Cinema Director is
entitled to endeavor with this system which is against the revolution and the art. Thus,
the established order would transform when the revolutionary endeavor is resulted in
triumph, just as dashes against Yesilcam also would empower the revolutionary
endeavors. Because, Yesilcam system is nothing more than a part of established social,
economic and political orders. '’

Before starting to analyze those issues, departing from this claim articulated by Faruk
Atasoy, it will be better to remind what it is mentioned in previous chapters that the Young
Cinema’s perception of revolution has two branches which are also very interrelated and

interdependent, these are: at first, to revolutionize the capitalist and imperialist system and its

% Faruk Atasoy, “Silah Basina”, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) Vol. 3, p. 7
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representatives in the country by establishing socialist one instead along with the second one
that is to eliminate the current cinematic system being one of the superstructural elements of
the capitalist base of the society. The only way to remove this system and establish a new
cinema genre and mechanism in lieu of it is to transform the capitalist — economic base of the
society leading that the processes of those two branches of revolution are the same. This
perception is also the main rationale behind how the Young Cinema conceives the relationship
between the revolution and cinema. It will be useful to start with Jak Salom’s statement in this
point:

The creation of a new cinema is inextricably dependent on the complete
transformation of the societal structure of the country. Therefore, the cinema which the
revolutionary director will be made is a political cinema. His mission is to support the
political war towards the revolution with its movies. He will accept this mission

strictly and irreversibly. His movies will be ‘the activity for independency’ at first and
a ‘movie’ then. The Young Cinema director will perceive the art as a revolution. '*°

This excerpt from Jak Salom also draws a basic outline of what it will be discussed:
the political nature of cinema, the priority of revolution in political sense over the cinematic
one and the serving function of the cinema for the revolutionary process. At first, it will be
better to begin with the closed correlation between politics and cinema backed up by the
Group. Salom suggests that the new cinema could only be established along with the
elimination of the existing structure of the society shaped by capitalism and imperialism
making the cinema a very political branch of art. Mehmet Goneng also supports this idea by
connection it with the ‘underdevelopment’ of a society. According to him, in case that it is
analyzed thoroughly, the fight against the existing system is political in the underdeveloped
countries like Turkey. In the article, in spite of the fact that he doesn’t elaborate the
connection between cinema and underdevelopment, we can easily understand what he means
that because of the country’s underdevelopment paving the way for the capitalist - imperialist
powers dominance over the cinematic domain, the dependency of the existing cinematic
system (or the collaborator cinema) on those powers can only be removed by totally
transforming the societal base. In this revolutionary process, cinema wins a political

dimension.'?!

Another claim is related to the refusal of the idea that the artistic cinema and political

cinema are separated branches of cinema. According to Tanju Akerson, the claim that art
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must be isolated from politics and they are distinct domains is only a fallacy alleged by the
dominant bourgeoisie class serving for imperialist and capitalist powers who want to alienate
people from the social and political realities by their ambiguous films embellished with some
irrelevant artforms so as to keep the existing system going and maintain their overwhelming

position in the capitalist order. '** Engin Ayca also advocates this claim by stating that:

Today, all cultures, all literatures and all branches of art are the possessions of one
defined class and pursue a defined political stance. ‘making art for art’ or a dominant
art out of political art is not presence in reality. The literature and art of the laborer
class are one of the parts of all their revolutionary activities. As Lenin says that: ‘is a
small screw of a small wheel '*

The Group’s tendency of perceiving the cinematic domain as a political branch of art
leads looking it as a political instrument especially in the process of revolution. In other
words, for them the cinema is one of types of activitisms against capitalism and imperialism

like meetings, demonstrations, edicts, announcements so on and so forth:

This is the calling for all revolutionary directors. Turkey is in the Second War of
National Independency today. The war of Turkish people is related to the opposition against a
‘secret invasion’ which hasn’t become concrete in the country and collaborator bourgeoisie.
So naturally, the weapons of this endeavor will be various. Cinema is also one of those
weapons using for the revolution. '**

According to Engin Ayga, this cinema, as a weapon of attaining revolution, is the
‘activist cinema’. For him, since a country can only be transformed by the ‘activism’, all the
artistic endeavors performed in the country must be activist. More specifically, the Young
Cinema’s focusing point, cinema should take part in the political activity by the members of
the Group. For instance, performing an activism through their recorded movies comprised of
some ‘slogans’ in order to mobilize people is very important in the revolutionary process. In
this point, he paves the way for a new topic for discussion: ‘the cinema serving for revolution’
which is able to analyze the problems of society and show them apparently, to demonstrate
the clashing groups or classes, and to try on eliminating those forces. This type of cinema
should only fight for a society in which the humans could live independently, elusively and

without being exploited by the dominant powers. '**

122

6

123

Tanju Akerson, “Sinemada Baris icinde Beraber Yasamaya Hayir’’, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) Vol. 2, p.

Engin Ayca, “Sinema ile Ugrasmak’’, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) Vol. 3, p. 8

24 Faruk Atasoy, “Silah Basina”’, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) Vol. 3, p. 7

12 Engin Ayga, “Sinemayi Yeniden icat Etmek”, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) Vol. 1, p. 13 - 14

78



The most of the articles about the relationship between revolution and cinema
emphasize this function of the cinema in the highly politicized atmosphere of the country. If
cinema is one of the tools for reaching the revolution, the initial feature of it is serving this
significant target. Thus, the directors making those kinds of movies should be aware of the
feature and place of their movies in the revolutionary activities. So, relating to this function of
the cinema, the authors reveal what the Young Cinema directors should do in order to make
the cinema as a serving unit for revolution. Algin Saydar’s and Jak Salom’s expression can be

a suitable starting point in this manner:

Our intention is not to prevent the world from changing us, instead to change the
world. We are not ’alone’, yet majority. The reality is the obligation of analyzing our
movies relating to the fact that it will contribute the revolutionary process while being
exposed to the revolution itself. Our movies are the weapon directed to the heart of the
corrupted bourgeoisie’s suggestion that ‘That’s the film’. And our movies are the
weapon directed towards the so known tricks of decadent capitalism. Every action
tending to shot the capitalist and snatcher order is necessary for the revolution.'?

The Young Cinema Director will answer the questions addressed to him and will say
that “Yes, the cinema is a weapon.” He will provide all materials for recording a movie
by using all of facilities he has, he will be ready every time for making the activity
‘immortal’ and after fulfilling those he will present this movie all possible areas where
is out of accustomed order and the streets as well. He will say: ‘the all I know is the
movies. | am fighting for an independent and free cinema. For now, this cinema will
be ‘activist cinema’ if it is looked at in a concrete perspective simply because it must
serve the revolution. '’

This statement also shows us some tips about the main cinematic activism of the
Group in the general political activity for revolution. The movies of the directors who are also
the members of socialist groups record the strikes, movements, demonstrations, clashes etc. in
which they also take part actively with the aim of witnessing every kind of political event in
that period. Moreover, they try to present those movies in the areas as much as possible in
order to spread the ideas and feelings of the revolution. This two-footed feature of the activity
which is peculiar to Young Cinema Group characterizes the cinematic activity for serving the
revolution. Very similarly, Jak Salom says that the Young Cinema directors record movies
about the strikers , revolutionary students but those movies are not only qualified as their
documentary feature but also contributory function to infusing revolutionary consciousness to

people, making the Group the propulsive power of revolution. '**
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This second foot of the function (presenting to people) also leads us to the idea of the
Group related to reaching people as much as possible by the movies which will be talked
about later. In this part, it is useful to give place to the discussions of the authors about the
Group’s function of witnessing every events relating to the revolutionary stage. For instance
Ustiin Barista defines the eyes witnessing the revolutionary events as the most objective eye

looking at history:

Today, the members of the Young Cinema positioning them both in intellectual and
actual sphere can only generate and lay the powerful foundations of a new cinema in
the revolutionary activities. The documentary movies which the members made or will
make will play the most significant role in establishing this kind of foundation. All
strikes, meetings, anti-revolutionary plans, attacks should be determined by the eye of
the camera regardless of its dangers. The eye of Young Cinema director should be that
of camera which the most objective eye in history is.'*

Very relatively, Altan Yal¢in gives those activists in cinematic milieu a name:
‘guerillas of the war’. According to him, the activity the directors of the Young Cinema strive
to accomplish is the war which will give its products in the luminous days of the future and
those directors are the guerillas of this war. He continues that: “They will walk with their
cameras in their hands and film cassettes that they could hardly buy. When the conservatives
are planning an action in Taksim, the members of the Young Cinema Group are there with
their guns/cameras. When workers at a factory are at a strike for their rights, the members of
the Group are there. When the mine workers are shot in a mine, the Young Cinema director is
there. When the villagers seize the land that they deserve, the members of the Young Cinema

will be observant there.””'*°

Along with supporting the witnessing function of the Young Cinema directors, Gaye
Petek also stresses that the director shouldn’t only record the revolutionary events outside the
political activities as an observer, but also he should be in the event itself very actively

making him very political and engaged in the process of revolution. She states that:

The Young Cinema directors will resist the imperialism with his ‘witness receiver’.
He will show the people that they shouldn’t be exploited and he will prepare them
against imperialism. With his receiver, the director will detect the rallies, the activities
of his friends and the laborer class, and those people’s crush under the fist of
imperialism; and he will present those recordings to strikers, warriors and event to
people escaping from the activity in cities, work places etc. From now on, if there are
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two members of Young Cinema in an activity, one will use the receiver to record the
events while other one is in the activity before the receiver.” "'

Besides the witnessing the revolutionary activities through recording lively events and
presenting those recordings to the people in order to spread the revolutionary feelings and
ideas, Yakup Barokas covers the functions of the Group in a broader sphere. He emphasizes
that the short films, or documentaries recorded by the members can’t be the intention directly,
instead it can be the instrument for achieving socialist revolution. He also adds some other
activities of the Group like accumulation of documents, distributing edicts in proper times,
publishing journal, organizing movie festivals, establishing own laboratory and short —movie
archive, making explanatory speeches in demonstrations, presenting Yesilcam and imperialist
movies besides the revolutionary ones and criticizing those while presenting them.'** Among
those, some of them especially publishing Young Cinema, organizing festivals (only one in
1970) and distributing the edicts are fulfilled successfully by the Group itself. More
importantly, the main function of recording the important events is performed and some of
them is presented in the Devrimci Film Senligi like Kanli Pazar (The Bloody Sunday), Gerze
Tiitiin Mitingi (The Tobacco demonstration in Gerze), 29 Nisan (The 29" of April), and 70
Haziran (The 10™ of June). Those movies are not only presented in the festival and also in
some revolutionary institutions like in Devrimci Is¢i Sendikalari Konfederasyonu (The
Confederation of Revolutionary Labour Unions) (DIiSK) or in Devrim I¢cin Hareket Tiyatrosu

(The Theatre of Movement for Revolution) so on and so forth.'**

Serving for the socialist revolution by mainly recording the lively screens from the
political and reactionary activities in which they also take part actively and presenting those to
the ordinary people so as to extend the revolutionary atmosphere to the other parts of the
country is the most significant ‘historical responsibility’ for the members in the Young

Cinema Group. Ustiin Barista talks about this kind of responsibility very apparently:

The dynamic of revolution develops very quickly. The seventh art should also have a
very intense place in this dynamic. In the revolutionist activity, the cameras of the
Young Cinema Group members should carry this historical development with its all
details t% 4the future. This is the historical responsibility of the real cinema in our
country.
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This idea or emphasis of responsibility is a natural outcome of Marxist Determinism
claiming that the societies’ historic progress is determined and dependent on concrete and
certain laws. In this theory, the process of capitalism is ensued by the socialism which will be
established after the elimination of capitalist order (by a socialist revolution). Moreover,
performing political activities serving for precipitating the process of this transformation
contains a historic significance and responsibility which the members of Young Cinema are
entitled to fulfill. Mutlu Parkan connects this idea by stressing the political strength of cinema
on affecting and mobilizing people in accordance with the revolutionary ideology and

sentiments which the revolutionists intend to spread throughout the country:

Because of its popularity and its strength of influencing people and also its facilities
it contains, the cinema is actually contemporary branch of art. The supporters of
Young Cinema should put a full-stop to here! Because at this point, the film makers
become distinct from the other artists. The pan of responsibility of balance overrides
more in the art of cinema: ‘revolutionary responsibility’.

(...) the film maker, especially Young Film Maker must give the actual meaning to
the cinema which has been used for desensitizing people and as a means of
propaganda and imposition by imperialist powers for years. In the same time, this will
also mean burdening the historical responsibility for Young Film Maker. We are
burder113i5ng the responsibility which the former film makers haven’t made up till
now.’

‘Exile — one day hopelessness is replaced by a exiled resistance-. That day, every
“record” is an incarnate responsibility; maybe an incarnation that makes the
responsibility bigger.'*

Complying with Mustafa Irgat the recordings from the real events, demonstrations,
meetings etc make the historical responsibilities of all activists like students, laborers etc.
become visible, letting the directors to show people isolated from this revolutionary
enthusiasm how the revolutionaries fulfill their responsibility and persuade them to share this
with others, thus bringing about the growth in this spirit of responsibility. Mehmet Géneng
also supports this idea by pointing out the cinema’s function of mobilizing people through
accessing them by their movies. According to him the anti-thesis including the class
distinctions, created by the dominant and ruler class itself should be developed on the way to

the historical progress in both aesthetic and politic way which is the main duty of the Young
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Cinema Group. The means of this is to make movies revealing this anti-thesis very clearly and

present them to the people.'’

This political activism is not only beneficial for the development of revolutionary
progress but also of Young Cinema Group. As I talked about in the previous chapter, the
artistic and theoretical studies would be gradually improved by making movies as much as
possible as an ingredient part of revolutionary activities. As we turn back to two sided
intentions of the Group which is to formation of a new cinema and a new type of society
having socialist values, making more movies could serve for revolution in both domains; one
is a new social, economic and political formation and a new cinematic order which is the
superstructure of the socialist base. Artun Yeres’s argument will be so explanatory in this
point:

The Young Cinema is also generated in this activity. It detects social events
regardless of its material and moral deficiency. The members complete their movies
by contributing his revolutionary interpretations to those visual recordings /

documents. In case of succeeding this, the Young Cinema will have fulfilled his
historical duty.’

In this point, we are encountering a significant question: if those cinematic works
relating to recording movies have two-sided intentions, which side has priority? The
revolution in political sense? Or in artistic sense? To put it in another way, to transform the
societal structure from capitalism to socialism? Or to establish a new cinema? As we can
remember from the second chapter (4Anti-Yesilcam Stance of the Group), since the cinema is
the reflection of its societal base shaped by the dominant economic system, a new cinema
reflecting new values and new means of production and distribution can’t be generated unless
the base is transformed through a revolution according to those new values and means. Thus,
since the creation of new cinema become dependent on the success of revolution, the aim of
attaining revolution providing the removal of old system and establishing new one gains its
priority over that of creating a new cinema. This idea is adopted by the Group in general. For
instance, Gaye Petek uncovers this radical stance in the first volume of the Young Cinema and

continues with the fifth volume:

Although we used the words of ‘revolution’ and ‘cinema’ side by side, the priority is
at revolution. The revolution roots in the basis of our ideas. As for cinema, it is
revolving around the revolution. The trajectory is revolution. '**
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‘Political Cinema which is our intention is only one element of our war. Although
this cinema doesn’t create the activity itself alone, it can take place in one activity in
general. As a matter of fact, revolutionary cinema doesn’t mean revolution alone and
won’t be.'*

Very relatively, this idea also means that the cinema is not the revolution itself
completely; instead, it is a competent part of the whole revolutionary process. The reason is
that cinema instrument is not able to accomplish the process of whole transformation; instead,
it can evoke the relative ideas and sensitivity towards the revolution by presenting the movies
they made to the people. Moreover, the art, in general and the cinema in particular can be a
guide to establish a new society after attaining revolution. Engin Ayca analyses this
explanation considering the cinemas’ inadequacy to change the system completely through

revolution in his article:

If a man who has decided to make movies opposes to the system in which he lives,
he will struggle for transforming this system with the limitations of the laws. Is this
possible? Will he be able to succeed this? He cans struggle, yet he can’t transform the
system completely. Because, this transformation can occur if some other powers
engage in the process dominantly. For now, the cinema could help those powers to be
aware of that they are real powers to change the society. Therefore, this man will
exhibit the strategy of his cinema within this perspective and make his movies by
taking it into consideration.'*’

In fact, the political activisms of the second half of the 1960s Turkey like student
demonstrations, rallies and meetings performed in collaboration with the labor and worker
class has always a significant aim that is to mobilize and raise awareness of those classes
which carry the real potential of power in transforming the society, yet need to become aware
of this potential. Engin Ayca also tries to stress the function of cinema, as one component part
of those activities; pertaining to rendering the transformative powers such as worker and
laborer class become more conscious about their revolutionary significance and potential,
making this branch of art the servant of revolution like other components of political

activisms.
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IV.2. Revolutionary Cinema

After analyzing how Young Cinema Group describes the relationship between cinema
and revolution mainly its emphasis on the priority of revolution over the cinematic
developments and the instrumentality of cinema for attaining revolution, it is necessary to ask
how the members of the Group define the main features of a revolutionary cinema which they
hope to establish along with the establishment of new values after accomplishing the
revolution. As I talked about the previous chapters, there are not so many theoretical debates
about the artform and content of a new cinema which will be generated in replacement of the
dominant Yesilcam system, simply because the members believe that the technical, artistic
and theoretical features of the revolutionary cinema will and should be developed gradually
by producing the movies, as a part of revolutionary activity, as much as possible concurrently
with the political activities intending for the revolution. Yet, according to Veysel Atayman, a
great deal of people inside the Group generally in Istanbul part like Mehmet Goneng, Mustafa
Irgat, Hiiseyin Tiizlin, Tanju Akerson and himself immerse themselves into thinking and
debating about the theory of this new cinema.'*' The interests of those members and some
others are also reflected in the Young Cinema albeit it is not adequate to define the artistic

structure of this new cinema anticipated by this revolutionary group.

Furthermore we should remember the idea of amateurism which was talked about in
‘organization’ chapter. In that part, the directors discuss the necessity of amateurism in
making their movies because of the economic deficiencies, technical nescience and the lack of
a considerable cinematic history for inheriting the former cinematic experiences. This support
of amateurism is not a permanent thing for the members believing that a new artform peculiar
to the Group would be generated by making the movies as much as possible until the socialist
revolution is attained. Thus the short movies and the recordings from the real events and
political groups are conceived as ‘amateur cinema’ by the Group and should be improved.
The discussions which I will reveal below are related to the artform of the ‘improved cinema’
which would gradually be created and be gained its maturity during the all revolutionary

process. It seems to be contradicted with the idea that the artform and theory of the new

! nterview with Veysel Atayman having made in June 14, 2010
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cinema would be developed from more practice in making movies. However, on one hand
these theoretic discussions, albeit of their inadequacy, also reveal that some those kinds of
studies about how the structure of revolutionary cinema should be constructed are started to
be debated in the Young Cinema, and they believe the importance of ‘practice’. This feature
can also be the explanation of the inadequacy of the members in participating theoretical and

artistic dimension of the cinema apart from its instrumentality for the revolution.

In this part it will be examined those theories, explanations and discussions by
focusing on four titles which are respectively ‘The Definition of Revolutionary Cinema’, ‘The
Essence and Artform Unity’, ‘Approaching the People’ and ‘The Traditional Values as a

Source’.

A. The Definition of Revolutionary Cinema by the Young Cinema

In this manner it will be better to start with the explanations of the members
demonstrating what they understand from the term of revolutionary cinema. Firstly, Veysel
Atayman conceives the revolutionary cinema as the cinema which contradicts the established
order, intends to conduct a tangible relationship with masses and emerges with its passion of
freedom. He also adds that this cinema would place itself against the existing cinema order
having collaboration with today’s political and economic system and would be a real
revolutionary or national cinema in terms of its mode of dealing with and seeking for

solutions about the social problems.'*

The reason of using both national and revolutionary
cinema as the same is the belief that, like every other revolutionists, the existing cinema
which is under the dominance of imperialist powers and their collaborators and is conducting
with capitalist-imperialist economy is not independent, thus not national. Furthermore, it can
be said that the usage of ’national cinema’ is more common in the Group because of the

influence coming from Mihri Belli who uses ‘National Culture’ in his speeches and articles.

This interrelation will try to be talked about at the end of this chapter.

In this statement, in terms of the revolutionary cinema, Veysel Atayman focuses on its
separate entity independent from the existing cinema system which is Yesilcam, as it was cited
before. The main reason of this independency is related to its revolutionary position against

the current political and economic system, capitalism—imperialism, and its superstructural

1 Veysel Atayman, “Devrimci Sinema”’, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) Vol. 1, p. 11
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element of Yegilcam, tending the Group to establish a detached organization which conducting
with a different economic funds and adopting distinct means of producing, distributing and
making movies. Besides its independency from Yesilcam and the system it represents, a
revolutionary cinema should deal with social and economic problems in a different way from
the one that existing cinematic works pursue. Mutlu Parkan’s statement is more explanatory

in this manner;

There are some assertions propounded that the movies representing some
revolutionary events like the worker’s movements or student boycotts are perceived as
revolutionary, yet the remaining ones dealing with some other problems are not. The
fact that the most important thing is the revolutionary outlook over the events is being
forgotten. If a cinema maker doesn’t come up with a new outlook or a revolutionary
perspective over the topic he handles with in his movie, this movie can be very far
from being a revolutionary regardless of the revolutionary features of the topic
covered by himself. On the other hand, some events which don’t have a revolutionary
quality could be interpreted by the cinema maker in a revolutionary perspective.”'*’

According to Parkan, the topics are not so important for determining a cinema as
revolutionary, instead the mode of covering this topic identifies the cinematic works whether
revolutionary or not. In other words, the directors should deal with the event in a
revolutionary perspective regardless of the revolutionary content of the movie. For explaining
how this revolutionary perspective can be created it will be better to consult with Faruk

Atasoy’s claims:

With the images of a villager that works on land under the sun or a laborer that works
in front of a boiler, a cinema maker can just turn to the realities. We cannot obtain
anything by showing a Group from their lives to the mass of laborers. Those kinds of
films can lead to sympathy demonstrations with a great deal of applause among the
elite class in cities.

In the films that a film maker produces, in addition to these realities, the film maker
should focus on the real reasons behind these realities and deliver these to the
audience. The aim must be to face the clashes and problems beyond the realities and
accelerate the formation process and motivating people to take an action. While doing
all these in the films produced, the existence of the effort that is spent for the power of
laborers must be proved through direct or indirect reflections.'**

Faruk Atasoy shares the same idea with the Group suggesting that the problems issued
in the Yesilcam’s movies (especially some social — realistic movies like Susuz Yaz, Otobiis
Yolculari.... ) don’t reflect the socioeconomic realties and the solutions proposed by the

directors for those matters are not related to the main contradictions derived from economic

3 Mutlu Parkan, “Cesitleme”, Geng Sinema, (January, 1969) Vol. 4, p. 8 -9

Y Faruk Atasoy, “Silah Basina”’, Geng Sinema, (December 1968) Vol.3 p. 7
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base of the society. Because of this reason, the movies of Yesilcam are very detached from
people who experience the real social and economic problems and are not able to mobilize
and create awareness among the masses. Since the social and economic problems are totally
emerged out of the main contradictions which are derived from the capitalist base of the
society like class distinctions, poverty so on and so forth, directors should seek for the
solution only by analyzing and contemplating how the economy of the society defining the
base works and how it affects the social domain. By this way, the movies gain its significant
dimension in terms of prompting the masses towards the revolution and precipitating the

process of making them conscious of their potential revolutionary power.

Lastly, Mete Tanju covers the same matter within the framework of a documentary
movie by emphasizing the distinction between analyzing and detecting an event constituting

the main issue of the movie:

The documentarist of the exploitative cinema is only detecting the events. Generally,
he is only contended with looking his matter from the outside, and revealing it
according to the detached and static structuralism. He disrupts the compulsory
relations between the events in such a manner of providing the reinforcement of the
system, or maintenance of it. Thus the product emerges as independent from the
material reality. (...) Whereas, Young Film Maker is not contended with only
detecting the event. He must contribute his interpretations to the event detected.
Hence, he goes into the core of relationships. He invents the dynamic elements in
those. (...) He gives importance to causality and continuity as a natural requirement of
it in his artistic products. (...) This means that the main importance in perceiving the
reality is understanding the dynamic of those relations. In short, for Young Film
Maker, only identification of the realities is not enough, instead he detects the realities
with their real relations and completes those with his interpretations. '**

In conclusion, according to the members, I won’t be wrong to say that the
revolutionary cinema is not about the topic covered by the directors, yet the important element
for a movie to be a revolutionary is the mode of analyzing the topic. If an issue, whether it
contains revolutionary content or not, is handled in a revolutionary outlook, the movie will
fulfill its function for revolution. This revolutionary mode of analyzing the issue, especially
the socioeconomic problems in the country is closely related to examining it by revealing its
reasons derived from main contradictions coming out of economic base of the society instead
of only demonstrating the problem without giving any solutions depended on the societal base

and only contending with the determination of the problem itself. If this is accomplished by

% Mete Tanju, “Geng Sinemaci ve Belgesel Film”, Geng Sinema, (December, 1969) Vol. 11, p. 3
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the directors, and if that cinematic analysis reaching people is handled in this way, the movies

can provide to increase the awareness of people and enhance mass mobilization.

B. Approaching To People

Seeing that the initial function of the revolutionary directors is to serve for
revolutionizing the society, the main target group of their cinema discussed above is the
majority of people exploited by the dominant and comprador class with a view to spreading
the ideas of revolution and inoculating the sense of it. In other words, the Group realizes that
its movies the main object of which is to increase the revolutionary consciousness and to
trigger mass mobilization become pointless in case that they are not reached to the people
composed of worker and laborer class. This strong belief of the Group make the ‘people’
dimension one of the main components for creating the revolutionary cinema Indeed, Ibrahim
Bergman stresses the importance of this dimension for the art in general by those words:

The most important element in the art formation is the ‘people’. The works of art
which are not able to approach people or are refused by them can’t rescue from
molding, and thus they can’t be regarded as an ‘art’. In contrast, it is real that an
artistic event can increase its artistic value according to the number of people
embracing it."*®
More specifically, Gaye Petek reveals the closed relation between the revolutionary

cinema and the ‘people’ dimension:

When could a cinema be ‘revolutionary’? It is not only with the movie’s topic but
also with its direction and the audiences to whom it addresses. A revolutionary cinema
addresses to the masses that will make the revolution. At first to laborers and peasants.
This levies the burden of responsibility to directors. The film maker is an artworker, so
creator; director, he establishes an opportunity of unification between the audience and
the work of art. '’

In this manner, we should talk about the possible means of providing the unification of

the artwork and the masses in her article. Yet, she will give the answer this question in the
same article and the ensuing one called ‘Etkin Bir Seyirci Aramak’ (Searching for An Active
Audience) related to changing the role of audiences while seeing the movie. According to her,
the habitual behaviors of the audiences while seeing the movie should be removed. For
instance, they should be rescued from being a ‘consumer’ by creating the ‘active audience
type’. This means that the audience should be able to mobilize through the movie and only

demonstrating people their exploitation is not enough for providing this mass mobilization.

¢ ibrahim Bergman, “Sanat Olayi ve Halk”, Geng¢ Sinema, (November, 1968) Vol. 2, p. 9

17 Gaye Petek, “Sanat ve Sinema”, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) Vol. 3, p. 5
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Instead, the members could make the movies showing the people the means of revolution and
resistance. '**

As to remember the second chapter, discussing the counteractive position against
Yesilcam by benefitting from Marxist terminology, the existing cinematic system is conducted
according to the capitalist — imperialist economic and ideological aims which also determine
the attitudes of the audiences. It is important to remember briefly the main claims of the
Young Cinema about the relationship between the cinema and the people in the Yesilcam
system. At first, the movies contents the main contradiction between exploiting classes and
exploited classes which don’t deal with socio-economic problems sprung from the economic
base of the society. Some movies issues those kinds of problems, like Social Realists, yet they
propose superstructural and metaphysical concepts like religion or supranatural forces as
solutions for those problems, making people more subservient and rendering Yesilcam movies
so detached from the masses. Secondly, since the cinema sector is seen as a suitable domain
to extract profits, the imperialist forces and their capitalist compradors are focused solely on
the entertaining function of the cinema in order to appeal more people to the cinema theaters.
By this way, they prevent people from informing social realities through cinema by ignoring
its social function in terms of mass mobilization. Although neglecting the social function of
the cinema, they discern the propagandist feature of it by using this sector as a tool for
imposing the goodness of their ideology with the aim of maintaining the capitalist —
imperialist order from which they benefit from.

