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Preface 

The Heart of the Couch Grass 

It was a couch grass living silently on the AnatoHan plain 
Before the famine. 
It thrived from the smallest things 
Fom: example when a bird flew towards K1z1hrmak 
It was happy as jf water had flooded its roots. 
When a cloud passed overhead 
It stopped being couch grass. 
The earth, it would say, the earth 
I would not change it for anything. 
No w. it docs not want to live. 

ilhan Berk 

Gnrwo important developments that. fall within the reach of this book 
-JIL took p lace in 2008. llhan Berk' passed away in 2008 at the age of 
ninety. Jn the same yem; the first of the two highest-grossing films of con
temporary cinema in Turkey. a sketch-based, episodic comedy film, Recep 
ivcdik (dir. Togan Gokbakar; 2008}, was released and seen by 4.3 million 
spectators. despite bad press from film critics (the other one is Recep 
ivedik 2 [dir. Togan Gokbak<1r. 2009]). These two seemingly unconnected 
occunences, one in the realm of poelIJ' and the other in that of popular 
cinema, are illustrative of one of the premises of this book, that of a p·ur
ported contradiction between cultural forms in Turkish cinema. bet.ween 
high art and low a1t, or art house and popular cinema. 

My doctor.ii dissert.alion dealt with this dynamic through the analogy of 
couch grass that, according to the Oxford English Dictionary, is "a species 
of grass (Triticum repens) with long, creeping root-stocks. a common and 
n·oublesome weed in cornfields." Like ci.nema, it is native lo Europe but 



quickly spread to the world. Its .r:hizomic form and aggression strengthen 
the analogy with popular cinema, producing links and connections across 
ans, cinemas, genres, and borders. As I delved more into couch grass, 
I also came across a painting by Jean Du buffet, the infamous painter of Art 

Brut (i.e., raw art) titled Door with Couch Grass. For Dubuffot, the domi
nance of high culture over artistic cre111ivity produced a senst! of hiscory 
that gave primacy to canonized works. at the expense of anonymous and 
innumerable examples of simple creative activity (1988, 14). Door with 
Couch Crass is a painting produced along these lines: it is made out of an 
assemblage of numerous paintings cut and pasted together with layers 
of paint and sand, and additional texture provided by the tines of a fork. 
Like this painting, popular cinema of Turkey from the 1950s to 1980s, 
Ye~il9am, can be characterized by a similar. assemblage- and col lage-like 
act of simple creativity.' Thus I took a specific form of popular cinema 
s imilar to that of classical Holl)"-"OOd cinema and introduced Ye~il<;:am as 
a comprehensive modality and form, growing and spreading aggressively 
from rhizome joints-by creating imitations, adaptations, hybrid struc
tures, and cullural dislocations and relocations. 

However, Lhe scope of this book is different. The dissertation thesis 
pushed the analogy of couch grass to its limits. Instead, this book attempts 
co look at the entire history of cinema in Turkey. To this end, it exam
ines how cultural forms, including cinema, have been exchanged, altered, 
and unendingly modified at different times and spaces. This is not just in 
relation to cuhural forms bu t also the very existence of Turkey, which is 
chronically in-between and on the move. As I write these lines in Istanbul. 
in a city asuidc two continents, As ia and Europe, divided by a strait yet 
facing across, cinema in Turkey is also about Istanbul: it was born here, it 
has been mainly practiced here, and it has at least for four decades been 
named after a street in Istanbul. Yet Turkey, its culture, and its cinema have 
often been considered by many in terms of its connections to the West. 
Various accounts of cinema in Turkey have attempted 10 create passage
ways similar to those of Istanbul., connecting continents through bridges 
or tu nnels . Instead of attempting to connect or bridge things, th is book 
underlines separation-the separation inherent in the very in-l>etwccnness 
of Turkey's cinema. It is neither Eastern, nor Western, but both and nei
ther simultaneously. As much as it is about connections and similarities, 
it is also about clashes and differences because, a~ I will elaborate in the 
following pages, at the heart of culture lays separation. 

When I sta1ted to work on this book in 2006, the first part of the man
uscript's title was same witl1 that of the dissertation, "Hollywood alla. 
'forca," and it was bon·owed from the lasL movement of Wolfgang Ama
deus Mozart's Piano Sonata in A, K33 1, Rondo a/la Turca, the Turkish 
Rondo, inspired by the beats of the Ottoman Turkish janissary bands. This 
analogy inscribes the eighteenth-centu1y interest in Turkey in European 
music, opera, and theater, but also the movement and integration of cul
tural forms. Yet this analogy, while reiterated a few times in the follo\\~ ng 
pages, also fell sho11 of this volume's interests. 

x Preface 



In addition, since 2006. two new volumes on lhc cinema in Turkey have 
been published; GonUl Donmez Colin's Ttu1dsli Ci11e111a: Identity, Distance 
and Belonging (Reaktion, 2008) and the English translation of Asuman 
Suner's 2006 book New Turkish Cinema: Belonging, Identity and Memory 
(TB Tauris, 2009). Both of these books focus piimadly on recent cinema in 
Turkey through familiar tropes of identity and belonging by attributing the 
adjective "Turkish" to the cinema in Turkey and imagining cinema in 1\11• 
key as in search of an identity. Unlike these two volumes, thjs book deals 
with the cinema of Turkey without necessarily considering it as Turkish 
or expressive of national identity. Ralher, it uses cinema to examine vari
ous movements, exchanges, and transformations as a s taple of cultural 
production. The main theme of this book inscribes the multiplicity and 
multitude of any given cultural form as not limited to a discrimina tory 
national framework, nor to Ye~il~am. Thus it addresses the histmy of cin
ema in Tun·key, which is not nccessadly covulenl with "Turkish" cinema. 
Throughout the book, this rendering of c inema acknowledges both lhe 
nation and its others und the different interpretations of cinema underlin
ing the coexistence and clash of the melodr.imatic a nd the realistic, the 
popular and the artistic, the forced and the spontaneous. 

The bulk of this book concerns films of the Y~ili;am era, which represents 
the height of Turkish film production. However, this book goes beyond this 
petiod, offering a critical look at the broader history of cinema in Turkey 
both preceding and post-dating Y~il<;am. This hislOl)' can be pedodicized 
roughly into three eras: prc-Ye§ilr;:am cinema un til the late 1940s, Ye$ilr;:am 
cinema from the 1950s through the 1980s, and posl·Ye~il~am or the new 
cinema of Turkey since the early 1990s. Unlike tJ1e Ye~il<;am era, which 
engulfed almost all filmmaking in Turkey. contemporary cinema in Turkey, 
considered here under the rubric of the new cinema of Turkey, encompasses 
a clear-cut distinction between popular cinema and art house or auteur 
cinema: while the former is intended for Turkish· speaking communities 
around the world, the latter may well fall in the realm of world or trans
national cinema often seen at film festivals and art house theaters by intct• 
national cineastes. Perhaps the new cinema of Turkey is now the allegro: 
the lively tempo of Turkey's cinema is nowadays beuer heard than before. 
But 10 be able to accounl for this. it seems cruc ial to situate this cinema in 
tcims of its history. As Berk said, the couch grass may not want co live any· 
more; hence Ye~ilr;:am is passe. Howevei~ cinema in Turkey still persists and 
as post· Ye~il<;am, it is inescapably set against Ye~il~m. Perhaps the death 
of Berk and the birth of post-Yejilr;:am has a hidden meaning: regardless 
of your will to live or die, death and birth are about the same thing, about 
beginnings and ends; about a separation thal is an unending repetition. 

Preface xi 
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Introduction 

,&. three-minute Coen brothers' short, World Cinema, which was shown 
~at the 2007 Cannes Film Festival along with thirty-four shoi-ts under 
the title Chacun son Cinema (To Each His Own Cinema), features James 
Brolin as .Dan, a Texan cowboy, who in an art house film theater in Santa 
Monica, California, tries to decide between two films: Jean R enoir's La. 
Regle du jeu (The Rules of the Game, 1939) and Ntu-i Bilge Ceylan 's jk/imler 
(Clin1ates, 2006).1 The theater employee Dmitri (Grant Heslov) helps him 
by giving information about both filn1s. While there is an obvious play 
between tihe film buff who is expected to know better than a Texan cowboy, 
with regard to Ceylan's filn1, the employee makes two mistakes: he says 
that the film is Ceylan's second film while it is indeed Ceylan's fourth fea
ture-length film, and despite calling it a Turkish film, he also mentions that 
the film is: in Turkic with subtitles. After Dan watches iklimler, he wants to 
speak with Dmitri, but since his shift is over, he speaks with another the
ater employee (Brooke Sn1ith) and asks her to tell Dmitri that he enjoyed 
the 1novie, adding, "There is a helluva lot of a truth in it." 

A helluva lo t of truth is what international filn1goers often find in Turk
ish films. Often, in the English-speaking world, when "Turkey" and "cin
ema" are mentioned in the san1e sentence, either some will think that 
cinema is a word that is nlistaken for delight or some film buffs may speak 
about Yilmaz Gi.iney, Nuri Bilge Ceylan, or Midnigh1 Express (dir. Alan 
Parke1; 1978). Both the films of these two filmmakers and the controver
sial Hollywood film involve a helluva lot of tTuth about Turkey and its 
cinema. However, once the expectation of non-Western filmmaking is set 
according to its representation of r;ealities, oftentimes popula r do1nestic 
films of such cinemas do not make it to the world scene. Instead, accounts 
of national cinemas cover only issue films or realistic dramas because of 
such expectations. Then, whenever one starts to speak of a broader, more 
popular, and perhaps more inclusive version of truth, one con!nldicts such 
established norms. While such a sense of truth or realicy extracted from 



non-Western filmmaking is combined with a sense of exo ticism, this may 
not ncc;cssmily rcOect the more mundane realities that attrnct the vast 
majority of any population 10 the movies. Turkey and its cinema pose di f
ferent problems for historians of international or world cinema in terms 
of their placement in geographical and film historical divisions. While, 
unt il recen tly, Yilmaz Gliney had been almost unan imously the only figure 
covered by film historians, o ne may perhaps add the following directors in 
t.he forthcoming volumes on fi lm hist01y and/or world cinema: Nur; Bilge 
Ceylan, Fatih Akin. and Fer.rnn Ozpetek. It is also very probable that the 
latter two names may be mentioned in discussions of German and Italian 
cinemas. respectively. 

Despite such figures and their acclaimed films, the cinema of Turkey is 
quite an uncharted area in the English-speaking world. However, when 
one digs down a little, TlU·kish fi lmmakers and the cinema of Turkey have 
always been quite international and involved various coproductions and 
exchanges with \Ves1em and non-\¥cstcm filmmakers at differeni levels. 
Not onJy did the nrst important nirkish film director, Muhsin Ertugrul, 
make films in Gcl'many and the Soviet Union in the early 1920s, there was 
also a fa1· more extcnsh'e active exchange between the popular cinema of 
Tt.n·key and countries such as Italy, Greece, Iran, and Egypt. Nol only do 
suc h links and exchanges go unrema l'ked upon, but the cinema of Turkey 
(which 10 date has produced almost 7 ,000 films) also poses problems in 
terms of its place in the his101y and geography of cinema. For instance, 
Aristides Gazetas's An /ntrod1.1c1ion to World Cinem.a (2000) does not even 
mention Turkey. and David Cook's A His tory of Narrative Film (2004) onJy 
mentions Turkey in a chapter on the "East European Renaissance" under 
the subtitle "Other Balkan Coumries." The Oxford Hist01y of World Cinema 
ha<: a short chapter on Turkish cinema under 1he section "Cinemas of the 
\Vorld" (Novell-Smith, 1997). Robert Sklar's Film: An f111ema1ional His-
1n1y of 1/ie Medium (2002) mentions Turkey in the chapter "The Global 
Advance of Cinema," which includes sund ry countries from Australia to 
China, the Soviet Union to Spain. Sklar mentions Turkey in relation to 
four geographical locations: two countries, Turkey and Brazil. and two 
regions/comincnts, the Middle East and Africa, and noLCs, "The world has 
its share of 'unknown' cinemas-unknown not to their practitioners and 
aud iences but to mainstream criticisn1 and historiography" (479). For 
him, the c inemas of India and Turkey arc among these "unknown" cin
emas, only recognized through some figures such as Y1l maz Goney. whose 
na1ne serves as the title or the section in which SkJar di scusses Turkey. 

While Turkey's location in relat ion to film history is a complicated mat
ter. this is also lhe case for TlU·key itsel f- a country nei ther Western nor 
Ea~tern. but between the two. This is one of my ini tial point.s about the 
cinema of Turkey. whlch started du r ing the days of the Ottoman Empire. 
went through a nalion-state that Jnitially found ilself be tween the stresses 
of the traditional and the modern, and recently between the global and 
the local. However. national c inema discourses often yearned for cultu ral 
specificity and alllhentic ily, withou t approaching the in-betweenness 
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of national cinemas. When one looks at recent scholarship on national 
cinemas, one finds Stephen Crofts noting that in the 1990s. with the inilux 
of globalism and electronic technologies, Atjun Appadurai's five "scapes" 
(ethnoscapes, mediascapes. technoscapes, finanscapes, and ideoscapes) 
and Ella Shohat and Robert Stam's multkulturalist arguments reworked 
the earlier understanding of nationalism (J 998, 385-86). Crofts proceeds 
to offer several categories of analys is to account for these recent devel
opments: production, distribution and exhibition, audiences, discourses, 
textuality, national-cultural specificity, the cultural specificity o[ genxes 
and nation-state cinema "roovements," the role of the state, and the global 
range of nation-slate cinemas. However, his understanding of the nation
state through eight characteristics relies upon modes of production that 
do not account for global economic structures. Lnstead, Crofts specifies 
foui· economic schemes (market economy, mixed economy, centrally con
trolled economy, and other), none of which can explain global cinematic 
!lows and exchanges (1998, 389). In concluding his essay, Crofts situates 
national cinemas in terms of their cultural specificity in art film sectors 
and film festivals, while he also underlines the danger of homogenization 
of nation-state cinema labels due to globalization ai1d international copro
ductions. Crofts's discussion separates argumen1s of the 1980s, national 
cinemas, from chose of Lhe 1990s, transnational cinemas, as well as d istin
guislting between popular and art cinemas. In addition, he demands cul
tural specificity from international an cinemas in a world where popular 
cinemas ltave become increasingly globaJized. 

Such a regressive placement of the (inter)nalional against the global not 
only attempts to restore national cultwal specificities but also coincides 
with various Turkish commentaries on contemporary cinema in Turkey. 
When asked about such recent films as Karpuz Kabugu.ndan Gemiler Yap
mak (Boats Out of \.\/atermelon Rinds, dir. Ahmct Ulus:ay, 2004), which 
recounts t.hc coming-of-age sto1y of 1wo cineastes, one of whom later 
becomes the director himself, Go11a/ Yarast (Lovelorn. dir. Yavuz Turgul, 
2005) featuring a character moving from the southeastern Turkey to Istan
bul, and the highly successful masculine melodrama Baham ve Oglum (My 
Fat.her and My Son, dil: (:agan Irmak. 2005), the founder of the Islamic 
milli (national) cinema movement, Yilcel (:akmakh says thal these films 
could well be examples o( milli cinema for they bear the charoctcristics of 
"our'' culture, life, and values as homegrown, domestic narratives 1bat do 
not come under the influence of what he refers to as cosmopolitan cinema, 
a mishmash of Western and westemized cinemas (2007). 

This perspective is closer to what Stuart Hall identifies as 1he first 
moment of cullural identity that relies upon the creation of a "oneness," 
a shared culture that can be imposed Crom above and that may be supe1' 
ficial or artificial (2000, 704-5). For Hall. apart from the national identity 
tlml he feds Caribhean cinema musl djscover. there is another cultural 
identity, a uniqueness, that recognizes differences a nd that places one's 
self through the acknowledgment. of the other: "It is only from this second 
position that we can properly understand the truly tr,uunatic character 
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of 'the colonial experience'." Relying on the "Other," to posit postcolonial 
cultural identity and its cinematic representation. Hall offers "a concep
tion of 'identity' which lives with and through, I.lot despite, difference; 
by hyl>ridizy" (2000, 706). This understanding of cultural identii.y, which 
posits a diasporic s itualion, focuses on hybridizations, syncretisms, and 
c reolizalions that arc livable only through a Lacanian economy of repre
senta tion, the Other, and "the return to the beginning,• underlying an aim 
o f "discovering who we are"; it relies on the eonsnuction of identifications 
and pos itionalities (Hall 2000, 714). 

Hall's second moment of national cultural identity is commonly repro
duced within the discourses. of migrant, diaspol'ic, trnnsnational or 
Euro-Turkish cinemas. This view owes a lot both to film studies relying 
on postcolonial theory and to Hamid Naficy's rendering of "accented cin
ema." which focuses on the situation of filmmakers and the provenance of 
their films in exile or diaspora. For Naficy, it is through dominant cinema 
(the big Other or Hollywood) that we can detetmine the films of diasporic 
and cxil ic subjects as "accented" because of their "displacement" and 
"artisanal production modes" (2001 , 4). Accented filmmake rs, who often 
produce authmial or autobiographical films, not only turn the authorial 
function from the parental to the perfonnative but also bring forward a 
presence on the "interstices" of their fictions and reality. The character
istics of "accented cinema" (fragmented, multilingual, and self-reflexive 
narrative structure; doubled and lost characters; themes o f journey, dis
placement, and idcn1ity; feelings of dysphoria, euphoria, and nostalgia; 
and interstitial and collective modes oF production}, as ou tlined by Naficy, 
easily account for dfaspodc si tuations, bll[ they are also amphibian, in 
large part applicable 10 various other situations and conditions, such as 
contemporary poslmigrant and auteur cinema. \Vhile Naficy finely places 
accen1ed cinema as bo1h "a cinema of exile and a cinema in exile," this 
cinema's critical potential itself is contingent upon the condilion of exile; 
its theory o f criticism is imagined both in the exile and for 1he exile. Thus 
the d ialogue of accented films with both home and ho:.'t s.ocieties must 
be approached with care 10 understand how they touch on discussions, 
instead of how they present themselves in a limited world of exilic and 
diasporic dialogue and imagination. 

Naficy, who attempts to move away from "postmodem theory!;" tex1ualil); 
claims to "put the locmedncss and the histo1icity of the authors back into 
authorship" through focing them into a diasporic or exilic situation and 
10 some extent by casting them as a contemporary variant of Second Cin
ema in the non-\Vestem world. Asurnan Suner claims tha1 accented cin
ema could be observed in "world cinema," a~ a contemporary rendering 
of national cinemas (2006b). However, for Suner, world cinema, bereft of 
such a ctitical potential. is indeed bereft of' social, aesthetic, and political 
specifica tion, and thus is a troubled concept like national c inema- a blank 
signifier (2006b, 376). By offering "accented cinema" as a genre and thus 
by e.xtending itS scope to directors such as uri Bilge Ceylan, Bahman 
Ghobadi, and \Vong Kar-wai, she claims to reassess national cinema 
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discourses. again by bringing them face to face with a conundrum of 
specificity and specification. To this end, she provides an oveiview of the 
arguments of several film theorists. She discusses Paul Willemen, who ties 
the national to the queslion of "cultural specificity"; Ella Shohat, who crili
cizes the unitary nation for concealed issues i·elated to class, gender. racial 
difference, and cultura.I heterogeneity and who offers to s.:e t11c nation as 
an imaginary constn1ct; and Susan Hayward, who underlines globaliza
tion and thereby provides a way to reframe the conception of national cin
ema (2006b, 376-77). Howeve1: the problem again comes down to a fixing 
of the specificity of accented cinema's auteurs who are posited through the 
preconstituted categories of national cinemas and whose tmnsnationality 
or hybridity is defined through an imaginary claim toward the unitary or 
origiJ1a1y conceptions of nations, which is itself produced in and by the 
crit ical d iscourses of these scholars. 

ln these discourses, while poststn1cturalism is seen as a "scholarly dis
ease• concealing hist.orical specificity, nationalisms arc reiterated through 
national cinema discourse. For instance, with reference 10 Benjamin 
Barber's discussions on Jihad versus McWorld, Malle Hjon and Scoll 
MacKenzie argue that nationalism is as valid as globali7.ation when 
instituting an understanding of contemporary c inema and that recent 
studies on national cinemas and on new forms of nationalisms-"queer 
nationalism" --are important in accounting for comcmporary cinema 
(2000, 2). Despite this incursion of globaliwtion into their dbcoursc, how
ever, Hjo1t and MacKenzie still follow Pierre Sorlin in order to restore 
a definition of national cinema. demarcated by actual national borders 
and economic and juridical cona"Ol, even though it may not denote a 
nation's specificity (2000. 5). \>\1hile this is the definition of national cin
ema that Hjort and MacKenzie seem to choose in their introduct ion to 
the book Cine1na and Nation, as they note, Andrew Higson's article in the 
volume seems to oppose their definition and, interestingly, to rei terate 
the very poststructuralist a11,'Wllents they seem to reject. For instance, as 
Hjort and MacKenzie put it, Higson suggests a "text-based" "approach 
focusing ... on themes and concepts of nationhood and national identity" 
instead of "economic-oriented." "c1;ticism-lt:d," and "consumption-based" 
concept.ions (2000, 5). 

Seen from this angle, then, national cinemas. especially those of 
non-'.,Vestem or Third World countries, are imagined as self-constituted 
entities limited to their national borders and catering to historical speci
ficities (one that, for the Western eye, is marked by a colonial past). The 
world of popular cinema in the non-Western world . which has not yet been 
extensively explored, involves various exchanges, interactions, and even 
coproductions on national, regional. and global scales handled by film
makers from not only the non-Western world but also the \.Veste111 world, 
and by practices outside of the claims of unitary nationalisms. However. 
when works such as Accented Cinem;;i. or Cinenw and Na.1io11 focus on non
Westem "national" cinemas, they frame them as territorially demarcated, 
traditionally determined. and nationally united. Hjort and MacKenzie see 
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Kevin Robins and Asu Aksoy's article on Turkish c inema in the volume as 
a political piece. that runs against the Kcmalist legisla10rs who. accord
ing co them, made cinema into "an ideological iostrumenl instead of the 
fil mmake1's preferred means of media ting and acqui ring knowledge about 
ac tual Turkish realities" (2000, 12). As will be explained in the foUowing 
chapters, cinema in Turkey, despite governmental control and censorship. 
h<LS not been made into an instrument of the government. Instead this 
comment is itself indica tive of a very Western "na tionalist" discourse pro
jected onto non-\"leste1·n national cinemas. 

Robins and Aksoy's art icle, o n the other hand, argues that the "deep 
nation," which is "the most fundamental aspect or level of belonging in 
any group," works against cuhural diversity and change, and thus pre
cludes the existence of a "national cinema" in contemporary Turkey (2000, 
205). According to Robins and Aksoy, deep nation prevents the filmmak
ers' ability "to know and represent the social and cultural realities of their 
country" and forces them to "inhibit the cinematic knowledge" (2000, 
21 1 ). However. in the same article, Lhey focus o n Y~im Ustaoglu's Gan~ 
Yolculuk (Journey to the Sun, 1999) and celebrate its exposure of Kurdish 
"reality" in Turkey. However, this line of argument again boils down to a 
relation of power/knowledge and "reality" that can o nly be mastered by 
Westerners or non-Western fi lmmakers who have acquired the capacity 
to think 'vi thin \~'es tern tropes. interestingly enough, in the same volume, 
after noting that nations are simultaneously things and masquerades and 
tha t in national cinemas identity coexis ts with d ifferences, Susan Hay
ward warns about "an 'alternative' form of e-s.5entialism," which is offered 
as a solution and mirrors the practice of dominant ideologies (2000, 95). 
Thus demanding a "truly" national cinema or commenting on the cracks 
in 1\ ational cinema discourses by way o[ art house or au teur films, as in 
this case, inevitably leads 10 a 1·eproduction o[ existing national cinema 
discourses that expect a "helluva lot of truth" from non-Western cinemas. 
\Nhile such are the contemporary renderings of nat ional cinemas, and 
specifically the cinema of Turkey, his torians of cinema in Turkey also show 
a similar imerest in cinema by linking film to reality and truth. 

National Film History According to Turks 

As one of the most accla imed early historians of cinema in Turkey, Nijat 
C>zon, notes in the preface to his history of Turkish cinema, many peo
ple who sec a book on this subject would ask. "ls there such a th ing" 
(1962, 6)? The question might have been a fair one to ask until the publi
cation of Ozon's book in 1962. For him, those who ask th is question are 
divided into four groups: those who are pessimistic because o f the weak 
progl·ess of Turkish cinema as an art form; those who arc influenced by 
negative interpretations of domestic cinema; those who have not seen or 
who do not know domestic fi lms; and those who ask this ques tion just ro 
say someth ing that sounds smart.' (hon remarks tha t all of these gTOU ps 
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share one thing: a lack of knowledge about Tw·kish cinema. ()zon's book 
addresses this lack and he proposes a periodization of Turkish cinema. 
For him, the initial steps of Turkish filmmaking date back to the Ottoman 
era , between 1914 and 1922. The period of 1he "theate1'makers"' s ta rts one 
year before the 1923 foundation o( the Turkish Republic and continues 
to 1939, one year afte1· the dealh of 1he founder and the first president of 
Turkey, Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk. Between 1939 and 1950, in the period of 
transition, the theater-based producers/directors/actors gave way to the 
"cinema-makers," who did no l necessarily have a background in another 
an form. T he last period, between 1950 and 1960, Ozon calls the period 
of cinema-makers. Even lhough the dates Ozon gives are contestable, the 
la le I 940s marks more or less lhe end o.f the dominance of Ertugrul and a 
change in m odes of film produclion and exhibition. 

While the years of the Second World \Var saw a se1i ous decline in the 
number of films imported from Europe, the war's outcome paved the way 
for the importation of American and Egyptian films. These were e ither 
examples of classical Hollywood cinema or examples o f Egyptian popular 
cinema. Thanks to an early nationalization effort in the 1920s, Egy ptian 
cinema was flourishing in the late 1930s and 1940s, peaking in the late 
1940s in terms of film production (Shafik l 998, 12). In the meantime, the 
total number o f films produced in Turkey before 1950 was around a hun· 
dred. The entry of Egypiian films and their surprising populari ty among 
Turkish filmgoers of the 1940s marks a decisive moment in popular film· 
making in Turkey, According to Ozon, this decade was the period of wansi· 
cion from t heater-makers to cinema-makers while the existing studios of 
the pe1iod followed conventions set before them without adding much. 
Ozon discusses Egyptian films as making it very difficult for the di.rectors 
of the transition period because the con.sumers of these films were "a back· 
ward (my emphasis) group of spectators who had grown up wilh and who 
were used to Egyplian films or to the films of theater-makers" (1962, 145). 
Here, Ozon discusses lhe relative insufficiency of cinematic culture on the 
pa11 of both filmmakers and spectators and he underlines the importance 
of film crit ics and writers for such "development." For Ozon, this pattern 
changed in the 1950s with the full control of cinema-makers who gave the 
first examples of a "truly" domestic cine ma. 

What is a "tn 1e" nmional or d.owe.5tic cinema? How can one pinpoint 
the truth and essence o[ a nation and its cinema? Is it possible to realize a 
natio nal cinema once that nation and its cu lture dispose of, or eliminates, 
the foreign influences? Oft.en non-Western projects of modernization in 
the newly founded nat ion-states of the twentieth century disregarded vari
ous aspects of tradition and ethnicity as reconceived by the elite, often 
along artificial nationalist lines. Such projects of the elite arose from vari
ous strands of weste1nization. ranging from a colonial past to for-ms of 
self-colonization through the creation of cultural and educational models. 
These were often founded on positivist social science models and in the 
case of Tlll·key, the social engineering program of the republican elite pri
marily excluded the Olloman and Islamic aspects of cultm·e. A sedes of 
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reforms in the 1920s replaced the sultanate with a republican democracy; 
abolished the caliphate, religious orders, and religious schools; gave con
trol of religious institutions to the state through laicism; and westernized 
the education system. Republican reforms also wo;·ked through a visually 
coded system, with the replacement of the fez and traditional Ouoman
style clothing with ha ts and Western-style clothing, the replacement of 
Arabic with Latin script, and the creation of a new capita l ci ty in Ankara 
(a small town where a comprehensive project o f city planning and con
centrated arcbitecrural development contrasted with the capital of the 
Ottoman Empire, Istanbul). 

Along with such sociopolitical reforms, a new definition of national 
"Turkish" cultu1·e auempted to create a modem, civilized nation in the 
wake of the 011oman Empire's dissolution. This model of western ization. 
suppo11ed by the bureaucratic e lite, evolved from late Ottoman models o( 
westerniza tion, especially the o·ne proposed by a group called the Young 
Tut·ks. The early republican cul tural model was put out in the 1920s by 
Ziya Gokalp, who emphasized the lin1ited German Romantic understand
ing of culture as Kultur over an integral understanding of culture that 
encompasses all aspects of human activity. This limited view of culture 
served to produce a vision of a reified and originary national cultu re tha t 
could be engineered. However, this requ ired processes of categorization 
and segregation of what hitherto had existed within the realm of culture. 
Gokalp's book The Principles of T11rkism had a strong poli tical influence 
in the cultural realm (1968). Art and m-i policies were strictiy defined in 
Line with such Weste r·n concept ions as humanism, high art, canons and 
conventions, originality, authenticity, and artistic creativity. Gokalp's defi 
nition of culture and civilization appropria te for Turks involves Western 
culture and a modernized vers io n of traditional folk culture in the arts, 
disregarding Ottoman and Islamic culture. 

According to this classifica tion, a synthesis between the West and the 
origjn (i.e .. traditional Turkish culture) should be sought while the East 
(i.e., Lhe Ottoman Empire and Is lam) should be disregarded (Tekelioglu 
1996). To illustrate this, Gokalp fit-st delineated three types of music 
available in Turkey in tbe 1920s (Eastern music, Western music, and folk 
music) and then dealt with the national properness of each. No t surpris
ingly, Eastern music is what is foreign to Turks; folk music belongs to 
the Turkish Kultur; and 'Nestern mus ic to the new c ivilization of Turks. 
Thus genres like classical Ouoman music or traditional folk music were 
banned frorn radio broadcasts in 1933 and 1934 while Western classi
cal music and opera, tangos, waltzes, and polkas, along \\~th modern· 
ized versions of folk music, were broadcasted. This also involved a new 
understanding of Turkey within its new borders , which were mostly 
de ten'llined in l 923. Under the influence of protectionist and defensive 
postwar policies . the young nation not only had to defir1e itself with in 
its new bo rders and in o pposition to the lands beyond them but also to 
dissem inate a new, homogenized national culture to all regi ons of the 
country. 
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Ziya Gokalp's project redefined all the a11s in the creation of a new 
national taste. '\Nhat is stdking in Gokatip's arguments and their applica
tion during the republican period is the glaring absence of cinema, espe
cially when contrasted with the concun-ent use of cinema as a political 
tool in the young Soviet Union. One might relate this to the technological 
underdevelopment of Turkey at that time, but cinema was not absent from 
Ottoman and Turkish life. The first exhibition o f Lumiere films took place 
at the Ottoman court late in 1896, after which film thea ters became an 
integral par1 of everyday culture. By the 1910s, the fu·st documentary and 
feature films had been made. During the first two decades of the newly 
founded republic, Muhsin Ertugrul, who was a dominant figure in cin
ema, shot his first film in 1922 and directed thirty films before h is death 
in J 953. A 1}1eater actor and director by profession, Ertugrul also he lped 
encourage tl1e republican disinterest in cinema. He considered theater to 
be the primary performing art, conceiving of film in relation to theater 
and partially as a means of producing filmed versions of plays acted by 
theater players. Thus not only was film ignored by the cultural reformers 
and policymakers of the republican regime, it was even relegated to a sub
ordinate stallls by the country's dominan t filmmaker. 

Although cinema in Turkey started to proliferate dm;ng the one-party 
ern from the 1920s through the 1940s, this period se1ved as a formative 
em during which the films of Ertugiul and others determined/estab
lished basic genres not dissimilar from their Western counterparts, such 
as action-adventure films, family melodramas, comedies, urban and vil
lage dramas, and adaptations from theater plays, vaudeville, novels, and 
foreign film.s. More important, the general disinterest in cinema allowed 
filmmakers to remain rela tively independent from the concerns of west
ernization and high art, especially after the 1940s. This Jed to a rather 
spontaneous development of popular cinema that was unique and unc har
acteristic in a country where everything, including cultural production, 
was centrnlly managed and mediated. "Cinema entered Turkey through 
private enterprise," says Giovanni Scognamillo, a Turkish film histodan 
of Italian descent: "The earliest theaters and the first imported films were 
also the products of free enterprise" (1998, 97). The direct inte1vention 
of the state in other arts was not replicated in the case of cinema, except 
through a continually changing and politically vola tile system of control 
and censorship, as I will elaborate below. 

Unlike Gokalp's cultural projects and Ozon's account of a history of cin
ema predicated upon an ideal \.Vestern example while disposing of non
\Vestern influences, and which thus reads as progress toward realism, this 
book argues that the alterity of non-Western cinemas owes itself to such 
relations among \.Ves tern and different non-Western forms of enter~ain
ment. \I/hen one deals with the history o.f cinema in a non-\Vestem coun
lly, the story always starts with how cinema, as a Western medium, is first 
exhibited and practiced in this non-\Vestern country. Since the technology 
is imported. any non-Western national cinema naturally reflects the films 
and equjpment available to filmmakers. This socioeconomic history of 
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cinema is also tied to cultural a nd political colonialism. not only in terms 
of the dominance of Ho llywood or other 'Weste111 popular cinemas but 
also in terms o f the foreignness of the 1echnology, whlch is coupled with a 
need to adapt, O'anslatc, and naturalize it. Thus, the ent1y of such foreign 
film sources may be taken as the harbinge1· of a filmmak.ing practice that is 
more of a diversity and difference, than that of o ne that is foreclosed under 
an ideal model. In this manner, while the examples of classica l Hollywood 
cinema opened a path of "learning by watching" fo1· these new filmmakers, 
th e popularity of Egyptian films, iJ1 opposition to Ozon's negative view of 
thei r low quality and exploita tive characte1; suggested the possibili ty o [ 

producing economically viable homegrown popular films.• 
Cinema in Turkey has both benefi ted and suffered from this general 

neglect. Since audience satisfaction was crucia l to continued survival, cin
ema enjoyed an opportunity unique in Turkey 10 reAec1 a grassroots, rather 
th<1n an elite, culture. On the o ther hand, as many filmmakers have often 
com plained, it had to develop witho ut state support for production, often 
leaving it bereft of fonds as well as unable to experiment with nonpopulist 
forms. Jn fact, from its earliest days the TLu-kish film industry had to i·ely on 
private en trepreneurship and it was not until the 1950s that the film market 
nu ly took off. The post-Second World War era was marked by growth among 
the Turkish bourgeoisie due to relative economic liberaliza tion coupled with 
U.S. economic aid awarded after Turkey's membership in NATO. 

These changes in technical. economic, and political conditions for film
making and their effects on filrn production present an alte rnative route 
to cons trucL a new pcriodizaiion of cinema in Turkey. A very significant 
development tha t facilitated the burgeoning of Turkish film making took 
place in 1948 in the form of a decrease in the municipal entertainment 
tax taken from ticket revenues. Four years after thls tax adjustment, the 
num ber o f films made in 1952 was fifty-six, more than three times the 
eig.hteen films made in 1948. This development culminated in a gr.idual 
increase in the number of films made throughout the 1950s. During this 
era, the initial 1.urning point came through between 1958 and 1961, when 
app roximately one hundred films wct'C made per yeat: The number of 
films produced annually rose above one hundred in 1961, above l:\VO hun
dred in 1966, and peaked around three hundred iJJ 1972, while remaining 
at a ro und l:\vo hundred until the 1980 mili tary intervention prevented lhc 
con tinuation of almost all independent cultural activi ty. Between 1980 and 
1983. around seventy films were made annua lly. During the mid-l 980s, 
the number of films made was aro1md I SO, followed by a fall from grace in 
tbe late 1980s. After the 1990s, 1.he annual number of films made hovered 
around for ty or fifty. Moreover, o nly 25 or 30 percent o f the films made in 
the 1990s were exhibited in theaters. the majotity of which were under 
the control of the U.S. production and distribution companies. In the mid-
199-0s. just ai-ound the cen tennial o f the first exhlbition of films both in 
France and in Ottoman Turkey, domestic cinema started 10 rise from itS 
ashes. Throughout the last decade, domestic films in Turkey at times fare 
better in the market than Hollywood and other foreign films. 
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The periodization proposed in this book brackets the socioeconomic 
rise and decline of Ye§ilr;am. \\lhile referring specifically to a location, a 
street off istd<lal that originally housed offices of producers, "Yc~il<;am" 
also came to indicate a certain type of popular filmmaking-in a way, 
comparable to the name "Hollywood," especially classical Hollywood cin
ema. The golden years of Ye~il<;am, the 1960s and the 1970s, wern marked 
by three military interventions: one of them opened a decade of limited 
artistic freedom after 1960; the second, in 1971, divided the two decades 
by limiting the openings created by the previous decade; and, in 1980, the 
last and the most reactionary intervention triggered a period of decline. 
Given these historical developments, this book will deal with three main 
periods: Pre-Ye~il<;am (cinema in Turkey until the late 1940s), Ye~il<;am 
(between the 1950s and 1980s), and post-Ye!?ilr;am (1990s onward). The 
Ye~ili;:am era itself is further divided into three phases: "Early Ye~ilr;am," 
the 1950s .. as a period of opening and laying out of a certain cinematic 
pattern of production. distribution. and exhibition; "High Ye~ilr;am," the 
1960s and 1970s, as a period of "the classical" or "golden age" in popular 
cinema (hence the similarity to classical Hollywood cinema); and "Late 
Ye~il<;am," the 1980s, as a period of change and of decline in film pro
duction, distribution, and exhibition-perhaps also a decline in a par
ticular popular film form. Post-Ye~il<;am, the period af1er Ye~il<;am, not 
only gave way to novel avenues of filmmaking in and after the 1990s but 
also demanded a response from contemporary filmmakers as Ye§ilr;am 
represents the golden age of filmmaking in Turkey. Alternatively, this new 
period is coined as the new cinema of Turkey, indicating the changes in the 
understanding of sociocultural parameters and their effects on cinema. 

Turkey in Transition 

A year after the showing of the Coen brothers' short, at the very same 
Cannes Film Festival, when Nw·i Bilge Ceylan received the best director 
award for hls Os; Maymwt (Three lvlonkeys, 2008), he made a shon speech 
in Turkish saying. "I would like to dedicate the prize to my lonely and 
beautiful country, which I love passionately." \Vhile it is not uncommon 
to love one'$ country, and to find it beaut.iful, the word lonely was cryptic 
and elicited a cacophony of responses. Indeed, this cacophony is to some 
extent understandable for a country living with the specter of an imperial 
past, tbe ashes of which were mixed into the mortar of the new country 
and can be seen in its ideology of self-subsistence. This short speech was 
received quite well among the nationalists in Turkey and even the sports 
pages of Turkish dailies, which unanimously cover soccer. used these 
words in their tabloid style headlines after the Turkish national team or 
a Turkish soccer team won a game against another national team or a 
foreign club. Moreove1; some thought that Ceylan addressed the winner 
of the 2006 Nobel Prize in Literature, Orhan Pamuk. who is known for 
his criticisms of Turkey's political and historical downtunis.5 Regardless 
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of whether there is any truth in this association, the popularity of these 
words in 2008 points to a long-standing Turkish problem with its own 
image and with its image in the eyes of the West. 

Viho are Turks? ls "the Turk" an all-inclusive umbrella term for all 
of the people li";ng in Turkey, or does it inscribe an ethnic allegiance? 
This book is about the cinema of Turkey, includ ing the late Ottoman era 
and Lhe republican era that started in 1923 a fter the foundation of the 
Republic of Turkey. According to a 2007 survey, being a citizen of Turkey 
has been identified first as loving Turkey (80 percen t). then, saying wl am 
from Turkey" (62 percent), being Muslim (55 percent), and being Turk 
( 46 percent) (Erdem 2007). As may be seen from this suivey, while the 
nation-state's central republicanist ideology and its projects o f moderniza
tion from above, which also in\lolved the marginalization or elimination 
of the nation's others, have recently lost their momentum and influence, 
Turkey has still been imagined as being in-between d ifferent identi ty 
claims and nationalist surges. 

Today, Turkey is between various identifications and stresses. As a coun
try it is neither Western nor Eastern, neither modem nor traditional. 
Jn the eyes of various scholars of modernization, it was defined a transi
tional count1y Framed by a positivistic app1-oach, the iliscourses on the 
development and modern ization of non-Western countries often involved 
the definition of countries such as Turkey as transitional. According to 
modernization theorists who al so aligned themselves with the post-Sec
ond World War in te1·national policies of the United Sta tes, such as Samuel 
Huntington, Y.l \If. Rostow, and Daniel Lerner, there were two main cat
egories: the modetn and the traditional. Whereas the \Vestem countries 
are taken as modern, traditional societies were often defined as not having 
the characteristic trails of a modern country, including man's control over 
nature, sc ientific and technological advancement, rationalization, secular
ization, industrial growth, urbanization, and a liberal democratic political 
system.6 Apart from its obvious positivistic and evolutionary sociological 
renderings, a significant problem with the U .S.-led rnodernizati.on theory 
was its d ictation of only one path toward modernization, a path that 
would bring together "undeveloped" or "traditional" countries with the 
United States and the First World. 

A:s a count!)' evolves in this unilinear route, it also passes th1'ough differ
ent stages between tradition and modernity. Such societies that lie between 
are called transitional societies. As R~at Kasaba points out, w hile Samuel 
Huntington views Turkey as a country torn between "the West and the 
rest,· this view of Turkey as caught bel:\veen two things has a more com
plex historical backdrop than is immediately apparent. In his The Passing 
o{Traditional Society, which focused on the village of Balgat in 1950 and a 
suburb of Ankara in 1954, Daniel Lerner commented on Turkey's situation 
as transit ional, between the traditional and the modern (!Casaba 1997, 
23). However, instead o f focusing on anomalies such as the segrega tion 
of some migrants, while others found themselves in the middle of Islamic 
brotherhoods or leftist unions and still others were learning and adapting 
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to life in urban areas, Lerner tried to limit this dynamism to a categorical 
frame (Ka:saba 1997, 23). For K.asaba, Lerner's Balgat grocer, the marginal 
figure between the pious figures of the chief and the shepherd in Balgat 
of J 950, was someone who loved to see Ame1ican movies for their excite
ment and for their engaging plots (1997, 33). In other words, if the Balgal 
grocer was not categorizable, if he was a transitional figure who was nei
ther quite modern nor traditional, it would be tempting LO ask: what if we 
consider him not as the exception, but as the standard? 

Often, scholars of Turkey who are critical of these modernization 
theo1;es also place the republican process of modernization from above 
in the "gray zone" between the modern and the traditional. In the eyes 
of modernization theorists, the republican modernization came to a halt 
in the 1990s, with the rise of religious and ethnic political movements. 
By commenting on market capitalism, human and civil rights. and indi· 
vi d ual protectionism as tenets of modernization in the 1990s in Turkey, 
Kasaba maintains that the demise of top-to-bottom state modernization 
does not mean the collapse of modernity in Turkey. Instead Turkey has 
perhaps found its own route of modern ization staying in between the 
stress zone of the traditional and the modern. Today, while the capital 
city of Tu•·key is in Ankara, the majority of businesses and arts and cul
tural life .is centered in Is tanbul, a city with "a cultural conflict, revolving 
around the definition of locality and identity, between the globalizers and 
the localizers- somewhat akin to the modern-traditional clash" (Keyder 
1999, 23). 

By taking into account such Slresses created by the in-beiwee1me$~ of 
Turkey, this book takes Turkey's transitional status with a twist. Instead 
of following either the modernization theorists' unilinear trajectory or the 
republican modernization-from-above, it deals with the history of cinema 
as being in continual "trans-ing," continual n·ansition, translation, and 
transformation. Ravi Vasudevan argues that regardless of whether t ransi
tion is understood in terms of linear progress from one historical s tage to 
another or from traditional Lo modern, this view implies that these cin
emas are destined to follow the Euro-American examples, given the fact 
that cinema's technological and perspectival history is intricately linked to 
the \'Vest. However, this transitional state presented different solutions 
to the problems that might have already been experienced by \o\iestem cin
emas. In other words, though they are transitional, "Third World" cine
mas offer various methods of translating, transforming, and milTOl;ng the 
West, and these societies and cinemas simultaneously claimed, at times 
violently, their national identity and culture. "At issue, then, is how tradi
tions of identity, aesthetic form, and cultural address are deployed for a 
politics of crea tive adapta tion and inteITogation of social transformation 
in a colonial and postcolonia l world" (Vasudevan 2000, 131). On the other 
hand, when one looks at the history of cinema in Tw·key, while its transi
tionality i111sc1; bes an in-between state, this state also falls into and apart 
from the categodes of national cinemas seen through the national and the 
transnational. 
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What Was Ye~il~am? 

In the 1990s, Ye~ilr;am fi lms became a staple of the daylime a nd late-nighl 
television that too k the p lace of film in many people's entertainment prac
tices. Today, some of these filmi;-produced as regular, popular entertain
ment- have gained cult status among some spectators, pa rticula rly young, 
educated, a nd often ironic c ineastes, precisely for their low-budget effects. 
A reemerging interest in these films both nationally and internationa lly is 
at ha nd, as suggested by some recen t Turkish films that moc k Ye~il<;am's 
popular melodramas and historical adventure films. But what was that 
industry? What made Ye~il<;am films popular and wha t were the charac
teristics ol' popular film that mad e them so con troversial at the same time? 
\Vhat does this discomfort with the popular reveal about the interests of 
various spcciatmial groups in Turkey? What was different abo ut Ye~ilc;am 
that still makes contemporary spectators ironically humiliate and nostal
t,rically embrace these films? 

W hile the pro blems of Ye~il<;am film a re apparent in nearly all of its 
prod uctions, perhaps an award-winning film made under far better 
conditio ns best illustrates the stark co11trast between Ye~il<;am and the 
Western cinemas ii was supposed to emulate. In 1983, a year after gain
ing in ternational renown by winning the Golden Pa lm a l the Cannes 
Film Fes tival for the film Yol (The Road, 1982, dir. ~erif Go1·en) Yilmaz 
GUney, the Kurdish actor-writer-d irector known as the "ugly king" of 
Turkish c ine ma , made a fi lm in France, Duvar (The Wall, 1983) with the 
suppo1t of 2 million French franc~. This was far beyond the budget of 
any Turkish film at tha t time. So what did Giiney d o with this opportu
n ity? Duvar presents a s tory abo u t the harsh cond it ions of correc tional 
facil ities for children in Turkey at that time. Since he was in exile in 
France, the film was shot at a F rench monastery using Tur kish ac tors 
and crew. A documen tary a bout the maki ng of the fil m shows a track
ing shot in which one of the kids carries coal in a wheelbarrow. Al the 
premier of the film, after seeing this scene filmed with a rocking ca mera 
attached to the wheelbarrow, di rector Atlf Y1lmaz notes, "I could not 
understand why this scene was not shot with a steady-cam or a crane 
bu t with a ca mera attached to a wheelbarrow with wire." After not
ing t he sheer strangeness of such equipment At1f Y1lmaz adds, "But 
given that he [GUney] had good finances and vast tech nical resources 
in France, a nd that he knew that this scene was not ok, [ could not 
understand why he d id not consider these [tech nical ] possibili ties" 
( 1995, 2 15). In addition to such technical de ficiencies, on an ideological 
level, Goney scandalized the leftist community in France, w hich had 
previously su pported h im when he warmly invited the ostrac ized di rec
tor E lia Kazan to the sel. Ped1aps less well-known but more shocking, 
Goney scandalized the parents o f his child actors when he sought real
ism by slapping and verbally abus ing them on the set so that their tears 
would look real. 
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Figure I.I. Photograph taken during the filming of Umut (Hope, Y1lmaz 
Goney, 1970); actor-director Y1lmaz Gilney "directing" the cameraman 

Despite the exceptional circumstances of its production in France, ample 
financial resoLu-ces, and reception as a politically charged art film, the pre
viously men'lioned problems with the film's production prese11t a very tell
ing story from which to understand the Ye~ilc;am t radition out of w!iich 
GUney emerged. It shows how a filmmaker of the pe.r iod understood and 
experienced the making of a film and technological incompetence result
ing from s hooting chronically low-budge t films in Turkey. In Ye~il<;:arn, all 
films were dubbed to save on audio equipment costs, all. fi lms were sh ot 
very quickly (in a pe1;od ranging from a couple of days to a few months), 
and all involve a seemingly endless number of technical "mistakes" when 
compared to contemporary notions o f "proper" filmmaking, patticularly 
in the Hollywood tradition. Many of the films have a very simple st01yli.ne 
that narrates the eternal clash behveen good a nd evil, s taying u·ue to a 
melodramatic modality. 

TechnicaBy, many Ye~ilc;am films were made with handheld cameras 
wi thout the assistance of dollies, cranes, or other professional equip
ment. Even if some technical gadgets were in u se, they were either very 
limited in number or invented on the spot, with a n umber of shortco m
ings as a res ul t. For example, Seyfi Havaeri, the director of Kara Sevda 
(Unrequited Love,7 1968). talks about one of hi s inventions that served 
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as a substitute for the crane shot (2002). When the zoom became a 
part of regular cameras in the 1960s, many film s employed a highly 
distracting, even amateurish, u se of the zoom for close-ups. In terms 
of editing, continuity editing with shot dist1:ibution and 01ientation 
was the undedying practice without much attention paid to rules such 
as the 180- or 30-degree rules of classic Hollywood film . iKunt Tulgar, 
the d irector of various action-adventure films in the l 970s and 1980s, 
mentions that the director of the first Turkish Tarzan film .• Orhan Ata
deniz, was an editing guru (2002). While shooting, Atadeniz carried 
single frames from the original Hollywood Tarzan or wildli fe documen
taries in his pockets and before. shooting a scene, he took out a frame in 
order to arrange the mise-en-sci!ne. By specifically blocking the players 
for orientation, he could make the actors fit in to scenes of the footage 
already in hand and then edit the frames from this footage into his own 
product.ion. 

Film staging and production was fraught with budget-related difficul
ties from beginning to end. Most of the star actors did not have a formal 
education, but were recn1ited either through star contests organized by 
popular magazines, through connections, or even chance encounters with 
filmmakers. Except for period films. the actors frequently brought their 
own costumes. Even the act.ion-adventure star Cilneyt Arkin says that he 
bad to provide his own trampoline, fireman's net, and even his own horse 
to shoot such scenes (2002). Around 1970 when color films became wide
spread, it was rumored that some film production companies brought 
clothes for their star players from Paris. Inspired by the idea of shoot.ing 
in color, they bought clothes in solid, bright colors to take advantage of 
the new technology. All of these films were dubbed at the studios dur
ing the postproduction stage, in many cases by professional theater play
ers temporarily working as dubbing artists for foreign films. In order to 
save film, according to Tulga1; filmmakers would cut normal 35mm film in 
half, making 17 .Smm filmstrips with which to edit the dubbed sound onto 
visual footage (2002). Matching reels were then sent to Italy to be edited 
together. Thus, problems of lip synch arose, as well as distortions in the 
image quality. 

Film production companies did not use established studios, with the 
exception of some scattered atten1pts such as a Western town set. Instead, 
they rented lavish bourgeois houses in and around Istanbul mainly for 
melodramas and used actual histo1ic. sites for historical films. Many of 
the desert scenes in different films were shot at the beach of :a small town 
close to Istanbul. The lighting equipment was simple and basic; natural 
light was often prefen·ed. Because the camera equipment •vas not very 
well mainta ined, Havaeri teUs how, during the 1950s, he and his camera
man unsuccessfu lly attempted to make a wooden bo.'l cove.ring the old, 
damaged camera to prevent exposing the film to light (2002). Since the 
amount of fresh film was so limited and domine.ering producers were so 
prone to scold over every wasted frame, filmmakers rehearsed a scene 
many times before shooting it. 

16 Ci11ema in Turkey 



While production quality was often low, the period of high Ye~ilc;am 
has a wide tyPology, from mainslream films with or withou1 stars, low. 
budget productions, to auteur or art fil ms. This diversity includes a variety 
of filmi c genres. such as family melodrama, action, adventure, comedy, 
and fantasy, as well as spaghetti (or "kebab") \~lesterns, sex, <ind hon·or 
films. Though many of 1 hese films rely upon the Turkilication of \Nest em 
films. they also presen1 a melodramatic modality that enmeshes elements 
of a melodram atic narration with an aut:hemic practice of realism. In this 
respect, as I will elaborate below, poor mise-e1t·scene or poor quality of 
shooting and editing did not present a problem on the part of spectators 
because the traditional performing arts in Turkey, such as theater-in-the· 
round, did not rely upon the sels but primarily on the cxplana1ion of the 
si tuation and the stan of the play through a se1;es of descriptive instruc
tions. Similarly. Ye§il\;:am's presenta tion of its stories was based on oral 
cues ra1her than visual na1Tation. It was the story that was of imerest and 
therefore Lhe deficiencies of v;sual na.rration were eliminated through oral 
naJTation. 

Thus Ye~il\;:am, viewed from a \Nestem and westernized perspective, did 
not present a realistic language or high-quality filmmaking, but instead 
was a series of discontinuities and failtu-es. This has changed in the 
post-Ye~il9am era: lhe situation created a dual s ta tus with regard to film 
o;ticism. 'v\lhercas a more political and intellectual line of criticism took 
Ye~il~am as a popular film indusuy intoxicating the masses with ideo· 
logically conservative or mute content, the popular press, such newspaper 
columns and magazines, intended primarily to promote major films and 
stars. \Vhen film critics or filmmakers produced lists of the five or ten best 
Turkish films. often these fil ms were social realist dramas. Similarly, the 
mainstream histodes of cinema chose social dramas and helped crea1e 
a canon of cinema in Ttu·key that is o ften understood as films depart ing 
from Ye&i l\:am's drawbacks. 

In this book, while acknowledging the existing historiography and 
criticism of film in Turkey, I propose two departures from the under
standing of Ye~ilo;:am and distinctive or canonical Turkish films. Instead of 
postulating Ye~ilc;am as a category of a culture indusu:y or popular film· 
making, Y~\;:am is the name given to the filmmaking practice in Turkey 
roughly between 1950 and i 990. Thus, Ye~i19am is understood as both a 
hub of cinema having a specific set of dist inctive characteristics in terms 
of production, distribution, and exhibition network, and a specific filmic 
discourse and language developed by bringing together different films 
under one umbrella. For instance, that is why it is argued below tha t the 
post-Yc~lc;am era is of a separation between popular ftlmmaking practices 
and art house or international film circles. On the other hand, the choice 
of the film s in this book may seem striking for i ts purported disregard 
lo the canonical films in Turkey. However, the films l deal with in tJ1is 
book attempt to provide a representative sample of the cinema of Turkey 
by inviting into discussion regular products of the industry ranging from 
tearjerkers or low-budget action-adventures. My selection of films is thus 
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a conditioned prnctice in the sense that I plan 10 illustmte my arguments 
with films that have not been considered in detail by the majority o[ film 
\vriters in Turkey and abroad. 

In this book, I argue that Ye§il-.am may be seen in relation to the fol
lowing notions: Turkification, hayal, melodramatic modality, and 6zenti. 
In the following chapters, I will introduce these nocions in relation to 
the historical processes of cinema in Turkey. As I will elaborate in the 
next chapter, the history of the traditional performing arts and the his
tory of cinema in Turkey will present a convergence of the two screens, 
that is, some Western Lumihe films were shown on che Eastern screen 
of Karagoz shadow play, called hayal (lie. image, imagination, dream, 
and specter). Cinema developed in Turkey by interweaving two screens, 
the traditional and the modem, the realistic and the spectral. To this, 
the history of Ye~il.yarn, as it attempted to be a "small" Hol'lywood. also 
appends a dream of making films similar to those of \,\1estcrn cinemas. 
However, the makeup of cinema in Turkey, the presence and use of a 
\¥es1em medium in a non-Western land, brought about its own partjcu· 
lari tles and peculiarities through practices of translation, trnnsformation, 
and restitution. 

Haya/ underscores a transitory state enmeshed with the drama of nation 
bwlding, which involved attempt~ to invent a na1ion and its culture, an 
aggt·cssive attempt to unify all the multiplicities of a country under a sin· 
gle, unitary national umbrella. This also had its effect on the production 
and consumption of the cinematic products in Turkey. In this respect, the 
dubbing of domestic films in Turkish by professional dubbing artists c re
ated an uncanny combination of the actor's image with the dubbing artjst's 
voice. In Ye~ih;:am, sound was not recorded live during filming. But during 
this dubbing process, while foreign films were Turkified through a se1;es 
of moilifications or omissions o f characters, dialogues, and storylines, 
Ye§ilt;am films were also frequen tly modified during the postproduction 
stage. Moreover, Ye~ilt;am utilized not only cinema as a \,\1estcrn medium, 
but also Western films themselves through remakes and adaptations. Thus 
I will deal with Turkification not only as a translation and transformation 
of the West through Y~il~'s own terms and terminology but also as a 
practice of nationalization that ca1Ties with i tself the violent and aggres· 
sive elemencs of nationa]jsm. I will call this latter meaning of Turk.ili.ca· 
tion "Turkification-from-above." But such practices of Turkifica tion in 
YCllil~am arc not limited 10 a non-realistic, postsynchronized filmmaking, 
but also to an active (mis)translation and transformation presenting a 
popular cultural synthesis. In this manner, Turkification may be thought 
of as .a process of coexistence between the West and the East, with various 
failures, novelties, and aggressions. 

Enmeshed with the practices of haya.l and Turkification, I will introduce 
the notion of ozenti (imitation or pretension) in an attempt to understand 
the meeting of the E astern and l"\vO·dimcnsional Karagoz shadow play 
with the Western and three-dimensional Punch puppe1 play. Y~ilt;am's 
ozenri is about a perpetual movement from self to other in an attempt to be 
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like the other, that is, the Western popular cinemas, especially Hollywood. 
Ozenti is about desire-a desire to be like the other, the West, the superior 
instances of the cinematic practice. Ye~ili;am's filmmakers were always 
aware of the impossibility of being equals with Hollywood, though they 
strove toward equality regardless. In this movement from self to other, 
a return to the original self is impossible and through ozenti, Ye§il<;am 
maintained a double existence, not being one nor being the other but in 
continual movement between the two. 

\.Vhile ha ya/, TLu-kification, and ozenti will give clues to Ye§il<;am's work
ings and being, its "melodramatic modality" will help understanding 
how Ye~ilc;am constructed its filmic texts. This analysis will not rely on a 
limited view of melodrama as a particular genre, but rather as a spectral 
genre, a modality that encompasses a particular history of entertainment 
and arts through the practices of filmmaking. Thus, Ye§ilc;am's melodra
matic modality will be tested in films chosen from a variety of genres. 
Certainly, the discussion of modality will raise problems of boundaries 
and analytical classifications or categories in relation to strict modes, but 
instead of offering first a mode or model and then looking for the disso
lution of it through subversions or excesses, the arguments on genres of 
high Ye~ilc;am will deal with the above-cited doubling between ground and 
altitudes, between overlappings across different generic instances and the 
specificities of particular films. Moreover, the period of late Ye§ilc;arn will 
deal with how various aspects of Ye§ilc;am have been recycled and trans
formed, not only through the changes in terms of the socioeconomic and 
cultural milieu but also the cinematic practices and the consumption of 
films. In discussing these films, I will trace the persisting elements (those 
related to the ground) of the melodramatic modality of Ye§ilc;am, as well 
as the changes (the new alt.itudes) that came about in the vanishing years 
of Ye§il<;am. 

Post-Ye~ilt;am or the New Cinema ofTurkey 

Ye~il<;am died one of many deaths before coming back to life in television. 
But with television came a change in film culture that also changed Tur
key's contemporary cinema, leading to post-Ye~il<;am (Evren 2005) or the 
new cinema of Turkey. While new American cinema's or new Hollywood's 
birth is comfortably located in the early 1970s, the timing/periodization 
of new cinema in Turkey is debatable. Indeed, if Ye~ilc;am was a "Turldsh" 
cinema characterized by Turkifications, nationalism, and the republican 
haya/ and oz;enti, what has come to be termed "new Turkish cinema" has 
the capacity to be more of the "new cinema of Turkey" rather than a cin
ema limited to and defined by its "Turkishness." Recent discussions about 
ethnic identities, reform programs initiated toward full membership in 
the European Union, increasing class differences as a result of the capital
ist economy, and a decrease in the rural population have all helped the 
movement toward such changes. 
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The post-Ye~il<;am era not only presen ts a c hallenge in tenns of under
standing what happened to and what happened after Y~ilt;:am but also 
how to name this pe,;od: new ffTurkish" cinema or new cinema of Tur
key? I suggest the use of new cinemtt of Tur key rather than as the new 
"Turkish" cinema, in an attempt to move from a limit ing. nationalistic 
framework to an understanding focusing on multi plicities and p lu rali
ties, as well as with the transnational a nd global characteti stics of con
tem pora ry cinema in Turkey. The post-Y~ilt;:am era b.;ngs to the fore 
various changes in the production, disttibution, and ex hi bi tion network 
and in storyte lling conventions. Thus instead of combining various sepa
rations in a melting pot by calling t llis phenomenon "new Turkis h c in
ema," either post-Ye~ili;:am or new cinema o f Turkey will be used in this 
study to account for the separat ions a nd differences of the contemporary 
cinema in Turkey. 

In the post-Ye~ili;am era, a clear-cut separa tion between the world of 
popular cinema and art and festival fil ms came to the fore, as well as 
with vadous convergences and exchanges between cinema, tele..,ision, 
and advertisement markets. The re was tension between pop ular cinema 
in Turkey and the state broadcasting company TRT (Turkish Radio and 
Television ) throughout the 1970s and 1980s a nd later between cinema 
and the private televis ion channels that started in the early 1990s. Unlike 
the TRT's television channels. which umil the demise of Ye§il<;am gave at 
best a very limited broadcast time for domestic films, private broadcasting 
compa nies star ted showing Ye§ili;:am films in the early 1990s. Addi tion
ally, with the rise of private channels. television commercials became an 
important venue for fil mmakers a nd young film school gradua1es. Las tly, 
afte1· private channels started to invest in television sedes following the 
tropes of Y~ilt;:am, these also created a very active market for the film
makers. In the meantime, with 1he cha nges in the world of con1empora1y 
cine ma, the crews of the televis ion series and commercials started to not 
only make films but also they often considered cinema as a m ore respect
able business than what 1hey wei-e doing because they found c inema, eve n 
if the financial stakes were lower, more soph isticated. 