Mehmet Goneng calls this type of cinema which is endemic to the existing system as
‘the Opium Cinema’. After claiming that the cinema is the unique branch of art enhancing the
comprador class to contact with the masses, he supports that this connection could only be
established by rendering the audiences less aware of the problems occurring in their country
and less conscious of their revolutionary potential power. He emphasizes this dreadful relation
between the imperialist cinema and the people as saying that ‘the masses in the dark theaters
should always be stayed in the dark for the dominant powers, and this succeeded’ '* Omer
Pekmez also stresses imperialist- capitalist class’ abuse of this unique domain for the people’s
entertainment according to its economic and ideological intention:

Cinema is the cheapest and longest in duration of the activity means for the
entertainment of people who have a limited budget. Apart from the cities, the cinema
is the only place to which the people come in their spare time in almost all towns of

148 Gaye Petek, “Sanat ve Sinema”, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) Vol. 3, p. 5 and “Etkin Bir Seyirci Aramak”

Geng Sinema, (February, 1969) Vol. 5, p. 5
% Mehmet Goneng, “Sinemayi Halka Gotirmek”, Geng Sinema, (November, 1968) Vol. 2, p. 15
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Anatolia. If you ask to people who don’t have anything to do or unemployed, who is
the old and young; the students who skip school the most favorite activity to enjoy, the
answer will certainly be ‘going to the cinema’. Especially as to the young people, the
cinema is the home for ‘killing the time’, thus the owners of the cinema theaters,
producers and business managers who know the ways of gaining money very well
fairly exploit people.'

Yet, it claimed that since the cinema is the place in which the majority of people

gather to entertain and spend their free time, the bourgeoisie seeks for the ways of exploiting
their money (as Omer Pekmez) and of keeping them so passive while seeing the movie in
order not to be aware of the social realities and the basic contradictions in society (Mehmet
Goneng), some members don’t think that the cinema affects people so much in the way these
members claim due to the inadequacy of cinema for reaching people. In other words, the
cinema doesn’t exist in most of the regions in Anatolia, so naturally the imperialist cinema
can’t have exploited those people who also have real revolutionary potential, letting the
Young Cinema to think of approaching those regions with its cinema.

Yorgo Bozis tries to show some statistical data in order to demonstrate the very
detached relationship between cinema and the people especially living in the rural areas. He
gives the place to a column of Milliyet newspaper based on Devlet Istatistik Endistiitiisii’s
(The State Institue of Statistics) (DIE) numbers in 1961. According to it, 86% of the 14.000
villages haven’t met the movies and cinema theaters before. Furthermore, in the cities which
have cinematic theaters, the DIE defines some numbers relating to the number of household
and the average expenditures of cultural activities. According to those numbers the 26% of the
households who have a high income make the 80 % of those expenditures, on the contrary the
54% of the households composed of limited amount of income can only make 7,2% of the
expenditures. These numbers also show that the majority of people having a low income (they
are lower class — workers, laborers- and lower middle class) can’t spend their money to
cultural activities and the most of the dominant classes can benefit from this facility. All two
data is interpreted by Bozis that the cinema hasn’t reach the majority carrying potential for
being revolutionary audiences and cinema should approach those people before imperialism’s
attempt. "

Apart from Bozis, Engin Ayca tries to explain so many people haven’t met the cinema
before based on the data of Nijat Ozdn’s Tiirk Sinema Tarihi. According to those information
of the statistics in 1963, the 2/3 of the population of the country lives in the villages and the
3.427.038 towns and nooks whose population is under the 5000 out of 3.511.748 hasn’t

130 Bmer Pekmez, “Sansiir Sorunu”, Geng Sinema, (March, 1969) Vol. 6, p. 8

Bt Yorgo Bozis, “Emekgiler ve Sinema”, Geng Sinema, (November, 1969) Vol. 10, p.6-8
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electricity yet meaning that the facilities in those regions are not available for establishing a
cinema theater. Moreover, if it is realized that the national income per person is 2.655 lira,
and the number of tickets per individual is 2,3 in a year, only a small group of people who is
the minority of the country can see the movies demonstrating that the dominant class majorly
consists the audiences of the cinema and majority is deprived of these activities. For Ayca, the
objects must be the conveying of the revolutionary movies which they make and by this way
making those people who haven’t see the cinema before the audiences of revolutionary
cinema. He also adds that: ‘So, the real audiences of the revolutionary movies are the classes
who will make the revolution.” Moreover, he also compromises the other film makers like
Gaye Petek and Mehmet Goneng ignoring the inadequacy of cinema to reach the people in
terms of rescuing the people from being the consumer of movies and creating an active
audience prototype thinking, contemplating the social problems and the reasons / solutions
related to the base of the society and participating in the revolutionary process very actively.
152

The concern of making them active elements of the revolution by reaching the people
through the movies drives the members of the Group to the language and form of the movies
that they will make. These discussions will be cited below, yet it is better to finish the
sentences of Gaye Petek in her article ‘Sinemaci (Gorevi Karsisinda ve Onun iginde)’ (Movie
Maker: Against His Duty and Inside It) in order to prepare us for the other dimensions (the
content, the essence and artform unity and the source of traditional values).

The way of creating ‘the Cinema of People’ is to make ‘comprehensible’ movies
instead of the intellectual ones only addressing to the small ‘intellectual’ group. The problems
experienced by the people should be criticized in the eyes and perception of people. Film
makers should refrain from ‘abstract art’ because it is impossible to think and form a kind of
abstract and surrealistic movies in such a underdeveloped country like Turkey. Furthermore,
this is not compatible with the language and activity of the cinema. Are not there any folk
tales, poems, songs in Turkey? Were the inequality, wars, exploiters and the exploited erased
from Turkey and the world? Lets come to the ‘presentation’ manner: I will suggest a method:
we can arrange small range of presentations and activities for small communities in any kind

of places like cafes, gardens, streets. If it is demanded an entrance pay to the people, it should

12 Engin Ayga, “Sinema ile Ugrasmak - 3”’, Geng¢ Sinema, (March, 1969), Vol. 6, p. 22
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be very low in price so as to arrange new ones. Furthermore, we should make conversations,

explanations and discussions after the movies. '

Indeed, some endeavors about the arrangement these kinds of presentations is
performed by the Group with a view to approaching the people. As we remember that, in the
introduction of the 12" volume, the Group announces that it is able to buy a player only at the
expense of the cost of two volumes for using it in various places such as schools, guilds, labor
unions, coffee houses and streets.: ‘In this period, by thinking that it is more beneficial to get
a 16 mm player than to publish the journal and we skip two volumes with a view to buy it.”'**
Yet before that, the Group also mentions its activities organized in various places in the 7t
volume. Among some of those activities, firstly, the presentation of Asayis Berkemal of
Ahmet Soner in Aslan Turgutlu Village, Halkali in 15 September 1968; the presentation of
Cirkin Ares of Artun Yeres in many forums in Ortadogu Teknik Universitesi (the Middle East
Technical University) after the burning of the Komer’s'*® car along with the announcement of
Mutlu Parkan stating that ‘the Young Cinema supports the students’; the usage of Artun
Yeres’ movie called Onlar Ki as a background for the theater play Grev (Strike) in Devrimci
Hareket Tiyatrosu (Revolutionary Movement Theatre);, and the other presentations in
Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi Sinema Kuliibii (The Cinema Club of Black Sea Technical
University), Tiirkiye Isci Partisi Besiktas Ilcesi Fikir Kuliipleri Federasyonu (The Federation
of Ideas Societies in Turkish Labour Party Branch Office of Besiktas), Devrimci Isci
Sendikalar: Konfederasyonu (The Federation of Revolutionary Labour Unions), Lastik —Is
Sendikas: (Lastik-Is Union), Milli Demokratik Devrim Dernegi in Ankara and Istanbul so on

and so forth.'®

All those activities and the places of presentation show that the Group tries to
approach the main powers of revolution mainly laborer and worker class, also revolutionary
students and the organizations they take part in order to fulfill its revolutionary function by
presenting its movies composed of revolutionary ideas and feelings in such a manner that

people could understand and digest the social problems, inequalities etc and their

13 Gaye Petek, “Sinemaci (Gorevi Karsisinda ve Onun icinde)”, Geng Sinema, (October, 1969) Vol. 9, p. 12

> “Geng Sinema’dan”, Geng Sinema, (March, 1970) Vol. 12, p.1

> Robert Komer was the ambassador of Turkey in 1968 in the same time of being appointed as the Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy in the Jimmy carter administration. Komer has left a special mark in Turkish
history: in the beginning of his tenure his car was set on fire by a group of students in Middle East Technical
University.
http://www.radikal.com.tr/Default.aspx?aType=GaleriHaber&Date=11.10.2008&ArticlelD=902742&PAGE=16
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responsibilities to remove those. More importantly, as we look at the places and foundations
in which they present their movies, it is not clear the political position of the Group in the
ideological leftist political fractions. The variety of the parties like Tiirkiye Is¢i Partisi, or the
foundations like Dev-Geng in which the Group arranges its presentations can be interpreted as
the fact that the Group tries to find opportunities to present their movies to the revolutionary
powers as much as possible regardless of their ideological positions. This tendency is also
revealing us some clues about the political inclinations of the Group which will be talked

about later.

C. The Unity of Essence and Form

The fact that the Group supports the priority of revolution and the usage of cinema as a
way of attaining the revolution which it is intended does not mean that they ignore the artistic
dimension of this domain. In one of the articles of Mutlu Parkan, he cites one of Mao’s claim
which is very clear to understand that they give equal importance to artistic nature of the
cinema besides its political functions: ‘No matter how politically progressive, the art works
whose artistic value is not complete lack power.’'>’As we talked about before, the members
believe the peculiar artform of the Young Cinema would be generated with the cultural and
cinematic accumulation by making movies as much as possible. Although the tendency to the
structure of the movies is not defined in a certain way, some theoretical inclinations have
begun since the first volumes of the Young Cinema. Among those, the idea of ‘the unity of
essence and form’ is so visible. According to themselves, there is no clear cut distinction
between the essence (or content) and the form of the movie and they occur together in it. In
this manner, the Group refuses its some counterparts outside the country. For instance, the
members criticize the movies of French Nouvelle Vague due to the claim that the artform of
the movie determines the content of the movie, whereas they, especially Istanbul part see the
main instances of this French Movement in collective presentations of Sinematek. In spite of
the fact that they feel themselves more closed to Latin American Cinema or the Cinema of the
Third World, they admit that their cinematic perception is influenced by 1968’s French
cinema especially in the artform of the movies. For instance, in Tanju Akerson’s critical
article about Mutlu Parkan’s movie called ‘66°, he emphasizes this influence considering the
artform of the movie:

The cinematic language used by Mutlu Parkan is more inclined to the Nouvelle
Vague’s relating to its artform. Looking at the indoor and outdoor, evaluation of

57 Mutlu Parkan, “Cesitleme”, Geng Sinema, (January, 1969) Vol. 4, p. 9
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plastic material, fragmentation, the camera Groups and the linkages in plan carry the
characteristics of this Group. The ‘phraseology’ of Nouvelle Vague was usually a
starting point for the film makers of The Third World Countries in creating their ‘new
cinema’ In this manner, it can be admitable that the artform of the movie includes the
many features of Nouvelle Vague. (or this can be perceived as something positive on
the condition that it stays as a starting point at the trial period of film makers)'*®

This statement also reveals that since Akerson looks this short movie, 66 as a product

of the Young Cinema Group in the process of improving their cinematic language on the road
to revolution, thus he doesn’t perceive the Nouvelle Vague'’s influence as a negative thing for
the movie’s artform in this temporary process. Because the Group in general looks their
domestic cinematic history as very irrelevant and there is nothing to inherit from the previous
works of Turkish Cinema, also legitimizing that they try some artistic forms of its foreign
counterparts until attaining its specific genre composed of peculiar characteristics.

As it is discussed before, since the Group identifies itself with the revolutionary
process, the members of it define the content of this ‘forthcoming new cinema’ with relevance
to this significant function. It is better to use the words of essence and content as the same
meaning in this part as the members do in the Young Cinema. In the same article of Parkan as
mentioned above, he expresses the content of the Group’s movies should be related to
revolution because it defines its choice according to being a revolutionary force against the
existing system:

Young Film Maker has done its choice: so he is revolutionist. In a way, this is a
commitment and all the commitments except this one can be a dash against his artistic
creativity.” The artistic products which he will present with his revolutionary
personality and artistic creativeness should be free for its detachment from every kind
of dogmatism and bigotry.'>’

Engin Ayca also talks about the emergence of the movies’ content ‘within’ the

revolution. He asserts that the Group would make movies for rendering the audiences of
revolutionary cinema active and making them awake. In this point, the concerning matter of
the Group should be the content of the movies which not only means the topic, but also the
essence and ideology, or altogether. The revolutionary cinema doesn’t occur out of
revolutionary forces, instead is generated and developed with them. According to him if it is
expressed that this formation is the content of the movie, the so called cinema goes out of the
cinema of consumption and becomes something new. In other words he defines Young

Cinema as the cinema which will be created with its all elements.'®® Unlike Parkan, this

18 Tanju Akerson, “Geng Sinema’da 1 No’lu Durak — Mutlu Parkan’in 66’s1”, Geng¢ Sinema, (January, 1969) Vol.
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formation of the content is not a choice for Ayga, this is a must in order to make a new
cinema. Because, according to him, all traditional languages of expression are deprived of
express what is going on today and become obsolete and ineffective against the artistic and
poetical power of language that is owned by the resistant and rebellious young generation. A
new cinema should be isolated from all elements of former types of expression or the
language of exploitation, disdainfulness and mystification.

The question arising from those statements is how the revolutionary essence or content
of the movie affect the artform. As it is mentioned above, the members don’t support the
kinds of cinematic works whose form defines the main characteristic of the movie and the
whose essence changes according to the form like French Nouvelle Vogue and instead they
believe the artform and the essence are very interrelated and inseparable parts of the movie.
The articles of the Journal cite this interdependency. Engin Ayca is one of the examples of
those:

The discussions about the essence and artform are only ‘nonsense’ for Young
Cinema. It doesn’t separate those elements each other. The emerging artistic product is
the unity of those: The unity of the revolutionary essence and the most suitable artistic
style for this essence’'®"

In this manner, Yakup Barokas’ theory called ‘Simple Cinema’ is so significant.
According to him, the simplicity, also the artform of the cinema, is derived from the main
dimension that is the movie’s revolutionary essence as very relevantly the statements cited
above. In terms of its revolutionary essence, at first the movie doesn’t have such an aim to
desensitize people and conceal the core realities in society like the cinema of imperialism. The
voice and scene editing possess a unique intention that is to strengthen the revolutionary
essence of the movie and equip it with new dimensions. It doesn’t give any place to some
artistic tricks which are the products of the Western cinema and does only incline to artistic
features and implications in case of contributing the essence of the movie. This provides for
the movie to be understandable, thus increasing the worker — laborer class’ consciousness
about the social-political problems and their potential power which has a historic significance
in terms of transforming the current system. In this point he supports the documentaries as a
genre of art. He claims that “I do not say that people should just make documentary films but
it will be appropriate to ornament films with documentary features in terms of providing

cogency. By using fiction and interpreting the documents, this image can be achieved.'®

1o Engin Ayga, “Sinemayi Yeniden icat Etmek”, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) Vol. 1 p. 14
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In his other article, Yakup Barokas tries to expound the interconnectedness and
interdependence of the essence and form by giving three types of movies. The source of this
classification is not defined in the Young Cinema, letting us interpret that this categorization is
determined by him. Those types are basically ‘Hamur Filmler’ (Dough Movies), ‘Sanat
Filmleri’ (Art Movies) and ‘Siyasi Filmler’. (Political Movies) Hamur Filmler consists of the
movies dealing with the essence and features of individuals, their bourgeoisie habits. This
type of movies shouldn’t be confused with the imperialistic movies and its domestic
collaborators like Yesilcam movies concerning with metaphysical and psychological topics in
that Hamur Filmler issue those topics with relevance to their social values and analyze their
social background. It reveals the deterioration and corruption of the existing system indirectly.
He gives some examples about those kinds of movies like Artun Yeres’ Beyoglu 68 and
Passollini’s Mama Roma Secondly, Siyasi Filmler deals with significant sociopolitical events
with their reasons and results. He also compares this type of movies with Protesto Filmleri
(Protest Movies) which only criticizing the events by stating that Siyasi Filmler aim to
stimulate people unlike to other one rendering its audiences more passive. The third type
which is Sanat Filmi only focuses on the artistic form of the movie regardless of its
revolutionary content or essence.

According to the explanations of three categories, it can be said that the genre of
movie the Group intends to establish is more inclined to Siyasi Filmler and Hamur Filmi. 1t is
closed to Political Movies, because it has a revolutionary stance against the existing social
system and objects to mobilize and stimulate people. It is also closed to Hamur Filmi,
because, especially some of the Group’s ‘Kurmaca’ (Fictional) Movies like Mutlu Parkan’s
66 it deals with the two men’s own personal and inner depression and its social background.
This can be combined with Veysel Atayman’s statement proclaimed when he propounded as a

163 to make considerable amount of movies in the

reason of the Group’s ineffectiveness
conversation that the members couldn’t find an effective way to embrace an effective genre to
unite the cinema’s dual function considering its reflection of the characters’ individual
problems shaped within the sociopolitical context and its engagement in the political and
social matters. Atayman’s argument is seemed comprehensible if we look at the limited

number of movies having produced.

1% Interview with Veysel Atayman having made in June 14, 2010
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D. Traditional Values as a Source

The fact that the Young Cinema refuses the former cinematic works in general except a
few movies and they see nothing to take over from its past doesn’t mean that they don’t seek
for some alternative sources for benefiting their new cinema which they intend to create. As
Mete Tanju claims that, the starting point to begin the formation of this new cinema is one
step beyond the zero. Because it can’t be ignored some sources, accumulations, data from
which the Group can benefit and whose connection with the cinema is distant and indirect,
although the analysis about them has not been done or if so not adequate. Furthermore, the
members should find the aesthetic values of lively features and psychology rooted in the
sentiments, mentality and attitudes of Anatolian people and develops authentic examples of

164 The sublimation of the conventional values is

revolutionary cinema by using those values.
generally seen and the usage of those in the cinematic works by making a contemporary
analysis which hasn’t been done before is usually supported by the members.

This tendency to local, traditional and authentic values of Turkish people is also one of
the departing points from the Sinematek embracing the Western cultural tradition and
believing that Turkey should be a part of Western Culture. This position makes Sinematek to
incline to adopt the Western aesthetic values for attaining a full-fledged universal cinema
which has an important place in the world cinema. Yet, although Young Cinema doesn’t
ignore the Western cinematic values totally (if we remember the critic of the film ‘66°, some
artistic forms can be adopted from the Western cinema especially Nouvelle Vogue in the
developmental stage), they are more concentrated on adopting the traditional values of
Anatolian people in their cinematic domain. It is important to say that, Sinematek doesn’t
neglect the Anatolian culture. Indeed, as Hakki Baggiiney, this group intends to enhance the
rise of those values to the stage of universal values.'® In this manner, it won’t be wrong to
say that the ultimate aim of Sinematek with relevance to making the Turkish Cinema as a
universal cinema including Western cultural values cannot be seen in the Young Cinema
stressing the locality and traditionalism. In fact, there are some extremist stance against the
Western culture in the Young Cinema Group like Ahmet Soner refusing the European Cinema
totally and supporting more concentration to peculiar Turkish Culture with its art and
literature in creation of the new cinema:

Turkish story writing is a nebulous source for Young Film Makers. There are at least
nine or ten thousand stories that need to be revised. Hiiseyin Rahmi, Omer Seyfeddin,

%4 Mete Tanju, “Devrim Sinemasinin Sorunlari igcinde Yapit”, Geng Sinema, (March, 1970) Vol. 12, p. 12

Hakki Basgiiney, Tiirk Sinematek Dernegi: Tiirkiye’de Sinema ve Politik Tartisma, (istanbul: Libra Kitap,
2009), p. 125

165

98



Memduh Sevket, Sadri Ertem, Yasar Kemal, Muzaffer Buyrukcu, Fakir Baykurt, Tarik
Dursun K., Mahmut Makal and the others. They are all purely untouched and
undiscovered treasures. Moreover, all these writers address to five to fifteen thousand
people. However, the power of cinema is more effective and much more. We can leave
everything behind as we have this kind of source in our hand. We should not be
interested in the West no matter what is happening there!'®

Apart from its distinctive perspective from the Sinematek, this sublimation of

Anatolian values also bolsters the counteractive position of the Group against the former and
today’s cinematic works under the auspices of Yesilcam. It accuses the Yesilcam of not
engaging the Anatolian values and culture in their cinematic works and not letting Anatolian
people to take part in these works actively. Yakup Barokas and Enis Riza cover this matter in
their articles:

Cultural imperialism, a very common phenomenon, does not want artists to reach
masses, in other words to make the masses effective in art. It does not want that
because then the tricks will be ruined. Trends are made up, cubism, surrealism, new
Groups in cinema. Most people do not understand Godard. Economical relationships
ease this as well: Of course, the artists should sell its art work. Most of the time, it’s
the conditioned appreciation by the city people that shed the light and leads the artists.
They do not want Yunus Emre and Pir Sultan Abdal to be talked about.'®’

(...)On the other side, there is always a folk art that develops on its own gradually: a
voice that delivers the longings, hopes, pain that is formed by the language, the
traditions and customs of the community. However, the art that powerful class created
has an alienation effect on folk art'®®

IV.3. Conclusion: An Evaluation

This part is allocated to a debate with relevance to the previous one: which leftist
fractions’ ‘revolutionary culture’ thesis is more compatible with the Young Cinema Journal
and the Group and thus which leftist part/fraction/or party’s ‘revolution thesis’ is more
suitable for establishing a kind of revolutionary cinema which the Group wants to attain. In
this issue the conversations with Veysel Atayman and Ahmet Soner and the articles from both
the directors of the Group and the leading actors of political fractions are benefitted. Before
discussing that, it is useful to mention the ‘revolution theses’ from the TIP and from the

supporters of MDD fraction asserted in the second half of 1960s Turkey.

186 Ahmet Soner, “ilk Yazi”, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) Vol. 1, p. 12

Yakup Barokas, “Basit Sinema”, Geng¢ Sinema, (November, 1969) Vol. 10, p. 11
Enis Riza, “Sanat ve Sanatci Ustiine Bir Taslak”, Gen¢ Sinema, (March, 1970) Vol. 12, p.14
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According to TiP, the socialism is a problem about the transformation of the
contradictions between classes in favor of Labor Class, so the problem is related to ‘class’.
Since socialism is the ideology of this class, the revolutionary activity should be fulfilled with
the labor class pioneering. Moreover this activity is akin to the struggle against both
capitalism and imperialism. Because the complete independency can be accomplished with
economic independency resulting from the removal of capitalist forces. Turkey lost its
independency again after the elimination of imperialist powers (but the capitalism remained)
in the Turkish War of Independence because there wasn’t the transformation form capitalism
to socialism. This case also shows that the elimination of capitalism (also called socialist
revolution) and imperialism should go hand in hand. The other significant point is that this
socialist revolution should be through a transformation in a democratic way that is the

parliament. '®

According to supporters of MDD, Turkey is not in the stage of fulfilling a socialist
revolution. Its feudal and semi-dependent structure prevents it from doing that. Thus, it must
be performed in anti-feudal and anti-imperialist struggle. The first problem is to enhance
democratic freedom and independency. It would be passed to socialism only after reaching
this stage. Anti-imperialist struggle necessitates that revolutionary activity would be national.
For this reason the anti-imperialist struggle should include not only the labor class but also the
other ‘national’ powers. There must be an alliance established between the classes.
Furthermore, it doesn’t support the parliamentary way of accomplishing revolution, instead

this alliance or unity must capture the political power. '”°

As I talked about before, the general political inclination of the Group is towards the
MDD’s one. It could be understood from some articles in the Young Cinema criticizing some
discourses of TIP and adopting some of MDDs one. At first, it can be suitable to reveal

Veysel Atayman and Yakup Barokas’ statements emphasizing his position against TIP.

The attitude of generalist representatives of illiberalness, which does not hesitate to
claim that they are indirectly beneficial for the revolutionary action while accusing
Young Cinema of appropriating the revolutionary action, is closer to the attitude of
political associations which hope to realize a revolution through a parliamentary way

169 Cetin Yetkin, Tiirkiye’de Soldaki Béliinmeler: Tartismalar, Nedenler, C6ziim Onerileri (1960 — 1970),

(Ankara: Toplum Yayinevi, 1970), pp. 16 -17
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and expects to pursue revolutionism that they try to take from us by a competition in
solid bourgeoisie culture. "

Why simple cinema? For reaching the masses. So it will be asked: “Will everybody
make a film?” We do not have editing benches. Even when we have those, everybody
cannot make a film. Did you put a camera in the callous hands of a worker, and show
him good films? Did you let him read some books? So? Yet, the thing is even among
the most revolutionists ones there are some who have the wish to disdain workers in
them. (...) Is not it right? Of course Sinematek member bourgeois know Russian,
Hungarian and Czech Republic films very well. They disdain the workers as workers

cannot know a lot about cinema have higher education and read a book; still the

bourgeois yells: “village workers to the Assembly’.'”?

As two statements, both of them include criticizing the Hisar and Sinematek’s
attitudes for approaching the bourgeoisie class and detaching from the people and the
revolutionary process. As I mentioned in the first chapter, the Cinemteque foundation tends to
support TIP’s ideas and also Onat Kutlar takes part in TIP’s organizations. In these
statements, there is a tendency from the Young Cinema to identify its opposition to these
cinematic milieus as their political choice. Moreover, it also makes an analogy between those
groups detachment from the people and the revolutionary activities, and their supporting party
accused of being far from the masses and ignoring the labor class which contains a real
potential to attain the revolution. This can be perceived as an indicator of the Group’s
opponent stance against the TiP. In terms of the detachment from the people, the Group
adopts an attitude that is closer to ordinary people’s attitude and supports a broad front against
the dominant powers consisting not only from the laborers and also the other forces of small-

bourgeoisie as especially the intellectuals:

There is no place such a category of intellectuals composing of artists and film
makers in the sphere of ‘activity cinema’. An intellectual, as Guevara says that,
‘should commit suicide’, interfere in the people, exploited worker, laborer classes. Our
independence war is the war of our laborer class.'”

The revolutionary person sharing the responsibility of generating a new cinema with
Young Film Makers who are mainly laborers, audiences and intellectuals should
address their opinions and critics to the economic problems. Waiting for the creation
of a new cinema from the Young Film Maker is the right of all ours.'”™

The other point helping us to connect the MDD thesis and the Group can be related to
the ‘cultural revolution theses of Mihri Belli and ‘Swnifsal Sinema’ article of Yakup Barokas.