Another important post-Y~ili;am a u.;butc is related to the issue of 
globalization, the cha nging pro.file of population, and migration. The 
1950s saw a remarkable increase in migration from rural areas to u rban 
areas, which continued gradually throughout the four decades of Ye~ili;:am. 
This internal migration was also complicated by a wave of immigra tion 
to European countdes. mainly Germany, starting in the mid-1960s. The 
largest wave of migration interacted wi1h a period ofYe~ili;:am fil mmaking 
in the second half of the 1970s. dming which the patterns of family specta
torship declined due to the ,;sc of television as entertainment and to eco
nomic hardshi p felt especially by migrant families li·om the countryside. 
It gave way to 1he ri sing popularity of 16mm sex films aimed at a young 
male group of spectators p,;marily from migrant families in the cities. 
A later wave of migration crea1ed a videotape market for the films shot in 
the 1980s. init ially in Europe a nd later also in T1rrkcy. Thus a remarkable 
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number of films made in the 1980s were not exhibited in theaters but 
went directly onto the ,,;deotape market, during which the distribution 
companies of Hollywood and their films dominated the film market. Espe
cially after the 1990s. not only the second- or third-generation migrants 
living throughout Europe started to produce films but also various domes
tic filmmakers either moved abroad or started to produce coproductions 
with filmmakers from different countlies. 

Apart from an internationalization or globalization of the contempora ry 
film world of Turkey, the post-Ye§ili;am era experienced higher produc
tion and promotion costs, live recording of sound in the majority of films, 
extensive use of digital technologies at different levels of film making, and 
an all-around level of professionalism. The new generation of filmmakers 
and fi.l mgoers is comparatively younger and well educated. This brought 
about an increased awareness of global developments in cinema and a 
change in demand from the spectators who increasingly compared the 
films made in Turkey with those made abroad. The separation between the 
world of popula1· cinema and art house films, on the other hand, brought 
about a differentiation of demands and expectations on the filmmakers 
and a concun·ent change in filmic narration. Not only have the issues of 
technical incompetence been eliminated to a great extent but also nar· 
rative content has changed. While popular films adopted a storyline that 
calls to mind examples of global popular cinemas, especially those of Hol· 
lywood, and remade some of Ye§ili;am 's successful genre films. the art 
house films and independent cinema explored alternative avenues ranging 
from moden1ist and minimalist to multifarious and layered postmodern· 
ist stolylines.' 

Finally, I will address a question frequently asked in Turkish cinema 
circles thro ughout the late 1980s and the 1990s: "Is Turkish cinema 
dead?" In response to this question, I will outline the transformation of 
post· Ye~il~am cinema, which in th is instance might be compared to an 
amphibian existence in a new world o f private broadcasting companies. 
Into this discussion, I will integrate the recuperation of Ye~ili:;am cinema 
after its alleged death . This recuperation appears in two forms: nostalgia 
and cultist and ironic revival, which may indicate Ye§il~am's postmortem 
presence, as an inescapable reference point for its aftermath. I will also 
develop an understanding of the post-Ye§ili,:am era through a d iscussion 
of glo ba l cinema, transnationality, and new media. In this, I will underline 
the change in cinema through the integration of Turkey into the global 
economic system. the changes in the production, distribution, and exhibi· 
tion networks, and the influence of other media, including television and 
new technologies. In understanding the post-Ye~il9am period, I will also 
focus on the transnational charactc1istics of the new cinema in Turkey. 
In this hyphenated form of the national. J will emphasize a shift from the 
national to the transnational through multiplication of identities, border 
crossings, .and alternative avenues of filmic narration. At the same time, 
I will foreground the persistence of the national in this new picture in 
opposition to its transnational occun-ences. 
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2 

Pre-Ye§ili;arn 
Cinema in Turkey until the Late 1940s 

Periodizat ion 

W hile the true development of cinema in Turkey as a popu lar indus
try d id not begin until the 1950s, the roots of its unique cinematic 

language developed from iLS inception in the late Ottoman era and during 
the early years of the republic. The first fifty years of cinema in Turkey 
coincide not only with the two world wars but also with a long war for 
independence tha~ resulted in the inception of the Turkish Republic in 
1923 and the ensuing westernization and modernization.• As a count1-y on 
the margins of Europe, Turkey had a little-known but extremely popular 
cinema especiaUy during the 1960s and 1970s. However, the history of this 
cinema has not been covered well either in Tur kish or in other languages. 
Instead, existing histolies often reiterated an unchanging outlook without 
paying much anention to the plu rality and versatility of this cinema. To 
understand the populari ty of cinema in Turkey and its specific c haracteris
tics it is crucial to look at the origins and early years of cinema in Turkey, 
its recep tion and its original path that carried the stresses of a country 
that is simultaneously non-Weste1n and Western. 

The first extensive study on the history of cinema in Turkey was Nijat 
Ozon's 1962 book, which proposed the following periodization: 

1. The initial steps of Tlu·kish fil mmaking, which date back to the 
Ottoman era, between 1914 and 1922. 

2. The period of the "theater-film-makers" starting one year before 
the 1923 foundation of the Tu rkis h Republic and conti nuing to 
1939, one year after the death of the fo under and the fi rst president 
of Tu rkey, Mustafa Kemal. 

3. The period of n-ansition , which he situates between 1939 a nd 1950, 
indicating the beginnings of the era of the "cinema-makersn who did 
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not necessarily have a background in anothe1· art fom1. While these 
filmmakers continued to produce films after 1950, this sharp delin
eation was created in light of the first elections in Turkey, which led 
LO a change in the dominant party and politics in the country. 

4. The period of cinema-makers, between 1950 and 1960, during 
which filmmakers who did not have background in theater started 
to produce films and he lter examples of a film language free from 
theatrical influences. 

In a recent piece. OzOn updated this commonly used pcriodi7.ation.' by 
extending the period of cinema-makers to 1970 and add ing a new pe1;od 
named Young/New Cinema between 1970 and 1987 ( l 995a ). On the other 
hand, a recent study by Rekin Teksoy (2007) offered another periodization 
that describes Muhsin Ertuj;rul as the founding father of Turkish cinema, 
the 1950s as a period of transition, the pe1;od between 1960 and 1980 
as Ye~il~m. and the period after the 1990s as the era of new filmmak
ers. Instead this book offers a novel periodizat.ion by moving the Ye$i l~am 

era, between the 1950s and the 1980s, to center stage. The early years o( 
cinema in Turkey are thus considered as the J')re-Yc~il~:iim era, whi le the 
post-Y~il.;am era is rendered as the new cinema of Turkey.3 

The first five decades of Turkish film are a developmental period infom1ed 
by crucial economic and political changes <.-ulm.inating in a prolific popu
lar film industry. Most significantly, after a long period of single-party lead
ership, extended due to the uncertain1 ies surrounding the Second \Vorld 
War, Turkey held its first multi party elections in 1946. While upholding the 
reforms instituted by Mustafa Kemal Atatork. the Democratic Party that 
came to power in 1950 paid more attent ion to popular desires, tradit ions, 
and voices. The instatement of the Truman Doctrine in 1947 led lo the 
Marshall Plan in 1948, which suffused the Turkish economy with Ameri
can aid during the 1950s. The res ulting growth in infrastructure, particu-
1.arly roads, coupled with the upsurge in industry led to the beginning of 
mass migration to the cities, creating a wider and more diverse audience 
for cinema, formerly the province of urban eli tes. Ties between Turkey and 
the United States grew even stronger as Turkey sent troops to the Korean 
War and thus secured its membership in NATO. Afler decades of postwar 
economic struggle, the population had risen 10 21 million by 1950, Crom a 
lirtle over 10 million in 1923. 

The world of Turkish cinema was hampered, howe,·er, by protection
ist economic programs designed 10 ensure compel itive prices for 1\irkish 
producrs. In 1948, the reduction of the sales tax from 75 percent to 25 
percent on tickets for locally produced films made them more affordable. 
Concurrently, film production companies began to gather around Ye~ili;am 
Street, which gave i ts name to the post-St:cond World War popular film 
industry. Among the twelve film production companies listed in 194 7 in 
Fi/111/erimiz (Our Films), a publication of the Domestic Filmmakers Asso
cration (Yerli Film Yapanlar Cemiyeti), seven were located in the ~icinity 
of Beyoglu while five were on it. While the first 1\u-kish asi'iOCiation for 
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theater owners. film importers, and producers was established in 1932 
(Tii.rkiye Sirzemac1lar ve Pilmciler Birli~i, Turkey Filmmakers and Theater 
Owners Association}, the Domestic Filmmakers Association was founded 
in 1946 and organized the first domestic film contest in 1948. Basically, 
before Ye~ilc,:am became prominent in the late 1940s, cinema in Turkey 
was predominantly experienced through imported films. Hollywood dom
inated the cosmopolitan and elite theaters of upscale Beyoglu in Istanbul, 
where during the 1947-48 season, 100 of the 118 films shown were Holly
wood films . Egyptian films, however, were more popular in the pcriphe1-y. 
This chapter will outline the roots of Turkish popular cinema as a foreign 
form merged with local performing and visual arts within a political con
text that experienced two world wars: the first being a catalyst for revo
lut ion that led from empire to a republican nation-state; the second, in 
which Turkey remained neutral, becoming an important political nexus 
in the post- Second World \Var em, allowing Turkey to benefit from closer 
ties with the United States. 

Early Turkish Cinema: The Problem of Origins 

First Film Screenings: Beer Halls to Coffee Houses 

In 1897, in the heart of the Ottoman Empire that would later become the 
Turkish Republic, the earliest known public screening of "photographie 
vivante" (living photography) took place in Salle Sponeck, a beer hall in 
Pera (contemporm)' Beyoglu), 1.he most cosmopolitan quarter ofistanbul. 
Before that , in 1896, there had been a number of private screenings of 
Lumiere films thal took place at the Ottoman Palace and probably at some 
other aristocratic residences, making it possible that some female viewers 
may have seen them as well.' Since Sultan Abdulhamid TT forbade the use 
of electlic general.ors in Istanbul, these first public screenings relied on oil 
lamps to pr·o.ject the films-one can imagine the scene: the heavy smell of 
burning oil in a small, dm·k screening room. Erciiment Ekrcm Talu, who 
attended one of these screenings at the Salle Sponeck, remarks that he and 
his friends d iscussed cinema at school, no ting that it had become a popu
lar conversational subject throughout Istanbul society (Ozon 1962, 22). 
While some claimed thai io watch films was a sin, othen; were happy that 
another element of "civilization" had a rrived in Istanbul. Such reactions 
are typical lo the ongoing cultural debate between Islamic consetvatism 
and westernization and modernization processes. 

After the i nicial scJ·eening at the Salle Sponeck, other places in Pern, like 
the Concordia Entertain ment Palace, soon offered screenings too. There is 
some debate concerning the sponsor of the screenings. While many suggest 
Sigmund \<\/einberg, a Polish Jew from Romania, who was the representa 
tive of Pathe Freres in Istanbul (Giivemli 1960; Ozon 1962; Scognamillo 
1998), others suggest an unknown man named Hanri (Henry) (M. Gokmen 
2000, 59; Evren 1995, 34).s In addition, a recent study notes that this first 
exhibition was handled by Henri DelavaJlee, a French painter who lived 

Pre-Ye§il~am 25 



;.;.·)a,, a;r."'• ,.;,,;..11'.J.1,- .l.U • .;U 1 1 LI: 

"",; ..P- .:A.;1:} ~;..J ..,..\ .;,,..,, .....;.,, ..,' J. • .J,..u 
: ,,y,ll,r.lf~, ... J~ .J•,);..; J'~ ;,;-,·, l .;l,1l 

:rJ:EPAN 
',,(,,-frfOll 1•• r 1"''" r.~.• ..... 

("10?'-'•:t. ~I 
··nifi';liATA £1i't'Yk( 

11"1yirr.• 1,'4'1.a. ,... .. 
, ....... !\'- h ~~ ( •• :,,,. 
).,.b.'M:1..:,.1 .. 

T• ~~t•' 

1CH2 T(.Xt.•"l 
h;~::::ll;.o.1•• ttj 
• <:!; i..,., ~1,, ; .. 

Figure 2.1. Advertisement for· the earliest public exhibitions at Salle 
Sponeck 

in Istanbul at the t ime (Ozen 2007, 74}. In 1897, soon after these early 
screenings in Pera, "projections animees de grandeur nature/le" (animated 
projeclions of na1ural size} were introduced into old btanbul, where the 
population was predominantly Muslim. This t ime, however, Hanri showed 
t he film on a Karagoz shadow play screen in a coffee house. the Fevziye 
K1raathanesi (<;alapala 1947). The technology of 11·adj1ional shadow pup
petry is based on projection of semicransparent, two-rumensional puppetS 
to create moving effects on a screen . This gradually gave way to a new 
technology, cinema, which unlike the non-illusionistic characteristics of 
Karagoz, created a lifelike effect. While the1-e are no reco1·cls discussing 
the motivation of those who projected Western films on puppet screens, 
it is tempting to in fer the mind-set of those who mingled the two tradi
tions. The obvious similarity between Karagoz and cinema even led Cecil 
B. DeMille, after seeing a Karag<iz show in his 193 1 visit to Istanbul. to 
say that cinema had possibly been born out of shadow plays (M. Gokmen 
1989, 54). 

Yet while both are story-based forms projected on a while sc1-een, one 
n•om the back and the other from the front, 1he relation between Karago1. 
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and cinema is more interesting in tetms of their differences. One offers a 
non-illusionistic, presentational Eastern entertainment, while the otther 
is a product of Western technologies of vision rooted in the Renaissance. 
Rather than presenting film as a new medium on a fresh screen dr.l ped 
against the wall in mimicry of Western screenings, howeve1~ those who 
presented the show at the Fevziye Klraathanesi made a deliberate choice to 

use an existing setup-and, presumably, a smaller screen-,so as to incor
porate film into existing spectatorial practices. Thus the import became 
local, in much the same way as many Ottoman families sat in traditio nal 
cross-legged fashion on their newly purchased Western-style armchairs. 

Pera was also the site of other entertainment practices augmenting 
traditional forms of theater and festivities popular during Ramadan, the 
Islamic month of fasting. During these early years, cinema became one 
of many such entertainments available during the evenings of this festive 
month, .in which the day's fasting gave way to entertainment and celebra
tion after dark. At the Fevziye and other venues where film was shown 
alo1\gside s hadow plays or other entertainment programs, an interesting 
relationship developed between the two. Like the coalescing of early film 
shows with vaudeville in the West, cinema in Turkey existed concurrently 
with shadow plays. Noting that Karagoz and cinema belong to two dif
ferent worlds, Ozon nonetheless claims thal the elements of traditional 
theater, !Tom shadow puppetry. outdoor theaters in town squares, to other 
forms of public narration (such as Tuluai, storytellers, and other forms of 
mimicry, which I will address later), led to a "cinema of Karagoz," employ
ing common stock charncters anc;l $peaking style. For Ozon, Turkish cin
ema would become "true" cinema only to the extent that it escaped from 
these elements of traditional entertainmen t (199Sa. ll- 12). Yet, as I will 
argue in the following chapters, Turkey's national cinema emerged. not 
despite the incorporation of these traditions, but because of them. 

Traditional and Modern Theaters and Performance Styles 

Ozon's ideal o f a "true" c.inema is not very d ifferent from that of Andre 
Bazin-a continual evolution toward complete realism, defined as perfect 
illusionism. Howeve1; apart lr om the stock characters of traditional the
ate1~ wha t remained intact in the cinema of Turkey is hayal, which literally 
means not only dream but also shadow. specte1; imagination, and mirror. 
"Theatrically speaking, it means nothing more than imitation or mimicry; 
plays or acting based on imitation. It is a general term, such as wayang,6 

used for many forms of the performing arts" (And 2002, 998). Thus hayal 
indicates a close relation to shadow plays, and Karagoz shadow play mas
ters are often called hayali. Oz.on considered Ye~i19am as the cinema of 
Karagoz, which is non-illusionistic and nonrealistic, and therefore tied to 
non-'\Vest.ern forms of shadow play. In other wo1·ds, Ozon's aspiration for 
the "Turkish cinema" is not what "popular Turkish cinema" achieved. The 
preserv ation of this tradition was direcl.ly opposed to the aesthetic expec
tations of Kemalist intellectuals' who may have felt that popular Turkish 
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films' fail11res were related to its trnditionalism, in contrast to the modem
i<!;ation auempts in other arts . Other modern arts in TlU·kcy generally pre
supposed a departure f:rom their traditional counterparts . For example. 
the emergence of watercolor and oil painting in the nineteenth century 
signaled the demise of miniature painting; classical music was imported 
co construct a cultur.tlly elite form, supplanting Ottoman court music and 
existing in contrast to folk forms. However, despite the republican proj
ect's attempts, various popular art forms maintained ties to the traditional 
arts at different levels, by creating distaste on the pa1-r of the cultural elite 
who defined their tastes according to modem, Western art forms. Thus, in 
contrast to Ozon's and the republican project's interpretation of ar.1 ai< tha t 
failed to achieve equivalence with its Western models, cinema in 1\irkey 
often incorporated tradltional Forms into a specifically local and popular 
cinematic vernacular. As will be made evident, this is not onJy a symptom 
o f the tensions created by rapid modernization coupled with westerniza
tion but also reflects the complicated position of intellectuals and elites 
in relation to the arts, both of the West and those native to their own 
country. 

One could argue that while film incorporated tradition;il theatrical arts. 
it also maintained relationships with arts otherwise relegated to muse
ums. For example, minfaltlre paintings use a mode o f realism distincl 
from that of the Wes tern perspectival tradition. While in post-Renaissance 
Western art, the truth of representation relies on a singular focal point, 
in miniatures realism is often depicted through its use of cement or the 
story. Thus, in the miniature genre, the interior and exterior of a build
ing are equally visible; a scene can be simultaneously viewed f:rom across 
and from above. Thus. a single image can incorporate more than can be 
encompassed by noi:mal human vision; iL is not realistic in terms o f every
day temporal experience. The miniature genre is a narrative realism, in 
which the conventions of expression supersede 1hosc of positivistic experi
ence (not unl ike Western modernism). 

Likewise, traditional theatrica l performances sh;ired an ecleclic na.rra
tional sequentiality. Rather than having a single storyline, shadow plays 
and theater-in-the-round are ce>mposed of a series of loosely knit perfor
mances. Traditionally, an introduction is followed by a dia logue based 
on two characters, but nol limited to them, and at. times only loosely 
related to the story 1hat follows the dialogue. Generally those perfor
mances develop through word play, misunderstandings, and puns. which 
often cany double en tendres and prurient ;ippeal (And 2000, 52). Before 
the principle story is introduced in 1he theater-in-the-round, a transit ion 
is accomplished with music and dances involving all the players (Kudret 
2001, 28). ln these performances, the character~~ would already have 
been familiai· to the spec tators and they would assume a role based on 
the main story. Mos1 of the time the swries come from cultur·ally preva
lent folktales, but per·formanccs were eventually adapted from various 
sources, including some Westen1 plays. After the central storyline, the 
performance would bring in a concluding section reminisc<!nt o[ the 
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introduction. Jn shadow plays, these structural frames involved a repartee 
between the duo of Karagoz and Hacivat , and in the theater-in-the-round, 
between KavukJu and Pi:jekar. Apart from these two primary characters, 
Ottoman citizens were 1·epresented through their ethnic identities: the 
Greek, Jew, Arab, Albanian, Kurd, and so on. ln addition, there were no 
women actors in the theater-in-the-round. which led male actors, called 
"zenne," to play roles like the female lead, wives of main character.s, and 
black nannies. 

Theater-in-the-round is set in the open air, often a town square, and 
"with minimal setS and props, they summoned up a world in which the 
spectator's imagination had free rein." For Melin And, "when the hero 
climbed up on a chair, the audience understood that he had reached the 
second floor of a house• (2002, 1007). Language was of primary impor
tance and the dialogue reflected local vernacular, often including slang 
and obscenity. Without any storyline, "meaningless words, fabricated say
ings, and cacophonous sounds" came together to make the language itself 
the instrument of laughter (And 2001 , 143). Both in the dialogue sections 
and the main story, non-diegetic inn-usions to the story and illusionism 
created an effect of alienation. "Trickster" characters incongruent with 
narrative frequently undermined the realistic illusionism of the s tories. 
This brings an clement of surrealism in to the narratives, which al times 
are themselves enmeshed with dream sequences and minor storylines. 
As in dreams, exaggeration and false conflicts produced between the lead 
characters were intended to elicit laughter from the audience. But such 
practices did not spread into the world. of modem, westernized thea ter in 
Turkey; inst.cad, intellectuals and the reformers of the republican era criti
cized these rraditional forms of theater as antiquated and tried to replace 
them '~ith the practices of performing arts of the \<Vest. But in tcnns of 
cinema, such aspects of hayal, non-illusionism, and presentationality of 
miniatures or shadow plays persisted to some degree in the popular films 
of Ye~ili;:am. 

While Ottoman citizens started to translate and petform popular texts, 
such as those of Moli~re, European theater and opera troupes performed 
pe1iodically in Istanbul and other metropolit.an areas. The earliest Wcstern
style theater buildings with a proscenium, intended for traveling European 
circus troupes and theater plays, were built in the 1830s. Though Turkish 
actors and writers participated, many of these early Ottoman theaters were 
founded and nm by non-Muslim minori ties and performances were either 
in Ottoman Turkish or in the troupe's own language. One such theater, 
the "Ottoman Theater," founded by the Armenian Gtillti Agop (Vartovian), 
perfo1med traditiona l works and popular European plays in both Arme
nian and Turkish (And 1999, 22). Rather than creating direct translations 
of European performances, these theat.ers often adapted them to Ouoman 
life. Such adaptations were done from the works of Moliere, Victor Hugo, 
and Voltaire.• \Vhile both Muslim and non-Muslim authors had begun to 
produce domestic plays in \<Vestem genres, at this time most of the staged 
works were still direct translations from European works. 
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Tuluar was a combination of Western and traditional theatrical forms, 
utilizing adaptations and borrowings from Western texts and staged in 
a Western style theater building. Similar to comn:iedia dell'a11e and the
ate r-in-the-round, Tuluat used improvisational music and dance . ..,;vid 
na rration, and mimicry. The Ottoman Theater of Gi.illii Agop not only per
formed examples of Western theater but it also was partly a Thluat theater, 
which coupled its improvisational characte1· 'vith slapstick-like comedy 
and obscene language (And 1985). What was important in Tuluat was the 
cultural grounding of the familiar· characters, the genre and the general 
storyline o f the text Lo be perfom1ed on stage. However. due to the impro
visational nature of the performance, the dialogue, the names and traits 
of the characters, and even the s toryline were all subject to change based 
on the flow of a specific performance o r the audience's reaction. The per
formance was often interrupted by a series of musica l interludes that were 
only occasionally related to the story. In accordance with the Western texts 
con tributing to these performances, characters were updated with con
temporary references and the increasingly Western-style clothing of the 
last quarter of the nineteenth centu1y. Among these characters were ibi~ 
(servant), Tirit (old man). Sitar (son), K1z (girl), and Tiran (tyrant) (Nutku 
2000). ibi~. the ma.in character, is a buffoon-like simpleton w ho is in Jove 
with the maid Fatma of the mans ion of the wealthy miser, Tirit. Tiran is 
generally the villain of comedies and melodramas, while the love between 
Sirar and J<Jz provides romantic motivation. Other characters included 
lirit:'s wife, and the mans ion's cook, steward, and gardener, similar to the 
puppet plays of ibi§ (Oral 2002, 23). \Vh ile theaters devoted to Tuluat were 
opened throughout Istanbul in the late nineteenth century. the plays were 
also perfo1med in more traditional venues like coffee houses a.nd appeared 
in other towns through the effortS of traveling troupes. Tuluat presented 
a con-elate to cinema that was later combined with the film screenings in 
venues combining Weste rn and .Eastern Thi~ entertainment practices. Like 
shadow plays and theater-in-the-round, Tuluat also had a narrative struc
ture that would be adop ted by the cinema in Turkey. 

The First Film Theate~ 

In old Istanbul, especially during the month of Ramadan, film screenings 
quickly became a part of the longer entertainment program that involved 
these traditional forms of Ottoman theater and shadow plays. However, as 
Ozon puts it , these screenings renlained a "refugee" (s1Rmt1 ). "a foreign
made entertainment" (gavur i# eglence) (1962, 24). In Pera, the screenings 
o f this "spectacle merveilleux er saisissart" (marvelous and amazing spec
tacle) took place alongside variety theaters, circuses. and other popular 
entertainments. The majority of ads and other printed announcements of 
film screenings were in French, GJ·eek, Armenian, and German, which is 
also indicative of early spectators' ethnic background (Scogna111i llo 1998, 
18) who were either the non-Muslim inhabitants of Pera or the upper-class 
Muslims who Jived in or frequented this pa rt of town. 
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A!Lhough film screenings were very popular, spectators in Istanbul had 
to wait until Lhe fall of the conservative Sultan Abdiilhamid II in 1908 for 
the firSt film tl1eater, which was opened by Weinberg under the name of 
Ci11ema Thea Ire Pa the Frtres (~alapala l 947). Before the consnuction of 
such a permanent venue, all of the projection machines were transportable 
a nd the venues were only open LO men. While many early theaters opened 
in Pera during the 19 J Os, including the Cine Ee/air, Cine Cosmoi;rtiphe, 
Ciw!. Centrtde , Les Cinemas Orientaux, Cine Gaumont, Cine Li.on, and Cine 
Palace (Scognamillo 1991, 20), film LheaLe1-s were eventually opened in 
other parts of JsLanbul as well as within other major towns of the empire. 
One of these film Lheaters, the Milli Si11e111a (National Cinema), was 
opened in 1914 a t the Former location of the Fevziye K1raa1hanesi and was 
run, for the first time, by Turks (~apala 1947; Ozon 1962, 25). Before its 
establishment Ottoman general Ahmet Muhtar Pasha opened another fi lm 
screening hall at the new military muse um. Mustafa Gokmen notes tha l 
Pasha tried to encourage film viewing and promoted this new medium in 
old Istanbul (1989, 37-38). By having the Ottoman military band play the 
accompaniment for silent feature films, the new cinema also crea Led a 
specific domestic, nationalistic intervention into the film screenings. After 
the opening of such Lheaters and some other open-air screening venues, 
regular daytime screenings on special1y reserved days of Lhe week for 
[emale spectato1-s of the middle classes became popular (yalapala I 947). 
Thus, by including a previously untapped audience, theaters increased 
their spectatorial base and added LO the range of activities available l o 

women in the empire by mimicking existing practices of temporally seg
regated gender inclusion already commonplace in spaces such as public 
baths. These early cinemas also had spaces allocated for orchestras, which 
peifonned musical scores d uring Lhe films. 

Cinema, first as a side attraction to other shows, began in the beer halls 
of Beyoglu (Pera) and then moved 10 the coffee houses of old Is tanbul. 
Indeed, Gokmen claims that the Fevziye Krraathanesi was right a t the 
geometdc ce nter of the historical citadel marked by a column that stood 
by the coffee house ( 1989, 27). In this contex t, beer and coffee represent 
opposite tracks o[ socia lization, the one Western in style, and the o ther 
Eastern. After no ting that coffee houses were "taverns wiLhout wine" (or 
beer) Ralph Hattox argues that coffeehouses provided masculine p laces 
fo1· political and cultural conversations, gaming, storytellers' perfor
mances, shadow plays, and musical bands ( 1996). Like cinema, coffee 
and coffee houses were initially taken as bid'a (a rel igiously improper 
novelty) in contrast lO sunna (customs and traditions with a religious 
grounding). However, this was not the case for beer halls, which, because 
they were located in cosmopolitan Pera, did not infringe on the tradi
tional and conservative pa n s of the city. Cinema was a novel form o[ 
entertainment for the cosmopolitan part of Istanbul, which would then 
become the center stage fo1· first-run theaters and the film production 
companies of Ye~il~am. 
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Figure 2.2. Advertisement for the film show of Manaki(s) Brothers in 
four different languages (French, Ottoman Turkish, Anatolian Greek. and 
Ar menian) 

The First Turkish Film 

Per'Spective, the illusion of a three-dimensional world on a tvJo-dimen
sional surface, much like Bazin's "myth of total cinema" (Bazin 1967) or 
Ozon's ideal of cinematic realism, was introduced to the Otto man Empire 
much later than in many other regions. Although perspective painting had 
been available to O!loman lands sinc-e the Renaissance, it did not emerge 
until the early nineteenth century when Ottoman artis ts trained by the 
military; the avant-garde of Olloman modernizing reforms, began to use 
the practice. With the increasing popularity of positivist ideology among 
reformet'S in the military, perspcctival depiction became a nece.ssity for 
teaching basic logistical maneuvers, cartography, and moclen1 weapon 
technology (Cezar 2003, 91; Tansug 1996, SI). Likewise, the military was 
among the first institutions to trake a formal interest in 6Jm. When the 
Ottoman Empire allied itself with the Germans in the Firsl \Norld War; 
an enonuous popular upsurge of religious and nati.onalist fe"•or led to 
an attack on a building in Hagia Stephanos (Ye~ilkoy) commissioned by 
the Russians to commemorate their march on Istanbul in 1878. Despite 
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zealous attempts to burn it down, the building sun~ved the attack more or 
Jess intact. When Ottoman army officers decided to dynamite its foun da
tions, they saw an opportunity to film the event for nationalistic p ropa
g(lndistic purposes. According to an often-repeated story, they h ired an 
Ausltian film company, Sascha-Film Gesellschaft, to film the event, though 
to increase the propaganda value of the :film, a Turkish citizen was asked 
to use the camera once it had been set up by the foreign crew (Ozan 1962, 
37-38; 1970, 3-5).9 Fuat Uzkmay, the firs t Turkish filmmaker, had worked 
as a projecti-onist for Weinberg and others. However, despite his interest in 
filmmaking. he had never used a camera. He got a crash course from the 
Austrian Sascha-Film's crew and shot the actualite film, Ayastefanos'tak.i 
Ru.s Abidesi'nin Hedmi (The Demolition of the Russian Monument in 
Hagia Stephanos ). '0 It is very difficult to retrieve the exact details of what 
happened du ring the filming of the demolition because neither copies of 
the film nor any witnesses lo the event has survived. Howevei; as will be 
elaborated below, what is more imeresting is the possibility of a Turkish 
film when there was no Turkish state. Since the film was made <luting the 
)ate Ottoman era, is it possible to argue that the Turkish cinema predates 
the Turkish Republic? 

Between 1910 and 1914, Uzkmay ran a cinema society a t Istanbul 
High School (Sultani), where he was the d irector of internal affairs 
(<;:alapala 1947). There he worked with ~akir Seden who later founded 
the first Turkish film import and production company with his brother 
Kemal (Scognamillo 1998, 32). After the start of war, following the Ger
man example, the Ottoman Army also initia t:ecl a photo and film center 
in 1915. Uzkrnay took over the operation of the center in 1916, af'ter 
Weinberg's Romanian citizenship necessitated his abdication (Scogna
millo J 998, 30). The center produced various propaganda and newsreel 
films during the First 'Norld \iVar, as well as two feature films . Uzkrnay 
remained as a documentary filmmakeir for the Army Photo and F ilm 
Center until 1953. He documented various stages of the '1Var of Inde
pendence, yet distanced himself from the popular film industry devel
oping without the patronage of state. The p resence o f Uzkmay as a 
documentary filmmaker with state support who remains an outsider 
to the nascent film industry emphasizes the independent path that the 
industry was to take. 

Although Uzkmay's fixst film is lost, in the last couple of years another 
film has been touted as the first film shot by Ottoman citizens: a documen
tary by the Manaki brothers depicting the visit of Ottoman Sultan Re~t 
iVlchmet V to Salonica and Bitola (Evren 1995, 94). The names of these 
fil mmakers were either written as Milton and Janaki Manaki (Macedo
nian version), Miltos and Yannakis Manakia (Greek version), Milton and 
Yanaki Manaki (Turkish version), or even Milton and Ianachia Manachia 
(Aromanian version). '1Vhile it is unclear whether or not they were Turk
ish, they were both Macedonian and citi.zens of the Ottoman Empire. For 
E\1·en, the l\1anaki brothers' 19 J J film about Sultan Re~at's visit may be 
accepted as the first "indirectly" Turkish film. 
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Figure 2.3. Pho1ographs of 1he Monumcn1 al Hagia Stephanos 
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Figure 2.4. '1Vhen being filmed by Manaki(s) Brothers in 1912, Sultan 
Re~at supposedly says. "Let the boys play with it." 
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Howeve1; that film was not the first film done by the Manaki brothers. 
According 10 the Macedonian Cinema Lnformatlon Centre, the brothers 
bought their first film camera, a Bioscope, in 1905 and shot their 114-year
old grandmother weaving: The Weavers is then the firs t Macedonian film. 
\.\lhile another Macedonian source states that their films were "the first 
filmed scenes in the Balkans, on Macedonian soil" (Vasilevski), a Greek 
source states that "they were born in Abdela, a tiny village in the Onoman 
E mpire that was annexed to Greece in 1913" (Constan tjnidis 2000, 3) and 
for another Greek source, it is "the fu'St Greek film ... made in J 905 by the 
Manakia Brothers, whose work would be the subject of Theo Angelopou
los's Ulysses' Gaze ( 1995)" (Gcorgakas 2002-3, 2). interestingly, Angelo
poulos's film indirectly places the Manaki brothers at the bcgirutlng of 
Greek cinema and this disagreemem led Macedonian filmmakers to pro
test the film during the Cannes Film Festival. where it was shown in 1995 
and received the Grand Prize of the Jury. Bui Constantinid is also adds 
th at their Greekness depends on how one defines the Greek nation and 
that "they lived and worked in a multi-ethruc environment, and they spoke 
Vlach, Greek, Romanian and Turkish" (2000, 3). 

Vvhlle Ottoman identity was based on religious and multiethnic commu
nities, the dissolution of the empire resulted in the creation of a number of 
nation-states throughout the Balkans and the Middle East. The imagina
tion of national communities based on ethnic identities and languages, as 
well as religious differences, entered the consciousness of Greeks, Mace
donians, and Turks in the eigh teenth and nineteenth centuries. Co upled 
with territorial demands, these nation-states experience con tinuing dif
ficulties due to the fictive territorial divisions that have failed to meet the 
ethnic demands of conflicting nationalisms. \Vhile Macedonian lands 
were divided among Bulgaria, Greece, and Serbia duiing the Balkan Wars 
of 1912- 13 (Roudometof 1996, 264), various territorial claims arose from 
Macedonian nationalists, wh.ile the neighboring nationalists countered 
with claims of their own. uFor Greeks, Macedonia is a name and a territory 
that is an indispensable pat1 of the modern Greek identity. For Macedo
ruans, it provides the s ingle most important component that has histori
cally diffen:ntiated them from Bulgarians" (Roudometof 1996, 285). How 
is !his relevant to Turkish film history, which is only tenuously related to 
the films of Ottoman citizens? T his question underlines the complexity of 
Tm·kish national identity and its representation in the cinema of Turkey. 

Nationalism and Belated Modernity 

Since 1996, November 14th has been generally accepted by film organiza
tjons as "Turkish Cinema Day," which is based on the date of Uzkma)ls lost 
first film. Alternative dates have been proposed: the date of Manaki bro th
ers' 1911 film about Sultan Re~t's visit to Salonica and Bitola (or Selanik 
and Manasm; one now a Greek town and the other a Macedonian town); 
Mustafa Gokmen's suggestion of the date of the founding of the Army 
Photo and Film Cente1-; and the date of the first film screening, December 
13, 1896, at the Salle Sponeck (Bozdemir 200 I). The variance of these 
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dates is indicative of the debales surrounding the origins of a film history 
referred to as "Turkish," despite the fact that these dates predate the foun
dation of the Republic of Turkey in 1923. These formative events for the 
cinema in Tu1·kcy all took place dm;ng the slow collapse of the multielhnic 
and multicultu ral Ottoman Empire dema1·cated along religious boundar
ies. Now there are many nation-states spread around the Balkans and t he 
Middle Eas t, all of which developed nalional identities and cultures based 
on their common ethnic, linguistic, and religious backgrounds. Despite 
different relalionships with the West, these states share various modernjz
ing and west.c111izing interventions with the intention of catching up with 
the West. 

The persistence of such problems of ten;t01;ality and nation build · 
ing might be rela ted to what Gregory Jusdanis calls "belated modernity." 
The belated and incomplete moderruzation in non-Western counnics is 
symptomatic of the imitation and duplication of Western models. 'The 
imported mo·dels do not function like theiT European counterpar ts. Often 
they are resisted. The project of becoming modern lhus differs from place 
to place" ( 1991, xiii). \Vhile the West is perceived as the ideal model. 
newly formed nation-states waver between the tradi tional and the modern 
without completely creating a Western duplicate and also without totally 
destroying the indigenous culture. Coupled with this relation to the West 
in terms of modernization, the building of national cultures goes tlu·ough 
fictional lines based on invented and consuucted hlstories . An imagined 
community in Benedict Anderson's (1991) terms owes its identity to inten
tionally consmicted fictions about a national myth that binds its members 
to one another with a common hlstory and cultural hei;tage. As with the 
discriminations and exclusions integral to this origina11• myth, there is an 
inherent violence attached to nationalism based on a shared suppression 
of the excluded tales about the silenced communities and ethrucities. 

Figure 2.5. Advertisement for Cemil Filmer's film theaters 
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The otigins of a national cinema- the first screenings, theaters, and 
films-all are pan of a narrative of national cul ture. Therefore, discerning 
the location of the first Turkish film and tying ii to a particular canoni
cal history of a national cinema is deeply imponant to a history of the 
national cinema. The placement of the origins in che respective histories 
of nation-s lates involves vatious discriminations and exclusions that serve 
well with individual claims of identity in respective nation-slates. Under 
these circumstances, the fi rst Turkish, Greek, or Macedonian film in a land 
of nascent nation-stales needs to be considered the product of a multicul-
1ural environment from which various national cullural myths have arisen. 
Moreover, the arc haeology of early fiJm is still open to the possibilities of 
finding new "origin films" of a given national c inema. Regardless of what 
the different nationalist myths narrate, these fi lms might also be seen as 
illuminating records of a life shared by different communities tangled in 
wars that defined a nd redefined the borders of these countties. 

Given that this study is about the h istory o f feature films in Turkey, is 
it necessarily confined 10 Turkish cinema? Should one include documen
taries or other forms of recorded film? How should one define "Turkish" 
in this context, g iven the complicated national history? These are the 
quesrions that ,.,;11 be addressed throughout this study. To begin with, 
this study is limjr.ed to a consideration of feature films. \.Vhile one may 
talk about "Turkish feature films," one may also talk about "the feature 
films of Turkey." The first incorporates !he natio nal history of feature fil ms 
while the second o ne implies a discussion of "the national" and what the 
concept comprises. Until recently, films related lo oppressed ethnicities 
and suppressed languages were excluded from t he discussions of Turkish 
feature films . In a nation-stale that came to become partially aware of ils 
internal "others" only in the recent years, fiJrns made within Turkey that 
include identity claims outside the nation-stale a re also a recent phenom
enon. Unfortunately, until recen1ly very few such fil ms had been made. 
After Ye§il<;am migrated to televis ion series, the world of cinema in Turkey 
was renamed as either "New Turkish Cinema" or "New Cinema of Turkey." 
As will be discussed throughout this book, Ye~il<;am not only Turki fied 
non-Turkish films but also helped the Turkificalion of popular cullw-e, in 
perhaps a more effective way than the republican reforms. In contrast, 
the post-Yesil~am era offers various avenues to dismantle this propensity 
toward nationalism. 

Early Turkish Feature Films and Film Import 

The Army and Cinema: The First Fearure Films 

How, then, did film become properly Turkish? Jn the West, film emerged 
after photography. which in tu1·n emerged through a perspeclival tradi
tion of represcmation within the medium of painting. This tradition in 
large part informed the evaluation of both photography and film as art 
and as documentation. film emerged in Turkey in !he absence of such a 
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tradition. Perspective drawing and early Western-style paintel's of the Otto
man Empire learned \.Vestern techniques in a military school, combining 
the positivistic urges and necessities of westernization. While maintaining 
a distance from cinema throughout the pre- and early republican era, the 
al'my nonetheless had a close interest in the pl'opaganda potential of c in
ema. It shot newsreel actualites and produced a handful of documentaries 
and feature films both of the army fighting the war for independence and 
as internal propaganda. 

Sigmund Weinberg and Fuat Uzkmay were involved in the making of 
the purportedly first Turkish feature film through the army's photo and 
film center. Weinberg began working on t\vo featu re films, one, Leblebici 
Horhor (Nutmaker Horho1-, 1916), that was not completed due to military 
consc1iption of its actors, a nd the other, Himmet Aga 'nm i zdivaci (The 
Maniage of Himmel Aga, 1916- 18), that was completed by Uzkmay due 
to Weinberg's departure from the center. The former was an operetta pro
duced and performed by t he then-popular troupe of the Armenian Ar~k 
Benliyan. The second one was an adaptation, in the style of ntluat the
aters, of Moliere's Le Mariage Force, again perfOlmed by Benliyan's troupe 
(Ozon 1970, 14). Naturally, these early films, like those of Western coun
tries, were based on theater plays. But, like the theater performances, they 
were "Turkified" adaptations of the popular \.Vestern performances. 

Though prima1ily interested in supporting the armed forces, the National 
Defense Organization (Madafaai Milliye Cemiyeti), founded in 1911, also 
funded and aided in the production of "culture." Toward this end, Kena n 

Figure 2.6. The studjo of Army's Photo and Film Center-, 1915 
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Erginsoy shot actualiufs aboul 1he war and panoramas of the Bosporus. 
Nor surprisingly, payoff from thea ter owners was not enough to cover pro
duction costs. According to Muzaffer Gokmen, the films screened in the
aters at that time fell into three broad categories: sights/landscapes, short 
comedies, and feature/narrative fi lms (Scognamillo 1998, 34). Al l of the 
feature films we1·e ad:iptations of the Western c inema, which shifted the 
interest and expectalions of early spectators From a "cinema of ann1ctions" 
to the beginnings of a conventional, narrative film. To cover the waning 
influx of foreign, especial ly European, films during the war, the organiza
tion accepted Sedat Slmavi's offe r to make a feature fi lm (<;alapala 1947). 
Tt opened a studio Lo this end and made Lhrec full-length feature films: 
Penfe (Claw, 1917), Casus (Spy, 1917), and Alemdar Mustafa Pa~ (19 18). 
The first two were shown in film theaters, making Pen(:e the first locally 
made film ever screened. However, due to the Allied forces' invasion of 
Istanbul in 1917, the editing o[ the third one was not completed. 

Following the closure of the National Defense Organization 's studio, 
equipment from the old studio was used to outfit a new studio formed by 
the War Veteran's Organization (Ma/iii Gaziler Cemiyeti). Upon his return 
from milita ry service, Uzkrnay worked on a series of films in this new stu-

Figure 2. 7. Sigmund! 'v\le inberg 



dio along with Ahmet Fehim and Fazh Necip: Murebbiye (Governess, dir. 
Ahmet Fehim, 1919) and Binnaz (du: Ahmet Fehim and Fazh Necip, 1919). 
He also worked on a short comedy, Bican Efendi Vekilhar9 (Mr. Bican the 
Butler, 1921), directed by Sadi Fikret Karagozoglu and another short film 
fstan/Jul Perisi (Fairy of Istanbul, 1922) directed by Fazh Necip. After a 
number of screenings in Istanbul, Murebbiye was banned by the Allied 
forces because the portrayal of the French governess in the film was con
sidered too loose for public mores, and thus was perceived as belittUng 
the occupying nations (C'.>zon 1970. 19). Like their earlier count.erparts, 
these .films were also inspired by or based on popular theater plays of the 
era. \.Vhjle they were for the most part made with the use of sets similar 
to those in theatrical production, they also included some scenes shot on 
location. Despite the unavailability of a copy of Mii.rebbiye, Ozon notes 
that it was influenced by theater (1970, 25). Apa1t Erom a few close-ups 
and general views of Istanbul, these films were mostly composed of long 
or medium long shots, much like the French films d'art or filmed plays. 
In 1927, after making various short comedies and propaganda films, this 
studio reverted to army control, now under the aegis of the Republic of 
Turkey and its shm1 stint of making feature films came to a permanent 
end, allowing natTative cinema in Turkey to develop on its own without 
the direct involvement of the state. 

Cinema and the Republic 

Filmrnaking in Turkey rernaiJ1ed limited in scope until the end of the Second 
World \~Tar-only sixty feature films were made before 1945, while fifty-five 
films were made in the four years following the war (six in 1946, twelve in 
1947, eighteen in 1948, and nineteen in l 949) (Ozgtii;: 1998). 1,,Vhen the Repub
lic of Turkey was founded in 1923, there were only about thirty theaters. Thjs 
number rose to around 130 by 1939 and 200 by 1949 (Ozon 1995a, 49). In 
1923, almost 80 percent of the population was 1ural and 90 percent was 
illiterate. Thls may have been a great incentive for the 1·epublican refon11ers 
to produce domescic films through state institutions and studios for educa
tional and propaganda pwposes. as was the case in the Soviet Union. 

Howeve1; the republican elite did not focus on film production. Instead, 
they halfheartedly suppo11ed film exhibition through the People's Houses, 
which were the centers for adult education and the dissemination of the 
republican reforms throughout Turkey. \.Vhen the elite were shut down by 
the Democratic Party in 1950, there were 474 houses and 4,036 smaller 
branches called People's Rooms. Ozon notes that almost all of the houses 
had a screening hall while some of the People's Rooms had the small 16mm 
projection machines that ran on oil. These screening rooms were primar
ily used to show foreign films, and there was even an agit-train., 11 based 
on the Soviet example, organized by the People's Houses in 1933, which 
traveled between Ankara and Samsun. However, these film screenings 
were poorly planned and showed whatever films were readily available. 
Though there were some tax cuts intended to facilitate dissemination of 
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educational documentaries and a law requiring private thea ters to show 
them before the main features, private film importation companies and 
theaters did not benefi t financially from these laws and, with the exception 
of showing newsreels, were reluctant to adhere to them. 

Among the most com1nonly shown films at the People's Houses were two 
documentar ies shot by Soviet film makers invited to Turkey by the repub
lican rulers: Ankara, Tarkiye'ni11 Ka/bi (Ankara, the Heart o( Turkey), by 
Sergei Yutkevich and Lev Arnstam during and after the tenth anniversary 
celebrations of the republic in J 933, and a documentary by Esther Schub, 
7urk lnkil.a.b111da Terakki Hamieleri (The Leaps of Progress in Turkish 
Reforms, 1934-37). Other documentaries about the republic in the 1920s 
and 1930s produced by Turkish fil m companies were heavily critic ized in 
the parliament for their focus on box office success rather than towing the 
party line (Ozon l 995a. 56). Yet while republican refonners put effo11 into 
the education of Turkish artists in other fields of art, c inema was largely 
ignored: no film schools were opened, no studios were founded. 

Film Importation and Hollywood 

Under such conditions, cinema in Turkey was iPrimarily based on the con
sumption of imported films until the late 1940s. After German films' brief 
period of dominance during the First \·Vorld War due to the exigencies 
of alliance, American films started to corner the Tw·kish film market as 
they did elsewhere, though Western European and Soviet films were also 
imported. Giovanni Scognanilllo notes that American companies staned 
to dominate the Turkish film market afier 1925, a dominance that con
tinued during and after the Second World W<u· when European cinemas 
literally came to a halt (199 1, 53). \Vhile films from the French, Genuan, 
and British companies such as UFA and Gaumont were a lso shown in the 
1920s and 1930s, all of the Hollywood majors such as Metro, Paramount, 
Fox, United Artists, Warner Brothers. Universal, and First National were 
panicipants in the Turkish market in the 1930s, either independently or 
through Turkish distribution companies. A list provided by Scognamillo 
indicates that more than 60 percent of the films shown in Beyo~lu the
a ters dur;ng the 1935-36 season were Hollywood films (1991, 133-36). 
Jn 1931, a weekly .film magazine by the name of Holivut (Hollywood) was 
established and continued until 1937. Coverage of Hollywood films and 
stars was no t .iust limited to this magazine, bu t proved to be a primary 
interest of other film magazines and newspapers as well. The addresses of 
Hollywood stars and film production companies were published regularly 
in these magazines. There were even photo albu ms devoted to Hollywood 
stars published at the time, such as Sinema. Ytld1zJan (Cinema Stars) in 
1934. Later the Holl)'\vood star system became a dr iving force and fow~ 
walling" was employed by the majors in their fi Im sales to Turkey. 

Despite the enormous economic and cultural gap between Turkish 
film and Hollywood, Holl)'\voocl became a dream destination for Turk
ish fil mmakers as early as the 1920s. Not only did magazines promote 
American films, they also organized contests to send Ttu·ki sh actors to 
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Figure 2.8. The front and back cover of the bilingual film magazine 
Le Cine Ji.ire, 1927 

Hollywood. Many actors and d irectors tried their luck in Hollywood, with 
little success. This intense, perhaps excessive interest was motivated by 
the desire to remove the stigma as the s ick man of Europe, to represent 
Turkey as a developed country equal to Western nations. In keeping with 
this dream, star contests were organized to send actors to Hollywood or 
a Weste1n European country. In 1929, Sinema Gazetesi announced, "We 
will Send Two Young Peo ple, a Man and a Woma n, to Hollywood, the 
American Capital o( the Kingdom of Cinemas." As s~ated in the maga
:d ne, "almost every nation has film stars known by the world, but we do 
not have o ne yet" ("Amerika Sinemalar Paytaht:I . . . " 1929, 8). The drive 
to address this absence led to a system iJJ which readers were asked to 
send in personal photographs to be published in the magazine and rated 
by other readers. Those who received the highest number of votes would 
be judged by journalists, filmmakers, and the representatives of German 
and Amedcan companies in Turkey. Two successful contestants, a young 
man and a young woman, would then purportedly be sent to Hollywood, 
though no winning con testants ever actually made it to California. 

Hollywood was not a dream above all criticism. There was still some 
belief in the might of European cinema, and the involvement of Euro
pean filmmakers in the ranks of Hollywood gave some power to such 
arguments. Still, despite criticism of Hollywood's factory-s tyle produc
tion, which was thought to be based on the assembly-line production of 
the Ford Company, Hollywood's inOuence remained strong. Nuri Ahmet 
notes, "In the stories of American films, the names of characters, the place 

Pre· Ye~il~am 43 



where the s tory takes place and the date may change but not the main 
lraits of the sto1y' (1929, 3). He describes a typical plot in which two 
people fall in love, break up, then reconnect, a11d as they kiss each other, 
the film finishes with a happy ending. But this "moldism" (kaltp(:il1k) was 
not limited to plot. There were many actors who modeled themselves on 
Charlie Chaplin, Douglas Fairbanks, and Emil Jannings: "These moldists 
wear clothes like their examples. grow moustaches like them and finally 
they act like them" (1929, 3). But he also no!ed ihat these model actors, 
who were mostly foreigners, started to return to Europe with the advent 
of sound film. Because of this, he believed American sound films would 
be stagnant copies of silent films until new models were established. What 
makes this assertion particularly ironic is that such cri tiques of standard 
film catego1ies have been one of the most constant critiques leveled against 
Turkish cinema pretending to be a "little" HolJywood. 

The Advent of Sound Film and Dubbing 

ln silent films, ifftertitles were almost immediately problematic. Though 
the bilingual intenitles intended for the cosmopolitan fil mgoers oflstanbul 
were criticized, and though that problem was climinaled with the develop
ment of sound technology. dubbing "talkies" posed new challenges. While 
it was relatively easy to replace wri tten segments with translations, sound 
technology requi red extensive translation, specific pronunciation, and in 
many cases adaptation. Sound films were consumed in Turkish, which 
necessitated the development of a dubbing ind ustry and caused dissemi
nation of a mainstream Turkish accent, used by lstanbulites and the Turk
ish actors of Istanbul theaters. While the importers and theater owners 
exploited dubbing for increased profits, the process offered further possi
bilities ofTurkification, akin to what had happened in Tuluac theaters. The 
adaptational potential of dubbing, which disturbed the borders between 
cultures and blurred identily claims, while lowering the costs for domestic 
films. became the mainstream practice of cinema in Turkey after the mid
l 940s. This section traces the advent of sotmd and dubbing and discusses 
its advantages and disadvantages, both real and perceived, as well as how 
these co1Tela te witl1 Turkification-from-above. 

The Senses ofTurkification 

Jo doing this, I will introduce "Turki6ca1ion-from-above" in an a ttempl to 
account for the republican reform programs. As a term that appeared in 
social sciences, the notion of Turkification harbors a variety of meanings, 
ranging from a model or ideal of nationali:zation and the creation of a 
nation-state to a critical conception of such policies that dismantled the 
others of the nation. The concept of Turkification surfaced in the Otto
man intellectual circles in 1andem with the rise of nationalism. The rise 
of "lurkificalion may be seen as a response to the ongoing process of the 
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dismantling of the empire when different ethnicities that lived under the 
empire started to pursue the ideas of creating their own nation-states. 
A study chat understands Turkification to be a policy to create a national 
core for the empire argues that Turkification aimed to nationalize a geo
graphical center (Anatol ia) and exerted assimilative and exclusionary 
practices (Olker 2005, 615). While initially championed by the Young 
Turk movement, Turkification came to be at the core of the late Otto-
1nan and early republican nation-building process. In an article on three 
movements in the late Ottoman politics, namely "Turkification, lslam
ization. and Mode1nization," published in 1912, Ziya Gokalp notes that 
these three ideals are not in conf]jct with one another. (J 976, 12). Instead, 
aligning these ideas into one model in which modernization is empha
sized as a necessity by placing the nation at center stage and limiting 
religion 10 morality, he ·1mderli1ws the primacy of Turkish identity over 
the Ottoman one. 

Turkification is not lilnited to one of the renderings above. Instead, it 
is one of the driving motives of a cumulative modernization project of a 
newly founded nation-state that had multiple repercussions on the social. 
economic, political. and. cultural life of the republic. \.Vhile the existing 
literature on Tuxkification is often published under the auspices of the 
social sciences and history, Turkification is inscribed in terms of historical 
turning points, including the dismantling of the empire and the ensuing 
violence and ethnic cleansing of the empire's geographical core, the early 
republican population exchange with Greece in the mid- l 920s, the capital 
tax levied on the non-Muslim population during the Second World \Var 
years, and the riots and the mob attacks against non-Muslims on Septem
ber 6-7, 1955. To these one may add the early republican reform programs 
that limited the non-Muslim economic capital and the purification of the 
Turkish language. 

This sense of Turkification, as "Turkification-from-above," is associated 
with a series of reforms and changes that may be spoken of in relation 
to modernization and westerni7.ation of Turkey. By calling the Ottoman
Turkish political elite's project "modernization from above" and by linking 
it to westernization, <;:aglar Keyder notes that modernization from above 
involved the imposition of the eli te's own understanding of modernity 
(its institutions, beliefs, and behavior) on the people of Turkey, whereas 
modernization is a "self-.generating societal process" (1997, 39). Similarly, 
after emphasizing modernization through "the expansion of markets" (the 
elimination of traditional obligations), the spread of protective ideologies 
and movements" (the redefinition of families, the recasting of identities, 
and the creation of national and international institutions), and the regu
lation of the "relations between people and their rulers" (freedoms, human 
and civil rights, and popular sovereignty), Re§<'\t Kasaba also notes that the 
application of such a project in Turkey turned out to be a "top-down pro
cess" that was "narrow and sterile" (1997, 19- 24). 

Indeed, both Kasaba and Keyder's renderings are borrowed from differ
ent scholars of modernity and modernization including Marshall Berman 
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and Karl Polanyi . For instance, Marshall Berman sees the building of 
St. Petersburg as "probably the most d ramatic instance in world history 
of moderniza tion conceived and imposed draconically from above" (1983, 
176). For him, wh ile the creation of the city is handled by the rulers and 
it is thus "a symbolic expression of modernization from above," modern
ization from below came to the fore when the people started to define the 
public space and the political life according to themselves ( 1983, 1 81 ). I t 
is this rendering of "Turkification-from-above" that is reworked in this 
study, Indicating a limited view of change and progress that created an 

active process of segregation and discdmination lo modernb:e and west
ernize the country. 'When it is considered in terms of the cultural realm, 
this process involves not only a translation a nd transformation of the 
source but also a limited adaptalion of it based on the premises of the 
republican modernization and westernization programs. In this respect, 
Gllkalp's cultural model for the republic, which revolves around the cre
ation of a Turkish essence using Western sou rces and denies Ottoman 
sources, is at the core of the Turki6cation-from-above. Below I try lo 
outline how Turkification-from-above surfaces in the dubbing of early 
sound films and in the early republican domestic feature films. On the 
othe1- hand, a different sense of Turk:ification, perhaps a Turkification
from-below, in relation to translation, adaptation, and piracy of Western 
texts, will be introduced later as one of the defining traits of Ye~il~am. 

Silent Films and the Problem of Irntcrtitles 

Until the mid-l 920s. when lhe influence of Hollywood became apparent, 
cinema had served as entenainmenl only for the urban cosmopolitan upper 
classes, while the majority of the population, in rural areas, remained une.x
posed. Like the films themselves, film magazines were mostly bilingual. 
Regardless of the site of production of the film, imenitles were most often 
in French, sometimes in English, and were usually followed by bad Turkish 
1ranslations in smalil.er fonts, shown for a shorter duration. \Vhen no Turkish 
intertitles were available, spectators who were unfamiliar \\~th the foreign 
language were given a w1itten synopsis in Turkish before the show ("Sinema
lar ve Seyirciler" 1929, 4). Because of the high illiteracy rate in some areas, 
a staff member read inte11i1les to the spectators, a disputed practice pruticu
larly after the introduction of Latin sc1ipl in 1928 and attempts to increase 
the literacy rate. For the writers of Sinema Cazetesi (Cinema Newspaper), the 
dissemination of the Latin sc1ipt was a critical refonn and they urged film 
imponers to use bigger fonts for the Turkish iutertitles and do away with the 
French ones altogether ("Sesli Filmle1-e Dait'' 192 9, 7). They also criticized 
the conditions of film theaters in Istanbul including the high price of both 
first- and second<lass lickets, the placement of sea ts very close 10 the screen, 
the poor quality of the light, the dim and out of focus images projected on the 
screen, the absence of fire exits, and the French intertitles ("Sinema Biletled 
Pahahd1.r!" 1929, 10). The coming of sound, which put an encl to intertitles, 
was a beneficial development in the eyes of these refonners, despite the sub
sequent development of the more dubious dubbing industry. 
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Sound Film 

By the time sound film aJTived in Turkey, Beyoglu theaters had al.ready 
cornered the entertainment market. Fikrel Adil notes that the Beyoglu 
of 1930 was known for "internationally famous nightclubs, variety the
aters, and the competition between film theaters to ha.ve the best galas, to 
show the fint sound films, and to import the best projection machines" 
(ScognarniJlo 199 1, 59). \\Then the first sound films appeared, theater own
ers were aware of this novelty, and it was no longer considered a transgres
sive innovation, but a ne w incen tive lo auract. or even exploit unwitting 
spectators. In one such instance, a writer with the pseudonym Seyirci 
(spectator) cdticizes Beyoglu Sik Theater for its sound films, which were 
"created" with the help o f a grnmophooe for music, and a couple of kids 
to provide "sou nd effects." These kids knocked on a piece of wood when 
someone knocked on a door in the film, or whistled when a train was seen 
on the screen (1929, 4). Until the la te 1930s, due to the lack of proper 
sound equipment, many film theaters offered a "variety programming for
mat" with a music concert attached to the exhibition of a film (Gtirata 
2007, 338). Such tactics soon became an importan t device for popular 
filmmakers who claimed to present their specta tors with things that were 
otherwise unavailable to them, be it in the form of a supernatural world or 
a new technology that had not yet arrived in Turkey. 

It is clear that the exploitative nature of the popula r film industry was 
present in its earliest days. While, for instance, Sinema Gazetesi claimed 
a distaste for nudity, it simultaneously promised to publish examples of 
the nudity trend claimed to be spreading around the world (1929, v. 13, 5). 
Hollywood films and other Weste111 films presented a \Ves tern style of life 
that was emula ted and often adapted by the principal filmgoers, the urban 
middle and upper classes. Yet such cultural novelties were also taken with 
a grain of salt, like the bilingual intertitles. The advent of sound film raised 
issues of identity that had remained literally unspoken in the silent film 
era. The first sound films were not dubbed, which gave rise to a discussion 
of nation building and the creation of pure Turkish; some criticsfreform
ers were naively afraid that with the aid of sou nd film, English and Ger
man cultures were going to "invade the earth." Still the writers of Sinema 
Gazetesi assured their readers that a solu tion would be found ("Tenkit" 
1929, 3). That solution came about when Elhamra film theater premiered 
The Jazz Singer (J 927) and when the first sound film studio was opened by 
ipek Film in 1932. Th us the practice of Tu rkish dubbing became a stan
dard element of film exJ1jbition. ln the meantime, the names of Beyoglu 
theaters were also 1\irkified in line with the republican language reforms 
a nd the "Citizen Talk Tu•·kish" (Vatand~ Tiirkf·e Konu§) campaign devel
oped in 1933 (Ozuyar 1999, 34). 