For instance, if we look at two texts containing the statements of Mihri Belli, one of the most

7 Veysel Atayman, “Geng Sinema’nin Yarini”’, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) Vol. 9, p. 8

Yakup Barokas, “Basit Sinema”’, Geng¢ Sinema, (November, 1969) Vol. 10, pp. 11 -12
Engin Ayga, “Sinemayi Yeniden icat Etmek”’, Geng Sinema, (October, 1968) Vol. 1, p. 14
74 Ustiin Savasta, “Ekonomik Orgiitlenmeye Dogru”, Geng¢ Sinema, (December, 1969) Vol. 11, p. 5
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important figure in MDD fraction about his thesis on ‘national revolutionary culture’, we
could find very similarities with the claims of Young Cinema. It could be meaningful to show
the connection between these texts (‘Revolutionary National Culture’ (Ulusal Devrimci
Kiiltiir) published in Ankara Birligi Dergisi (Ankara Union Journal) in January, 1970 and his
speech in the first ‘Revolutionary Cinema Festival’ (Devrimci Film Senligi) published in
Young Cinema in June 1970) and an article written by Yakup Barokas and published in Young
Cinema’s 12th volume in May 1970:

At first Belli argues that the economic base of society determines the culture as a part
of superstructure similar to the Young Cinema Group and he defines the existing culture with
two terms: ‘imperialist culture’ and ‘semi-feudal culture’. Moreover, he propounds a very
relative thesis on cultural revolutionary thesis corresponding to his Milli Demokratik Devrim
thesis including basically, the all anti-imperialist and anti-feudalist powers in the country
should unite by establishing a ‘national front” with worker class’ leadership (composed by
proletariat, laborer part, small-bourgeoisie) in order to demolish imperialist and feudal society
and attain Milli Demokratik Devrim which is the only way to adjust the social, political and
economic conditions for reaching socialist revolution. In other words, MDD is the step for
passing from the dependent society surrounded by imperialist and its comprador
representatives (comprador bourgeoisie and feudal landlords) to full-independent or socialist
one. According to him, a ‘National Revolutionary Culture’ should be composed by proletarian
revolutionary culture and ‘Small-Bourgeoisie Transformational Culture’ (Kii¢iik Burjuvazi
Doniigiimcii Kiiltiirii) so this culture can only be composed of the collaboration of these
cultures with the pioneering of the proletariat. More importantly, this is the culture of the
‘National Democratic’ society rather than ‘National Culture with Socialist Content’ (Sosyalist

Muhtevali Ulusal Kiiltiir) which is attained only after socialist revolution. '

Secondly, in Yakup Barokas article, we encounter a new term: ‘Class Cinema’
(Sinifsal Sinema): a cinema which issues all social realities including worker class and
peasants real problems in the light of scientific socialism, because it is based on the
proletarian pioneering. The fact that this cinema is about the problems of those classes makes
this cinema a ‘class cinema’. The question is if this cinema can be defined as the part of
‘National Revolutionary Cinema’ and this leads us to claim that the Young Cinema

completely supports Belli’s revolutionary thesis. In this situation, this Barokas’ sentence

7> Mihri Belli, “Ulusal Devrimci Kiiltir”, in Yazilar 1965 — 1970, (Ankara: Sol Yayinlari, 1970), p. 347.

102



provides us some hints indicating that it can’t be possible to support this idea completely:
‘Other than that, the forthcoming step of our revolution process will be whether ‘National
Democratic Revolution’ or ‘Socialist Revolution’, since both of them is fulfilled by the
proletarian pioneering, this future revolutionary cinema must cover both of problems suffered
from peasantry proletariat and worker class’’.'”® With reference to this sentence, the support
of Yakup Barokas for Mihri Belli’s thesis is not clear. To put it another way, the Group is not
able to internalize the MDD’s perception on cultural revolution and the place of cinema in
there and it doesn’t examine how the national-small bourgeoisie element is included in this
movies, meaning that they are incapable of adopting the cultural thesis of MDD to their
‘National Culture with Socialist Content’. Or they don’t come up with any ideas about how
they shape their cinema to ‘National Democratic’ society and the ensuing step, ‘National

Culture with Socialist Content’.

If this case is connected to the argument what I mentioned above that the Group isn’t
selective in the places of presenting their movies and they prefer to present them in the variety
of the foundations from Tiirkiye Isci Partisi, Dev-Geng so on and so forth. Can these
questions be asked? Can we interpret that the Group tries to find opportunities to present their
movies to the revolutionary powers as much as possible regardless of their ideological
positions? If so is this contradicted with the argument that the cinema’s first function is to
serve for the revolution? Veysel Atayman answers this question that although the majority of
members choose to be MDD because this theory stresses on ‘activism’ more and mobilizes
the youth more than the TIP does, yet they don’t internalize this partiality or embrace as their
inextricable identity as examining how the ideas of MDD about culture can be adopted to the

way of establishing cinema which they anticipate. '’

As a consequence, from all examinations about the relationship between revolution
and cinema made in this chapter, it can’t be refused that the Group and Young Cinema
embraces the idea of the cinema as serving for revolution in a very strict manner. Various
articles discuss the possible functions of the cinematic instrument to use in favor of the
revolutionary process. The directors discuss the nature of cinema relating to influence and
inform people, and propel them to the revolutionary activities. In order to persuade people,

they adopt the realistic works of their significant counterparts in the world like Nouvelle

17e Yakup Barokas, “Devrimci ve Ulusal Tirk Sinemasi i¢in Geng Sinema Bir Harekettir”’, Gen¢ Sinema, (March,

1970) Vol. 12, p. 25

7 Interview with Veysel Atayman having made in June 14, 2010

103



Vogue and Italian Neo-Realismo in terms of carrying the camera to the streets, recording the
lively scenes as a witness what is going on there, and presenting those works to the people.
They also debate how a revolutionary cinema should be by supporting the inclusion of
national and traditional values, a comprehensive language and a more socialist content. On the
other hand, we don’t see this kind of liveliness in the discussions of their political engagement
and the possible reflections of its culture thesis on their means of generating ‘revolutionary

cinema’.
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CONCLUSION

As it is seen in the beginning of this study, 1960 encounters some significant artistic
movements having a significant characteristic that they affect their other counterparts and
simultaneously they are influenced by them. In addition to that interrelation between different
cinematic developments, each of them takes their shape very dependently on the political and
social context in which they emerge. French Nouvelle Vogue is one of the most prominent
instances demonstrating a cinematic movement can’t be examined independently from the
1968 leftist political movements organized against the existing order. Furthermore, The Third
World Cinema presents us an important case bearing out our interpretation about the
interconnectedness of the cinematic developments emerging in the same time. It is possible to
see distinctive traces of French Cinema on the Third World like emphasizing active audience
prototype and a realistic cinematic perspective, although this cinema of underdevelopment
criticizes it as remaining an integral part of the system which it opposes by benefitting from
the economic funds of capitalist institutions and locating itself in the capitalist market.
Moreover, the movements also connect to their predecessors by inheriting their cinematic
tradition in the construction of their peculiar cinematic perception and language. Yet, this may
not always be the case especially in highly politicized societies or times like 1960s. In this
manner, the dual situation that we stated comes on the stage that is the tendency of the
cinematic movements that they oppose against the existing sociopolitical system dominated
by the overwhelming ideology, in 1960s this is imperialism, and at the same time they
become detached from its cinematic past or the current cinematic order which it has been
preeminent for years, in this case this is Hollywood or its representatives in localities.
Furthermore the degree of this dual attitude of the movements can be capricious in peculiar
examples. In the 1960s, with relevance to this degree, Third World Cinema indicates a

rigorous discourse in both manners, on the other hand Nouvelle Vogue adopts a more
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moderate position in the manner of opposition and detachment, yet it seems more radical than

American new movie makers.

If we adapt this analogy to the Turkish case, Young Cinema appears in a similar
environment to the international one. Its birth is coincided with the highly politicized era
including the youth movements, the debates of leftist political fractions, the power struggles
inside the Dev- Gen¢ and Tiirkiye Is¢i Partisi , the university invasions, demonstrations so on
and so forth In this political context, it emerges more radically than Social Realists or evenly
Sinematek by supporting a complete detachment from all facilities that the capitalist market or
institutions offer and all the works that Yesilcam has fulfilled up to now, and establishing a
stronger relationship between revolution and cinema as its Third Cinema counterparts. This
study has tried to scrutinize both its counteractive position against the Yegilcam (in the second
chapter) and its revolution-based cinematic perception (in the forth chapter) by analyzing the
articles in The Young Cinema and in some places consulting with the ideas of the members
with whom I made Oral History. Moreover, this dual feature or this dual struggle (both
against the political system and cinematic system) of the Group also necessitates a strong
organizational structure which was also discussed in the third chapter. The study is mostly
concentrated on the discourses of the directors and the authors of the Group in their articles,
intending to understand how they perceive the world in which they live and how they place

their cinematic outlook in this world.

Because of the high degree of opposition against the system, the Anti-Yesilcamist
stance of the group is bolstered by the socialist terminology and understanding by explaining
the Yesilcam’s structure with reference to socialist materialism. For instance they see the
cinema, more specifically Yesilcam, as a superstructural element of the society’s capitalist-
imperialist base and reflecting all values of this dominant order, bringing about the idea that a
new cinema can only be established after the removal of this base. This dimension is also in
harmony with this strong anti-imperialism and anti-capitalism, giving the priority of the
intentions to the revolution rather than cinema. The class-based understanding including that
the today’s cinema is under the auspices of the dominant classes, bourgeoisie, is also the other
Socialist perception which the movement benefits from in analyzing Yesilcam. The idea that
the possessor of the means of production (in our case is cinema) is also the arbiter of all
superstructural elements including cinema, rendering this type of art very isolated from people

and preventing Turkish Cinema from attaining the ‘People’s Cinema’.
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This dominance also creates the arbitrary attitudes of the imperialist classes to spread
its ideology and to determine the content of the movies leading us the dynamics of the
relationship between Yesilcam Cinema and the people. In their articles, the authors try to
analyze how the features of Yesil¢cam that I talked about in the second chapter influence the
content of the movies and their influence on people. Firstly class distinctions which create the
main contradiction between exploiting classes and exploited classes sprung from the
economic base of the society are not intended to be issued in the movies which don’t deal
with socio-economic problems. Apart from these there are some movies issued those kinds of
problems, like Social Realists, which propose superstructural and metaphysical concepts like
religion or supernatural forces as solutions for those problems, making people more
subservient and rendering Yesilgam movies so isolated from the masses. This connects the
cinematic perceptions of the dominant classes as the only sphere for obtaining profits; making
them be more concentrated on the entertaining function of it. This prevents people from
informing social realities through cinema by ignoring its social function in terms of mass

mobilization.

This complete detachment also necessitates a new means and platform of making
movies, which the members see as constituting an organization. This organization, as to the
Young Cinema Group, contains significant functions not only in economic manner but also in
artistic one. According to them, the economic organization is the eventual stage for the Group
when they reach a new platform for distributing, producing and presenting their movies which
can only be possible to remove the dominance of the existing system with the elimination of
capitalist base or the removal of all imperialist and capitalist traces in the country. In this
manner, the intention of establishing economic organization unites with the aim of attaining
revolution. Thus, since reaching economic organization can only be accomplished by
engaging in the political activisms as much as possible on the road to attain socialism, the
importance of ‘activism’ and ‘practice’ is perceived by the Group in a very strict manner. This
also reduces the significance of theoretical and artistic studies in favor of attaining revolution
by making more practice. Yet this doesn’t mean that they ignore the artistic dimension for the
cinema totally. Instead, the idea that making practice, also being akin to serving for
revolution, also generates the aesthetic maturity of the movies becomes in harmony with the
argument that making movies and presenting them to the people is the sole responsibility of

the Group for accomplishing revolution.
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In terms of the relationship between revolution and cinema made in this fourth
chapter, it can’t be refused that the Young Cinema embraces the idea of the cinema as serving
for revolution in a very strict manner. The directors seek for the means and natures of creating
a revolutionary cinema and discuss how the characteristics of this kind of cinema should be.
The directors discuss the nature of cinema relating to influence and inform people, and propel
them to the revolutionary activities which are also perceived as a historic responsibility of the
directors. In order to persuade people, they adopt the realistic works of their significant
counterparts in the world like Nouvelle Vogue and Italian Neo-Realismo in terms of carrying
the camera to the streets, recording the lively scenes as a witness what is going on there, and
presenting those works to the people. Thus it also connects with the intention of Dziga Vertov
and Third Cinema Group objecting to render the people especially worker and labor class
become more active audiences and be rescued from the passive habits which imperialist
powers impose to them. Moreover we can see various articles about the inclusion of national
and traditional values, a comprehensive language and a more socialist content in establishing

such a revolutionary cinema.

An Evaluation: Heterogenity or Homogenity?

After the brief recovering of the statements of Young Cinema Group as reflected in the
Journal, it is necessary to finish this study by making some evaluations about the homogeneity
of this Group. This evaluation springs from this basic question: Do all members embrace all
of those statements made in the Journal? Or are there any contradictions between the
members about the specific issues? We can start trying to answer those questions with
mentioning political positions of the members. It can be said that we don’t see a kind of
liveliness in the discussions of their political engagement and the possible reflections of its
culture thesis on their means of generating ‘revolutionary cinema’. Even though, the majority
of the Group prefers to be in the same position with the supporters of MDD’s revolution
thesis, some of the articles reflect the opponent position against the TIP with the critic of
Sinematek, there are not any discussions about what they understand from the revolutionary
culture and the presence of cinema in this culture. Moreover, the ambiguous stance of
choosing the places in presenting their movies (as mentioned in the fourth chapter) according
to the political positions of the leftist fractions also becomes meaningful in this manner. Yet,

this situation doesn’t prevent those people to overestimate the initial aim of attaining
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revolution, meaning that although they want to establish socialism through the revolution, and
use the cinema as an instrument for attaining revolution, they don’t prefer to internalize the
MDD’s revolutionary thesis or TIP’s Socialist Revolution thesis and adapt them to their
cinematic understandings. To put another way, it is possible to interpret that the Group
possesses a heterogeneous characteristic in terms of its political position, because the
members don’t compromise a single leftist ideology, contradicting the Group’s idea that the
aim of reaching revolution overbears that of accomplishing revolutionary cinema and this

kind of cinema can only be established after the revolution is attained.

The other question debated in this study is related to the Group’s ineffectiveness with
regards to the number of productions which it created. This matter is also criticized by the
cinematic milieus especially during the Group’s confrontation with Sinematek and Robert
College. This deficiency is also seemed as contradicting with the statements claimed in the
articles of Young Cinema pointing out the necessity of practice (very importantly making so
much movies) for reaching a full-fledged organization and attaining revolution. After the gh
volume of The Young Cinema, the members try to explain the natural reasons of this situation
which are mainly the lack of economic funds and the censorship problem. It should be
admitted that an initiation which is utterly detached itself from the dominant economic
networks possibly encounters various problems in finding new economic sources
independently from capitalist-imperialist one to produce its movies, new- alternative networks
to distribute and present them, and new means to reach those movies to people. It is also true
that those difficulties need a considerable amount of time to be overcome. However, in this
point it should be asked the validity and degree of the Group’s opposition against the capital
of dominant powers in making its movies. Apart from the strong position reflected in the
Young Cinema, Veysel Atayman’s statements are so significant in this matter. According to
him, some members including himself didn’t adopt the argument to use capitalist funds for
making the revolutionary movies so strictly as reflected in the Journal. He claims that some
directors like Tanju Akerson, Hiiseyin Tiiziin, Mehmet Goneng¢ and Mustafa Irgat give more
importance to making movies, thus they don’t care so much about the origin of the capital like
other members of the Group. This also makes us put a question mark over the statements of
the Young Cinema related to the superiority of revolution over cinema and practice over
theory. All in all, it won’t be wrong to suggest that the dominant statements accepted and
adopted by the majority of the Group, and reflected in the Young Cinema doesn’t mean that

all members share the same idea with the Group without a fail.
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Finally, we should remember the matter if this Group can be regarded as a movement
or not. As to turn back Enis Riza’s statements this initiation is not a hobby, instead it has a
counteractive position against the current cinema system and this stance is tried to bolster by
new, authentic concepts and ideas. Furthermore, because of its refusal to all economic
relations of the dominant cinema sector, it strives for initiating its own structure conducting
with different modes of producing, making and distributing their movies. Moreover it ties to
make its own movies reflecting its cinematic and political perceptions notwithstanding the
limited number of outputs due to the lack of time for completing its upbringing and maturity
process. In addition to those, the Group causes to bring so many directors, professors and
cinema critics who would influence Turkish cinematic milieu with their works. As to my
consideration those deeds and features are quite enough for regarding that this Group can be a
movement. Moreover as we look at the short biographies of the members, there are so many
important movie-makers, cinematic critics and academicians. However some significant
matters make this opinion doubtful. At first as [ mentioned in the introduction part, although
this development brings about the emergence of creative and successful people, these
endeavors aren’t accomplished within the same group, instead they remain as private
initiations. Furthermore, as it is discussed in the previous paragraph, all members don’t seem
to compromise in all issues they discuss in the Young Cinema, overshadowing the tendency to
entitle the Young Cinema as a movement. All in all, it seems to be possible to suggest that
Young Movie Makers (Geng¢ Sinemacilar) emerges with a claim of becoming a movement,
yet their group can’t become being referred to a movement in Turkish cinematic literature and

this study as well.

Whether it a movement or not, this cinematic development is very significant in
various manners. Firstly, it is an indicator of the interconnectedness and interrelation of
contemporary cinematic movements along with its detachment to the international and
domestic political atmosphere. Moreover, it represents the most rigorous detachment, albeit
not in the first time, from the current and previous cinematic works in relation to its opponent
stance against the imperial and capitalist order. The members also accomplish to establish the
first revolutionary organization in which the people share more or less similar intentions and
ideas about the cinema. Although lots of the members of the Group retreat from the cinematic
sphere after the Coup, this Group bequeaths a significant legacy to the ensuing studies
especially in the documentary area. Furthermore, Prof. Dr. Mutlu Parkan and Oguz Onaran in

the Faculties of Communication, Veysel Atayman as a critic of the journals, Ahmet Soner, in

110



the Mezopotamya Kiiltiir Merkezi (Mesopotamia Cultural Centre), Nazim Kiiltiirevi (Nazim
Culture Home) and Enis Riza, in Belgesel Sinemacilar Birligi (The Association of
Documentary Filmmakers in Turkey) continue to transform this legacy to the other

generations.
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APPENDIX I: TRANSCRIPTS OF ORAL HISTORY STUDIES

Interviewer’s name: CENK CENGIiZ
Informant’s name: VEYSEL ATAYMAN
Date: 14.06.2010

Place: The Garden of Nazim Hikmet Kiiltiir Merkezi (Nazim Hikmet Cultural Centre),
Kadikdy

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Simdi Geng¢ Sinema o anlamda iki gruptu bu baglamda, o anlamda
sana yazdigim isim verdigim kisiler yani iste Mehmet Goneng o rahmetli oldu o sene oldu
arkadan Mustafa Irgat nereden akciger kanserinden galiba 6ldii. Daha bir kag¢ kisi daha var
Enis o bizim aramizda o zaman yoktu. Ankara grubu zaten

CENK CENGIZ: Siz Istanbul’da m1 kuruldunuz?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Istanbul grubu tabi. Ondan sonra Ahmet Soner o bu grubun
disindaydi. Eger orada bir dort kisi sayacak olursak bir tanesi Tanju Akerson bir de iste
oralarda yine Hiiseyin Tiiziin yani aslinda dogrudan gazeteye dergiye belki yansimamasi
gerek.

CENK CENGIZ: Hiiseyin Tiiziin’iin hi¢ makalesini gérmedim.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Dogru ama seyde cevirileri vardir Sinematek dergisinde, Yeni
Sinema’da, brosiirlerde. O zaman Hiiseyin seyde c¢alisiyordu zaten Goethe enstitiisiinde
calistyordu. Ozellikle bize kitap takviyesi basimidan ¢ok yarar1 vardi. Demek ki iste
Mustafa Irgat, Hiiseyin Tiiziin, Mehmet Goéneng, Tanju Akerson ve o ¢evreye yakin
Tanju’nun o zaman evlenmislerdi galiba Fatma Akerson bizim sonradan iki {i¢ tane evlilik
yapan Sitheyla Hanim’1in kizi. Yani boyle bir ekip gibi orast yani o disindaydi Sinematek’in,
faaliyetin i¢inde dogrudan degil ama esas bizim o disardaki bulugmalarimiz iiniversitedeki
bulusmalarimiz dyle ekip gibi bir seydi. Yani orada dedigim sorun ortaya ¢ikti. Yani 66 —
67’ye gelindigi vakit epey biraz kiiltiirel birikimi olan ¢ogu zaten kolejden Robert Kolej o da
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oraya yansiyordu tabi yani Robert Kolej benim tanidigim degilse bile diyelim ki Tanju,nun
tanidig1 onun degilse onun tanidig bir biitiindii oras1 dolayisiyla oradan gelen etkilerle aslinda
bir kiiltiirel bdyle demin Ali’nin dedigi gibi daha ¢ok bdyle yoz demeyim ama bat1 kiiltiirliniin
biraz da rafine tarafinin pesinde olan anlamaya calisan se¢meye ¢alisan bu baglamda hemen
iste Marksist adin1 koyamiyacagimiz daha ¢ok bdyle kiiltiirel birikimle artirilmaya calisan
hatta biraz ingiliz ekoliiniin de etkisinde olan sinemada da Fransiz ekoliiniin etkisinde olan bir
grup vardi esasinda Sinematek’te. Dolayisiyla Sinematek’te seyi diisiin Jak Salom’u diisiin..
Onat Kutlar.. Su anda aklima gelen isimler iste Sakir Eczacibasi zaten destek veren.. Atilla
Dorsay O da Fransiz ekolii ayagi diisiince.. ki Onat’in zaten diisiince anlaminda
beslenmemizde miithis etkisi vardir. Simdi dolayisiyla orada demek ki boyle bir donem geregi
zaten sol riizgarinin estigi yerde yine de bdyle biz solcuyuz diye ortaya ¢ikmasina gerek
olmayan ama kiiltiir nedir ne degildir iiniversitede ogrendikleriyle yetinmeyip (¢ogu
filolojiden zaten) onun diginda kiiltiirlin araglarina adeta saldiran biribirmi besleyen bir ekip
olustu Sinematek’te. Dolayisiyla mekan Sinematekten c¢ok beyoglundaki meyhanelerdi,
birahanalerdi. Iste simdi oraya gidiyorsun hayran bir sekilde Godard’in bir filmi konusmaya
calisiyorlar. Zaten orada da altyazili olmadigi igin filmlerin ¢ogu anlayanlar sana bir sey
anlatiyor diislinebiliyor musun Passollini geliyor hatirliyorum ‘Konusan Karga’yi
seyrediyoruz ulen ne diyor bu herif kim anlad1 birileri anladi deli gibi Passolini konusuyorsun.
Biitlin bunlar bugiinkiinden ¢ok fazla bir kere neredeyse o goriintiileri i¢iyorsun kare kare
icmeye calistyorsun bagka tiirlii yakalaman miimkiin degil. Etrafinda bir tiir o yonetmenden
bu yonetmene bdyle bir nasil sdyleyim sadece kavrami degil o diinyanin i¢ine girip yagama
gibi. O filmlerin i¢ine girip yasamak zorundasin sana ge¢mesi i¢in.. Oraya girdigin anda
belkide bu konugmanin en 6nemli climlesi ¢iinkii ayirt edici oluyor bu ciimle gergeklikle film
arasindaki sinema arasindaki ¢izgi flulasiyor. Simdi burada oldugu gibi bir filmi saatlerce
konusuyoruz.. Godard’in solcu oldugundan da bahsetmiyoruz ama bizim igin sagcilik
solculuktan ¢ok hakiki dogru diiriist bir sinema meselesi vardi o da orada. Fransiz poetik
siirsel gercekeiligi tam bodyle kuram olarak bilinmiyor ama o farklar1 da goriiyoruz oralarda
yani Fransiz sinemada Truffaut’un farkini goriiyorsun, Godard’a doniip bakiyorsun farkli bir
takim baska seyler farkli. Kag tane seyrettik bilmiyorum ama bence herseyden evvel kaliteli
bir sinema var. Tam da Fransiz sinemas1 Yeni Dalga’yla birlikte atlamali kurguyu mecburen
paralar1 yok heriflerin serit bittigi i¢in kisa kisa ¢ekiyorlar. Atlamali kurgu dis mekan felan
derken bir sey olusuyor orada bugiinkii gibi onlar1 doniip okuyacagimiz bir seyimiz yok,
donlip okuma imkanimiz yok. Sen ne kadar Fransizca biliyorsan benden daha iyi
seyredebildigin i¢in ya da yatkinligin varsa x yonetmene bana anlatiyorsun. Ondan sonra ben
sana bir sey tespit ediyorum dolayistyla filmi yasiyoruz. Filmi yasadigin icin de tam da o
anlamda o yasayan halin kendisi bir ger¢eklik oluyor. O filmlerin ne anlattig1 felan hikaye
orada sette belki 1930’larda setin arkasinda yaptig1 kavgayr da hatirliyor onu anlatiyor oradan
girdim buradan ¢iktim diye bir gerceklik bu biitlintiyle bir gerceklik. Kubrick’in herifleri bir
oldiirmedigi kaliyor onlar da oynuyorlar sonra benim bunu bilmem 6nemli filmi izlerken
Simdi filmin bir pargasi degil mi bu bir diinya var orada gerceklik diinyasi o gerceklik
diinyasinin i¢inde disarda da bir gerceklik var. Ben eger i¢ip sabaha kadar onu konusuyorsam
bu bir gerceklik film tiizerine konusmuyoruz filmi yasiyoruz. Dolayisiyla aradaki ¢izgi
kalkiyor, ister istemez ortaya yavas yavas sinemanin politik gorevi ¢ikmaya basladiglr andan
itibaren de aslinda bizim ¢eligkimiz ortaya ¢ikmaya basliyor.
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CENK CENGIZ: Hmmm

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Sinemanin toplumsal bir gérevi olmasi gerekiyor. Onu da siirekli
sosyolojiden, yasanan giinlin olaylarindan, sol bir kimildama yasiyor. Sanatin bir gorevi
olmas1 lazim, kendi bireysel hayatimizi keyiflendirecegimiz ya da acilarimiza, yasamadigimiz
asklarimiza paralel bir takim Sykiiler bulup alip gidecegimiz bir sey degil yan1 pat diye araya
sanat ve ideoloji meselesi ¢ikiyor kaba deyisle. Ama onun ortaya ¢ikisi belkide tam da
sinemayla Tiirkiyede diyelim ya da Tiirkiye disinda sinemayla iligkisi olan diyelim ki 6teki
diinyayla, 6teki insanlarla, 6teki ekiplerle sanki bu tarafin arasindaki farkliligi isaret eden bir
sey oluyor ideoloji. Ya biz solcuyuz bunlar degil orada da film kopuyor tabi simdi neden?
Neredeyse sinemasi olmayan bir iilkede sen bir taraftan hayran hayran bati sinemasi
seyrediyorsun ki ge¢misteki bazi orneklere bugiin ulagsamayacagimizi diisiiniiyorum kim ne
derse desin yani. O sinemay1 goriiyorsun doniiyorsun bu ne Tiirkiye’de yapilan diyorsun.
Arada biraz biraz ‘Kizilirmak, Karakoyun’ felan iistadin igi burada biraz farkli diyorsun, alip
onu bir kenara ¢ekmeye c¢alisiyorsun bu sefer. Dolayasiyla ideolojik bir sey hem bizim
kendimizi belirlememiz igin bizi zorluyor, biz kendimizi o ideolojik olanin sanati nasil
tanimladigina bakarak biz kendimiz neye nasil baktigimizi anlamak zorunda kaliyoruz. Simdi
ne oluyor dolayisiyla ortaya ¢ikan ¢ok dnemli bir sey benim sana yazdigim buydu. Demek ki
bir tiir gergeklikle sinema arasindaki iliski kiiltiirle arasindaki iligskiyi adeta silmis hafif de
entellektiiel havasi i¢cindeki bir ekip birden kendini solcu olmaya boyle ¢ekilmis, riizgar oraya
cekiyor ciinkii, hissettigi anda o ideoloji denen seyde ki biz bu sinemaya olan
diiskiinliigiimiizii ya da bu arayisimi felan biz topluma karsi filmin goérevi dedigimiz seyi
nereye koyabiliriz gibi bir sorun gittikge 6ne ¢ikmaya basliyor. Oraya ciktig1 vakit bu sefer
iste daha ¢ok dogrudan dogruya toplumsal diyelimki toplumu degistirme gorevi iste o zaman
Isci Parti’sinden ayrilmis Denizler vs. onlarin tezlerinden beslenmis olan Sinematek gibi bir
grup olusuyor ve bir araya geliyor. Ne oluyor geldigi anda bdyle ayni ideolojiyi takip
ediyoruz demekle birlikte disarindan goriinmese bile iki belki ii¢ tane kesin birbirinden boyle
farkli demeyim ama birbirini tamamlayan diyeyim hadi bir tablo olusuyor. Entel olmaya
dogru yonelmis bir ¢ekirdek bunun i¢cinde Kuzgun Acar yani dolayli seyler var her giin seyle
beraberiz Ece Ayhan felan bunlar1 da unutmayalim. O zamanki Geng¢ Sinema oraya yazi
yazanlarla felan ilgili bir sey degil. Ece Ayhan’la her giin konusup dururuz, Ece bize siir
anlatir bilmem ne Kuzgun Acar Oyle. Diisiin simdi ¢evreyi diisiin taniyorsan bilmiyorum
Kuzgunlar, Eceler, Onatlar ondan sonra bu arada sembolik bir sey ama bence anlamli bir sey
Yilmaz Giiney Umut filminin gosterilerinde birine Sinematek’e c¢agiriliyoruz ben orada
Yilmaz Giiney’in ne kadar ¢ekingen, utangag, kirmizi bir yiizle dolastigini gériiyorum ¢iinkii
anlattigim seyin fakinda adam yani bir ucu Robert Kolej’e dayanan bir ucu Yeni Dalgaya
dayanan bilmemne farkinda Oyle bir ekibin orada oldugundan. Onat’tan, Kuzgun Acar’dan,
Sezer Tansu’dan boyle bir ¢evreden olusan bir tiir kiiltiirel birikimi iyi kotii batidan beslenmis
ya da Sezer gibi diyelim ki Osmanl kiiltiiriine ¢ok 6nem veren felan boyle insanlarin bir araya
geldigi karmakarigik bir sey ve burada birde ideoloji bizi birlestiriyor, sol gibi bir sey ama
solculugu nasis tarif edecegimizi kimse bilmiyor.