Dubbing: (Mis)translation. (Re)writing, and "Turkilication" 

The creation of sctipts to be used in dubbing foreign films involved two 
stages: first, the original scripts were translated into Tui:kish; then the trans-
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lations were worked over by dialogue writers who adapted them for a new 
audience. The process of rewriti.ng and adaptation, inevitable in all trans
lations enhanced by this double process, is reminiscent of postcolonial 
states of mimicry, where the colonized native must act the part of belong
ing to the colonizer while never being quite able or willing to step into his 
shoes. \Vhile Turkey was not formally colonized by the \.Vestern powers, 
the nation-state exhibited a self-coloni7.ing cultural mentality built upon 
the premises of an anti-imperialist outlook presupposing unevenness 
between empires and colonies. Indeed, no foreigner.> had politically colo
nized the countty, yet, as in colonized countries, the elite who led mod
ernizing reforms had \-Vcstern educations and development ideals. The 
republican elite first presupposed a na tional belatedness and then found 
the cure in the westernization and modernization of the country. As Rey 
Chow points out, 

In the history of Western imperialism, the Chinese were never 
completely dominated by a colonial power, but the apparent absence 
of "enemy" as such does not make the Chinese case any less "third 
world" (in the sense of being colonized) in terms of the exploitation 
suffered by the people, whose most imponant colonizer remains their 
own government. ... '•Vhile the history of Western imperialism rele
gates all non-Western cultures to the place of the other, whose value 
is "secondary" in relation to the \ 'Vest, the task of nationalism in the 
"'third world" is that of (re)inventing the "secondm)'" cultures them
selves as primary, as the uncorTupted origins of "third world" nations' 
histoiies and "worth." (1993, 9) 

Like Chinese intellectuals, those in Turkey remained obsessed with 
constructing a nation through their educated and ttl·ban imagination and 
stayed blind to the ethnically and religiously diverse and rural popula
tion. The movement of nationalism. which turned inward and sought an 
originary mythology, involves a violent oppression of its internal others . 
Chow considers bow the narcissism of nationalism usually (mis)translates 
into an oppositional stance toward the \Vest. Cultural production based 
on the idea of an essential nation, then, is based on the assuruplions of the 
local elite who themselves are westernized and alienated from their own 
people. In reading cinema in Turkey, then, one sees how dubbing is not 
just a mauer· of rewiiting and adapting the othcred West, but is also bound 
up with internal mechanisms involving the violent aspects of nationalism, 
in tenns of both ethnic identities and class positions. By not simply trans
lating but also adapting these films to emphasize and disseminate Tur k
ish cultural codes {i.e., Turkificalion-from-above), Western films began to 
provide models of a modernizing ideal and suggest that they did indeed 
r·epresent the Turkey of the not very distant future. 

As indicated above, while many of the reforms in the cultural field did 
not touch on cinema, control and censorship were commonplace. But there 
was aJso some self-control and self-censorship involved in manifestations 
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of republican ideology. The Turkification-from-above, which involved the 
process of the rebirth and purification of a language, westernization in 
the field of a1is and culture through the use of the Latin alphabet, and 
films translated, adapted, and rewritten in Turkish, might be thought of as 
simultaneously oppositional and accommodationist. \lllhile nationalism's 
internal othering worked toward a violent unification and standardization 
of national identity. the elite's modeling of westernization and moderniza
tion unde1mined traditional social life, thus creat.ing a double bind on the 
lower classes. In this way; among others, a positivist national project in 
social engineering solidified the westernized elite's class position through 
its own refonns. In this respect. filmmakers and producers, who belonged 
tot.he elite (though in differing degrees), either controlled their own texts 
or remained cautious almut censorship. However, beyond these predictable 
and intentional controls, the process of dubbing introduced nationalist 
urges through a vernaculadzation. While the value of this ve111aculariza
tion may be cont.est.ed in its own borders, it is allraclive in terms of culniral 
exchange. The naive anxiety about the invasion of English and German lan
guages not only resulted in tactical rewriting but also led to a readjustment 
of t.hc language, providing for an inten1al center and external othe1; posi
tioned as the enemy. But given its hegemonic status, this other. whether it 
was the \Vest or Hollywood, was itself adored by those who presupposed an 
oppositional alterity. While the reification of the West as exempla1y creat:ed 
a love-hate relationship. it has also created ambivalent responses. As the 
Turkey of republican refo1·mers moved away from itS Arabic or Ottoman 
characte1;stics by employing the West in place of the Ea5t, this project of 
Turkification-from-above also found its reflection in dubbing. 

Dubbing Hollywood 

One of the renowned dubbing artists, Ferdi Tayfur. remembers his first 
foray into sound, dubbing Adolphe Menjou's character Major Rinaldi in 
A Farewell 10 Arms (du: Frank Bor.wge, 1932). Even though he held that 
lip-synching and co11ect translation were the most important aspects of 
the business, when an interviewer from Son Sa.al newspaper asked in 1951 
which character he liked the most among those he "c1·eated," he did not 
seem to think that the creation of new characters out of original films con
tradicted his emphasis on accurate translation. Fo1· instance, he expressed 
pride in creating Ar~tk Pafab1yi.kyan, a bushy-mustachioed Armenian ver
s ion of Groucho Marx. "This character has become so famous that even 
some Armenians in Istanbul claimed that they are his relatives. But our 
Al1K'lk is indeed Jewish Kn.1so Marks" (Tayfur 1985, 82). For Nezih Erdogan, 
apmt from serving as a means of translating foreign films, dubbing "was 
also the means by which adaptations and imitations were assimilated, cre
ating identifiable characters and plots for the audience" (2002, 237). But 
Erdogan's insightful analysis ends there, without discussing what is made 
identifiable and what is assimilated. Similarly, GUrata notes with reference 
to Alim ~erif Onaran that international films were retitled and "altered in 
order to give the. impression that the movie was set in Turkey." Ahmet 
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Glirala, who calls this "a cheap way of catering to loc"I tastes." also does 
not pursue this practice's relation to TurkificaLion (2007, 337). This prac
tice of dubbing is not just a translation but also a mistranslation tied lo a 
proposed national cultural model. This (mis)translation not only produces 
an intercultural adaptation marked by a resistive potential to the West but 
also provides intimates about what happened to the minodties in Turkey's 
nation-building p roject. In this respect, "Tudtification-from-above" is a 
double mechanism that "others" the West and i ts own mino1;ties simulta
neously, by tu rning a Jewish American character into an Armenian Turk. 
Nationalist claims inherently bring about the questioning of its oLhers, be 
it the Americanncss of Jews or the Turkishness of Armenians who share a 
precarious position at the margins of national 01;gin myths. 

Another story told by Tayfur suggests an additional imperialist aspect 
of dubbing. Seeing tha t Laurel and Hardy films were box office failures . 
Tayfur proposed a solu tion after seeing a French copy of Bonnie Scotland 
(Lorel-Hardi Hindistan'da, dir. James W. Home, t 935) where Laurel and 
Hardy were dubbed wilh a B1itish accent. Tayfurwent to Robert College, an 
American high school in Is tanbul, to ta lk with a British teacher in Turkish 
and to secretly pick up the teachers accent (Tayfur 1985, 82). He replaced 
the original jokes with completely new, culturally specific ones that would 
speak to his audience, and provided the voice for both Laurel and HtU"dy 
(Cimc()z 1970, 8). Bo1111ie Scotlt1nd was pan of a series of Anglophile films 
thaL Hollywood rel cased before the Second \Norld War. M. T. Bennett sees 
the lilin as an attempt to capi ta li ze on the success of The Lives o{t1 Ben
gal lancer (dir. Henry Hathaway, 1935). which openly suppo11cd B1;tish 
imperialism through the story of a Scouish Canad ian fighting against the 
Indian resistance (1997). Not only was the film officially denounced by the 
Indian authorities, it was also rejected by the censor boards of Muslim 
No11h African countries, though it was shown in Egypt and nirkey with 
s light alterations. Similarly, by producing stereotypical images of Scots 
with heavy accents, Bonnie Scotland served as an escape from the eco
nomic powerlessness of depression-era Americans through identification 
with the popular imperialism of its allies (Richard Hofstadter, in Benneu 
1997, 5). \Vhile 1he imperialist text is explicit in this film, the republi
can elite had inhe1i ted an imperial past and tille red it. to fit a narcissistic 
nationalism. unfamiliar to tbe Indian cause a nd to the Third World in 
general. They proposed that Turkey set an example for Third '.Vorld coun
tries by creating an independent s tate, but they s imultaneously iinagincd 
themselves as above other Third World counu·ies, closer to Western coun
mes, and only sl ightly less developed. It is no ·wonder that while send
ing troops lo Korea ln return For NATO membership, Turkish poli t icians 
never showed interes t in participating in the Bandung Conference of 1955. 
Therefore, Turkification-from-above is not quite an an ticolonial stance; 
instead, it is a rewriting that gives primacy to the Western example. This 
aspect of Turkification-Erom-above, however, would ultimately produce 
further discord between the westernized Kemal.ist in tellectuals who led 
the republican regime and popular filmmakers. 

50 Cinema 111 Turkey 



Dubbing and Censorship 

Jn the first decade of the republican regime, there were no central control 
mechanisms concerning film production or exMbition_ Instead, governors 
were responsible for com.rolling films wiLhin their jmisdiction, while film
makers, as members of the republican elite, often practiced self-censorship 
resulting in very few films were made during this era. Vvhile little is knov.'ll 
about them, it is likely that the content of Ttu-kish interLilles in foreign 
films was probably controlled, particularly where they touched on issues 
of national iden tity and culture. Howeve1; with the advent of sound films 
and the development of dubbing practice, a need for more comprehensive 
control emerged. In a rcpon presented to the parliament in 1929, Naci Bey 
slated that imported films were infected by Christian and Jewlsh propa
ganda and detiimental to Jmblic morality (Erk1hs: 2003, 37). In 1932 Mustafa 
Kemal Atattirk specifically requested thal importers stop showing All Quiet 
0111he Westen i Front (di.r. Lewis Milestone, 1930). According to Pars Tu~lac1, 
after watching Milestone's filro in J 930, Atatilrk had first talked about how 
wuching and accurate the film was in its portrayal of the effects of war, but 
went on to say that it would not be helpful for the Turkish nation, which had 
recently emerged from war, to see it (Scognamillo 1991, 36). The republican 
elite's reforms always took a pate.malist auitude and attempted to dictate a 
correct education for the Turkish people. While the republican reforms insti
gated the secularization and democrati7.ation of the counny, the counny was 
neven heless controlled by a single party, the Republican People's Party, until 
1950. Thus, limited attempts to establish multiparty regimes in these early 
years were quickly abandoned, demonstrating the failtu-es of what Erik J. 
Zlircher calls "tutelary democracy" (1994, 185). The control and censorship 
of films started within this context of popular tutelage. 

In 1932, "The Di..rective <:once11ting the Control of Cinema Films" (Sinema 
Filmle1in.i1t Kontroliine Dair Talim.atname) was released, motivated in large 
part by the concern with educating the nation. As a part of the law demar
cating general police duties, a new regulation, prepared in 1934 and final
ized in 1939, established a bom·d of controllers to be selected from public 
officials. Thjs board had a double standard: while foreign films were loosely 
controlled, strict oversight of domestic films began vii th the film sci; pt, and 
the board's verdict on them was petmanent (Ozon l 995a, 61 ). Controllers 
did not usually know foreign languages and did not generally bother to read 
the Turkish translations of the films. Instead, they looked for antimilitarism, 
religious propaganda, communism, anti-Turkey sentiments, and obscene 
scenes that antagonjzed t1·aditional customs and mores (Onaran 1968, 60). 
Moreover, while film importe1s were responsible for making any necessary 
changes, a lack of established controls during the screening of films led to 
most of these films being screened as shipped . In reality, this was the case 
for many of the Turkish films as well. The censors banned 4.5 percent of the 
9,097 foreign films shown, while asking for revisions for 7. 9 percent of them 
(Glirata 2007, 345). The censorship board's primary concern was monitm~ 

ing political content based on the current government's political attitude. 
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Despite discrepancies in the degree of oversight , <lamest ic or foreign social 
realist and leftist films were consistently the mosl highl y censored. \¥hile 
there were some changes made to the regulation in 1977, 1979, and 1983, 
it remained in effect more or less until 1986, when a new law tn msferred 
the duty of control from the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Interior to the 
Ministl)' of Culture. The current law intr oduced some changes iJl content, 
adopted ratings system, and added rcpresentatjves from the film industry 
to the board. Desp ite a few highly controversial decisions. the degree of 
censorship has been far less restrictive s ince that time. 

Official censorship policies were strengthened by a self-censorship born 
of the ideas of tutelage and loyalty 10 Kemalisl p1;nciples, especially du r
ing the early years or foreign film post -synchron ization (dubbing). Sacidc 
Keskin, a dialogue write1· and dubbing artist during the years of the Second 
World War wben there were lotS of American, Arab, and Indian films on the 
market, reported that she would receive translated scripts and wlite new 
dialogue for them tailored to meet cultural and political expec tations. As 
dubbing actors worked from these rewrites, they often made fu11her spon
taneous modifications to enhance synchronization. She also expla ins that 
she used to make changes in the dialogues by a ltering anti-Turldsh state
mentS in a Bulgarian fil m or completely rewriting the story of <;an/ar Kim in 
i9in <;alryor(ForWihom the Bell Tolls, dir. Sam Wood.1943) to eliminate its 
pro-communist slant (Keskin 1985, 82). While Lh e Turkish censors smelly 
controlled Easte111 Bloc films in the 1950s, Turkey's (and Turkish film import· 
ers') increasing debt to the UnJted States due to ClllTency devaluations gave 
the United States Information Seivice (USIS) the opportunity to control 
Arne1ican film exports t.O Tw·key. The USIS's Info1mation Media Guaranty 
Program banned Hollywood films such as Rebel without a Cause (dir. Nicho
las Ray, 1955), Arouml the World in 80 Days (dir. Michael Anderson, 1956). 
and Baby Doll (dit: E lia Kazan. 1956) (Erdogan a nd Kaya 2002). '3 

Until the system began to change in the 1980s, those foreign films that 
had passed the censorship board were subjected 10 an ino·icate process of 
preparation, from dubbing lo a political filtration process supported by 
the Turki sh Right and Turkey-based U.S. agencies that combined republi
can nationalism and anticommunism. The post -synclu-onization of films 
was not .iust a process of (mis)translat ion, (re)writing, a nd Turkification, 
it also acted as a catalyst for the s ubsequent instruction and creation of a 
new public divided between a westernized, modem identity and an East· 
ern, traditional one. This public would continue to interact with Turkish 
cinema despite the obstacles placed in its path. 

Early Feature Films 

In 1952, Vehbi Belgil claimed that Turkish fil ms were instruments for 
publici7.ing Turkey abi-oad. If Turkish films reached a high standard of 
quality, they would attract \\fes tem spectators and the rest of the world 
would learn that "the Turks were clothed like civi lized men, they were not 
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blticks, and tha1 Turkish girls had unmatched beauty" (21). But, for Belgil, 
this ideal would only become possibk if the state took 'the followi ng mea
sures: reduce taxes on films, build modern s tudios, open a film institute 
to rival the State Theater and Opera, limit the dubbing of foreign films, 
and provide incemives for producers to export films and for filmmakers 
to develop their crafl. A constant theme in reviews of Turkish cinema is a 
desire for direct involvement of the state along these lines. Not only does 
such a desire reflect support of statism, a faith in cen!Talized state control 
inherent to the Kemalist ideology of the Republican People's Party, it also 
reficc1s a belief that official support will elevate the status of film as an 
an and emphasizes the cuhural project of the republic to raise the level 
of the ans to standards set by and measured against tbe West. Howeve1; 
such direct support failed to materiali7.e from either the republican elite 
or from the ccntc1c1ight parties that came to power after the institution 
of the multiparty system. This situation created a safe haven for popular 
filmmaking outside the purview of the convemions of cultural westerniza
tion that limited other arts, despite a practice of control through the cen
sorship board. Even more effective was the self-censorship of filmmakers 
who reflexively supported republican norms. Nonetheless, the reliance on 
private capital ensured that cinema became a profit-driven industry that 
placed audience desires above all else. 

Early Film Studios 

For cinema in Turkey, as in early \ol/estern cinema, commercial interests 
were of the utmost concern from the very beginning. The fi.rst Turkish film 
production company. Kemal FiJm. was established in t 9 19. While initially 
it only imported films. in 1922 the company built a studio and hired the 
established theater director and actor Muhsin Ertugru.I, who had already 
made three films in Germany. One of the first films shot by Kemal Film was 
A1eyten Gomlek (Shilt of Flame), an adaptation of a novel by one of Tut' 
key's first women novelists. Halide Eclip Ad1var (i;alapala 1947). Around 
the same time, ipek Film opened a film theater and began to impott films, 
evemually producing them as well. ln 1928, ii hired Muhsin Ertug1ul to 
direct the first Turkish so·und film istanbul Sokaklarmda (On the Streets 
of Istanbul). Because the first Turkish sound studio did not open until 
1932-33, this film was dubbed in Pads with the presence of all but one 
of the actors, thus making this the first partly dubbed film in Turkey, a 
practice that was rapiclly standardjzed by Turkish films (Muvahhit I 973a, 
91). ipek Film also produced many short films. including straightforward 
recordings of Karagoz shadow plays, theater-in-the-round shows. and 
musical performances of singers such as Mi.inir Nurettin and Deniz Ktz1 
Eftelya (Onaran 1981, 140). A third film company established in 1938, 
Ha-Ka Film, also moved into the production business from the exhibition 
track. An importan1 prac tice ins1igated by this studio was a "Turkified" 
post-synchronization, which combined the dubbing of foreign films with 
a monmge of short sequei1ces shot in Turkey ((:alapala 194 7). Three such 
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Figure 2.9. Kemal Film Studio in the 1920s 

films a rc Yeniferi Hasan (Janissary Hasan), Zeyn ep, and Memi§: "Turkified" 
foreign films dubbed in to Turkish with a few added dramatic scenes played 
by Turkish actors and musical scenes with Turkish singers. Tn addition to 
these fiction films, a documentary using a similar style, Tiii·k I nkrlabtncla 
Temkki Hamleleri (The Leaps of Progress in the Turkish Revolution), com
bined foornge taken from foreign and Turkish newsreels w01·kcd into a 
narn1tive scheme visualized by a history teache1: 

This overview of the earUest studios establishes a number of cues with 
which to understand the discussion of cinema in Turkey cont.inued in the 
next few chapters. Fir'SI of all, none of these SI udios wcr·e comparable in 
s ize 10 those in the United States, Ger·many, France, or Italy. They opened 
with min imal equjpment and worked primarily with Muhsin Ertugrul or 
other theater actor-directors who saw cinema as a secondary business. 
Unlike in the United States, where the nickelodeon boom resulted in the 
associacion of ftlm with lower,class entertainme nt, in Tlll·key film produc
tion and consumption were primarily uppercclass activities in the early 
years of cinema. Nonetheless, cinema's secondary social role and limited 
budget resuhed in a low quality of fi lm production. Noc only was film 
technology imported as a Westen1 producl, few early filmmakers were 
specifically trained in European standards and technjques of filmmafilng. 
Upon their return, even those who had studjed in Europe did not fu lly 
benefit from their travels, either because of limi ted resources or modest 
skills. Naturally. the sn-ained economic conditions of film making affected 
the product, and restricted budgets were centn1L to the experience of film
maki ng in Turkey from its inception. Writing in 1918. Enugrul claimed 
that it was not possible to make films in lstnnbul because there were no 
cameramen, no studios, no directors, limited s tages and costumes, and 
only inept artists (~h<ln 1962, 57-58). \.'lhile the history of cinema in the 
\Vest is r·ootcd in the late nineteenth cencury, the frrst films made in Turkey 
were produced almost cwo decades after the inventio n of the medium. 
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The republican elite, who espoused a posilivisl, evolutionary model of soci
ety and history, considered this belatedness to be the sole culp1it behind 
tbe poor quality of Turkish cinema. Howeve1; when figures affiliated with 
the republican reformers made films in the first two decades of the repub
lic. their films also reflected the pitfalls of the republican discourse. 

Muhsin Ertugrul-The "One·Man" ofTutkish Cinema 

The reign of the Republic.an People's Party and the career of director 
Ertugrul seem comparable when one looks at the political and cinematic 
histories of Turkey. Historians of cinema in Turkey generally accept Nijat 
bzon's (1962) criticism that Ertugrul was more successful in creating a 
''one-man 1ule" in cinema, in preventing others from making films, than 
as a director. Several directors who sta11ed their careers during Ertugnd's 
last years talk about his unwillingness to let City Theater actors act in 
other directors' films (Kamil 2000, 19; Kenr; 1993, 27; Havaeri 2002). 
Entering the world of film as a stunt ph:iyer for Istanbul theaters, Ertugrul 
lived briefly in Paris, Berlin, and Moscow. \Vhile his first trip abroad was 
only for the theater; he shot a number of films in Germ.any and Russia, in 
1919 and 1925, respectively. However, according to his own accounts, he 
worked in the cinema business in Europe only to support himself while 
uying to develop a career as a theatr ical artist (ScogoamiJlo 1998, 6 1 ). 
Jn accordance with republican cuhural models, he did not favor such 
011oman theater f01ms as theater-in-the-round or shadow plays. Instead, 
be favored 'vVestern-style plays performed and directed by non-Muslims 
during the Ottoman era and also by Turks, especially after the 1910s. 
Ertugnu's conservative position led him to reproduce the cultural ideol
ogy of the republican elite and thus his interest in cinema was secondary 
at best, and was largely motivated by a desire to fund the high art of the 
City Theater through money earned from the popular art of film. 'vVhile he 
ultimately became beuer known for his films, his interest in cinema never 
really developed. This prejudice against film by Turkey's first continuous 
film director is indicative of the perception of Turkish film in general as a 
second-rate cultural fonn. 

In 1953, Muhsin Ertugn1l made his last movie, Haltct Ktz (Carpet Weaver 
Girl). Funded by a bank, it was the first color film in Turkey (processed 
in Ce1many) but did poorly at the box office, and Ertug1ul retired from 
d irec.ting. In the same yea1; he was also preparing a remake of Hugo Haas's 
1951 film, Pickup, but the project was later completed by Baba Gelenbevi 
under the title Kaidtrtrn <;iregi (Sidewalk Flowe1; 1953). Nijat Ozon notes 
similarities between the di rectors, ErtugruJ and Haas, but he did not elab
orate. Instead he simply says: "To introduce Ertugntl lo Americans, say
ing the 'Turkish Haas' would suffice and Haas to Turks as the 'American 
Ertug1ul'" (1962, 109). In the Ali Movie Guide, Hal Erickson notes that 
Haas was a Czech-born movie Renaissance man who is generally excluded 
from scholarly auteu r film hist01ies. Already a scriptwtiter and actor of 
Czechoslovakian comedies, Haas escaped to the United States from the 
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Nazis du1ing the Second World 'War. While in the United States during 
the 1950s. he wrote, directed, and acted in various melod111mas. Erickson 
characterizes them as "a lonely middle-aged m an (Haas) lured into an ill
advised sexual relationship with a blonde trollop (nearly always played by 
Haas' protegce Cleo Moore) with fatal results" (2005). 

In Pickup, after his puppy dies, an old man marries a young blond 
who later plans 10 kill him for his money and 11.m away with her lover. In 
the meantime, the old man experiences psychosomat ic hearing loss but 
regains it in a car accident! In the end, he getS a divorce from his vamp 
wife and finds himself a new puppy. Despite being the dominant figure of 
early Turkish cinema, directing films in Germany in 1919 such as Samson, 
sein eigener M()rder (Samson, His Own Murderer) and films in the Soviet 
Union in 1925 such us Spartakus, and having the best available condjtions 
to make fil m in Turkey, Ertu~rul's last project was an ambition less remake 
of a melodram a w ith mundane intrigue, tawd•) ' coincidences, and s leazy 
sentimentality-a film modeled after those of Hollywood's East European 
trash filmmaker Hugo Haas. Why would Ercug rul produce remakes o f a 
low-budget Hollywood melodrama when as early as 1924 he had written 
of the Ottoman Melodrama Company's melodramas: "Today there is no 
more taste and patience left to see any of these works" (Scvinc;:li 1990, 
126)? 

Ertultrul was the d irector of Istanbul City Theaters that dominated the 
theater world of the early republican era. City Theatern had a drama and 
comedy departmen t under Ertugrul, in addition to an operetta or revue 
depa.rtment 1hat produced popular plays. En:ugrul prefen-ed pla)';ng and 
di recting classical and serious plays, an activi1y in line with his educa
tion in the West and with the republican cultural p rojects that rumed to 
nunure the high culture of the West in Turkey. He also did not feel close 
to tradi tional theatrical forms, which were suppressed by the republican 
cultural reforms. Moreover, he claimed that he was not unde1· the influ
ence of the West and the lowly genres of West.em t11ea ters, distinguish
ing himself from p0puJar Ottoman theater-makern. Such a distinction 
between the traditional, Eastern, and lowly Olloman culture, and the 
modern, wes teruized, and higher republican culture is presupposed by the 
republican elite. Eastern theaters were not in any way witrun Enugrul's 
pu1view-cven Japanese theater, which was valorized and utili zed by Ser
gei Eisenstein, was not o( interest to Ertugn.d (Scognamillo I 998, 6 I). 
In short, like his counterparts in 01her areas of republican cultw'C under 
state conrrol, he reproduced the ideology of the republican elite despite 
his actual independence from the sta re. Las1 but not least, Ottoman the
aters modelt::d on Western examples either involved mostly non-Muslim 
actors because there were no female Muslim actors, or were d irectly run 
by non-Muslims. E.rlugrul's criticism of these theaters was also based 
on t.heir absence of nationalism. \'>'hen asked about the acting style and 
pronunciation in early Turkish films done by others, Bedia Muvahhi1, an 
actress both of City Theater and Enugrul's films, says that the mainstream 
style was tha1 o f late n ineteenth-century Ottoman theate1; especially of 
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Figure 2.JO. Hahct Ktz (Carpet Weaver Girl. MubsiJ1 Ertugrul , 1953) 

the Ottoman Melodrama Company, but not tbat of the City Theater. This 
style was based on Ottoman syntax incorporating the influences of Arabic, 
Persian, and French, and, more impo1iant, of the accented speech of Otto
man Armenians (I 973b, 94). The cla im of a more "clear" pronunciation, in 
"purer" Turkish, should be considered part and parcel with the republican 
reforms concerning the creation of a national culture. 
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Figure 2. 11. iscanb11/ Sokaklanuda (On the Streets of Istanbul, Muhsin 
Ertu~rul, 1931) 
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\>\l'hile he criticized melodramas, Ertugrul nonetheless made a num
ber of black and white adaptations or remakes of Weste111 melodramas 
including Halzci Kiz (Carpet Weaver Girl, 1953). As mentioned previously, 
this melodrama, which is filmed as stiffly as the silent French films d'ait, 
is representative of Ertugrul's oeuvre as a filmmaker. Ertugrul's proximity 
to the republican elite and his respectable position as a man of theater 
provided h.im with relatively good support for his films, also giving him 
the opportunity to be the director of the first sound and first partly dubbed 
film, istanbul Sokaklnnnda (Streets oflstanbul, 1931). 

Like the historians of Turkish cinema, filmmakers such as ~adan Kami!, 
who had been to film school in Germany and worked at the RCA Studios 
in England and Pathe in France, saw Ertugrul's films as theatrical and 
historical, wi.th actors entering the scene as they did on a theater stage 
(2000, .15). Like the operetta5, light operas or musicals of late Ottoman and 
early republican popular vaudeville and variety theaters with spoken dia
logue, Ertugntl produced a number of films modeled on German operetta 
films and French vaudevilles as well as famous Turkish operettas. These 
films were just "filmed vaudevilles" or "filmed operettas" that se1ved. to 
bring the Istanbul City Theater to the screens of fi.lm theaters thrnughout 
Tw·key (Onaran J 973. 82). For instance, conce111ing his Soz Bir Allah Bir 
(One Word, One God, 1933), Atilla Dorsay noted that the camera was fixed, 
allowing little to no movement. There were pans during dialogues and no 
shot-reverse-shot editing, but these pans were not even done with care: they 
frequently showed the silent actor while one heard the other actor talking 
off-screen. In the scenes with singing, Eltugrul typically shot just the singe1; 
igno1;ng peripheral action ( 1986, 110--11 ). Thus Ertugntl's films were a 
combination of adaptations, remakes, and theatrical elements. Howeve1; 
he also adapted a number of Turkish novels about the War of Independence 
and the building of a new nation; these were the films that strengthened his 
position both as a filmmaker and a favorite of the republican elite. 

Still. reviewing his career as a filmmakei; apart from his highly cdti
cizcd insistence on dominating the film scene in Turkey, his films con
sistently reflect the dualit ies and dilemmas of cinema in Turkey. In line 
with the dicta of republican cultural projects, many Turkish filmmakers 
claimed that they wanted to make realist films about sociopolitical and 
economic issues that would aid in the education of the masses and the 
dissemination of republican reforms, but they were unable to do so due to 
insufficient infrastructure and the profit-driven economics of the cinema 
market. Ertug1ul's films share these qualities and, given the trying condi
tions of the era in which he worked, his contribution remains notable and 
set the stage for Ye~ilc;.am. 

Turkificaiionfrom-above as Haya! 

'\Nrit.ing on Sch Bir Allah Bir, Atilla Dorsay c1;ticized Ertugntl for not 
domesticating the French vaudeville play on which t.he film was based; 
the husband-wife-lover triangle, notes Dorsay, was not at all suitable for 
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Turkish customs. The idea of sui tability had to do with the mode111ization 
efforrs of the republican elites, including modifications of social life (1986, 
1 J l ). lhe republican elite did not merely attempt to take the technology of 
the West, a.s d id other early wester:nizers, bu t t ried to adopt a \.\/es tern life
style, beginning with the elites and intended to trickle down to the masses. 
Republican refonns concerning civil law and clothing. and the introduc
tion of various cultural novelties, such as republican balls featuring West
em dance music like the tango or wall:l, can all be viewed as elements 
within an encompassing visual revolution that attempted to alter the very 
look o[ the country. The visual reforms, such as the replacement of fezzes 
with hats, the bam1ing of headscarves in official public spaces, and the 
dissemination of Atatiirk portraits and statues as an integral part of the 
interior and exterior decoration of public buildings, were also introduced 
in films and influenced those in control of the censor boards. This led to 
naive reactions against shO\ving a1;d lands of tbe Anatolian plateau rather 
than representing rural life with a mechani:ted agricultural practice. 

While imagining scenery that would be comparable to the industrialized 
\Vest was merely a trifle in contn:ist with the harsh realities of a country 
exhausted by decades of war; such a focus was not only about "dreaming" 
and "imagining," but rat her mi1Tors the reality of being an underdevel
oped non-Western country and was a specter continually haunting the 
republican elite. The manufacture o f the West in a non-Western coun
try had to be captured in the spirit of its own non-Western environment 
if it was to be effec tive. While this environment was an idealized rural, 
bacl-'\vard country, it was constructed through an image of the picturesque 

Figure 2. I 2. Leblebici Horhor (Nutmaker Horhor. Muhsin Ertugrul, 1923) 
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and industrialized 'Nestern countryside. Dorsay's criticism of Ertug1ul for 
not "domesticat ing" French vaudeville bears the mark of this duality-the 
image of the ' <\'est versus the 'West itself-which cannot be easily recon
ciled. In its relation to the \Vest and its cinemas, E1tug1ul, and the film
makers, filln historians, and fil m critics who came after him all shared a 
common dream that was foiled by the films themselves, which continu
ally reminded them of their belatedness, their not-yet-there sta tus . Their 
dream is spectral: whenever you come close to it, it van is hes by reiterating 
the s ta te of not-yet-being-there. This is s hared by republ ican intellectuals 
and fil mmakers- a primord ial situation that conditions artistic produc
tion either by incessantly attempting to be there (westernization) or by 
attempting to deny the attempt to get there (anti-westernization). Yet cin
ema, a product of \<\'estern technology and an imported \ Vestem med ium, 
is insc1;bed with its Western identity. I t is a humanistic history of visual 
technologies since the advent of perspectival vision. In this vein, "Turk.ifi
cation" will be taken as not a schlocky way station but rather as a defining 
trait of cinema in Tu rkey. Like Ettugrul and his contemporaries , Ye~il<,:am 
filmmakers also tried to translate, adapt, remake, vcrnacularize, and 
domesticate a medium that is inherently 'Vestern and de1nands a response 
simply on the grounds of i ts otherness. In doing this, they produced a 
different sense of Turkification, a Turkification-from-below, rooted in the 
idiosyncrasies and coincidences of a self-serving film industt)'. 
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3 

Early Ye§il~am 
The Advent ofYe~il\am in the 1950s 

The Trans-ing of Ye~il~am 

Glflwo different scree111s informed the cinema of Turkey: one in the non
-J1L Muslim, westernized, and cosmopolitan space of the Sponeck beer 
hall and the other in Muslim, Turkish , old Istanbul's Fevziye coffee house 
where Western films were exhibited on a Karagoz screen. The republican 
reformers imagined a national culture bereft of non-Muslim minorities, as 
they simultaneously dreamed of westernization, of a secula1~ modern soci
ety with cosmopolitan e nterta inment practices. However, the traditional 
and Muslim Istanbul that was initially closed to the tradi tional entc1tai.n
ment practices, later embraced a popular cinematic practice, Ye~ilc;am, 
that offered an alte1native path for translating or transforming the West. 

Tn this cultural current flowing from the Fcvziye coffee house, there are 
two di fferent ways of "t1-ans-ing,'' 1 that is, transferring, u-anslating, or sim
ply moving across or outside, while finding yourself in an intermediate 
state, between waking and sleeping-perhaps, in the most Orientalist sense, 
between an awake, enUg htened \I.lest and a sleepy, dark Eas1. The republi
can elice's claim to Enlightenment and their positivistic social engineering 
project attempted to modify daily life and cultura.l practices, bringing them 
closer to \Nestern ideals. KemaJism relied on a metaphor of light: the repub
lican officials, teachers, and soldiers, bringing enlightenment to the farthest 
part.S of Anatolia, whe.re traditional and backward forces of religion, feudal 
economic and social systems, and rural life persisted. This process required 
u-anslations and transfo1mations, because unlike the republican 'Turkili
cation-from-above," the people's trdnslation, adaptation, or transformation 
of republican reforms produced another response to the \o\lest and western
ization-a "Turkificatio:n-from-below." This popular Turkification may be 
observed in Ye~ilc;am cinema or arabesk music, both of which, remaining 
outside the realm of high culture, offered accessible cultural routes.2 These 
alternative modes of translation involve a sociological sense of "transitions," 
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similar to Bollywood's narrative Conn that has a special resonance in "n-ansi
tional" societies. Thus, vmi ous ways of"trans-ing" are at stake in Lhis intetme
diate state between the West and the East-neither entirely one nor entirely 
the other: once the presence of the West is felt through its colonial presence, 
technology, or rlu:ough the westernization and modernization projects of the 
non-'Nestem elite. This transitional state, at the same time, produces a con
tinual tra nsfer. translation, or transformation of the West. By naming this 
"Turkilication," this chapter elucidates the links bcrween popular cinemas of 
the \Vest and the non-West, and places Turkification in relation to cinematic 
adaptatjons, domesticat ions, imitations, and melodramatic moda lity. 

Toward Yc$il~am: Egyptian Films and Arabesk 

The Organi7.,ation of the Friends of Turkish Film was founded in 1.952. The 
following year it organ ized the first Turkish film festival, following a contest 
organized in 1948 by the Domestic Filmmakers Association to detennine 
the best Turkish films. Among the friends ofTttrkish film were w1iters, film
makers, and journalists such as Bm·han Arpad, Uitfi 0. Akad, Aydrn Ara
kon, Orbon M. Anbumu, and H1fz1 Topuz. Later, in J 959, Arpad wrote that 
the fu·st indications of cinema as an art fonn evolved in the years between 
1947 and 1953. For him, among the things that occurred during this time 
that contributed to this evolution were the reduction of sales tax on domes
tic films from 75% to 25% in 1948, the severe decrease in exhibitions of 
Egyptian films, the increase in the number of people e:\'])ressing dislike for 
American mid European films, an increase in the number of films involv
ing artistic realism that shied away from the influences of theau;cal film
making (such as Vi1run Kahpeye [Hit the 'Whore, dir. Lutli 0. Akad, I 949), 
Yi.izba~1 Tt1hsin [Captain Tahsin, dir. Orhon M. Anbm-nu, 1950], VaMn Ifill 
[For the Motherland, dir. Aydin Arakon, 1951 ], a nd E(elerin E(esi [The Bes t 
Buccanec1; dir. ~akir Snmah, 1952]) (Scognamjllo 1998, 137). Arpad was 
not fond of adaptations, Turkifications, and other domestic films present
ing a complete form of entertainment for specla tors. Instead, he identified 
originality and authenticity as the crite1ia of propriety within the repub
lican reform program. Arpad makes three important points in this short 
quotation. The first i:; related to the economics of filmmaking. With the 
help of the tax cut, various investors established film production companies 
for instant returns. The second point concerns Egyptian films, which were 
ostensibly presen t in the Turki.sh fi lm market dm·ing the Second World War 
and produced a differentiated paue1n of spectatorship in Turkey dependent 
on socioecono mic class and political position. Ar pad's last IJ-Oi nt concerns 
the choice of films based on quality and a rtistry. He preren-ed films with 
nationalist sentiment, especially those about the War of Independence that 
led to the foundation of the Turkish Republic. 

Complying with the republican cultural reform programs, Friends 
of Turk;sh Cinema announced chat their aim was "the advancement of 
Turk;sh filmmaking in terms of art and lo raise its level of respectability 
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Figure 3.1. The cover of Domestic Filmmake/s Association's booklet 
which features Rahm <;alapala's shoti overview of the history of Turkis h 
cinema uni.ii 1947 

in the world of international filmmaking, as well as de te1min ing the best 
domestic films of the year" ("Ti.irk Film Dostlan . . . " 1952, 11 ). Arpad is 
careful to note that the tax cut was made possible by the government of 
the Republican People's Patiy (RPP), which 1uled the country until 1950. 
With the 1950 elections, the Democratic Pa1iy (DP) came to powe1~ and 
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with them, more liberal economic policies deviating from the republican 
elite's scacist measures. The DP was suppmtcd by the traditional and more 
religious peripheral political forces, which started to migrate to major 
met1-opolitan a reas like Istanbul and Ankara, making the limitations of 
rt:publican reform projects immedia tely apparent. The proponenLS of the 
RPP saw this as the embodiment of regressive forces. This indeed was the 
early construction of what R~t Kasaba called "the Turkish experience." of 
"the old and the new-existing side by side and contending with, but more 
typically strengthening. each other" ( 1997, 17}. The binaries of the Turkish 
experience are not very different from those of modernity and mode111-
i7.ation processes in many nation-states: Western and non-\Vestern, Turks 
and non-Turks (Kurds and other ethnicities}. secular state and religious 
masses, center and periphery, urban and rural, wealthy and imp-0verished. 
With lb.is in mind, Arpad's choice of films and belief a bout the potential 
of Turkish cinema become more specifically meaningful: he was yearn
ing for an art.fuJ, realistic cinema that idealized the republican regime, its 
reforms, and its fight aga inst its enemies, perceived as the others of the 
nation-state, both external and internal. The tax cut and the increase in 
film production inaugurated a popular film industry that ran par.illel to 
the increased visibility of the other·s of the republican regime. This latter 
thread, then, created an alternative path of wes1emization and modcrn
i7.at ion. Thus, whereas republican cultural forms mimicked tl1e We.~ten1 
perspectival and illusionistic tradition, traditional thea trical forms per
sisted in Ye§ilt;:am . which placed such noo-illus ionistic and nonrepresen
tational practices together with the We.~tern ones. 

ln line with the Turkish experience, which has involved the old an<l Lhe 
new simultaneously, the rise of Turkified popular cultural forms is vis
ible in a number of films made in the I 940s . These pre-Ye~ili;:am films 
were not simply adaptations; they were comedies and melodramas pre
senting a complete venue of entenainment. One such film. started by 
Muhsin Ertugrul but finished by dubbing artis t Ferdi Tayfur, Nasreddin 
Hoca Diigiinde (N'asreddin Hodja at the Wedding, 1940). made use of 
different perfonnaoces such as traditional Hodja jokes' narrated by R~it 
Gor.iap, songs of Miizeyyen Senar filmed dur ing a circumcision ceremony, 
the shows of magician Zati Sungur, and Tayfu1,s performance of his dia
logues from Laurel and Mardy films ((hon 1962, I 08). \.Vbile such pre
Ye!jilt;:am films combined aspects of trad itional and mode111 to entertain 
urban lower a nd m iddle classes, the early Yc~ilt;:am developed a seeming 
na1·rative coherency by knotting the early films' cpisoclic aspects. However, 
Ye~il<;am's Turkified melodramas supported by song scenes were produced 
after the Second World War. after Turkey's filmmakers had been exposed 
to Eb'YPtian, mid to some degree Indian, popula1· films. 

The Popularity of Egyptian Films in the 1940s 

During t.he Second ·world War; the importation of feature films, celluloid 
films, and equipment from European coun tries came to a halt, which led 
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to an alrernative importati<>n route through Egypt:. Along with Hollywood 
films impo1ted through Egypt, Egyptian films were also introduced to the 
Turkish market and soon became ve1y popular. Nijat Ozon notes that in 
che years between 1938 and .1944, while only seventeen domestic feature 
films were made, sixteen Egyptian films were shown. \Vhile there were 
around 100 or more Egyptian films shown in Turkey during the 1940s 
(Cantek 2000, 34), the wave was started by Dumu a.1-hubb (Tears of Love, 
dir. Muhammad Karim, 1936). According to Ozon, when this film was 
shown for the first time, Turkish spectators who had not seen a domestic 
feature for three years at the time, tushed to ~hzadeba§t in old Istanbul, 
stopped traffic on the street, and broke the windows o f the film theater 
in anticipation of seeing famous Arab singers and people in fezzes and 
robes (1962, 117). \Vhile i_n the early years the song sequences of Egyp· 
tian films with Muhammad Abd al-Wahhab and Umm Kulthum were not 
dubbed, Turkish singers later started to dub them. This practice kepi the 
melody relatively intact although the lyrics were altered by the Turkish 
singers, an act supported by the Film Control Commission, which banned 
songs sung in Arabic. In 1942, the genernl secretariat <>f the RPP wan1ed 
the l'vlinistry of lntemal Affairs about the number of Arab-language films. 
noting that Arab films were a threat to the Turkish language in the areas 
bordering Syria (Cantek 2000, 35). Th.is ban, then, was not just a reflection 
of wartime conditions, but more important of Turkish nationalism, which 
had become increasingly fervent during the wa1; as evideoced by the eth
nic and religious discrimination accompanying the creation of a "secular 
Turkish" counuy, similar to the exclusion of internal others of the Turkish 
nation who were subjected to a special wealth tax in the same year: 

The popularity of Egyptian films coiJ1cided with an increa~e in the num
ber of film theaters in Anatolian cities and in the peripheries of urban 
areas. Therefore, beginning with Egyptian melodramas, film content 
developed toward the tastes of an increasi.ngly 1ural, l<>wet'class specta
torship. As they watched Egyptian films, in Htirrem Erman's words, the 
practice of fi]mgoing for entertainment was born in its most "primjtive" 
form (1973, 26). It was the melodramatic modality of these films that 
attracted the spectators w ho became the d1;ving force behind Ye~il<;am 
films. However, this modality differs from what Viola Shafi.k calls "musical 
melodramas" in relation to Dwnu al-h.ubb. whlch features lengthy perfor
mances of popular singers. Shafi} tied this genre to a tradition stemming 
from pre-Islamic Arab culture of singers reciting or singing poetry (1998. 
109). For her, musical melodramas carried elements of traditional Arabic 
music that intended to produce specific moods and emotions. However, 
this argument is underm.ined by Egyptian director Ahmed Badrakhan, 
who notes that tarab, excitement or delight attained through repetition, 
tied to maqam, or the melodic mode of traditional music, is detrimental to 
spcctatorial motivation because such an incessant repetition of the most 
exciting part until the attainment of tarab is not viable in popular cin
ema (Shafik 1998, 112). Indeed, what Shafik called musical melodramas 
were not quite musicals, f<>r the songs did not generally serve a nan-ative 
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function tied to the plot, but were there 10 set the mood or were used as 
an entertaining interlude. Much li.ke Bollywood or Ye~il<yam films, these 
scenes wi th singing, which in fommlis1 terms mark narrative d iscontinu
ity, were extra atLractions or spectacles. Similar to the distinction between 
Bollywood and Calculta or between Ye~il~am and the republican cultural 
project, Egyptian cinema was not devoid of such an ideological contro
\rersy between what is and what should be: "Since ics emergence, Egyptian 
cinema has preferred 10 produce (or reproduce) emotions rather than 1he 
rea.l," writes Abbah Fadhil Ibrahim (Shafik 1998, 110). 

The melodramatic is contrasted ag;iinst the realistic, for the lauer 
is frequently understood by Third World intellectuals as the true and 
proper form of producing culture. Yet processes akin to Turkificarion 
introduced the element of hayal or wayang in the context of popular 
cinemas in a geography mnging from Arab countries to Iran, India, and 
Southeast Asia. The significance of this extensive geography for Turk
ish film emerges through a variety of recurring themes: colonial experi
ences, projects and violent practices of nation building, definitions of a 
national culture, auempts to realign the limits of Lhe modernity, and the 
fight against traditiona l clements. In these geographies, the products of 
popular cinema were consumed not only in their native country but also 
in their regional vicinity, suggesting that they resonated not simply within 
national or cuh.ural borders. but in societ ies that shared a particular rela
tionship to modernity. 

Throughout this geographic spectrum, tradit ional forms of storytelJing 
(both Folk and religious) and performances that shared a similar narra
tive formation have persisted. As traditional ~rformance forms, wayang 
or liayal relied upon performers who told anecdotal stories with narra
tive gaps and breaks, repeti tions, and minimalist symbolic props. Coupled 
with thei r noru·epresentational mise-c11-sce11e and non-illus ionistic narra
tionality, such performances had ve1y nexible plots based on a minimal 
set o f recurring themes a nd narrative elements. Common to I hese forms 
is an clement of the journey that is more or less related to the journey of 
spirits (or specters) without much loyalty to spariotemporal consistency. 
Such presentations were divided into integral narrational units that were 
not necessarily related. l e was up to the perfom1er or puppeteer 10 impro
vise elements from the basic frame. Jn particular. the Egyptia n melo
dramas popular in Turkey in the 1940s and ltoter some Bollywood films 
involved various musical scenes that were unrelated to the plot. Instead, 
those scenes were singular units or episodes that in many cases stood on 
their own and did so by breaking the representationality and illusionis
tic characteristics of cinematic realism, reclaiming hayal as their defining 
qualil)'. This spatiotemporal ilTelevance lo the story is a reminder of both 
the Journeys of spirits across lime and space and the offer of a spe.ctato
rfol attraction through music promi~ing entertainment and ecstasy, rather 
than mere narrative closure. 

ln the cinema of 1\irkey, there wa~ not only a controversy between 
realist and melodramatic modalities but also between approaches 10 
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westernization: one from above and the other from below. Film producer 
Hilrl'em Erman claimed that his first film. Dari1ga (Stamp, dir. Seyfi Hava· 
eri, 1948) ran against Muhsin Enugrul's Halzc1 K1z, which was in con
cert with republican refo1·mism. He also added that dw·ing the gala of 
Ertugrul's film in a first-run theater in Beyoglu, a spectator from the sec
ond balcony, after hearing a long tirade by a shepherd in the film, shouted 
sarcastically: "Oh man, are you a shepherd or Shakespeare" ( 1973, 27)? 
The republican project was about creating Shakespeares, Mozarts, and 
swiss villages throughout the war-torn, ban-en lands of Anatolia. Hence 
the cultural violence associated with the at.tempt to dismantle what ran 
counter to their proje<:t. Anatolia was the site of the republican dream. In 
this respect, Egyptian, Indian, or popular Turkish fiJ.ms complicated and 
hindered this project by presenting ambivalent and alternative routes of 
,vesternization. 

Tire Response to Egyptian Films and Arabesk 

Despite the bans and other reservations of the republican elite against 
Egyptian films, these films were not merely popular but also had a role in 
the 1ise of arabesk (Arabesque, or deemed to be like Arab cuhural forms) 
music and culture, which became a truly widespread cultural response 
of the migrants living in the peripheral parts of the urban centers. espe· 
cially Istanbul after the late 1960s. As noted earlie1; Ziya Gokalp and the 
republican elite modeled .an idea of synthesis between the \<\lest and the 
"Turkish" folk culture, while disregarding elements of the East, repre
sented by the strains of Islamic and Ottoman culture. Thus they preferred 
Western musical forms over local forms and attempted to synthesize 
Western classical music with Turkish folk music, for instance, by invit· 
ing Bela Bart6k to modernize and polyphonize the monophonic Turk
ish folk music (Tekeliogh.ll 1996). As much as arabesk music and culture 
was deemed backward, 1ural, and fatalistic and therefore excluded from 
state radio and television broadcasts during the 1970s and early 1980s, 
its arbitrary but effective combination of \Vestern and Eastern musical 
insb11mentation and singing styles produced a hybrid form represent· 
ing the ever-present clashes and controversies of Turkish culture. In its 
ambivalent relation to the West, arabesk culture grew with migration 
from 111ral areas to shantytowns or squatter settlements (gecekorulus) 
that popped up in urban peripheries and then started ro in.fi.ln·ate urban 
centers. However, though the form initially responded to internal migra
tion and protested urban culture, it later came to be associated with and 
even incorporated aspects of urbanism. Slowly becoming mainstream, 
arabesk culture eventually came to be incorporated in to the upper-class 
urban practices. The increased visibility of arabesk, initially a protest 
about. the conditions of urban life, did not succeed in producing much 
change in class positions and patterns. The lower classes of Turkey still 
reside in the peripheties of urban centers and commute to the. center for 
work. 



Arabesk seems to have a double significance in relation to Turkish cul
ture: if it is not totally extenninated, whatever is repressed by the pl'ojects 
of a national cultul'e returns as a "specter" and haunts these projects in 
one or another form. The presence of arabesk music coincided with the 
increased "visibility" of Kurds in supposedly Turkish urban centers, where 
the clash of ethnic identities subsumed by the national narrative became 
apparent. Seen from this perspect ive, arahesk musicians are pmtrayed fL~ 
a crisis in the republican cultural project through the backdrop provided 
by the much-disliked iniluence of Egyptian cinema, Arab music and cul
run~. and Indian cinema; and by the evel'-present attempts to "pu1·ify" the 
Turkish language thl'ough omitting Persian or Arabic words. Today some 
Tur kish or Kurdish arabesk musicians have become incorporated as cul
tural "classics," much like the earlier Turkish performers who tr.lnshlled 
and then performed Arabic songs in Egyptian films, and also much like 
the earlier representatives of Ottoman court m usic. Today such populai· 
musical forms exis t together with o ther ftigh a.nd low vVestem fonns, such 
as classical music and pop or rock. 

The resonance o f Ye~il93m and arahesk against a backdrop of Egyptian 
films and their "Turkified" songs exemplifies Lhe popularity of this alter
native route of cultu ral mode111i7.ation and westernization. This is not 
surprising, as the songs in Egyptian films also involved a practice of west
ernization and modernization: Muhammad Abd al-\Vabha~who helped 
produce, acted in, a nd perfo1111ed songs in Ditm.u al-hubb-was respon
sible for various innovations and changes in music. "He introduced vari 
ous dance rhythms. like tango, rumba, samba, and foxtrot, and was the 
first to use song duets ... derived from the conventions of operetta" (Shafik 
1998, l 13). This was not very different from popular musical forms and 
Ye~ili,;am , for both presented a hybrid of West and East; not as dictated 
fro m above, but emerging in their own fllLX. Th us Egyptian films not only 
reflected a similar response to tbe West, but their popularity was also easy 
Coe filmmakers to exploit. 

Aside from Egyptian films, the i.nilux of non-Western cinemas also 
involved Indian films that entered the Turkish market after 1947. During 
the mjd-1950s, popular Indian melodramas such as Raj Kapoor's Awara 
(Vagabond, 1951) were hits, as was the case in many non-Western coun
tries (see Iordanova et al. 2006). Unlike social realist Indian films, such 
melodramas also resonated with the practice of Turkification. AJ1met 
Giirata notes that various Indian films that arrived in the Turkish mar
ket after Awara were retitled to include the word Awara (2008). Moreover. 
several re makes of Awara were made in Ye~ilc;am until the 1980s. These 
entcrwinment sche mes involving film and songs were later integrated by 
Yeljil9am initially with folk music but later on with arabesk. Starting in the 
early 1970s, arabesk singers such as Orhan Gencebay or Ferdi Tayfur pro
duced films that repeated the nan-ative formulas of I 950s and 1960s folk 
singer melodramas. As a result, Ye~ilc;am's process of Turkification is not a 
cleaiccu t linear and prngressive project but an <1mbivalent, heterogeneous, 
and ruptured practice that cannot be reduced to a genealogical model, but 
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thrives with a pragmatics of modality marked by multiple and illimitable 

pe1formances. 

Toward Ye~il~am: Film Industry "Turkified" 

"Why are ow· films not as perfect as those of America, Etrrope. and even our 
neighbor Egypt?" The Domestic Filmmakers Association's answer to this 
question was: "Our domestic films are forced to gather financial returns to 

compensate for production costs, only from domestic box office revenues" 
(Yerli Film Yapanlar Cemiyeti, 1947). While Hollywood films were exhib
ited internationally and Egyptian films were e.xhibited in ct.her Arab coun
lries. very few Turk.ish films were exhibited outside of the country and 
the films' cost was only recouped by domes tic ticket sales. Howeve1; fol
lowing the end of the Second \Vorld '1Var, there was some activity in film
making, which persuaded some filmmakers to invest in domestic films. To 
further their profits and to increase the number of films made in Turkey, 
the organization demanded that the government reduce the income tax 
oo domestic films and filmmakers, cut the tax on ticket revenues from 75 
percent to 20 percent, and cut the taxes on the importa.tion of film equip
ment. According to the organization. this would improve the abilities of 
Turkish filmmakers and artists and make the nation proud of its cinema, 
and lead to increased exportation of film. Not surprisingly, the Domestic 
Filmmakers Association saw cinema as a combinat ion of art and business 
that could make a nation both proud and rich. 

Such lobbying by film producers who were members of this organiza
tion was also voiced and supported in film magazines. Sezai Solelli, the 
editor of Ytldiz (Star) magazine, noted that the Turkish filmmakers were 
not asking for the direct support of the state, as in Egypt, but only for a 
cut in the numerous taxes imposed on the film industry in Turkey, includ
ing filmmakers' conn-acts, t icket prices, and the revenues of production 
companies (1948, 38). Under such conditions. even die cheapest Turkish 
movie cost three times mo-re than the importation and dubbing costs of an 
Egyptian film, which left the Turkish filmmakers in a disadvantaged posi 
tion . To protect its own industry, Egyptian taxes on domestic films were 
lower than those in Turkey, and Egyptian theaters were Tequired to show a 
set number of domestic films. as was the case in some European count.ries 
a l the time. That very year, a new tax regulation created a crucial impetus 
for the popular Turkish film industry. which led to a remarkable increase 
of domestic films in the following years. 

A Short Note on Cinema Organizations and Laws 

One of the complicating factors for the cinema in Turkey was the multi
tude of organizations established, often unsuccessfully, to promote and 
support filmmaking. In addition to the Domestic Filmmakers Associa
tion, the Cinema and Filmmakers Organization (Sine111ac1/ar ve Filrnciler 
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Cemiyeti) was established in 1946 by a group of producers, importers, and 
filmmakers. Parallel with emerging organizations and associations, the 
evollllion of cinema into a more defined business took place in the late 
1950s through the clarification of production, distribution, and exhibition 
networks as distinct entities. As the indust1y stabilized, a number of other 
ftlmmaker organizations were founded, such as the Producers Organiza
tion in 1962 and the Union of Cinema \.Vorkers (Sine-i~) in 1963. Despite a 
numbe1· of allempts a t unionization, the Turkish fil m industry, much like 
some of the other industrial sectors, has fervently fought against work
ers' rights and unionization. Several organizat ions founded in thel970s, 
including the Film Industry Foundation (Film-San Vakft, 1975) and the 
Fi lm \Vorkers Union of Turkey (Turkiye Film i~~ileri Sendikast, 1978) ceded 
their functions lo organizations established in the 1980s, such as the Film 
Producers Organization (Film Yc1p11ncrlan Dernegi), the Professional Asso
cia tion o( the Owners of Cinema 'Works (Sinema Eseri Sahipleri Meslek 
Birligi), the Film Actors Organization (Sinema Oyunculan Dernttgi). the 
Modern Film Actors Organization (<;agd~ Sinema Oy1111cula.n Demegi), 
the Cinema Workers Union (Sinema Emekfileri Sendikasr), and lhc Film 
Critics Organization (Sinema Yawrlart Dernegi). As seen from the prolif
eration of such organizations. the Turkish film industry was not a very 
clearly regulated and organized industry in te rms of relations between 
production companies and workers, and in terms of the basic workers' 
rights, including fair connacts, insurance, and the like. Mahir Ozerdcm, 
who acted in a Tm·kish-Italian coproduction, Safiye Sultan (La sultana 
Safiye, clir. Guiseppe di Martino and Fikri Rutkay, 1955), wrote in 1954 
that Italians worked with strict contracts; moreover, actors and crew, all 
of whom were unionized, were always on schedule (6). In Turkey, howeveJ; 
actors worked on multiple contracts at the same time, and went Crom one 
film set to another. Such differences between the work habits of Wesiern 
and Turkish film industries were always striking for the Turkish filmmak
ers, yec even as they bemoaned the different standards, nothing changed: 
such changes would have run the risk of increasing the cost of films and 
thereby decreasing profits. 

Likewise, the first Turkish law concerning c inema and films (other 
than censorship laws) as well as videotapes and audiotapes was passed 
in 1986, when Ye~ili;:am was already fading. This law reflected a meet
ing point of various interests: filmmakers and impo1·ters were not happy 
when their films were pirated in the videotape industry and shown in 
public places such as coffee houses, bars, and restaurants without their 
permission; and the state was not lrnppy with the circulation of pirate 
videotapes of films with "divisive ideologies," such as the later films of 
Y1lmaz Giiney that were banned in Turkey at the time (Ozon 1995a, 58). 
ln this respect, while filmmakers were happy LO o penly s1eal from foreign 
sources, they didn't appreciate it when others pirated their films. The 
state represented its usual interest in cinema, which focused primarily 
on taxation. control, and censorship, thereby letting the industry evolve 
on i1s own. 
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The Conditions ofFilmmaking 

The disorganization that continued throughout the early years of the 
Ye~il.;:am industry had its roots in the world of instant profit c1'eated by the 
1948 tax cut that allowed them to try their luck at large-scale businesses. 
Like the early years of cinema in the United States, filmmaking in the 
early Ye~ilyam era was not an attractive profession for the elite, so the film 
indusny relied upon instant capital from various sources. Film produc
tion companies, which started to gather in the vicinity of Ye~ilc;am Street, 
sprouted like grass during the l 950s, from around ten in 1948 to more 
than one hundred in I 961 (Sason 196la, 101). However, this increase in 
the number of production companies was not accompanied by an increase 
in the technical qualities of filmmaking. The availabl·e infrastn1cture of 
film production and exhibition remained ineffectual. which was also the 
cnse for film dist1ibution until the late 1950s when distributors became 
increasingly impo1tant. 

There were no state-funded or state-controlled film studios in Turkey, 
nor well-developed or technologically sound studios in the private sector 
that would be comparable to \.Vestern studios. Unlike Holly·wood, which 
emerged from a constellation of film companies and studios, the Turkish 
fil m indusny was named .after a street that housed the offices of several 
film production companies. The increased number of films and film pro· 
duction companies did not translate into an increase in the number of 
available studios or postproduction laborato1ies. Throughout Ye§ilc;am's 
rise in the 1950s, the films were mostly shot en plein air in Istanbul or at 
one of several lavish form er Ottoman aristocratic mansions and rniddle
class houses, which were rented to the filmmakers and used repeatedly as 
sets in several films. In 19 51. Y1/d1z magazine reported that Istanbul was 
turning into Hollywood thanks to filmmakers shooting outdoor scenes 
and drawing the attention of crowds as they worked. "Throughout this 
summe1;" the report continued, "we came across such scenes in places 
such as the beaches, Sirkeci station, the slopes of MUhUrdai; the Bab1ali 
incline, the shores of the Bosporus, the Princess Islands and the Dol
mabah<,;e pier'' ("Hollywood'a Doncn ~u istanbul" 1951, 9). The films that 
took place outside of Istanbul were generally shot in nearby towns and 
villages to reduce the transportation and lodging costs. The only exist
ing film studios at the time were those used for dubbing foreign films, 
some of which ttu-ned into low quality postproduction studios. Direc
tor ~adan Kamil said tha t in the 1940s the film laboratory of Marmara 
Film Studio had a number of handmade wooden tubs that were five feet 
deep and one foot wide and used to wash the rolls of negative film. The 
machines used by Western studios for this process were beyond their 
means (Kami! 2000, 19). 

It was not just the equipment that was extremely expensive for the film
makers but also raw film stock. which throughout the history of Turkish 
film was always imported. For instance, in the early 1950s, Faruk Ken(,' 
mentioned that import regulations imposed by the Democratic Patty 
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goven1mcnt made it very difficult to get raw [um (1993, 27). The DP gov
ernment also attempted to control filmmaking indirectly by disn·ibuting 
raw fi lm through its Media and Publishing (Bcism Yaytn) institution. This 
is again indicativ., of the relationship of the Turkish state to cinema: let 
it develop on its own but simultaneously retain control through regula
tory limitations. For film producer HtUTem E1·man, Turkish governments 
always saw cinema merely as a form of entertainment and failed to see its 
industrial potential. For him, cinema was an industry employing many 
people with the potential Lo be turned into an exportation sector (1973, 26). 
The stale was not interested in opening film schools, film libraries, or ci11e
ma1heques. The only existing places that might have served such functions 
were the screening theaters established by the RPP at the People's Houses, 
which were closecl under the DP governmenc. This situation continued 
until the mid-l 960s. when the first ci11ema1heq11e and film archive were 
established. The first film school opened in the mid-1970s. 

Filmmakers a lso learned how to make films, and the tr icks of the trade, 
through practice and individual innovation. In the years following the 
Second World 'v\lar, directors who claimed that they had visited Holly
wood or other Em"Opean film industries started directing films (Havaeri 
2002), actors were gathered literally from the Street, and films were made 
with any available equipment. Director Faruk Kenc; claimed that he used 
the ll-aveling shot for the first time in Turkey in his 1940 film Ytlmaz Ali 
(Perseverant Ali), but because they used an old, heavy camera, moving it 
on the rails that they built proved quite dif:ficult (Keru,: 1993, 27). Another 
director, Seyfi Havaeri , talked about how, while shooting his second film, 
Damga, they filled the hole on the camera's film cartridge with gum, and 
imitated a crane shot by asking his cameraman \\~th a came1-a on his 
shoulder to shoot a scene from on top of a moving truck (2002). Such 
experiments and practical innovations might have bee::n experienced by 
Western filmmakers in the early years of cinema when it was a new inven
tion. But in Turkey, filmmakers tried to understand and analyze the cin
ematic narration of \.Vestern films while adding local, domestic elements. 
ilhan Arakon and Krit.on iliadis, both of whom were respected directors 
of photography, examined lobby cards and stills of Western films to learn 
how they did lighting and mise-en-scene (Arakon 2004). 