CENK CENGIZ: Ciinkii ne sol birlestiyor insanlar1 ne sinema, hig bir sey birlestirmiyor.
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VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Su birlestiriyor sanatin dolayasiyla kiltiiriin toplumsal gorevi
oldugunu unutmamak gerekir ciimlesi birlestiriyor.

CENK CENGIZ: Evet

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Ama o gorevin nasil yapilacagt konusunda herkesin kafasi
karmakarisik. Yani simdi Serseri Asiklar toplumsal bir sinema mi1? Hayir, e ne yapacagiz
simdi? ‘Julie and Jimm’i ne yapacagiz? ‘Kizilirmak Karakayou’un karsisinda biz onun nesini
konusabilecegiz? Boyle bir sikinti, kafanin kenarinda tuttugun bir sey bu. Dolayasiyla biz
Tiirkiye’de var olan sinemeya hosgoriiyle yaklasmak durumundayiz. Muhattap olmadigimiz
Yesilcam var onu yok sayiyoruz ama bu tarafta Yilmaz Giiney ¢ikiyor, ona sahip ¢ikiyoruz.
Ama neye sahip ¢iktigimizin da tam farkinda degiliz. S6ylenmemis ama kendi aramizdaki
konusmalardan, bakigsmalarindan Umut ¢ok iyi filmdi ¢ikiyordu. Ben ‘Modern Zamanlar’da
iic say1 evvel Yilmaz Giiney’le ilgili bir yaz1 yazdim, ¢ok da goniilden gelen bir yaziydi
hakikaten o. Sistemin sinemasina benzemeyen bir sey vardi ama ne kadari natiiralist ne kadari
ekspresyonist Umut filminin onlar1 konuscak halimiz de yok orada. Tam da bdyle bir agmazin
icindeydik Gen¢ Sinemanin esas film yapabilcek ¢ekirdek kadrosunu olarak. Sagdan soldan
cekildigin vakit hi¢ bir proje gergeklestiremessin. Bugiin i¢in de sdyliiyorum, yaparsin ‘Ug
Maymun’u ne olacak? Derme ¢atma bir hikaye kurarsin atarsin ortaya ne olacak? Tam da o
kendi kiiltiirtinii kapadigin anda bu anlamda film aragsallasiyor. Gergekligin iginde bir
gerceklik olarak yasadik sinemayi. Gergekligi yasamak, icine girebilmekti 6nemli olan... Biz
sinemayl da kullanamiyoruz zaten film yapamayacak hale geldigimizi anladigimizda
kullandik. O giin ne ise bugiin de ayn1 sey. Ya bu adamlar iste bat1 sinemasinin hayrani ¢iinkii
Ulusal Sinemacilarinin yaptigi sey buydu bunlar bati sinemacis1 diye sugluyorlardi. Peki siz
‘Gurbet Kuslari’n1 niye uyarliyorsunuz?

CENK CENGIZ: Iste o zaman da soyle agiklaniyor sanirim, Asli Hanim’1n bir tezi vardi belki
okumugsunuzdur. 65 oOncesi Halit Refig’i, Ertem Goreng, Metin Erksan Toplumsal
Gergekeilik diye kendi iclerinde bir akim olusturmuslar, Ulusal Sinemadan ¢ok farkli. Mesela
‘Gurbet Kuslar1” oraya giriyormus batinin kaliplarini kullanarak sinifsal farkliliklarini batinin
algilayisinda anlatarak, Halit Bey’in kendisi bdyle agikliyor. 65’ten sonra da bizde zaten sinif
diye bir sey yoktu diyerek kendi dnceki filmlerini ¢ok daha farkli degerlendirmeye basliyor.
Ve boyle bir doniis yasiyor. Sinematek ve Gen¢ Sinema bu yonden ayriliyordu sanki. Hem
Geng Sinema hem Ulusal Sinema kendimizi ii¢lincii diinya iilkesi olarak goriiyordu. Hedefleri
de daha kendi degerlerimizle gelismekti. Sinematek sanki olay1r batililagmak olarak
algiliyordu.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Simdi s0yle arayislarin pargasi olarak evet ama o tartigmalar aslinda
Ulusal Sinema i¢in bir mazaret. Temel sorun su bizde mesela arkadaslar der binlerce film
seyrettin senaryo yaz bize diye. Tarihseligi var onun onun i¢inden ¢ekip alamassin.
Amerikanin en onemli gangsteri hakkinda 32 tane film ¢ekilmis. Tarihsel olarak gangstere
bakis stirekli takla atip geliyor. Nasil yapicagiz? Homoseksiielligi neden anlatmiyorsun? O
nedenle buglinkii kimlik sorunlarina geldik. 52’de yapilmis filmi orasina burasini1 budayip
aliyorsun. Bir yanilma var, samimiyetsizlik var. Ulusal Sinema iizerine en agir yaziy1 ben
yazdim.
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CENK CENGIZ: O zaman tekrar Gen¢ Sinema’ya donersek, dergisinde biraz Marksist
terminolojiyle yaklasilmis Yesilcam’a.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Evet, Yesilcam’in bakmadigi bir yerden baktiklarini sdyliiyorlar.
Yesilcam’da zengin kotii yoksul iyi bu ikilem iizerine sabah aksam film yapiyorlar ama
aslinda Yesilcam kendisinin de farkinda degil hali yokki ama farkinda olduklar1 seyler de var
‘Kamelyali Kadimn’1 attyorum mesela uyarliyorsun Olmeyen Ask’1 uyarliyorsun ama oradaki
gercekligi yakalayamiyorsun, aralarindaki iliski yok. Burada biri biriyle evleniyor 6biirii
verem oluyor. Orada Tarihsellik var sinif farkliliklar1 var. Yillarca adin1 koyamadilar, Yilmaz
geldi adin1 koydu. Yilmaz 6fkenin tehdidin goziine dondii sonrada. Umutsuzlugun goziidiir
Yilmaz’in bakislarinda o umutsuzlugu kendiliginden yakalarsin. Ama iste biitiin bunlar
birlestigi vakit su ortaya cikiyor. Ulusal Sinema sanildiginin aksine bizim o c¢ekirdegin
kesinlikle barisik oldugu bir sey degildi. Tam tersi kendi aramizda alay ediyorduk hatta bir
giin Metin Erksan ile Alman Konsoloslugu’nun arkasinda Cennet Bahgesi diye bir ¢ok biiyiik
toplandigimiz bir yer vardir hala acik m1 bilmiyorum, oturup bir siirii sey konusmustuk. Geng
Sinema’nim Istanbul ¢ekirdegi siirekl, bu meseleleri tartisiyordu ama dergiye yansimiyordu
clinkii kendi karar verebilecegimiz bir sey degildi. Gidip gidip evde kitap okuyorduk
mecburen, sinema okuyorsun, kitap okuyorsun bugilinkii gibi internet yok. Gramsci adini
duymamistik diigtinebiliyor musun? Althusser daha zaten yazmamisti yazacagini halimize bak
simdi ne Althusser var ne Gramsci. Boyle bir zavalligin hali i¢inde yinede bati sinemasinin
icindeki seyi cimbizla toplamaya calisiyorsun. Otekilerse ukalalikla biz Ulusal Sinemamizi
yapicagiz deyip duruyorlar. Yazigsmalar, konusmalar onlara gidiyor muydu bilmiyorum ama
biz ne sodylesek, Cigek Pasaji’nda tartigsak konu buydu ama birikimimz bunlar1 bir yere
koyacak halde degildi. Ulusal Sinema kendini mesrulastirmak adina hem Tiirkiye’nin alt
yapisini ¢ok iyi biliyormus, ona hesap veriyormus gibi hem de bati sinemas1 degilmis gibi
hem de bize 6zgiir bir sinemaymis gibi, yaptiklar1 sey ortada. Dolayisiyla bugiin ortaya ¢ikan
Ulusal Sinemanin devami ya da Yiicel Cakmak’in yaptig1 dini sinema bak islami sinema diye
bir sey ¢ikti

CENK CENGIZ: Evet 70’lerden sonra

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Islami sinema Evrensel sinema kitapliginda ¢ikt1, islami sinemeya ait
¢ok giizes bir yazi vardir bulabilirsen tavsiye ederim, isine yarayabilir. Islam ve Sinema galiba
kitabin adi. Din ve Sinema ya da kitabin adi. Demek ki dedigim Geng¢ Sinema’dan kenardan
kalma insanlar neydi felan diye soruldu zaten bugiin olan memnuniyetsizligin, eksikliginin
belirtisi zaten. Tam da sinemeya olan biiylik sayginin, sanata duyulan biiyiik sayginin ve
toplumun da sanata saygili olmasi gerektigi ile iliskili bir sey.

CENK CENGIZ: Ve bunu birlestirememek aslinda
VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Birlesmez

CENK CENGIZ: Gergekligi yasayip hem de ideolojik bir ara¢ olarak kullanamamak
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VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Ozet ciimlesi sanata saygili olacaksin, sanat insana saygili olacak,
sanat topluma saygili olacak ve bu isi kapitalizm iizerinden yapacaksin, arada sermaye olacak,
para denen pislik araya girmis olacak, var m1 boyle bir sey diinyada?

CENK CENGIZ: Peki su ana kadar sdylediginiz seyde daha ¢ok Sinematek i¢inden gelen bir
sOylem var peki ama ayrilma noktalart da varmis onlar ¢cok mu yiizeysel sizin i¢in?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Yiizeysel, yani ayrilma noktalar1 soyle pratie geg¢mis ayrilma
noktalar1 degil tam da esas sorunlarin ne oldugunu anladiktan sonra, ilk darbeden sonra
okumaya daha ¢ok firsat bulup tartismalarda anlamaya calistik neyin ne oldugunu. Bakin
zaten 75 76°da is yeniden alevlendi, uglara felan gitti o arada Koroglu projesi hazirliyorduk.
Yasar Kemal’in Koroglu efsanesi var miydi bilmiyorum ulusal bir devrimci sinema nasil olur
diye konusuluyordu ama yine sermaye sorunu vardi. Yilmaz Giiney’e gidicektik yine bu
projede de. Oralarda mutlaka o carpmalar, ayrigmalar yasiyacaktik. Sinema pratige
dokiilmediki, yapardik Koroglu'nu catigmalar ¢ikardi, bugiine kadar konusulurdu ama sana
kim yaptiracak ki? Ama bugiin bana sorarsan iyi ki hi¢ bir sey yapmamis diyorum. Geng
Sinema kokleri Sinematek’te olan bir sey, bati hareketi degil ama sinemay1 6grenme yeri...
Ama Geng Sinema bunu sdylemisti. Sinema topluma hizmet etmek zorunda.

CENK CENGIZ: O zaman siz, Fransiz Yeni Dalgasi’nin insana hizmet ettigini ancak
topluma hizmet etmekte biraz zorluk yasadigini séyliiyorsunuz.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Insana sdyle hizmet ediyordu, dedigim dénemde zaten
varolusculugun, Sartre donemindeyiz diisiinsene, Varolusgulugun etkisi ¢cok biiyiik. Ben sana
sOylityorum zaten ekibin ayrisma tarzi yasama farkliliginda. Varolusculuk partisi... dinlenilen
seyler plaklar falsan Tiirkiye’de aklina gelmeyecek ileri diizeyde plaklar. Miithis entellektiiel
bir parti. Robert Kolej agirlikli bir parti. Tam da o. Ingiliz entellektiielleri, Virginia Woolf
mesela, siirekli agizlarda olan biri, arada bir siirii var, mesela Oscar Wilde, Sakir zaten Wilde
ve Bernard Shaw hayrani sonra ¢evirdi zaten kitabin1 Eczacibasi, yani varolusculuk var seyin
icinde. Bizim oradaki ¢eliskimiz de zaten o ortam i¢inde toplumculugun kendini
arayabilmesinin gerginligi icinde yasama stresiydi. Kag¢ yerden bel baglaniyor, biraz bu
taraftan geliyor, Ankara, hatirliyorum Ozgentiirk’tii galiba, bir gdsteriye katilmistim lisede, bu
ne falan demistim dev adam bdyle, onun muydu hatirlamiyorum, emekle ilgili bir siirii sey
falan ¢ogu sinemayla alakas1 olmayan bir siirii seyler, yani bdyle bakiyorduk bazi seylere.
Dolayisiyle ¢ok sey ¢ikabilir bu laflardan, ama ne isine yarar bilmiyorum.

CENK CENGIZ: Geng¢ Sinemanin kendi basma bir hareket olmasi.. Ya da Sinematek’ten
hangi konularda ayriliyor? Gen¢ Sinemayi Sinematek’ten ayiran kendi basina o6zellikleri
nelerdir?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Bana yok gibi geliyor, soyle birsey, Eczacibaginin arkasinda oldugu,
sermayenin arkasinda oldugu bir kurum. Yani o ayrimi sen zaten bicimsel yapmak
zorundasin. Tam da o nedenle yani ¢cok da dikkat edilen birsey bu. Onat’tan falan gelen
fikirler bunlar. Sinematekten hicbir sekilde organik olarak ayri olan birsey degil. Sinematek’in
herseyini kullandigimiz gibi zaten kim geliyorsa oraya onlar var orda. Yani ece ayhan’in
oraya birsey yazmamasi ece ayhan’in konusmadigi anlamina gelmiyor ki. Ama onlar bile bile
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kendilerini iste buralarda tutuyorlar onlar Sinematek olarak tutuyorlar, Geng Sinema da bunun
icinde, sermaye olan, Sakir makir var, sakir neden bir lira vermiyordu Geng¢ Sinema dergisi
ciksin diye, niye hickimse gidip sakir’den para istemedi?

CENK CENGIZ: Sermayeden kendilerini ayr1 tutmak, yani ¢ikis noktas1 bu mu?
VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Evet.

CENK CENGIZ: Ama Sinematek de yine sizinki gibi o kapitalist altyapidan g¢ikmayi
savunmuyor muydu? Ama aslinda yaptiklar1 sey o degildi?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Hayir nasil yapsin, zaten Sinematek sana sinemanin kiiltiiriinii
sunarak zaten senin sinemayi nasil kullanabilecegin konusunda sana bilgi veren bir alan.
Sinemanin igindeki sancilar1 da sana gosteren bir alan. Fransiz Yeni Dalga’y1 {i¢ say1 evvel
yaptik zaten yeni zamanlarda. Yeni Dalganin kendisi de kendisinden oOnceki Fransiz
sinemasiyla olan bir hesaplasma. Yani auteur sinema meselesi ortaya c¢iktigi vakit, sinema
benim kalemimdir, yonetmen kalemdir diyen seyle ondan onceki Fransiz sinemasi zaten
ucurum, o da ona zaten biiylik bir tepki, Truffaut’'nun bildirisi var, dergilerinde bazin’in
bastig1 Truffout’nun ¢ikis yazist var Yeni Dalganin. O zaman yeni ¢ikmisti, madde madde
adam programini anlatiyor. Oradaki Fransiz sinemasina karsi. O sinema politik nedenlerle
onemli bir sinema. Godard sinemas1 geleneksel sinemaya inanilmaz bir baskaldiri. Hayatin
kendisini miithis yansitiyor, varolusgu. Ulusal Sinemanin bize saldirmasi bundan. Aslinda
kars1 koyan Sinematek, Geng Sinema degil. Ayrilan birsey yok ama bigimde ayrilmak
zorundasin c¢ilinkii gidip sakire biz dergi c¢ikariyoruz sakir bey falan dese benim hesabima
yazin diyecek durumdaydi. Niye bir lira alinmad1 da kendi paralari ile zorla ¢ikarildi1? Ciinkii
Enis gibi disaridan Anadolu’dan yavasca buraya ilgi duyanlar da, mutlu da vardi, simdi orda
bize destek verenlerle aradaki mesafeyi de bilingli mi yoksa biraz daha sezgisel mi boyle
koruma gibi birsey var. Yani onun igin, sonra Sinematek de ayr1 dergi ¢ikariyordu zaten. Yeni
sinema. Bir siirli geviri yapiyordu mesele gen¢ alman sinemasi dergisinin yazilarini ben
cevirdim. Sinematek dergisi, yeni sinema, Berk vardi hiiseyin vardi ¢evirileri yapan, o kadar
i¢ ice ki ayirman miimkiin degil.

CENK CENGIZ: Ancak daha sonra bazi 6zel olaylar olmus hani Sinematek’in 6niinde bir
bildiri dagitilmig, Amerikan Konsolosu’ndan filmler alinmis sanirim, ya da iste Shell seyin
sponsorlugunu yapmis, bunlarin hepsi bi¢imsel, hani ayrim olmus zaten bunun nedeni olarak
bunlar sunulmus gibi geldi bana.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Yani ikinci seyde, ben orda, kafam ¢ok karigikti benim. Zaten oradan
tepkiler geliyor iye Bogazi¢i’ndeki ikinci yarigmaya protestoya doniildiigii vakit, benim
sezgisel sadece hani boyle sinirlar ¢izilmis, teoriden gelip pratige de yansimis bir sinema
anlayis1 aciliyormus gibi birsey oldu ben orada sogumaya bagladim. Ciinkii artik sadece
politika konusuluyordu.

CENK CENGIZ: Sizce neden Geng¢ Sinema o giin dénen devrimci tartismalardan birisini
benimsemedi, madem Oncelik devrimdi? Mesela Mihri Belli’nin $dyle bir tezi var, ilk 6nce
Milli Demokratik Devrim yapacagiz, iilkenin emperyalist etkilerden temizlenmesi gerekiyor,
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sonra kapitalizmi yikarak sosyalizme gegecegiz. Ve ulusal devrim yapildiktan sonra bir
Ulusal Sinema olacaktir diyor. Baska bir yaz1 var adin1 simdi hatirlamiyorum, devrim olacak
ve nasilsa proleterya onciiliiglinde olacagi icin, biz zaten proleterya sinemasi yapacagiz. Yani
oncelikli devrim sosyalist devrim de olsa ulusal devrim de olsa 6nceligimiz proleterya olacak.
Boyle kaygan birsey var aslinda tam kesin birsey yok. Hani biraz daha kesin olarak
benimsemesi gerekmiyor mu, Oncelikle devrimse ve devrim daha sonra sinemaya
yansitacaksa?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Simdi bak, bugiinkii mantikla baktigin vakit dyle ama Artun’un ¢ok
giizel soyledigi gibi Bogazicindeki toplantida, ya zaten dyle bir soru yok ki, olmakta olan
birseyin i¢inde ne yapacagini diisiinliyorsun, bu kadar basit. O havanin iginden olmasan
bugiin ne sdylesen giiliing gelir o vakit... yoksa dedigim gibi niye Sinematekle dergi
cikarmasin ki Geng¢ Sinema? Ama tablo o. Bir yerde o sermayeden ayrilma ihtiyacini onat’in
da duymasi, en azindan bigimsel olarak bunu vurgulamamizi istemesinden bunlar oluyor.

CENK CENGIZ: Ama Onat Bey hi¢bir zaman Geng Sinemanin i¢inde olmadi?
VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Goziikmedi, bir tane yazisini bulamazsin.
CENK CENGIZ: Ama hem kendi ayrimlastirdi hem de ...

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Higbir yere gegmedi onlar hep durdugu yerdeydi. Ama reel olan
birsey var, ondan sonra 70’ler olunca da Istanbul Reklama gecti, biiyiik isler yaptilar, ‘yine bu
kapagin altindadir’ diyen Onat’tir, bulan Onat’tir. Hatta biz de calisgalm diye gittik bizi
dehledi. Mehmet Goneng’le gittik, yahu bitti bu is daha 71 darbesi olmus, 74’°te, onat biz de
baslayalim dediler bir kenarindan, bosver size yar olmaz dedi... Simdi orada artik sey, onat
seye inanmis, solun kiiliistiirliigiine ki bir siirii sol vadi kiiliistiirii belirsizdi. Solda bir cehalet
her zaman oldu o anlamda. Bugiin yasadigimiz o degil mi solun yasadig1 bir cehalet meselesi
var. Cok iyi birikimler de olmustu solda, o glinden bugiine orada da miithis seyler yazilar,
Praxis dergisi falan, ama goriiyosun o Praxis dergisi bile burada entel bir kadronun iist bir
kadronun birbiriyle konustugu bir dergiye dondii. Yani oradan kalkip Praxis dergisinin ig¢iye
misciye donecek hali yok ... yok yani dyle birsey. Yani bunlar temel sorunlar. Yani geldigimiz
nokta dedigim gibi bigimsel bir ayrim Geng Sinema dergisinin ¢ikmasi. Sinematek de hemen
sonra kendi dergisinin ¢ikardi. Burada kabaca ya da bodyle devrimci yazi, yani devrimi
dogrudan ... sermayeye karsi ¢ikma meselesi, Shell’in ne isi var, bu ucagin ne isi var deyince
sinematel de mecburen ... ondan sonra darbe geldi zaten.

CENK CENGIZ: Yani soyle belki 6zetleyebiliriz. Bir tanesi sermayeden uzak durma olarak,
ilk 6nce boyle ayrimlasiyor, sonra bigimsel olarak Gen¢ Sinema dergisi ¢ikarak ayriliyor. Bir
de bu politik tartigmalar...

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Bu ikincisi sonra. Geng Sinema dergisi daha bu tartigmalardan 6nce
bagladi.

CENK CENGIZ: Oyle mi?
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VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Geng Sinema tam da o noktada ¢ikmaya basladi. Yani, evet, yetmiste
basladi, 69un hemen sonrasinda basladi, yetmiste Gen¢ Sinema, ama o zaman Sinematek’in
dergisi vardi, Hisar Yarigmalar1 falan orada ¢ikt1 68de.

CENK CENGIZ: Yani daha ilk sayilar ¢ikti§1 zaman Sinematek’le bir ayrisma yoktu?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: yoktu. I¢ igeydi. Ilk sayilar ¢ikarken de zaten Ikinci Hisar
Yarigsmasina gosterilen tepkiyle ayrisma bagladi. Ama dedigim gibi, Geng¢ Sinemanin ¢ekirdek
zemini de Istanbul kadrosu, Istanbuldaki elit, yabanci dil bilen, o zamanin biraz tirnak iginde
‘hafif aydin’1 sayilacak, bati kiiltiirii ile hasir nesir olan kadro zaten o iki sey arasinda sikisip
kalmis birsey. O yiizden bdyle kiit diye sermaye deyince falan burast sikisti kaldi. Ondan
sonra darbeye kadar 6yle ne oluyor ne bitiyorla gitti iliski. Ondan sonra da zaten seyler ¢ekildi
tabii ‘Kanli Pazar’lar ¢ekildi. Almanya’dan bir herifler geldi SBF’ye (bir sirket ismi) filmler
verdi bes alt1 tane kadar buralarda. Yani bitme degil, bitme degil ama o an bir durma, yani
‘Kanl1 Pazar’la seyi verirken artik darbe olmustu, nerede, beyoglunda, tepebasi’nda bir yerde
alman SBF (bir sirket ismi) ne verdim ben filmleri bana verdiler gotiirdiim. Ondan sonra, baya
korkuyla falan gittik boyle, arkamiza bakarak c¢iinkii darbe olmus 71 darbesi olmus. 72ydi
galiba ben filmleri verdim adama sonra da alamaduk geri yani ondan sonra. Ordan
hatirltyorum, sanki daha ¢ok pratige dogru, belge filmi ¢ekmeye dogru iste Enisler mEnisler
falan ¢ikmaya baslamislard1 dolayisiyla zaten teorik birsey, o 69°daki ikinci gosteri, Bogazigi
yarigmasinda gosterilen, bunlar sermaye tepkisi orda bir dondu. Sinematek de islevsizlesmeye
basladi, disarida kalmaya bagladi.

CENK CENGIZ: ama zaten, ben seyi anlayamadim pek, zaten dergi ¢iktiktan sonra siz zaten
sermaye karsit1 durus orda sergilemissiniz. Zaten bunun baslamis olmast gerekiyor,
ayrimlagma, ama ayni1 zamanda da Sinematek’in imkanlarini kullaniyorsunuz.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: E tabii biz orada biz orada Sinematek gengligi olarak oradayiz,
Yilmaz Giliney’in ‘Umut’u yaptigi yil kag, 71’ler, 72’de biz Sinematek’te bu filmi
seyrediyosak toplantisini yapiyorsak.

CENK CENGIZ: Hala var baginiz yani Sinematek’le?
VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Olur mu biz sonra bir ¢ok film seyrettik orda.

CENK CENGIZ: Ama, dergilerde okuyorum ¢ok kars1 ¢ikis var, bu seylerden sonra iste Hisar
filmleri, cok biiyiik bir ¢ikis var sanki ezeli diismanmizmis gibi. Oyle yansitmus...

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: ama benim 6yle bir yazim oldugunu bilmiyorum. Ben Oyle birsey
yazmadim.

CENK CENGIZ: Ama sanirim bu isin biraz sinema tarafiyla ilgilenenler Sinematek’e ¢ok
daha yakinmas,

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Tabii, aynen.

CENK CENGIZ: Ama politik anlamda, daha ¢ok ayrilar, daha ¢ok politikaya dnem veren
insanlar Sinematek’le tamamen kopmuslar.
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VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Ben sana dahasin1 sdyleyeyim, darbeden biraz evvel, 71 darbesinden
birkag giin evvel, son say1y1 ¢ikartyorduk,

CENK CENGIZ: Proleter Devrimci Aydinlik olay1 diyorsunuz... biraz anlattt Ahmet bey.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Ahmet, dergiye Oyle bir de yazi gelmis ki..., Tanju Akerson beni
ariyor, dergi de benim adima ¢ikiyor, neden o ara {i¢ dort ay ben aldim derginin sorumlu
yoneticiligini, bu Oyle bir yazi ki dedi hepimizi toplayacaklar. Anlatabildim mi? Hatta biz
aramizda... Ahmet’e de sdyledim ben. Ulan ne yapiyor bu adamlar, ... toplarlar, nitekim ben
76’da tlniversiteye girdim, bir tiirli benim kagitlarim gelmiyor, o zamanki ..... 76’da, seye
iiniversiteye girdim, atamam ... Gen¢ Sinema dergisinden dolayr dava acgilmig, bdyle
sayfalarca falan iste ertelenmis, iyi mi? Ahmet’in o yazisi ¢iksa igerdeyiz, on sene sekiz sene
icerdeyiz. Bir de bdyle birsey yani orada ulan ne oluyor filan dedim. Anlatabiliyor muyum,
tam da o. Bu yaziy1 degistirdik ¢ikardik mikardik orda zaten sey basladi, sanki bizleri bu
tarafa ¢eken cekiyor falan, orada ortalarda, lan devrimcilik tamam da devrim de olmadi,
devrim yerine karsi devrim oldu, simdi naapacaz? Ona ragmen iste Beyoglu’'nda meyoglunda
senaryolara falan devam ederken tam da orada iste politik tendans seye dondii iste nasil
sOyleyeyim, ya pratige falan donelim havalar1 basladi, zaten oralarda birseyler yazildi ¢izildi
ama degeri yok. Yani aslinda Sinematek’ten de o kopus aslinda Sinematek kendini nereye
koyacagini sasirmisti, hem devrimci kanati destekliyor, hem diisiin, Sinematek, belli organik
bir bag var arada, simdi diislin Sakir dedi bana basimi1 belaya sokacaksin anlatabiliyormuyum
0 69’la 71 arasi, 71 buguk arasi ¢ok 6nemli. Ayrisma kopma hep oralarda. Herhalde Sakir
Onat’ asey dedi, yahu ne yapiyor onlar dedi, o zaman dergi zaten tamamen Sinematek diginda
bir hale geldi. Orda da Suat birakt1 zaten arkasini o son iki sayinin. Ne yapayim? Tanimiyosun
ki, Enis’i tanimiyorum, Enis oraya bir yazi koyacak, Cayan’larla ilgili mesela, ne yapacagiz?
Merkez kaybolmus. Yani hep kendimiz, ben diyorum ki ana merkez ana ¢ekim hep
Sinematek’in kendisi oldu, onatlar, ondan sonra ayrilirken tabii onat monat hepsi ayrildilar ve
her zaman da onat’la daha yakindik, Atilla, Mehmet, Onat’la beraberdik...

CENK CENGIZ: Bu ¢ekirdek kadro saydiginiz...
VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Bunlara da bir siirii kolejden arkadaslar tabii,
CENK CENGIZ: Ama Atilla Dorsay yoktu?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Olsun tabii o dedigim ekibin etrafindaydi. Robert kolej ekibinin
iginde.

CENK CENGIZ: Peki bu politik tarafta olanlar daha ¢ok kimlerdi?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Ya onlarin aslinda orada politik...

CENK CENGIZ: Mesela siz bir devrimci hareket tiyesi degildiniz dyle degil mi?
VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Hayir. Mehmet degildi, Hiiseyin degildi, yani bizim ekip degildi.

CENK CENGIZ: Ankara ayag1 sanirim daha ¢ok, iste Enis bey, ..
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VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Tabi tabi iste onu diyorum.
CENK CENGIZ: Ahmet Soner de sizdendi.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: yani Ahmet arada biryerde iste Ulusal Sinemayla, arada bir yerde,
Ahmet i¢in birsey sdyleyemeyecegim. Bize mesafeli durdugunu biliyorum ¢iinii entel tipler
falan diye baktigindan eminim Ahmeti’n bize. Onu da sOyleyeyim. Yani ortada bir robert
kolej, alman koleji, saint benoit seyi var, ekibi var, her zaman ... O ¢iban1 gdmmesi lazim, bu
kesin. Vicdan gibi birsey, sinemanin vicdani oydu, bak orada devrimin vicdani burada
sinemanin vicdani, ...... sinemanin vicdaniyla devrimin vicdani bulusamadi. Geng Sinema,
sinemanin vicdaniyla devrimin politikanin vicdanimin bdyle doniip karigtigr bir yer. Ben
diyorum o ciimleyi yazarsan ... sinemanin vicdani o tarafa ait, istanbul kadrosuna.

CENK CENGIZ: Ankara ayag1 da daha ¢ok politik vicdan...

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Bugiin miitevazi bir sekilde ne kadar teork sey varsa bana yollamalari
aslinda onun bir devami gibi, bir siirli film, sinema dergisi ... dogru yanlis ama yani ii¢ tane
ceviri bilmem ne o derlemeler dolayisiyla, yani sdyle sdyleyebilirim, Gen¢ Sinemanin bana
biraktig1 film yapamadimsa gorev oydu benim i¢in, aynen sdyliiyorum, siyaset, politik kurami
cok 1yi 6grenip sinema kuramini ¢ok iyi 6grenebilmek. Derdim o. Nereden geliyor? Oradan
gelen birsey bu. Hatta kendimi sucglu bile hissediyorum bugiin hayatta olmayan arkadaslar
adina. Hani tam da o yani Artun’la... biitiin kitaplarina sézler yazdim bilmem ne, onun
tasiyicist gibi birsey oldum yani oradaki teorik seyi devam ettirmek benim tizerime diistii.
Ama o oydu zaten burada olan sey oydu.

CENK CENGIZ: Oz-bigim birlikteligi konusunda da birtakim makaleler yazmissiniz Geng
Sinema’da. Iste 6z daha ¢ok bigimi belirler, dyle formiilize ediyorsunuz hatta, a b ¢ olayz,
neydi o tam olarak?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Ya iste orda seyi gosteriyor onlar1 niye seviyorum, kiiltiirel oradaki
filolojiden bilmem nereden edindigimiz bilgileri uyarlama giidiisii bu baska birsey degil. Ama
bir dert var. Devrimci sinema yapacagiz ama Ozne bi¢im ne filan gibi Lukacs’tan gelen
tartisma. Tam da 76’da Lukacs’i yaptigim vakit tam da o 6z bi¢cim bilmemne meseleleri. Yani
diyecegim, ¢ok net ¢ikan ortaya, istanbul kadrosu teorik olarak sinemanin ne oldugu estetik
olarak ne oldugu meselesi i¢cinde kivranip duran, bu tarafta da sey, yarin devrim oluyor siyasi
yerinizi belirleyinle olan birsey ve Sinematek’te bir araya gelmesi bu seyin. Bu kasirganin
orda bulusmasi.

CENK CENGIZ: Bu Geng Sinema’nin ilk sayisinda bu ¢ekirdek kadro disinda Ankara ayagi
da baslamist1 degil mi? Ilk sayidan itibaren mi yoksa biraz daha...

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Yani konusuluyordu, yazilar, film gonderiliyordu filan, ancak
gonderiliyordu ama ...

CENK CENGIZ: Ankara ayagiyla baglantiy1 nasil sagladiniz?
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VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Iste onu saglayan ben degildim. Onu Ustiin Barista sagladi, o birden
girdi araya ama yani, ... onu da konusamadik, Ustiin oturuyordu iste sonra darbe olunca
Bogazi¢i’nde zengin ideolojisi diye dersler vermeye bagladi. Ondan sonra ii¢ say1 dort say1
dergi ¢ikartti, sonra bir ¢eviri yapti, tamamiyle entellektiiel seye dogru kaydi, renk ve sinema,
sinemada renk, hemen 70den sonra iste, 72, 73, 74 aras1. 73’de zaten 74’de koptu. Mutlular
gitti, onlar gitti. Yilmaz Giiney’e o projeyi sunamadik o gitti.

CENK CENGIZ: Kimler var mesela Tanju Akerson ne yapmist1?
VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Amerika’ya gitti.

CENK CENGIZ: Sinema okumak i¢in falan mi?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Caz dinlemeye gitti.

CENK CENGIZ: Hiiseyin Tiiziin?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Hiiseyin o da birseyler ¢ekti parca parca onlar1 bir araya getiremedi,
ondan sonra hiiseyin isvigreye gitti tiirkge boliimiinde ders verdi.

CENK CENGIZ: Mustafa Irgat?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Irgat zaten Ece Ayhan’la ayr bir ekip gibi, siire verdiler kendilerini
Ece’yle beraber. Irgat 6nemli, dolu bir cocuktu. Goneng de, 74ten sonra onat’a gitti biz burada
calisalim diye, bu sermaye isi dedi, de giiliiyoruz artik, darbeler olmus elimizde ayagimizda
bes kurus yok, lan dedik bu diinya da boyle bir diinya dedik, ¢ekildik, Mehmet de ondan sonra
cekildi hayattan. Hayattan cekildi film seyretmeye basladi. Sekiz sene oluyor 6leli.

CENK CENGIZ: Yani filme devam eden sanirim Enis Bey var siz varsiniz.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Yani sinemaya devam eden teorik olarak falan, sonra biz Osman
Altug’la gegtik, bir de sinemaya devam eden esas Artun Yeres, dort bes tane Yesilcam filmi
yapti. Seriiven filmleri falan. Kendine 6zgiliydii Artun’un yaptiklar1 bir de artun o seyleri yapti
tabi, ¢ok giizel sekiz on tane onlar sende var mi1 bilmiyorum ressamlardan hareket ederek dizi
yapti. O dizi ¢ok iyidir ya.

CENK CENGIZ: Siz nerede 6gretim gorevlisisiniz?
VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Ben Istanbul Universitesi Almanca miitercim terciimanlik
CENK CENGIZ: Ha, 6yle mi? Sinema konusunda degil yani

VEYSEL ATAYMAN:Bir ka¢ teklif geldi Oyle g¢ocuklarin sinema sevmesini
saglayacakmisim para alip

CENK CENGIZ: Senaryo yazmayi diisiinmediniz mi?
VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Cok var.

CENK CENGIZ: Ha, var m1? Filme ¢ekmeyi hi¢ diisiindiiniiz mii?
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VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Bir seyi bir akim haline getiremedigin siirece fazla iginde takla
atmanin anlami yok bence. Onun icin de geng¢ arkadaslara biseyler yapin ama ne yaptiginizi
bilin diyorum. Benim kii¢iilk oglan var senin yaslarinda iiniversite felan sevmiyor gitti
acikogretime, sinema konusunda zipkin gibi. Bu yillarca devam etmesi gereken bir siireg,
surada konusuyor olmamiz bile mikrobu tagimak ve yaymak icin bence dnemli. Belki film bir
yerde unutulup gidebilir ama sen gidip birileriyle konusacaksin belki, mikrobu yayabildigimiz
anda birseyler olacak. Insan riiyaya yatmadan hi¢ bir sey olmaz. Uyandigin vakit ¢ok kotii
olur diinya. ... politik sinemaci degil dedim, bence sey uyanma sinemasi o. Birey uyaniyor ve
karsisindaki Politik mekanizmanin ne oldugunu goriiyor ve itaat ediyor. Mekanizmanin
diglerine carpiyorsun, carptigin anda kaybediyorsun. Uyandin m1 belaya g¢arparsin. Nerede
uyaniyorsun Sili’de uyaniyorsun Amerika’nin ne olduguna. Uyanmak ¢ok dnemli bir konu.

CENK CENGIZ: o zaman Geng¢ Sinema uyuyan, ben yazacagim bunu. Boyle bitirebilirim
hatta.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Bence bitir, Gen¢ Sinema uyuma sinemasi.

CENK CENGIZ: Aslinda halkin uyudugunu diisiiniiyorlar Yesilcam filmleriyle ama uyuyan
kendisi.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Kafka’da da vardir, kalktigin anda bocek oldugunu goriirsiin.
Uyanmak belanin basladig1 noktadir.

CENK CENGIZ: Mekanizmaya ¢arpar ve bunun nihai sonucu her zaman itaat midir?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Imhadir, imha olursun. Ya icinde olucaksin ya imha. Cok
namusluysan kendini oldiiriirsiin. Mekanizma 6yle bir mekanizmaki pessimiz orada zaten.
Demokrasi fagizm olabilir her anda uyandigin anda bu ne bi¢im demokrasi diyebilirsin.
Hukuk dersin hukuka benzemedigini goriirsiin. Isyan bir uyanmadir aslinda.

CENK CENGIZ: Mesela Alman Siirrealistleri sinemasi de bir uyanma sinemasi miydi?
Birinci diinya Savasi’ndan ¢ikiliyor ve o hayata bir isyan var.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Goziinii agtiginda ¢arptigin mekanizmay1 anlayamiyorsun aslinda, sen
kavrayamiyorsun seni yutan mekanizmayi, sato, daglar, boceklik. Kafka’da ¢ok iinliidiir o
climle bunlar yazacak 6mriim olcak m1 bilmiyorum, Kafka der ki satoya ¢ok diiskiiniim ama
sen daha satoyu tanimiyorsun der adam. Sen satoyu bilmiyorsun gibi kotii bir ¢eviridir ama
degildir. Sen diyorsun Sabanciyr bitirecegim ben diyorum ki sen daha sabanciy
tanimiyorsun.Sermayeyi tanimiyorsun.

CENK CENGIZ: Tanimak nedir peki orada? Uyumak mi1 uyanmak mi?
VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Romanin uyandirmasi lazim, kurtulusu géstermesi lazim
CENK CENGIZ: Kurtulusu gostermek de aslinda uyumaktir teorik olarak baktigimizda

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: ikinci bir uyuma olabilir, tehlikeli bir sinir.
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CENK CENGIZ: Geng Sinemanin ayrilmasi da bir uyanma aslinda ama devrim gelecek soyle
degitirecegiz demekten bir uyuma.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Uyandigini sanma hali de olabilir.

CENK CENGIZ: O dénemin sol tartigmalarina da bakarsak isci sinifi ile emekgiler birlesiyor
ama tablo o kadar pozitif degil ki. Is¢i sinifi siz sdylediniz demin uyuyorlarmus.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Peki uyumanin diginda bir yer var mi1? Mecburen uyuyorsun ¢iinkii
rilya yapan bir riizgar esiyor.

CENK CENGIZ: Evet
VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Tath bir meltem esiyor, uyutuyor seni
CENK CENGIZ: 71 uyanma o zaman direkt bir darbeyle

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Kafka’da adam bir uyaniyor bécek. Mekanizma seni orada tutuyor,
sakir sakir ¢arklarinin i¢ine alip parga parca ediyor. Fasizm illa ki politik bir hal degil ki.

CENK CENGIZ: Yaz1 ne zaman ¢ikacak?
VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Cikmis olmasi lazim olmadi ben sana yollarim.

CENK CENGIZ: Benim servise yetismem lazzim ama tezimi size sdyle anlatayim,
yollayacagim da zaten. Ben tezimi ii¢ boliime ayirdim. ilk kisimda Geng Sinema’nin gelisim
siireci, hangi politik ve sanatsal ortamda ortaya ¢ikmistir seklinde. Kendi i¢erisinde ayrigmalar
nelerdir ve iste ne bileyim kimlere karsi ¢ikmistir. Bu konustugumuz siireci biraz anlatacagim.
Ikinci kismi yazdim, anti yesilgam durusunu anlatiyorum ve bunun politik teorilerle
beslenmesi iste simif farkliliklari, anti emperyalizm, anti feodalizm gibi teorilerle yesilgami
tamimlamalar1 ve kars1 cikmalar1 gibi. Uciincii kisimda ise kars1 iseniz ne agidan drgiitlenme
gibi. Dordiincli de devrim ve sinemanin iligkisi ve devrimci sinema nasil olmalidir. Boyle bir
toparlama yaptim. Siz ne diisiiniirsiiniiz?

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: Umarim konusmalarimizi oturtabilirsin bunlarin i¢ine. Bu kaydi da
alabilir miyim?

CENK CENGIZ: Tabi, CD seklinde yollarim size.

II

Interviewer’s name: CENK CENGIZ

Informant’s name: AHMET SONER
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Date: 24.06.2010

Place: The Meeting Room of VTR Arastirma Yapim Yonetim (VTR Film Directing Research
& Production), Tesvikiye

CENK CENGIZ: Nereden baslayalim istersiniz?
AHMET SONER: Nereden istersen.

CENK CENGIZ: Tamam, o zaman hareketin gelismini biraz konusalim isterseniz. Nasil
ortaya c¢ikt1? Nasil bir ortamda ortaya ¢ikt1? Ve i¢inde ayrimlasmalar var miydi? Ciinkii
Sinematek’e de karsi c¢ikilmisti belli bir donem sonra. Hisar Kisa Filmleri’ne de karsi
cikilmisti. Onun disinda birtakim toplumsal temali filmler yapildi, hem Susuz Yaz gibi hem
daha farkli, toplumsal temali akiminda birlesiyor simdi onlar ama iste Halif Refig’in filmleri
gibi, onlara karsi da bir durus vardi. Ve kendi icerisinde birtakim ayrigmalar var sanirim.
Ankara Ayag1 ve Istanbul ayagi gibi. Enis Bey ile biraz onu konustuk. Bu gelisimi biraz
sizden alirsam sevinirim.

AHMET SONER: Simdi Robert Kolej’in yarisma agmasi ile hareketlendi. Bugune kadar kisa
film ya da belgesel bu gibi seylere kimsenin onem verdigi yoktu. Zaten bakarsaniz
kurumlarda olugsmustu bu. Sebahattin Eyiiboglu, Istanbul’da iiniversite bunyesinde bir film
merkezi gibi bir sey kurduydu. Her yaz gidip film yapiyorlardi 6grencilerle birlikte filan.
Onun disinda da belgesel yapan yoktu. Sinemalarin s6zde filmden once belgesel gostermesi
diye bir yasa var yonetmelikte s6zde ama bu uygulanmazdi. Bu ADS diye habercilik yapan
bir ajansin filmleri gosterilirdi. Ne olurdu o filmlerde, Basbakan suraya gitti, cumhurbaskant
buradan geldi, bilmem sah geldi, bilmem kim gitti, sah geldii gibi kisa 5 dakikalik bir sey.
Ondan sonra da haftanin 6nemli bir futbol maginin, iste 35 mm ile cekiyorlardi. Sinemalarda
sadece o ADS’nin haberleri gosterilirdi. Onun disinda bir sey yoktu. Bu kolejin actigi yarisma
hem bir odul de vardi ortada soz konusu, 2500 lira gibi bir sey. 2500 lira ile bayagi bir film
yapabilirsin, uzun film degil tabii, kisa filmler, yarim saatlik filan. Bu harekete getirdi
gencleri iste. Sinema yapmak isteyen gencler birtakim kendi ceplerinden, babalarinin
parasiyla sunla bunla birtakim kii¢iik imkanlarla hazirlandilar hemen bu yarismaya katilmaya
falan. Boylece bir iki yi1l devam eden bu sey sayesinde bir hareketlenme oldu gengler
arasinda. Zaten daha once Kulup sinema 17 kurulmustu . Akademi’yi Sami Sekeroglu
kurmustu. Oralara gidip geliyorduk. Ardindan 65°te Sinematek kuruldu. Oraya da devam eder
olduk. Bir sinema kiiltiirii Tiirkiye’de gérme sansimizin olmadigi filmlere ulasma seyimiz
oldu bu sayede. O da tabii insanin diinyasin1 genisletiyor, yapacagi sinemanin birtakim
seylerini bulabiliyor, Godard izliyor, Olson Welles izliyor , Latin Amerika sinemasi izliyor.
Bu ufkunu agiyor insanlarin. Sadece Hollywood olmadigini dunyada, Eizenstein’lar1 bile hep
oralarda izledik ¢iinkii biz. Giderek iste ben de birseyler yapmaya giristim. Ben o zaman Atif
Yilmaz’in asistanligini yapryordum, ikinci asistan. 1500 lira para aliyordum bir filmden. O
1500 liray1 oldugu gibi negatife yatirdim. 10 tane 16’11k, 30 mlik, 10 tane sey aldim kutu, 300
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m. 300 m de 30 dakika eder 16’lik hesabima gore. 30 dakikalik malzeme ile de 10 dakikalik
bir film yapilir diye diislinliyordum. 67 yiliydi, 66’da baglamist1 ilk sey. Artun Yeres falan
katilmist1 o sene.

CENK CENGIZ: Cirkin Ares’in oldugu sene mi?

AHMET SONER: Evet, evet. Artun Yeres, Sezer Tansu filan, bunlar 6diil almislardi. Biz
ikinci yila hazirlaniyoruz tabii. Oyle bir 6rnek de gordiik oniimiizde. Ben aslinda Sabahattin
Ali’nin ‘Firar’ adli bir 6ykiisti vardir, onu ¢ekmek istiyordum ama o yil Istanbul’a hic kar
yagmadi, karda ¢ekmek istiyorum. Kar yagmayinca da Samim Kocagdz’iin bir dykiisiinii sey
yaptim, istee kendisine mektup yazdim, iznini aldik filan. Iste dyle 10 dakikalik bir Tenek
diye bir dykiisii var Sami Kocagdz’iin. Erdal Ozyagcilar, o zaman konservatuarda égrenciydi,
arkadagimizdi. Gel dedik sen oyna basrol falan filan. Oyle de bir macera oldu. Neyse katildik,
bayag1 16’lik, 8’lik kabul ediyorlardi, 35’lik de kabul ediyorlardi. Mutlu Parkan, mesela,
35°lik bir film ile katilmisti. Biz 16’1lik yapmistik. 8’lik yapanlar vardi, 8 mm falan. Begenildi
film aslinda, yazilar da ¢ikt1 iy1i, Onat Kutlar, Sungu Capan, Ali Gevgilli gibi o zamanin...
Yani 10 dakikalik bir film c¢ekiyorsun, birtakim elestirmenler yazi yaziyorlar. Tamam
degerlendirme filmler hakkinda....kendileri de ¢ok iyi biliyorlar... Insanin hosuna gidiyor
boyle seyler, ama 6diil vermediler o yil. Odiile deger sey bulamadik gibi bir sey vardi bazi
ukala jurilerin. Elde olan ne ise ver iste kotiiniin iyisi, ... Yok ukalalik, dyle sey yok falan gibi.
Evet baz1 kusurlar oluyordu, ¢iinkii profesyonel bir sey degilsin. Kamera zor buluyorsun. O
kurgulu kameralar, surda var iste Bolex bir tane mesela. Kuruyorsun bdyle, o kurgu ne kadar
siiriiyor biliyor musun? 45 sn. 45 saniyeden filan uzun ¢ekemezsin, zaten o 45’in son 10
saniyesini de sayma, o giderek zemberek gevsedigi i¢in pek saglikli bir sey sayilmaz. Bir o
sartlar, bir de iste banyosu, baskisi, bir siirii labarotuar islemleri var. O zaman 16’lik
profesyonel bir sey olmadig1 i¢in yiiz veren de yoktu, doniip bakan. Jonny diye bir fotografci
vardi, o yikiyordu bizim gotiirdiiglimiiz filmleri falan. Baskida hatalar oluyordu, cizgiler,
sunlar, bunlar. Kusurluydu filmler aslinda. Ama iste orada tanigma firsat1 oldu. Bu film yapan
insanlar bir araya geldiler, tanigtilar birbirleriyle. Sikintilar1 da ortak, Tiirkiye’de o zaman,
Tirkiye’de degil, Istanbul’da 3 tane 16’lik kamera var, diisiinebiliyor musun? Herkes kuyruga
giriyor, onlar1 alabilmek i¢in. 2 giin alacak da film ¢ekecek diye. Bir araya gelirsek hi¢ degilse
malzememizi de ortaya koyariz, birlikte kullaniriz her seyi. Kiminde ¢ip vardir lambas1 vardir
2-3 tane, kiminde kurgu aleti vardir falan filan diye diisiinerekten hem, hem de zaten boyle
sinema yapmak isteyen geng insanlar politik de insanlar bunlar, 68’e dogru gidiliyor cunku.
67 senesinden bahsediyorum ama genglik o kadar hareketli ki mitingler, yiirliyiisler, sunlar
bunlar, isgaller, boykotlar, liniversite isgalleri falan hep o donemde yapiliyor. Biz de onlarin
icindeydik hep zaten. Br araya gelme seyi biraz da boyle bir sey. Okuyoruz ediyoruz,
tartisiyoruz sol konulari. O donem Is¢i Partisi’nden baska bir sey yoktu ortada. Herkes
Mehmet Ali Aybar’i destekliyor. Ama arkasindan muhalefetler basladi. Behice Boran’lar
muhalefet etti. Aybar Cekoslovakya olayimnda biraz agik verdi. Yiiklendiler miiklendiler
alasag ettiler onu. Bu arada Mihri Belli tekrar palazlandi Is¢i Partisiicinde taraftar topladi,
partiyi ele gecirme hesaplar1 yapiyordu bir kongrede. Hesaplar1 tutmayinca, Mihri de genglere
yoneldi, Yusuf’lara Mahirlere falan filan. Bayag: seydi. Yani bu eski tiifekler etkiliyorlardi
gengleri o zaman, Hikmet Kivileimli etkiliyordu bir yandan, yazdig: kitaplarla filan. Herkes
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okuyordu. Dev-Geng seminerleri veriyordu. Dev-Geng’lere seminerler veriyordu, o yasli bash
adam. Kutuplasmalar biraz bdyle. Is¢i Partisi 6nce, herkes partili militan, Ismet Ozeller,
herkes Isci Partisi’ne kosuyor. Biz de segimlerde gidip gdzlemci, sandikta basinda
bekliyorduk parti temsilcisi gibi. O donem 66-67 boyle hareket oldu. Milletvekili vardi seyin.

CENK CENGIZ: Fikir Kuliipleri Federasyonunda miydiniz ayn1 zamanda?

AHMET SONER: Yok iiniversite ile isim olmadi1 benim. Ben iiniversiteye gitmedim ama hep
teknik tlniversiteydim, obiir seydeydim,Beyazit’taydim, arkadaslarimiz ordaydi ¢ilinkii. Ben
filmlerde asistanlik filan yapiyordum, ciinkii anladim ki bir sinema okulu yok o sirada.
Yurtdisina da bizi, peder muhasebeci, basit bir memur, nasil beni disarida okutacak, o
sansimiz da yok. Mecburen usta-cirak iligkisinden bu isi 0greneceksin diye diisiiniip Atif
Yilmaz’la ¢alismaya baslamistim zaten. Ama sansli arkadaslarimiz oldu yani.Ustiin Barista,
Engin Ayca gibi arkadaslar Italya’da okuyup geldiler. Onlar da bizim gruptaydi ¢iinkii.
Bayag: Ustiin toparlamaya calist;, Artun bir taraftan.

CENK CENGIZ: Siz Sinematek’teydiniz ayn1 zamanda...

AHMET SONER: Tabi... Onat Kutlar destekliyordu bir yandan. Yesilcam’a karst bdyle bir
grup olugsun istiyordu. Yesilgam disinda alternatif bir sinemacilar grubu olussun istiyordu.
Umudu da vardi ¢ocuklardan, bizden yani. Basta tabii bu dergiyi ¢ikarmaya karar verdik. nasil
duyuracagiz sesimizi ya da diisiincelerimizi, film yapamadigimiza goére. Uzun film
yapamiyoruz, kisa uyduruk seyler yapiyoruz. Zaten olaylardan, kagmaktan, kovalamaktan
vakit yok. Sokakta o kadar ¢ok sey oluyor ki. Oliimler basladi bu sefer Taylan Ozgiirler sunlar
bunlar arka arkaya gelmeye basladi. Hep onlar1 cenazeleri cekmeye basladik. Belgesel sokaga
indi kamera, bu olaylarin i¢inde kamera oldu. Daha sonra DISK’le anlastik, DISK’1n biitiin
grevlerini cekmeye bagladik. Bayag aktiftik. Ustelik alternatif bir sey yaratmaya ¢alistyorduk.
Sinema salonlarinin diginda nerelerde gosteri yapabiliriz gibi. Iste dernekler, ondan sonra
kooperatifler, birtakim is¢i kuruluslari, sendikalar, {iniversiteler, {iniversite 6grenci birlikleri.
Ve biz bir taraftan da film gosteriyorduk. Mesela iste, Eizenstein’in Potemkin Zirhlisi,
Gorki’nin Ana iiclemesini , Benim Universitelerim, Cocuklugum falan iigleme, ii¢ film vard.
Onlarn Sovyetler elgiliginden filan alabiliyorduk rahat.