Similarly, Erman, an active producer from the late 1940s on, recounted 
how his independent group rented a repaired wooden camera with one 
lens to make his first film (Erman 1973, 23). Havaeri mentioned that a 
major film company or the period, ipek Film, which worked with Muhsin 
Ertugrul, would not lend its equipment to them and instead they found a 
Greek photographe1; Coni Kunde~oglu, who helped them rent a camera 
(2002). ln return for his help, Kurtde~g!u, who did not have any experi
ence in film making, did the camera work for this film, which was based on 
a sto1y about the life of a young girl in Istanbul after the loss of her Greek 
mother and Ouoman Turkish fathe1: \.Yhile Erman credited the story to 
Fikrct Ara, Onaran claimed that the sto1y be longed Lo an unknown Greek 
writer (07.g\i~ 1998, 52). E1man offered the role o[ the young girl 10 a 
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Ms. Mensure a f1er being jmpressed by her variely show at a bar: They 
promptly changed her name to the more glamorous Sczer Sczin. Then 
E1man. in search of a lead acror. mer Memduh, to whom be gave the sui~ 
name On, meaning fame. However, more significantly, On was suppos
edly the surname of the Holl)'\vood actor known as Turhan Bey, known in 
TLu-key as 1he Turkish actor in Hollywood, despite being only half-Turkish 
with no ties to Turkey. For another role, Erman recruited his Armenian 
den tist, Al"§avir Alyanak, who later became a direclor. 

Although most of the film was shot under the direction of Havaeii, a 
couple of remaining scenes were shot by another direclor, Liitfi 0. Akad, 
also new to the filmmaking business. Aher the completion of shooting, 
Erman and his companions realized that they did not have a s1udio for 
posiproduction. They hired a carpenter in Adapazan. a small town close 
to Istanbul, where Erman owned some film theaters. The carpenter made 
[our or five tubs, all of which leaked the chemicals used to wash the nega
tives. Their misadventures continued when they piinted lhe film and dis
covered that most of ii was out of focus and the renowned edi101cdirector 
Orhan Ataderuz was hired to edit the film wilh the available foo1age. The 
last touch involved rewriting the dialogue and dubbing the film in the slu
dio. Although lhis film is no longer available, ii is clear that the film mus1 
have been quite low in quality. Surprisingly. 11te ftlm was extremely suc
cessful and despi le lhe cri ticisms of Erman's urban, eclucated friends. the 
fi lm was a favorite weepie among the doo1111en <md janilors of his studio. 

Thus, filmmaking in those years was not as standardized or predictable 
a process as it was in the West. lnslead, it was spontaneous and arbilra1y 
in terms of lhe cons1irution of a cinema1ic narrative and discourse. As an 
inlcgral part of its lransilional character, ii involved various ways of mir
roring and reinventing Western eiq>eriences of early cinema. ln addition, 
even though some filmmakers went to the \"'es1 for film education, upon 
1heir return they did nol necessarily put their training faithfully 10 work. 
'Instead, partly due to the unavailabilily of Western-style studios and nec
essar-y technical equipment, filmmakers were forced to create their own 
practical solutions and inventions. But it was also clue to other conditions 
of filmmaking in a non-Weste1n, underdeveloped country that they had to 
develop their own ways of responding t.o and transforming the technology 
and language of cinema. Given this, filmmakers practiced a "Turkified" 
filmmaking that is n-anslated through min-oring. mimicldng, and 1rans
forming 'Western cinema. 

Film Exhibition 

During the late 1940s and early 1950s the problems of filmmakers were 
not limited to the condi1ions of filmmaking, but extended to the exhibi-
1ion of their films. Because the rise of domestic cinema took place over 
a mere couple of years, t he infraslrucrure of filmmaking was nol fully 
developed. Direc1or Faruk Ken~. when discussing the limited availabili1y 
of film theaters for domestic films. noted that many first-run theaters in 
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Figure 3.2. The fau;ade of SUreyya Film Theater (aka. Majik and Taksim), 
1950 

Istanbul were booked in advance for foreign fi lms (1993, 27). Such the· 
aters could only al.lot one or two weeks to domestic films, a period thai 
might be extended to three or four weeks if the film was making a signifi
cant profit. Although the exact number of film theaters in operation dur
ing these years is not known, reasonably reliable estimates give a sense of 
what was available. Oguz Ozde~. ve1~y optimistic about the rise of Turkish 
cinema, was concerned about the number of fil m theaters in 1951. which 
was close to 300. Ozde~ recounted that half o( Istanbul's ten first-n.1n 
theate rs were controlled by ipek and Lale film companies, while foreign 
film impo1ters were unwilling to show domestic productions ( 195 l, 24). 
Ozon noted that the number of film theaters, a round thirty in 1923, had 
risen to 130 in 1939 and 200 in 1949 (I 995a, 49). In the years following 
the 1948 tax cut, there was a steady increase in the number of theaters. 
In 1950, 23 domestic and 229 foreign films wcr-e exhibited to almost 12 
milUon spectators, and in 1959 95 domestic and 246 foreign films were 
exhibi ted to 25 million spectators . These numbers peaked in 1970 with 
224 domestic films and 2,242 film theaters selling 246 million tickets to a 
population of 35 mil lion. 

Dllling the 1950s, producers had relat ive conu·ol over the exhibition of 
films. Production companies had to rely on thei1· relationship with the own
ers of first-run theaters that were part.ly controlled by major film impor
talion companies before distributors slarted lo comrol the market in the 
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Figw·e 3.3. The in terior of Si.ireyya Film Thea ter 

high Ye!iil<,:am era. However, in other theaters Lhe producers created their 
own distlibu tion network e ither by renting films to theater owners or by 
fout' walling these theaters for a few weeks to a few months, depending 
on the number of films produced and the company's financial powe1: Tun
can Okan noted that to fow,wall a theate1; the producers paid a guaran
teed amount. of money and shared the profit with theater owners. In many 
cases, from ticket sales, theater owners received 35 to 45 percent of the net 
profit after taxes (1958, 37). Similarly, Erman no ted that, for Damga, they 
initially rented a first-run theater for a week, bu t due to i ts success, the film 
was shown for two more weeks and a few more copies of the 6Jm were 
printed for distribution to Anatolian cities. Although there was a system 
of profit sharing through a percentage given to Istanbul theater owners 
at the time, Erman no ted that they also gave percentage shm·es to some 
Anatolian theater owners for the first time (I 973, 23). Due to the lack of a 
clist1ibution system, they sold the film's iights to theater ow11ers for a fixed 
price. In short, much like the conclitions of production, the disnibution 
and exhibition of films were not yet based on a clearly defined system: both 
prod uction and exhibition >vorked spontaneously and independently. 

Fil.m Criticism. and National Identity 

·with migration and the spread of film theaters to small towns in Anatolia, 
both the patte1ns of spectatorship and film criticism were transformed. 
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\.Vhjle the majority of spectators were from the lower and mjddle classes in 
peripheral locations (both urban and rural), their relation to Western cin
emas w·.is limited lO and conditioned by dubbing. Their taste was deemed 
"primitive" by dfrector ~adan Kami!: "People used to go to see a film as if 
they were going to coffee houses or night clubs. They listened to music and 
watched famous singers and dancers." People favored these films because, 
according to Kam i! , they enjoyed looking at a star player, Hstening to a 
couple of songs, or crying at a few touching scenes. He marveled at how 
these specta tors never tired of watching t:he same subjects time and time 
agaln (2000, 22). Such comments became standard fare among filmmak
ers and critics throughout the history of cinema in Turkey; an assump
tion of believing spectators to be primitive, naive and underdeveloped 
is shared by both the elite and intellectuals. As Ravi Vasudevan notes, 
"[T)he m iddle-class are bearers of a rationalist d!iscoursc and the atti·ibutes 
of responsible citizenship and ... the popular cinema ... is the domain of 
first a pre-modetn, and 1hen a decultured, lumpenized mass audience" 
(2000, 135). Likew.ise, in 1\.u-key, the republican modern.ization discourse 
also propagated class distinctions based on sociopolitical positions. An 
urban, educated, westernized, and mostly Kemalist bourgeoisie and petty 
bourgeoisie carried the moderruzing ideology of novelty and linear his
to1·ical p rogress, favoring Wester,, cinemas and domestic "realist" films. 
Alternatively, as Vasudevan notes with reference to Ashish Nandy, com
mercial or popular cinema "attracted spectators to a narrative which ritu
ally neu tralizes the d iscomfiting features of socia l change, those atomizing 
modem thought-patterns and practices which have to be adopted for rea
sons of survival" (2000, 135). This may be why an alternalive rou te of 
Turkification was adopted by both Ye~ilc;am and arabesk music. 

Along with the popularity o f Egyplian films and the rise of domestic ftlm 
production, various film maga1.ines changed the focus of their coverage. 
Earlier popular film magazines covered Western cinema by using West
ern popular film magazines and materials supplied by the distributors 
of Western films, in which the international dominance of Holl;'\vood is 
clearly visible. In the 1940s, Egyptian films and stars were also covered in 
these magazines. Starting in the late 1950s, on the other hand. two types 
of film magazines e merged: one followed the earlier tradition of cover
ing popular films a nd stars with sensaiional and goss ipy material while 
the other considered cinema as a form of art, puhlishlng serious articles 
about the possibility of making real:ist films. However, before this pa rti
tion, film magazines of the late 1940s and ea rly 1950s were optimis tic 
a bout Turkish cinema's future despite heavy criHcism of its ellis ting films. 
In 1949, o ne film c ritic, Sarni Onat, wrote: "Belly dancing music, bar 
amusement, the costume fi lm trend , the caprice o f melod rama, the desire 
fo1· bland surp1ise and some other differences in outlook turn film into 
nonsense" (Ona t 1990. 52). For him, to atrract more spectators. p1-oduc
ers forced directors to continue clllrrning out such films. Such vehement 
criticism was not universal. In 1954, before its coverage shifted from Hol
lywood to domestic cinema, Y1ldiz (Star} magaz ine announced a victory 
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for domestic films in its editorial section: "Until five or six years ago, 
nobody believed in the progress of fi.lmmaking in Tut-key" ("Yerli Film
Ierin Zaferi" 1954, 3). The report, which noted that 300 of 350 imported 
films we1·e Amedcan, asked why. despite the dominance and quality of 
American films. local spectators nonetheless flocked to the technically 
incompetent domestic films. The answer is simple: people saw themselves 
in these films. Unlike the foreign, unfamiliar stodes and morals of the 
American films and reliance on characters like television artists, bankers. 
and gangsters, domestic films reflected people's own lifestyles, issues, and 
music. Through Turkish films, spectalOrs could dream about being artists 
like those on the screen. whereas the Los Angeles gangster was ou !side of 
their experience. According to the magazine, the first victim of the rising 
popularity of Turkish cinema was Egyptian film; the second blow was fell 
by the French and British films, which were fading out of the market; 
and the third blow was yet to be gradually felt by American films. While 
companies that used to imJ)Ort began to produce, film magazines shifted 
their attention from foreigu to local products. 

Amid this national optimism, other magazines criticized popular films, 
while forgetting that imponed realist or political films were either censored 
or had a limited viewership. Vv'hile this allowed many to deem the Turk
ish public, almost paternal:istically, as backward and underdeveloped, for 
them. many of the domesti.c films were traditional and premodern. Re~at 
Kasaba noted that both the modernizing elite in Turkey and scholars of 
Turkish modernization. such as Bernard Lewis and Daniel Lerner, imag
ined nffkey to be eliminating its tradiHonal elements. Yet such discom-ses 
of modernization, when faced with the realities of Turkey, demanded new 
categories allowing for the contradictions both of moden1ization and of 
those unaligned groups in society that were neither modern nor tradi
t.ional. Daniel Len1e1; in his 1958 book Th.e Passing of Traditional Socie1y, 
describes the city as a modernizing landscape that contains various fig
ures, including migrants living in miserable conditions who never pen
etra te into the urban environment; those who find a satisfying life through 
industJ;at discipline; and still others who "are infused with new dreams 
and glory-imagining themselves at the head of an Islamic brotherhood, 
or of a proletarian union" (Kasaba 1997, 23). Yet. according to Kasaba, 
such uncertainties or ambiguities did not prevent them from claiming that 
"Tw·ks are the happiest people in the Middle East," for Turkey was, above 
all else, modernizing. In this process of modernization, religious groups, 
Kw·ds, and non-Muslim minorities contradicted the promise of a singular 
national identity and culcw·e. While until the 1950s many non-Muslims 
escaped, were deported, or were subjected to population exchange, a con
siderable part of the remaining non-Muslim population found itself pay
ing special wealth taxes or having their businesses attacked in the riots of 
1955. As the production con1panies and magazines that made up Ye~il~am 
cinema settled i11to Beyoglu, they entered the previously cosmopolitan 
spaces being slowly abandoned by non-Muslim minorities. Ironically, 
both Ye~il<;:am and arabesk, as popular and alternative "Turkifications" 
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(or "Turkifications-from-below") in the cultw·al field, resonated with the 
republican nationalist ethos in itS aggression toward non-Muslim and 
non-Tw·kish m.ino1;ties. Ve~il<;am not only made va,;ous movies in sup
port of Kemalist ideology but it also reproduced the aggressive national
ist ideology. At the same 1.ime, it countered the projects of the Kemalist 
state by in troducing elements of tradition and religion side by side with 
modern ity. Nevertheless, Ye~ils;a m's existence is marked with an ambigu
ity and transitionality, not amenable to the models of moderni7.ation as 
prescribed by the moderni7.ing el ite and scholars. 
Y~i19am's Turkification of\Vestem and non-\.\lestem films £urthered this 

ambiguity. In some cases, such Turkifications d id not quite fit the scheme 
of Turkishness: they reproduced Western models or brought in elements 
of tradition and religion or tropes of non-\.Ves tern cinemas. But ultimately, 
they were Turk:i6cations, bearing the traits of both a transformation or 
translation and a cultural aggression or exclusion. Although numerous 
adaptations were made, as Giovanni Scognamillo points out, only 230 
of 3, I 00 films made before 197 3 were adaptations of Turkish literature, 
due to strict. censorship, copyright payments, and the intellectual invest
ment that such adaptations required ( I 973c, 62). In 1965, according to an 
unnamed critic, the tempo of making 150 films with a limited number of 
production compa nies and filmmakers made plagiarism of foreign fi lms 
a pragmatic necessity (Scognami llo J 973c, 6 7). While the critics of early 
Ye~ili;am defended domestic films, especially the realist ones, they were 
critical of adaptations and remakes. Yet on a more fundamental level, cin
ema, a Western medium with its particular technological and ideological 
history, demanded a creal.ive response from non-Weste1-n filmmakers and 
spectators. The most prevalent of these responses are vem acularization, 
domestication, adaptation, reinvention, imitation, mimicry, and simple 
plagiarism, all of whi.ch are different ingredients of Ye~il9am's Turkifica
tion ("Erom-belown). 

Turkification and the Melodramatic Modality 

The auslauds journal (foreign land5) section oft he 'Neb site of the German 
television channel ZDF (www.zdf.de) nm a news story on March 4, 2004, 
titled: "Alles getiirki ," meaning all or everything is "gerilrkt ," by "the book 
pirates of the Bosporus." I t is a story about street vendors selling pirated 
copies of bestseller books such as the Hany Potter series and Orhan 
Pamuk's novels. The piracy was not limited to books, but also extended to 

CDs, VCDs, and DVDs of copyrighted software and movies. Although in 
the last couple of years, the copyi;ght laws have been strengthened in an 
a ttempt to match European Union laws, the pi racy of copy1; ghted mate
rials remains common in Turkey. The s tory also indicated that some of 
the vendors saw themselves as "Ottoman Robin Hoods" with an "anti
irnpcrialist ic" sensibility. However, they are not "Ottoman" anymore, but 
"Turkish," wi th nationalist fervor enmeshed with religious and ethnic 
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identities. In German, geriirkt is a word literally meaning "Turkified." But 
following the recent exposure of Germans to the Turkish migrant com
munity, the contemporary usage of the word gained an extra, derogatory 
meaning indicating com1ption, fakery, or falsification, or as used in this 
story, piracy. 

According to the O:i..ford English Dictiona1y, "to Turkify" or "to Turk.icize" 
means "to render Turkish" and "Turkish" means "pertaining or belonging 
co the Turks and Turkey." The verb "to turkish" means "to transform, espe
cially for the worse; to pervert, to tu1n into something different" and it has 
been used since the early sixteenth century. While the etymology of words 
like turken, turquen, tttrkin, turkess, torcasse, torkes, turkiss, or turkess is 
uncc1tain, it would not be difficult lo believe they originate from the word 
Turk and suffix "-en" by "referring to the action of the Turks in transform
ing Ch1istian i::hurches into mosques, or from the Koran being regarded 
as a transformation or perversion of the Bible." Words such as turken or 
turkess mean "to transform or alter for the worse; to wrest, twist, distort, 
pervert" or "to alter the form or appearance of; to change, modi fy, refash
ion (not necessarily for the worse)." 

If not from religious sources about a conversion from Christian into 
Muslim, the conternpora1y usage of the word may have originated from 
a fa mous eighteenth-century chess-playing machine by the name of "the 
Turk" that was created by a Hungarian baron, \.Volfg.ang von Kempelen. 
This chess machine was "a mechanical man, fashioned from wood, pow
ered by clockwork, dressed in a stylish Turkish costume-and capable of 
playi.ng chess'' (Standage 2002). Originally created fm· the entertainment 
of the Austro-Hungarian empress Maria Theresa. this machine chal
lenged such famous figures as Benjamin Franklin, Catherine the Great, 
Napoleon Bonaparte, and Edgar Allan Poe. Though a long-standing curi
osity for many, the Turk, named for the wooden figu re's costume, func
tioned through t1ickery; it faked, falsified, or simula ted a real machine 
\\~th the capability of playing chess, yet it was still a curious and exotic 
invention. Thus the image of the "Turk," ranging from perversion to falsi
fication, is still at stake in the digital age, thanks to piracy. Put differently, 
"Ti.irk" serves as an "other" to the West as much as the \Vest is the other 
of Turkey. 

The contempora1y German usage of the word emerged from contact 
with the Turkish population in Germany, who originally anived as guest 
workers but seuled, creating a large diaspoiic population. Thanks to them, 
things are Turkified (geti irkt) either by being transformed in a Turkish way 
or manner or by being made uruuly or unlawful . In other words, Turks 
create ways of getting along with rules and laws by ruining the validity or 
legality of civil life and the civic virtues of the 'Western tradition of democ
racy and civility. That is why things are transformed, altered, changed, 
modified, refashioned, twisted, simulated, invented, falsified, faked, dis
to1ted, wrested, conu pted, perverted, and pirated. Turks in Germany or 
elsewhere aregellirkt. al/es getarkt! Turkification does not stop there; films 
and filmmaking are also ge1iirk1 . 
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The earlier drama of nation building, which is placed through hayal, 
runs parallel to Turkification wi1h i1s vemacularizalion of purifications 
and exclusions. \Vhilc hayal emphasizes a transition from "shadow" plays 
and traditional performing arts 10 cinema by bringing together shadow 
plays and cinema on a screen of dream and imagination, Turkification 
amasses protocols of imitation, adaptation, tr-..inslation, and transforma
tion. In the case of Ye~ili;am, Turkification accommodates a raf\ge of rela
tions to \-Vestern cinemas, from Hollywood to art cinema and auteur films. 
There is not a single dreamed Wes t, nor is there a single Western cinema. 
\Vith these issues at hand, Ye~il<;am's Turkifica1ion marks various prac
tices, ranging from facile to complex, of translating, transforming, or ren
dering \.Vestcm cinemas. 

'.A.'hile hayal and Turk.ification help us to understand what Y~ili;am is 
and how it works, "melodramatic modality" of Ye$il~am emphasizes how 
such protocols work in fil ms and how Y~ilc;am films offer melodramatic 
modaHty common to various populai· cinemas. The concept of modality 
emerges in multiple analytic realms, particularly in the study of poetry 
and music, and has recently been applied to the study of film as weU. The 
concept of modaH t y is reminiscent of metered poetry that involves a rhyth
mic flow of meter and accent. Following the conventions of Eastern poetry 
in general, Ottoman and early repubHcan poetry in Turkey relied on meter 
as well as a determinate set of themes such as the everlasting love between 
the rose and the nightingale. n·adilional Turkish shadow plays or theater
in-the-round had a similar structure of a ground-setting modality and the 
actual pe1formances of players or puppeteers. Similarly, classical Turkish 
music has a similar form that involves a modality or a rhythmic pattern 
preserved duiing the performance. even if the sounds of the instruments 
or the voices of the s ingers have a chance to noat or fluctua te at different 
"altitudes" or pitches. Modality sets a basic panem or ground by provid
ing a set of aesthetic articulations, while specific performances float in, on 
or around the boundaries of this ground. Words such as altitude, accem, or 
performance mark parricula1· instances of the reproduclion or transforma
tion of th is ground. 

Jn "Remapping Hollywood," Christine Gledhill notes that modality 
"defines a specific mode of aesthetic articulation adaptable across a range 
of genres, across decades, and across national cultures. It provides the 
geru-e system with a mechanism of 'double articulalion'" (2000, 229). 
Ye~i;am relies upon the articulation of a melodramatic modality that not 
only has a particular history in the Western countries but also has a variety 
of traditional occuncnces in Turkey.4 In this respect, Ye~ili;am combines 
melodramatic modality v;ith the storytelling conventions of Turkey that 
rely upon oral narration. lts synthesis of a two-dimensional way of seeing 
with a pcrspcctival one works through its translation and adapta tion of a 
Western medium into a domestic visual set of praclices, that is, Turkifica
tion. In this respect, a vadety of visual and oral sto1y tclling convent.ions 
coexisted in Ye~ilc;am. As I will elaborate below, melodramatic modality 
presents a sphere for the coexistence of the modern and the traditional, 
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involves mechanisms of coexistence with and in other genres, and facilitates 
a dialectic of pathos and action and a Manichean conflict of good and evil 
thl'ough a predictable stmyline that resolves with the morality of the com
mon man after a series of spectacular and dramatic con:frontations. 

Grades ofTurkification in Ye~il~am 

from production to consumption, Turkish filmmaking is often getiirkc. 
Although copy1;ght laws or concerns were not applied within the cinema of 
Turkey, the fihnmakers demanded their own intellectual rights when they 
had an opportunity to sell films internationally. The first Turkish Tarzan 
film, Tarzan istanbul'da (Tarzan in Istanbul, 1952), was shot by Orhan Ata
deniz and exported to coumbies including Spain, Portugal, France, and 
several Arab countries, Kunt Tulgar, whose father, Sabahattin Tulgru; pro
duced and did the camera work on the first film, made a second Tarzan 
film, Tarzan Korkusuz Adani (Tarzan the Mighty Man, 1973). Just as the 
1952 script ·was credited to Kunt Tulgar, who was only four years old at 
the time, he credited his film to his son, Kaan Tulga1; then just a year old. 
According to Kunt Tulgar, the first film was an adaptation of Richard Thor
pe's 1i1rzans New York Adventure (1942), though the fihn actually utilized 
earlier Tarzan filn1s like the W. S. van Dyke classic, Tan;an, 1he Ape Man 
(1932). Kunt Tulgar also mentions that, apart from a couple of scenes fea
turing an elephant, the first film was shot in Turkey by "borrowing" scenes 
from documentaries and other Tar.lllil films (2002). Orhan Atadeniz, as a 
renowned editor and director, cropped frames from different films and car-
1icd them in his pocket during the shooting so that he wou]d be able to give 
instructions to the players about how to enter the frame and where to look 
and move. Thus Atadeniz followed ntles of continuity editing as he Turki
fied Tarzan creating a homegrown Turkish hero in place of a Holly.vood 
impo1-t: Tarzan was getiirkt ., 

The translation of the West implicit in Turkification does not simply take 
place between two languages, but also through other clements of cultural 
multiplicity. It is not reducible to a transfer from one set to another, each 
dearly coded and decodable. Here the \<Vest and the East are not identifi
able totalities with a firm set of elements; they are surfaces on which vari
ous particularities float. Nonetheless, most discussions on adaptation have 
instead assumed properness and originality through the introduction of a 
supposed universality of both language and culture. For example, Giovanni 
Scognamillo offered three different categolies: "bue" adaptations, vemacu
latized subjects (yerlile$tirilen konular), and subject matters put in Turkish 
language (Tiirkr;:ele(ftirilen konular) (l 973c, 69). Scognamillo called Selim 
lleri's adaptation of the Graham Greene novel This Gun for Hire, which was 
made into a film by Li.itfi 0. Akad by the name of Yaralt Kurt (Wounded 
Wolf. 1972), a "n:ue" adaptation and a canonical fil.m . To this Scognamillo 
adds "mere" adaptation in which a foreign fihn is remade without making 
any changes to the setting or charncters. On the other band, when material 
is bo1Towed from a foreign film and adapted, there are two avenues. The 
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Figure 3.4. Tarzan isuwbul'da. (Tarzan in ls tan bu!, Orha n Aiatleni7 .. 1952) 

beuer and more successfu l one is vemacularizaLion in which the fibn maker 
adeptly transfers the original storys clements into a Turkish context such as 
Zeki Okten's Biririm Kard~ler (Badass Brothers, 1973), which is an adap
tation of Lo Chimnavano Triniu'i (My Name Is T1inity, dir. Enzo Barboni, 
1970) and Some Like It Not (du: Bi lly \<Vilder; 1959). However, when the 
filmmaker bo1Tows elements from a foreign film and adapts them without 
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Figw·e 3.5. Dmkula istanbu/'da (Drakula in Istanbul. Mehmet Muhtar, 
1953), Left: scriptwrite1,ac tor Bl'tlenc Oran, Right: At1f Kaptan 

much focus- for example, Hull<i Saner's adaptation of Damdaki Kemlmc1 

(Fiddler on the Roof, 1972)-chen, Scognamillo calls it "Ttirkfele?tirme" (lit. 
Turkishification). In other words, for Scognamillo, there are good and bad 
examples of borrowing (i.e., s tealing) from foreign sources. For him vernac
ula1ization is different from Tiirkyel~1im1e because when foreign seuings, 
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characters, and traditions are changed for 1\irkish ones, vemaculari1..ation 
is "more realistic" and "closer to our socicry" ( l 973c, 72). In other words, 
ScognamiUo's bctcer model aligns him wilh Ozon or Turkification-from
above, whereas Tiirlq;el~timze is seen more in line with a lesser example 
of Turk:ification. However, unlike Scognamillo's hierarchical categori:allion, 
the notion of Turkification proposed here suggests that all of these diffot' 
ent ways of deuling with foreign sources lurks back to the very existence of 
cinema in Turkey, a Western form ol' enterta inment and art whose presence 
in Turkey is inescapably linked to unremiuing nirkification. 

TurkiJication and Melodra_ma 

Turk:ification relied on melodramatic modality in Turkifying Westen1 
texts. Often the foreign sources are put into the functional mold of melo
drama: pure evil a nd pure good, an intrigue, a spectacular clash. Safa 
Ona! (2002), one of the most p1·01ific scriptwriters of cinema in Turkey, 
s tated that there were some fundamenta l texts that many Tu1·kish films 
relied upon in one way or the otbe1; such as Stella Dallas (dir. King Vidor, 

Figure 3.6. From left to riglu: director Adolf Korner, actor-director Talat 
Artamel, and director Faruk Kenl,'. 1941 
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t 937). Another highly sought after scriptwJ;ter, Bulent Oran, noted that 
Bernard Sha,.v's Pygmalion. is another such story incessantly reproduced 
by popular Turkish cinema (2002). Although the "oiiginal" adaptation of 
Pygmalion. in the cinema of Turkey, Siirtak (Hussy, 1942), was made by the 
Czechoslovakian director Adolf Kon1er, director Ertem Egilmez's adapta
tion of Pygmalion shows the complexities involved in the process of Turki
fication. After failing to adapt the story, Egilmez decided to have a look 
at Malu11ut Yesari's novel Siir/Uk. Similar to Pygmalion, this novel was 
about. a man who culturally educates a prostitute, who eventually cheats 
on him and leaves him once again alone. They also read Garson Kan.in's 
Dunkii <;ocuk (Born Yeste1·day) in which a journalist culturally educates a 
low-class woman. Egilmez, following these examples, eschewed a happy 
ending (Egilmez and $endil 1974, 18- 19). According to Agah Ozg(i<;:'s film 
dictionary, Egilmez's Silniik (1965) is a marriage of Pygmalion and Charles 
Vidur's 1955 film Love Me or Leave Me (1998, 277). In addition to his 1967 
sequel Surliigun. K1zi (The Daughter of Hussy, which according to OzgU<;: 
is a remake of King Vidor's 1937 film Stella Dallas), Egilmez also remade 
Siirtak in 1970 \vith different actors. In terestingly, Cerni! Cahit of Y1lchz 
magazine noted at the tilne that Adolf Korner's adaptation might not be 
shown in theaters because of its close relationship to Hollywood's Pygmal
ion. (dil: Anthony Asqwth and Leslie Howard, 1938), which was playing in 
Turkish theaters (Giirata 2001, 27). In the same year Komer made another 
film, Kerem ile Aslz, based on a traditional love story stan-ing two famous 
singers of the time, MUzeyyen Senar and Ma)atyah Falui . 

Although many of the-se films from the Sec.ond World '\'aryears are Jost, 
the nuances they involved aptly illustrate aspects ofTurkification, combin
ing traditional forms with Western references with variations achieved 
through successive alterations of the same themes. For instance, the 
Turkification of spy or crime stories often involved the addition of both a 
motivational "love story" and a number of scenes with songs (Oran 2002). 
Yet these melodramatic jnte1ventions carried such Turkifications away 
from Scognamillo's "true" domestications. Thus Turkified stories such as 
Pygmalion., Xavier de Mont~pin's ui Porteuse de Pain. (The Bread Peddler), 
and Billy Wilder's Some Like It Hot were not "tn1e" because realism was 
absent in them (Scognam:illo l 973c, 70-71 ). Interestingly enough, realism 
is <igain a \.Yestem form, to be imported and adapted. 

The link between realism and melodrama is worth noting here. Peter 
Brooks's study on the novels of Balzac and Henry James, The Melodra
matic lmagi1u11ion, delineates melodrama as "a specifically modem mode, 
which evolves out of the loss of pre-Enlightenment values and symbolic 
forms, in response to the psychic consequences of the bourgeois social 
order, in which the social must be exp1·essed as the personal" (Gledhill 
1987, 29). In a post-sacred modem society, melodrama fills a void cre
ated by secularization, individualization, and westernization efforts such 
as those demarcated by the pusitivistic republican reforms. Like the rela
tionship between romance stories and the European realist novels, nine
teenth-century Ottoman novels approp1iated the style of Western novels 
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while also utilizing traditional love sto1ies [1·om both idealized folktales 
and mort: down-to-ea1ih 1neddah (sto1-yteller) stories and imitations (tak

lit). According to Berna Moran, folktales such as Kerem ile Asli, Tahir ile 
Zlihre, and Emrah ile $elvi were composed of four parts: " I. the start of a 
love between young woman and man, 2. the unavoidable falling apart of 
the lovers, 3. the struggle of lovers to get togeLher, and 4. the ending with 
marriage or death of both" ( 1995, 24). The highest virtues in these stoties 
are the lovers' fidelity to each othe1~ moralism, and the ultimate t1;u1nph 
of love. In early Turkish novels, writers like Ahmet Mithat and ~cmsettin 
Sarni aimed to incorporate analyses and information on human nature 
and psychology, transforming these s tories i mo vVestern-s tyle realistic 
texts (Moran 1995, 30). These novels introduced two types of women: one 
angelic, victimized by love, and the other a femme fatale, victimizing for 
love. Moran interprets the victin1i:i:ed woman as a victim of the tr.i<litions 
and customs that modernization and western ization efforts atlempted to 
eliminate. He also suggestS that such characters are not borrowed from 
Westen1 novels but from traditional stories since Ottoman morality and 
ethics Erowned on exLramarital relationships and womanizers ( 1995, 35). 
Though such novt:ls seem to oppose the patriarchal system, in their con
clusion, they reinstate the romantic elements of fol1.-iales and the hetero
sexual relationship of protagonists with a Hollywood-style happy ending 
or with the death of the lovers. 

Before cinema, t hese traditional stories were the principle material for 
late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century shadow plays and theatri
cal forms, especially the maniage of \l./estern and Ottoman theaters in 
Tuluar. Similar to Western performing ans and literature, which inhe1' 
ited melodrama from earlier popular traditions, the late Ottoman dse of 
melodrama and realism involved westernization in the arts and the com
bination of popular traditions and literature. While Tuluar relied upon a 
genedc s ioryline and char:acters, it also contained improvisation freely 
modified by actors during perfmmance. The generic aspects of 1hese late 
Ottoman forms, later adopted by Turkish films, resonated \vith the post
Enlightenment realist tradition of captui;ng, representing, and modifying 
the wo.-ld in two ways: in relation to the conti·ast between reform and 
restoration (or positivist republican reform projects of westemfaation and 
modernization) and through a view of melodrama as a modality inscribed 
in different genres of popular cinema in Turkey. 

Melodrama and Modernily 

As Peter Brooks suggests, the relationship between melodrama and moder
nity is tied to melodrama's roots in the traditional or what preceded the 
modem, that is, "melodrama's search for something Jost, inadmissible, 
repressed" (Gledhill 1987, 32). The melodramatic imagination insc1ibes 
this other side of modernity, which is lost and continually repressed by 
positivist projects and belongs to the realm of the masses rather than that 
of high art. However, this distinction should not s ituate the classical realist 
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cext no1matively in oppos ition to the exct:Ssive melodramatic; ins tead, the 
melodramatic is "a basic element of popular cinema" (v\lilliams 1998, 44). 
Brooks's argument underscOl'C$ a response to the Enlightenment's projects. 
its modernism that was countered in the post-Enlightenment era through 
a romantic reaction a11emp1ing to restore the pre-Enlight.enment tn1th and 
morality. In thfa line Brooks consttues Gothic novel, an early Romantic 
fo1m , as a reaction to desacrali7.ation and rationalism (1976, 17). Yet this 
is no1 merely a binarism between progress and regress, realism and melo
drama, but instead elucidates 1he infusion or the melodramatic into the 
realist novel and the persistence of the melodrama1ic side by side with 
other modem fo1ms, such as the coexistence of liberty and the libertine in 
an Enlightenment framework. 

Early melodramas or the late eighteenth centUl)' a lso coincided with the 
dsing bourgeois consciousness struggling against feudalism and aristoc
racy. Thomas Elsaesser recounts that Restoration melodramas replaced 
1 ragic endings of pre rcvolu1iomuy melodramas with happy ones, and that 
"they reconci led the suCfei-ing individual to his social position, by affirming 
an 'open' society ... the vic tory of the 'good' c itizen over 'evil' ai;stocrats, 
lecherous clergyman and even ... the lumpen-pro letariat, was re-enacted 
in sentimental spectacles full of tears and high moral tonesn (1987, 46). 
Despite their conformism and submission, these melodramas s till con
veyed political sympathies and indicated social evils. This contested exis
tence and experience of melodrama, including film ic melodrama, for 
Elsaesser, is ambivalent: "melodrama would appear to function either 
subversively or as escapis m-catego1;es which are always relative to the 
given historical and social context" (1987, 47). 

Brooks's historical overview of the tensions between cultural forms inter
acts with modernity that, like melodrama, carried cona-asts integral to its 
existence. Ben Singer argued that scholars such as David Bordwell, Miriam 
Hansen, and Tom Gunning conveyed cinema's concurrence with moder
nity through urban experience, novelties, and changes in human perccp
lion (2001). Refer·dng to this moden1ity thesis, Singer relates melodrama to 
s ix basic aspects of modernity: "modernization, r<ttionality, discontinuity, 
mobility, individualism, and stimulation" (200 1, 35). As part of this exami
nation, Singer brings in Baudelaire's arguments about art and modernity, 
setting the "ephemeral, fugitive, and contingent" against the "eternal and 
unchangeable" of art. While Singer only takes the ephemeral, contingent, 
and fugitive aspects of modernity as denoting a fuzzy novelty, he does not 
pursue the other side of modernity. Alternatively, as Stanley CaveU points 
out, Baudelaire discusses modernist painting, pa11icularly that of the real
ists such as Courbet and Manet, who were asked t.o 1nake "these natural 
and historical and phenomenological transfo1111ations" that involved new 
''attirements, physiques, posture, gaits and nudi ty" (1979, 42). But Cavel! 
asks: "why was he (and it is the poet Baudelaire in question) willing to 
forgo serious a11 in favor or modest draftsmanship?" Baudelaire's "despair 
of happiness," "disgust with officially made-up substitutes" for paintings, 
and estrangement from the present and the pas t leave him longing for 
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photography and motion pictures: "ihc wish for that specific s imultaneity 
of presence and absence whkh only the cinema will satisfy" ( 1979, 42). For 
Cavel!. Baudelaire was "the prophet of 1he mcx:lem." "pc1vcrsc and super· 
ficial." and he chose dandies, fashion, cosmetics. crowds, women, and 
courtesans, all or which became parts of the sto1;cs of cinema. 

Cavell underswnds cinema to be a medium through which some
one makes sense a.nd d iscovers ways of making sense o[ the wodd. Once 
filmmakers s tarted to speak this language, 1he1·e was no longer anything 
unknown. Cinema came with ihe persistence o[ what Cavell, with reference 
to Panofsky, called "fixed iconography"-"the well-remembered types of the 
Vamp and the Straight Girl ... the Family Man and the Villain" (1979, 33). 
Aside from not sharing Panofsky's presupposition about the public, who 
would grow accustomed to and then leave behind such devices, Cavell pe1~ 
ceived these types to be integral to ci11cma's way o[ creating individuals who 
are not individuals but individualities: "For whait makes someone a type is 
not his similmily with ol:her members of that type but his sniking separate
ness from other people" (1979, 33). These individualities. existing Lhrough 
repeated incarnations, inflect mood and release fantasy. 

Cavetrs view of cinema as a photographic medium whuse subject is 
reality is also related 10 a crosscurrent Lhat puts fonvard the capacity 
of the medium to magically reproduce the world. For him, we connect 
with the world "through viewing it, or having views of it" and viewing 
a movie makes this "automatic, cakes the responsibility for it out or o ur 
hands. Hence movies seem more naturnl than reality. Not because they are 
escapes into fan tasy, but because they provide relief from private fantasy 
and its responsibilit ies" (1979, I 02). Thus movies avoided the conscious
ness and se1iousness of modernism. Cavcll expounds this in the postscript 
to The World Vie111ed, by noting, "Movies from the beginning have existed 
in two states, one modem, one trnditional, sometimes running parallel 
to and at varying distances from one another, sometimes crossing, some
times interweaving" (1979, 219). Cavell docs not deny the possible absence 
of a relationship between cinema and modernism, yet he sees movies as 
myth, inherently anarchic, and thus iffcducible 10 the consciousness and 
rationality of moden1ist projects: "The ir unappeasable appetite for sto
ries of love is for stm;es in which love ... must find its own community, 
apart from ... society at large" (CaveU 1979, 214). Thus movies' myth is 
concerned with a human gathering that docs not belong to society (gesell
sclza{t), but 10 some "origins and comprehension which lies behind the 
grasp of human his1011• and arbitration" (CaveU 1979, 214). For Cavell. 
the experience of movies is what the spec1a1or consents to in from of a 
movie; it is in that m yth of democracy tha t becomes livable in the land of 
romance-not in the land of secular politics or of American literature. 

It is this aspecl of movies that belongs to the melodr.imatic modality 
of popular cinemas. It is what is left from gemeinscha/i (community)
which runs parallel 10 gesellscl1afl (society). Ye:,;ilc;am relies on a coexis
tence of the traditional and the modern, on a camivalesquc ground where 
different members of the lilmgoing community share a communal sense 
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of transgression. As family entertainment, spectatorship in the 1960s 
and the early 1970s involved partaking of pathos, laughter, and noise. It 
is what modernization from above (i.e., the republican reform projects) 
could not altogethe1· eradicate or repress, like the drama of the primal 
scene. As Peter Brooks notes, "melodrama refuses repression," a repres
sion also broken by its own narrative, in such "moments where repressed 
content returns as recognition, of the deepest relations of life, as in the 
celebrated voix du sang ('You! My father!'). and of moral identities ('So 
you are the autho1· of all my wrongs!')" (1994, 19). Brooks views melo
drama as a silent revelation of good and evil invested in the spectacular 
and st:nsational. Thfa connict between vi llain and hero. between types as 
individualities, constitutes the dramatic narration of melodrama that is 
"'a 111ise-en-scene whose system of figuration is caught between restoration 
and reform" (Browne 1994, 168). Modernity, with its culture industries 
and class-based ideological positions, functions through these projects 
tha t distinguish betv1een high and low culture. reform and restoration. 
progress and regression. Thus linear models of modernization applied to 
non-Western countries, such as those of Lewis and Lerner. see modernity 
as a model achievable through continual development and progress and 
complete elimination of the traditional. Howeve1; muc h like the dramatic 
narration o[ melodrama, Ye~il<;am is caught between restoration and 
refonn, progress and regress-in a constant state of transition. Turkifica
tion. as translatjon and transformation, emerges from a transition that 
cannot be fixed in a rational path o[ linear progress-ion, and thus nms 
parallel and counter to the republican reform projects. Though it is not a 
Turkificalion-from-above. Ye~ilr,:am's Turkification-frorn-below ca1Ties the 
stresses of such transition. 

Melodramatic Modality 

The second aspect of melodrama as melodramatic modality is a found
ing element of Yc~ilr,:am's popular cinematic presence. Historically. melo
drama originated in two different renderings of opera: "In France the idea 
that music might be interpolated between passages of speech 10 indicate 
what characters were feeling and representing pantomimically" (Wick
ham 1992, 184). Jean Jacques Rousseau took this sense of melodrama to 
describe his monologue in Pygmalion ( 1771). A second rende1;ng of the 
term emerged in Germany: Jean Brandes and Georg Benda "applied the 
term to their Ariadne auf Naxos ( 1775), where speech was backed by music 
to heighten the emotional quality of the scene" (\.\/ickham 1992, 184). Both 
of these evolved into theatrical practices throughout Europe, where a new 
entertainment practice, composed of new enterta iruJJent settings such 
as tave1ns or pleasure gardens, offered diverse performances including 
songs, dances, and other spectacles. For Glynne Wickham, morality (vir
tue o[ the common man and the happy ending rewarding the good), the 
spb;t of revolution (Rousseau's noble savage and the lower-class fantasy 
of upward mobility or revolt), romantic novels (an inherently good hero 



tortured in the dungeons of Gothic castles by their evil owners, se1ving for 
the ..,;sual enrichment of the spectacle), and circuses (fairground attrac
tions and spectacles of epic size imitating the Roman ones) are all aspects 
of melodrama. Gilibert de Pixerecourt merged these wilh a large orchestra, 
stereotyped situations. characterizations of circus tableaux, intrigues, and 
sensationalism, which were later adapted by Anglophone writers. The last 
contribution to melodrama came with the fanta sy of gold-seeking pioneers 
advancing to the \<Vestern frontier. which gave melodrama a moral frame
work: "the spectacular reversals of fortune which acquisilion, or loss, of 
this precious metal could itself effect, coupled wi th Lhe part that women 
could play in precipitating such reversals" (Wic kham 1992, 189). 

Melodrama, then, emerged in popular entertainment practices of the 
moden1 era and, maintaining the sentimental and spectacular aspects of 
enterta inment, moved to cinema. Thus it carries traces of not only a trans
formation from tradition to modernity but also pre-cinematic entertain
ment forms involving theater. fairground attn1ction, and carnival. Beyond 
the confines of the genre of women's or family melodn1mas. melodrama 
is a parasitical term coexisting wi th a variety of o ther genres by supplying 
them with pathos, action, laughter. and a moralistic story. Instead of being 
a "pure" or "proper" genre that is fixable at a specific time and place, Rick 
Altman construes melodrama, with Russell Merritt's tcnn, as a "phantom 
genre," "a slippet)' and evolving category" (Altman 1999, 71). ln the early 
years of Ame1;can cinema, melodrama developed in association with a 
variety of genres tha t blended pathos, romance, domesticity, action. 
adventure, and Lhrills. "Richard Koszarski emphasizes the villain-hero
heroine u·iangle, true-to-type characters, and visually powerful dramatic 
confrontations" as basic elements of melodrama (Altman 1999, 72). This 
view reiterates the combination of popular entertainment imd modernity 
in early theatrical and litera1)' melodrama. Melodrama, then, can be seen 
as a "cultural form inherited from the nineteen th-century stage, in ten
sion with and transformed by realism and the more realist techniques 
of cinema" (Williams I 998, 50). This is also relevant to Ye~il<;:am, which 
not only inherited a s imilar literal)' and theatrical tradition but was also 
transformed by the modernist reform programs by eventually stitching 
those tl'aditions together in its modality. 

Early film inelodrama, in the period of silent cinema and early sound 
film, was 11ot limited to a specific genre but ran through a host of genres: 
Western melodnima, crime melodrama, sex melodrama, myste1)' melo
dnima, and comedy melodrama (Altman 1999). Melodrama, as a modal
ity, in Ye~il~am, presented a mode of storytelling that promised sensation, 
excitement, and continual motiva tion in the fight between good and evil 
presented with a spectacular mise.·en-scene and with sentimentality and 
morality tha1 realigns the melodramatic with a "reaUstic" message. "It 
is this basic sense of melodrama as a modality of narrative with a high 
quotient of pathos and action to which we need to attend if we are to 
confront the most fundamental appeal of movies" (Williams 1998, 51). 
As Cavel! argues, it is this "appeal of movies" that does not belong to the 
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post-Enlightenment secular society, but to a community that found itself 
in modernity through a myth of egalitarianism livable only in the land of 
romance. It is this sense of Y~ilc;am that has been nostalgically reiterated 
in contemporary Turkey. But what is this nostalgic sense of melodrama or 
of Ye~ili;am and what is the melodramatic modality of Ye~ilc;:am? 

Discussions on melodramatic modality (or on melodrama as a phantom 
genre), which grows with and persists in other genres, are based on a revi
sion of early cinema's history. In her chapter "Melodrama Revised ," Linda 
Williams reiterates Tom Gunning's rendering of the telm attraction , bor
rowed from Sergei Eisenstein. Gunning's reading of ·early film spectator
s hip considers a combination of nan:ativity with spectacles and emotions, 
differentiating it from the linear narrative described in The Classical Hol
lywood Cinema of David Bordwell, Kristin Thompson, and Janet Staiger. 
\>Vhile such formalist renderings of classical Hollywood cinema or classi
cal realism inscribe linear and continuous narrative, the departures from 
such texts are automatically placed against the norm and interpreted as 
excess or transgression. Howeve1; as Williams points out, Staiger's later 
studies introduce the coexistence of narrativity and spectacle, demanding 
the emotional response of spectators regardless of their class backgrounds. 
Lastly, Williams, through Rick Altman's arguments, questions the domi
nance of the classical through melodrama that accommodates "ephemeral 
spectacle, showmanship and moments of artistic motivation," and thus 
leads to an admiration of the show, beyond the classic text's "cause-effect 
linear progress toward nan-ative resolution" (1998, 57). 

\¥illiams traces melodramatic modality in various films ranging from 
D. Vv. Griffi th's The Birth of ( i Nation (1915) and Broken Blossoms (1919) to 
social issue films (Salt of the Earth, dil: Herbert Biberman, 1954), action 
films (First Blood, dir. Ted Kotcheff, 1982), and blockbusters (Schindler's 
List. dir. Steven Spielberg. 1993). She equates the melodramatic character 
of Schind/.er's List with t he false consciousness that relieved Americans 
and Germans of their guilt by identifying with the moral good of the ordi
nary people typified by Schindler. By articula ting Peter Brooks's argument 
about melodrama that emphasizes the retrieval of innocence and good in 
a post-sacred world where such moral and traditional binds were lost, Wil
liams claimed: "However, what we think and what we feel at the 'movies' 
arc often two very different things. We go to the movies not to think but 
to be moved" (1998, 61 ). Williams's read ing of the melodramatic modality 
in relation to false consciousness may lead one to dismiss film as "movie" 
and cinema as "entertainment" by retreating to a more familiar contra
diction that has been Jong embedded in film criticism. But beyond that 
contradiction, the myth of democracy and freedom lies at the heart of 
the melodramatic modality- a romance of utopian social existence where 
justice and equali ty prevail. 

'1Villiams offers five melodramatic features traceable in films from diverse 
genres and times. D. W. G1iffith's Way Down East ( 1920), a film about the 
mythic world of melodrama taking place in a space of innocence, illus
trates the first feature. The film creates, following Brooks, its own idyllic 
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mise-en-scene of nostalgia and conservatism. \~'illiams notes, "Nostalgia for 
a lost innocence associated with the maternal suffuses this film. Pathos 
arises, most fundamentally. from the audience's awareness of this loss" 
(1998, 65). The second one is, following Elsaesser, melodrama's focus on 
virtuous victim-heroes thr·ough a s tory narrated through the victim-heroes. 
Third, "melodrama appears modem by borrowing from realism, but real
ism serves the melodramatic passion and action" (Williams 1998, 67). 
Here, with reference to Christine Gledhill, Williams notes that melodrama 
is Lied to the past, unlike realism, which searches for a renewed truth and 
stylistic innovation. Fourth, "melodrama involves a dialectic of pathos and 
action-a give and take of 'too late' and 'in the nick oftimc"' (Williams 1998, 
69). Finally, in line with Brooks's argument, "melodrama presents chamc
ters who embody primary psychic roles organized in Manichaean conilicts 
between good and evil" (Willfams 1998, 77). Williams then ties melodrama 
to a specific articulation of American democracy: the myth of a democ
racy, based on equality and freedom, carries middle-class morality envis
aging a Manichean conflict where the good necessarily triumphs. Thus the 
polarities articulated in the film's narrative serve a double purpose: moral 
polarization helps the narrative construction of action or pathos and the 
happy ending resolution promotes conventional morality and an insistence 
on inherent innocence and goodness. As previously discussed, such val
ues and morali ty underpin the seculai~ bourgeois characteristics of melo
drama. But does such a modern capitalist frame have a particular national 
reference limited to the Ame1ican case, or does melodrarna1ic modality 
have a comparable relevance in other national contextS? 

Is There a Nationality of Melodramatic Modality? 

The melodramatic modality inscribes va rious national identities and tra
ditions through oationali7..ation and modernization. The convergence of 
the nation-state and modernization involved not only the development of 
national culture and identity but also the effects of modemi1.ation itself: 
mass education, urbanization and migration, mass communication and 
culture, industrialization, bureaucracy and polic ing, modern professions, 
the consU'UCtion of family, and individualism and consume1ism in capital
ist societies, as well as the amplification of nonarisrocratic class distinc
tions. Following Ernest Gelloer, nationalism is not related to an inferable 
consciousness and rationality but to an invention of them, a projection of 
a nationality onto a community regardless of its heterogeneity ( 1983). For 
Benedict Anderson this invention involves the self-definition of nations 
as imagined political communities that are limited and sovereign (1991 ). 
While an imaginary communion is supposedly s hared by all members of 
a nation despite their inequality and differences, such ties construct an 
inclusive imaginary fraternity and equality. Nations are invented but real, 
imagined but practiced, and pure yet rife with conAict. Nation-building 
involves the cultural constituentS of modernity with a secular state appa
ratus, legal system, language, and education, that led to tbe creation of a 

94 Cinema in Turkey 



high canonical culture of the nation dis tinct from the culture of pas t. Yet 
the imaginary bind of nations emerges through that which is lost in the 
process, a sense of community and ethnic communion outside the ratio
nalis t and materialist world of modern socie ties. This myth ical origin is 
rneant to bind the nation together. Williams's argument about the demo
cratic character of melodrama in the American context resonates with a 
myth of "representational'' democracy articulated in a unitary nationality. 
Melodrama, if taken as coincident with democracy, not only conveys the 
claims of innocence and purity attached to a national identity (which Wil
liams associates with Americanness) but also inadvel'tcntly makes these 
claims for nationalism itself. Contrary to \Villiams's nationalization of 
melodrama, melodrama can instead be understood as part and parcel of 
the process of pu1·ification, pitting us against them and good against evil, 
that makes up the d rama of nation-b\.lilding, tlu·ough which its violence 
and crime became coded as for the greater good and thereby erasable. 

Thus, instead of reading melodrama as a distinc tively American modal
ity in the footsteps of \Villiams, but as a modality that shares the same 
topos with other modern national cultures and that persists in this topos 
of high and proper cultuu-e, it may be possible to view melodrama's coup 
as persistent and widespread. If one may talk abou t a pragmatics o f story
telling, the melodramatic modality is right at the heart of such a practice. 
Melodrama is entwined with moderni ty; it belongs to a greater picture of 
the modern era, accommodating in its own con tradictions and transitions. 
The break with the past and tradition proposed by modernist projects cre
ates various discontinuities and seizttres-yet it is impossible to remove 
them completely from cu lture and the arts. In this respect, melodramatic 
modality is indicative of the failures of modernist projects of high and 
proper c ulture. At the same time, although ini tially t ied to a bourgeois 
revolt against aristocracy, it was later deemed not \.lseful . Melodrama does 
not, in the non-Westetn world, cater to modernization projects. Because 
it is not actively cultivated, it exists by not belonging; it exists spontane
ously and persists independe ntly. Such presence through exclusion makes 
it clear that melodrama is particularly vi tal in geographies outside of 
the Wes tern cinemas, such as Japanese and Mexi.can cinemas {Elsaesser 
1987), Chinese c inema (Browne 1994), Egyptian cinema (Shafi.k 1998), or 
Bollywood {Vasudevan 2000). 

Cinema in Turkey was left out of republican cultural refo1m s that also 
determined what belonged to high and proper culture. These refo1ms, 
enforcing a c01Tect model of mode111ization and westernization, were 
partly successful and Jed to the coexistence of a var iety of cultural and 
artistic practices. Therefore Ye~ilo;am's melodramatic modality with its 
aspects of hayal and Turkification-from-below became eloquent in its rela
tion to the republican cultural project: it offered not only an ambivalent 
and alternative "Turldfication" with all of its political and national d ispu tes, 
it a lso belonged to that imaginary world of nationality that the repu blican 
establishment attempted to impose from above. Integral to its melodra
matic modality and its national and democratic myth, Ye~ilo;am cinema 
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also presented a dream of Turkification-from-below that is s imultaneously 
traditional and modern, \.Vestem and non-Western. Thus Ye~ilc;am's melo
dramatic modality expounds the general context oF modernity and nation
ality, both of which resonate with the melodramatic modality of Hollywood 
or other national cinemas through a morality and ethics of good and evil, 
myths of democracy, rationali ty and romanticism, a nostalgia for lost inno
cence, a dialectic o f pathos and action, spectacular and sensational au rac
tions, types or individualities, dramatic connicts and spectacular reversals 
of fortune, intrigues, and triangles of hero, heroine, and villain. 

How, then, did films of the later decades ofYe~il<;am take up these issues 
and move forward in keeping with both republican ideology and popular 
tastes? As will be elaborated in the next chapter, Y~ilc;am . through aspects 
of Turkification, liaya/, and melodr.imatic modality, produced a language 
and aesthetic that, attempting to balance conceptual frameworks with 
economic and technological exigencies, diverged from the desire of many 
filmmakers and critics. 

96 Cinema in Turkey 



Ye~il~am 's Haya I 

4 

High Ye~il~am I 
Industry and Dubbing 

Gllr'he key issues of the interdisciplinary character of film studies, as 
-JIL identified by Christine Gledhill and Linda Williams in the introduc
tion of the anthology Reinventing Film Studies, are particularly relevant: 
"the massness of cinema," film as both a "sensory" and a "significatory" 
medium, and the conception of cinema as constituting an "alternative 
public sphere." Through these tropes, this chapter will consider cinema's 
mediation between rationality and romanticism, meaning and feeling, 
attraction, spectacle, and entertainment as well as business and education. 
The rise of Ye~ilc;am cinema to a dominant position within the Turkish 
national market during lhe 1960s and 1970s invited considerations about 
its commercial and popular cinematic appeal and its opiate effect on the 
masses. However, when reexamined it also contains a resistive potential, 
both against the West as a·epresented by Hollywood, and by the republican 
establishment intent on reproducing the West. Ye~il<;am cinema presents 
an ambivalent response to westen1ization and mode111ization, simultane
ously siding with it and against it Ye~ilc;am offered a path of Turkification
from-below entangled wi th the hayed and the melodramatic modality of a 
popular cinema in its translation and transformation of modernity and 
that which constitutes "tihe '\Nest." 

Gledhill and Williams propose a new perception of "the significance of 
the 'image' and 'imaginary' as sites of cultural construction," thus requir
ing a rethinking of cinema at the heart of the social imaginary, relocated 
in the complexity of cultural forms, practices, and effects (2000, 2). In 
this cultural const1uction, it becomes imperative to maintain the relation
ship between tradition and modernization, as mediated by hayal, which 
denotes popular cinema in Tu1·key in its complexity and ambiguity. The use 
of the word haya.l, derive-cl from Arabic, does not suit republican language 
reforms intended to purify the Turkish language by substituting many 
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Arabic and Persian words with Turkish ones fab1icated by bureaucrats 
and intellectuals. Thus, to account for all of it~~ connotations. hayal is also 
replaced by several words. For instance, gorr:intii or imge and imgeiem, for 
image and imagination, introduced new "'ords resonating \\~th "image," 
betraying the republican establishment's westward outlook. The uses of 
du~ for dream and golge for shadow mark the authentic cultural model of 
the republican p1·oject, that of Turkishness, which has its roots in Central 
Asia. The remaining two meanings, ayna as mirror and hayalet as specter; 
remained untouched: ayna is a Persian wonl and hayaler an Arabic one. 
While the first t\vo sets of words indicate the republican model's ideal syn
thesis of the ·we._~t and the Turkish folk cultures, the latter couple of words 
demarcates the republican cultural project's limits between its imaginary 
and proper self, and its others (Islam and the non-West). Interestingly, 
when one sees his/her hayal in the mirror, this very spectral image appears: 
it is simultaneously you and your inverted self, that is. your othe1: Thus 
it stands as a perfect metaphor of the republican regime's project: even 
if you try to change and westernize yourself and your country by erasing 
what has hitherto been a pat1 of your culture, you would not be able to 
erase it altogethel'-hence the sublation. Instead it would stand out in the 
mitTor when you see yourself', your image, your other. It is the specter in 
the mirror t.hat is you but simultaneously alsc> not you. 

Considered together, these words are all embedded in a politics of lan
guage sigllifying the multifaceted coexistence of disparate and opposi
tional entities in republican Turkey. In the relationship between language 
and powe1; pu1ified 1\trk:ish words denote Kemalism, while Arabic and 
Persian words, commonly used in the Ottoman language, indicate an anti
Kemalist, often Islamist political stance. Here hayal is used not to imply 
either of these positions, but to lay out the intricacies of signification and 
sensation, to point to cultural choices that signify positions and conce1ns 
about the relation between being politically correct and taking advantage 
of the natural intricacies of language. Httya/, like many other Persian or 
An1bic words, is still in use because even the best cultural projects or puri
fications cannot totally control the language. Instead they may have a life 
of their own by staying a pa11 of the everyday culture and by staying apart 
from autho1itarian pressures. Similar lo Ye§nk;am cinema, hayal is used 
here to highlight the analogous imerplay of hegemonic claims, as well as 
the ambivalence of responses and practices. Intermingled u.~th ambivalent 
identity claims. the commercial and industrial shortcomings of Ye~ili;aro 
transformed various inputs into profitable tactics. Thus political positions 
such as Kemalism or Islam ism, and social aspects of morality or sex were 
both profitably exploited by Ye§il<;am. 

Ye§ik;am is not bereft of the perennial contradictions and uprooted 
systems produced by Turkish politics, whe1-e intense nationalism dis
criminated against its sociocultural others, radical republican reforms 
have coexisted with conse1vative and Islamic powers, and tlu·ee military 
interventions-in 1960, 1971, and 1980-have intenupted and mediated 
the production of national discourses both by government and at the 
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grassroots level. Erik Jan ZU1·cher called t.his period the Second Turkish 
Republic- between the 1960 military intervention that ended the First 
Turkish Republic (established in 1923) and the 1980 111ilitary intervention 
(1994, 253). The Second Republic introduced a more "liberal" constitution 
in J961 that remained in effect until 1982. In terms of Ii.Im production, 
Ye§il~am's most prolific years took place between the military interven
tions of 1960 and 1980. l n this period, the number of feature films made 
was in excess of 3,500, approximately half of the films made in the Mstory 
of cinema in Turkey. \AJhile at the beginning and end of this period the 
annual number of films made was around 100, at the time of the 1971 
military intervention this number peaked at around 300 films. During 
these years. the film industry worked smoothly, with a defined network of 
production, d istribution, and exhibition. Despite the political upheavals 
and ambiguities that characterized these decades, Ye~ilc;am was able to 
thrive as a popular mass medium because of cinema's ability to produce a 
dual presentation of sense and meaning and its creation of an alternative 
public sphere of hayal against and within the real public sphere of politics. 
This will be elaborated on two levels: Ye-'?ilc;:am's system of production, dis
tribution, and consumption will elucidate the specificities of this period 
and the process of filmmaking from preproduction to postproduction, 
and the practice of dubbing or post-synchronization will be elaborated in 
terms of Turkilication and hayal. 