AHMET SONER: Kendi istedigimiz filmleri yapmaya zaman bulamiyorduk aslinda. Zaten
kaynak da yoktu, nereden bulacaksin simdi.

CENK CENGIZ: Peki bu ama bu ayn1 zamanda devrime hizmet etme amaci da tasiyordu.

AHMET SONER: Evet, bir suru kuruluslar bizi destekliyordu. Genel seyi soyleyeyim demin
saydigim. Isci Partisi’nden sonra, Milli demokratik devrim’den yana olduk biz agirlikl
olarak. Yine icimizde bir iki TKP’li vardi sesini ¢ikarmayan veya Isci partili vardi ama
genellikle Mihri’ci olduk biz bir donem. Sonra Mihri’den ayrildi gruplar, gengler artik
Mihri’yi dinlemez oldular. Mahirler, Yusuf Kiipeliler filan ayr1 bir grup olarak ayrildilar.
Zaten o donemde de butun dergiler kapatildi, olaylar baslamisti, adam kacirmalar, banka
soymalar, falan filan...

CENK CENGIZ: Peki Dogu Peringek taraftar1 var miydi?
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AHMET SONER: Dogu Peringek de basta hep o Isci Partisi’ne muhalif grubun icindeydi,
sonra ayrildi. Mihri abi ile birlikte, Aydinlik’1 filan ¢ikardilar. Sonra o aydin adam? birden
Maocu oldu. Yani Maocu var miyd1 bilmiyorum. Bir iki tane mutlaka vardir. Ben biitiin o sol
gruplara esit mesafede bakiyordum. Tercih ettigim seyler vardi, doktorculari daha c¢ok
tutuyordum, Mihri agabeyi tutuyordum filan. Vedat Tiirkali’yi severdim, tutardim, beraber is
yapmishgimiz var. Yani boyle bir durumdu. Dogu Peringek de Isci-Koylii gazetesini
cikarmaya bagladiginda benden fotoroman istedi. Ben de o ilk ¢ektigim filmin
fotograflarindan fotoroman yapip vermistim. Rastlarsan Isci-Koyli gazetesine, ilk 3-4
sayisinda yaymlanmistt o Teneke filminin fotoromani. Siyasi sey boyleydi, ama iste sonra
dergi ¢ikaramaz hale geldik 12 Mart’tan sonra. Eeee rrup da dagildi. Oturdugumuz boyle
Aksaray’da, pardon Galatasaray’da 11 odali bir ev vardi, orada herkesin yeri orasiydi. Alet
edavat edinmeye de baglamistik. Aslinda bu darbe biraz da bize kars1 yapilmis gibi de oldu.
Yani bastan hicbir seyimiz yoktu aslinda. Neden sonra iste ortaklasa, herkes biraz elini cebine
att1 falan filan. Bir 16°lik gosterici alalim dedik, projeksiyon makinesi. Oyle bir gdsterici
olmazsa, nasil bu kadar gosteri yaparsin sendikalara, tiniversitelere falan gidip. O gosterici
sartt1. Uydurma Sinematek’in makinesi ile yapiyorduk daha once clinkii, portatif tasiyorduk
mastyorduk. Sonra bir kamera edindik 16’lik, Dogu alman kamera. Arkasindan bir kurgu
yapacak, suradaki sey gibi, kollu bdyle ¢evirmeli ekrani olan bir sey edindik. Arkasindan,
Matipo, 16’lik baski yapacak bir alet edindik bir yerlerden. Bizim bu gruplastigimiz1 géren
insanlar da, zaten ellerindeki seyleri veriyorlardi. ... mesela, iki tane kameras1 vardi 8’lik. Al
dedi bunlar siz kullanin, duruyor orada falan gibi. Bdyle seyler de oluyordu disaridan, bir
takim alet edavat geliyordu. Biz de o Galatasaray’daki yeri tuttuk 1000 liraya, orada kalmaya
basladik, kocaman 11 odali yer ¢iinkii orasi. Orada toplaniyordu herkes, iste dergileri orada
cikariyorduk falan filan. Ama fazla siirmedi iste. Arkasindan orasi basildi. Bizi ariyorlardi
mariyorlardi. Ben gittim Yilmaz Giiney ile ¢alismaya bagladim ‘Aci’, ‘Agit’ o zaman iste
Nevsehir’e gittik de kurtulduk siki yonetim belasindan.Elrom’un 6ldiiriiliigli zaman biitiin
aramalar yapildi Istanbul’da biitlin evler arand1 filan. O vartalar1 bdylece atlatmis olduk ama
doniince yakalandik baska bir olay yiiziinden. Yine aranan, Ankara’dan biri, Ulas’in arkadasi
Cengiz diye bir ¢ocuk bizim evde bulundu. O yiizden bizi de tekrar aldilar iceri. Neyse o uzun
hikaye. Yani grup dagilmak zorunda kaldi. Ben sahip ¢iktim malzemeye. Cekilmis ne kadar
film varsa, tabii sahislarin ¢ektigi filmler kendilerinin filmi, onlar aldilar kendi filmlerini ama
ortak malimiz olan yani bu mitingler, cenazeler, yiiriiyiisler, sunlar bunlar, grevler mirevler
hep bende kaldi. 10 sene falan ben bunlar1 sakladim. Sonra birgun eski arkadaglar
toplanmislar, demisler ki biz o malzemeyi sey yapalim, TKP’ye verelim. Hizlanmist1 74’ten
sonra, Tiirkiye’de TKP’liler bayag: bir cogunluk haline gelmislerdi. Oyle dediler, ben dedim
vermem. Maden-Is’e verelim diyorlardi, Maden-Is TKP’lilerin y6netimindeydi. Niye
vermiyorsun, vermem dedim. DISK’e veririm. DISK’1n genel baskani da amcamdi, Abdullah
Bagtiirk. Niyetim iste vereyim, sonra ben istedigim zaman.... Olur mu hi¢ saka yapryorum.
Neyse sonunda kabul ettiler. Baktilar ki vermicem. Tamam, DISK’e verecegiz dediler.
Topladik birgiin 3 kisi 4 kisi, bir arabaya atladik. Doldurduk biitiin o filmleri. Aletleri de
koyduk tabi, yani hepsini DISK bir film merkezi kursun, ¢iinkii biz dagilmisiz artik. Sahsen
benim el koymaya da hakkim yok o malzemeye. Hepsini gotiirdiik Fehmi Isiklar vardi orada o
zaman, teslim ettik. Bir protokol de imzaladik karsilikli falan filan.
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CENK CENGIZ: Ne zaman oluyor tam olarak?

AHMET SONER: 12 Eylul’den 6nce. 1980 yillinin sonlarinda teslim ettik arkasindan. Yok,
Eyliil’den biraz 6nce, belki Mayis’ta falan teslim ettik. Seyini géremedik hi¢ yani. Tamamen
el konuldu o malzemeye, aleyhimize kullanildi, sonra televizyonda gordiim bazi bizim
cektigimiz belgeselleri. iste 12 eyliil’e nasil gelindi, komunistler neler yapt1? Metin Toker bir
program yapiyordu televizyona, orada aleyhte kullantyordu bizim ¢ektiklerimizi falan. Biz o
sira bir sey yaptik, Kanli Pazar diye, subatta seye karsi, 6. Filoya kars1 yapilan bir haftalik bir
sey vardi, bir haftalik protesto, ¢esitli gosteriler. Sonra Pazar giinii de bir yliriiylis Bayezit’tan
basladi, Taksim’e kadar gelindi, ¢ok kalabalikti. Onu da ¢ektik tamamini1 falan. Bu protesto
haftasini1 boyle bir bagladik yani. O Protesto haftas1 Kanli Pazar’da {i¢ kisi 6ldii, Taksim’de o
glin. Saldirdilar sakalli sarikli birtakim adamlar, Diizce’den getirilmis. O olayi {ic kamera ile
cekmistik, 3 tane 16’lik kamera ile. ...Kuzgun Acar, Engin Akga ve ben kullaniyorduk. 2 tane
de 8’lik kamera vardi. Ustiin Bar1s, ileOmer Tuncer kullaniyorlardi. Yani 5 kamera ile o olay
cekmistik biz. Sonra ben birlestirdim, Kuzgun ve Engin’inin de iznini alip, bdyle 50
dakikalik bir film oldu o sey ve o giinlerde Tiirkiye’de elimizden alacaklar biliyoruz.
Yurtdisina ¢ikarmayi basardik sonunda, bir is¢iye verip, izne gelen bir isciye verip yurtdisina
gonderdik. Yurtdisinda ¢ok gosterilmis o film, duyuyorduk iste, Fransa’da, bimem nerede,
Isvicre’de, Almanya’da, surada burada. Izleyenler anlatiyorlardi. Avrupa Tiirk Ogrenci Birligi
vardi o zaman, ATOB, federasyon, ATOB gosteriyordu, onlar da Dogu Peringek taraftariyd.
Yildirim tahir filan, isimlerini hatirhyorum, Omer bir tanesi. Ama demek ki ydnetim
onlardaymis. Onlar bu isin parcasini topladilar. O seye hala erisemedim ben. O zamandan beri
ne zaman yurtdisina gitsem, o demin saydigim isimleri artyorum, soruyorum ne oldu. “Valla
arsiv Cengiz’deydi, Cengiz napt1 bilmem ne,” hala elimize ge¢mis degil. Olsa aslinda hos bir
sey olacako hem, bir sey gosteremiyoruz, Geng¢ Sinema diyoruz, ortada hi¢ goriintii yok.
Ayrica yine teknik iiniversite, Harun Karadeniz bagkandi o zaman. Gerze’de dedi bir tiitiin
mitingi yapacagiz, gelip ¢eker misin, Cekerim dedim. Gittim ¢ektim, o 20 dakikalik bir
belgeseldi. O da yok mesela ortalikta. Bu hep DISK’e verdigimiz seylerin arasindaydi.

CENK CENGIZ: Demek ki 70°ten sonra imha olmadi, 80’den sonra imha oldu.

AHMET SONER: Tabii, ben sakladim hepsini 80’e kadar. Ama iste arkadaslar boyle deyince,
onlarin sayesinde boyle gitmis oldu, karsi tarafin eline gecti. Oldugu gibi TRT ye gotiirmiisler
askeriye bastig1 zaman orayi. Biitiin fotograf arsivini, filmlerini, ne bulduysa, hepsini TRT ye
vermisler, TRT de iste aleyhte program yapilsin diye, Kenan Pasa’nin emri ile. Oyle bir
macera, Geng sinema macerasl.

CENK CENGIZ: Sinematek ile nasil bir kopus..?

AHMET SONER: Haaah Sinematek ile aslinda bastan dedim ya Onat, bastan sayiyordum.
Ece Ayhan da o zaman seyde calisiyordu, Sinematek’te calisiyordu. Ece de ¢ok destekliyordu
bizi. Onat da destekliyordu. Hatta biz iste film ¢ekiyorduk. Biten kutular1 Onat’a veriyorduk,
Onat cebine koyuyordu. Iste {izerimizde bulunmasin, bdyle kuryelik de yapiyordu bize. Cok
destekliyordu.

CENK CENGIZ: Stidyo...?
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AHMET SONER: Yoo hayir, Sinematik’in stiidyosu filan yok. Sadece produksiyon aletleri
var. Onlar kullaniyorduk filan. Kurgu yapabiliyorduk Sinematek’te yani. Onun disinda bir
sey yapilamiyordu. Sonra dergiyi de orada ¢ikariyorduk. Dagitimi da orada yapiyorduk,
adresler yaziliyor, katlaniyor, postaneye gonderiiliyor falan filan. Yani bdyle 7-8 say1 hep
Sinematek cevresindeydi. Sonra bir ara Sinematek kongresi yaklasiyordu. Biz dedik iiye
olalim.

CENK CENGIZ: Haa iiye degilsiniz o zaman?

AHMET SONER: Simdi iiyesin ama asil iiye olman lazim. Yo6netim kurulu istediklerini asil
iiye yapiyor, onlar seye katiliyor. Yani Dernekler Yasasi o kadar kendine.... bir sey ki basa
gegen bir daha asla diismez, cilinkii sen tayin ediyorsun seni sececek olanlari, sen de seni
segmeyecek adami almiyorsun o iiyelerin i¢ine. O zaman anladik ki bizim hig¢birimizi
almadilar. Yani ¢ekindiler. Bu adamlar gelir, ele gecirirler buray1 gibilerinden. iste bu bir sey
oldu bize. Sakir’in Ciftligi mi burasi, Eczacibasi’nin basladik atip tutmaya. Onat da ne yapsin
arada kaldi. Asag tiikiirse sakal, yukarisi biyik. Biraz sertlesti yani aramiz, iligkilerimiz falan
filan mesafeli oldu. Biz de tas1 taragi topladik, ayrildik. Iste yer tuttuk dedigim gibi
Galatasaray’da. Bu iyi de oldu, gobekbaginin olmamasi lazim hicbir kurumla. Sen ayrica
onlarin masast da degilsin, seni kullanamaz edemez. Onat tabi kavgaliydi o zaman biitiin
Yesilcamlilarla, yanina ¢ekecegi insan ariyordu. Bagimsizlardan iste bir tek Omer Kavur
olsun Yilmaz Giiney filan Sinematek’e yakin duruyordu. Onun digindaki biitiin Obiir
yonetmenlerin hepsi karsiya gegmisti neredeyse.

CENK CENGIZ: Tanik Sinema Toplulugu diye bir sey?

AHMET SONER: O bizden énce, ama yiiriimemisti. Oyle bir girisimde bulunmuslar, ama
yiirlitememisler. Onalticilar diye bir sey de duydum. Onlar yazilidilar birtakim kaynaklarda
ama yuriimedi 2 kisi 3 kisi. Jak Salom gibi bazi girisimci arkadaglar vardi, onlarin kurmak
istedikleri seylerdi. Sonra iste biz gen¢ sinemayr kurunca, guru diye hepsi bizim yanimiza
geldi. Yaklasik 40 kisi filandik, iste demin diyordum. Mutlu aslinda Istanbul’daydi, Kabatas
Lisesi’ni filan bitirmisti. Ankara’ya gidince Basin Yayin’a, Mutlu da Ankara subemiz oldu
bizim. Ankara’da dergiyi Mutlu’ya gonderiyorduk, Mutlu dagitimini yapiyordu. Mutlu da tek
basina yapamayacagina gore Enis’i buldu Hacettepe’den, zaten aymi evde oturuyorlarmis o
donem Bahgelievler’de, Enis de tabii ilgilendi bu isle falan. Yani, onuncu sayidan falan
itibaren Enes de dahil oldu seye. Enes, Ortadogu’dan birtakim arkadaslar buldu Selami, Murat
falan, 3-4 kisi falan, yani biz Ankara’da da, 6nce Istanbul’da yaptik, Senlik diye bir sey,
gosteriler, teknik iiniversitede ve .TOSK... Aksaray’da

CENK CENGIZ: Bu devrimci sinema senligi mi?
AHMET SONER: Ha
CENK CENGIZ: Yetmislerde olan

AHMET SONER: Once Teknik iiniversitede gosteriyorduk. Ayni filmleri 6gleden sonra da,
aksam da seyde TOSK’de gosteriyorduk. Giinde iki kere gosteriyorduk. 3 giin falan
siiriiyordu o filmlerin gosterilmesi. Sonra Ankara’ya gittik tekrarladik falan. Oradan Antalya,

131



Adana madana, Mersin, gittik ii¢ kisi, Enis de vardi. Boyle bir turne gibi bir sey de yaptik.
Filmlerimizi sergiledik en azindan. Iste bu senlik yapacagiz, Devrim Sinemas: Senligi diye
bayag1, herkese dedik, herkes bir film yapsin iste boyle birtakim meselelerle ilgili kisa film de
olabilir, konulu film de olabilir belgesel olabilir falan. Bayagi bir film gdstermistik. 3 giin
stirdiigiine gore, demek ki yaklasik 4-4,5 saat gosterilecek filmimiz varmig, 8’lik 16’lik. Boyle
de bir maceramiz oldu. Bir kere yapabildik bu senligi, dergi de kapandi, arkas1 gelmedi.

CENK CENGIZ: Peki bu Sinematek’in, o zamanlarn sOylemek i¢in, Amerikan
emperyalizmine hizmet ettigi, onun filmlerini gosterdigi, herhalde bir haber merkez varmus.

AHMET SONER: iste bir ara gercekten Amerikan Konsoloslugu’dan gidip birtakim
Amerikan kisa filmleri aldilar bunlar. Aslinda deneysel filmler, Amerikan Devrimci sinemasi
gibi yutturmaya ¢alisiyorlar bir ¢esit allayip pullayip. Tabii biz onu ifsa etmek i¢in bildiriler
yazdik ve dagittik kapilarda mapilarda Sinematek iiyelerine miiyelerine. O zaman da bir
sertlesme oldu Onat ile aramizda. Ben aslinda Onat’1 ¢ok severdim, o da beni severdi. Sonra
da diizeldi aramiz tabii sonraki yillarda. Anladik birbirimizi karsilikli. En son seyi de ben
cektim, Onat’in Sliimiinden herhalde 24 saat 6nce Onat’la uzun bir ¢ekim yaptim, 1 saatlik
filan. iste anlattirdik her seyi, Yilmaz Giiney, Sinematek dénemini falan filan. Sinematek’le
de boyle oldu. Sonra Onat’tan sonra zaten bir daha iliskimiz olmadi Sinematek’le. Hi¢ de sey
yapmadik. Yani cagirirlarsa gideriz, bir agikoturum yapacak, panel yapacak, cagirirlarsa,
Vecdi Sayar falan ¢agirdi, birkag kere gittim, onun disinda da bir seyimiz olmadi.

CENK CENGIZ:Peki bu Hisar yarigmlarinda da hani bildiri dagitmistiniz.

AHMET SONER: Hisar’da da, evet, dyle bir sey yaptilar ki Metin Aksan’in Kuyu filmi ile
acilis yapmaya falan kalktilar, birtakim seyler gordiik, yani terslikler, yakistiramadik bu seye.
Sonra 6diilii Shell’in vermesi, bu benzin tekeli, ona da kars1 ¢ikiyorduk. Yani bu demek ki
nerelere kadar dayaniyor ucu? Oyle bir ddiile kars1 protesto

CENK CENGIZ: Sinematek mi destekliyordu Hisar filmlerini?

AHMET SONER: Yani niye desteklemesin? Ilk defa yapiliyor Tiirkiye’de kisa film. Simdi
kag tane var. 15-20 tane yarisma var. Bankalar mankalar herkes yapiyor. Yani bu bir ilkti tabii
ki herkes destekliyordu. Herkes de film yapip katilmaya calistyordu, bir seyler kazanmaya,
oradan gelecek para ile yeni bir film yapmak gibi. Bu hos bir sey, ddiil verilmesi de hos bir
sey tabii ama Kolej kendisi veremez mi? Sponsor bulur, bir sey bulur yani Shell olmasi sart
degil. Yani biz biraz bu bildirilerle onlar1 da kizdirdik, onlar da kesildi arkas1 yani yapmadilar
bir daha.

CENK CENGIZ: Peki yani o donemde yalniz mi1 kaldik diyorsunuz Geng Sinemacilar olarak?

AHMET SONER: Yani iste biz de alternatif olarak, o senligi biz onun i¢in gdsteriyoruz.
Yarisma degil, yarismali degil ama halk oylamasi yapiliyordu. Oyle kagitlar dagitiyorduk
herkese, en begendiginiz filmleri yazin gibi. Zaten iste oradan ¢ikan sonucu yayinliyorduk.
Iste su filmler en ¢ok begenildi gibi. O tip bir seye doniistiirmekti aslinda niyetimiz bunu ama
iste ancak bir kere, bir yil yapabildik. Arkasi sonra gelmedi. Simdi diisiinliyorum tabiii o
sartlarda 8’lik, 16’11k malzeme bulmak zor, pahali, bu video sistemi falan olsaydi bu kadar is
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demokratiklesti artik, ucuzladi, yani simdi cebine kim elini atsa 50 lira ¢ikarir, 50 liraya da
gider 10 tane kaset alir. Diisiinebiliyor musun 10 saat ya da 5 saatlik malzemen var elinde
yani istedigin filmi g¢ekersin, uzun film c¢ekersin. Bugun niye yapilmiyor boyle bir sey?
Bizden sonra bir tekrar1 da olmadi bu, boyle bir grup topluluk olussak da tekrar bir araya gelip
film yapacak dayanisma yok tabii. Yani genglik dyle yetistirildi, Turgut Ozal Gengligi
diyorum ben onlara iste, her gemisini kurtaran kaptan, her koyun kendi bacagindan asilir
felsefesi ile yetistikleri i¢in. Simdi bir 6neri yapiyorum bir kooperatif kuralim, bu geng
sinemacilar bir araya gelelim falan filan diye. Kag¢ yi1l 6nce yaptim, daha bu Dervisler, Zeki
Demirbukuz, nuri Bilgeler daha ilk filmlerini yaptiklari zamanlar. Yesim Ustaoglu falan
hepsine yaptik bu Oneriyi. A ¢ok giizel falan filan dediler. Yani aslinda bir araya gelinse hem
yazilan senaryolar tartigilsa edilse. Simdi sey gibi sakliyor insanlar yazdiklarini, aman ¢alinir
edilir diye. Kimse, ondan bagka hickimse bilmiyor. Ertesi giin filme baslayacak adam,
goriiyorsun sokakta, naber naptyorsun, hicbir sey sdylemiyor, yarin filme baglicam demiyor,
diistinebiliyor musun?

CENK CENGIZ: Daha bireysel

AHMET SONER: Bu kadar birbirlerinden.. ama son donemde malzeme en azindan, Nuri
Bilge’nin iste ses seyi var, Zeki kullantyor onu, Semih Kaplanoglu kullaniyor, yani boyle bir
aralarinda, yakin arkadaslar arasinda bdyle bir sey var ama bir kurum yok demin dedigim
anlamda hem o seyleri tartisacak hem hangisini 6ne alalim, dnce bunu ¢ekelim, sonra bunu
cekelim, sonra bunu, bir dayanigsma i¢inde daha da iyi seyler ¢ikar diye diisiinliyorum hem de
tartisilan seyler... Simdi Semih Kaplanoglu’nun filmini seyrediyorsun, bastan hani
senaryosunu verse, bastan elestireceksin adamin yaptiklarini, ama filmi goriince
elestiriyorsun. O da hos bir sey degil. Bir tek Yesim Ustaoglu hatirliyorum, Giinese
Yolculuk’un senaryosunu verdiydi, sevdigi, giivendigi birka¢ kisiye biz de yaptiydik
elestirilemizi, sonra yeniden yazdi. Boyle bir dayanigmadan yanayim ben. Bdyle olusur bir
topluluk, bir hareket daha dogrusu ama simdi belki bu Ozcan Alper filan gibi bizim
yetistirdigimiz ¢ocuklar var Hiiseyin Karabey, Ozden Alper, Kazzim Oz, bunlar hep bizim
at6lyeden cikan ¢ocuklar. Bagkalar1 da var, ilk filmlerini yapacak.Belki bunlar bir araya gelir,
bizim yillardir anlattiklarimiz, hep 6giitledigimiz, bunlardi. Simdi 6yle bir hareket goriiyorum.
Ortakdy’de filmlerini gdstermeye basladilar. Inan var, Ozcan var, Pelin var. Hiiseyin Karabey,
bir araya gelmis gibi goriintiyorlar. 8-10 kisi, Dervis de var aralarinda.

CENK CENGIZ: Sizin atélyeden ¢ikan dediginiz..

AHMET SONER:94’te ilk basladik at6lye biz yapmaya. Ilk IMKB’nin bodrumunda bagladik,
Hiiseyin Kuzu ile. Iste oraya gelen ¢ocuklar bunlar, Ozcan, Hiiseyin, Kazim Oz, hep oradan
cikan cocuklar, Ozkan..

CENK CENGIZ: Simdi, Gen¢ sinemaya geri donersek, aslinda, demistiniz hani,
imkansizlilardan dolay1 sadece devrim goriintiilerini ¢ekiyorduk.

AHMET SONER: Devrimin degil, hareket mi oldu ki?

CENK CENGIZ: Devrim derken....
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AHMET SONER: Toplumsal olaylar diyelim: grevler, yuruyusler, cenazeler, bilmem neler,
her tiirlii sokaga yansiyan hareket.

CENK CENGIZ: Simdi mesela dergilere baktigimiz zaman, aslinda bu bir amag, devrime
giden yolda bir amag¢. Bunu insanlara, halka gosterecegiz bu goriintiileri, onlar1 harekete
katacagiz, onlar1 bilinglendirecegiz gibi bir gorev var. Bu aslinda bir devrim diislincesi
baktigimiz zaman ama siz teknik imkansizliklar gibi sdylediniz aslinda amaciniz daha sanatsal
filmler mi yapmakt1?

AHMET SONER: Yani hepimizin vardi birtakim senaryolari, ¢ekmek istedigimiz uzun
filmler, yapmak istiyorduk elbette ama firsat bulamadik. Bir de dedigim gibi kosturmaca, her
giin bir seyler oluyordu tiirkiye’de; istikrar yok bir sey yok. Para bulamiyorsun, bugunku gibi
degil ortam. Bugun sponsorlar var. O zaman hi¢ ciddiye alan yoktu sinemayu1. Iste biz bir tek
DISK e gittik, anlattik derdimizi de, iste sizin grevlerinizi biz ¢ekeriz, siz bize sadece negatif
sey yapin gibilerden. O da bir sponsorluk sayilir, ortaya sonucta bir sey ¢ikiyor, bir belgesel
olarak kaliyor, 68 Grundig Grevi, su grev, bu grev..

CENK CENGIZ: Peki o zaman Oncelikli amaciniz aslinda devrim mi oluyor? Baktigimiz
zaman sdyle bir yargi var, hepsi--¢ogu yazarda, gen¢ sinemacilar yonetmelerinde: Altyapi
degismedikge, cilinkii sinema, Yeslicam, kapitalist altyapinin, ekonomik altyapinin bir iist
yapist aslinda. Altyapr degismedik¢e Yesilcam da degismeyecek. Yesilcam’daki sinema
sistemi degigsmeyecek. O yiizden altyapiyr degistirmemiz gerekir. Bunun i¢in de devrim
yapmamiz gerekir. Simdi o zaman Geng¢ sinemanin Oncelikli amaci devrim miydi yoksa
sinemada devrim miydi?

AHMET SONER: Sinemada devrim. Biz simdi militan degiliz, silah alip sey yapacak degiliz.
Biz ancak bu olaylar takip ederiz, izleriz, ¢ekeriz, kitlelere gosteririz. Bizim diigiincemiz
buydu.

CENK CENGIZ: Ama onun i¢in de goriisiiniiz sonucta altyap1 degismeli. Toplumun diizeni
degismeli, yeni bir sisteme gecilmeli. Mesela Gaye Hanim hep sey diyordu
yazilarind AHMET SONER: oncelikli amacimiz her zaman devrimdir, sinema ikinci
plandadir; ¢iinkii toplum yapis1 degisince sinema da degisecektir. ilk dnce devrime hizmet
etmeli, devrime hizmet etmek icin de bu hareketleri ¢cekmeliyiz, bu yiiriiyiisleri, cenazeleri
cekmeliyiz, bunlar1 halka gostermeliyiz ki devrime bir hizmette bulunmaliyiz gibi bir
diisiincesi var. Ben bunun tiim Geng sinamanin benimsedigi bir sey oldugunu diisiindiim ama

AHMET SONER: Yani bazi arkadaslar benimsiyordu tabii. Yani sey olan arkadaglarimiz da
vardi, Dev-Geng tliyesi arkadaslar da vardi. Onlar daha farkliydi tabii, onlar Dev-Geng’ci ne
de olsa. Sinema ikinci planda olabilir onlar i¢in. Ama ben dyle degildim yani. Ben veya baska
baz1 arkadaslar sinemaya daha ¢ok &ncelik taniyorduk, agirlik taniyorduk. Iste o siralar gok,
Glauber Rocha gibi Latin Amerika’da bizim sey yapmak istedigimiz sinemaya yakin filmler
yapiliyordu. Niyetimiz biraz da o Latin Amerika sinemacilar1 gibi olmakti. Onlar da dyle
orgiitlendiler ettiler ama bizim dmrii uzun siirmedi, 2,5 yil falan siirdii topu topu herhalde.

CENK CENGIZ: Peki sinemaya daha ¢ok dnem veren isimnler kimlerdi, hatirliyor musunuz?
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AHMET SONER: Veysel Atayman da Oyleydi. Mutlu Parkan da Oyleydi. Biz daha ¢ok
sinemaya... Artun da dyleydi. Artun Yeres, rahmetli.

CENK CENGIZ: O zaten sonra hareketten ayrilmist1 diye hatirliyorum.

AHMET SONER: Ha bir ara Altan Artun ve Tanju Akerson ayrildilar. Sonra bizim
uzaklastirdiklarimiz oldu yani, Mustafa Irgat, Mehmet Goneng gibileri de biz uzaklastirdik.

CENK CENGIZ: Neden? Neden peki?

AHMET SONER: Onlar biraz meyhane takimiydi. Aksam saati gelince vakt-i keramet geldi
diyorlardu... giden takimdi. Oyle seyler oldu yani, yasand.

CENK CENGIZ: Peki Dev-Geng’liler de var demistiniz. Biraz aslinda onlara gegelim
isterseniz.

AHMET SONER: Enis falan tabii Dev-Geng’liydi.
CENK CENGIZ: Onun diginda hatirliyor musunuz kimler vardi?

AHMET SONER: Ankara grubu, Ortadogu’daki c¢ocuklar, Selamiler filan da tabii Dev-
Geng’liydi.

CENK CENGIZ: Yani demek ki Istanbul grubu biraz daha bu isin sinemasinda, Ankara grubu
daha devrim...

AHMET SONER: Evet onlar biraz daha hareketin i¢cinden geliyorlardi.
C. Gaye hanim da o zaman dyle o zaman

AHMET SONER: Gaye bir degisik. Bir ayag: Paris’teydi, zaman zaman goriirdiik Gaye’yi.
Bakma sen, yazilar1 bile belki Paris’ten gonderiyordur. Bir toplantida hatirlamiyorum,
Gaye’nin de oldugu bir toplant1 yaptigimizi hi¢ hatirlamiyorum. Cekirdek bir kadromuz vardi:
Ustiin, ben, Mutlu, Artun, Ertug, Veysel, iste bunlardan olusurdu. En ¢ok kosturan bizlerdik
zaten. Ortalikta goriinen de bizlerdik. Digerleri destekliyordu. Bazilar, ¢alisan arkadaglar
vardi, onlar tabi biitiin zamanlarin1 ayiramiyorlardi, onlar1 ayirmak lazim seyden, ama
yiirekleri bizimleydi. Yazi yaziyorlardi, bildiri imzaliyorlardi, bir sey gondersek altina
atryorlardi imzalarii. Giderek iste boyle kirk kisiye yakin bir sey olustu sonunda. Tiyatrocusu
da vardi i¢inde. Bir de kozmopolit bir yapiydi. Ermeni, Rum, Yahudi, Kiirt vardi aramizda.
Kimse kimseye sen Ermeni’sin, sen Rumsun demezdi.

CENK CENGIZ: Yorgo bey mesela.

AHMET SONER: Tabii, Yorgo, Yakup, Jacques, Artun, Sami vardi. Neyse iste boyle bir
macera yagadik.

CENK CENGIZ: Kendi iginizde peki ayrimlagsmanin nedenlerini ne olarak sdylersiniz, Geng
Sinema icerisindeki ? Belli boyle klasik anlamda ayrimlagma var miydi yoksa kisisel mi?
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AHMET SONER: Simdi soyle bir sey, biz turneye ¢iktigimizda dergiyle ugrasamadik tabi.
Istanbul’dan sonra Ankara, Antalya, Mersin, Adana falan, bdyle bir 15 giin filan uzak kaldik.
Bu arada Istanbul’daki arkadaslar dergiyi ¢ikarmislar hemen. O giine kadar Devrimci Sinema
Dergisi yazardi Gen¢ Sinemanin altinda onlar Proletar Devrimcisi yazmiglar. Bu bir sey oldu
bizim i¢in, biz ¢ok bozulduk buna. Istanbul’a gelir gelmez de hemen bir toplant1 yaptik. O
yapan arkadaglar1 uzaklastirdik aktif gorevden, bir daha sen dergi ¢ikartmayacaksin, dergiyi
biz ¢ikaracagiz diye. Dergiye el koyduk

CENK CENGIZ: Onlarin amaci proleter devrimei sinema yapmak

AHMET SONER: Yani, bu kadar 30-40 kisilik bir topluluga hi¢ sormadan, danigmadan, sanki
biz yokuz ortada, nasil bdyle bir seye karar verirsin. Bu bir saygisizliktir en azindan,
yapilmamas1 gereken bir sey. Nitekim bir tek o say1 Oyle ¢ikti, ondan sonraki sayida ben artik
devrimci lafin1 da kaldirdim. Kirmizi ile Gen¢ Sinema yaptik. Ondan sonraki seyler kirmizi
olarak Geng¢ Sinema.

CENK CENGIZ: Zaten ondan sonra 3 sayi falan ¢ikti.

AHMET SONER: Evet, ii¢ say1 ¢ikt1 herhalde. Boyle bir sey yasandi. Kadrolar, yonetici
kadrolar degisti diyelim biz buna. Ug kisilik bir sey yaptik. Baskan maskan degil de, ii¢ kisilik
bir yiiriitme kurulu gibi bir sey olusturduk.

CENK CENGIZ: Kimlerdi onlar?

AHMET SONER: Herhalde o zaman Tanju, ben ve Ertug el koyduk. Bizden sonra da bir
darbe daha oldu. Yakup ve Yorgo darbe yaptilar bize karsi. Bir donem de onlar dergi ¢ikardi.
Herhalde son dénem o oldu.

CENK CENGIZ: Sizin ¢ kisilik yonetim kadronuz, bu Devrimci Sinema Senligin’den
onceki, yani bagindan beri olan..

AHMET SONER: yok sonraki
CENK CENGIZ: ha sonraki

AHMET SONER: Daha onceki aslinda basinda Ustiin ve Artun ilk sayilarda ve Ece de
ayrdim ediyorlardi onlara. O ii¢li daha ¢ok dergiyle ilgilenen onlardi.

CENK CENGIZ: Sonra siz doniince, siz daha ¢ok ilgilendiniz.

AHMET SONER: Yok, sonra ben fiilen basladim matbaaya. Ciinkii Ustiin de Artun da reklam
ajansinda calistyorlardi. Fazla vakitleri yoktu. Ben tistlendim derginin seyini. Saniyorum, 4.-
5. Sayidan sonra hep ben ¢ikardim dergiyi, son sayilara kadar. En sonunda da Yakup ve
Yorgo cikardilar, 2-3 say1 herhalde.

CENK CENGIZ: Hmm, anladim.

AHMET SONER: Yani uzun siire ben ¢ikardim.
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CENK CENGIZ: Peki dergiyi Proleter Devrimci herhalde bir say1 ¢ikti, Proleter Devrimci
olarak?

AHMET SONER: O da biz yokken. Ustiin Barista’nin yaptig1 bir isti o.
CENK CENGIZ: Sonra ¢ikt: m1 Ustiin Barista dergiden?

AHMET SONER: Ustiine el ¢ektirdik zaten. Zaten askere falan gitmisti. Askerlik yapryordu
falan. Uzak kald1 bu islerden. Hala uzak, selam bile vermiyor Ustiin nedense. Boyle bir
kirginligt var. Mesela konusmaz, o Eskisehirlilerin yaptigr film igin de aradilar, ben
konusmam demis, reddetmis. Halbuki anlatmali insan bildigini, bu seye kalacak, oniimiizdeki
bizden sonraki nesillere, bir belge olarak bulunmali aslinda. Anilarin1 yaz o zaman dedim ben
de, madem konugmuyorsun. Yaz bir sey kenara koy.

CENK CENGIZ: O zaman bir de érgiitlenmeye donelim. Ustiin bey o6rgiitlenme konusunda
¢ok sey yazmist1 dergide. Orgiitlenme konusunu Ustiin Bey iistlenmis aslinda. Hatta bir
yerde Ustiin Savasta yazmisti.

AHMET SONER: iste askere gidince Savasta oldu, ismini kullanamiyor ya, takma isim
kullanmak zorunda. Oyle bir sey olduydu, espri.

CENK CENGIZ: iste bu sanatsal ve politik, askeri miisterekler tasiyan insanlar bir araya
gelmisti Geng¢ Sinemada. Simdi amacimiz ekonomik oOrgiitlenmeye dogrudur. Suanki
orgilitlenme daha cok politik bir orgiitlenme. Bu politik miisterekler devrimci goriisle mi
alakal1, sadece devrimci olmasi ile mi alakali?

AHMET SONER: Ilk sayidaki bildiri ¢cok agiktir. O bildiride biitiin sdylemek istediklerimizi
sOyledik bu konuda. Sinema alaninda da diger alanda da, yani politik alanda.

CENK CENGIZ: Politik alanda iste sadece...

AHMET SONER: Zaten onu imzalayan insanlar demek ki aynmi goriisteler demektir. Bizden
sonra katilanlara da obildiriyi hep gosteriyorduk, yani iste bizim manifestomuz bu, manifesto
denir ona. Bu manifestoyu kabul ediyorsan gel gibilerden. Kimse de hayir demedi. Cok da
seydi. Onat’in da ¢ok katkis1 olmustu o manifesteyo, Ece’nin de, Artun’un da. bayagi
Uzerinde ¢alisilmis bir metindir o.

CENK CENGIZ: Tamam. O zaman bu politik angajmanlari biraz konusalim isterseniz.
Herkes MDB’ci, yani ¢ogu insan.

AHMET SONER: Yani genellikle kimse itiraz etmedigine ve ayrilmadgina gore
CENK CENGIZ: Siz MDB’ci olarak mi1 tanimliyorsunuz kendinizi?

AHMET SONER: Evet,

CENK CENGIZ: Yani biitiin bir topluluk olarak?

AHMET SONER: Yani o zaman Mihri Belli’yi ¢agirdik, geldi adam

137



CENK CENGIZ: Evet, konusmus.

AHMET SONER: Geldi, konugsma yapt1.O ¢evrenin insanlar1 daha ¢ok, Ahmet Say olsun,
Vahap Erdogdu, sudur budur, Muzaffer Erdost, hep onlardi iliskili oldugumuz insanlar. Onlar
da kendi hareketlerinin sinemacilar1 olarak goriiyorlard1 bizi. Oyle bir anlasma vardi sanki
aramizda.

CENK CENGIZ: Ama Mihri Belli’nin tezine baktigimiz zaman ilk 6nceki asama Milli
Demokratik agama, sadece emperyazlimi ortadan kaldiracaklar ama ikinci asama biitiin
emperyalizm baskis1 ortadan kalkacak, kapitalizmi yikacagiz, bu da bir siire¢ gerektiriyor.
Milli Demokratik Devrim agamasinda mi bu devrimei sinemayr kurma amaciniz vardi tam
olarak...

AHMET SONER: Daha once
CENK CENGIZ: Daha once?

AHMET SONER: Sonradan biz daha politize olduk. Ilk sayilara bakarsamz dyle pek fazla
politik sey yoktur ama sonraki sayilarda Mao Zedung’un bile vardir yazisi, daha politik seyler
vardir veya bizim yazdiklarimiz da oldu. Bastan film elestirisi, Yesilcam’daki filmleri
elestiriyorduk, bu tip seyler, daha ¢ok sinema agirlikli seyler vardi, manifesto hari¢. Giderek,
ama Tiikiye’nin durumu da o hale geldi. Giderek politiklesti Tiirkiye’de ortam. Biz de ister
istemez, onun disinda kalamayacagimiza gore biz de o hale geldik. Ve son kapanmadan 6nce
saniyorum iste, Dev-Geng’in toplantilarina falan gidiyorlardi arkadaslar. Ustiin ile Ertug
gittiler bir ara, toplantilara katildilar, gérevler aldilar. Ne gorevlerse, adam saklama gorevi
mesela, arananlara yer bulmak, ilkin kendi evlerine olsun bagka evlerde olsun, bu tip seyler
yapilan igler. O yiizden biz Mihri Belli’den de demek ki ayrilmis olduk o donem. Daha
Mahirlerin yakinindaydik. Mahir, Ertugrul Tiipgii, Yusuf Kiipeli, onlar beraber. Ama sonra 12
Mart’tan sonra, TKP’li olanlar da ¢ikt1 aramizdan. O gelen arkadaslar niye Maden-is’e
vermeye sey yapiyorlardi, TKP sempatizaniydilar, ondan. Oyle diisiiniiyorduk. Ben hi¢ TKP
yanlis1 olmadim. Hep belli bir mesafe ile, ¢iinkii Laz Ismail’in ge¢misini bidigimiz i¢in, ne
kotiiliikler yaptigini, Dr. Hikmet Kivileimli’ya, Nazim Hikmet’e, herkese yani, kendisi harig.
Tek basina, tek adam, tanr1 gibi oldu, ama iste bayag: bir kitle seyine ulastilar. En son 77 1
Mayisinda IHDIler, IGDler kadinlari, o erkekleri, ¢ocuklari, hepsini, ¢ok biiyiik gruplar
toparlayabiliyorlardi. Bir taraftan o sendikanin, DISK, Maden-Is vasitasiyla diger sendikalara
da siziyorlard. Isci sinifi ile de bir bag kurmuslardi. Ama arkasindan da 12 Eyliil geldi bu
sefer de. Iste aslinda bir sey yapmay1 da diisiinmedik. 74’te ortalik tekrar eski duruma dondii.
Af ¢ikti, millet birakildi. Dergiler yeniden ¢ikmaya basladi. Eski biitlin fraksiyonlar yeniden
bu alana dokiildi. Yine Dogu Peringekler, maocular boliik boliikk, enver hocacilar ¢ikti
bilmem ne. Daha da cesitlendi gruplar. O donemde bizim arkadagslar da, ii¢ sinema dergisi
birden ¢ikt1 mesela, {igiinde de bizim ¢ocuklar vardi. Ben hicbirine katilmadim. Bir ¢cagdas
sinema cardi, Ustiin, Yakup falan, Yorgo da vardi mesela o grupta. Bir, Attilla dorsay da
sonradan katildi ama, Engin Ayc¢a ile Nezih Cos’un ¢ikardigi, Engin Ayca da bizim gruptan,
sonra ayrilanlardan tabii, bir de Cagdas Sinema bir de Erol Bayraktar’in ¢ikardigi bir dergi
var, orada da Mustafa Irgat falan vardi, yazilar yaziyolardi. Erdem Kiral vardi falan. Ben
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higbirine de bulagsmadim. Partiler ve siniflar iistii kaldim. Kendi isimize bakiyorduk iste,
sinema ¢aligmalari, senaryolar sunlar bunlarla ugragiyorduk

CENK CENGIZ: Su anda peki bu temsilciler neler yapiyor? Siz anlattiniz, Enis Bey’i
biliyorum.

AHMET SONER: Bizden bagka kimse kalmadi. Veysel, daha c¢ok kitap islerine giristi, yazi
yaziyor, kitap derliyor, derlemeler yapiyor, ¢eviriler yapiyor. Artun bir tek sey yapiyordu, o
da evvelki yil 6ldii. Sinemada sebat edenlerden biriydi, sinema yapmaya calisanlardan.
Digerleri yapmiyor sinema, higbiri yapmiyor bildigim kadariyla.

CENK CENGIZ: Hepsi ayrildi, mesela avukatlik yapan...

AHMET SONER: Evet, avukatlik yapan zaten o zamanlar 6grenciydi, Yakup, simdi avukatlik
yapiyor. Bazen ugakta falan karsilasiyoruz... havaalaninda... Yorgo gitti yurtdisina, o da 6ldii,
yunanistan’a gitti, son yillarin1 orada gecirdi. Yani 6lenler de 6ldii Altan Kiiclikyalgin o6ldii.
Mustafa Irgat da 6ldlii, Mehmet Goneng de. Demin dedim ya tasviye ettigimiz kisiler,
aksamcilar, onlar alkolden gittiler tabi.

CENK CENGIZ: Gaye Hanim, hakkinda haberim yok dedi Enis Bey ama sizin...?

AHMET SONER: Benim de yok. Jacques’tan da hi¢ haber alamiyorum. Geliyor mu gidiyor
mu? Yazlar1 mazlar geliyorlardir tatili gecirmeye ama o da hi¢ aramiyor eski arkadaslarini.
Benim goriistiiglim 8-10 kisi var topu topu. O da yine ayn1 belgesel BSB’nin i¢indeyiz
ondan. Sinema... Bir de, haa, dyle dostlarimiz var, onlarla devam ettiriyoruz iliskimizi. Umit
ah¢1 vardi bizim kurgucumuz, Tanju Kutlar var, o da bizden sonra Yeni Sinema’dan sonra
TRT’ye girdi, TRT de belgeseller ¢ekti, 10-15 tane belgesel yapti, simdi o da emekli oldu. O
ugrast1 ama televizyonculuk yapti Tanju. Biz yesilcam’a senaryolar yazdik uzun siire. Yani
benim kadar sey siirdiiren bu isi, atdlyelerle matdlyelerle, o eski havayi tekrar hi¢ degilse, biz
basaramadik, bizden sonrakiler bu isi basarsinlar diye kendimizi o genglere vakfettik. Sadece
Istanbul’da degil. Nazim Kiiltiir’'de de yaptim atdlye ben, Mezopotamya Kiiltiir’de de yaptim,
Egitim-sen’de yaptim, Diyarbakirda’da iistiiste 4 sene 5 sene atdlye yaptik. Diyarbakir’da da
cok iyi bir sey yetisti. Bakiyorum BSB’nin katologuna, aa bizim kizlar. Hatice film yapmuis,
oblirii Meryem film yapmis, Naile yapmis. Orada, Diyarbakir’da, 24 tane 6grencimiz vardi.
En iyi atdlyelerden biri de orada oldu aslinda. Her atdlyenin sonunda da 3 tane veya 4 tane
film yapryorduk. Herkes o donem iginde bir seyler ciziktiriyordu, sonra oturup se¢im
yapiyorduk. Kendi Oykiisti disinda baska dykiilere oy veriyordu. En fazla oy olan {i¢ tanesi
cekiyorduk. Cok da iyi filmler ¢ikti oradan. Cek ¢ek, gormiissiindiir belki surlarin iki yakasi,
bir tiir belge

CENK CENGIZ: Bu uzun metrajli m1?
AHMET SONER: Yok yok kisa, bunlar 10 dakikalik 20 dakikalik filmler.

CENK CENGIZ: Bunun disinda TRT’ye giden oldu mu sizden?
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AHMET SONER: TRT, iste 1 kisi dedim ya, Tanju TRT ye gitti bir tek.Oradan da emekli
oldu. Baska yok TRT’ye giden.

CENK CENGIZ: Aslinda benim bu kadar soracaklarim. Sizin akliniza bir sey geliyor mu?

AHMET SONER: Yoo. Sonradan hatirlarsan yeniden sorabilirsin. Ya telefonla ya tekrar
gorusuruz.

CENK CENGIZ: Sizin e-mail adresiniz var mi?
AHMET SONER: Yok.

CENK CENGIZ: Telefonla, tamam. O zaman, Mihri Belli tarafindaydiniz biraz. Onun bir
yazis1 vardi. Yazisinda sey diyor, bir ..emperyalist.. sanat vardir, bu emperyalist sanatin
ortadan kalkmasi i¢in, bir kere zaten onun ortadan kalkmasi lazim. Altyapi-iistyapt meselesi.
Simdi o asamaya kadar, ulusal miili demokratik devrim agamasindan sonra, daha ¢ok milli
bir sinema kurulmali. Simdi sizinki ile biraz uyusmuyor sanki. Milli sinema kurulursa, daha
ulusal bir sinema kuruluyor.

AHMET SONER: Mihri abi genel tezini bu alana da uyguluyordu. O biraz inandirici
olmayabilir her zaman. Milli Sinema deyince, o zaman herkes, kendini sey zanneden, fasist
olmayan, fasistler disindaki herkes, burjuvaziyi de katacaksin isin igine, o zaman Sakir
Eczacibasi da dahil olur bunun igine, o da milli burjuvazi, dyle bir diisiincesi vardi.

CENK CENGIZ: Acaba ortak diisiince proleterya oldugu i¢cin mi?

AHMET SONER: Ama bu adamlar ne zaman yandas olduklar ki? Mihri abi kagit {izerinde
boyle bir sey gelistirdi. Bak bakalim var mi i¢inde bir tane bizim kapitalistlerden sunlardan,
bunlardan yani hareketi destekleyen?

CENK CENGIZ: Teorik diizeyde olan bir sey
AHMET SONER: Teorik. Zaten ig¢i goriince kagiyor herkes. Memur bile uzak durur.

CENK CENGIZ: Biraz iste o konuda ayrisiyor sanirim hareket. Simdi siz daha ¢ok sinemaya
Oonem vermissiniz, ama iste ¢ok daha devrimsel agidan bakan var harekete. Altyapr degismesi
lazim, o ylizden sinema da degislmesi lazim. Altyap1 degisecekse, 6nce devrim olmasi lazim.
O zaman bu devrim asamasi hangi devrim asamas1? Demokratik devrim asamasi mi1 sonraki
sosyalist devrim asamasi m1?

AHMET SONER: Cok tartisiliyor o zaman Isci Partililerle seylerin ayrismasi buna dayaniyor
zaten. Ama sadece o da degil. Sonra iste bu maocular ¢ikti, baska seyler sdylemeye basladi,
Mao’nun uygulamasini aynen uygulamaya kalktilar Tiirkiye’de. Enver hocacilar ¢ikti, onlar
baska tarafa ¢ekmeye bagladilar. Kivilcimli’nin tezleri de farkliydi o donem.

CENK CENGIZ: Devrimci sinema burada nerede duruyor? Kafanizdaki devrimci sinema
hangi doneme tekabiil ediyor?. Boyle bir tartisma yapilmamis sanirim?
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AHMET SONER: Yapilmadi, o zaman, zaman da olmadi. Daha ¢ok sinemanin sey yonleri,
estetik falan gibi taraflart ile ilgili de fazla calisma yapamadik aslinda. Ama dedigim gibi
sadece o Sinematek’te izledigimiz filmlerden, farkli filmlerden, kiiciik tilkelerden, iiglincii
diinyadan, Afrika’dan, Asya’dan, Japonya’dan gelen seyler ile biz diisiinmeye basliyorduk.
Ciinkii Tiirk sinemasi belli, belli kaliplar iginde doniip duran bir sey. Zaman zaman bir iki
film ¢ikiyordu her yil dogru diiriist, o da yani iyi film yaptig1 sdylenen Metin Aksan bile son
zamanlarinda Kuyu gibi, birtakim sagmaliklar, bir adam, bir kadin1 3 kere daga kaldiriyor.
Olacak sey mi, gazete haberinden boyle bir sey yapiyor, antika isler. Sonra tabii Halit Refig,
vaktiyle “Yesilgam bir batakliktir, kurutlmasi gerekir” diyen bir adam, sonradan tam bir
savunucusu oldu bu isin, Fethullan Giilen’e film yapmaya kadar diistli, son filmi Fethullah
karsiladi masraflarini.

CENK CENGIZ: Hangi filmiydi son filmi?

AHMET SONER: Képekler. Iste bizim sinemacilarimiz bdyle. Ben Atif y1lmaz’1 tercih ettim.
Atif Yilmaz, higbir zaman Oyle keskin bir yan1 olmayan bir adamdir, hayata hep boyle iyi
tarafindan bakan, iyimser, digerleri gibi sert degil. Memduh Un de 6yle serttir. Dedigim
dedik, vurdu mu masaya yumrugunu, tamam onun dedigi olacak, baska sey yok. Sonra
Yilmaz Giiney ile calistim, o da dyle. Bu sahneyi nasil ¢ekelim diye herkese sorardi sette,
daha boyle demokratik insanlar... Onlar tercih ettim. Vedat Tiirkali ile ¢alistim. Sevdigim
insanlarla calistim. Tabii, Yilmaz Giiney’den s6z etmek gerekir. Bize en yakin gordiigiimiiz
insan oydu tabii ki. Biz dergi ¢ikardigimiz donem Umut’u ¢ekmisti. Ondan 6nce Seyidhan’i
cekmisti, bir y1l 6nce. Sonra ¢iktiktan sonra afla, bizi topladi, biitiin geng¢ sinemacilari. Gittik
yazihanesine, yapmak istediklerini anlatt1 bize, iceride diisiinmiis tasinmis uzun uzun, 2,5 yil
yatt1 ¢iinkii. Iste dedi Antalya’da bir stiidyo kuracagiz, kisa filmler yapacagiz, kendi dagitim
sirketimizi kuracagiz bu sinemacilarla, bu dagitimcilarla ¢aligmayacagiz, kendi sinemalarimiz
olacak her yerde. Boyle iitopik de bir sey ama ¢ok da giigliiydii yani. Yilmaz Giiney dedin mi
teslim, adam senrayosuz menaryosuz yapimci teslim aliyordu. Boyle bir giicii vardi adamin.
Kag para istese veriyorlardi.

CENK CENGIZ: Bu giicii oyunculuktan m1 ald1, taninmasindan m1 aldi?

AHMET SONER: Oyunculuktan tabii, sevilmesinden. Yiiziinii herkes seviyor, o kadar
taraftart var sagcisi-solcusu. Ama o olayda bunun taraf oldugunu 6grenen sagcilar, cilinkii
Mabhirleri evinde saklayan adam taraftir, poliste ve askerde taraftar olan sevenler biraz uzak
durmaya basladi Yilmaz Giiney’e, fasistler artik Yilmaz Giliney sevmez oldular, Ciineyt
Arkin’a yazildilar, o kendi ideolojilerine daha uygun geliyor, Malkagoglu falan. Iste yilmaz
Giliney’in boyle seyleri vardi, ama onun da omrii vefa etmedi. Hepimize film ¢ektirecekti,
kendi de kisa film g¢ekmeyi diisiinliyordu, diisiinebiliyor musun? Ve o filmleri de kendi
dagitim aginda dolasima sokmay1 diisiinliyordu. Kisa film 20 dakika deyip ge¢me. 4 tanesini
eklersin ucuca, al sana bir sey iste, gosteri, bir seferlik film. Yiirimedi o is de.

CENK CENGIZ: Siz de bu dagitim olanaklarin1 Yilmaz Giliney’de bulabilecekmissiniz
aslinda, hani yiirlitseymissiniz.

AHMET SONER: Yani evet.
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CENK CENGIZ: Yesilcam sisteminden farkli olarak.

AHMET SONER: Onun disinda diisiiniiyordu her seyi. Odur bizi ¢eken tarafi, ¢iinkii o da
sistemi tamamen karsisina almisti. O da iyice politiklesmisti. Igeri girerken, Mabhirlerle,
Mahirler demek MDDci demekti, Mihri Belli, Mihri’den yana, ama igeride okuya okuya
once Maocu, sonra enver hocaci bir sey oldu, dyle de bir sey var. Yurtdisina ¢iktig1 zaman,
solu bir araya toparlamaya ¢ok ¢alisti, ama dediler sen oyuncusun, sen ne karistyorsun bu
islere, biitiin o solun yurtdsindaki miilteci liderler hi¢ ciddiye almadilar, bir araya getiremedi
hickimseyi. Ondan belki de gen¢ yasta Oldii. Bir seyi yapmak istersin, bagaramayinca,
basarisizlik, giderek kotiiler. Iyimser bir sey olman lazim hayatta kalabilmen igin. Yapmak
istedigi hicbir seyi basaramadi. O kadar da projesi vardi, ¢ekmek istedigi filmler vardi,
hig¢birini yapamadi, bir tek Duvar’dan bagska.