The Periodization of Ye~il~am 's Golden Age 

Had life in Turkey not been intenupted by the 1960 coup, it might have 
been possible to conceive of Ye~ilc;:am beginning immediately after the 
Second World War and developing gradually in concert with Turkey's 
multipatty democracy. Howeve1; both the violence of the 1960 interven
tion itself-resulting in the execution of the Democratic Party's political 
leaders-and the constitution instituted by the same military regime the 
following year, radically changed the possibilities available to Ye~ilc;am 
and to Turkey as a whole. The military represented statist Kemalism, 
while throughout the 1950s, the Democratic Party (DP) represented 
a more populist path toward modernization and westen1ization that 
catered to the conservatjve, Is.lamic identity of the people. Despite the 
army's claims to be outside of party politics, the coup attempted to elimi
nate the incorporation of such populism into the programs of top-down 
reform. Nonetheless, despite its fervent nationalism and moderate Isla
mism, it was also the DP that promised a mmi.onaire in every neighbor
hood and the creation of Turkey as a small Ame1i ca under the patr onage 
of the United Stat.es during the cold wa1: While the 1960 military inter
vention attempted to "restore orde1;" the capitalist wave of economic lib
eralization initia ted by the DP was pa1tially slowed. Similarly, Ye~il9am 
narratives commonly assert a dynamic between central and peripheral 
sociopolitical forces: the DP, addressing peripheral tradit ionalist and 
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conseivative forces, threatened the reformist Kemalist center. However, 
this is not a clash between westernization and anti-westernization, or 
modernization and anti-modcrni1.alion. Instead, both political forces 
shared the dream of westernization and modernization and what was at 
stake was the control over the locus o( power, the center, and the ways 
of realizing their dreams. The irony of the military intervention was that 
while the Kemalis t center yearned for unchallenged poli tical power, the 
\ <Vestern examples ran councer to that, with a democratic political dis
course that was not administered by the military. It was a lso during the 
1960s that migration and socioeconomic modernization of the peripheral 
forces started to become more visible in the cente1-. During the 1960s, 
thanks to the 1961 constitution, novel challenges to Turkish politics were 
introduced by unions and other civil societal organizations demanding 
socioeconomic equality, and by socialist parties represented in parlia
men t. Filmic na1Tatives echoed these demands with social realist films 
about urban li l'c, migration, a nd a lso the melodramatic fantasy o( vertical 
class movement. Ye~ilc;:am echoed the hegemonic power relat ions of the 
state, filmmakers, and its audience. 

Even though the 1971 coup coincided wi th Ye~lc;:am's peak years, it 
cut through Turkey's political and social life. Generally regarded as a 
more 1;ght-wing inten•ention than its predecessor, the 1971 intervention 
was a military memorandum demanding the resignation of the govern
ment. It was followed by elections rather than by mili tary governance, 
but did not stop there and ultimate ly led to the execution of three leftist 
gueri llas and a violen t and bloody manhunt for other leftist factions in 
the count ry. These anereITects resonated powerfully in the world of cul
tural production. ln the meantime, Ye$ilc;:am's productio n pattern was 
shifting, initially with a rise in low-budget production and ultimately 
with a decl ine in both the quantity and purported quality of the films. 
Much as the increasing politicization of the masses in the late 1960s was 
impeded in 1971, another such era of politici.zation and vio len t interac
tions among left-wing, right-wing, and lslamist political groups in the 
late 1970s concluded with the 1980 military inten •ention. This coup, 
under the governance of a three-year junta, brought political li fe to a 
halt and greatly diminished the number of films made in the country. 
\"lhile the 1961 constitution was slightly modified following the 1971 
military intervention, the military junta created a new constitution in 
1982, thus starting the period of the Third Republic (Ziircher 1994). This 
constitution reduced politica l dghts and freedoms, intending to limit 
separatist movements, especially those of Kurds, leftists, and Islamist 
radica ls. After jailing many and executing some of the poli tical activists 
of the late 1970s , the junta placed a ban o n the political parties and lead
e1-s of the late 1970s that remained in effect until 1987. In 1983. elections 
were held to choose Turkey's prime minister and new ruling party, while 
the leader of the j unta secured the office of the presidency. This complex 
era bracketing Ye~ili;am's peak and decline cannot be separated from the 
workings of the industry itself. 

I 00 Cinema in T11rkey 



The period of the Second Republic saw, on the one hand, inte111al 
migration and increased urban .,;sibiHty of peripheral forces, and on the 
othei: the emigration of gues t workers first to Germany after their invi· 
tation in 1961. and later to other European countties. Immigration was 
a result o[ s low economic and industrial growth, which was protective, 
subsidiary, and insufficient to compensate for large increases in popula
tion. Both population and industrial growth in Turkey were substantial 
during this period. By .1 960, the 1923 population of Turkey had more 
than doubled. reaching 28 million; by 1980, it reached 45 million. After 
the 1950s, the U.S. government, often in collaboration with NATO, estab
lished a number of military bases in Turkey to monitor the Soviet Union. 
Along wit:h the bases, a new way of life and Americanization were intro
duced to Turkish culture,. particularly in urban centers among the upper 
middle class. for exampk, the first Coca-Cola plant in Turkey opened in 
Jstanbul in 1964. ln the meantime, telev:i.sion broadcasting sta1t ed in 1968 
in Ankara, and then in 1971 in Istanbul. Howeve1; An:ie1icanization was 
countered by anti-American sentiment voiced especially by leftist organi
zations. But with the rise of television, especialJy after the 1974 establish
ment of state television's national broadcasting, not only did the world of 
ftlmmaking change but ailso Ame1icanization found a new niche through 
U.S. television series and films. 

All of these developments had enormous effects on cinema. \"lith the 
increasing urbanization and modernization of the Second Republic, cin
ema became one of the main avenues of family ente11ainment. As an enter
tainment industry, film's dominance persisted during the 1960s and 1970s, 
only waning as a result of competition from television in the late 1970s. 
According lo Nijat Ozon, the average of seven to eight tickets bought per 
person in 1970 fell to less than one per person by 1985. He also notes that 
while the total number of tickets sold in 1970 was almost 250 million 
and the total number of televisions in the same year was 30,000, by 1984 
total ticket sales decreased to 56 million and the total number of televi
sion sets increased to 7 million (1995, 50). More important, du1ing these 
two decades domestic films did better in the box office than foreign films. 
While this trend came to an end in 1982, with the twenty-first century reju
vcnat:ion of the domestic film industry, domestic films have again started 
to be on par with foreign films at the box office. 

The most immediate solutions in the late Ye~il.yam era involved turning 
some centrally located theaters into small shopping malls or closing them 
down entirely. \"lhile this was the solution preferred by theater owners. it 
was of little use to filmmakers who wanted to continue producing films. 
On the other hand. r.he late 1970s decline in family spectatorship led film
makers to augment the doses of action and sex in their films in order 
to attract urban male spectators. This popularized th.e genre of sex films 
in the second half of 1970s with a specific visual makeup and pattern of 
spectatorship. \.Vhile many Ye!lilc;am scholars have considered the sex film 
industry as aberrant from Ye~iJc;am's earlier patterns, Lhese sex ftlms main
tained Ye~il<;:am's filmmaking patterns and ftlmic texts and are thel·efore 
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not discounted in this study. Then, in the 1980s, though theaters lost their 
appeal for the filmgoing public, the videotape industry helped Yc~ili;am 
persist. Although in a different medium and fonn, television series in the 
post-Ye~ilt;am era continue to reproduce such basic elements ofYe~ili;am's 
melodramatic modality. 

The transformations in ftlmmaking in the mid- l 970s have led some to 
situate the golden years of Ye~il<;am between 1960 and 1974 (Abisel 1994), 
while others have suggested different periodizations based on auteur 
directors and changes in the language of filmmaking.' This book extends 
this period to 1980 and addresses the era of the Second Republic as the 
period of high Ye~il<yam. Undoubtedly, as a form of popular filmmaking, 
Y~ili;am's best years in commercial and artistic tenns wer·c during the 
1960s and 1970s. \.Vhile the specific dates may differ to an extent, all of 
the film histodans cited above participate in nostalgic remembrance of a 
golden age of a naive and innocent filmic world of melodramatic modal
ity, though this period also involved in tense sociopolitical and cultural 
change. Today Ye~ili;am·fi]ms, which continue to be consumed by specta
tors of various contemporary television channels, represent a bygone era. 
Framed by nostalgia, this era is interpreted with the "innocence" of not 
belonging to the global and modetll world of capitalism that has been 
altering Turkey with increasing rapidity since the I 980s. In an entry on 
an open air theater in Izmir in an on line user-driven dictionary, Ek.$i StJzluk 
(Sour Dictionary), the users noted the thcat.er's nostalgic value making the 
audience feel like as if they are in Ye~il<yam film and likened it to Cinema 
Paradiso (Guiseppe Tornatore, 1988. http://sozluk.somtimes.org/show. 
asp?t=bon1ova%20hayat%20sinemas%C4%Bl). Similarly, Abiscl calls the 
1960s and the early 1970s the "happy years of Turkish cinema" ( 1994, 98). 
Such an image and imagination of happiness, romanticism, innocence, 
and purity disregards the period's social and political tunnoil. These were 
years of the often-violent socioeconomic tninsformation of Tu1·key. marked 
by military interventions, political oscillations. and violence. 

The acceleration of Turkish modemi7.ation du ring the high Yc~ilc;am era 
resulted from numerous factors: the expansion of mass education, mass 
communication, and culture; imp01-t substitution- based industrialization; 
urbanization, migration, and immigration; the advance of the nuclear fam
ily and individualism; consumerism within an increasingly capitalist eco
nomic system slowly replacing the state-centered planned economy; and 
the amplification of class distinctions. While the First Republic achieved 
sociopolitical modernization, the Second Republic bi-ought about more 
of a socioeconomic modernization entangled with capitalism. Yet both 
processes of modernization and weste111ization were far from complete 
and a third process was initiated by the 1980 milit<U)' inte1vcntion and 
new constitution in 1982, which gave way to a more authoritarian power 
structure coupled with depoliticization, p1ivatization of the economy, and 
the integration of Turkey into the global capitalist !>)'Stem, especially after 
the 1990s. All of these produced various consequences for mass culture 
and entertainment, and fostered nostalgia for the "happy." "pure," and 
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"innocent" years o f popula r filmrnaking in the high Ye~ilc;am era. Perhaps 
rather than looking through such rose-colored glasses, it mjght be useful 
to e~aminc Yc~ilr;am's system of production. disnibution, and exhibition 
and how this produced an indusn-y of popular or commercial cinema in 

Turkey. 

The Popular Film Industry 

Toward a Working System of Production 

The S}Stem of p roduction was det e1m.ined by an intricate process that, in 
director Kunt Tulgar's wo1·ds, started at the table and ended on the ta ble 
(2002). The first table rere.rred to is in a b usiness office where a producer 
and n d ist1ibutor met to decide upon what films lo make for the upcoming 
season. Other participants of this cinematic roundtable meeting were the 
director, the sc1iptwriter, and the stars . \Vhile 1\ilgar:S claim reflec ts the 
preprod uction stage of many films, the di str ibutors' role in determining 
the fil ms produced varied based on the power of the production company 
involved. Major fil mmakin g companies had a greater s ay during th e pre· 
product ion stage, wh.ile some minor operations relied mainly upon the 
money tJ1at distribu tors would bring them. In the case o f minors, distribu· 
tors had a say in selecting actors and the genre of th e film, preferences 
that were based on their expectations concerning the region in which they 
distributed films. In 01he1· cases, star actors. directors, and scriptwriters 
could influence dec isions made during the preproduction stage. 

According to Tulga1; the process of filmi ng was conducted quickly, 
culmina ting at the second table, that of post production , where a film was 
edited and dubbed. In many cases, the flaws arising from poo1· sets, poor 
film quality, and ligh tning-speed filming could be partially elim.inated dur· 
ing the postproductlon s tage. This wa5 not an occasional or tempor.uy 
phenomenon: HiiJTc m Errnan brings our a ttention to the fact that despite 
the increased number of films, the technology o f filmmaking remained 
constan t during the 1950s and 1960s. For instance, he notes that equip
ment such a~ editing ta bles or an almost half-century-old Debrie Ma tipo 
printer that he bought secondhand in the late I 940s were still used in the 
early 1970s. He a lso mentions that there were no dissolves or fades in color 
films, jus t cuts from o ne scene to another, due to the lac k of proper equip
ment (1973, 25). Erman a lso acknowledges that even though the costs o f 
filmmaking almost doubled with the advent of color films, revenues did 
not increase accordingly ( 1973, 30). 

The transition 10 color films came around 1970, and while only 56 of 
229 fi lms made in 1969 we re color, 138 of 226 films in I 971 and 178 of 208 
films made in 1973 made use of the new technology (Abisel 1994, 103). 
Apart from increased costs of filmmaking and the use of differe nt brands 
of color film stocks for the same film, even different copies of the same fil m 
differed remarkably in quality thanks to a d.iscrepancy in the conditions 
of postp roduction s tudios . The varying quali ty of film development was 
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due to a number of factors, from the equipment and staff to the urge 
and speed of development. In light of these factors, Tulgar's assertio 
the importance of the post production stage is under.standable. Yet eve 
filmmakers tried to eliminate the failures of the filming process, the J 
production stage was nevertheless marked with its own incompetenc• 

Bonds. Loan Sharks. and Taxes 

The system of production, disnibution, a nd exhibition was intricate du 
the high Ye~ilc;:am era. Three impo11ant factors influenced the industiy 
financing of filmmaking with bonds and checks. the role of distribu 
and fou1'walling of theaters. Because of inconsistent accounts and lim 
unreliable data left from the pe1iod, it is difficult to ascertain exactly\' 
these practices became standard. Elman mentions that the "bond sysl 
came into frequent use after the mid-l 950s, when the number of films 
cluced rose (1973, 28). But producer Nusret ikbal of Be-Ya Film cont• 
that in J 960 he was the "fu~~t" one to use bonds to finance his films (TH: 
1974, 47). Unlike state bonds, those used by Ye~ilc;am filmmakers ' 
more like postdated checks or legally valid certificates of debts to be 
at a specific due date. Tiirkali also mentioned that the initial use of be 
by film producers did not coincide with the dominance of regional disn 
tors, which was strongly felt during the second half of the 1960s. Bone 
became s tandard practice when 1·egional distributors started to give ti 
or other fonns of financial credits, to help film production companies 
an advantage over other distributors working in the same region. 

As a result of this system, the firsr half of the 1960s w11s witness to< 
a lot of competition between d istributors. Film production comp~ 
sta11ed to pay actors and other filmmakers with these bonds, event1 
leading film industry workers to gel the bonds cashed by illegal bani 
or loa n sharks, al a reduced or discounted rate. Both production < 
panies and filmmakers wanted to create artificial financial guarar 
in order to reduce their financial risk. While film production comp~ 
wanted a guarantee that filmmakers, including star actors and direc 
would be available for their films, filmmake rs were equally conce 
with guaranteeing themselves a job and a certain amount of advance 
ment. Yet this system soon led to a false economy in which nobody wo 
for cash, only for promises of fut.ure payment. TUrkali asse11s tha1 
system was also corrupted by raw film in1porters supplying the m~ 
with cheaper raw films to increase theit' revenues, and also by ambi t 
loan sharks (1974, 48). As the system of'bonds became a widespread J 
tice in the mid-l 960s, these loan sharks and regional distributors bee 
the most important actors in the ind ustry. In 1967, the maga7.ine Si1~ 
Postas1 reported that four main "loan sharks" of the film industry (Ac 
Karaday1, Ferdinand Manukyan. Metin Alpet; and Necdet Barhk) clai 
that if they had not cashed bonds, Turkish cinema would have only 
duced twenty-five films a year-one-tenth of its annual production a 
time. The article also noted that loan sharks often ignored the legal : 
on the amount of interest that could be charged while cashing be: 
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t{oweve1; these four bankers also tlu·eatened filmmakers because banks 
later protes ted one-fifth of the bonds that they cashed ("Sinemarun Para 
.Bab<llan" 1967, 10)_ 

A subsequent issue of the same magazine announced an urgent need 
for legal regulation of the film industry's finances, since many of the pro
duction companies ran the risk of going bankrupt over protested bonds 
("Sinerna Kanunu ... " 1967, 9). These companies paid their workers with 
bonds rather than regular salaries and benefits. The minor workers of the 
film industry- technicians, stunt performers , and stage workers- worked, 
without any form of insurance, under difficult conditions, for extra hours. 
and without holidays. Due to the absence of unions or extremely lim
ited unionization in the film industry to this day, this lack of job security 
remains a se1ious problem. The head of Turkey's Film Workers Union, 
NazifTa~tepe, mentioned in 1974 that while he was the head of the union 
for four years, they had been able lo get basic social security plans for 
only 35 of thei1· 1,500 members, and the premiums for these were paid 
only during film ing (Ta~tepe 1974, 17). Erman recounts that the "bond 
system," the advance cash and bonds coming from the distributors, drasti
cally reduced the amount of capital that production companies invested 
in fihns, to only a quarter of the film's budget. Despite being vulnerable 
to fluctuating market conditions, the absence of big investors. and the 
reluctance of national banks to give credit to producers made the industry 
dependent on bonds (Erman 1973, 32). 

The tax system, on the other hand, encouraged producers to recoup their 
tax payments by making even more films. Taxes on films were ba5ed on 
the five-year projection of amo11ization. Sixty percent of the total amount 
was charged in the first year, 20 percent in the second, I 0 percent in the 
third, and 5 percent in both the fourth and fifth years (En11an 1973, 28). 
Thus a film's financial success was dependent on the money grossed in the 
first year of exhibition. Howeve1; after 1973, very few films ran for more 
than a year. 'When Ennan mentions the first year, he is refening to the 
calendar year, while the film season was assumed to start in early autumn 
and continue through late spring; films exhibited early in the season had a 
greater chance of bringing more revenues. In addition. Erman and some 
other producers mentioned that they sold some films to distributors in 
Greece, I taly, Germany, Cypn1s, Iran, and other Middle Eastern countries. 
However, such sales were not factored into the projected revenues of a 
film but were, rather, unexpected bonuses. Nevertheless. more films made 
by film producers meant more taxes to be paid. T his bond and tax system, 
coupled wi th increasing costs due to color film and hiring star actors, the 
chronic devaluation of the Turkish lira, and the delayed arrival of ticket 
sales revenues through regional dis tributors could easily force a produc
tion company into early banlouptcy. 

Regional Distributors and Four-Walling 

In such a network of production, distribution, and exhibition. distributors 
were particularly influential in the decision-making processes of small 
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production compan ies between l he mid-J 960s and mid-1970s. Lots o f 
new entrepreneurs who invested in films fo1- instant profit made this 
an excessively dynamic market, while some major companies per· 
sisted. Of tbe seven ty-five film companies that made films in 1962, 
only nineteen we1·e still active ten years later. The others either left the 
market. or in som e cases continued under different names. Until 1995, 
only 17 companies were producing more than 49 films and the most active 
company was Erler Film, which has made l 69 films since 1960, while Er 
Fllm produced a tota l of l 50 films after 1961. Kemal Fllm. Saner Film, 
and Erman Film a lso made more than J 00 films, while the remaining 12 
companies made between 49 and 98 fi lms. These major companies often 
fou1~walled film theaters in Is tanbul, leaving small companies out of first
run theaters especially. In l 962, while only 5 production companies made 
5 or more films with a total of 30 ftlms, the remaining 70 companies were 
responsible for l 0 I of the l 3 1 films produced. A similar panern is a lso vis
ible in 1972, when only 17 of 124 production companies made 5 or more 
films, totaling 120 out of 300 films, while the remaining 107 companies 
made 180 films. Major film production companies that stayed in business 
for more than two or three decades produced around 25 to 30 percent 
of the films each year. While the percentage of companies that produced 
more than 5 films was 22 percent in l 962 and 40 percent in 1972, 17 major 
companies produced 1,47 1 films. which is close to a quarter of the films 
made in Turkey in that span. Thus, minor compan ies tha t produced the 
majo1;ty of films became increasingly dependen t upon distributors. 

Regio nal distributors, who took control by eliminating competition and 
thus had an economic mo nopoly over film distribution in their region, 
were also able 10 channel the spectatorial dem ands thanks to informa
tion gathered from theater owners. In this system, Turkey is divided into 
six regions: Istanbul, Samsun, Adana, Izmir, Ankara, and Zonguldak. This 
division resonated with the geographical division of Turkey by the repub
lican regime, to rusperse the central power of the s ta te and to rcframe a 
fictive cultural reordering of Turkey through the association of a character
istic folk culture to each region. There were seven regions in th is scheme: 
the two \Ne!>'tem regions, Marmara and Aegean, were the most developed 
parts of Turkey with Istanbul and Izmir as their respective centers . While 
the Mediterranean region lay a long the sou them coast ofTill'key, the Black 
Sea region Jay along the northern coast and the barren lands of central 
Anatolia housed tine capital city, Ankara. The mountainous and arid lands 
of eastern Turkey were called the Easte rn Anatolian and Southeastern 
Anatolian regions , the latter of which is mostly populated by Kurds. In 
this partitioning, Turkey was imagined as a unified entity bereft of ethnic 
and lingual diversity. While Y~ilc;am's regional divisions were also based 
on the commercia l viability of regions, the content and theme of films 
shown in different regions vadcd depending on where a fi lm was sent. In 
a sardonic article, \:etin 07.ktnm recounted this process using the example 
of a production company that, after making a contract with a star acto1; 
leaks the informa tion to the press in order 10 attract the interest-and 
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thus bonds~f regional dis tributors. Later the company, with the regional 
distributors of Adana and Izmir, determines the film's p lot and where to 
insert standard scenes of belly dancing, a funeral, artd songs (1959, 3). 

Compared to other regions controlled by distributors. Istanbul and the 
Marmara region generated a considerable amount of revenue for a film 
a11d the distdbution of films stayed principally under the control of pro
duction companies. The following chart outlines Nilglin Abisel's annua l 
estimates of the consumpUon market around the beginning of 1970 (Abi
sel 1994, l 00). 

Table 4.1 . Number of Theaters and Spectators in the Regions 

Region 

Adana (21 towns) 
Izmir (12 towns) 
Ankara (6 towns) 
Sam sun ( 16 towns) 
Zonguldak (2 towns} 
Marmara (9 towns) 
Istanbul 
Total 

Number of Theate1'S Number of Spectators 

463 
646 
216 
238 

82 
343 
436 

2,424 

37,335,472 
51,427,031 
29,474,552 
20,420,363 
13,149,007 
27,288,164 
67,402,721 

246,497 .310 

Given this information, the distt;butors, v1Sllmg Istanbul dudng the 
spring to make deals with producers and relaying spectatorial demands 
ati repo1ted by regional theater owners, influenced tbe number of films, 
geru-es, and stars for the upcoming season. Howeve1; for the major com
panies. this was the case only if the company was in dire financial straits 
(Ennan 1973, 34). Major producers like Errnan a lso forecasted the trends 
for the upcoming season and attempted to int roduce some novel plots 
or genres. For instance, if a film gained remarkable success during one 
season, other producers tr ied to exploit this by making films in the same 
genre, with the same or similar star actors, and so on. However, while in 
such a case other procluce1'S continued to produce adventure films, for 
example, Ennan, in the 1973-74 season, devo ted hJs effo11s exclusively 10 

producing "lighter" films, "comedies or sentimental comedies" ( 1973, 34). 
ln addition. the product.ion company's existing contracts with s tar a cto rs 
and directors in pan determined the genre. Stars prcfen·ed to repeat simi
lar roles and typecasting was based on a s tar's perfo1mance in spec ific 
genres. While producers evaluated the stories brought to them by their 
contracted directors or sc1iptwriters, they also kept an eye on recenlly 
released foreign films 10 dete1mine how they could benefit from them. 
Thus, all of these factors determined stories, directors, and actors. 

The regional clist1;bu1ion system, directed by the distiibutors' demands, 
reflected the1endencies of spectators in clifferent regions of Turkey. a1 times 
influencing their identity and culture. Erman mentions that while specta
tors in Adana and Ankara preferred action films, films about efes (local 
bandit heroes) had a nigher appeal in Izmir (1973, 33-34). Alternatively. 
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religious-themed films brought more revenue in Samsun, Ankara, and 
Adana. Whereas these differences are indicative of unverified observations, 
they reflect regional va1ia1ions in rural and urban levels of modernization. 
the interest of spectators and their educational level, and the interplay of 
nationalistic, ethnic, and religious fervor. For· instance. unlike the urban 
areas of the same region, the rural population around Izmir r'Cgion was 
fond of religious films. In 1961. a theater in Sl:lke, a smaU Aegean town, 
exhibited a re ligious documentaty with edited footage From different films. 
The theater moved out aU the chairs to put rugs on the floor to mimic the 
imerior o[ a mosque and during the ten-minute intermission, they offered 
nonalcoholic and religiously proper rosewater to the spectators ("Haberler" 
1961, 29). In another case, Musa Ozder, a traveling cinema projectionist 
with a 16mm projection machine, traveled to remote villages in southern 
Turkey's Taurus Mountains to show religious films. During the summer 
he traveled with two donkeys, riding one, with the projection machine in 
his hand, while the other can·ied an electric generator. He projected films 
on school walls, if available, or on a screen that he strung up between two 
trees, though strong wind occasionally complicated things. Ozder recounts 
tha1 the villagers liked religious. historical. and rural-themed films. When 
he had problems with village imams claiming that cinema is "immoral and 
the work of the devil," reHgious films threw them off and even made some 
villagers stand up• during tht: call to prayer in films ( 1974, 50-53). While 
sucl1 regional identities played out in exhibition patterns, the collaboration 
of producers and distributors produced another tactic in which separa te 
scenes-including- fighting, romantic exploits, or religious themes- were 
shoi for the same film and were edited in depending on the region to which 
it would be sent. Furthennore, majors produced sevt:ra l films in different 
genres to cater to film preferences in dfffcrent regions. 

The four-walling o[ theaters in Istanbul by major production companies 
increased the minors' dependence on distributors. Before four-walling 
became a common practice. the majority of first-run theaters in major 
cities showed foreign films; for instance, in 1958, almost 90 percent of 
those were Hollywood films. The devaluation of the Turkish lira that year, 
however, made American companies wain Turkish importers that they 
had to pay their d ebts in order to continut: importation ("Filmcilik ... " 
1958, 32). \.Vhile this economic cris is also made raw film extremely 
expensive. domestic fi lmmakers were still able to produce films at a 
lower cost 1han that associated with imported Hollywood A-movies. 
As domestic films gradually moved from second-run theaters to first-runs, 
even second-run theater owners started to demand more domestic films 
("Sinema: Meydam ... " 1958, 30). While the floodgates for Ye~il~am films 
were opened, four,walling, known in Ye!)ilr;:am as the "foot system" (ayak 
sis1emi), became a standard fare in Istanbul. Four-walled theaters, called 
the "feet" of the production companies, were generally rented by an alli
ance of companies. ln the late 1960s and early 1970s, there were three 
"feet" networks that guaranteed exhibition for approximately 110 to 120 
films. The alliance of producers paid theater owners an advance fee for 
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four-walling, thereby ensuring tbat only their films were shown. During 
this time, almost three-qttarters of the 200 to 300 films made annually 
did not participate in the system of fou t'walling (Erma.rt 1973, 28). While 
first-run film theaters in Istanbul were reserved by majors, in order to 
fotir-wall theaters outs ide Istanbul, producers cilhcr sold the films d irectly 
to theater owners or paid them 25 percent of ticket revenues. However. as 
distributors became more powerful, producers in these locations gradu
ally moved away from four-walling Anatolian theaters. 

Majors and Minors: Quality Films and Quickies 

In this system of produclion and distribution, majors controlled first-nm 
theaters in and around Istanbul. while distributors were effective in the 
decision-making process of smaller production companies. Forced to siay 
outside the four-walled theaters and unable to work with star actors under 
contract with majors, minor production companies sought their fortune 
ill quickies, reminiscent of Hollywood's B-movies or independent exploita-
1ion films. The prac1ice of producing quickies, such as action-adven1ures, 
fantastic films or science fictions, Westerns, adaptations of comic books 
or Hollywood serials, and sex comedies, closely resembles the hjstory of 
llalian cinema, which experienced a similar situation during those years. 

Indeed, there was an ;ictive exchange between the popular film indus· 
t ries of both countries; some Italian companies came to Turkey to make 
films and at times to make coproductions, while Turkish filmmakers sem 
many films to Italy for pos1production. Pierre Sorlin noted 1hat in Ita ly, 
as in Turkey, there was a <listinction between two types of film: "quality 
films" and "quickies." In Italy, while quality films were booked 10 na1ional 
distributors at exorbi1ant prices and therefore expected to bring a high 
re1urn from first-run theaters, quickies were booked to regional distribu· 
tors who sold them to peripheral and rural theaters (Sadin 1996, 120). 
Sorlin also explains that the quality and sophistication of films became 
more important for Italian intellectuals who formed cinema societies and 
cine-forums that led 10 a d istinction between "elite" or "high" and "mass," 
"popular" or "low'' forms. While this distinction was operative in relation 
to the work of majors and minors, or between Ye~ili;:am's mainslream and 
itS low-budget filmmakers, with reference to Christopher Wagstaff, Sorlin 
notes that spectators living in suburban, peripheral, and rural areas "con
fronted with loosely constn1cted stories full of thrills and excitemen1, let 
their attention Auctuate, cm·efully following the fights or chases bu1 began 
to chat as soon as the re was a pause in the action" (1996, 121). Howeve1; 
in Ye~il<;am, this aspect was indeed a characteristic of film spectaiorship 
in general, valid for both q uaHty films and quickies. 

In Turkey, nearly all spectators attended open-air summer theaters with 
wooden cha.irs, brought their food and purchased drinks from theater 1ea 
gardens, and chatted during the film. enjoying the film as much as 1he 
social evenL At the rime filmgoing was a family experience as much as 
i1 was the experience of young male spectators. Thus apart from major 



and mino1; and first-run and second-run differences, there was another 
binary of Ye~il9am. In addition to the nostalgically remembered family 
experience, action-adventure quickies catered to young male spectators 
who, after the mid-I 970s, became the main consumers of sex films. In the 
late 1970s. the economic and social turmoil of devaluation and ioilation, 
unemploy,11ent, secu1;ry crises due to political polarization and violence, 
and the concurrent popularization of television sets among middle-class 
families were all factors 1.hat drove the family audiences to stay home, and 
gave leeway LO sex films. However, such low budget, poor-quality fil ms 
have a lways been part of t11e film scene. Quickies of various genres coex
isted with films perceived as higher quality, and young, undereducated, 
lower-class males had long been their primary demographic. 

Exploit~tion Cinema as a Survival Tactic 

Ye~ilc;am films, in comparison to Western popular cinemas, had undeni
able problems "~th technical quality and narration due to the economic 
conditions of filmmaking. In comparison to major's ll lms, Ye!ii lc;am's 
quickies were even worse in this respect. In 1972, one producer of quick
ies, Mehmet Kara]1aftz's company Osmanh (Ouoman) Film, produced 22 
films, and like other mjnors, he chose a faster and cheaper way of mak
ing films with the cheapest available equipment and without established 
actors or renowned directors and scriptwriters. Perhaps influenced by 
their education in ltaly, figures such as Mehmet Karahaf1Z and Kunt Tul
gar produced and direc ted films in a manner reminiscent of Italian cin
ema practice.2 One o[ the 22 films produced by .Karahaliz was Bombala 
Oski Bomba/a (Bomb Oski, Bomb!), directed by ilie prolific <;etin inane;, 
who directed almost 200 Ii i ms in a period of lit.Lie over two decades. inane;, 
who regularly completed films in l 0 lo 15 days, worked even faster with 
this costumed superhero flick, completed in just two days: one day for 
shooting and another for editing. He also noted that they oflen shot 3 or 
4 fi lms at the same time, simply traveling from one set to another ( 1999, 
346). Quickies, as survival tactics of minors, offered attractions, fantastic 
spectacles, and thrills for their spectators. In the late 1970s, many of these 
minors started to produce sex films that a lso fall in the ranks of low-bud
get, exploitation cinema. 

Quickies resonated with American and Italian exploitation cinemas. As 
in o ther genres, dil'cctors such as fnanc;: or TtLlgar were following other 
popular film indust1ies and Turkifying some of thei r examples. inane; 
mentioned that they Turkilied Dutch, German, and ltalian erotic movies 
(l 999, 348). Another· hasty director, Y1lma7. Atadeniz, famous for Turkify
ing liollywood serials, comic books, and V.1estcms, read the I talian photo
novel Killing (first published in 1965 in Italy by Ponzoni) in a Turkish 
paper and shot two Kil ink movies s imultaneously to utili ze the same sets 
and costumes, Kilink istanbul'da (Killing in Istanbul, 1967) and Kilink. 
U{:an Adanw Kilr~i (Killing against the Flying Man, 196 7). "It was inceres t
ing. There was eroticism, adventure; there. was mask and thus mystery. 
I told myself that it suited my style and I immediately decided to make 
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it into a film" (Atadeniz 1999, 328). ·when hfa friend irfan Atasoy liked 
the idea, Atasoy gave him bonds to finance the movie in rerum for the 
dist1ibution rights in the Adana region and for being the lead actor in the 
111ovie. 

While minors adapted such tactics to SlUVive, in the late 1970s, majors 
continued to introduce new stars through their conventional melodramas 
and popular comedies. The exploitative tactics that the minors used to 
create sex films \Vere considered by many to be crude, obscene, and "path
ological." In the first issue of an Jslamist film magazine, Fatih $en called 
sex films "an epidemic that highligh ted a load of diseases, a load of eco
nomic c1ises which ranged from the disinterest in the state to the insuffi
ciency o f thought, morality, and aesthetics" (1977, I I). On the other hand, 
starting with the 1960s action-adventure films, female n udity had already 
been a part of Ye~il~am even before the wave of sex films. However, as 
in the Western world, sex films' overtly erotic content and pornographic 
elements came at a time when television created considerable competi
tion, and the market was trying to adapt to major demographic changes 
resulting from u rban migration. The lower class or lower middle class, 
peripheral clientele of these films, who had previous ly flocked to aclion
adventure films with limited erotic content and female nudity, started to 
watch sex films, as middle and upper classes were at home enjoying their 
television sets. 

Sexploitation Films 

In such an em~runment, the Turkification of an Italian film, Oksal 
Pekmezo@u's ~ Tav11k B ir Horoz (Five Chicks One Rooster, 1974), the 
firsl film of the wave of sex comedies fit right into the mold of low-budget, 
exp\oilation cinema. In the Italian original, Homo Eroticus (aka Man of 
the Yea1; dir. Marco Vicario, 197 J ), Sicilian Michele (Lando Buzzacca) ls of 
"simple peasant stock, lower-class, a Southeme1; yet he is being seduced, 
desired, and bedded by many wealthy Northern women" because he is 
"extremely virile, is in possession of an enormous penis and has been nick
named after his three testicles" (Gavin). In the Turkish version, the Sicilian 
setvant is lurned into Kaz1m (Sermet Serdenger;ti), a village1; who migrates 
to Istanbul following a doctor's discovery of his extraordinary sexual powe1: 
Kaz.1m becomes famous in Istanbul and five sexually unsatisfied high-soci
eiy women have intercourse with Kaz1m before his compulsory man-iage 
10 a girl whom he sexually assaults (Ozgtir; J 974, 70). This film was not 
just a simple sex comedy but, like ils counterpart~. echoed mainstream 
Ye~ilr;am films' melodramatic modality through the he1erosexual relation
ship between peripheral, lower-class and urban, upper-class characters. At 
the same time, sex films, aimed at male spectators, transformed hetero
sexual romance into cruder and more obscene forms. 

The 1970s saw two distinct waves of sex films. The first wave came in 
1974 with the influence of other European cinemas, especially Italian 
sex films. While the carlie1· action-adventure fiJms of the late 1960s and 
the early l 970s involved nudity as a part of the "thri ll" of action directed 
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Figure 4. 1. Be~ Ta.vuk Bir Horoz (Five Chicks One Rooster, Oksal 
Pekmezoglu. 197 4) 

for male specta tors, sex comedies integrated nudity in to their storylines. 
Giovanni Scognamillo and Met in Demirhan claimed that nudity in the 
earlier fi lms was a kind of "fishing" that demonstrated that films incor
porating nudity brought more money (2002. 144). l\<lade without any of 
Ye~il~am's star actors and directors, the first wave of sex films was ini
tially produced by low-budget fi hnmake1·s who had previously worked 
as directors of action-adventure quickies. Their actors included low-
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Figure 4.2. Ali Deme Oli De (Don't Say Ali, Say Oh, Nazmi Ozer. 1974) 

rank Ye~il i;:am actors and extras, as well as newcomers Crom theater and 
women cager to enter tbe film world in any guise. At the inception of 
the sex comedy wave, only about 5 percent of the 189 films made in 
1974 in tegra tt!d nudi ty into the narrative. However, the success o[ films 
such as Ah Deme Oh De (Don't Say Ah, Say Oh, du: Nazmi Ozer. 1974) or 
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B~ Tavuk Bir Horoz encouraged other low-blldget filmmakers to exploit 
their popularity; more than half of the 225 films made in 1975 were sex 
films. Although this early wave, characterized by gratuitous nudity and 
obscene jokes as weJI as comical "bed scenes," lost its allure in the fol
lowing years, it nevertheless made way for an increasing percentage 
of sex fi lms during the late 1970s. Sex films of the late 1970s became 
increasingly obscene, withom being explicit enough to qualify as hard
core pornography. During this second wave. sex films gained new impe
tus with the use of thrifty 16mm films. In 1979, two-thiJ·ds of the 193 
films made were sex films and almost a ll of those we1·e shot on 16mm; 
all of these I 6mm. sex films, as well as many of the films of the first wave, 
were shorter than regular feature films in 0t·der to allow projectionists at 
film theaters to insert hardcore footage that had been shot separately or 
spliced from foreign films. 

Even though Turkey experienced two consen•ative Nationalist Front 
coalition governments during these years, increasing political rivalry and 
violence allowed sex films, as well as political films from both the left and 
the Isla mist right, to escape the attention of censor boards. The 1980 mili
ta1y intervention and the subsequent three years of military rule put an 
end to these films, yet the production of sex films bad a lasting effect on 
the film industry. \Nhile many theaters closed during this period, some of 
those that remained began to show Turkish and foreign sex films, often 
t\vo or chree films for the price of one. Thus the sex film industry created a 
continuing fon1m for the local film industry when political limitacions, as 
well as the television-driven shift in spectatorsMp, had severely curtailed 
its viability. 

Deemed the dark years of Y~ili;am, the sex fi lm wave between 1974 and 
1980 was also coupled with an increase in the importation of foreign, prin
cipally European, sex films. Thus low-budget filmmakers competed with 
the foreign sex films by producing Turkified examples. Stephen Heath, see
ing pornography iTI opposition between liberation and repress ion, men
tions the dilemma of the "sexual fix" that disguises the relations of power 
embedded in sexuality (Williams 1989, 14-15). Instead of taking sides v.-;th 
relation to this dilemma, a look at the constructions of sexuality and their 
relation to pornography would imply the conditions of Turkey in 1970s. 
The 1980 military intervention put an end not only io political extremism 
but also to sex films, a form of sexual extremism sullying morality in the 
eyes of the soldiers. As Williams notes with reference to 'vValter Kendrick, 
"[P]ornography is simply whatever representati<lns a particular dominant 
class or group does not want in the hands of another. less dominant class 
or group" (1989, 12). In the case of Turkish se.x films. the dominant classes' 
assumption that the lower classes would not be "responsible" enough with 
politics or with such representations was inst1umental in the Kemalist 
army's intervention; the military intervention to<lk on the responsibility of 
protecting the people from themselves by "fine tuning" politics and moral
ity, as they suppressed political voices and sex films. 
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Conrrary ro rhe popular label attached to the late 1970s Ye~ilc;:am sex 
films, though many were made, they did not becom e rhe filmmaking 
norm. and main stream melodr"llmas and comedies continued to be pro
duced. Nevertheless, sex films had the effect of making onscreen nudity 
possible and in the muted and apolitical world of the post-1980 military 
intervention era, ibis perhaps led various male directors to speak for 
women and their sexuali ty in a series of "art" films generally referred 
to as "women's films." T.hese were not melodramas, but rather dramas 
addressing women's identity and female sexuality. Thus one of the iro
nies of Turkish sex films, directed toward a male audience, was their 
subsequent effect on quality male direcrors' addressing of female sexual
iry. Tted ro the sex films of the 1970s was a shift from action, adventure, 
and fan tasy toward soft-core sex comedies. As 1nanc;: mentions, there 
was no difference belween sex films and religious films for the filmmak
ers; if religious fi lms were more lucrative they would have been equally 
happy to produce those instead of sex films (1999, 348). Taken in this 
vein, sex film s, that is, "sexploitation films," belong to the second grade 
of Ye~ilc;:am industry, a broader range of low-budget, exploitation films 
produced by mjnors. 

Although one may see the period of sex films as one in which the 
popular film industry experienced severe crisis both in terms of fonn 
and content, an alternate reading of .Be~ Tavuk Bir Horoz is also pos
sible. Rather than emphasizing its sexual content, one could instead 
focus on its Turkifica tion of an Italian film, its presen tation of a lower
class dream of vertical class movement, and its use of Ye~il<fam's melo
dramatic modality. Like the Sudanese Mustafa Said in Tayeb Salih's 
novel Season of Migration to the North, who went to Britain for educa
tion and had relationships with Bri tish women in an attempt to "liber
ate Africa with his penis," or like Fabian of Buenos Aires in Jose Luis 
Marques' F- kland, who travels to the Falkland Islands to impregnate 
British women and let future children of Argentine blood dominate 
the island, both Sicilian servant Michele of Homo Eroticus and villager 
Kaz1m of Beli Tavuk Bir Horoz represent masculine violence directed 
toward the female members of a dominant class. Both films reveal the 
lalent threat of the return of the other as more powerful than those 
with actual power. Despite its ill-conceived s trategy of resistance, 
besides reproducing patriarchy, Kaz1m's masculine terror is also quite 
politicized. In this respect, sex films resonated with the comedy fi.lms of 
the 1970s, especially those wilh actor Kemal Sunal, which introduced a 
frequent use of obscene language and street vernacular tied to the texts 
of resistance against dominant class. Whlle comedy persisted through 
the 1980s, the production of sex films came to a halt with the military 
inte1vention; nonetheless. cheap theaters coniinued to screen them and 
the adven t of the VCR in the 1980s made them a common part of 1he 
video market, facilitating their informal export for the enjoyment of 
immigrant workers. 
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Melodramatic Modality. Turkifrcation. and Haya/: 
Knotted in Dubbing 

Sex films can;ed Ye~ili;am's tropes with its melodramatic modality, Turki
fication, and hayal. Like their predecessors, they investigated different tac
tics of Turkification-from-below while maintaining a consistent pattern 
of melodramatic modality. Despite variations and changes, this process 
involved various levels of translation and transformation. The exploitation 
of Italian photo-novels or Hollywood melodramas, even Soviet socialist 
realist films, had been a constant theme of fi.lmrnaking in Turkey. Such 
Turkifications contained a permanent postproduction element, dubbing, 
that, as in a carpet, knotted together va1ious tlu·eads of Yc~il<;arn. Above, 
dubbing is introduced in tandem with the dubbing of foreign films, which 
involved both a translation and a rewtiting of the st01ie-s of \.Yestern films. 
as well as with the replacement of the opening credits of foreign films. For 
example. the opening c1·edi ts of Raj Kapoor's Awaara (1951) named only 
the lead roles (Nargis and Raj Kapoor) and the director (Raj Kapoor), 
while giving full credits to those who "Turkishified" (meaning "put into 
the Turkish language," a variant on the more ethnically inflected Turki
fication) the film, that is, a full list of dubbing artists, dubbing director, 
translator, voice synchronizer, and the dubbing studio. 

Earlier Practices ofTurkification and Dubbing 

The Turkification of foreign films involved not only the dubbing of West
ern films but also of the Egyptian or Indian films that were particularly 
popular in the 1940s and 1950s. This process of Turkification involved 
(mis)n-anslations, the Turkification of characters, and muting of ideo
logical aspects of films by giving them a "Turkish" voice, similar to the 
p1<1ctice of Turkification-from-above. In the 1940s. Ha-Ka Film imported 
socialist realist Soviet films and then dubbed and "Turkified" them, adding 
locally made scenes to make them "fit" with the realities of Turkey. This 
ideological purification was, in the words of the ov.mer of the company, 
~adan Kami!, a form of "domestication" (yerlile~tirme): shooting some new 
scenes, montaging them into the Soviet films, and dubbing them (2000, 
16). Interestingly, such scenes frequen tly involved songs and dances per
fo1med by famous Turkish singers and dancers, as well as the scenes that 
altered the narrative flow. Fan1k Ken<;, a director who sta11ed directing in 
late 1930s, referred to scenes acted by famous comedians as "Turkifica
tion" (1993, 25). The last element of such "Turkified" films was dubbing, 
guided by a new script composed of the translation, transformation, and 
alteration of the original Soviet text. To provide narrative "coherence," the 
Turkish dubbing artist who dubbed the hero of the Soviet film also dubbed 
the domestic-made scenes with the Turkish actor who acted in place of 
the Soviet character. Thus, if there was another Turkish artist acting in 
the scene, she or he was voiced by the dubbing artist who spoke for their 
character in other portions of the film. Ha-Ka Film did not stop there, and 
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later "domesticated" German, American, and French films, before evemu
ally starting to make "Turkish• films. 

In the cinema of Turkey, sound was recorded live during the filming of 
most films before the Second World War and in almost all films since the 
mid-1990s. The five decades in between are marked by dubbing or post
synchxoni:Lation, which in many cases was done by pr.·ofessiona.I dubbing 
artists who began their careers dubbing foreign films. In an anecdote 
that appeared in Arrisr film magazine in 1960 (vol. 18, p. 30), a journalist 
asked Adalet CimcOz, who, with her brother Ferdi Tayfur, voiced many 
Ye~il~am stars, about her views on a theater to be opened by the stars of 
the era. Cimcoz's reply to the question was caustic: "Excuse me, but who 
will dub that theater?" Had this theater come to frui.tion, it would have 
reversed the normal pattern of movement from the world of theater to 
that of film, revealing the artifice of the latter. While the theater never 
became a reality, Cimcoz's point is obvious: prompters were not enough 
for Y~il~am stars, they needed dubbing artists or they had to dub them
selves. Her reply a lso implies that the people on screen were visual actors 
incapable of carrying their own voices on a stage . . In post-synchroni7.ed 
films. Ye~ili;am fi lms either worked wilh professional dubbing artists 
or had actors dubbing their own pans. Dubbing was instrumental in 
making the process of filming fast and inexpensive; by eliminating the 
need for rehearsals through dubbing, actors repeated their lines for the 
camera immediately after a prompter read them during filming. This 
allowed filmmakers to take only one shot of many scenes by decreas
ing the chance of audio continuity problems and thus decreasing the 
amount of raw film used for filming. 

Turks Voicing Their Own Films! 

Dm;ng tJ1e early sound film era, only a few films were made and film sound 
was recorded live on the set. Because many early film actors were theater 
actors and some also worked on the dubbing of foreign films, the transi
tion from silent to sound films in Turkey did not create the problems it did 
in Hollywood, where the advent of sound films required some film stars 
to have voice training. Though the transition lo sound film went smoothly 
for the cinema of Turkey. one of the preconditions for the rise of Ye~il~m 
was not this transition, but a transition from live sound recording to post
synchronization. For this xeason, any history of Ye~il~am cinema is inhe1' 
emly tied to Faruk Ken~'s Den Ii Pinar (Troubled Sp1;ng. 1943), which was 
the first fully dubbed film. Because i pek Film did not let Ken9 use their 
studios for making this film, he decided to shoot the film without sound 
and then dub it at producer Necip Erses's sound studio, where foreign 
films were dubbed at the Lime (Sekmei; 2001, 6). Leon Sason claimed that 
this was partly due to the cost and import restrictions that made find ing 
raw film stocks and other equipment difficult du1ing the Second World 
War years (196 1 b, 32). Ken9 claimed that both the success and the signifi
cantly reduced costs of his film led others to follow his lead, but also added 
that he did not like post-synchroni7.ation (1993, 27). Like it or not, dubbing 
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became standard practice in filmmaking and contributed to Ye~ili;am in 
terms of both Turkification and hayal. 

Wbile "Turkification," in the case of (mis)o-anslat.ions of foreign films and 
the process of dubbing, involved mechanisms of othering, including the 
West and the others of Turkish national culture, the dubbing of Ye~ili;:am 
films by Turkish dubbing artists produceed an ironic non-illusionism. Due 
to the existing practice of dubbing foreign films, it may be argued that the 
dubbing of Turkish films did not demand a change in the auditory expecta
tions of ftlmgoers. A common cliche about the dubbing artists is that they 
all belonged to a tradition of the City Theater of Istanbul; directed for many 
years by Muhsin Ertugrul, these actors disseminated speech based on the 
Istanbul accent. Thus, this new practice supplemented the earlier, Turkify
ing one, of dubbing foreign films. The interest in maintaining an appro
ptiate adherence 10 republican linguistic mores roeant that villagers were 
usually represented with pretcmaturally proper, Istanbul Turkish; equiva
lent, perhaps, to a Midlands fa1mer speaking Oxford English. Such dubbing 
created a linguistic identity for the masses to adopt that was in keeping with 
the formulation of an increasingly uniform pan-Turkic national identity. 

According to Erman ~ner, during the high Ye~lc;:am era, voice artists 
were generally paid based on their work for three-hour sessions ( 1968. 37). 
~ner no1ed that based on sessions 1.hat took place in 1he dubbing studio, 
a film was cut into 150 10 300 parts to ease the recording work. Before 
recording a pan, dubbing artists watched that clip a couple of times to 
ensure lip synchronization, and then rehearsed their pruts. When the dub
bing directors signaled the start of the process by uttering the number of 
the part, the sound engineer began recording. Dubbing actors used the 
same microphone placed at a standard distance \Vithout any concern for 
the depth of sound of the characters in the film. Using this method, all of 
these pans were dubbed and the dialogue of a movie was recorded 011 film. 
The last part of the process involved moving the film to an editing table to 
synchronize the sound copy of the film with the sllent image copy. If there 
was a separate recording of sound effects and film music, it was also edited 
together with the t\'-'O other copies. As suggested by Erman ~ner's descrip
tion of the dubbing process. such a sterile sonic environment created a 
rather cold and senseless voicing of many films, lacking the ambient noise 
of everyday life. While the technique and infrastructure of sound remained 
similar during the period of Ye!jil<;am cinema, this practice of voice a1tists 
dubbing was not universal and there were some film actors who voiced 
themselves in the 1950s and 1960s. 

His Master's Voice. His Slave's Body 

\>Vhjle dubbing was financially beneficial for Y~ilr;am, it remained 
an obstacle to cinematic illusionism or reali sm by creating breaks and 
discontinuities in the diegesis. Such a use of sound is comparable to Amer· 
ican musicals and sex films, both of which raised issues different from 
those of the early :sound films' experiments. Jn contrast to Eisenstein's or 
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laier avan1-garde uses of sound, Hollywood's transition to sound led to 
more dialogue and increasingly realisiic effects . ln most narrative or fea
ture films, sound-in the form of dialogue, music, or soun d effects-was 
used to fosier a realistic illusion of 1he diegctic world . According 10 \>Vil
Iiams, while music helps to establish 1he mood and the rhythm of bodies 
and 10 fill in the gaps of editing. sound effects add to the spatial dimension 
of d iegesis, and "synchronous speech ties the body to the voice· (1989, 
J 22). For her, this illusion of realism in mainslream American cinema was 
1101 replicated by the use o f sound in musicals and sex film s. Instead, in 
ha rdcore sex fil ms, lip synch often failed and the use of post-synchroni:i.ed 
close-up sound "disembodied" the female voice. But like musicals with 
pos t-synchronized musica l scores recorded in sound studios, the clear 
and close-up sounds in sex films offered an effect of closeness and inti· 
1m1cy. Ins tead of increasing the rcalisi effect, William s argued that they 
produced more of a "sun"eal" effect, breaking up a film 's "continuity" or 
"realis1ic illus ion." Such gaps and discontinuities are among the reasons 
thal Ye~ilc;am is generally considered bad or low quality. 

Ne-Lih Erdogan notes that "the discrepancy between the visual and the 
aural" involves a variety o f situations (2002, 239). These include the invis
ible presence of the prompte1·; the voicing of actors by professional d ubbing 
artists; in the case of an actor vo icing himself/herself, the matching of an 
image recorded earlier with a voice recorded later; problems of lip synch; the 
disiortion of the first syllable of words in some films; and the use of music. In 
addition, songs pe1fom1ed by actors complica ted dubbing fmther because an 
actor who was voiced by a dubbing aitist du1ing his or her dialogues would 
be voiced by a different singe1: So an actor mighl be doubly dubbed! Saeli 
Konuralp noted that the use of mus ic in films was widely based on a practice 
of using musical scores from vinyl records, "upholstery music" (do~eme) as 
ii was called by the industry (2004, 63). ln the period ber.veen the 1950s and 
I 980s, 1he majority of films used such records and to this end, the industry 
employed a number of composers or musicians, who were well aware of 
Wes1ei11 and other musical traditions and who oflen had a good collection of 
records from which to upholster film music. Certainly, the use of these musi
cal selections had a broad range: from original Western movie soundtracks 
lo traditional and modern Turkish musical genres, as we ll as various West
ern musical genres, including but not limi1ed 10 classical music, jazz, blues, 
rock, and pop. Stitching these 1ogethe1: Erdogan noted, "The soundu-ack of 
Ye~ilo;am appears extremely impove1ishcd" (2002, 239) and asked whether all 
Ye~ilr;:am actors spoke in the same voice: 

[T]hcy do not speak at all. Their bodies arc given over not to homog
enous thin.king subjects but to Logos expressing itself through vo ices 
tha1 were only slackly auached to bodies. Hence Y~ilc;am is like the 
shadow-play master whose voice remains the same by way of the 
differences ii. produces. I t might well be suggested lhat the voice in 
Ye~ilr;:am is the voice of Ye~ilr;:am; the u lterances are instances of 
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Logos which dictates its moral universe and o rchestrates the unfold
ing narrative. (2002, 243) 

Erdogan claimed that through post-synchronization Y~ilc;:am muted bod
ies while d isembodying voices and that, by making actors "be-spoken," 
Ye~ilc;:am's film scripts describe action without articulating dialogues 
into the flow of everyday life. For him, then, the bodies of actors become 
vehicles for the mediation and the disembodied voices belonging not to a 
theocentric space, t hat of Logos. but 10 an Islamic one that penetrates all 
bodies. This, for him. blurs the line between a Cartesian body-soul duality 
and also between diegetic and nondiegetic worlds that diffuse the "Divine 
Presence" throughout the soundtrack. E rdogan concludes his article by 
noting that though Ye~ilc;:am appears to separate two domains "hy giving 
body to the service of Logos and by denying the characters the 'look.' and 
therefore the sight of the body, this body-soul duality is resolved by the 
condition of the existence of body for the mediation of voice and thus 
tt1Jth" (2002, 249). This may be argued in relation to the Kcmalist proj
ects of secularization and to mainstream dubbing marked by an Istanbul 
accent that became the standard accent of Turkish through radio and 
telev;sion. While on a "theocentric" level the body is muted and the voice 
is disembodied, Er dogan's analogy of Ye~ilc;:am in relation to a Karagtiz 
master whose voice is the only voice throughout a play does not work 
on a fundamental level. Instead Ye~ilc;:am is about a multitude of voices, 
a cacophony more than an orchestrn tecl regime of sound and voice. It 
does not present a single, omnipotent, and godlike voice, because il caters 
to ambivalem and cont rad icting voices. This "dream" of having a single 
voice that would b e "be-spoken" for all is also shared by the Kcma.list 
reformers. 

Cinematic Sound and the illusion of Voice 

StiJI on an imaginary level, the muting of bodies in the name of a voice 
speaking the tl1Jth has also been the dream of projeclS of modernization 
from above. Nostalgic for his melodramas, comedies. and sex films of 
the 1960s and 1970s. Armenian Ye~il<;am director Aram Giilytiz currently 
dil'ects films and television series that have prolonged Ye~ilc;:am's pmctice 
of post-synchroniza tion. He rela tes a story of a guest from France in the 
early 1970s whom he took to a couple of films a t different theaters. After 
watching the films, his guest ironically pondered the dubbing: "Jus t think 
how interesting it would be if all of our stars also had the same voice" 
(2004). GOlyiiz had an epiphany: in Ye~ili;am films, a small number of dub
bing artislS were voicing many of the stars. Howevei; the bodies were not 
simply muted, instead they had gestures, star texts. and they were types 
or individualities. One of the most acclaimed realist directors of Turkey, 
Llllfi 0. Akad noted that in choosing actors he did not care much about 
their acting but "their facial and bodily makeup. their 'type' as the French 
call it" (2004, 59) In many Y~il9am films from the 1950s and I960s, there 
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are blatant looks of the bodies that address the spectators. In pa11icu
lar, happy endings are often indicated not simply by the coming together 
of the happy couple but by the attention the actors pay to the viewer
through a look or a wave not seen by the rest of the characters, that is, by 
deliberately addressing the nondiegetic world. Alterna lively, as the happy 
couple walks off, an atLxilEary character either gestures for the closure of a 
stage cunain or waves good-bye to the spectators. signaling their return to 
the nondiegetic world. As Peter Brooks argues, we can understand "melo
drama's constant recourse to acting out, to the body as the most important 
signifier of meanings," as "the genre's frequent recourse to moments of 
pantomime." Though not given a chance to voice themselves, noble sav
ages c01nmunicated with the Europeans in gestures- they offered "a set 
of visual messages, pure signs that cannot lie, the undissimulated speech 
of the body" (Brooks 1994, 19). 

Howeve1; the play of gestures in Ye~il<;:am did not necessarily come 
at a point when verbal language became inadequate. Instead, dialogues 
were mostly desc1iptive or even a t times instructive, perhaps similar to 
early sound films. As sc1-iptwriter Biilent Oran said, "Ttu-kish spectators 
watch films with their ears" (Ti.irk 2004, 219) and they were very aware 
of the types of stars: "A jeune cannot be an evil man and jeune dames can
not intentionally be prostitutes. Only fate can lead them to such flaws" 
(Tli rk 2004. 217). Moreover, Oran added that such habitual identifications 
of types of actors, such as comic, evil, or femme fatale, were related to 
types in Karagoz plays. "For example, when Necdet Tosun appeared on 
the screen. the film theater was ready to laugh before he did anything" 
(2004, 225). Even if you turned such comic types into evil characters, 
Oran claimed that the spectators laughed at the most dramatic parts of 
the films. In this respect,. Ye!;'il<;:am's melodramatic modality belongs to 
nuid dualities, at times spoken by the dubbed voice of truth and at other 
time.s the autonomous gestures of a savage, that is, both modern and tra
ditional or both civilized and primitive. Thus seeing Ye§ilc;am in terms of 
diegesis or continuity, or of a religious morality. is complicated due to its 
continually recurring nondiegetic elements, its discontinuities and coups, 
and its attempt to come to grips with a \Vestern bourgeois morality that 
coincides with an Eastern traditionality. Viewing dubbing only in terms 
of muted bodies and disembodied voices implies gestured bodies given to 
savagery or pantomime. 

In considering the sound of Ye§il-;am, and voice as such, one also must 
consider what voice is- what do the voice of the dubbing artist, the actor, 
and the singer add up to in a single film? For example, the most legendary, 
acclaimed, and stereotypical female star of Turkish film. known as the "sul
tana," Tilrkan ;>oray, was initially dubbed by several dubbing artists, but 
eventually was dubbed almost exclusively by Adalet Cimcoz. In her later 
films of the 1970s, she chose to dub her own lines. However, in all of these 
films, her songs were exdusively dubbed by singer Belkiz Ozener. Thus 
Tiirkan ;>oray spoke and sung with different voices in her different films, 
yet the absence of realism in this multiplicity of voices never threatened 
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her siJ1gular star image. \Vhile communication through speaking, through 
the word, is one aspect of voice, the truth of voice is not just limited to 
the word or to "aniculate signs." Though Erdogan interprets voice in the 
service of religious morali ty and truth, Ye~ilc;:am's voice, which was con
stantly recorded and played in "mono," is more complicated in its give and 
take, i ts realism and spectacufarity, or its "ah" and "oh," its pain and plea
sw·c. Should we the n assume that Ye~il<;am's use o f post-synchronization 
is iJ1tegrated in a monotheistic tradition bdnging about a mediation of 
voice. and tru th by ousting the body? Or should we ask whether cinematic 
sound (music, sound effects, and the voice of actors or dubbing artists) 
belonged to a realm of the spectacular and the savage? How should we 
place Y~ilc;:arn's sex films such as Ah Deme Oh De (d.ir. Nazmi Ozer, 1974) 
orOooh Oh (dil: Aram Gulyi.iz, 1978) into this frame of Logos? 

Close-Up on Noise 

\¥illiams argues that hardcore sex films involve various close-ups of 
both sound and image. However, she also notes that a close-up shot of 
a body part or an act differs from a close-up sound of pleasure. Follow
ing Alan Williams, she argues that a close-up s-0und in the manner of a 
close-up shot is not p-0ssible; the soundtrack and the image track are not 
comm ensurable. Still, though it may not be useful in increasing realist 
effect, the post-synchronized sounds of pleasure in hardcore films, similar 
to close-up shots, offer the "spectacular." But still this spectacularity in 
"the aural 'ejaculation' of pleasm-c" does not match with the truth of the 
close-up shot of visual ejaculation. In chis respect, she argues that aural 
voyeudsm is subject to failure because the foregrounding of the sound 
of pleasure is very different from the image o[ p leasure. Following Mary 
Ann Doane. she notes, "Sound cannot be 'framed' as the image can. for 
sound is all over the theater. it 'envelops the spectator'." \¥hile it may be 
p-0ssible to show male pleasure on the image track, the sounds of pleasure 
(especially of women) are often not "articulate signs," but they come from 
"deep inside," by being attributed to "primitive pleasures" (Williams 1989, 
124-25). However, Ye~ili;am's sound in sex films, asking women to moan 
not in pain ("ah") but in pleasure ("oh"), was not just dubbed to increase 
the realist effect like American hardcore sex films or musicals. Rather, a 
film was completely dubbed to knot it together during p-0stproduction. 
A give and cake of p leasure and pain was supposed to culminate in Oooh 
Oh , the sound of total pleasure: entertainment. As for entertainment, what 
was offered was a package: not only a realistic and rational narrative and 
its placement into a coherent and continuous cinematic language but also 
a complete entertainment program that involved attractions, spectacular
ity, pleasure in pathos or action, and tears in pain and laughter. 