CENK CENGIZ: O zaman Geng sinemacilar i¢in sunu diyebiliriz. 70ler kadar, 60larda o
politik hareket o kadar ayrimlagmadi, sol hareket. Bir MDD tarafi vardi. MDD iginde belki bir
Dogu Peringek- Mihri Belli ayrigmasi. Burada genel anlamda MDD tarafi var, ama tam olarak
sanirim onun igerisinde bir ayrimlagsma yok, MDD tarafin1 destekliyorsunuz, ama sinemayi
buna nasil uyduracagmiz konusunda c¢ok bir diislinceniz yok. Sadece devrimci sinema
yapacagiz, Yesilgam’dan farkli bir sinema yapacagiz diyorsunuz ve MDD i¢inde de ¢ok biz
Mabhirciyiz ya da biz Mihri Belliciyiz, ¢ok o teorik tartigmalara girilmemis sanirim. Boyle bir
sey var.

AHMET SONER: Evet, girilmedi ama iste baz1 arkadaslar iligkiler kurdular onlarla. Benim de
demek ki ¢evrem hep onlarla doluymus ki, ayn1 davadan, o 256 sanikili Parti-Cephe davasi
vardir, Y1lmaz Giiney de oradadir, Murat Belge de oradadir, ben de oradayim. O Mahir Cayan
Ulas Bardakei’larin, 1. ve 2. sanig1 kovdugu davadir o.

CENK CENGIZ: Ne zaman oluyordu bu?

AHMET SONER: Bu 71 sonrast. Biz 72°de alindik, Yilmaz Giiney de 72’de, herhalde ben
gozalt1 siirem bittigi giin zaten, gazeteyi aldim baktim, yilmaz Giiney tutuklandi, gézaltina
alind1 yaziyordu. O zaman belli olmustu bizim de tarafimiz ama...

CENK CENGIZ: Zaten hareket bitti.

AHMET SONER: Hareket bitti, dergi c¢ikaramiyorsun, bir sesini ¢ikaramiyorsun, yazip
cizemiyorsun, ne yapacaksin. Gizli orgiitlenme artik, yeralti.

CENK CENGIZ: Dogu Peringek, yine aslinda Mahir Cayan ile benzer seyler sdyliiyordu,
askerlerin ve milli burjuvanin m1 6nderligini daha ¢ok istiyordu?

AHMET SONER: Bir ara da iste... Asker dedigimiz yani geng subaylar ya da 6grenciler, harb
okulu 6grencileri. Herkes oraya... ya da onlar seydi, ¢cok okuyorlardi, doktorcu ¢ok sey vardi
geng, harp okulunda veya geng¢ tegmen, yeni tegmen olmus. Mahir’in durumunda bir siirii
insan vardi. Tabii ki Dogu Peringek,

CENK CENGIZ: Dogu Peringek bunu savunuyordu degil mi, daha ¢ok asker 6nderligi..
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AHMET SONER: Isci-K&ylii okuyan, onun, Halkin Sesi falan okuyan subaylar veya iste
herkes bir yerlere yazilmisti. Ve o zaman iste ordu-genclik elele, yani bdyle ordu ile genglik
bir araya gelecek, ¢iinkii artik isciden, koyliiden bir sey yok, hareket de bitti. Isci-Koylii diye
gazete ¢ikartyor ama is¢i- koylii ile iligkisi yok, hep 6grenciler.

CENK CENGIZ: Mihri Belli de mi boyle diyordu? Ama o hala is¢i-koylii 6nderligi diyordu.
AHMET SONER: Ama Mihri abide de vardir, asker-geng ... Yurtsever ordu.
CENK CENGIZ: Cok da farkli degildi o zaman.

AHMET SONER: Doktor da ayni sekilde. Yani herkes ordudan da bir umut bekliyordu. 27
Mayisi yapan bir ordu vardi zaten ge¢mislerinde. O yiizde ordu da bir glictii, 6nemli bir giigtii.
O yiizden saniklarin arasinda bir siirii insan sonradan askeriyeden atildi, emekli edildi,
magdur oldular, bir siirli 6grenci de, harp okulu 6grencisi de. Tegmenler... Yiizbasiya kadar
¢ikmisti. Mahirlerin grubunda yiizbas1 vardi. Ustegmen, yiizbasi... Daha ¢ok havacilar daha
ilerici oluyor nedense, havacilar, sonra denizciler, en son karacilar. Cogu hava tegmeniydi,
hava harp okulundandi falan filan . Evet boyle donemler yasanda.

CENK CENGIZ: O zaman aralarinda ¢ok fark yok Dogu Peringek ile Mihri Belli’nin?

AHMET SONER: Ama sey goriiniiyor, iste yani ortada olan giicler bunlar. Kimse harekete
getiremiyor proleteryayl. Bir kazan fabrikasi buldu Dogu Peringek, Istanbul’da. Iste soktu
birtakim insanlar1 oraya. Bunlar da &grenciydi, allah bilir. Iste is¢i olarak girdiler fabrikaya.
Orada bir grev yapabildiler. Yani kag kisilik? 40 kisi mi 50 kisinin ¢alistig1 fabrika, ufacik bir
yer, proleterya dedikleri onlar. Sonra o dergileri okudugumuz zaman goriiyorduk, Halkin
Kurtulusu ¢ikiyordu, Deniz Gezmis yanlisi. Bir tek onlar vardi. Levent’te bir firin bulmuslar,
orada grev yapmislar. Sloganlar yazmislar duvarlara. 5 kisi calisiyor falan filan. Gittim ben
de, okuyunca birsey zannettim. Genglik,is¢iler falan filan var... Tin tin, hi¢bir sey. Bunu yazan
yazmis iste. Bilmem kim sOyle diyor, adama soruyorum bodyle mi dedin, Yoo.... Dininde,
namazinda, niyazinda orug¢ tutan adamlar bunlar. Ama bdyle sisirip misirip devrim yapacak
hale getiriyorlar. Firin devrimi. Komikti bir yandan hersey tabii. Bulamayinca proleterya.
Simdi Istanbul’da 15-16 Haziran oldu. Biz o zaman Ankara’daydik. Ankara’da da 6grenciler
hemen sanayi Carsisi’na gittiler. Yok nerede bulacaklar isciyi, fabrika yok ortalikta, bir sey
yok. Sanayi Carsisi’na gittiler, dayak yediler. Istanbul’da isciler yiirliyor,hareket, hadi hep
beraber yiiriiyelim filan dediler, kigkirtict 6grenciler filan. Dayak yediler geldiler. Bir de
tutuklandilar tistelik, Enis de aralarinda. Anlatt1 m1 bunu?

CENK CENGIZ: Yok, bunu anlatmadi.
AHMET SONER: Ben yoktum, ben gitmemistim.
CENK CENGIZ: Bu, 12-13 Haziran...

AHMET SONER: 15-16 Haziran. Istanbul’da tabii biiyiik yiriiyiisler oldu. Kopriileri actilar,
karsiya gecmesin diye, tanlar kesti yolu bilmem ne. Asker ates edemedi tabii, barikatlar1 agti.
O kadar kalabalik, sel gibi geliyor, Gebze’den geliyorlar, bilmem nereden geliyorlar.
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CENK CENGIZ: Daha ¢ok genglik hareketi, geng¢lik

AHMET SONER: Ama o DISK’in diizenledigi bir seydi. O yasalarla oynamaya kalkti,
Sendikalar Yasasi ile hiikiimet. DISK de sokaga doktii herkesi.

CENK CENGIZ: Siz de DISK tarafina daha ¢ok yakindiniz?
AHMET SONER: Tabii, biitiin o DISK’1n grevleri mirevleri ¢ekmistik, 1970-71 senelerinde

CENK CENGIZ: O zaman hareketin TIP’le hi¢c alakasi yoktu, ciinkii TIP, zaten
ayrimlagmalar baglamisti, bu MDD ve TIP’¢giler arasinda. Siz tamamen MDD’ci olarak
ciktiniz. Boyle de bir durum var.

AHMET SONER: Evet, evet.
CENK CENGIZ: Hareket i¢inde TIP’e yakin olan var miydi?

AHMET SONER: Yok. TIP biraz geride kalmis gibi oluyordu. Asti bu seyler onu.Hem
diisiince olarak teorik olarak, sonradan gelenler. Sonra genglik de aym sekilde. Mahir’in de
yazdig1 kitaplar da..., biliyorsun

CENK CENGIZ: hi-him

AHMET SONER: Mahir de teorisyen olarak kendi seyini yazdi.

CENK CENGIZ: Dev-Geng’li olan kimler vardi? Enis bey var. Baska hatirladiginiz var m1?
AHMET SONER: Ankarada’ki gengler, Ortadogu’lu, onlar Dev-Gengli

CENK CENGIZ: Enis Bey’in arkadaslari

AHMET SONER: Istanbul’da var miydi, simdi hatirlayamiyorum.

C. Istanbul’dakiler devrimci hareketlere katiliyorlar ama belli bir sey yok degil mi, bir yere
iiye degiller

AHMET SONER: Simdi biz her tarafa kosturuyorduk. Mesela doktorcular, Issizlik ve
Pahalilikla Savas Miicadele Dernegi gibi dernekler kurdular, Istanbul’da, Ankara’da, her
yerde, biitiin Tiirkiye’de.

CENK CENGIZ: Doktorcular dediginiz...?
AHMET SONER: Dr. Hikmet Kivilcimli
CENK CENGIZ: Haaaa

AHMET SONER: Yani iste onun gidip derneginde de film gdosteriyorduk, Mihri Belli’nin
kurdugu derneklerde de film gosteriyorduk. Isci Partisi ¢agirsa, Isci Partisi’ne de gosterirdik.
Oyle bir seyimiz yoktu bizim, herkese gidiyorduk. DISK’te yapiyorduk gésteriler, DISK’mn
Merter’deki yerinde
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CENK CENGIZ: Ama Ankara, sanirim, biraz daha sempatizan...
AHMET SONER: Ankara evet, daha ¢ok 6grenci hareketine daha yakindi.
CENK CENGIZ: O yiizden dergide ¢ok yansimamis sanirim bu seyler, ayrimlar

AHMET SONER: Ankara’da 6grenciler yazin birtakim yerlere giderlerdi, tiitiin iscilerini
orgiitlemeye, findik iscilerini orgiitlemeye Giresun’a, suraya buraya, Samsun’a. Oraya,
Ankara’dan gidenlerin kamera filan doldururduk 8’lik mekizlik, dyle ¢ekilmis seyler de var
elimizde.

CENK CENGIZ: Elimizde derken simdi yok herhalde
AHMET SONER: Yok, o zaman gostermistik bir kismin1 senlikte
CENK CENGIZ: Tamam, bu kadar. Yani zamaninizi aldim

AHMET SONER: Yok canim eglence oldu.
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APPENDIX II: BIOGRAPHIES OF THE MEMBERS

TANJU AKERSON: Robert College Alumnus. While one of the leading people of Sinematek
Association, he signed the statement of Genc Sinema and began to write for Genc Sinema
Journal. He quitted directing after Genc Sinema. At present, he is a journalist in the USA,
while simultaneoulsy writing novels and stories. Among his works are Missouri Savas
Gemisi ve 100 Biiyiik Giin: Caglar Boyunca Toplumlar: Sarsan. He was married to Ela
Guntekin, the daughter of Resat Nuri Guntekin, for a short time in the 1970s.

UMIT ASCI: He is an alumnus of Galatasaray High School. He worked as film editor for
Genc Sinema. He worked for a long time both for Genc Sinema and Tiirk Haber Ajansi
(Turkish News Agency)

FARUK ATASOY: Alumnus of Political Sciences Faculty at Ankara University. He went
into advertising after Genc Sinema. He began his professional life as a copywriter in
Manajans Thompson in 1974 and ultimately became the general manager of the agency. With
the idea of starting his own business, he founded Birikim Advertising Agency.

VEYSEL ATAYMAN: He was born on 26.08.1941 in Istanbul. He studied German Language
and Literature and Philosophy at Faculty of Letters at Istanbul University. He is a faculty
member at the department of Translation and Interpreting at the same university. After Genc
Sinema, he penned a great number of essays and critiques, along with a wide range of
translations, on philosophy, popular science, cinema and literature. Among his works are his
essays in newspapers and journals such as 25. Kare and Evrensel, his book Siddetin Mitolojisi
(The Mythology of Violence). He is the executive editor of Don Kisot publishing house and
the editor for world classics at Bordo Siyah publishing house. He is also a member of the
editorial council of Modern Zamanlar (Modern Times), a cinema journal the headquarter of
which is in Antalya.

ENGIN AYCA He was born in Edremit in 1941. He graduated from Galatasaray High
School. He studied on cinema and directing at Instituto Superiore Dell Opinione Publica and
Centro Sperimentale Di Cinematografia in Rome. From 1970 to 1974, he worked in Foto Film
Center at Istanbul University. He was an assistant in Yilmaz Giliney’s film “Arkadas.” With
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Atilla Dorsay and Nezih Coskun, he published 7. Sanat, a cinema journal. He started to work
for TRT in 1974 and from 1974 to 1986, he, as a director, shot several documentaries, films
and cultural programs. He quitted his job at TRT in 1987 and directed the film “Bez Bebek.”
In 1990, he shot the film “Soguktu ve Yagmur Ciseliyordu." He did some translations and
penned some essays on cinema for various journals and newspapers. He has translated two
books on cinema: Ayzenstayn'in Ders Notlar1 ve Sinemanin 100 Yili. He is a lecturer in the
Institute of Cinema and TV at Mimar Sinan University and writing theoretical works on
cinema.

USTUN BARISTA: After graduating from Galatasaray High School, he went to Italy and
completed his studies, first, at Roma Social Sciences University and, later, at Centro
Cinematografia di Roma, one of the leading cinema schools in the world. When he returned to
Turkey, he wrote for Gen¢ Sinema and, later, for Cagdas Sinema. After 1970s, Barista
decided on directing advertisements and shot many successful advertisements. He lectured on
History of Cinema and Aesthetics of Film at Bogazici University and among some of his
famous and successful students are Dervis Zaim, Nuri Bilge Ceylan and Ezel Akay. Today,
along with individual coaching, he generally works as a consultant and director for special
advertisement campaigns and shoots corporate introductory films. He is married to Pakize
Barista.

YAKUP BAROKAS: He was born in 1961. He graduated from the department of Law at
Istanbul University. After Genc Sinema, he did not pursue a career in cinema and instead
worked as a lawyer. He is a journalist and writer. He is the executive director of Salom
Gazatesi, a weekly newspaper for Jews of Turkey.

YORGO BOZIS: He did not shoot films after Genc Sinema. He worked on cinema on a
theoretical level. He worked as an accountant and interpreter. He lived in Greece all his life
and died there.

OSMAN ERTUG: He is an alumnus of state conservatoire at Istanbul University. After Genc
Sinema, he worked as an actor in advertisements, series, theatre and cabaret. He was a player
in the cabaret of Metin Akpinar and Zeki Alasya. He appeared in advertisement films for a
long time.

MUSTAFA IRGAT: He was born in Istanbul in 1950. He is the son of the writer Mina Urgan
and Cabhit Irgat and the brother of actress Zeynep Irgat. After Genc Sinema, he decided on
literature and poetry. His first poem was published in Yeni Dergi in 1971. Among his works,
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Ait'siz Kimlik Kitabt (1993), a poetry book and Duhuldeki Deney (1995), a compilation of
essays on cinema are important. His poetry book, Ait'siz Kimlik Kitabt won the Ariburnu Siir
prize in 1995. Mustafa Irgat died on 03.03.1995 in Istanbul.

MUAMMER OZER: Director, producer, scriptwriter. He was born in Bilecik in 1945. Being
the son of a railway worker, Muammer Ozer had to quit his studies after secondary school due
to financial problems. He attended acting classes in City Theatres of Eskisehir Municipality.
During his military service, he began to shoot experimental short films and advertising films.
He gave lectures on cinema free of charge at Eskisehir Public Education Center. He began his
professional life as a short film director in 1967. After Genc Sinema, he went to Germany in
the early 1970s. Working for several years in Germany, Ozer studied cinema in Finland for
five years. He moved to Sweden in 1977. He took part in one film as an actor and
cinematographer. His film, Kara Sevdali Bulut was censored due to its critical attitude
towards tortures during September 12. Shooting documentaries as well after 1981, Ozer
received several national and international prizes.

OGUZ ONARAN: He was born in Izmir in 1935. He completed his undergraduate studies at
the department of Law at Ankara University. He became a research assistant at the department
of Public Administration at Faculty of Political Sciences Ankara University. He received his
PhD in 1966 and became an associate professor in 1970. He was jailed for a short while
during 12 Mart events. He was the head of the department of Administrative Sciences at the
Faculty of Social Sciences. He offered lectures on psychology of management and
management of stuff while he was at the Faculty of Social Sciences. He was the dean of the
Faculty of Communication at Ankara University between the years 1999-2002. He retired in
2002. He acted as counselor of Minister of Culture (in the subcommittee of intellectual and
industrial property rights) in specialization commissions of development plans prepared under
the auspices of DPT. He was at the advisory board of TMMOB Public Administration
Symposium. He was the president of World Mass Communication Research Foundation
which organized Ankara International film festival. He earned the Bilge Olgac Merit Award
in Ucan Siipiirge International Women’s Films Festival in 2006. He still acts as the counselor
of these two festivals. He offered lectures on film analysis and history of cinema at Ugur
Mumcu Arastirmaci Gazetecilik Vakfi. He offers lectures on film analysis at the Faculty of
Fine Arts and Music at ODTU. He plays piano and gives chamber music conscerts.

Prod. Dr. MUTLU PARKAN: He was born in Istanbul in 1948. He attended Austria High
School and Kabatas High School. He completed his studies at Political Sciences Faculty at
Ankara University. He conducted researches on economy, politics, cinema theories and
asthetics of cinema in Paris, Geneva, Berlin. As of 1978, he began to lecture at the department
of Cinema and TV at fine Arts Faculty at Dokuz Eyliil University, together with Alim Serif
Onaran. His two books are Brecht’s Aesthetics and Cinema and Aesthetics of Cinema and
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Godord. After working for various universities, he is a lecturer at Communication Faculty at
Beykent University.

OMER PEKMEZ: He was born in Afyon in 1946. He came to Istanbul for his undergraduate
education as a civil engineer at Yildiz Teknik University. As a consequence of his interest in
cinema, he began to work for the newly founded Sinematek Association. He worked for the
monthly journal Genc Sinema in 1968 and later for the journal FILM. He founded Nokta
Photograph Studio in 1969. Until its closure in 1979, Pekmez worked for Sinematek
Association for 16 years, with Sakir Eczacibasi and Onat Kutlar, during when he learned
about photography and film shooting. He shot several short films. He founded ASA Sanat
Haberleri Ajans1 (ASA Art News Agency) in 1977. He serviced art news for newspapers. He
prepared photo romances for various newspapers such as Kelebek and Saklanbag for the
following six years. He was engaged in documental film shooting and film import for long
years. He founded Taksim Sanat Evi (Taksim Art House) in 1979 and Akademi Istanbul
Sinemas1 (Academy Istanbul Cinema) in 1997 to broadcast art-based European cinema films.
In the 2004-2005 school year, he prepared, with the permission of Ministry of Education, the
curriculum for cinema and television for Private Kadikoy Fine Arts High School, the one and
only high school cinema and television curriculum, which was approved by council of
Education and Morality of Ministry of Education. Fine Arts High Schools in Turkey use the
same curriculum. He shot the documentary “Zeytinin Yolculugu” in 2009

GAYE PETEK: She is the daughter of a prominent pharmacist, Fahrettin Petek, a TSKEP
(Turkish Socialist Proletarian Peasant Party) member who had to leave Turkey during DP
government in 1950. She completed her studies on literature and sociology at Sorbonne
University. After Genc Sinema, she moved to France. She worked in the bureau of Aid to and
Adaptation of French Immigrants for ten years. In the 1980s, she was the founder and the
president of Elele Association, which aimed to assist Turkish Immigrants living in France on
their problems. Her studies on immigration made her almost an expert in France and she was
the only Turkish member of Commission of Secularism and High Council of Integration. She
was married to Jak Salom, another member of Genc Sinema for 20 years. Today, they are
organizing festivals and various events in France.

ENIS RIZA SAKIZLI: He was born in Ankara in 1948. He attended Galatasaray High
School. He followed sociology and philology classes at Hacettepe University. With Genc
Sinema group, he started to work on documentary and short film in 1969. He took an interest
in theatre during high school years and worked as an apprentice for Vasif Ongoren in his
adaptations of epic theatre. He still pursues his interest in theatre as an amateur. His two
feature-length symbolic films and two documentaries released abroad in 1972 made a great
impact in France, Great Britain and the USA. He was a freelance journalist. He wrote on
literature. He offered lectures on photography at Istanbul University. He worked as an
instructor in the program of “Production within Education” at Ankara Media Academy. He
opened photograph exhibitions in the USA and France. He has made numerous documentaries
and newscasts since the 1970s. He occasionally still directs advertising films. He works as a
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director and shoots introductory films and documentaries for VTR Arastirma Yapim Y 6netim,
which he co-founded with production manager Nalan Sakizli in 1987. He gave lectures on
photography, cinema, documental cinema in various schools, universities and institiutions. He
is among the founders of Belgesel Sinemacilar Union, which was founded in 1996.

He offers lectures on “Documentary cinema” and “Cinema and Politics” at Faculty of
communication at Galatasaray University and Marmara University. He has received many
national and international awards for documentary, photography and advertisement. Among
Genc Sinema members, he is the most active person who still pursues shooting films and
documentaries.

ALGIN SAYDAR: Alumnus of American College. After Genc Sinema, he was no longer
interested in cinema, neither on a theoretical level nor a practical level such as directing. He
worked for Derman, an association founded in 2002 which aims to improve the linguistic and
cultural communication of Turkish and Kurdish speakers in Great Britain, for long years and
helped to improve the association.

AHMET SONER: He was born in Uskudar in 1945. He worked with various directors such as
Atif Yilmaz, Liitfii Akad, Vedat Tiirkali, Yilmaz Giiney, Yavuz Ozkan, Serif Géren. He shot
his first short film in 1966. He is among the founders of Genc Sinema movement. As a
cameraman at Tiirk Haberler Ajansi, he shot documentaries and newsreels. His story of film
named “Istanbul Isgaldedir” was rewarded in a contest organized by Milliyet Sanat Dergisi.
Some of his scenarios such as “Hayatim Roman”, “Is Istir” and “Cocuklarin Diinyas1” were
turned to television series. His other scenarios such as “Herhangi bir Kadin”, “Tomruk” ve
“Derman” were turned into films and directed by Serif Goren. Almost twenty of his scenarios
were turned into films by various directors. His writings on literature and cinema were
published in various newspapers and journals. Akintiya Karst was published in 1995. Adana-
Paris, a documentary on Yilmaz Giiney, 36 Kitap= 13 Cezaevi, a documentary on Ismail
Besikci, were displayed in many cities both in Turkey and in Europe. He worked as general
secretary of Sine-Sen from October 1998 to May 2000. The third edition of Herkes O’ndan
S6z Ediyor has been published. He is a member of Tiirkiye Yazarlar Sendikasi, Sine-Sen
(Disk), Belgesel Sinemacilar Birligi. He is married with one child. He aims to finish his latest
documentary named “Koy Enstitiileri.”

JAK SALOM: Alumnus of Robert College. After Geng Sinema, he went to France with Gaye
Petek. He worked as a general manager and financial controller at French State and Funded
Theatres. He remained married to Gaye Petek for twenty years. Today, together with Gaye
Petek, he organizes various festivals and events in France.
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METE TANJU : TANJU KURTAREL: Alumnus of Robert College. After Genc Sinema, he
directed documentaries and fictional films for TRT and retired from TRT. Among his works
are the documentary of Sait Fail and Liiziimsuz Adam. He also works as an interpreter.

OMER TUNCER: He was born in Bursa in 1946. He worked for Bursa Public House
Chamber Theatre from its foundation to its closure (1961 to 1970). He graduated from the
department of Philosophy at Faculty of Letters at Istanbul University in 1972. He held several
offices (from management to presidency) between the years 1988 and 2000 in Ankara
International Film Festival. He worked as Ministry of Culture Cinema Vice General Manager
from 1993 to 1996. Repairing an old house in Mudanya, Tuncer opened Sanat Evi in 1996.
Due to the lack of official aid and of demand, however, the house had to be closed down.
Tuncer is among the founders of Bursa Cinema Association. He still works as a member of
the executive board of the same association. He directed the documentaries "Amerikan
Filosu" (1969), "Anadolu'da Ayak Sesleri" (1977), "Anadolu Uygarliklar1" (1984) and
"Safaga Atilan imza" (1996). In 1970, with his film “Amerikan Filosu,” Tuncer received the
second prize and Special Jury Prize in the 4™ Hisar short film Contest. He is the author of Iste
Anadolu (1993), along with a hundred articles and leaflets on history of culture and cinema.

HUSEYIN TUZUN: He graduated from the department of economics at Istanbul University.
After Genc Sinema, he did not do anything related to cinema. He worked as an German
interpreter in Datca.

ALTAN YALCIN: In the 1950s, he was a young member of the documentary crew of
Sabahattin Eyuboglu. He became a member of Genc Sinema. He worked as a photographer

and cameraman for Genc Sinema. After Genc Sinema, he shot a documentary named “Halic.”
He died in the 1970s.

ARTUN YERES: He was born in 1935 and educated in French and Turkish schools. He
attended Fine Arts Academy. He started his professional cinema career by working as co-
director for omer Liitfi Akad. He was a member of Istanbul Sinematek Association and Genc
sinema. He directed cinema films as well as documentaries. Yeres was awarded Special Jury
Prize for his short film “Cirkin Ares” in Istanbul Hisar Short Film Contest in 1968. The
following year, he won the first prize for his short film “Onlar Ki” in the same contest. He
was awarded the Izmir Film Festival Special Prize for his “Bulusma,” adapted from a
namesake short story of Inci Aral. Among his prizes are The Best Scenario for his “Diin,
bugiin, Yarin” in the 32™ Antalya film festival in 1995, the Silver Prize for his short film
“Mevsimler” in Tokyo film Festival, Prize of Labour for his contributions to Turkish cinema
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in 2005. He has also written various books on cinema, some of which are Gdstermenin
Sorumlulugu, 65 Yonetmenimizden Sinemamuz, Sakincali 100 Film, Bir Michelangelo
Antonioni Kitabi, Bir Luis Bunuel Kitabi and Bir Pier Paolo Pasolini Kitabi
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APPENDIX 3: THE LIST OF THE MOVIES ATTENDED IN THE FIRST DEVRIM
SINEMASI SENLIGI IN MAY 26- 28, 1970'®

DOCUMENTARIES:

1- Gerze Tiitiin Mitingi — 16 mm
2- Kanli Pazar — 16 mm

3- Tuslog Olaylar1 — 16 mm

4- Istanbul Olaylar1 — 16 mm

5- 29 Nisan — 16 mm

6- 10 Haziran — 16 mm

7- Che Guevera— 16 mm

8- Ankara’nin Copleri — 8 mm

9- Taylan Ozgiir’iin Cenaze Toreni — 8 mm
10- Imran Okten Yiiriiyiisii — 8 mm

11- Altinc1 Filo — 8§ mm

12- Nallthan Orman Koyliileri — 8 mm

13- Goriintiiler 70 — 8 mm 70 olaylari ile ilgili
14- Suyun Getirdikleri — 8 mm

FICTIONAL FILMS:

1- Bir Almanya ki... (Yakup Barokas, 16 mm)
2- Kentteki Yabanci (Veysel Atayman, 16 mm)
3- Kordiigiim (Muammer Ozer, 16 mm)

4- Sayim Gilinii Cakir1 da Saydilar (Ahmet Soner, 16 mm)
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