\l,lhen discussing Ye~ili;am. this state of being neithe1· one nor the other. 
but both at the same time must be emphasized. Perhaps it would, then, be 
wiser to comprehend Y~ili;am in relation to Turkification, as translation 
and mistranslation, a transformation and a perversion or vulgarization. 
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Though lhis may not be articulated in tenns of a politics of emancipa
tion , at lhe same time, it is not simply reducible to a cinema of escapism 
or intoxication. Beyond this problem of savagery or vulgarity, an integral 
question attached to Ye!iil~am and its Turki.fication is hayal. While the 
Turkificalion of Western technologies involved various avenues of quick 
bu t imperfect solutions as well as mirroring and outright plagiarism, 
the dream of filmmakers was to create films equal in quality to Western 
ones even as their technological and culntral makeup prevented this from 
ever becoming a possibili ty, let alone a real ity. While they participated in 
dubbing practices at the time, looking back, almost all Turkish filmmak
ers were critical of dubbing, for it was non-illusionisLic and nonrealistic. 
Nobody considers that it was perhaps reasonable, even natural. within 
a pa11icular spatiotemporal configurat ion of film production a nd con
sumption. Instead of reading Ye§il~am <is a myth ic narrative of gradual 
accomplishment of realism and considering dubbing as one of the prime 
obstacles before such realism, Ye~il~am's dubbing might be viewed not as 
what seems "real" but a solution that seems "natural" to the conditions 
of ils production. As noted above, Oran claimed tha t Turkish spectators 
watch movies with their ears. He relates the story of the man who shined 
his shoes and used to take his family to a tea place right by an open-air 
theater first to listen to the film and then to decide whether or not they 
should buy tickets LO wat<:h it. If what they heard was showy or thrilling 
enough, they bought t ickets to watch the film (2004, 219). Should we then 
claim that Ye~il~am's consumers were more of an "audience" than they 
were spectators' Had thjs been true, there would have been no incentive 
to go into the fil m theater to "see" the film, which was there and which 
stayed there_ Inside such theaters, there was a carnivalesque envi ro nment 
filled with spectators Crom all ages talking with family a nd friends during 
the film, bringing food and eating or sharing with others. Sodas and tea 
were sold, and children nm around and made noise as o thers cursed them. 
Parallel to this world of family carnival, film theaters showing sex films 
offered another, darker environment of carnivalesque masculini ty marked 
by masturbation, and at times by homosexuality and pedophilia. It was an 
underground carnival that fostered darker pleasures. How important was 
the illusion or realism of a diegetic world, both in terms of soundtrack 
and image lrack for such spectatorship within the dis traction of open-air 
summer theaters that constituted half of the theaters in Turkey du ting the 
golden age of Ye~il<;am cinema? 

Above, an alten1ative rendering of cinema, as a n interweaving of the 
real and the magical, traditional and modern, and appearance and appa
rition, is laid out. Popular films do not offer reali ty to their viewers, but 
only visual and sonic images of it that allows them to naturalize myths 
Without making them more civilized. Demanding reality from popular 
cinema and then criticizing it for its lack of reali ty is inherently against 
the nature of popula r film. Viewed and heard as mythic and anar·chjc, 
popular fil ms belong more to a carnivalesque world. Seen as apparitions 
in appearances or heard as moans or noises among discrete voices, film's 
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naturalness may be understood in relation to our presence in nature that 
is tjed to the unnatural and that involves not only a civilized, canonical 
beauty but also an ugly, savage, or i1Tational beauty. The voice of Y~l~am 
is inescapably coupled with its noise. This noise is neither mono nor stereo 
or polyphonic, but cacophonic. lt is in this cacophony that o ne may find 
what Ye~il~am Tuddfied with post-synchronized sound: not only vokes, 
musical scores, and sound effects bu t a lso the noise of the theater; of the 
projection machine, and of its specta tors. The nostalgia for the golden 
age of a popular cinema is not just for its sounds and images, but for 
an image and imagination of its precapitalis t, camivalesque laughter and 
crying. which is lost in the process of modernization and westernization, 
like the precapitalist. carnivalesque Karag6z or other traditional forms of 
entertainment. 
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5 

High Ye§il~am II 
Genres and Films 

Every minute provides scenes of captivating astonishment 
A spectacle house of cautionary tales is our screen 

- prologue to Karagoz plays 

Karagi:iz and Punch 

I n March 2005, the Little Angel Theater in Islington, London, put on 
a new puppet play, The Grass Is Always Greener. In the play, which 

begins in a two-dimensional Karagoz format and transforms into three
dimensional Punch style, Karagoz is inspired to visit London when he 
sees his cousin Punch on television (Awde 2005). The artistic director 
of the theater, Steve Tiplady, explains how Punch "takes him up in the 
London Eye and offers him the world, if he becomes a 30 glove puppet" 
(Wright 2005). But in this Faustian storyline, as Punch, that is, Mephis
topheles, brings Karagoz into the "real world," Karagoz realizes that the 
real world put befo1·e him and of which he dreamed, is not as he had 
imagined. According to Tiplady, "Like Turkey itself, half-European and 
half-Asian, the show is a mix of ethereal Easter n shadow puppets and 
knockabout Western iPunch and Judy" (Wright 2005). In Tttrkey, Kara
goz is considered a traditional, two-dimensional and basically vocal art 
outside the world of perspectival representation that has been slowly 
fading out over the last fifty years. But in this fade-out, is there a fade-in 
of Karagoz into other arts? Should it remain a pure, traditional art? 
Nowadays, not onJy do such questions persist in relation to Karagoz but 
they are also relevant in terms of Ye~ili;:am cinema, which by and large 
faded out of the contemporary world of filmmaking in Turkey while 
persisting in televis ion series. '\Nhat The Grass ls Always Greener "did" LO 

Karagoz stands as a metaphor for Ye~ili;:am cinema that aspired to the 
more realistic Western cinema. But once it incorporated Western form s, 
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there was no retu rn, and instead a new existence emerged 1hat is neither 
quite Western nor Eastern, but in-belween. 

Some Turkish film critics and writers noted 1hat cinema, as a modem 
medium. is the output of technological and visual inventions allowing for 
a mechanical representation of the three-dimensional reality of the world; 
Karagoz had no place in this representational world and was instead rele
gated to a pre-modern mode of representation and emertainmenl and dis
regarded by film historians such as Nijat Ozon- Altema1ively. filmmakers 
such as Hal it Refig considered Karagoz, if no longer visually viable, as one 
of the sources for Turkish cinema. Ye1 he did believe it-; form 10 be usable 
in the creation of a "national" cinema i.ntended to produce homegrown 
perspectives and narratives. Bot11 wdters considered cinema as an essen
tially "serious," acculturating arl. Sel in this context. 1he Karagllz quote 
with which Refig opened his 1971 book Ulusal Sinema Kavgas1 (The Strug
gle for National Cinema) is indicative of how Karagoz and later Ye~ilc;am 
was consumed: above all. both forms provided its spectators with "scenes 
of captivating ast·onishment.'' While they presented cautio11ary tales, 
they did so within a house of spectacles involving both spectatorship of 
and participation in a world of dreams and escapade. Ye~il<;am not only 
utilized traditional narratives bu1 also overcame technological or visual 
shortcomings with the help of verbal communication, as did traditional 
theanical forms. Thus while its sources and methods shared a specific 
relationship to both filmk and local tradi1ions, as a popular film industry 
or as a mass entertainment industry by and large producing commercial 
films. Ye~il<;am did not have a project or agenda milToring that of the 
republic. Instead it repeated several well-established formulas 10 increase 
profits and produced genre films and cycles of films in 1he same genre. In 
doing so, the majority of Y~il<;am's filmmakers did not look for a "true" or 
"good" way of making films; instead they searched for the most profitable 
formula for filmmaking. 
Ye~lc;am's texts, which oscillate between realism and non-illusionism. 

are put together with the help of dubbing. They often introduce not only 
visual discontinuities and failures but also incoherent and discontinuous 
narratives; however, whenever the visual language became insufficient 
for conveying 1he story, filmmakers relied on dubbing or overdubbed nar
rative to eliminate tJ1ese shortcomings. Similar to traditional theatrical 
forms that relied on limited secs and stages, they solved the problems of 
visual language with verbal language. Such solutions also brought about 
narrative fo1mulations and genre-based practices based on the repetition 
of established form ulas. 

Genrincation and the Recycling of Genres 

Discussions of genre focus on analyzing aspects of films' production and 
consumption: film industries refer to genres before and during produc
tion as "genre films"; spectators are aware of genres; and critics interpret 
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genres' significance within economic, sociopolltical, and cultural conjunc
tures. Genre criticism and popular cinema studies are also relevant to film 
criticism and film studies; while the former evaluates films through ear
lier examples of the same genre, the lauer traces the development of and 
transformations in genres. At the same time, the borders and topography 
of film genres involve continual negotiations and alterations in different 
spatiotemporal contexts. Rick Altman notes that the earlier conception 
of melodrama has been undermined by recent film scholarship and that 
genres are subject to considerable redefinition ( 1999). This redefinition 
involves a continual alternation between the initial creation of genres 
(genrification) and their subsequen t recycling in different periods and in 
other genres. 

Ye~ilc;am producers took into accoun t genres and generic choices that 
determined the following season's films through socioeconomic and poli t i
cal clues, tips from regional distributors, thorough knowledge of the mar
ket, and the surmised plans of other production companies. Scriptwriter 
Biilent Oran mentioned that producers had an annual period of indecision 
at che end of each season: "\Nhat films were they going to make in the 
incoming season? \>Vhat was the public bored wi th? \<Vhat was the public 
demanding" (1973, 22)? While producers initially gathered distributors' 
demands regarding particular scars, genres, and ingredients such as fight 
scenes, nudity, or lots of tears, they then considered the socioeconomic 
and political conjuncture: "Is the public experiencing hardship? Are they 
comfo11able? Based on these factors, comedies or dramas are considered" 
(Oran 1973, 22). Filmmakers responded to the popularity of genres tlu·ough 
Lhe production, distribution, and consumption process, and through find
ing efficient and c reative solutions to unstable conditions. 

Altman's model of genre-cycle involves a constant process of genrifica
tion and recycling, of mapping and remapping: "Just as our knowledge 
of the changing borders of France underlies any cu1Tent use of the term 
'France,' so catego1ies like poe11y . drama , and comedy coexist with the 
musical" (Altman I 999, 69). Instead of presupposing an originary or spe
cific point of reference for each discussion of Fr-.ince, it would be more 
comm ensurable to unden>1and borders as being fluid, as subject to redefi
nition or remapping. Genres belong to a multiplicity of locations instead 
of a specific and definable locus, similar to Altman's argument about che 
relationship between genres and nat.ion. '.Vhile for some, the nation stood 
for "a s ingle coherent concept referring to a single coherent referent . .. the 
very notion of nation appears to depend on constant conflict among 
multiple competing but related notions" (Altman I 999, 86). According 
to Altman, as systems and processes interconnected with one another, 
genres, like nations, suggest complex and interconnected communities 
and a presupposition of Benedict Anderson's notio n o f "imagined com
munities" and the Habermasian rendering of "a bourgeois public sphere" 
(1999, 196). "All genre for mation ... begins with a process of cycle-making 
creoliz.ation. combin ing gypsy adjectives with established, land-owning 
generic substantives" (Altman 1999, 199). Altman's view of genre/nation 
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also presents a cente1'pe1;phe1)' conflict that continually shifts the borders 
and involves attempts to capture the center. Instead of arguing for a fixed 
center thai is pure and originary, Altman's argument involves a dialectical 
operation that leads to continual transformations, as well as recyclings 
and regenrifications. This conception is commensurable with readings 
of Third \.Vorld or postcolonial cinemas that moved from an understand
ing of national cine1mas based on origins. essences, and purity to ambiva
lences, hybrids, and subversions. While this view insc1ibes Ye~l.yam to an 
extent, its re lation to Turkification, Jwyal, and melodramatic modality is 
also evocative. Ye~li;:am is a site of demand and desire that presented com
plex and contradictory identity claims that oscillate between the East and 
the West; and thus such protocols of identity formation and identification 
are at stake in Ye~ilc;am's genre films. 

Ye~ili;am 's Ozenti 

The Islamist director Yticel <;:akmakh remarks that the narratives of "cos
mopolitan cinemas" (Hollywood and \Vestem cinemas in general) are not 
"our" stories, those of a Turkish-Islamic identity (2002). For him, "cosmo
politan films" involve all film genres ranging from "adventure or comedy" 
to "historical action or comedy" and "Turkish cinema took these, initially 
tried to adapt them, but later started to imitate-even in the 1960s and 
I 970s, it started serial production by copying both scripts and fil ms" 
(2002). Similar to Ozon and Refig, Cakmakh also yearns for a "national" 
cinema placed against \Vestern cinema, incorporating and reflecting the 
traditions and mores of Turks. For him, even Ertug)-ul's films about the 
War of independence and all other social realist films are "imitations" of 
I talian Neorealist films. Likewise, he claimed that Satjayit Ray or Youssef 
Chahine's films emerged from an t!zemi, a demand and desire to imitate. 
Apart from his ob-vious distaste for leftists and the westernized eli te, 
<;:akmakh's choice of words reiterates aspects of nation/genre. Regardless 
of their political views. for educated film critics and filmmakers, Ye~ils:am 
is a cinema characLerized by ozenri. 

The word o~nti, which denotes a desire to imitate somebody, is a fab
ricarod word and its root, "oz" means self or essence. Oz.enri is the noun 
form of the verb 6zenmek, which does not have a direct counterpart in 
English and which, according to the Redhouse Turkish-English Dicrionary, 
means I. to take pa ins (to do something), 2. to want to imitate (someone), 
and 3. to try to (do something one knows little about). In other words, it 
involves contentious effort, imitation, and novelty. According to ismet Zeki 
EyiibogJu's Etymologic<d Dic1iona.1y of the Turkish Language, 1he "e11-111ek" 
suffix denotes a "self" that moves 1oward itself. and in ozenmek. "oz (self) 
is self-reflexive. It thus makes itself closer to another self, it enters into a 
relationship wi th another self. Oz.e11111ek is, for a self, to try to do some
thing done by another self by moving towards itself." The double meaning 
of the word oz is informative, for it resonates with the T11rkish nation's 
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relation to the West and its cinema's relation 10 the ·west. When one takes 
oz as "essence" and "pure or genuine," it refers to all claims of natio nal 
identity Lhat presuppose an essential, pure. and original Turkishness
-even though such presuppositions vary between disparate communities 
under the imagined ttnitary rubric of a nation. Altemativcly, oz refers lo 
self: ozemnek describes a relationship of desfre between self and other 
(selves). Whenever one self desires to be another self. ozenmek involves a 
movement that starts at the self, enters another self, and returns to i tself. 
However, in this movement, in this p rocess of "t!)'ing to do something one 
knows little about." the "essential , pure, and original" self is los t. When 
c;;akmakh calls Ye~i l~am a cosmopolitan cinema and therefore a cinema of 
"6:_e111i." he indeed means a cinema without "essence, pu1;1y. and original
ity." Thus he dema nds a return to an "essence" found in Turkish-fslamic 
culture, the Islamic aspect of which is excluded from republican cultural 
reforms. More in1portan t, <;:akmakh's films, as products of Ye~il~. are 
also not devoid of melodramatic modality. and are fa r from reproducing 
an "oz" because his claim to "return to our oz" is no longer pure and essen
tial, but "purified" and "essent ialized." 

Nationalism. Colonization. and the Third World 

The most iniluential inteUectual and political positions that relate to 
Ye~il~.am involve leftist, Kemalist or Islamist ideologies . Besides their 
ideological differences, all of these purportedly original syntheses that 
intended to retrieve the lost, but pure Turkish essence overlook cultural 
coloni:£ation. Frantz Fanon slated that the native attists' production of 
visual arts is based on national works that are "stereotyped reproductions 
of details." For hinl, native artistS working oo modem, nonfigurative art 
forms in a pre-independence setting ironically refused foreign culture, 
intending to institute a national culture in the post-independence era. 
"Af1er independence his anxiety lo 1·ejoin h is people will confine him to 
the most detailed representation of reality. This is representative art which 
has no internal rhythms, an art which is serene and immobile. evocative 
not of life but of death" (Fanon 1967, 181). Fanon asks whether the truth 
or these artis ts is reality in a post-independence setting. In Turkey, which 
bears an imperial culture in its history and which was not colonized per 
se, but invaded and then engaged in a successful War of Independence, 
fonnations of a Turkish national culture accommodated elements of a 
colonized culture in its i-elation to the '..Vest, and those who yearned for 
an essential national identity developed cultural self<olonization. The 
notiona l cultural project initially formed a myth of strivi11g to meet the 
standards of the West through modernization from above and westerniza
tion, and then supported the myth with a seco nda1y claim of being true 
to a national culture with an imaginary return to itS essential and pure 
s ta te. I t was not coincidental that, when ! contacted Metin Erksan for a 
possible interview in 2002, he refused to talk with me after I called Turkey 
o( the Ye~il~am era a ThiJ·d '..Vorld counLry. For him, Turkey's place is not 
next to "those" Third \Vorld countries but next to the \¥es1ern countries, 
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as their equal. Yet Turkey as a Third '.Vorld country easily sui ts the follow
ing definition: 

The fundamental definition of the "Third World" has more to do with 
protracted s tructural domination than with crude economic catego
ries ("the poor"), developmental categories (the "non-industrialized" ), 
racial cat.ego1;es ("the non-\.Vhite"), cuhural categories ("the back
ward"), or geographical categories ("the East," "the South"). (Shohat 
a nd Stam 1994, 25) 

Such st1uc tural domination holds the essence of ozenti: a nation never able 
co actualize because its structure is always being fed through an external 
system of essential identity and linear progress. However, asked to imag
ine a "Third \.\lorld" country. Kemalist-nationalists only think about the 
poor, the nonindustrializcd or the backwai·d, something that the Turks 
should not be. It is because of such a nationalist sentiment that many 
intellectuals-left ists, Kemalists, and lslamisls abke-have found them
selves in a state of blindness that can;es the impenetrnblc fog of a nation
alist and an imperialist pas t. ll is because of this that Turkish politicians 
d id not find themselves in a position to attend the 1955 Bandung Confer
ence that led to the Nonaligned Movement in 1961 and culminated in the 
conception of "TJ1ird World" terminology (Ko<;<lk 1995). Instead, Turkey 
conceived of itself within a frame of nationalist discourses in the Third 
Wodd that assumed "an unquestioned na tional identity. But most contem
por.iry nation-states a~e 'mixed' formations" (S hohat and Sta rn 1994, 26). 
Neither earlier Third \.Vorldist initiatives nor perspectives. noi· a contem
porary postcolonial theoretic.al slance was proper for the national culture 
projects of Turkey that dreamed of being equal to the \.Vest. 

As a Ye~ilr;am director producing many popular films gener.i lly referred 
to as "business films" (made just for pro!it), Erksan, like Refi~. yea rned for 
a propc1· nationa l cinema that would be simultaneously modern and able 
lo ulili7.e such elements of Turkish cuhure as Sufism. Following Fanon, in 
yearning for a representative art, narive artists stereotypically reproduced 
details in the name of reality. Such details proved lifeless and undecipher
able not just to the foreign spectators bu t also to the domestic masses. 
Moreover. when Erksan heard that I was going to do a s tudy 011 h is film 
Seyttm. (Satan), a "Turkification" and even an "lslamiza tion" of The Exor
cist (d il: William Fried kin, 1973), he refused to talk about this film, which, 
in his words, has no respectable place in his oeuvre. Assuming that it was 
not I who caused his anger during our very short telephone conversation, 
his altitude is likely a result of h is position as a Kemalist, nationalist direc
tor s taying ttue and proper, rather than indulging in the impurities and 
business aspects of a Turkified fil m. In his book on the possibility of mak
ing a film abou t Mustafa Kemal Atallirk, Erksan claimed that a film about 
him cannot be done in Turkey because it would concre1ize the concept of 
Atartirk and thus limit people's freedom in imagining Atatilrk. Instead, 
Erksan proposed that "a big and real American filmmaker such as Martin 
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Scorsese, Steven Spielberg or George Lucas" must make this film (1989, 
76). But one such big and be lievable American director had LO come up 
witb the idea independently, without incentive or requests from Turks 
because HoUywood had the best capacity to create "myths and legends" 
1ha1 would avai l themselves to one's freedom co "image" and "imagine" 
At:iti.irk and his thoughts. The power of Kernali st ideology comes from 
its "image" of Atalilrk as the savior of Turks and founder of the Turkish 
na1ion-stale and the film ha5 to represent the "inner truth" of the [a1her 
of Turks . Taken in 1his vein, the inner truth renects the genuine state of 
a sel f bereaved of fallacies. Instead of viewing national culture in te1ms 
of continual change and transformation, such a film and models offered 
by filmmakers offer stable and pure stales of originality and essential ity 
without considering the split inhibited by the very presupposition of a 
national culture. 

Colonial Selves. Postcolonial Others 

The concept of ozenti challenges such presumptions about unitary and 
originary selfhood because ii introduces a movement that starts from the 
self. goes to the other, and then assumes a return 10 self. What this move
ment fundamentally marks is the impossibility of a self to which one can 
return or that would stay intact once such a movement occurred. In his 
a11icle "Remembering Fanon," Homi Bhabha quotes Fanon who said that 
he, himself, "had to meet the white man's eyes" and see his "cannibalis m, 
intellectual deficiency, [el ishism, and racial defects." According to Bhabha, 
Fanon thus understood h imself as far from his own presence marked by 
amputation, excision, and hemorrhage ( 1994, 11 5). Fa no n's colonial sub
jec1 is placed into vision and representation; while being "over-determined 
from \vitbout," Fanon sees this process as taking place in the colonial con
dition through image and fantasy. The ideas of civility and progress, the 
move from nature 10 culture, and the myth of man and society, accord
ing 10 Bhabha, a1-c all undermined by the delirium and perversions of the 
colonial condition. In other words, post-Enlightenment Man's "dark reflec
tion, 1he shadow of coloni7.cd man," djsturbs <1nd divides its being (Bhabna 
1994, 116). For Bhabha, this "idea of Man as his a lienated image. not Self 
and Other, but the 'Otherness' of the self inscribed in the perverse palimp
sest of colonial identity" is transferred by Fa non onto the historic condition 
of colonial man. "The process of identification in the analytic of desire" 
is based on three arguments: to exfat in a colonial condition is ubout a 
demand on the place of the Ot.her; colonial o therness is "caught in 1he ten
sion of dem<1nd and desire" as a space of splilling; and ·this identifica tion is 
abou t "the product ion of an 'image' of identity demanded by the subject." 

The demand of idcn1ifica1ion-that is, LO be for an Other-entails the 
representation of the subject in the differentiating order of Otherness. 
Tden1ification ... is always the return of an image of identity which 
bears the mark of splitting in that "Other" place from which it comes. 
(Bhabba 1994, 117) 
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Having listed these three conditions, Bhabha quotes Fanon's nanation of 
the moment he was seen by a white French kid: "Look a Negro .... Mama, 
see the Negro! I'm frightened." Orban Ko<;ak wrote about two republican 
intellectuals, the •·epublican reformist Nurulla'h Atai; and the traditional
ist Cerni! Meri<;, who wrote on Shakespeare's .The Tempest and were blind 
to Caliban's identity. For Koi;ak, instead of seeing this play/character in 
terms of a dash between two cultures, both saw it/him as parts of the 
same culture "ithin a post-Enlightenment framework of universality and 
civi lity (1 995, 228). After reading Edward Said's Orienta/ism, Meri<; admit
ted that he would not be able to write a study l ike Said's, yet still claimed 
that he was familiar with the bulk of Said's sources. According to Koc;:ak, 
Meri<;, resorting t.o a form of Occidentalism, totally disregarded the real 
\.I/est as he made it into a single, unified entity with which he had a rela
tionship of demand and desire: "If we burn all the Korans, if we demolish 
al l mosques, we are still Ottomans in the eyes of the Europeans; Olio
man, in other words, Islamic: a dark, dangerous and enemy mass" (Ko<;ak 
1995, 241). Merir;:s search for identity led him to dig into Eastern sou rces, 
including those of Buddhism. However, he favored sources in the French 
language. Though in his relation to the West, Meri<; found himself in a 
relation of love and hate: of desire. He never imagined himself in the posi
tion of Caliban, the inferior slave whose island was conquered by a supe
rior master, Prospero. Though he saw an inherent darkness, dange1; and 
enmity in his identity, he tried to identify with what was enlightened and 
astute, instead of using his darkness, his shadow, toward political subver
sion. It was not ,just a coincidence but also an irony of history that Ernest 
Remm served as a source for the claims of national identity fostered by 
Ziya Gokalp or olhers who envisaged Turkey's national cultural projects. 
Renan's nationalism had to be s tripped of its inherent racism in a search 
for a nationality based on a spiritual principle that links the past with the 
present. 

Much like China, which could not quite place itself in the Second \o\lorld 
or the Third World and which experienced a process of self-colonization 
by its own governments, the Turkish intellectual climate stayed away from 
Fanon, Said, and other postcolonial theorists until the 1990s. As noted 
with reference to Rey Chow, though both countries never experienced 
colonial n1Je per se, both countries were in effect colonized and both 
peoples suffered exploitation thanks to their own governments' modern
ization programs. Thus, postcolonial thought's stress on "deterritorializa
tion, the constructed nature of nationalism and national borders, and the 
obsolescence of anticolonialist discourse" is significant in understanding 
this situation of colonization (Shohat and Stam I 994, 38). For Shohat and 
Stam, postcolonial theory involves transcending the earlier understanding 
of Third World and Third Cinema, inscribed by nation-building allempts 
and proximity to nationalist ideals of linear progression. Instead, "post· 
colonial theo1y, in so far as it addresses complex, multilayered identities, 
has proliferated in terms having to do with cultural m ixing: religious (syn
cretism); biological (hybridity); human-genetic (mestizaje); and linguistic 

132 Cinema in Turkey 



(creolization)" (Shohat and Stam 1994, 41). This shift from essentialism, 
nationaJjst originary models, and racial purity to hybridity and ambiva
lence may bring about a useful path of analysis in understanding cinema 
in Turkey. 

Ye~il~m and Ozenti 

111 the world of cinema, including that of filmmakers who yearned for a 
national, an, or political cinema, such a relationship with the \.Vest was not 
fostered. lnstead Hollywood i.s rendered through a dream o[ the inversion 
of roles, 10 be in the place of the other, of HoUywood, to possess a phan
tasmic space that cannot be literally occupied- hence it is a dream. Such 
fil mmakers are like Karo1goz, who sees ?unch on television and decides to 
go to London. There, Punch offers him the "world." to be like him, in a 
three-dimensiona l worlcl of puppets. For this, Karagoz has to identify with 
Punch and accept the latters three-dimensional world by leaving the two
dimensional world behind. Ne:t.ih Erdogan, who has written o n the prob
lem of idcmifica tion in relation to the construc tion of a national cinema 
in Y~~m. argues that both the defenders of westernization and its crit
ics in Turkey placed the West both as the other and at the center o f those 
arguments (1995, 180). While Ye~il~am understood its norms to be set by 
Hollywood, the proponents of a political or at1 cinema saw something like 
French New Wave or Italian NeoreaJism at its center s tage. 

In m1y case, the other had to be mirrored; the image of the desired other 
was outside and 6zenti involves a drea m of being in the place of the other; 
possessing its space, and being the master. In this dialectical inversion 
oC roles, however, the place of identification is marked by a tension of 
demand a nd desire. The dynamics of ozenti are critical for understanding 
Ye~~m. While Ye~o;am was called ozenti by its crit ics who longed for 
a "true" national cinema, Y~ili;am produced a mbivalent responses not 
simply to such yearnings but also in relation to the West. Ye~i lc;am's otenti 
thus involved a diale<:tical movement in whkh it is impossible to retum 
to an originary self air'eady lost in the process o f modernization and west
ernization. Erdo~Ul argues that "melodrama as a popular genre wruch 
plays on desire" provided us "with valuable insigh t into the a mbivalent 
nature o f nationa l identity" (1998, 264). This is indeed so, but extends past 
Ye~l<;am melodramas to Y~.,:am's melodramatic modality and its gcnri
fication. Turkification and genrilication are both processes of nation- or 
genre-construction. The d ynamics of such processes are not reducible to 
clear-cut categorical identities. 

Instead, Ye~il<;a m's ozenti produced ambivalen t a nd contradictory 
responses to both West and East, and to both reform projects and antire
formist tendencies. Oz.emi demonst:rates two distinct bu t related flaws of 
Ye~il<;am: one in its relation to Western cinema and th e other in its rela
tion to the westernized elite and their reforms. Ye~l<;am is also divided 
in itself in terms of films produced by majors and minors. United, Lhese 
complex inputs crea te multiple and ambivalent realms of response and 
criticism. muting the possibility of a single path from a colon izing West 10 



a colonized and traditional East. Instead, this is also coupled with another 
convergence between the wcstcn1ized elite and the West and between the 
self-colonizers and the doubly colonized masses. \.Vhile the elite's ozenti is 
mediated through high culture and was al the focus of early republican 
reforms, popular cinema was bereaved of this focus. Following Fanon's 
arguments, such a relation to the 'Nest eventually resulted in the alienation 
of the elite and westernized intellectuals from the masses. This presup
posed a demand and desire to reach the level of the West, to be equals, on a 
path of ozenti that claimed lo possess the place of other without giving up 
its own self. As Bhabha quoted from Fanon, this has to do with the colo
nizer's invitation of a shared identity based on education and status: "You 
are a doctor, a wri ler, a student, you are di/ferenz, you are one of us" (1994, 
117). Sold on such a claim to distinction, they repeatedly enacted their dif
ferences through the h.ierarchy constntcted through self-colonization. 

This relationship vlith the West, generally mediated by high culture, 
became more complicated in terms of cinema. \Nhile the masses were 
subjected to reforms, they were also aware of Westem cinemas, mainly of 
the same Hollywood that the elites sought to emulate. The masses were 
marked not only by the dream of possessing the colonizer's place but also 
by the dream of stepping into the role of the self-colonizers who locally 
stood in their stead. They are not only presented with a double "in1age" of 
identity but also are asked to incorporate both- As doubly colonized, they 
were traditional, rural, and multiethnic and were asked to negate their 
identity, the multiethn.ic and multicultural aspects of their-selves. In te1ms 
of cinema, they consumed Hollywood culture through a certain mode of 
"TurkHication" thanks to dubbing and at limes reediting. The populariza
tion of Egyptian and Ye~il<;am cinema, with the rise in the number of film 
theaters and with migration to urban centers .. created ambivalent identi
ties and identifications, both in terms of the films of major and minor 
production companies and of their response to the West and westernizing 
reforms. In this manne1; taken as a cinema of ozenti, Ye!?il<;am's self is not 
just itself but a spontaneous and a mbivalent movement from it-self to its 
others (i.e., dream-selves) before its return to it-self, which is distorted and 
transformed (i.e., "Turkified") in the process. But it is the distance between 
selves and others that. underlines the "movement" ofo?,enzi, which involves 
the effort to create something novel in its imitation. But should one find 
in this process an antagonistic relation between the \<Vest and the East, 
the colonizer and the colonized, and the master and the slave? Should one 
presuppose a return to the self? 

Ozenti also introduces self and others, and the Lacan.ian "Othe1:" In pre· 
sent.ing "the place of the native [i.e .. the colonized) as that of the image and 
the silent object," Chow notes that "a kind of 'lack' in a pejorative" sense 
is at work (l 993, 48). Fanon attempted to fill this with an antagonism by 
claiming natives' su bjectivity through an anticolonial envy and violence. 
Beyond this imagination of the native subjected to a Manichean ethics, to 
a melodramatic antagonism between good and evil, that limits the native 
to a field of the impure (i.e., getiirla), by following what she called "the 
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Lacanian language," Chow offered "the Other'' (ALltre), "Lhat is before 'sep
aration,' before the emergence of the objet pet it a, the name for those sub
jccti\!ized, privatized, and missing parts of the whole" (1993, 49). \Vhile 
a relation between the Subject and ''object a." the object of desire, would 
lead one to a dire<:t positioning of both , according to Bhabba or Chow. the 
introduction of the Other as the locus of speech and t1uth (i.e .. the Jaw 
of the father). pu ts representation into ambivalence by disclosing Jack . 
. Bhabha places this metaphor as "a process of substi tution and exchange 
that inscribes a normative. normalizing place for the subject." However, 
this is simultaneously "the place of probation and repression. precisely 
a conflict of authority" (1994, 119). In this sort of identification, Bhabha 
underlines doubleness and suggests that the identity is assigned by a per
son into the place (of the Other). Instead of locating an antagonistic rela
tionship between the West and the East, the 1uler and the ruled, a nd the 
white and the black, both in terms of colonization and self-colon.i:i:ation, 
what Bhabha underscores is the ambivalem;e integral in the identification, 
the distance betwet:n the self and the Other: "the stra tegic return of that 
difference that informs a nd defotms the image of iden tity, in the margin 
of Otherness that displays identification" (Bhabha 1994, 120). While this 
reveals the identity and iden tification of colonized subjects and thei1· com
plicated objectification of the Other, this postcolonial stance invites a com
pletely different frame of reference in cint:ma. Echoing Bhabha. Erdo~n 
noted that the big Other of Ye~ilc;:am is Hollywood, the external and una t
ta inable entity that sets the n1les: 

The Big Other plays on difference and the disavowal of difference, 
mimicry; departing from the denial of difference, will cmsh al Lhe 
ban;er of difference anyway. Hollywood is what Ye~lc;:am can never 
be .. .. Difference signifies lack in this context. So, in order to make 
this lack "good," Ye~ilc;:am, hopelessly produces excess . . .. There is a 
paradox here; excess is nor only a consolation for the lack, but il also 
just.ifies mimicry retrospectively. (Erdog;m 200 I , J 27) 

Though this is a fair model of Ye~ilc;am, it also places Oedipal drama at the 
center stage tltrough an an alysis not only of the discoLu-se of the coloni'ted 
but also that of Ye~il9am. Even before that, this view of cinema relies on 
the idea of "excess," which is only possible, in Ye~ilc;:am, through a pre
supposition of film language based on classical Hollywood cinema's "real
ism" and its continui ty editing. Only after such grounding can one speak 
about the breaks and ga1>s (i.e .. the cxccss.:s) thal disturb classicism and 
continuity. However, as aTgued with reference to traditional performing 
a11s, Ye~ilc;:am's filmic la nguage a nd nan-aUvcs are demarcated by discon
tinuities and nurtured by such breaks; its non-illus ion.ism is its defining 
character. Instead of wrestling with Lhe problem of reality or a realistic 
illusion, Ye:iilc;:am accommodates the naturalization of such non-rt:alism. 

But there are still other questions in rdation to "the Other": do films 
claim an identity or is it the analyst, the Subject, who places cinema 



accordingly in the Oedipal drama? Alternatively, seeing Ye~iJi;:am through 
"delirium" presents another rendeting of the Oedipal drama, because 
"cinema is able to capture the movement of madness, precisely because it 
is not analytical and regressive, but explores a global field of coexistence" 
(Deleuze and Guatuui 2003, 274). Instead of attaching the Oedipal guilt 
to the child, what. if the father is guilty? Instead of Oedipus's story, what 
abou t Abraham's sto1y ? Marked by an analytical urge and an "infinite 
regression" in terms of the child's relation to the father [a father's relation 
to a child, who then becomes ano ther father), t he beginning of this delir
ium is based on a father's Oedipalization of a son. For Deleuze and Guat
tad, "every delirium is first of all the investment of a field that is social, 
economic, political, cultural, racial and racist, pedagogical, and religious: 
the delirious person applies a delirium to his family and his son that over
reaches them on all sides" (2003, 274). While psychoanalysis places the 
real actions and passions of the mother and father into the "fantasies" of 
the child, and places that child into a scheme of infinite regression, it also 
does so in relation to a family, which is a bove all else a social field. After 
relating the fami.lial field to, and placing delirium at the heart of, every 
unconscious social investment, Deleuze and Gualtari mention two major 
types of social investment: segregative and nomadic. They also note two 
poles of deliti um: 

First, a paranoiac fascisizing (fascisan1) type or pole that invests the 
formation of central sovereignty; ove1;nvests it by making it the final 
eternal cause for all the other social forms of history; coun terinvests 
the enclaves or the petiphery; and disinvests every free "figure" of 
desire- yes, I am your kind, and I belong to the superior race and 
class. And second, a schizorevolutionary type or pole that follows the 
lines of escape of desire; breaches the wall and causes flows to move; 
assembles its machines and its groups-in-fusion in the enclaves or at 
the periphe1y, proceeding in an inverse fashion from that of the other 
pole: I am not your kind, I belong eternally to the inferior race, I am a 
beast, a black. CDeleuze and Guallari 2003, 2.76) 

\Vhile the first pole advises reforms, the second withdraws, escapes by 
erasing a portion of the system. Ye~ilc;am 's ozenri does not presuppose 
an oz, a n origin or essence; it does not attempt to establish a uni ty; and 
it does not follow republican reforms or claims to institute a "proper" 
national cinema. Jnstead its pragmatics dictates growth and aggres
sive expansion. T hus Ye~ilc;am explores a global fie ld of coexistence, of 
the West and the non-\oVest, of the colonizer and the coloniz.ed, of the 
paranoiac and the neuro tic. However, this coex istence, seen in delir
ium, in "the general matrix of every unconscious socia l investment.," 
involves the "asLonishing osci llations of the unconscious" from one 
pole of delirium to the other. Ozenti is about desire-a desire to be 
like the superior race and class, like the colonizer, the West. But it also 
engraves t he impossibility of this, a return t.o self and thus an escape 
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from desire: "I am not your kind," I am in feri01: J am the colonized, 
black, Eastern, and getiirkt . 
Ye~il~am is neither revolutionary nor fascist. Instead its existential con

dition, ozenti, is marked by the coexfatence of two kind.s-''Yes, I am your 
kind" and "No, I am not your kind." Ye~il~am's rltizomatic form "operates 
as an immanent process that overturns the model and outlines a map," 
despite its hierarchies and despotism: "It is a question of a model that is 
perpetually in construction or collapsing, and of a process that is perpetu
ally prolonging itself, bre.aking off and starting up again" (Deleuze and 
Guatta1; 1994, 20). Seen in this regard, ozcnti is a perpetual movement 
between self and other without a return to 01iginal self or without a ref
uge at its other. Instead, as a rhizomatic form, it is a lways in the middle. 
in-between things and positions, by not being filiation bu t alliance, by not 
imposing an existence bul a perpetual movement (Deleuze and Guattari 
1994, 25). 

Melodrama and Genre 

While Ye~il~am integrates Turkification, h<tyal, melodramatic modal
ity, and ozenti, it is also a cultural entertainment machine that brought 
about "a mechanism of double articulation" in which unlikely combi
nations occun-ed through perpetual mapping a nd remapping. In this 
process. melodramatic modality is tied to gem;fication and recycling 
of genres. "Genre is first and foremost a boundary phenomenon" (Gle
dhill 2000, 221). While early scholarship "mapped" genres, defining its 
tenitories and boundarics. the contemporary underslnnding of genres 
suggests their hybrid, c.yc.lical or amorphous existence. the processes 
genrification and recycling, mapping and remapping. Thus melodrama 
is reevalua ted through its combination of action, pathos. and laughter, as 
;'an early cultural machine for mass production of popular genres" and as 
a "modality ... a culturally conditioned mode of perception and aesthetic 
articulation'' (Gledhill 2000, 227). Melodrama. to exploit a broad public 
appeal, accommodates tr:aditional f01ms \.vit.h modern ones, bourgeois 
rea lism with romantic and sentimental dramas and comedies. Having its 
roots in a post-Enlightenment process of moden1ization and democrati
zation, melodrama's "aesthetic, cultural, and ideological features coalesce 
into a modality" th11t "defines 11 specific mode of m1iculation" adaptable 
across genres, decades. or national cultures (Gledhill 2000, 229). Its dou
ble articulation in genres pro~ides interchanges and o verlappings, coex
istences and alliances. "Thus melodrama thrives on comic counterpoint, 
can site its fateful encounters in romance, and keeps pace with the most 
recent of modes, realism, which first worked in cooperation with melo
drama and then disowned it" (Gledhill 2000, 229). 
Ye~i lo;am is also suffused wi th the following characteristics of melo

dramatic modality: it is .a slippery and evolving category, a phantom 
genre; it is sensational a nd spectacular. and sensory and significatory; 
it may flow toward revolu tion or fascism: it is ambivalent and para
si1ic.al; though it grows aggressively, ii coexis ts with o ther genres as 
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well ; in its replacement of a religious frame in a post-sacred world, 
it in volves a nostalgia for a pure and innocent past; it enacts an end
less 6ght between good and evil enmeshed with a middle-class moral
ity; it serves well for an imaginary community of virtuous common 
men (i.e., noble savages) tha t constitute a nation; in this, it is stereo
typical; it presents a myth of democracy that is livable in the land of 
romance and fantasy though it is marked by the re turn of the repressed 
by demanding a recogn ition; it demands emotional response through 
its spectacles and attractions as well as with its dramatic narrative 
shifts; it does not build i ts charncters in their contradicting and com
plex selves, instead it enacts contradictions through a differentiation of 
stereotypical characters, through types or individualities; this aspect 
of individuality serves well wi th stars whose presence on the screen 
denotes singular individualities; it involves a hero-heroine-villain tri
angle; it works with dramatic and spectacular confrontatio ns; in this, 
it is about intrigues, plays. and massive obstacles; in its working, there 
is a dialectic of pathos and action, a give-and- take of tension a nd relief; 
and las tly it resolves through a lifting of intrig ues or obstacles. \.Vith all 
this in m ind. how do these not ions of Turkification , h.aya.l, ozemi, and 
geru'ification play out in a sampling of Ye~il<;am films? The following 
sections offer a n in-dep th analysis of Ye§il<;am fi lms tha t cover a wide 
spectrum of types , from star-based bus iness films to low-budget qu ick
ies in the I 960s and 1970s. These examples will help in cons titu t ing a 
thread of Ye§il<;am's identity and provide concrete examples through 
which both devotees of Ye§il<;a m and those who have never seen its 
fi lms may consider Ye~il<;:am with a fresh eye. 

Haya t Bazen Tatlid1r (Life Is Sometimes Sweet 1962) 

Hayat Bazen Tatlid1.r (hereafter HBT, dir. Nejat Saydam) was a major pro
duction with several stars and some color scenes. Summarized as "salon 
comedy" in a dictio nary of Turkish films (Qzgii<;: 1997), the film opened 
in sixteen theaters simultaneously, fourteen of which were mainly lstan
bul's first-run theaters, while the other two were in t;:anakkale and Bursa. 
HBT's a dvertisement in Yrld1z magazine (Stai; 1962, vol. 11) states: "Zeki 
Mi.iren says that Life Is Somelilnes Sweet. Life will not withhold the 
sweetest hours of itself from those who will see this fi lm .. . . [HBT) is 
the most beautiful film of not only this year, but of many years . .. e mbel-
lished with in-color revue scenes, the most beloved ar tists of our screen.• 
As indicated by this ad, the "bureaucrat director" of the film, Nejat Say
dam, who was employed to make business fi lms in a systema tic way 
and without personal glory, was not in the limeligh t. Before HBT, he 
d irected another successful "salon comedy," Kii9iik Hammefendi (Little 
Lady, 1961), which then became a film series s tan-ing Ayhan l~1k and 
Belgin Don1k as the li ttle lady of a rich mansion. Acting in various films 
a t the time, Doruk was one of the th ree finalists for a popular acting 
competit ion in a 1951 issue of Y'lldrz film magazine along wi th Ayhan 
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Figure 5.1. Kur;uk Hamnnn $oforil (Little Lady's Drive1; Nejat Saydam, 
l 962), Lefi: Ayhan l~1k, Right: Belgin Doruk 

I~k, the "king" of Ye~il<;am . Don1k and I~1k were arguably the first "stars" 
of Ye~il<;:am. 

\.Yhile Doruk and Zeki Mliren's participation indicates a hit film by a 
major studio, Mi.iren was also an acclaimed singer of Turkish classical 
music. Turkish classical music. a republican rendering of the Ottoman 
Palace music, combined elements of traditional Arab and Persian musi
cal traditions. Like Egyptian melo-dramas (musical-films) with famous 
singers, HBT is a "singer film" following a familiar storyline: a singer 
with a lower-class or rural background falls in love with an upper-class 
woman and the obstacles to their relationship are el iminated with the 
singer's 1ise to fame in Istanbul. Miiren, who acted in a lim.ited number 
of big productions, said,"! am not at all ambitious in cinema. ·when I am 
not on tour I act in one film annually because I cannot refuse the insis
tence of my fans in Anatolia" (Mliren 1963, 13). Instead of focusing on 
the plot, Mliren's films principally presented the experience of Istanbul's 
music halls to Anatolian spectators and thus the opening credits of HBT 
focus on listS of songs performed in the film and credit the compiler of 
background music. 

As for color scenes, the opening credits explain their limitation due to 
exorbitant costs. Before HB1: there were only fotu- color films made in 
Turkey: an unfinished, paytJy colo1; animation film of 1951 (Evvel Zanwn 
it;in.de [Once Upon a Time], dir. Turgut Demi.rag) and ttu-ee color films 
(Haltc1 K1z [Carpet Weaver Girl]. dir. Muhsin Ertugrul, 1953; Sa.lg1.n [Epi
demic], dit: Ali ipar, 1954; and Ahrenen Gelen. Adam [The Man Who 
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Figure 5.2. Ewe/ Zaman ir;inde (Once Upon in Time, Turgut Demirag, 
1951) 

Comes from the Hereafter], dir. TtU'gut Demi.rag, 1954). After HBT, color 
film gradually becam.e more common. 

HBT, as indicated by its title, promised a ··sweet film" with songs for 
the enjoyment of its spectators. As a light romantic comedy tha t takes 
place at a lavish bou rgeois mansion wi th undeveloped cardboard chat' 
acters (hence the name "salon corned)( which is often used for romantic 
comedies). HBT also promises a complete program of entertainment, 
involving music, a give-and-take of sensuality and spectaculaiity, attrac
tions and astonishmen t. HBT opens wi th Zeki Mi.iren (hereafter Zeki), 
who plays a character by the same name, hjtchhiking wi th a su itcase 
and his dog. On a tntck that picks him up, he meets another hitchhiker. 
Musellim (Kadir Savun), also on his way 10 Istanbul. HBT automatically 
inaugurac.es c.he standard tropes of migration from Anatolia to Istan
bul (i.e .. per:iphet)' to center) a nd a promise of ve1tical class movement 
(Le .. from lower t o upper class) . In Istanbu l, Mi.isellim goes to the lavish 
bourgeois mans ion where Rasim, again played by Muren, works as a 
servant. Rasim, a comic character, contrasts with Zeki, a proper lower
class factory worker. Rasirn is in love with Ye~im (Belgin Doruk) whom 
he peeks at at the neighboring mansion. HBT revolves around these two 
studio-constructed mansions, indicating an u nusually high expenditure 
because Ye~il.;am would usually have rented houses for sets. The follow
ing chart lists the main characters in the two mansions by their class 
backgrounds: 
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Table 5.1. Characters in Hayat Bazen Tatlrdll' 

Mansion I 

Upper Class (Urban) Father 
Grown-up childish son 
(mad, comic effect) 

Lower Class (Rural) Maid 
Rasim (Mi.iren the 
comic) 
~aban (cook with a 
r.cgional accent) 
MUsellim (assis tant 
cook) Se1vanc 

MUmtaz's Mansion 

\'e~im 

M(umaz (Ye~im's 

uncle) 
Semih (Ye~im's fiance) 
Maid Ay~e (Rasim's 
comic counterpru1) 
Fele~en (Ye~im's black 
nanny) 
Zeki (M i.iren the lover, 
Y~im's friend) 

These stock characters are taken from the standard Tuluat theater man
sion, but split between two mansions. HBT also replicates Tuluat's typi
cal storyline of love and performances of comic characters and singers. 
As Zeki's comic reflection, Rasim reproduces Tuluat's lbi~ chm·acter as a 
buffoonish simpleton servant perennially in love with the maid Fauna 
(Ay~ in HBT), despite Rasim's platonic love for Ye§im (the girl in .Tuluat). 
The mansion owner's son (Sirar in Tuluat) is replaced by Zeki Mi.iren, 
who eventually falls in love with Ye~m. This class difference is interpel
lated when Zeki is revealed to be MUmtaz's son by h is ex-wife. Similar 
to Tuluat's romance between Sirar a nd the girl, HBT offsets Zeki and 
Ye§im's relationship, with Ye~im's villainous fiance Semih (Tuluat's Ttran 
[Tyrant]). F inally, as in Tuluat, there are other stock types of a mansion 
such as the cook, gardener, and nanny. 

Etched by melodramatic modality, HBT amplifies its pathos through 
Ye~m's wheelchair confinement and Semih's (Sadri Ah§Ik) attempts to 
incarcerate her to take control of her uncle's money while cheating on he1: 
As expected, Y~im finds th.e emotional support necessary to recover in Zeki. 
Ye~l<;am's melodramatic modality tirelessly repeats this t rope of sickness or 
castration (e.g., characters who are crippled. blind, deaf. or diagnosed with 
herut failure or tuberculosis). even to the extent of being extremely comical, 
such as going blind after foiling off of a chair. The "hired gun" scriptwriter 
of Ye~l9am, Biilent Oran, compared these tricks to ''heroin." "At times, we 
were in the mood to pump up the dose. I do not remember its name now. 
but there was even one film in which we made both p rotagonists blind" 
(Turk 2004, 216). Oran even claimed to invent inexplicable and unnamed 
fatal disea~es, only to have them healed tbrougl1 some sott of emotional or 
divine intervention: "I used to find various ways of committing suicide for 
protagonists . ... If it was an emotional film, 1 made them take pills, if it was 
a thriller, I made them to go to a cliff and jump off' (Tl.u·k 2004, 216). The 
power of love, the dh~ne intervention, also heals Ye~m in HBT. 

Promising vertical class mobility, Ye~il<;am's melodramatic modality 
incessantly underscored tlae inherent virtue and purity of its lower-class and 
lower-middle-class protagonists. Such social mobility is tJiggered by vari· 
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ous events. including interclass marriage, witllling the lottery, inheriting 
money from a distant relative, and, as in the case of this film. dfacovering 
a long-lost rich father. Instead of the personal flaws of protagonist5, as in 
Shakespearean tragedies, the obstacles and intrigues are usually created by 
villains or evil as such, similar to the gods' involvement in worldly matters 
as in Greek tragedy. Th.is exte1nalization of evil facilitates the restitution 
of lower- and middle-class morality. Indeed, tile most cliched repartees of 
Ye~l<,:am present clear examples of such class- and tradition-based moral
ity. Consider, for example, the following lines frequently associated with 
Y~il<;am films and easily recogni:l:able to i ts aficionados: 

Lovers, to each other: "When we get maITied, we will have a house 
with pink shutters" (with the connotations of a white picket fence); 

Poor protagonist lo rich one: "l may he poor but I am honorable," 
"We are from two different worlds," "You are as hostile as you are 
beautiful." or "Do you think you can buy me with money?"; 

Protagonist recogniziJ1g his/her long lost lover: "My God, this pic-
ture, this picture . . . ," or "This voice, this voice .... No, it cannot be"; 

When a protagonist goes blind: "Oh my God, I cannot see, T cannot 
see, I am blind," and later in the film, "Thank God, 1 can see, l can 
see"; 

A fallen mother assuring her son/daughter: "I will put you through 
school, even if I have to can)' stones on my back"; 

Female protagonist to the villain: "You can have my body, but you 
can never have my soul"; 

\"forker to his/her boss: "No, you cannot fire me. l resign"; 
Kid who does not know that he is talking with his/her real father: 

"Mommy. 1 liked this uncle very much. Can I call him, daddy?"; 
Mother to son : "Son, do not leave your father's blood on the ground" 

(announcing a blood feud, meaning that the son must kill his father's 
murderers); 

Turkish hero against a Vvestern or Byzantine evil lord: "O Justinjus. 
this is what they call the Onoman slap" (referring to a slap on the ear 
and neck that is supposed to kill at a single b low); 

Turkish hero sac1ificing himself: "You run awa); I will take care of 
them"; 

Turkish hero coming to the rescue: "I have anived, buddy" 

Anyone who is familiar with Ye~ilc;am films not only recognizes the 
characters, but automatically identifies the s toryline and genre of films 
solely from these o ne-liners. For instance, the last three examples are from 
historical dramas introducing a Turkish hero's love affair with a Byzantine 
or non-Muslim woman (not necessmily resulting in a happy ending, but at 
times serving as a metonymic means of captming foreign lands) and the 
one before these three recounts a rural drama ·with feudal codes of honor. 
Such phrases illustrate the morality that Ye!;iil<,:am offers to the lower 
classes and Y~il<,:am's cliche-bascd, stereotypical plots remaining true to 
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Figure 5.3. H(1ya1 Bazen Tarlultr (Life is Sometimes Sweet, Nejat Saydam, 
1962) 

the melodramatic modali ty that also reproduced s tars through types or 
ind ividualities . Stars identified by good or evil types cannot alter their 
types; that is, good types a re a lways good, and a femme fat.ale or an evil 
womanizer must repeated!ly act in such roles. As Ora n mentions, "Indeed, 
we w1ite characters accor.ding to the actors" (Turk 2004, 217). Therefore, 
at the beginning of HBT, Miiren and Dontk are automatically identified as 
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protagonists. Interestingly, though, Sadri AJ1~ik, who was not yet a comedy 
star when this film was made, is the villain in HBT. 

While the sentiment.ality and pathos is handled by illnesses and 
intrigues. HST embedded its speclaculadty with revue scenes that ran 
against realistic illusionism. Zeki's dse to fame in the film introduces var
ious scenes in a nightclub or music hall (gazino) where Zeki reorganizes 
the stage through the introduction of novel revue programs shot in color. 
This switch from black and white to color. as an instance of spcctacular
ity and attraction, introduces the film's oscillation betwee n realism and 
non-illusionism. HBT, beyond telling a story, addresses its spectators 
directly by presenting them with perfonnative am-actions and musical 
entertainment. As melodrama combining music \\~th dr-ama, in HBT, 
Miiren's songs interrupt the drama and the illusionistic nan-ative. Hayat 

.Bazen Tc11/1cl1r is the song sung by MUren during the opening credits. The 
image o( migran t Zeki canying his suitcase in the opening is mirrored in 
the closing scene by two suitcases, chose of Zeki and Ye~im, about to fly 
abroad for their honeymoon. While the first suitcase is decorated with 
s lickers spelling out "Bon Voyage," the second one replaces it and carries 
the sticker spelling om "The End." Thus a prop belonging both to dicgetic 
and non-cliegetic worlds directly addresses the audience and e liminates 
realistic illusionism. 

As much as this ambivalent end stitches the film.ic and the real world 
together and indicates the "sweemcss" or life through the film's title and 
theme song, the last two in-color revue shows by Zeki implicitly address 
musical performance, its cultural politics, and MUren's double personality. 
Before Moren's popularity as a performer of a reformed version of Otto
man Palace music, vru;ous singers altered this music and also Turkificd 
vaguely similar Egyptian songs. While Ottoman Palace music introduced 
a longer musical form with both instrumental and 1iOCal parts in a specific 
11ui.qa111 to trigger a particular mood, the republican form of it isolated and 
highlighted only t he shorter vocal part. As the first solo singing star. Moren 
not only epitomized this later form but also changed the face of musical 
performance. The tropic instance of Ye~i l~-im's response lO the republi
can reform of musical mode111ization that attempted to polyphonize tra
djtional musical forms is evident when Miiren performs his song in the 
company of a piano played by Ye~im. Alternatively, one of MOren's in-color 
revue scenes updates a classical song by a nineteenth-century religious 
and palace musician, Dede Efcndi, who felt the pressures of westerniza
tion during his own time. Zeki calls this revue show tl1e "~e11<.<1de Reviisil" 
(Pdnce Revue) and he acts the part o( an Ottoman sultan's son, wandering 
around hjs harem f·ull of reclining odalisques while a black servant fans 
him with a large-feathered fan. Complete with thin mustache and ear
ring. Miiren reminds one of a Rudolph Valentino in an Oriental harem, 
Turkifying Hollywood's Orientalist fantasies an d reiterating the impeiial 
past of Turkey. Another reminder of this past is Ye~'s black nanny, a 
common character in Y~ilc;am films of the 1950s and 1960s, a remnant of 
the slowly fading Ouoman aristocratic mansion life in lstanbul involving 
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rnral Turkish servants. cooks. and former black slaves. Fitting well with 
Ye§il9am's dream, HBT reconstructs the Ottoman past through the eyes of 
Hollywood. addressing the complicated nature of Turkifkation and vzenli, 
demanding not only a revival of a strong country bu t also the recognition 
of that country as subject to westernization and the colonization of its 
own visual imagery. Much like Ye~il9am itself, Mliren also noted that he 
knew his limits; he was limited by the borders of Turkey, for he sang his 
songs only in Turkish and not a major European language (Mliren 1992). 

HBT is intricately associated with Hollyv1ood in both its Turkili.ca
tion of Hollywood and its concealment of identity issues. '1\lriting about 
Singin' in the Rain (du: Stanley Donen and Gene Kelly, 1952) with refel' 
ence to Rick Altman and Peter \>Vollen, Steven Cohan notes the binai;es 
in the film: masculinity/femininity, innovation/obsolescence, natural
ness/engineering, body/voice, and image/sound. While Don (Gene Kelly) 
and Lina (Jean Hagen) star as the singing and dancing happy couple in 
Singin' in the Rain, the coming of sound and the ensuing innovations 
make Lina's sh1;1l voice a complicating factor and allow Kathy (Deb
bie Reynolds) to team up with Don . Kathy comes to "embody the per
fect synchrony of body and voice, dancing and singing, which marks the 
achievement of the talkie, just as the talkie's technological matching of 
sound and image mirrors the couple's off-screen harmonious blending 
of mascu linity and femininity" (Cohan 2000, 57). Cohan then tries to 
introduce a "third term" to "deconstruct" this sound/image dichotomy. 
For him, Singin' in the Rain tries to "wed" the rift between sound and 
image through the introduction of dance, that is, performance. However, 
1.he film's self-reflexive emphasis on the instability of dubbing and its 
attempt to "wed" this r ift: "in the married print and the marded couple" 
highligh ts the dance to s tabilize the rift, but opens itself up to decon
struction (Cohan 2000, 61 ). This issue of "dance" and i ts relation to "cou
pling" offers an interesting resonance with HBT. 

Tn HBT, when Mlimtm: gives a dinner to celebrate the end of Ye~im's ill
ness, though Ye~im wants to have her first dance with Zeki, Semih claims 
that Zeki had not actually helped at all and does not allow it. So while 
dance represents both overcoming castration and the novel possibilities 
of coupling for Ye~im, it is also crucial in revue scenes. In HBT, Miiren's 
last revue show introduces issues related to "coupling," "doubling," and 
"dubbing": because Zeki tmd Ye~im have only twenty 1111.inutes lo catch the 
plane for their honeymoon, Zeki has no time for the encore for which his 
fans are clamoring and he· asks Rasim, who becomes Zeki's assistant at the 
music hall, to go on stage for him just for the spectator's applause. How
ever, the owner R1fat plays a re.cord of Zeki Mliren performing Hayat Bazen 
1iuhd1r, forcing Rasim not only to mime singing while a record plays bu t 
also to dance with the song, "to perform the song as if he is Zeki Mtiren." 
However, during his performance, Rasim fails-he can neither lip-synch 
nor dance. Instead, all of h is gestures and mimics present an um·uly com
bination of failure to mimic Zeki Miiren. But he who is on stage at the 
end of the film is the "real" Zeki Mliren, while Zeki Miiren in the film 



has left for his honeymoon. \.Vhile Gene Kelly 's uncanny combination of 
a lower-class char.tcter with middle-class mora lity in his s tar persona was 
perceived to present problems of virility in a male dancer, Zcki Mu ren's 
singing, dancing, and actire brough t about a wealth of meanings beyond 
a contrast of masculine virility and a male dancer. There are indeed three 
Zeki MUrens according lo the film: two in the filmic world, a nd one in the 
real wo rld. The "real" Zeki Moren. who belongs to the nonfilmic or extra· 
textual world, cumplicates the picture further. • 

Both Zeki and Rasim in HBT reverberate d th rough the "real" Zeki 
Mi.iren, knott ing the filmic with the real. In a peculiar sequence in HBT, 
after speaking with Rasim in front oft he mansion, Ay!it! leaves for work 
al Mumtaz's mansion. On the way, she comes a cross Miisell im canying 
a candied apple. Without much talk and looking back a nd s miling. Ay~ 
takes off as MUseliirn arrives at the: entrance of the mansion where the 
mad son of the m ansion owner (Sade ttin Erbil) comes out and demands 
the apple. Then, as he stm1s to literally "lick" the apple, Rasim and 
Musell im, s ta nding on either side of him, also stan licking it with grea t 
gusto. The son stops at Limes and glares ang1ily a t Rasim a nd Musellim, 
before resuming bis lustful licking (of the "forbidden" fruit). This 
sequence, ripe with homosexual u ndercurrent, is indeed e ffectual through 
HBT's entertainment pro tocol based on a carnivalesque comedy. Yet the 
faughter, located arou nd the comic persona of E rbil, has extratextual 
repercussions, informing Zeki Mll ren's double identity, perched on the 
bo rder between t he secrecy of h is private li fe and the public ity of hjs 
transgress ions, through lavish cos tumes and cross-dressing. or between 
the popula r a nd sensational straigh t s inger and the privately gay man. 
Taken in th is line, when HBT introduces Ras im's failure to impersona te 
Zeki, this failure also implies extratextual and real failures in Miiren's 
life. Thus. HBT's realism is not situated in its illusionism, but instead in 
its in-betweenness. While both Zeki and Ras im carry fragments of the 
"real" Miiren, they are not able to match the lonely and gloomy Moren of 
well-kept secrets. 

In addition lo the heterosexual coupling of both Zeki and Rasim in 
HBT and t.he do ubling of the film ic a nd the real iden tities of Milren, 
dub bing presen ts a further co mpl ica tion. Ye~ilc;am pos t-synchronized a 
fi lm's soundtrack and image track with the he lp of professiomil dubbing 
artists or the actors themselves. Though this pract ice instigates prob
lems of realism. Yc~ilc;am films are watched by naturalizing du bbing, 
without a naching it to a n issue of reality. In HBT, while Zeki a nd Rasim 
are not seen together in a s ingle fra me un til the very late moments of 
the film, the ir s imilarity is implied earl icr by o ther eharnctcrs mistaking 
one for the other. Whj]e one of them is named as Zeki Mfire n, claiming 
to be the "real" Zeki MUren, Rasim is only refen-ed to by his fi rst name. 
In Ye~ryam, such a play with names is common, and in various films 
the stars porcrayed characters answering to the ir actual first names and 
first and last names, or even corrup ted versions of their actual names, 
s uch as HOlya Koc;yigit becoming HOlya <;:o kyigit. Whi le these names 
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offer various crosscurren ts between lhe filmic and. the real, they also 
introduce the issue of naming in relation to the republican reform pro
grams. There were no last names during the Ouom an Empire; ins tead 
it was customary to add lhe father's name. as well as titles related to 
one's profession or heritage. This changed under the republican regime 
afrer a 1934 law made Western-style las t names oblfgatory. Thus, being 
denied a last name, Rasim nominally and narratively embodies Zeki's 
rural, backward, uncivi.Jized, and comic alter ego. Compared with the 
worldly and talented Zeki, Rasim's failure in performing Zeki Mi.iren 
is amplified by his fotile performance and unsuccessfol attempt to lip
synch. The failure of Ii p-synch, howeve1; is also Ye~i.lc;am's perennial 
fa ilure; its practice of dubbing constantly undermines realistic illusion. 
Thus when the "real" Muren fails to impersonate Zeki while he is acting 
as Rasim, it is indeed Ras im who epitomizes fa iltu·e. Indeed, Rasim'~ 
situation is highly reminiscent of Ye~i lc;am , which has a dream of being 
an internationally renowned film industry, and thus reproduces ozenti. 
In Ye~il9am's movement toward the \.Vest and then its return as an 
altered self, Ye~i lc;am's filmmakers claimed the ''real" Ye~ilc;am as they 
mimicked their "ideal image'' of Ye~il9arn (i.e., of an artifice, of Hol
lywood). But Rasim is destined to fai.I in lip-synch or impersonation , 
for it .is Mi.iren who dubs his own reality (between Zeki and Rasim and 
between his secret and public lives) as Mi.iren doubles his own image 
(both in film and in reality). Such is Ye~ilc;am's "reaHty" of dubbing and 
doubling coupled with H BT's self-reflexivi ty and ozenti. 

Dubbing and doubling in both HBT and Ye~l9am climax when Rasim 
and Zcki are seen twice in the same frame, with a split-screen image of two 
ZeJ..i Mlirens because, probably as a result of the ted1nology of dubbing or 
editing, in these two scenes, Rasim's voice alters and it seems to be dubbed 
by someone else. In othe1· words, Rasim is doubly dubbed, once by Mliren 
and another time by someone else. Additionally, when either Rasim or Zeki 
moves in the split-screen image, pa1ts of their arms vanish because Mi.iren, 
a5 he moves, falls out of tJ1e split-frame. Jf Ye~il9am were analyzed through 
formalist arguments, the realistic illusion is nowhere to be found in this 
aural and visual doubling of Miiren. Howeve1; this doubling of failures is 
what makes up Ye~il9am and its Turkification of a Western medium: it is 
not necessruily a failure but the very modality of Ye~Hc;am, placed in-be
tween the rton-illusionism, the direct address of traditional performing ads 
and the inherent realistic illusionism of the medium of cinema. Howeve1; 
Ye§ilc;am's filmmakers are also well aware of this as tl1ey carefully address 
their spectators; as in HBT, when lhe antagonist Scmih is seen with another 
woman, Y~im looks at the camera and winks, signaling the elimination of 
Semjh as an obstacle to her and Zeki's coupling. 'With Zeki's 1ise as a singer 
and the revelation of his family background and subsequent elim.ination 
of class difference, Zeki a nd Ye~im were free to marry. But the problem of 
being cousins is never addressed in HBT-as may be seen in many cases 
in Turkey, including one o f the richest business families, introfamiJial mar-
1iage does not carry the same stigma that it does in other cultures. 

High Ye§i/~am JI 147 



Considering the illusionistic, three-dimensional realism of Western cin
emas. Ye~il~m faced the impossibility of success in it:; dream of making 
films like lhose of Hollywood. Howeve1; once it encountered the other, 
Ye~i l~am lost it.s original self and prod uced Turkified tactics to register th.is 
Western medium in Turkey. Thus, though it did not follow the conventions 
of Hollywood cinema, it produced an ambivalent world of dreaming and 
mirroring, doubling and transforming. As much as Ye~il~m had a hayal 
(dream) of its other, it was itself a haycil (Karagoz shadow play or mirror 
image), and thus presented a world of /1ayal (dream/imagination/fantasy). 
In such a world of fantasy, then, things like a candied apple point to the 
bad, yet tasty apples of society. 

Kara Sevda (Unrequited Love, 1968) 

Similar to HBT, Kara Sevda (hereafter KS, dir. Seyfi Havaeri) belongs to 
the genre of "singer films" that inn-oduces an al ready famous singer carry
i"g hisfher star persona into the filmic world rather than a film s tar who 
acts as a singer in the film. Singer films a lso offer a complete program of 
enterta inment: no t only pat.hos and action or emotions and spectacles but 
also music and performance. They introduce a migration from the petiph
ery to the center through the dse of the singer and his/ber heterosexual 
romance with an upper-class charactet: KS raises issues similar to those in 
HBT, while also using a folk singer to emphasize themes of modernization 
and westerniza tion in a rural setting. 

The 1968 version of KS is a remake, or rather a combination of two ear
lier films of Seyfi Hav<1eri, one by the same name (Kara Sevda, 1955) and 
the other Goniilden Yara/ilar (~Vounded through the Heatt, 1949). In 1977, 
it was remade again in color, ~me (Fountain. dir. Temel GUrsu). but this 
time with the arabesk music singer Ferdi Tayfur. Havaeri mentioned that 
a producer who had thought him dead saw him by chance on the street 
in 1968 and asked him to remake the film wi th two stars, Nuri Sesigtizel 
and Hiilya Krn<yigit (2002). While the original KS is not p1·edominantly a 
s inger film but rather a village drama with a sad ending, the 1968 vers.ion 
involves the folk singer Sesigiizel. The success oft.he 1968 version encour
aged Havaeri to make another quicicie, Kara Yaz11n (My Dark Fate). again 
with Nuri Sesigii.zel. Much like it.s sequel, the story of Knm Sevda is based 
on an ill-fated love affai r between t11e char..1cters Hasan (Nuri SesigUzel), 
the son of the farm's caretaker, and Selma (Hiilya Kor;yi~t), the daughter 
of the farm's landlord R1dvan. Ozgti.; summarizes the firs t KS and (:~me 
as the story of unrequi ted love between a farm Lord's daughter and the son 
of the farm's caret.ake1~ and the 1968 ,·ersion as "a modern Layla and Maj
nun story" (1995).' Similar to Layla and Majnun, the protagonists in KS 
grow up together, but later are separated because of the girl's father's fears. 
Like Majnun, Hasa n returns to Selma's grave to die and reun ite with her in 
the a fterl ife. The simila ri ties stop there. In .KS, Hasan docs no t go mad and 
transcend from physica l to spiritual love, hinting at religious spid tualism 
through which the lover and the beloved become one. Instead, s taying true 
10 its modern, post-sacred nature, KS's Hasan 1hreads the mclodramat.ic 
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through vertical class movement, instead of madness and spirituality. In 
the materialistic world of the record indusuy, he becomes a famous singer, 
sells records, appears on the state r.idio, and is surrounded with beautiful 
women. StiU his love, naturally unrequited, lingers in this materialis tic 
world, as if it is the only moral istic thread that stops him from becoming 
entangled with individualism and capitalism. 

KS's opening credits are accompanied by a fol k song, sung by Sesigti
zel. expressing the singer's unrequited love for Selma, a theme further 
emphasized by the scene in which, as children, Selma and Hasan plant a 
pine tree together, a symbol of their unity. The next scene shows them as 
teenage lovers talking under its fully grown branches. The class difference 
between them becomes an obstacle in the eyes of Selma's father, Ridvan, 
who introduces himself as a businessman wish ing to modernize his farm 
with the help of an agricultural engineer Necdet (Onder Somer), whom he 
wants Selma to many. In line with Ye~il9am's melodramatic reproductio n 
of the patriarchy and traditional family bonds, Hasan leaves the farm and 
Selma man;es Nccdet. At the end, Selma, unhappy because of the com
pulsory man;age and imagining Hasan seduced by the immoral girls of 
lsmnbul, slowly dies of her unrequited love. Coincidentally, Hasan returns 
to the farm and sees his lover on her deathbed. He takes her to the base of 
their tall tree before committing suicide. In the next scene, their souls r ise 
to heaven from their graves, located under the tree. In this scene, two fig
ures in white clothes rise to the skies with the tree in the back1,,>round- in 
reali ty, the actors are climbing the s tairs of a soccer stadium with the 
background image of the tree supe1;mposcd on the footage. 

KS's melodramatic modality invites discussion of two interconnected 
issues concerning republican modernization in agriculture, and the cul
tural politics and westernization of music. Similar to other Y~lc;:am films, 
KS emphasizes the Kemalist educational discourse through Hasan, who is 
not allowed by R1dvan to continue his education and is therefore unable to 
realize his dream of becoming an ag1;cultural engineer. As Havaeri men
tions, Atallirk set an example for Turkish peasants by fom1ing a series of 
sta te farms and operating farm machinery (2002). Havaeri explains his 
use of tractors in KS lo emphasize the modernization of agriculture, bu t 
such scenes also recall Atatiirk's ride on a tractor at the Ata li.irk Forest/ 
Agriculture Farm in Ankara- though in Havaeri's film, the villain ddes 
the tractor! While the rural, village film genre (both social realist dramas 
and melodramas) sided with Kemalist reform projects by por traying the 
traditional forces such as the landlords, imams. and feudal c.odes of honor 
as melodramalic obstacles and by supporting the agents and institutions 
of moden1ization, KS accommodates an implicit 0 1· perhaps an uninten
tional c1;ticism of the republican cultun il project. Among the stock types 
of rural films, the agents of modern ization are teachers, soldiers, doc
tors, bureaucrats, and engineers. In KS, Nccdet represents the center that 
reforms the countryside, the periphery: a modern, urban, and westernized 
center imposing its will over a traditional, rural. and Eastern periphery. 
However, Necdet allies himself with Ridvan, the landlord, and thus nms 
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Figure 5.4. Kara Sevda (Unrequited Love, Seyfi Havaeri, 1969), the 
semence on the lower left side of the poster states, "This fi lm is made 
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counter to an extent to the discourse of republican modernization. While 
R1dvan's portrayal fits the mold of callous republican reformers, Necdet, 
through the end of the film, respects Selma's love for Hasan and consents 
to give her a divorce. 

The arch-villain R1dvtm's attire further complicates KS's moderni7.a tion 
and westernization discourse: Western-style clothing (hat, polo pants, bin
oculars, and a horse-whip in his hand symbolic of his role as landlord) that 
is markedly diffen:nt from rural Turkish dress codes and instead reminis
cent of the attire of the ean·ly repubHcan elite. ln avidly Kemalist village lit
erature or films, the landlords form an alliance with other reactiona ries to 
promote traditionalism. However, KS is confused in this respect because, 
like the republican reformers, the abominable landlord wishes to accom
plish agricultural reform and a change in cultural taste from traditional 
to Western musical forn1s. Both the association o f KS with a folk music 
singer. replaced by an ambesk singer in <;e!jme, and the impressive success 
of KS at the box office, especially in the Anatolian towns where the alltire 
of folk music was stronger, reflect the disraste of the pubHc for the extreme 
measures of republican cultural projects. such as the ban placed on the 
broadcast of Turkish classical music on the stale rnd io for a Httle over 
a year in the early 1930s. In this manner, KS's introduction of u contra
diction be rween folk mus ic and Western music is telling because Rtdvan 
forbids Selma to lisren 10 Hasan's folk songs. In a sequence, Rldvan, afrer 
hearing rhe voice of Hasa n, who was supposed to go to rown to pick up 
Selma's fiance, Necdet, is enraged thinking thal Hasan is still on the farm. 
Selma indicates a rape recorder and tells Mm th.it she recorded Hasan's 
song. Howeve1: by echoing the republican reformers who anempted to 
modernize and westernize, to polyphonize the monophonic folk music, 
Rtdvan yells at his daughter. "You will not listen to th is music anymore. 
You will lisren to tangos, waltzes!" But Selma replies that such folk songs 
remind her tha t she belongs to these lands; she stands up for the Turk
ish folk who would not acclimate themselves to Western musical forms. 
Thus, when Ye~ili;am anemptS to incorporate Kemalist modernization 
into irs melodramaric modality, elements of trad irionalism emerge a r the 
expense of the very ideology the fi lm a ttempts to pro mo te. Although such 
asides seem contradictory, both the republican reform programs and the 
trnd itionalist opposition to them were parLly successful and created a 
hybrid 01· ambiv-alent culture in Turkey that does not completely belong 
to either vision. 

The 1.-.msmitterofWestem musical fmms, thc srate .-..1dio, also broadcast 
programs such as "The Vi llage Hour," which was intended to enlighten rhe 
rural masses with information on modem agricul ture and farming. Af ter 
his expulsion from the village, Hasan goes to Istanbul to find a job and is 
discovered by a talent scour who hears him while singing desperate songs 
of love at his hole!. As when Miiren sings in the factory in HBT. here too 
all the people in the hotel listen 10 the singe1,s unself-conscious perf01~ 
rnance. Fame and fortune come lo lower-class characters our of good luck 
or specracular coincidence, provided rhey keep their inregrity. Hasan, who 
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remains faithl'ul to Selma, wins the state radio's competition recruiting 
singers. Soon, the recently married Selma turns on ''The Village Hour" in 
the hopes of becoming more educated and helping with the moderniza
tion of the farm. Instead, she hears Hasan singin·g songs of desperate love. 
Selma faces her "past" lover through his "dubbed" voice, whlch indeed is 
a live concert in a radio studio, and also traditionaUsm (folk songs about 
unrequited love) as aired by the very agent of modernization, state radio. 

At the end of the film, Necdet proclaims that Selma is no longer his wife 
because he realizes that she loves Hasan. Ho•vever, Ye§i19am's morality 
does not allow a woman in a rural setting to get remaITied. Elaborating 
on the Turkification of Hollywood scripts, Oran mentioned that it was 
more difficult for him to Turkify than to Wl; tc oliginal scripts because 
they had to maintain the foreign film's formula for success despite radi
cally modifying it to suit local morals and trad.itions. For instance, some 
\.Vestern films Lhat he adapted included married women cheating on their 
husbands. For him. when Turkish spectators watched such foreign films, 
they thought that such things were possible because ultimately, the for
eign film represented foreign women. They did not see a problem when 
both the husband and the wife were foreign. Bu.t in "stealing" such a film's 
successful storyline, if sc1iptwriters placed a Turkish woman in the same 
situation, the Turkified version was fated to be a box office disaster: "In 
our film. if the woman is Turkish. her husband is an honorable Anatolian 
man. \.Vhen we adapt such a film and allow the man to be cheated on, he 
is perceived as a pimp and she is understood as a prostitute" (Tiirk 2004, 
204). In thjs moralistic world of Ye~il<;:am's mel.odramalic modality, there 
was no exit for Selma and Hasan except death. Ironically, at the end of the 
film, a couple leaves flowers on the graves of Selma and Hasan in hopes of 
getting manie-0 themselves. A voice-over narration presents an epilogue 
to the film, signaling the nostalgia of a sac1·ed love in materialistic modern 
world: "From that time on, all lovers who could not be together visited the 
graves of the lovers to eliminate the obstacles before them." 

KS's ambivalent resistance to republican reforms is coupled with its fos
te1ing of sacred over secular values, its localism and ties to a niral identity. 
Keeping in mind that the 01iginal films were made in the early 1950s, 
KS's pe1;pheralism may be seen as echoing tbe Democratic Party's over
taking of the government from the Republican People's Party, with rural 
and lower-class support. In KS, after Hasan's burial in the village, Ridvan 
and Necdet's goals for the mode1nization and v;este1nization of the farm 
remain possible. At this point, the spirituality of Layla and Ma.inun stories 
resonates with the lyrics of Nuri Sesigiizel's folk songs abou t divine love 
and the desperation of love. In KS, before Hasan leaves the farm, Selma's 
mother asks Rldvan to respect the lovers. R1dvan replies: "In what kind of 
an age are we living, wife? The age of Kerem and Asli or Layla and Majnun 
was long ago .. . . The son of a farm's caretaker cannot be my daughter's 
groom." Thus the film suggests that tradition is both passe and yet also 
continuing, reaffirming Ye~l.yam's ambivalence regarding the republiam 
reforms. 
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On the other band, Hasan's fatbe1; the farm's caretake1; symbolizes the 
powerlessness of the lower classes. As be watches the departure of his son 
or the marriage ceremony of Selma and Necdet in the background, silent 
and almost in tears, he stands in for the spectators, imagining Hasan in 
the place of Necdet. However, pathos peaks in the bddal chamber, imme
diately after Necdet tutns on the radio and Selma hears Hasan singing on 
che radio: 'They ripped a raw fruit from the branch; they separated me 
from my lover." Beset by the connotations of this song. Hasan's father, 
wandering around the farm house, also hears the radiio and calls out to 
his son: "Hasan, this is my son's voice." Indeed, what is heard on the radio 
is Hasan's voice as he sings. but unlike in HBT, where Zeki Muren speaks 
his own lines. this singing voice of Sesiguzcl himself is different from his 
dubbed speaking voice. Regardless of bow bis father unproblematically 
perceives both voices, Hasan's voice is also cracked in two. However, this 
politics of voices, and thus. silence, is interlaced with the voice-over narra
tion and the state radio. \\lhereas the over-narration symbolizes the truth 
of film as such, the voice of the radio represents the potent voice of the 
state, as the father of all Turks. 

Ir is, after aU, not Hasan 's presence, but bis voice that makes the project 
of mode111ization unravel. In the end, it is the landlord father-associated 
with the state both through his costume and in ms projects-who is the 
locus of blame and who. like the republican regime, tried to change people 
against their will, whereas the caretaker father is the o ne who could not 
voice himself and thus Jost his son in the process. In this respect, Hasan 
and his fatbe1; who share the last name Kara (meaning black or dark, and 
denoting fate), represent the masses as subjects and as being subjected to 
"Turkification-from-above." Thus at this site of contestation where mod
e111ization and traditionalism are acted out and on the border between the 
two, the working ofozen.ti persists as altercation and transformation. Nev
ertheless. KS also tells the s tory of Selma who is "ripped like a raw fruit" in 
tltis encounter between tradition and modernity, which in any case stays 
put in its patriarchal nature. 

Bir Teselli Ver (Give Some Consolation. 1971) 

While KS introduces the transition from rural to urban through iural mod
ernization. another set of fJ.lms, like Lutfi 0. Akad's Bir Teselii Ver (hereaf
ter BTV), handles this transition within an urban environment. Though 
not well known abroad, Akad is considered the first "auteur" director 
of Ye~ili;:am and Ozan (l 962), Scognamillo (l 973b), Onaran (1990), and 
Ozgiic,: (1995, 10) claim that he realized the transition from a theate1' 
inspired filmmaking to cinema. Unlike the popular directors of va1;ous 
quickie "business films" such as Havaeri or Muharrem Gurses, Akad usu
ally worke.d with Ye~il.;am's majors and gained acclaim for several social 
issue films that also did well at the box office. Around 1970, when some film
makers and cdtics were engaged in heated debates about what constitutes 
the "Turkish" cinema, with Refig and Erksan, he advocated the "national" 
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cinema perspective. An influential group of Kemalist and leftisc film critics 
promoted European movemencs like Neorealism a nd New \!Jave as mod
els for Turkish cinema, with little consideration of Third Cinema or Third 
\>Vorld cinemas, further endorsing the republican model of westernization 
and modernization from above. Thus, mostly siding wich Second Cin
ema, these critics opened the Turkish Sinematek (Cinematheque), mod
eled on and in collaboration with its French predecessor and augmented 
by an awareness of \>Veste1n art. cinemas and film history! However, they 
considered Ye~il<yam completely opiate and backward and called for its 
obliteration. Against these criticisms, Ye~ih;am filmmakers vocalized two 
main responses: milli ("national") cinema, an Islamic outlook proposed 
by Yucel <;akmakh and Mesut U9akan; and ulusal ("national") cinema, the 
nationalist outlook of Refig. Erksan, and, partly, Akad. <;akmakJ1 deemed 
Ye~ili;am "cosmopolitan" and impure, envisioning the cinematic reuieval 
of Tuxkish-Islamic identity tlu·ough Onoman culture, hence his choice of 
an Arabic word, mi/Ii, for national. Alten1atively, inspired by Oriencalist 
Marxian arguments on the Asiatic mode of production that suggest the 
impossibility of a leftist revolution in Turkey due to the absence of a class
based capitalist societ)\ Refig envisioned a national cinema that would 
combine elements of the history of Turks, including the phase of Otto
man Empire; hence the fabricated, but authentic, republican word ulusal. 
Akad, participating somewhat in this perspective, produced vadous types 
of films m1d managed to remain in his words "bet ween dark and light:' of 
cinema (2004). 

In 1971, Akad directed five films: he wrocc scripts for the first two, 
Anneler ve Kiz/an (Mothers and Their Daughters) and Bir Teselli Ver (Give 
Some Consolation), while the other three were written by Ye~iJ<;am's 
"serial killer" scd.ptw1iters, Safa Ona! (Riiya Gibi [Like a Dream] and 
Mah~ere Kt1dar [Until the Day of Judgment]) and Ona! and Erdog;:tn Tuna~ 
(Vah$i (:ir;ek [\Vild Flower]). For Akad, the last three are "ordjnary" busi
ness films, with "01·dinary" scripts and "ordinary" direction. Three of them 
are singer films: Anneler ve K1zlan with Ne~ Karabocek, Bir Teselli Ver 
with Orhan Gencebay, and Raya Gibi with Zeki Milren. Akad a lso noted 
that Riiya Gibi and Mah,ere Kadar were essentially remakes of his Kader 
Bi.iyle istedi (Thus Spoke Fa te, 1968) and that "he made the same film 
three times" (2004, 521). For Akad, scriptwriters Tuna~. Ona!. and Oran 
"always had a couple of synopses in band; they wrote fast; and they never 
\\~·ote something outside the lines, something ibad. Because they \\~·ote a 
lot, they at times gave you masterpieces that fit the rules of mathematics 
and statistics" (2004, 522). In short, all five of them reproduced Y~il<;am's 
melodramatic modality through dramatic and spectacular contradictions 
to motivate the speccators with a give-and-take of pain and pleasure. 

Turkification is also at work in Akad's Anneler ve Kizlan. for the fi lm 
is based on Douglas Sirk's Imitation of Life ( 1959), which was itself a 
remake of John M. Stahl's 1934 film, Imitation of Life, based on a Fannie 
Hurst novel. Afte1- being asked by producer Ennan to Turkify Sirk's film, 
Akad felt that he was asking for a story basetl on the dramatic conflicts 
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Figure 5.5. Bir Teselli \ fer (Give Some Consolation, Liitfi 0. Akad, 1971) 

between two girls and between them and their mothers (2004, 513-14). 
However, Akad supplanted the original's racial conflict with a con tradic
tion between the center (Istanbul) and periphery (Anatolia). Remember
ing the wisdom of Anatolian mothers tlu·ough a dictionary of proverbs and 
idioms, Akad introduced fatma Bac1 (Y1 ld1z Kenter) co replace the black 
mothe1; who, for him, is realistic and farsighted and who aptly supple
ments the traditional sagaciousness of the ancestors of Turks. A mother 
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who is a singer replaced the whlte actress mother in the original (2004, 
515). Interestingly enough, the wise Anatolian woman character led Refig 
to make an ulusal film by the same name. Fatma Bact (1972), depicting 
the courageous sunrival story of an Anatolian woman who escapes from 
a blood feud and migrates 10 Istanbul. 

As examples of ulusa.l cinema, both Akad and Refigs films presupposed 
authenticity and Turkishness, while Facrna Bac1 was a Turkification of 
the black mother in Sirk's Imitation of Life. Like Medv and Atav ''!riting 
on The Tempest but blind to Caliban's blackness, the proponents of. tdusal 
cinema also overlooked issues related to colonialism. For Akad, slavery 
was not an issue .in Turkish hislory, unlike the United States: "The thing 
which separates the people of a society which has never been enslaved 
and in which it was possible to rise from shepherd to grand vizier is not 
so much class but money" (2004, 514 ). Akad's Turkey had not been a slave
and class-based society but instead allowed vertical movement across the 
socioeconomic strata. Islamist proponents of mi/Ii cinema also pursued 
the \Veberian path and condemned cultural differences (between the 
Christian West and the Islamic East, and berween the secular, weslem
ized portions ofT1!.lrkish population and the traditional, religious ones) for 
creating the ills of Turkish society. Both Akad's BTVand <;:akmakh's oglum 
Osman. (My Son Osman, 1973) share this outlook. vVhile BTV addresses 
the socioeconomic and cultural transformations through an arabesk singer 
film, Oglwn Osman attempts to recuperate forms of traditional storytell
ing with Islamist sentiment, through various pr otocols of Turkification. In 
short, both milli and ulusal cinema perspectives, in responding to leftists 
and the severe westernization refmms of Kemalists, praise a particular 
understanding of Turkishness that is oblivious and amnesiac because, not 
only did slavery exist in the Ottoman Empire bu t also the very films these 
directors produced establish dramatic conllicts through class differences. 

In addition to his ''Turkified" ulusal film, Akad's other significant film in 
1971 was BTV. Akad began this project at the behest of film producer. Kadir 
Kesenen, who asked him to direct a singer film featming the rising arabesk 
singer Orhan Gencebay. Akad explains his choice of the story's setting in a 
poor neighborhood of Istanbul as an auempt to eradicate Gencebay's star 
image as a singer (2004, 517). Having its roots. in Egyptian music and its 
Turkified examples and combining traditional folk music with Western 
ones, arabesk, as the "music of migration" belonged to urban peripheries, 
to shantytowns that enacted a social existence in-between tradition and 
modc111ity. For Akad, who grew up in Istanbul listening to Miire11 and 
other musics of the center. a.rabesk was a foreign music and culture. Apart 
from leading to h is acclaimed migration trilogy, both BTV and Anneler 
ve Ktzlan explore themes of transformation and migration through youth 
culture and music. 

Opening with a series of musical instruments used in arabesk music: 
baglama (a traditional Turkish folk instrument. like a long-necked. small 
lute), ttd (a lute-like Middle Eastern instrument used in Arab, Pers ian, 
and Turkish music), violin, guita1; tambourine, and other percussion 
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instruments, BTV introduces Orban (Orhan Gencebay) working on writ
ten notation signals. \Vhile Orhan is portrayed as a professional- musi
cian, the blacksmith Kadir calls him "a~1k, •which literally means a lover 
like Majnun, but also refers to traditional fol k or religious troubadours. 
Accordingly, he is a modernizer of folk mus ic in the urban moderni ty of 
a squatter settlement and his synthesis of fol k and modern music and 
culture is called arabesk. Orban, a blue-collar labo1-er, helps repair the 
car owned by the factory-owner's daughter, Nerrnin (Tillin 6rsek), and 
forgets his notes in her car. At home, Nermin plays Orhan's song on the 
piano and records it. When Nermin is having a party at her place, her 
friends insist that she invite Orhan, who witb his work clothes on, finds 
himself at an upper-class party ripe with rock music. When he is asked to 
pesform a song on the p iano, he replies, "I know nothing o f this instru
ment." Despite his unwillingness, Orban relents and starts to sing, but 
the urban youth get bored quickly. Feeling humiliated , Orban returns 
to his peripheral neighborhood where he sings to his friends, accompa
nied by a bai!)ama. In this shot-on-location neighborhood scene, which 
in troduces a realistic portrayal of peripheral Istanbul, Orhan reali zes his 
rural background and recognizes his difference from Nermin. Stated dif
ferently, his arabesk music and he himself belong to this poor, peripheral 
neighborhood. Unlike the music of Moren or Sesigi.izel, he and his music 
are excluded from legitimate, statist channels of communication such as 
the state radio. 

Singer films, a significa nt subgenre of Ye~il9am melodramas, often intro
duce singing and dancing at n.ightclubs, music halls, and parties. While 
such locales serve as meeting grounds for t wo main characters of dispasate 
class backgrounds, they a lso portray stereotypical themes and characters. 
The female or male antagonists of melodramas inhabit these immoral and 
illicit spaces where they search for their next victim. This world of alcohol 
and sex is rife with fallen women who once sang at such clubs in hopes 
of fame and forl.Une or femme fatales who could lead the protagonists 
into immorality. Ahernat·ively, musical entertainment and party scenes at 
lavish upper-class residences portray youths dancing and singing. Such 
entertainment venues often present class differences and cultural conllicts 
througl1 the introduction of a lower-class, peripheral character. By being 
humiliated and ridiculed by the rich youth, this character champions the 
honor and morality of the common men and especially migrants in cit
ies, whose expeliences involve such urban encounters in their daily travel 
from the peripheries of cities to their centers. a phenomenon that began 
in the 1950s but did not enter public urban consciousness until the 1960s.' 
Thus BTV emphas izes this urban visibility of migrants residing in squat.ter 
settlements and redefines the borders of cities and urban culture. 

As the tension mounts within Nermin's family over her friendship with 
Orhan, her father fires Orhan and threatens the dwellers of the squat
ter settlement. But Nermin defies her family and moves co Orhan's neigh
borhood. Later, his ciders are refused after visiting Nermin's father on 
behalf of Orhan lo ask for her hand in man·iage. Yet the neighborhood 
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crowd, dete1mined to get 1he uppe1~class Nermin married to the lowe1~ 
class Orhan, successful ly confronts Nermin's family. At the colorful mar
riage ceremony, Orhan and Nermin traditionally kiss the hands of their 
elders to show respect, but are not shown kissing each other: Then, as the 
couple walks away from the crowd, a Rome band plays an ironically "sad" 
Orhan Gencebay tune about reuniting with a lover. Considered in relation 
to other singer films. Akad's work attempts to .POrtray real life while main
taining the same relationships between characters and classes as other 
Ye§ilc;am films. In other words, Ye~il<;am's melodramatic modality is also 
at stake in the singer film that involves a standard plot with stereotypical 
chat-acters. and I.he dubbed doubling of voices and music. 

Oglum Osman (My Son Osman, 1973) 

Though attempting to eliminate Ye~ilc;am's tropes, Yucel ~akmakh fre
quently reproduced them. In his Ktztm Ay~e. (1974), the Fatma Bac1 char
acter of the Akad and Refig films (as acted by Y1ld1z Kenter} reemerges 
under a different name as a wise and religious Anatolian woman trying to 
protect he1· daugJuer. Both ulusal and milli cinema introduce issues related 
to modernization and westernization: the Turkification of the \Vestern 
cinemas that simultaneously mocks and rninlics the \<Vest; the fostering 
of a Turkish-Ottoman ancl/or Turkish-Islamic identity in the name of a 
return to an essen tial or original state; and the claim of movement toward 
a "proper" nationality through secu ring traditions and cultural identity. 
The latter's increased emphasis on religiosity is their primat)' difference. 
Additionally, both perspectives affixe<l themselves to realistic, continuity
editing, and classical conventions of storyteJling. However, as products 
of Ye~~am, they were not successful at hayal, and instead reproduced 
protocols of Turkification and melodramatic modality. 

The Koranic quotation with which Kiztm Ay?e begins empha~izes both 
fo1111al and spititual education. For ~kmak11, cinema is first a form of 
entertainment, second an art, and last a medium of education (i.e., read
ing and 1·eciting} (2002).5 His films usually involve not only vertical class 
movement through formal education but also spiritual elevation through 
n-aditional. religious, and verbal education. Instead of the dramatic con
tTast between rich and poor, ~akmakh claims to place the contradiction 
bet\'Jeen two ways of living: one western(ized), the other Turkish and 
Islamic. Howeve1; his films, reproducing Ye~ilr;am's melodramatic modal
ity, present the western(ized) characters among urban upper classes, while 
the Turkish-Islamic ones are lowe1'class and rural. Thus the dismantling 
of "cosmopolitan" or "westernized" cinema is considerably undermined 
by his own films, which, similar to Ye~il<;am, give p1;macy to the spoken 
word over the image. ~akmakh recalls hls imam grandfather's stories told 
in mosques and the tradition of n·aveling sto1ytellers who went from village 
to village in Anatolia and who, through a limited number of visual images, 
told moralistic stories. Thus combining religious education (reading/recit
ing} with moralistic storytelling and starling with his fi.rst successful fihn. a 
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Figure 5.6. Me111/ekeri111 {My Homeland, Yiicel C<ikrnakh, 1974) 

documentary about Lhc annual pilgrimage lo Mecca composed of foocagc 
la ken from various fiction films and documentaries, his films attempted to 
deliver a moralistic and religious message. 1n this vein , while resonating 
with Akad and Refig's film s, <;:akmakh's films such as Oj!fwn Os111an {here
after 00) and its sequel K1Z1111 Ay~e focus on family 1-elalions through a 
presentation of contrastS bee ween classes, cultures, and geographies. 
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Based on Raif Cilasun's story and BOlent Oran's script, 00 introduces, 
accompanied by a religious hymn about a father's prayer to have a son, 
Osman (Ayta~ Arman) who retmTls to Turkey after completing his indus
trial engineering degree in Germany. His father· (Nuti Altmok) and mother 
Seniha (~Okriye Atav), though living in a modetTI apartment, do not seem 
typically westem:ized. Both Seniha and the nanny, wearing headscarves, 
are shown placing a Koran, a prayer rug, skullcap, and rosary in Osman's 
room. \Vhile his father wants Osman to immediately take over and improve 
the factory with Europe's science and technology, his mother wants him to 
get married to his neighbor's headscarf-wearing daughter,• Faima (Fattna 
Belgen). \Vhen Osman says. "ln Europe, t11cre is no huiry to get married," 
his father replies that "while it is good to use the science and technology of 
Europe, we must not lose our li festyle." \Vhile republican ideology offered 
modemiza lion a11d westernization in the fields of technology, science, 
and culture, Islamic modernizers believed that technological innovation 
could be adopted without changing cultural u-aditions. Cakmakh, in line 
with Jslamic poll lical discourse, imagined Em·ope solely as a purveyor of 
its Christian heritage and thus perceived it as culturally lhreatening. In 
00, Cakmaklt identifies the shifl. in Osman's values \\~th his education in 
Germany, where he lost his culrure and thus clashed with hjs parents, by 
becoming "6zenti" or "imitative." The Islamist alternative offers a return to 
an (itTen;evable) "oz" (essence/origin), the Turkish-Islamic identity undis
turbed by modernization and westernization. 

The melodramatic plot is strengthened by Osman's pursuit of a deca· 
dent life of drinking and gambli.ng and Fatma.'s dutiful wait to many h i.m 
despite her dislike of Osman's Europeanization. <;:akmakl1's seeming depa1' 
ture from class-based. Marxist themes, on a rheto1;cal level, works through 
a refusal of the West and its difference essentially aligned with Christi
anity. Osman's westernization is also foregrounded by his use of the first 
name Kaya (meaning rock) instead of Osman. \Vbile this naming policy 
seems to counter an Islamic name with a secular one, it also identifies 
Osman "~th Christianity, loose morals, drinking, and gambling. His father 
says, "Now, your name is Kaya, huh? Just a piece of s tone. l named you 
Osman to be as brave as Osman Ghazi [mean ing "veteran of a war in the 
name of Islam," the first sultan of 1he Ottoman Empire after whom the 
empire is named]. and as religious as the Caliph Osman." Thus Cakmakh's 
film defines Osman's duty: to follow the Prophet Mohammad as the Caliph 
Osman did and to found a Turkish Empire like Osman Ghazi, the founder 
of the Ottoman Empire after whom it was named. In a flashback, Osman's 
father remembers naming his son with the help of the leader of a religious 
brotherhood; how he taught him lo love his flag and his homeland, and to 
pray and recite the Kornn. His project was clear: Osman was 10 be loyal to 
Islam. the trad itions and mores of Turkish society, and aware of the prog· 
ress of the centu1y (v\lesten1 science and technology). Much like 1he rcpulr 
lican project of creating a modem, secular Turkey, Cakmakh's "project" 
is to nurture an Osman who synthesizes nation, religion, and technology. 
However, Osman lost the former rwo in the p1·ocess of gaining the latter. 
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Osman's loss of spirituality due to scientific realism (read: materialism) 
resonates with the Turkish IslamistS' essentiali7.ing. Occidentalist view: 
E.urope is a mate.;aJist. capitalist culture and thus a soulless Christian 
entity. However, lslamic intellectuals, like their secular counterparts, 
could only perceive Turkey in relation to the \Vest. Instead of focus ing on 
the discursive power inherent in the West's imagining of the East and its 
presentation of a model moden1ization for the non-Vvest, they also esscn
tiali;ced the \Vest and ignored its in te rnal discrepancies. The West is thus 
"usable" in terms of itS technology but Turkey a lready has the remaining 
intangibles, a religious and national sentiment. So Kaya, a snob and a 
brat rather than an Osman, is disowned by his father and goes back to 
Gc1many. There. his German girlfriend, Helga. her father, and Osman 
watch a religious documentary about the creation of life by Allah (not 
the Christian God!) on a fictional television channel for Turkish work
ers in West Gen11any. The ten-minute documentary sequence is intercul 
with images of these three characters. With footage from Cec il B. DeMi
lle's religious epics and William \.Vyler's Ben-Hur (1959). the documentary 
is a mishmash of black-and-white and color footage and laterally com
pressed widescreen images accompanied by a voice-over narration about 
Allah and prophets. The footage about Muhammad's era is taken from an 
Egyptian film about the dawn of Islam and <;akmakl1's 1969 documentary 
about the Hajj. the annual pilgrimage to Mecca, Knbe Yollaruula (On the 
Way 10 the Kaaba). 

Having no problem understand ing the documentary nruTated in Turk
ish. Helga's "materialis!" father questions Osman about religions and 
Islam. Later Helga tells Osman that she will go to church on Sunday with 
her family. Osman imagines Helga covered. but praying in a church: then, 
he recalls his childhood and the Turkish nag. Falling asleep in his German 
home, Osman dreams that he is running away from rocks (kaya) falling 
From a cliff. A[ter a rock smashes him, the Caliph Osman approaches him 
and says that he is h is namesake, the Caliph Osman. Then, Osman Ghazi 
approaches him, and says: "You have my blood in your veins. Your name 
is my name. You are a Turk; you are a Muslim. Return to yourself!" Then, 
both Osmans, the Caliph and the Ghazi, remove the rock that had fallen on 
Osman. Coming back From his death as Kaya (or should l say Lazarus?), 
and returning to his self as Osman, he wakes up from his dream. Thus 
the dream (hayal) o( being a European is misguided and Osman returns 
to Turkey, where he visitS Osman Ghazi's tomb. With the vok·e-over nar
ration. the film again reverts to a documentary format showing us the 
sixteen busts of the leaders of the "Turkish" empires, including Auila the 
Hun, Kutlug of the Uighurs, Genghis Khan of the Mongol Empire, and 
Seljuk of the Seljuks. Then, Osman goes to Mecca for the Hajj. where 
another documentary sequence is incorporated. Osman, and through him, 
the Turkish public, Is infom1ed about Hajj rituals. But Osman's informants 
are not speaking; they ac·e not even moving their lips. Instead, the voice
,·cr narration is meant to stitch the discontinuous footage together. For 
instance, the Egyptian Arabic narration is audible in pans taken from an 
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Egyptian film, as the film continual!)• shifts from black-and-white to color 
footage, creating an obvious mishmash of unrelated images. 

After this twenty-minute-long combination of documentary, fiction, 
and fantasy, Osman's father wakes up from a dream and tells his wife 
that Osman is returning. However. Osman is still in Mecca, returning to 
himself, asking For Allah's forgjveness. Only then docs he return 10 Istan
bul where, after 1·edemprion. he ma n·ies Fatma. Thus, af1er a voyage 
rbrough <;:akmakJ1's documentary, Egyptian films, and Hollywood fi lms, 
00 restores its melodramatic ending wi th a traditionally proper man;age 
before the couple walks toward the setting sun. <;:akmakh thus p resents a 
complete program of entertainment, art. and education despite its disman
tling of illusionism and realism of filmic lanb'l.•age by combining various 
image n-acks (documentary, feature, color, black-and-whi te) and sound
t:racks (dubbing Turkish in Turkish; dubbing Arabic in Tm·kis h; voice-over 
naffation in Turkish; Germans not only unde.-slanding but s peaking in 
Turkis h; lip synch; no lip synch; and val'ious music and sound e ffects that 
do not run pa1-allel to the image track). 

Islam.ists. Kemalists, and leftists all yearned lo engineer cinema through 
their nationalist projects. What Y~l~m produced instead, regardless o f 
such projects, was a filmmaking that combined the spectacular clashes 
of good and evil and an ozenti that was altered and transformed in the 
filmmakfog process. Despite these engineers understanding of Ye:;ils:am's 
ozenti as imitation , they were themselves embe<lded in Yc~ils:am. Though 
they aimed to tell, or make cinema tell, things o ther than what they criti· 
cized Ye~ili;am for telling, they ended up within the same mode of nan·a
tion. They wanted their films to be issue fil ms , sending messages lo the 
masses; yet they repeated Y~ilr;:am's visual and stot)'lelling conventions. 
If Y~~am is a cinema of dubbing. Og/11111 Osm an is doubly dubbed: not 
only by the dubbin g artists voicing the actors but also by the voice-over 
narration in the documentary sequences. The film is neither a feature film 
nor a documentary; it is neither a secular republican nationalis t film nor 
a traditional Islam ist film; instead it is a combination, claiming the voice, 
controlling and re-presenting it to the masses. Yet ii fits pe rfectly into 
Ye~il<,:am's melodramatic modality, its give-and-take of reality and fantasy, 
spectacular ity and sentimen talit.y. 

~ey10n (Satan. 1974) 

Although Ye~il~am is consis tently marked by non-illusionism and mis
haps of rea lism, these are perhaps nowhere more disturbing than in 
works that depend on the reaUsm of s pecia l effects, particularly various 
remakes of \<\/este rn films or adaptations of novels and comic books in 
fantastic genres. Melin Erksan's 1974 remake of The Exorcist (dir. Wil
liam Fl'iedkin, 1973) insc1;bes such difficulties in specia l effects and the 
dynamics of Turkifying. In a book on "fantastic" Turkish films, Giovanni 
Scognamillo and Metin Demirhan note that there were a vadety of genres 
in Ye~l~am that dealt with the fantas tic: fairy tale, superhero science fie-
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tion. historical fantasy, and Westc1n films (1999). These Westen1 films (or 
''kebab" \.Vesterns, similar to spaghetti Westerns) and superhero science 
fictions produced a practice of "Turkification" that did not. quite reflect the 
daily realities of the society. Alongside these, Scognamillo and Demirhan 
consider two horror films: Drakula istanbul'da (Dracula in Istanbul, <lir. 
Mehmet Muhtar, 1953) and .5eyta.n (Satan, di.r. Metin Erksan, 1974). While 
there are only a few hoJTor films produced in Ye~il~am. such fantastic films 
present examples of d irect remakes of Hollywood films that emphasize in 
part what Ye~ili;am is not an<l cannot be. The dynamics of Turkification 
are even more clearly woven into the texts of horror 6tl.ms that attempt to 
dor:nesticate themes ohen nonexistent in Turkish cultu re. 

Erksan, who disowned .5eytan, claimed in 1974 that .il was not a "direct" 
remake of Friedkin's film but an adaptation of William Peter Bia tty's novel: 
"I read the novel and saw the movie in England. I cannot S<lY that I have 
used the film to a great ex.lent. I was completely loyal to the novel, as much 
as 1 could be. I filmed it according to my own perspective" (Scognamillo 
1998, 258). $eytan, as a Turkilied text, not only translates a full set o( Cath
olic codes into Turkish and Islamic ones but also presents a mixture of 
filmic language and styles. It also employed a collection of novelties both 
in terms of its filmic munitive and language. The id.ea came from pro
duceicdirecto r Hulki Saner. known for his various melodramas staffing 
a young girl named Ay~ecik ('1ittle Ay~") and comedies with Sach-i Al1~1k, 
such as the 1i11ist Omer series. The Exorcist was not shown in Turkey until 
I 981 and, according to .5eyta11's lobby card, it was made to exploit the suc
cess of the original: "The blockbuster film based on the best-selling novel 
which has been playing to sold-out crowds in America and Europe and 
makes its viewers faint." Nonetheless, .5eytan, a big-budget production by 
a Ye~il~am majo1; did not do very well at the box office (Scognamillo and 
Demirhan I 999, 80). Still. i1s incorporation of the original's special eITects, 
such as Regan's (Linda Blair) spider walk and its translation of Christian 
codes into Islamic ones point to Turkification. 

Cjeyta.n, like The Exorcist, opens with an archaeological excavation in the 
Iraqi desert and.then moves to an Istanbul mansion. There, Ayten (Mera! 
Taygun) and her twelve-yea1~old daughter Gui (Canao Pe1ver) are intro
duced with the stock characters of a mansion in Tuluat theater: the cook, 
the maid, and the governess. However, Ayten is an u pper-class, "single, 
divorced" mothe1; which is not a common theme in Ye~il~am. At the man
sion, a couple of strange things take p lace: the psychologist, w1ite1; and 
religious scientist Tugrul Bilge's ( Cihan Ona!) book Sa.can.: Under the Light 
o{ Modern Perspectives on Mental Diseases, the Case of Dem.on. Possession 
and the Rite of Exorcism in Universal Religions appears from nowhere. 
Ye~ih;am's tTopes are at work here: Bilge means "sage" and his melodrama 
originates in his unsuccessful attempt to cure his mother who worked 
really hard to pay for his medical. education. As modem science could not 
offer any answers to Giil's "sickness," Tugrul and the archaeologist turn to 
exorcism: Tugrul speaks with Gul in Latin, while the archaeologist recites 
the Koran in Arabic and splashes her with the water of Zamzam (a sacred 
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spring near the Kaaba in Mecca), rather than the baptismal waler used in 
the original. As in The Exorcist, Tugntl transfers the spirit to himself and 
d ies with it. 

Vvhile The Exorcis1 is based on a true story d1at took place in Maryland 
in 1949,' fjeytan is based on that story's cinematic and novelistic rendering 
and subsequent Turkification. Beyond its visual and narrational inconsis
tencies . • )eytan is also full of slippages. By at times spenking in Turkish and 
at other times in Latin, Satnn is aligned with both the \Vest and the East 
within a film thnt promises to bring the West to the East, where there is no 
belief in the earthJy presence of, and thus exorcism of, Satan. Erksan not 
only presented what he saw in London but also promised to hanclle trus as 
well as The Exorcist did. However, when Ayten (or the dubbing artist who 
voices Ayten) says the name Suzan, GU!'s governess. she first says "Suzan,• 
but the second time she says "Suzm"- much like the English pronuncia
tion of "Susan." So she pl·ooounces Suzan's name in two different ways; 
one pronunciation is as a Turkish name, the other is as a Turkified one . 
.But the English 01;ginal is nowhere to be found. 

This doubling o f names in dubbing resonates with other novelties of 
.Sey/an, such as Gi.il's adoration of n statue of Satan, as if she is performing 
a devotional prayer to pre-Islamic idols. Although The Exorcist has a sub
text contrasting moden1ity with premodern religious rites, this becomes 
the p1;ma1y issue in .5ey1an, which continuously emphasizes a theme of 
science, secularism, or modernity versus religion. As a counterpart lo The 
E=rcist's Father Merrin, the archaeologist in !$ey1an, who seems to be a 
guru of exorcism,. is never introduced to t.he SiPectators: we do not know 
his connection \vi.th the imam and other religious figures or his previous 
encounters with Satan. Unlike Father Kan-as in the original film, Tug.ul 
is an atheist who claims not to believe in Satan and who drinks alcohol, 
yet goes to a mosque to get information about exorcism from an imam. 
Tu!lnll indeed fits well within Ye~ilr;am's crossing of borders. moving verti
cally between clns.ses. or having a chnnce to be one's othc1: desired self in a 
world of fantasy or dream. Th is dream world a·lso introduces its own con
tradi.ctions. While choosing to be a penniless w1;ter instead of a famous 
medical doctor or, in other words, by rejecting the world of the power of 
science in order to write about Satan and thereby coming to believe in the 
existence of Satan a nd thus Allah, Tu!lnll not only passes from the world 
of science to thnt of the religion, but ultimately loses his life. Ayten and 
GUI. who are seen at a mosque at the end of the fi]rn. echo such a move 
from atheism to religion. Thus the religiosity of the female characters is 
reinforced while atheism, associated with science and modernity, is pun
ished by death. 

fjeytan attempts to present n filmic experience that had previously been 
unavailable to spectators in Turkey, but this was onJy possible through mir
roring orTurkification both of tbe 01iginal novel, as Erksan suggested, and 
of the film, as Sane1· suggested. Probably knowing that he had to produce a 
"different" film in a genre that did not have a lot of relevance to Ye§ilr;am, 
Erksan attempted to use a very d ifferent filmic language. At times it is 
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Figure 5.7. Sevmek Zamam (A Ilme to Love, Melin Erksan, 1965), Left: 
MO~fik Kenter, Righi: Serna Ozcan 

reminiscent of his own "art" films such as Sevmek Zamam (A Time to Love, 
1965), in which he lried to articulate a Sufi theme with the introduction 
of a love of the image o f the lover or the 01he1; and with a fi lmic language 
reminiscent of Alain Resnais. Likewise, his 1976 fi lm i ntikam Melegi
Kt1d111 Hamlet (The Angel of Revenge-\.Voman Hamlet) introduces no1 
only a Turki.fication of Shakespeare's text but also involves a very sun·eal 
language that seems far oulside of Y~lr;am. However, !$eyran incorpo
raics aspects of his "business films" such as Feride (1971), in which he uses 
elements of Ye~l~am's conventional tropes such as party scenes, a singer 
1ising to fame, and a melodramatic storyline. 

Likt! some Yc~ili;am films, especially those early color films of the 1970s. 
~ey1an uses various zooms that come unexpectedly after cu1s. While at 
1 imes the film shifts from an establishing shol to a close-up through <1 

fast zoom . at other times it does the opposi te. In fact, t11e film's excessive 
use of zooms probably exceeds all other Y~il~am films. This creales an 
effect of estrangement-perhaps just reinforcing the film's specilicily as 
a horror film. Dircct0r At:Jf Y1lmaz crilici.zed the excessi,·e use of zoom in 
Ye~il~am: "Our filmmakers used it mostly by 7.ooming on ac1ors' faces, for 
they were not used to this equipment" ( 1997, 22). However. the "novel" 
language of the film is not just limited to the excessive use of zoom, but 
also involves frequent use of alternating high· und low-angle shots, shOl· 
reverse-shot sequences coupled '~i th vai1•ing angles and distances, back 
and front lighling, blocking and movemenl, pans and tilts. In doing all this, 
~)'Ian's vocabulary ranges from Hitchcock-style shots and editing 10 film 
noir shots of the police officer and lighting reminiscent o f German expres
sionism. The low-qua lity props and special effects also contribute lo this 
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Figure 5.8. $eytan (Satan, Metin Erksan, 1974 ), From left to right: Ahu 
Tt1gba, C~tr1<\n Perver~ Mer<tl T<t)'gtm 

hybrid language of filmmaking, further complicated by dubbing and the 
use of music from The exorcist. The majority of the film's actors are not 
usual Ye~l9am stars but theater actors who rarely acted in Ye~i l<;am films. 
Nonetheless. there are also some stock types, such as the cook (Ahmet 
Kostarika) who at times seem to present comic relief; a large photograph 
of the mother on the wall (a commonly used prop in Ye~il<;am films); t:he 
typical pa1iy scene; and the dubbing of some characters done by regular 
voicing artists who also dubbed various Ye~il<;am stars. However; a seties 
of novelties ran counter lo them: less-known actors; alternating ways of 
organizing shots, editing. and m ise-en-scene; novel props (statues and stat
uettes of Satan); and the eerie realism of medical tests and operations. 

$eytan is presented in a world bounded by the film itself, since Islam 
has no practice of the "exorcism" of Sa tan, though perhaps of genies. This 
absence of the practice is signaled in the film first by the expla nation of 
what "exorcism" is, and then by using the word exorcism in English. As 
such, it clearly presents the dynamics of ozenti as it tries to be the other, 
that of a Ho!Jywood film. \ Vhile the other is 10 be milrored, to be like, 
and to be desired, the pure or original self is lost in the process of the 
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other's Turkification. Yet this is marked by slippages: Ye~ilc;:am has to keep 
pronouncing "Suzan" as "Suzm." But "Suzm" is not "Susan." It is not the 
blond whom Osman, disguised as Kaya in Germany, is looking for; it is 
nol The Exorcis1 that lhe ~eytan is looking for; it is not the world of Punch 
that Karagoz is looking for; and it is not Susan that Ayten is looking fo1: 
Instead it is "Suzan," wh.ich .is pronounced as both Suzan and Suzm. It 
is this being in-between, neither one nor the other, but both. And Satan 
speaks neither in English, nor in Arabic, but in Latin and Turkish- in a 
language that cannot be uttered anymore as it once was, in a language 
that itself lost its original voice, and in a language whose pronunciation 
we can only guess. So it is not the voice of tntth anymore, but rather the 
voice of slippages. 

Turist Omer Uzay Yo/1111da (Tourist Omer on Siar Trek. 1973) 

ln Turkey's contemporary revival of cinema, parody has be.come a com· 
rnon way of incorporating the Ye~ili;am tradition while also maintaining a 
seemingly ironic d.istance from it. \Vriting on a contemporary Turkish film, 
Kahpe Bizans (Harlot Byzantium, dir. Gani MUjde and Tolgay Ziyal, 1999), 
a parody of Ye~ilc;:am's histotical adventure films, Selim EyUbo@u notes 
that the aspects of parody in the film rely upon Bakhtinian carnivalesque 
practices of laughte1: by creal.ing a space where fantasy and popular cul· 
tu re are exchanged in Turkey's contemporary big-budget film market. With 
reference to Linda Hutcheon, EyUbogl.u differentiates between a modem 
parOd); where there is a hierarchical re]ationshjp bel\veen I.he original text 
and its parodization, and a self-conscious postmodern parody that dislo
cates this hierarchy. blurring the lines between what is parody and whal. 
is parodied (2001, 83-84). The laller type of a parody of Ye~ik;am melo· 
drama started in the late 1980s with two films: Biz Dogarken Giilmi.i§iiz 
(\Ve Laughed as We Were Born, du: ismail GUne~. 1987) and the hit film 
of 1988, Arabesk (dir. Ertem Egilmez, 1988). Both films are parodies of 
Yc§ilt;am melodramas, particularly of arabesk singer films. The former 
film's tide is a direct reference to Yticel Cakmakh's 1973 film, Ben Dogarken 
O/mii§iim (I Was Dead when I '\Vas Born), starring arabesk singer Orhan 
Gencebay. While the structure of the title signals arabesk music's fatalistic 
and dark worldview reliant on a world of sacred l.radition, the film is actu
ally a parody of such a film's sto1;es and songs. and features Komedi Dans 
0.;Jusu, a popular comic singer and dance trio. The more popular Arabesk 
was written by humor w:titer Gani Mtijde, who also wrote and directed 
Kahpe Bizans. 

While both films revive Ye~ili;am at a time when it was sta1ting to wane 
and become more and more self-reflexive, many critics often forget that 
parody was already a staple of Ye~il<;am duxing the 1970s when many 
genres, particularly Western and adventure films, were Turkified through 
a process of parody. Huliki Saner's Tiirist Omer Uzay Yolunda (hereafter 
TOUY) was one such film, which took an episode of Star Trek and used 
parody as a means of considering encounlers between the East and the 
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vVest. Similarly, Ci/air ibo Teksas Fatih.i (Shiny i bo, Conqueror of Texas, 
diJ: Osman F. Seden, 197 I) involves a famous comic character who finds 
himself in the micldle of a cowboy world after having already appeared in 
various films since the .1950s. Again, <;ifte Tabtmcali Danial (The Groom 
with Double Guns, die Osman Nuri Erglin, 1967) is about a bank clerk 
who imagines himself as Lucky Luke. There were also fairy tales that 
placed the funny, peasant fairy tale character; Keloglans (bald boy)- a stan
dard Turkish cha1-acter-in the world of othe1; \.Vestern fairytales, which 
viewers would know of only through Westen1 films and stories, such as 
Kelogla.n ve Yedi CL1celer (Keloglan and the Seven Dwarfs, du: Semih Evin, 
1971). Several sex comedies of this era either directly referred to vVest
ern science-fiction and film characters or altered them in various ways, 
introducing familiar superheroes or heroes from Ame1;can action-adven
ture films and television series. For example, (:arli'nin Kelekleri (Charlie's 
Fools, di.t: Gtmay Kosova, 1978) is based on the television series Chal'lie.'s 
Angels but turns the female angels (melek) into male fools (kelek). Siiper 
Selami (Super Selami, dir. Y t!maz Atadeniz, 1979) is about a market deliv
ery boy who escapes from a plot against him and hides in a cave where an 
Indian fakir suddenly appears and first utters the magic word Shazam and 
turns into a superhero with the mask of The Phantom and the costume of 
Supennan (Scognamillo and Demirhan 1999, .55). Then the Indian fakir 
u·ansfers his magical force to Selami, who then becomes super Selami. 
Later, post-Ye~ilc;am cinema utilized postmodern parody through Kahpe 
Bizans or G.0 .R.A. (dir. Omer Faruk Sorak, 2004), which is pm1ly based 
on TOUY. 

While these examples evidence a vmiety of geru·e-crossings, genrifica
tion, and recycling, they belong to a familiar mode of comedy based on a 
male comic character who is poor, honest, and witty and who is usually 
paired with a more educated or reasonable characte1; a pait;ng remin is
cent of shadow plays, where the uneducated Karagoz plays off of the more 
urbane Hacivat, as wel l as theatercin-the-round, where Kavuklu is coupled 
with Pi~ekar. Alte111atively, this character may also appear as a solo fool 
like the i bi~ of tuluat and Keloglan of fairy tales. In HBT, Zeki Miiren's alter 
ego Rasim is a comic character who functions against h is more educated 
Zeki. The connection between this cinematic tradition and earlier theatri
cal traditions is not merely circumstantial or subconscious; it was often 
carried by actors moving from one field to the other. For instance, ismail 
Dlimbiillii, who had inherited the headdress symbolic of the traditional 
acting profession, the knvuk (a form of Ottoman headdress that preceded 
the Fez, a product of nineteenth-century Ottoman dress reform. itself 
outlawed during lhe republican era), from one of his masters in theater, 
simply performed his stage sketches or used his theater character within 
the narrative of the fiJm itself. These were: Diimhi.illu Macera Pe$inde 
(Diimbiillli in Search of Adventure, d ir. Sadan Kami!, 1948), Diimbii.l/ii 
Sporcu (Dlimbi.illi.i the Sportsman, dir. Seyfi iHavaeri, 1952). and Dam
biillii Tarzan (dir. MuhmTem Glirses, I 954). Dtimbtillll films inn-oduced 
not only the tropes of theater-in-the-round within cinema but also began 
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the practice of making a series of films about various adventures of the 
same comic characte1; much like Hollywood comedies with Lam·el and 
Hardy or the Marx Brothers. Three such popular ch:bn\cters were Feri
dun Karakaya's Cilah ibo (Shiny ibo), Sadri Al1~1k's Turist Omer (Tout' 
ist Omer), and Kemal Sunal's inek ~aban (Cow ~aban). Like Diimbiillii, 
all three were originally theater actors. The female counterparts of such 
characters appeared mainly in romantic comedies and came to be identi
fied \\~th particular actresses such as Belgin Do1uk's Kii<;i.ik Hammefendi 
(Little Lady) or Hiilya Ko<;yigit's Kezban who traveled to various Euro
pean cities for each film in the series. However, unlike traditional na1' 
ratives, these belonged to a more contemporary melodramatic nan-ation 
with some traits boITowed from the tu/uat theate1: 

TOUY is tlie seventh and last film to feature Ah~1k's Turist Omer char
actct; the product of a traditiom1l theatrical bm;kground. All seven films 
were directed by Hulki Sane1; who ensured thematic continuity enmeshed 
with references to the ongoing issues of the time and who, perhaps in col
laboration with Ah~ik, created the travels of tbe tragic-comic hero leading 
co his final, parodk installment in space. The fii~5t Tt1ris1 Omer (dir. Hulki 
Sane1; 1964) introduced Omer as a "tourist," a rural, poor, and foolish 
migrant in fstanbul. Thus with a standard comic plot that follows a tradi
tional figure in a modern urban setting, the film reflects on modernization 
processes. Later comedies in this mold frequently introduced an unnamed 
Kurdish migrant character who is not explicitly identi lied as a Kurd but 
recognized as such through cultural cues. Omer; however, is clearly identi
fied as Turkish. Jn the second film, Twist Omer Dumenciler Krah (Turist 
Omer; the King of Ti;cksters, dir. Hulki Saner, 1965), Omer is mistaken for 
a foreign prince, placing him among the high society of Turkey. The film 
thus not only addresses class difference but also the relationship among 
TlU·ks, former Ottoman "masters" of Arab lands, and legions of oil-rich 
Arab tourists aO'i~ing in Istanbul who we.re wealthy, but whose behavior 
was seen as "unciviJized" and attire as antimodern. By propagating a view 
of the Arab world as the "East" of Turkey, such a film also mimicked the 
Western cinemas' consumption of the Orient as opulen t, premodern, and 
romantic, similar to the Kurdish "East" or "South-East" of Turkey within 
its geographic boundaries. 

In the third film, Turisl Orner Almanya'da (Tu1;st Omer in Germany, dir. 
Hulki Sane1; 1966), Omer goes abroad to Germany as a low-class, rural 
Turkish worker and falls in love \\~th the stereotypica.1 German "Helga." 
Being an immigrant worker, Omer joins the lowest iung of the work
force of the burgeoning postwar European economy.9 The difficulties 
that immigrants experience both abroad and after their return to Turkey 
became a common cinematic theme during tl1e 1970s and 1980s. Later, 
the post-Ye~il<;:am era feawred an influx of films by diasporic Turks and 
Kurds.10 As one of the first films in this theme, Ji.1ri.st Omer Almanya 'da 
puns on the often-overlooked lives of displaced workers in \.Vest Germany. 
While this first wave of immigrant workers came mostly from rural areas 
of Turkey, a second wave of immigrants went 10 Europe as ethnic and 
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Figure 5.9. Tt1risr Omer (Tourist Omer, Hulki Sanct; 1963) 

political refugees, especially aft.er the J 980 mi.litary intervention. Dealing 
mostly with serious dramas such as Otobiis (The Bus, dir: Tun~ Okan, 
1975), Al111anya Acr \l{aan (Germany Biucr Land. clir. $erif Gllrcn. 1979), 
and Ktrk Metrekare Jl/manya (Forty Square Meters of Germany. dir. Tevfik 
Ba~1; 1986), Oguz Maka! argues that such films used realistic language 
to deal with the problems of communication and the search for identity 
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(1994, 123). While such social realist dramas of Ye.~ilr;:am dealt with these 
issues in relation to nation and national cinema, later films by diasporic 
filmmakers addtessed issues of transnationality, ethnic and cultural mix
ing, and coproductions through the involvement of European production 
companies or television channels. Coinciding with the demise of Ye~iJr;:am 
in the late 1980s, films like Reise der Hoffnung (Umuda Yolculuk, Joun1ey 
of Hope, dir. Xavier Koller, 1990), a coproduction of Switzerland, Turkey, 
and the United Kingdom, tells the sto1y of a Kurdish family who t1ies to 
immigrate illegally to Switzerland. Wh.iJe some critics deemed these films 
non-Turkish, others saw transnational films as a venue for transgressing 
the reactionary conceptions of nationality. 

\.Vhile the post-Ye~ilr;:arn era emphasizes transgressions and transnation
ality, Ye~ilr;:am dealt with the Western counu·ies and wi.th Turkish charac
ters in such lands in three ways. First is the travel to the West depicted in 
comedies and romantic comedies with dislocated Turkish characters, such 
as Turist Ome1; in the \.Vest or in melodramas with upper-class characters 
vacationing in Europe. The second category involves films from different 
genres introducing lower-class and oft.en niral characters immigrating to 
Europe in seai·ch of a better life. Finally, there are some "issue" melodra
mas such as Memleketim (My Homeland, di.I: Yiicel <;akmakh, 1975) and 
Bir Tiirk'e Goniil Verdim (I Fell for a Turk, dir. Halit Refig, 1969) dealing 
with cultural tension between the West and Turkey and with the ideologi
cal standpoints of the filmmakers that are delivered through spectacular 
encounters, as in 00, where the values and morality of the .East are victo
rious over the "capitalist" West and where westernization causes the loss 
of "essential" traits of the Turkish identity. 

The fourth and fifth Tu1ist Omer films raise further modes of displace
ment with travels to A1:ab and African lands. While Tu rise Omer Arabistan'da 
(Turist Omer in Arabia, dir. Hulki Saner, 1969) reiterates the Ottoman colo
nial presence in the Arab lands, Turist Omer Yamyamlar Arasmda (Turist 
Omer among the Cannibals, dir. Hulki Saner, 1970) reproduces the impe
rialist gaze through a discourse on "primitiveness" and through ignoring 
the practice of slavery during the Ottoman times. Both films introduce 
shades of Orientalism in a counay that is considered Oriental itself. After 
his voyages to such "dark" and "black" fontasylands of princes and can
nibals, TU1ist Omer retU1ns to Europe for TurisL Omer Bo~ GiireJrisi (Tur
ist Ome1; the Bullfighter, dir. Hulki Sane1; 1971), for a popular toudstic 
attraction in an arena surrounded by bulls and matadors. Having already 
become a seasoned traveler, TUlist Omer's last voyage was neither to the 
East nor to the West, but to the beyond, to the future and extraterrestrial 
world of the Star Trek television seties. 

ln th.is series, Turist Ome1; a tourist traveling to many lands, is an ill
mannered vagrant and bum who parodies affluent, capitalist, and west
ernized tourism. Starting out as a lowe1'class, 1ural Turkish characte1; 
Orner quickly acquires Istanbul vernacular and manages to return to TUl' 
key at the end of each film- recalling the working of ozenti. The comic 
effect is then produced through displacement, by relocating Omer on 
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board Siar Trek's USS Ente1prise. Ome1's visit to the world of American 
television series not only transfo1ms him but also introduces the "first" 
cinematic rendition of the series, predating its first official film version, 
Swr 1Jek: The Mo1ion Picture (dir. Robert Wise, 1979). Based on the pilot 
episode of the series, which nonetheless ultimately first aired in the United 
States as episode 6, "The Man Trap," on September 8, 1966, aparl from the 
introduction, T6UY follows the original script of the Turist Omer charac
ter and the exceedingly poor quality of sets, makeup, and special effects. 
\'lhile the latter aspect recalls trash film discussions, TOUY was a fairly 
mainstream Ye~ilc;am production, considerably better quality than various 
other quickies featu ring comic book heroes such as Batman, Superman, 
and the Italian costumed photo-novel hero, K:illing. In Lhe original epi
sode, the crew of the USS En1e17Jrise lands on planet M 113 for a medical 
check of the only two residents of the remote planet, Robert and Nancy 
Crater. However, Nancy nirns out to be a "salt vampire" who is the last 
SUlvivor of a spedes that lived on the planet. ·"salt vampire," according 
to one Web site, was an in-joke referencing the NBC censors demands for 
revisions to cut open-mouthed kisses (http:ffwww.stalemaster.com/ency
clopedia!Star-Trek:-The-Original-Series). Thus a female "salt vampire," 
standing for open-mouthed kisses, not only bites, but also sucks out the 
life force of the Enterprise crew. 

Although TOUY does not involve such an ironic intervention, Ye~ilc;am's 
double-edged relation to the \.\/est and its Turkification of extraterrestrials 
through parody is at stake. The opening credits, with "upholstered" music 
from the original series and other sources, make use of the original se1;es' 
opening credits, 0''erexposing them in yellow. The crew lands on planet 
Orin 7 to check Professor Crater's (Kayhan Yild1zoglu) and Nancy's ($tile 
Tmaz) health and to take some scientific notes from the professor. Unlike 
the original's sterile studio set of an unearthly planet, the Turkish Enter· 
prise's pioneer crew is telepo1ted to the historical city of Ephesus. True 
to Ye~ili;am's tradition of shooting on location, which utilizes Istanbul's 
Archaeological Museum, Ottoman fortresses, Byzantine churches and cis
terns, and other such histo1i cal buildings for historical adventure films, 
the majodty of science fiction and fantastic films utilized eccentric geo
graphical locations such as Cappadocia, the land of fairy chimneys, and 
the ruins of Greek or Roman cities such as Ephesus. \'lhile the En1erprise 
is referred to as Atdgan (enterprising or intrepid), the names of charac
ters are kept iJ1tact with transliterations, in a Turkish accent (e.g., "Spak" 
or "Kork"). 

A cut to J 973 Istanbul introduces 1\lrist Omet; about to be forced into 
maniage and praying for a miracle. After he geL~ his wish, he finds him
self in Ephesus (Planet Orin) sta1ing lustfully at the two female guardian 
robots of the professor's house, and then Hercules, the professor's stiff 
and Tarzanish robot, an-ives and takes him to the professor and Nancy. 
Omer annoys everyone with nonstop talking and lame jokes. He asks the 
professor about Mr. Spock: "Is this also a machine? But the engineer did 
a bad job. Look a l these pointed ears. smooth hail; and strange look." 
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Figm"e 5.10. Turist Omer Uzay Yolunda (Tom;st Ome.r on Star Trek, Hulki 
Saner, 1973) 

\.Vhen beamed on board o f Attlgan, Omer, like a mischievous kid, sits in 
the captain's c hair, plays with the gadgets, and gives orders like the cap
tain: "M1: Spock, send us four well-brewed glasses of tea." bmer's cuJ
turally specific jokes create alienation effects among the crew who try to 
understand this Easterner from the past. The doctor's tests asce11ain that 
bmer has a limited brain capacity and "an excessive reaction in h.is sex
ual plasmas; a pri.m.itive remnant in which the normal cells are grouped." 

Higlt Ye~i/~am II l 73 



Apart from the Westerners from the futw·e. On1cr also asks ques tions of 
A11/gan's main computer: "\Vhat does two times two equal?" The feminine 
computer repHes: uFow:" "Ah, the whore knows the answe1:" The captain, 
who sees Spock get angry for the first lime, asks. Omer to apologize. Omer 
extends h is hand to Spock for a handshake. But he takes bis hand back, 
saying "Zzzt!" Spock tells the captain: "So you see, Captain , this creature 
is beyond reason." Spock, unable to understand the phrase "Zzzt," decides 
to ask the main c-0mpute1; which, after hearing the question, instantly 
starts to shake and put out smoke before laugh:ing hysterically and going 
berserk. In short, Omer is an Eastern character "'beyond reason." 

In addition to Omer's presence and the introduction of meat-eating flow
ers from The Little Shop of Horrors (du: Roger Con:nan, 1960}, TOUY fur
ther deviates from the original during the clash of Attlgan's crew with the 
5alt vampire, when Ye~ili;am's poor technical capacity is revealed by an 
orange-costumed and gas-masked monster. Ye:;;il<;am's fantastic films share 
a similar low-budget, quickie aesthetic, whereas Turkified family melodra
mas, comedies, or action-adventure films are adapted better into Turkish 
settings. On the other hand, genres that demand sophistication in m'ise-en
scene exposed Ye~il<;am's weaknesses, making such films popular among 
trash cinema aficionados. Howeve1; the issue of ve1;similitude, which turns 
such films into trash , has to be elaborated. While Y~li;am is a cinema of 
imitation for many, it is a lso a cinema of 'Turkification" involving a nation
alist hayal and ozenti enmeshed with a melodramatic modality. Spock's 
laser gun shot, which works through scratches on the film negative that 
create an X marking on the shot creature, is ind<::cd conceivable as a part of 
Yeliil<;am's film language. Certainly, such films, seen as "a-ash," could be dis
regarded or seen with an ironic or sarcastic detachment. Taklllg inspiration 
from a formalist rendering of film language, one may also consider Jeffrey 
Sconce's reading of a-ash cinema through Kristin Thompson's concept of 
"cinematic excess'" (1999a). For Sconce, when a spectator's motivation is 
broken by elements of filmic discourse or nan·athre, gaps or breaks in film's 
realism produce excess (1995). Trash cinema is more prone to producing 
excess because of its exploitative mentality, bad acting. cheap sets, and low
quality special effects. Such moments of excess may lead spectators to lose 
their grip on filmic textuality and b1-ing extratextual themes and issues into 
the textual world of the film. While such a reading of Ye~ilc;am is possible, 
it leads directly to a larger frame: what if a fibn industry is itself in excess? 
If not taken in relation to a relevant '~sual history and a general framework 
of particular enterrainment practices that predated and went hand in hand 
with cinema, Ye~il\;am, according to the universal formalist arguments, 
could be considered pure cinematic trash. Instead, Ye§il~am's Turkification 
practices, marked by cheapness, aggression, and novelties, seem crucial to 
understanding a national popular film indusny rifo with flaws and intrica
cies, but also intricately enmeshed \'lith the attraction of melodrama and 
complex ideologies. 

At the end of the film, after the doctor kills the body-transfeITing salt 
vampire, Omer mistakes the doctor for the deceased creature. and Spock 
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says: "Do not be afraid Mt~ Tm; st, the monster is dead." Omer replies: "The 
monster is dead but you live. Everybody is ah-aid of you." This deliberate 
extratextual reference indeed voices the Turkish spectators' perception, 
who are jokingly afraid of Spock's poin ted ears. In other words, Omer 
moves across the textual and extratextual worlds by changing roles: Omet; 
as the ma in character of Tt111sl Om.er Uzay Yolunda, belongs to the textual 
world of the film; Ome1; who carries his identity intact over a series of 
films and who becomes a pa1-i of the Star Trek television series, belongs to 
an intertextual world; and Omer, who voices the spectatorial perception 
of the television series, belongs to an extratextual world. Such deliber
ate addresses d irected toward specta tors, as a common Ye~il"9am trope, 
have their roots in the traditional performing arts of Turkey. Thus instead 
of being formalist excessive moments, these constiwte Ye~il9am's filmic 
makeup that entangles the textual, the intertextual .. and the extratextual. 
AL the end of tbe film, when Omer finds himself back at the marriage cer
emony, Mt: Spock helps Mm by making his ears pointed: "Hey, Mr. Spock. 
bro, you are a great guy. You made me an ear-victim like you!" Apart from 
being victimized, Omer bon-ows Spock's powers to immobilize the bride 
and others and greets the crew with his n-ademark gesture of good-bye. 

Kara M11ra1 Faiilr'in Fedaisi (Kara Murat. Fatih's Def.ender. 1972) 

Unlike deliberate Turkifications of fantastic films, the homegrown stories 
of historical action-adven tut·e 6lms commonly utilize comic books and 
render the past melodramatic.ally. Ye~il9am's historical fictions involve 
tlu·ee different themes: conflict with the Greeks and od1er countries during 
and afte1· the First World War and du1;ng the War of Independence that 
led to the demise of the Ottoman Empire and the formation of the Turkish 
Republic; hostilit ies between the Ottomans and the By7.antine Empixe; 
and the lives and battles of Ccntt-a l Asian Turks against the Chinese and 
others. To these, one may acid a small number of films a bout the history of 
Islam, involving the clash_ between bel ievers and infidels, and films a bout 
recent political and military clashes of Turkey in Korea and Cypn1s. The 
genre of historical action-adventure frequently reproduces the nationalism 
of the republican models. especially in the histo1;cal dramas and adven
tures about the War of Independence. But those dealing with the Ottoman 
or early Islamic. period p1xn~de an anti-Byzantine and thus a nti-Christian 
ethos, bringing together national and religious identities. 

Having their roots in comic books or pulp novels, heroes such as 
Ka1-aoglan , Tarka n. Kara Murat, and Malko9oglu fight against the existing 
or projected enemies of the Turks including the Byzantines, Greeks, Cru
saders, infidels, Chinese, and even Vikings. The ("harlot") Byzantium of 
Ye~il<;am is a feminized, a ll-in-one enemy to be overcon1e and conquered 
in all respects: "Byzantines are the enemies of Turks, Christians are the 
enemies of Muslims" (Scognamillo and Demirhan I 999 .• 139). Starting 
with ista.nbul'un Fethi (The Conquest of Constantinople, dir. Aydm At-akon, 
1951 ), the Byzantine Empire was depicted as truly byzantine, full of palace 
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Figure 5. 11. Photograph taken dm;ng the filming of Kara Murat Fatih'in 
Fedais i (Kara Murat, Fatih's Defende1; Natuk Baytan, 1972), Bora 
Ayanoglu as the Sultan and on his right Ciineyt Arkm as Kara Murat 

intrigues perfecl for adventurous melodrama. Though this film attempts 
a realistic and objective portrayal of Byzantium, later films simply regur
gita1.ed Byzantine stereotypes: intrigues. illicit relationships, dishonesty, 
and torture (Scognamillo and Dcmirhan l999, 139). Byzantium is simply 
an element enriching the rnise-en-scene ol' a melodramatic plot: a fixed ico
nography of types; evil; heroes and heroines overcoming evil forces; tor
tures by Byzantine lords eliciting pathos; the conquest of Byzantine lands 
by killing the enemy; dramatic and spec1acu.lar confrontations enriched 
by elements from sword-and-sandal epics and \Vesterns; last-minute res
cues; and romantic relationships with Byzantine princesses who later con-
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vert to Islam. Another common melodramatic trope is a Turkish character 
captured by the Byzantines as a child who later discovers his uue identity, 
either by meeting one of his relatives or by a sign noticed by his brother 
following a dramatic confrontation between two siblings, remjniscent of 
the Corsican brothers. 

Opening with the image of the Fatih mosque in Istanbul, originally built 
by l\llehmet the Conqueror ("Fatih"}, and with a narration about Istan
bul. which would one day be conquered by Muslims, and accompanied 
by a religious tune about the hadith (words believed to have been spo
ken by the prophet Mohammed), Kara Murat Fatih'in Feda.isi (dfr. Natuk 
Baytan, hereafter Kt\llFF) is based on Rahmi Turan's comic book by the 
same name. Though an earlier version was made in J 966, Fatih'in Fedaisi 
(Fatih's Defendet; dir. Tune;: Ba,<>aran), this second version became popular 
and triggered several sequels featuring the action-adventure star Ctineyt 
Arkin. The next shot shows a sign in both Arabic and Latin on which the 
hadith a bout Istanbul is written, implying that it js in the garden of the 
Fatih Mosque: "How happy the commander who conqu.ers the city of Con
stantine and how happy for his soldiers." The march of Fatih with his 
soldiers, accompanied by Ottoman military band music (mehter), is seen, 
as a voice-over nan-ation gives fotmal historical information. Then a map 
of the Ottoman Empire in 1453 shows the ten-itories conquered by the 
Ouomans. To indicate the conquest, an animated arrow on the map moves 
from Edirne, the capital of the Ottoman Empire befo1·e the conquest, to 
Istanbul, and it starts burning in animated orange flames. The nan-ation 
continues, intercut with s.hots of the army band, Fatih leading on horse
back, and animated an-ows indicating conquered areas surrotmding the 
expanding empire. 

But there is a gimmick Lo the animated red arrow: on the map, the ter
ritories suITounding the Ottoman Empire are painted with colors other 
Lhan red . When the red anow e merges from the center (Istanbul) of the 
fluoi·escent yellow Ottoman Empire, it first tun1s the color on the map 
blood red and then annexes that land to the fluorescent yellow color of the 
map of the Ottoman Empire. This car t:ograpruc action is accompanied by 
a narration: "The entire world bowed ils bead before the Turkish sword. 
The Turks, tw·ning the map of Europe upside do"11, were rewriting history 
with golden )elters." The repubUcan dream of being equal to the \Vestern 
world can never come close to equaling such nostalgia of Turkish might 
and power over fifteenth-century Europe, just as Ye§il~am markets popu
lar nationalism through historical fictions of OttOmRn-Turkish identity. 
After this long preamble, the map focuses on the Princedom of \~'allachia, 
of Vlad the Impaler (Turgut b zatay), which is conquered by animated 
explosions. After this introduction (continual voice-over narration with 
intercut shots of the filmic present and past, and animated maps), KMFF 
shows Vlad's palace, the apse of St. Irene (Aya irini}, a n austere church 
built next to Hagia Sophia during the tenth-century iconoclastic move
ment and used as an imperial armory during much of the Ottoman era. 
There, one of Vlad's servants announces the crime of a man, woman, and 
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child: "To be Turkish and Muslim." Vlad tells the Muslim Turks to change 
their religion and nation, and kiss the idol. After they refuse to kiss the 
cross, Vlad orders. "Impale the man, and take out the woman's heart." In 
Ye~ilqam's a historicism. the fifteemh-century Ottomans are "Turks" with 
flill awareness of their nationhood. 

Vlad's lus l and cruelty is stereotypically represented in a scene where he 
kills his mistress as his femme fata le wife kills a young boy. Later Vlad's 
forces ambush a group of Turks. including two siblings; Vlad asks the 
younger one to cut off hls older brother's arms and legs. which the younger 
one does. after his older brother approves it. Ciineyt Arlan plays both the 
older brother in this scene and the grown-up younger bro ther, Kara Murat, 
in later scenes. In other words, the same actor pla}'ing two differen t roles 
cuts his own arms and legs- metaphorically castrates himself-before his 
eventual acL of revenge! Cilneyt Arkm. who began hjs career its a male 
lead of melodramas, during this period became the main action hero or all 
sorts of Ye~ilc;:am's "male" genres, for exi1mple. histodcal, science fiction, 
crime, and Westerns that demanded act ion scenes with fights and spectac
ular duels. Arkin did a ll of these scenes withou t the help of stunt doubles 
and \\~ t h his "fighter team," stunt players who got beaten by him in one 
6.lm after another. This doubling of Arkin, as himself and his brother in 
the same film, is a common ploy in Ye~ilc;:am. wWch often handles the 
aging of a character just by applying talcum powder to actors' hair. In the 
dungeon, young Murat meets his fu ture "pri11ccss," the little girl, Zeynep. 
After Murat goes to Istanbul LO inform Fa tih abou t what happened, the 
Ottomans raid Wallachia <md Vlad escapes to Hungary. 

The voice-over narration signals the passing of t ime. An adult raider 
o f the Fatih army, Murat is again sent to WallacWa to overcome Vlad. 
When Vlad and his soldiers are in a hunting party in the Wallacian "des
ert" (the dune of a small Black Sea town no1th of Istanbul often used for 
desert scenes in Ye~ilc;am). one of his soldiers attempts to rape Angela 
(Hale Soygazi), who is actually the grown-up Zeynep. Kara Murat, dis
guised as a n Albanian, saves Zcyncp and befriends the Serbian Mikhail 
(Erol Ta~). At the palace, Angela/Zeynep notices Murat's necklace and does 
not identify him as a culp1;t. Vlad's wife ;isks the guards to bring Murat 
over to her room. A(ter they have sex, Murat manages to thwart her blood
lust and escapes from prison. As Murat auem pts to ove1·comc Vlad. two 
duels break out between the two men and between Vlad's wife and Angela/ 
Zeynep. After Zeynep kills Vlad's wife, Murat impales Vlad-the impaler 
impaled! The film finally ends with the happy trio of Mikhail, Zeynep, and 
Murat on horseback while Murat holds a very poor-quality fake head of 
Vlad on a stick. 

In keeping with Ye~ilc;:am's melodramatic modality, KMFF's iconogra
phy is supported by a standard set of 11a11·ative elements: shot on-location 
scenes introduce historical monuments of Istanbul; visual codes of the 
genre such a5 crosses, bowing before the p1;ests, and the colorful drapery 
of non-Muslim royalty a rc reproduced; the "By-amtine" palace is ri[e with 
sexual perversions. intrigue, spies, and torture; and the Manichean conflict 
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Figure 5. 12. Kara Murat Fatih'in Fedaisi (Kara Murat, Fatih's Defende1; 
Natuk Baytan, 1972) 

Higlt Ye~il~am II 179 



between the protagonists and the antagonists is handled with masculine 
ove11ones, perversions, vampit;sm, and unlikely coincidences. Similarly, 
Ye~ili,:am's incoherencies are also at play, such as t.he blame for idolatrous 
(i.e., Christian) \.\/allachians and Hungarians ·not being argued for Serbi
ans or Albanians. The Ottomans are not imperialist invaders, but Vlad's 
victims. Thus Kl.\il.FF, tlu·ough its quasi-historical nan-ative, augments 
the inherently good and victorious charncteristics of the Ottoman Turks, 
similar to Ye~ili,:am's other hist01;cal mun1tives offering a communal bind 
for the nation and for its religion. Thus when Christians convert to Islam 
and accept Ottoman authority, they become members of this community 
defined by an allegiance that silences ethnicity: "How happy is he who 
says he is a Turk," one of the key mottoes of the nation, relies on a double 
entendre, in which, like religion, national identity can be taken on through 
a heai1felt conversion toward the good. Conversion thus ptovides a thinly 
veiled proposition concerning the shared nationalism of the multiple eth
nicities that make up the Turkish nation. 

Ca11l1 Hedef(Live Target. 1970) 

'1Vhile the fantastic films dealt with above are mainstream Ye~il<;am films 
made with considerable budgets that may be considered trash, there are 
many other quickies that may be a·ashier still. All of them are considered 
here as pa11 of the Y~ili,:am tradition. To be able to argue for Ye§il<;:am's 
excessive aspects, one either needs to look at classical Hollywood or has 
to define classical Ye~il~am. But what constitutes classical Ye~ili;am and 
its deviant or excessive texts is excess itself. Like Ed Wood, who saw ideal 
cinema in Orson \.Velles's films, Ye~il9am dreamed of the \Veste1n cinemas, 
especially Hollywood. lo this. Ye~i.lc;am also produced an ambivalent set of 
practices in response to the West, to a Western medium offe1;ng the pos
sibility of a realistic representation of the world. 

Internationally renowned for his social realist films, Y1lmaz Cuney, 
the Kurdish Turkish filmmaker, fust became famous as the "ugly king" 
of Ye~il<;am's action films . But as the "ugly king" of Turkish cinema, he 
was initially presented as the antithesis of the handsome "king" of Turkish 
cinema, Ayhan 1~1k, who was "the modest, honest, handsome young man, 
well-liked by neighbors, and sporting a Clark Gable moustache" (Llzgliven 
1989, 35). '1Vhile I~1k was the king of family melodramas set in Istanbul's 
lavish bourgeois houses, Cuney wandered in the dark and seedy streets of 
Istanbul full of cr ime and action. While one was a product of the center 
and its middle-class culturnl makeup, the other was a pe1;pheral badass 
of the "other" side, of the republican regime's -others; one was the easygo
ing king, the other was the "Oriental macho," whose debut as a director 
was with At Avrat Si/ah (Horse \Voman Gun, 1966). As a "decent" gangster, 
a contemporary Robin Hood, one of his early lead roles was Zorro in a 
Turkified remake, Kara. ::jahin. (Black Hawk, dit: Nuri Akmc1, I 964). His 
star image insc1; bes a romantic bandit who, though inherently good, is 
a lways forced by evil powers into the crime-ddden underv,1orld of society. 

180 Cinema in Turkey 



While he fits into this scheme in the majority of the hundred-plus films in 
which he acted, his social realist dramas unde1111ined! this star image. As 
n fiction write1; he also published short sto1ies and a novel and, later in 
his film career. started to write and direct his own films. He directed more 
than t\venty films, largely between 1967 and 1971, rn aking eight films in 
1971 alone. After being jailed twice, once for helping a leftist organiza. 
t ion a nd then for killing a prosecutot; he escaped from prison in 1981 and 
immigra ted to France. However, in all of his films, he recouped Ye~il<;am's 

melodramatic modality al different levels through i'v1anichean confl icts 
and a low-budget filmmaking mind-set.. 

One film that presents a wa1·y Ye~il<;am realism is Canh Hedef (aka, 
Kntm il;:in , For My Daughtet; hereafter CH). Among the thirteen films 
GUney acted in in 1970, he himself directed four of them. The plot sum
maries for these reveal the melodramatic framework: a tough guy takilig 
revenge for the rape o( his daughter, a tough guy taking revenge against 
the smugglers who killed his older brother, the romance between an ex
sak cracker and the daughter of a soccer coach, the s tory o( t.wo gangs 
and of the love between an ex-murderer and the sister of a gambler, the 
story of a jail-breaker and a girl who runs away from a compulsory mar· 
riage with a landowner, a tough guy, whose father is an imam, regrets his 
crime-ridden life, a young boy's figh t against drug smugglers who kidnap 
his girltiiend. the story of a guard and the three daughters of a 1ich man, 
the revenge story of a safecmckei: on ihe lam, the love story of a Tttrkish 
boy and a Greek girl in a fishi ng village, the "hopeless" story of a carriage. 
driver with five children, the adventure of the fight between two bandits 
and seven small-town troublemakers, and the sad story of lovers who fall 
apart because of a blood feud ( Ozgli9 1998). Among these, the only movie 

Figure 5.13. Al Avrat Sila.h (Horse Woman Gun, Y1lmaz Gi:mey, 1966) 
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that received critical acclaim was Umut (Hope, dii: Ytlmaz Gi.iney)-the 
sad and hopeless story of a carriage-driver who is obsessed with finding 
a treasure. Umut is generally accepted as one of the best ten films of the 
history of cinema in Turkey and one of the best ·examples of social realist 
drama in Ye~il9am, in the footsteps of Italian Neorealist classics. \Vhile 
Umut reflects elements of Neorealist style with its on-location shooting, 
post-synchron ized sound, open and simple mise-en-scene, camera move
ment, and nonprofessional actors, such stylistic elements were almost all 
present in other Ye~il9am films, ranging from fam ily melodramas to his
torical adventures and superhero flicks. Whm makes the Turkificatfon of 
Neorealism in Umut or Neorealist films different from other GUney films 
of the same year was its filmic narrative.: it represents social life through 
the medium of cinema in a pa11icular way and replaces the tough guy 
Giiney with a poor and helpless can-iage-driver. While CH, about a tough 
guy taking revenge against his enemies who raped his daughter, is similar 
to the Neorealist style of Vmut, its narrative does not frame the social ills 
as products of the capitalist system. 

Yet both films relate to the We.st, to Hollywood or Italian Neorealism, 
through different grades of Turkification. Giiney's double public persona, 
one as the "ugly king" of Y~il9am and the other as the "cult" leftist fig
tffe went hand in hand dudng these years. Moreover, the military regime 
banned all of his films throughou t the I 980s, suggesting the intricate 
blending of two personas. After 1971, he directed only five films and wrote 
two more that wexe directed by his assistant directors. In these five films, 
he consciously tried to deviate from Ye~l~am.'s conventions. In Arkada* 
(Friend, I 974), he did not present "a usual chain of intrigues" and said 
"drama is already a part of daily life. I d id not tr~y LO create a strained dra
matic naITative/editing. I jus t wanted to portray daily life" (Dorsay 2000, 
93). Moreover, he wanted to dismantle his own star image as the. "adven
turous, fighting a.nd swaggering tough guy" (Giiney I 974b, 4) by going 
against the "molded Ye~l9am types of good m1d evil" (Gliney l 974a, 3). 
However, Gliney only had relative success in doing so. One Islamist writer 
even claimed in I 977, "If one does not consider some pornographic scenes 
in Arkada~, the film's moral conception might easily belong to an example 
of Milli [National] Cinema" (SUtiiven 1977, 8). In other words, in trying 
to dismantle Ye§ils:am, he reproduced the traditional decency and moral
ism. Moreover, Ye~i19am's practice and tactics ·persisted in his later films, 
including his last film, Du var (The \.Vall, I 983), which he shot in France 
before his unfortunate death from cancer in I 984. 

\Vhlle the endings of Ye~il9am's "issue" films vary over the political 
spectrum, its filmmakers belonged to the domestic fihnmaking practice 
conditioned by Turkification, melodramatic modali ty, hayal and ozenti, 
which led to various levels of textual responses. to the West CH is a "stan
dard" Giiney quickie, reproducing such elements in a gangster film. The 
film opens with fast-paced cutting of close-up shots of money, guns, and 
people shooting and enjoying killing others, accompanied by Rare Bird's 
song, Sympa.chy, which is commonly "upholstered" for romantic scenes 
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and even action scenes like these. The cuts conclude with a mafia meeting 
and the camera zooms Lo the boss Bilal (Bilal inci), who reads a newspa
per story about As1m Mavzer's (lit. "virtuous/upright Mauser rifle," played 
by Yillnaz Giiney) return to Turkey. Nicknamed the "b lack executioner," 
Asun killed all three of Bilal's brothers before leaving the country, leav
ing behind Elif, his daughter, whose mother has recently passed away. 
Bilal and his men, led by Jilet (lit. razorblade, played by Tank ~im~k), 
arc out for revenge, as is Belah <;:ino (lit. troublemaker Chino, played by 
Erdoi!ful Vatansever). Astm's friends Aspirin Osman (Danya! Topatan) and 
Korsan Kemal (lit. pirate, played by Y1ld1nm Gencer) also start to look for 
;\sun. These carefully chosen names and nicknames constitute the film's 
"stylish" construction of the criminal underworld. \.Vhile th.is nomen
clature follows Ye§ilr;am's convention of using actors' first names as the 
characters' names (Bilal i nci as Bilal). il also employs an "epic" feel that 
compliments the film's elements borrowed from Westerns (<;:ino), and has 
extratextual references thanks to the pleasant sound of the names adopted 
by vadous Ye~ilc;am actors (Y1lmaz Giiney's real surname is Piitiin). Such 
stylish nomenclature also inscribes a cartoonish feel, for Aspirin and Ko1' 
san are As1m's sidekicks, similar to Italian comic books, where the char
acter Zago1; "the spirit with the hatchet," is coupled with Tonka, the bold 
and smart Mohawk, and the comic Mexi.can Cico (Chico); or Mark, the 
Commander of the Ontario Wolves, is coupled with the pirate, adventurer 
Mister Bluff and the wise fighter and comic Sad Owl. This underscores 
the exchanges between popular cultures and cinemas in Turkey and Italy 
with coproduced \Vesterns and actions films, and Turkified sex comedies. 
comic books, and photo-novels. 

As1m pays a visit to his daughter at a school, where he meets with her 
teacher, who is an orphan . When he signs his will leaving evel)•thing to his 
daughte1; he reveals that he was bon1 in 1932 in Siverek, a predominantly 
Kurdish town in southeastern Turkey. Giiney himself was born in 193.l 
(though, according to Ozgii9 [1995]. it was recorded as 1937 on his birth 
certificate) as Ytlmaz Piitiin in Adana, in southern Turkey (Giiney means 
South). So both Giiney and As1m Mavzer were born around the same time 
and both are presumably Kurdish. The filmic and the real also merge in 
the film's alternate title: For My Daughter. Like As1m, Giiney's own life is 
insc1;bed by guns and women: he shot films and guns; he shot guns al: 
miJTors in hotels and then did the same in his films; he used real bullets in 
one of his films while shooting at a glass positioned on his ex-wife's head. 
At the time this film was shot, Giiney's real-life daughter, also named Elif, 
was seven years old. At the time, Giiney was ma1Tied to Fato§ Giiney, and 
Elif was the daughter of one of his ex-girlfdends. Elif Giiney Piiliin lived 
with her mother, Can, in Istanbul until she was four years old: ''I went to 
a boarding nursery school. I lived with a nurse in Ankara up until 1 was 
eight. I lived in Adana with my aunt until I was eleven, then two years with 
my mom. 'When I was thirteen, I went to Moda to stay with Fato~ Gi.iney" 
(Piitiin I 999). Then, \.vith Giiney and Fa to~. she moved to France. So when 
CH was made, Giiney and Elif were living apart and Giiney expressed his 
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love for her by naming the film and Elif in the film after his daughter. 
Concerning his fa1her's use of her name for film characters, Elif says, "My 
dad sent messages to me by namjng little girls in his films Elif. I knew 
he was trying to reach me" (1999). Beyond 1he contrasts between quality 
films and quickie.-s, and between social realist films and popular cinema, 
CH crisscrosses between Guney's own life and his film characters, and 
thus his films' reality as opposed to their realism becomes increa5ingly 
ambiguous. 

As a romantic i-elationship develops betwee n As1m and Elif's teacher, 
Bilal's men track down As11n's daugh1er who, melodrnmatically, knows 
Astm not as her father but as an unidentified uncle. As C\~denced in the list 
of Ye§il9am films' one-liners, a child talks a bou t an unidentified man (i.e., 
his/her real father), "Mommy, I liked this uncle very much. Can I call him 
daddy?" Similarly, Eli( tells Asun, "Please do not leave me ... I liked you a 
lot. I am an orphan . .. I wish you were my dad." As everyone starts crying, 
As1m asks Elif to call him "Dad" one last time before his duel with t;:ino. 
Elif replies, "Datt, my daddy." '1Vhile Yc~il<;am's standard melodramatic 
tropes are at wo1·k in this sequence, on an exactly non-diegetic terrain, 
CH's melodramatic realism has an extremely "real" reverberation. How
ever, CH quickly moves t.o a classy duel where yino misses Asnn and then 
begs As1m to kill him. But Asun refuses to kill him. Then. after Aspirin 
and Korsan take off, accompanied by the "upholstered" song, ''El Condor 
Paso," the Andean song made famous by Simon & Garfunkel, As1m is left 
alone with Elifs teacher and Rare Bird's Sympathy is upholstered again. 
Such non-diegetic music is augmented by Aspit;n Osman's songs, which 
are played with ciim.bii$, a banjo-like musical instn1ment with connota
tions of carousal or revel implying drinking and singing. However, this 
ciimbii~ ends quickly with the kidnapping of As1m and Elif by Bilal's men, 
who lie up As1m a nd make him watch, like the film's spectators, shadows 
falling on a white curtain behind which a man rapes Elif. Then, As1m 
asks his daughter to forgive him, before both are taken to and hung from 
a railway bridge. After a passing train cuts the ropes, Elif drowns in the 
river. So Elif, who already lost her innocence, djes in the name of melodra
matic resolution. As previously noted, in Ye~ilr;am, if a woman cannot stay 
pure, she eventually pays for it with her life. Alternatively, if a man saves 
a woman from a nmdown life, the woman has to be cleansed, usually by 
takiJ1g a symbolic bath and leaving behind the s inful life. Bill Eli f, a child, 
has no chance to redeem herself and even had she lived, she would have 
been the ~ctim of honor killing because she was "defiled." So her death 
produces nall'ative resolution and spectatorial catharsis. 

To augment the traditional pau;archal regime, a revenge plot takes over 
as the trio of As1m, Aspirin, and Korsan starts hunting for Bilal. When 
they attack Bilal's girlfriend's house, in yet a nother bizarre scene, As1m 
rapes a woman in the house with a "real" snake to lean1 where Bi.la! is 
hiding. After this phallic act of revenge, the tdo, with t;:ino, attacks Bilal's 
hideout. The attack is accompanied by "uphols1ered" soundtrack music 
from Costa Gavra:s's Z ( 1969}, composed by Mii<is Theodorakis. A French-
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Figure 5.1 4. Canit Hede((Live Target, Y1 lmaz Gi.iney, 1970) 

Algerian coproduction, Z is about the Greek junta's oppression of the left. 
Gavras's movie won the Golden Globe and Academy Award for the Best 
Foreign Language Film in 1970, as well as a Jury Prize at the Cannes Film 
Festival. 

Strangely enough, when Y11maz Gi.iney and !;ierif Goren's Yo/ (The Way, 
J 982) won the Golden Palm at the Cannes Film Festival, they tied with 
Costa Gavras's Missing ( 1982) and thus shared the prize with Gavras. Yo/, 
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which was made in the afte1math of 1980 military intervention and was 
banned in Turkey for many years, is about five prisoners given perrnis
sion to visit their homes for a week. The 6Jm a.lso i.nvolves confrontations 
with soldiers and a banner reading "Kurdistan," which one of the prison
ers comes across on his way to southeasten1 Turkey. Gavras's film Missing 
cells the story of a conservative Ame1ican father, who, in the search (or his 
missing son, discovers that Latin American jun tas are involved with the 
United States government's entanglement in Latin American politics. In 
later years, a leftist music group, Grup Yorum. also combined this Theode
rakis composition with a Naz1m Hikmet poem, Farewell. Thus, while vari
ous other Ye~ilo;am films used the same theme music, CH's use of the Mikis 
Theodoralds's theme from Z does not seem coincidental. Indeed, the action 
parallels the leftist themes of real life. After his friends surrom1d the depot 
where Bilal is hiding, Asun, we<1ring bl<1ck pani;s, a navy shirt, a red scarf 
tied arotmd his neck, and a black hat with a red st1ipe around its cone, walks 
toward the depot on his own, as if he is a lonesome cowboy bringing justice 
to the tovm. Around the time of this film, Guney himself was helping leftist 
gue1illas who initiated an armed fight against the Turkish government in 
an attempt to trigger a revolutionary movement. As desired in real life, in 
their fighl against Bilal. As1m and his "comrades" are successful, although 
Aspirin is killed. CH thus introduced interesting relationships with "reality" 
by referencing autobiographical elements of Gi.iney's life, including famil
ial and political attachments. Also visible m·e the uncanny coincidences 
that linked the film lo Giiney's other films and bis life, oscillating between 
familial guilt and social responsibility, as well as with the GavTas connec
tion w a leflist political activism. ' ' Yet CH is a typical Ye~ilo;am film. As I 
wj]] elaborate with reference to Demi1yol (Railway, dir. Yavuz Ozkan, 1979), 
the theme of fighting against evil as a melodramatic element of Ye§il<;am 
pervaded Ye~il9am's political dramas and thrillers. 

'What made Giiney an exceptional Ye§il<;am star was his appeal to 
both male and female audiences, channeled through a toughness that 
went against the grain and the use of Charles Bronsonian tactics to take 
revenge. Guney was a crowd-plea5er not because of his connection with 
masculine genres such as action-adventure movies, but because of his pres· 
ence in these genres as a bandit figure, rebelling against the system and 
using means both good and bad to achieve his end. As one legal brothel 
(gen.elev) worker who responded to a question about Guney's release from 
prison said, "His best film is Baba (Fathe1; I 971 ). In that film, he cleanses 
(ktrklamak) his daughter and saves her from prostitu tion. 'We all wa it for 
someone to cleanse us" (t;:eviker 1974, 41)." Stated different])\ Guney's 
combination of the filmic and the real reflected on his spectators' desires. 
However melodramatic, Ye§il<;am touched upon the lives of at least some 
of its spectators who identified with the lives portrayed in the films. It was 
not just the stories told on the screen, but a lso a convergence between 
reality and fiction that moved its specta tors. 

It is those unexceptional and unnoticed lilmic stories that have the 
potential to move us the most. Throughou t CH, as a par t of his comical 

186 Cinema in Turkey 



act, Aspirin keeps talking about telling a story that we never get to listen 
to. He asks Korsan, "May I tell you a story, bro?" Korsan replies, "Is it 
obscene?" ''Yes." "Then, don't!" This dialogue, which itself tells a story, is 
repeated several times. But this untold "obscene" story is resolved while 
Aspirin is dying in the arms of Korsan, who, hoping to ground Aspirin in 
life, asks him to tell his obscene story. Ye~ilt;am is very much in the mold 
of such stories that are never told because they are always repeated to 
the point of extinguishing themselves . Yet those who are like Aspi1in, the 
storytellers, are the ones who keep reiterating Ye§ilc;am's connection to 
the shadow plays, to hayal. In CH, it is all about the veiled connection to 
reali ty, like that of the rape scene that takes place "behind" the curtain, 
not in front o f it. Tt is that reality that is projected from behind the screen 
that conditioned Ye~ilc;am . Yet it is that reality of a dream that was actu
ally a nightmare, a phantom expe1ience for As1m who closed his eyes in 
order not to see that particular shadow play. Such was the other side of 
Ye~ilc;am's luqal, which not only d islocates the reality of the film. but also 
blurs the line between th.e filmic and the real through the dreams and the 
nightmares of Giiney himself, who felt he had abandoned his daughter, 
the "real" Elif, and thus "sent messages" to her through his films. 

Demiryol (Railway. 1979) 

Also called Fu-ima insandan (People of the Stonn), Demityol is a politi
cal thriller that comes close to Third Cinema, outside both mainstream 
filmmaking and the autei.1r films of international art cinema circles. In 
the Turkish film world, discussions of Brazilian and Argent.ine cinemas 
mainly found a place in the early 1970s tlu·ough Fre-nch cinema circles. 
Ayd1n Sayman, writing in 1973, noted that some of GUney's films involved 
a mainsn·eam, conventional film.ic language that mimics \-Vestern cinemas, 
and some novel and original elements (20). Sayman compared Gi.lney 
with Glauber Rocha, who talked about finding a new cinematic language 
beyond traditional and colonialist film languages. While this introduced a 
stn1ggle in the system despite oppression and censorship, Sayman noted 
that Gilney's films did not involve any illegal struggle Ii.kc those of Fe1~ 
nando Solanas. Thus Ye~il<;am's leftist films, such as Demiiyol, were in 
the mold of Cinema Nuovo in their employment of Ye~ilc;am's filmic lan
guage to addre.5s their message. Yet this was complicated by dynamism 
supplied through fast-paced cutting and visua l movement inherent in 
handheld cameras. However, not only do discussions on Third Cinema 
not involve Turkey, the leftist Ye§il<;am films in question emerged briefly 
in the late 1970s, at a ti.me when Third Cinema had a lready lost some of 
its international influence. While, as mentioned above, Turkey's position 
in world cinema is not geographically ascertained, as Turkey may belong 
to East European, Southeasten1 European, MeditelTanean, Balkan, and 
MidcUe Eastern cinematic categories, films such as Demi1yol did not have 
an impact on "Third Cinema" or these geopolitical categorizations of cin
ema. But in line with the leftist cinematic movement starting with Gi.iney's 
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few la ter fi lms, De111iryol problematizes late 1970s Turke)> where various 
ideological stances led to severe political violence. 

Demiryol, aiming to create a "storm over Turkey," addresses the issue 
of political activism in cinema and opens at Istanbul's Haydarpa~ train 
station where workers of the s ta te's ra ilway company prepare for a strike. 
\.Vhile the mil way worker Ha~an (Fikrc1 Hakan) defends the strike to raise 
the revolutio na ry consciousness of the workers , his b rother-in-law Bi.ilent 
(Tank Akan) criticizes hjm for not pursuing vfolent struggle. This politi
cal clash resonates with a melo<lrarm11ic one between the r ich and the 
poor, bourgeoisie and proletariat. Yel there is a major t\vist in this. too: 
the bourgeoisie, though depicted in opposit ion to the proletariat and the 
strike, is represen ted through the governess Sibel's (Sevda Aktolga) rela
tion ' "ith a businessman. Sibel, dreaming of being rich, dates her stu
dent's father, Mete, who has questio nable relations with foreign political 
and business figu res. The preparaiions for 1he snike, Sibel's lessons, and 
Meie's mt:t:ting with the foreign group are all crosscut, giving not only 
an introduciion lo the t\vo classes, bu1 contras ting the two main groups 
through the interm ediating Sibel. 

However, Sibel has no relation to Hasan or Btilent until after Btilent, 
with two of his friends, hijacks a supermarket truck and takes it to a 
squatter settlemen t where they dislribute the goods while yelling leftist 
slogans. Af1er police arrive at the scene, the peo ple find themselves in the 
middle of cross r..~e and one of Bi.ilent's frie nds is killed while SOiem and 
his other friend hide in a middle-class apartment, kidnapping a young 
university student who sympathizt:S with the leftists. Thanks to a melo
dramatic coincide nce, the kidnapped girl's older sister turns ou l 10 be 
Sibel who, after a n iving at home, has a fight with her sister abo ut the 
lighteousness of the kidnappers . At the station, the police arrive to assure 
sa fe entry for the scabs. Biilent's friend leaves the apartment, calls Hasan, 
and gets shot dead by the police. Hasan and h.is wife take Btile nt to a 
hideout where he stays for a few days before being tracked down and shot 
dead by police. 

During the s tri ke, leftist un iversily s iudents come over to show docu
mentar ies to 1he workers, leading to a documentary interl ude reminis
cent of Oglum Osman. On the other ha nd. s imilar to Gi.iney's Arkada~ 
{Friend, 1974), Demiryo/'s sta r actor Tank Akan, who plays Billen!, 
is not involved in a romantic rela tionship and is killed in the film. In 
the early 1970s, tha nks to his boyish good looks, Akan was one of the 
most sought-after actors of romanlic films, especially comedies, such 
as A~k Dedigin La( Det..'ildir {What Yo u Call Love Is Not Jusl a Word, dir. 
Sa fa Ona!, 1976), <;apkm H1rs1z (Playboy Thief. dir. At1f Y1lma7., t 975), 
and Yaz Bekan (Summer Bachelor, d h: Osm:i n Seden, 1974). But after 
1977, he started acting in social realist fi lms with single-word titles, 
such as Nelzir (The River, d ir. ~erif Goren, 1977), Kanai (The Channel, 
dir. Erden Kiral, 1978), Siiril (The He.rd, dir. Zeki Okten, 1978), Maden 
(The Mine, dir. Yavuz Ozkan, 1978). and Yo/ {T he 'Way, dir. ~erif Goren, 
1982). Although he did not revert to h is "real" last name, such a change 
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YAVUZ OZKAN 

..,.,... "mH FILM •OC'.Mlnoc.. ot;w.-,.·w IZZET AKAY 
NESLiHAN DANl$MAN SEVDA AKTOLGA GULER OKTEN 

Figure 5.15. Demi·1yol (Railway, Yavuz Ozkan, 1979), aka. F1.r lina 
insanlan. (People of the Storm) 

of genres signaled a brief spell of leftist, social realise films, which still 
were far from altering Ye~il<,:am's overall course. Am ong the 193 films 
shot in 1979, 134 of them were shot on 16mm film, signaling the mental
ity of low-budget sexploitative quickies. The genres o.f films in 1979 can 
be charted as follows: 
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Table 5.2. The Genres of Films in 1979n 

1979 

Sex Films 
Realist Dramas 
Romantic Films 
Comedies 
Action 
Total 

16mn1 Films 

t28 
2 
4 

t34 

3Smm Films 

3 
13 
2t 
14 
8 

59 

The comparatively few realist dramas belon_ged to two categories: left. 
ist realist dramas including Demi1yol and r:nainstTearo realist dramas 
intended to exploit the market's potential demand. \.Vhile approximately 
half of these fifteen realist dramas belonged to each category, approxi
mately half of the twenty-five romantic films were singer melodramas, 
which as a trend continued in the 1980s with ar(tbesk singers. Interestingly 
enough, only eight films. two of which were fantastic films \vi th superhe
roes, could be co.nsidered action films, denoting to a decline in the early 
1970s cycle that was recycled in the early 1980s. 

While BUlent's death is portrayed as a wrongful attempt to eliminate 
the capitalist system controlled by Mete, his bom-geois (1;ends, and their 
\.Vestern collaborators, Sibel's helpless position after her sister is arrested 
mi.ITors Bulent's situation. After Mete refuses to help her, Sibel asks for 
Hasan's help and starts feeling at home with the workers. While she seems 
to realize her class status, her offer to teach the workers English makes 
Hasan grin. While, for Hasan, workers should stay away from learning 
English, they indeed are under the influence of the West through television. 
Just before Hasan and his wife come to retrieve B(ilent from Sibel's house, 
neighbors come over to watch love Boat, an American television series that 
connotes the dre<nn of wealth. This interlude reflects several trends typical 
of the late 1970s: both telephones and televisions were expensive enough 
that people would visit neighbors to watch television or to make a phone 
call, and yet the television that so absorbed their fantasies was a reflection 
of the United Stattes, including the series Srar Trek, Love Boar, Roots, and 
Dallas that were taking over from tbc waning reign of Ye~il<;am. However, 
similar to <;akmakh's reaction against the \.Vest and its use of voiceover 
nan-ation and documentades, Demiryol also reverts to a documentary on 
the history of leftist demonstrations shown to the workers. Here, one is 
tempted to conclude that Ye~ili;am films, which claim to deliver a political 
message and which are unable to do so th.rouglt the means of fiction. revert 
to documentaries and voice-over to compensate for their weaknesses. 

Demiryol still marks an activist political language that entails dyna· 
mism, discontinuities, and unresolved plot element5, such as the situation 
of Sibel's sister or the invasive footage of demonstrations at the end of 
the film that is not directly connected to the plot. It p1·esents a political 
application of Ye'§il<;am's quickie mentality, filmed on a low budget with 
a handhcld camcn·a, on-location shots, and many nonprofessional actors, 
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. 
especially in the sequences including crowd scenes such as t.hose on the 
t.rain, at the squatter settlement, and at the station during the strike. 
However. unlike Ye$il~am, the classes are segregated and vert ical class 
movement is impossible. While Mete does not allow Sibel to be. a pa11 of 
his upper-class surrounding, t.he uncharaclerist.ic absence of romance is 
undercut by whispers of a possible relationship between Sibel and Bi.ilent. 
On the other hand, the film communicates its pol it.ical message abruptly 
and relies on cm·clboard characters to represent evi l. Besides. Demiryol's 
centrist view punishes the leftists employing violent tactics within the nar· 
rative and becomes, in leftist terminology, a "revisionist" film, contradict
ing its own alternate title, Firwia insanlan (People of the Storm). Thus 
Demfryol conveys it5 message in a narra tionally discontinuous seventy
minute film. An entry on Ozkan in an online user,dri"en Turkish cliction
my, Ek.$i Sozliik (Sotu- Dictionmy, http:ffsozluk.sounames.org/show.asp?t 
=yavuz+%C3%B6zkan&nr=y&pt=yavuz+ozkan, 2004), which is a cross 
between Wikipedia and the Urban Dictionary, introduces him as follows: 
"I would call him the Ed Wood of Turkey but I hesitate lest I disrespect 
Ed Wood by making this comparison ... if one com pa.res Ed \.Vood's films 
with those of Yavuz Ozkan. the former would be Hke Ba.ttleship Po1em
ki11" (Bronenosets Potyo1nkin, die Sergei Eisenstein, 1925). Though such a 
claim is overly hyperbolic, Ozkan attempted to veer away from Ye~ilc;am 
only to find himself enmeshed in its poor production standards . Perhaps 
Demiryol may be seen in the mold of Eisenstein's S1rike (Stachka, 1925). 
which ends with the working classes as the collect.ive heroes contrasted 
starkly with the agents provocateurs, the bourgeoisie, and the police. How
ever, after introducing many individual characters, Demi1yol's collective 
heroes come unexpectedly only at the end, unlike Strike's concluding scene 
with high-angle shots of the strikers at the station, without undercutting 
its message. Additionally. Dem.iiyol's promise of a storm indicated through 
these demonstrations did not materialize and instead. Turkey was shaken 
by the \~olent military inte1vention and junta government bet.ween 1980 
and 1983. After the considerable tolerance toward political and sex films 
du ring the late J 970s (a time of democratic turmoil with coalition govern
ments, early elections, and economic crises) the military intervention of 
September 12. 1980, put an end t.o such films. 

Takma Kafam (Don"t Bother. 1979) 

Nudity and the sexploitative potential of moving images have been used 
as ao attn1ction from the earliest days of filmmaking. In Turkey, a similar 
history of female nudjty, eroticism, and sexploitation has been a part of 
cinema. Of almost 7,000 films made in Turkey, Scognamillo and Demirhan 
list 576 films under the "basic index of ftlms" in t.heir book Ero1ic Turk
ish Cinema (2002, 279-87). Paying attention to Hollywood-style swimsuits 
and beachgoing in 1930s Istanbul, one film writer asks, despite the reac
tionary character of the Hayes code, "ls it not strange that the Americans 
were the first ones to show artists nude in cinema in contrast to now" 
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(FuaL 1934, 3)? The French, he notes, are the most courageous in tenns of 
nudity, while American, German, British, and Russian censor boards act 
reasonably to ensure a movie's success with a beautifu l body. As for nudity 
in l i.!rkish cinema, for him, the firsl example is a stunt.woman wearing a 
slip in Muhsin Ertugrul's Suz.de K11:,lar (Supposedly Girls, 1924). During the 
high Ye~il.yam era. an article comments on se.x Ln cinema as a permanently 
fresh subject and .as an educational device. For the above-mentioned arti
cle, while Swedish sex films have an educational and aesthetic function, 
the ever-increasing nudity in Ye§il<;am relies on seduction and at.traction 
(Baydar 1967, 7). In other words, Ye~l9am is criticized as superficial and 
backward in comparison to \ \festern sex films t.oo . The same magazine ts 
also optimistic about some Ye~.i.li;am films that were "catching up with" 
the Westen1 cinem a by including footage of fully naked female bodies. 

This page of Y~il'Yam's history between 1974 and 1980 has generally 
been purposely forgotten and subjected to a moralistic reading. Though 
seen as the products of a "lumpen-profota.riat" culture, sex films helped 
Ye~il.yam to survive in the late 1970s. Especially during the earlier wave of 
sex comedies. Ln addition to Ye~il<;am's filmmakers, various theater actors 
and other new faces, and some star actresses of low-budget Ye§il<;am 
quickies went on lo act in sex films. However, those who participated in 
the production of sex films, including the d irector of Takma Kafam (here
after TK, du: Yavuz Ozfigen/Figenli), usually avoid discussing them. Those 
who have spoken explain their participation as an economic necessity. In 
his memoirs, director 0 11..-U Erakahn, who questioned such excuses, under 
the subtitle "I am finding myself," explains, "Yes, when I stat-red to mak.e 
these films, I mus t have found my ln1e self, with players whose acting was 
real, with real subject matters and reali ties as such" ( 1999, 206). Erakahn's 
remarks involve a process of questioning not only his own sexual identity 
through these films, but his underlining of the "reality" attached to sex 
films as a whole. ' ¥hat is that reality? Does it prevent the redemption of 
these filmmakers? Does it address a patriarchal society and film world that 
coincided with the socioeconomic and political demands of the era? Do 
h is questions also address the realism of Ye~i19:am's filmic language? 

\¥hile many avoid remembering. unlike Erakahn, those who acknowl
edge their participation call it a mistake. though they interestingly under
line sex films' role in the sexual enlightenment of the male population. If 
there was such a social value, then sex films indeed managed something 
that the Kemalist regime's own reform programs could not squeeze out 
of cinema. Yet the initial impetus behind sex films, which emerged from 
the Ew·opean sex film wave and from Ye~i19ams low-budget action-adven
tures, was exploitation handlcd with an increased use of female nudity to 
rejuvenate the waning interest of male filmgoe•'S. Even cinema magazines 
suppm-red female nudity by underlining the Anatolian spectators' interest 
in striptease scenes, for they could not go lo Istanbul's nightclubs. "Thus," 
says one article, "Anatolian film distributors are very carefi.tl about this 
fact when buying a film" ("Bu Sene .. . " 1966, 3). 'v\fhile female nudity was 
in demand for low-budget films. the success of the first few sex comedies 
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started a wave of soft-core films, which later tu111ed into 16mm quickie 
hard-core films. These filn1s could be categorized as sex comedies, sex 
romances, sex action films, and even some fantastic, superhero sex com
edies. Many of them are predictably either remakes of Ye~i;am, Holly
wood, or Italian films, or even remakes of Ye§ili;am films that themselves 
are remakes of Hollywood films. Sex filnls may also be differentiated as 
hardcore and softcore, 16mm ones with limited explicit scenes. Eleven 
films made in 1979 involved the word Lnve in their titles, while thirty-five 
referred to women or girls, some with adjectives such as "beautif'ul" and 
"loose." Many sex films 1·an shorte1~ around sixty and seventy minutes, 

1illowing projectionists at sex film theaters to "montage" or "insert'' sepa
rate hardcore scenes during the shov.l.ing of regular erotic sex films. 

ln the 1980s, with the introduction of videotapes, sex films of the 1970s 
continued to be available on the video market, most of the time under the 
shelves, as well as in pocket theaters that showed new foreign and old Turkish 
sex films. The video mm·ket also offered a solution to Ye~ili;am's crisis in the 
1980s, when many films were not exhibited in theaters but marketed directly 
on videotape. Moreover; these 1980s Ye~ilc;am films often included scenes 
with female nudity that came in three different fonns: a somewhat "arty," 
a la franraise nudity in the films of Ye§il<;am auteurs (such as those starring 
M(ijde Ar); a fairly standardized mainstream female nudity in romantic films 
or comedies (such as those starring Hlilya Av§ar); and a kitschy nudity of late 
Yc§ils:<'lm's low-budget films (such as those staning Banu Alkan). Nonethe
less, these 1980s female stars did not act in the late I 970s sex films. Instead, 
those female sta1-s of sex films found themselves no longer employable in 
the film industf)\ part of a patriarchal society that would not give, in the 
words of scriptw1ite1· Btilent Oran's terminology, its cinematic "prostitutes" 
an opportunity to Sluvive, but favored its "cuckolds" instead- a lot of male 
theater actors acted in films and plays after the 1970s. For Oran, this was 
a result of social structure: "\.Vhen the girl does it, it is bad; when the man 
does it, it is good" (DemiFci 2004, 156). Thus Scognamillo and Demirhan's 
book on erotic cinema presents a "basic filrnography of some female acto1-s 
in erotic Turkish cinema," but not of male playe1-s (2002, 261-77). One such 
actress, Zerrin Do~n, not only blames the film producers who forgot about 
these actresses in the 1980s but also c1iticizes Turkey for not having the con
cept of "sex sta1;" and pocket-size cinemas showing sex films pmiicularly in 
compa1ison with foreign cinemas (Demirci 2004, 70-71). 

In this picture, sex films did not have a place in mainstream Ye~ili;:am his
tories, nor have they been considered outside of a moralistic framework. 
Following Erakalm's remarks, these films brought Ye~il<;am's world of 
lwya/ down to earth, to reality, by presenting "prostitutes" and "cuckolds" 
as central characters. Howeve1; Ye~ilc;am, with its scriptwriters like Oran. 
was also at work in sex films that carry melodramatic plot structures. As a 
sex film actress, Zafir Seba said, "If one takes oul the bed scenes from these 
fi.lms, they would be just another film which could be viewed as a family 
film" (Dernirci 2004, 60). Yet the majority of sex film scripts do not uphold 
this argument. Even though sex filnls kept up with Ye§ilc;am genres and its 
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practice ofTurkification, the narrative worlds of these films are full ol' exag
gerated sexual themes that canied most of the filmic action. For instance, 
an early sex comedy Hayret 17 (aka Vay Anasma 17, Amazing 17, dir. 
Osman Seden. 1975) introduces a character with the "amazing" power of 
having sex nonstop seventeen time.5. While such are the joys promised for 
men, women were also portrayed as willing to get away from the "decent 
woman" frame to e.njoy carnal pleasures with other men and women. 

TK opens on a sunny Sunday in a public park where a man approaches 
a woman sitting a lone on a bench. 

Man: May I sit next to you? The person you are waiting for d id not 
come and you do not know how to spend Sunday. 

Woman: It. seems the same has happened to you. And when you saw 
me, you had an idea. 

Man: Yes, that is true. T bad a friend who dld oot come to our date 
and it is all over. She is the daughter of a rich businessman whereas 
I am a poor and simple young man. My name is BUlent. Would you 
like to hang out with this poor and s imple young man? 

Woman: I see you are not shy. 

Ce11ainly, TK's BUlent (Hakan Ozer) is not shy. Perhaps, like Demiryol's 
Sibel, he realized that the melodramatic promise of vc11ical class move
ment is not realistic. A poot; simple young man living on the margins or 
periphery of the urban geography at a time of stark modernization and 
political turmoil, Billent does not have the "consciousness" of his class. 
Instead, staying in the mold of Demiiyol, he could easily be conceived of 
among the ranks o f alienated workers, or as OzgU9 puts it, in "such char
acters' lumpen pornographic world" (2000, 180). 

In TK, the woman with whom Bulent speaks a t the park is Aysel (Dilber 
Ay). For Ozgilr;, Ay acted in vm;ous courageous scenes, including lesbian 
intercourse, fellatio, and masturbating on a bathroom faucet, and was in 
one of the four nuly hardcore porno films of 1979 among the 131 sex films 
made that year (2000, 180-81). In TK, Aysel thinks that Btilent is indeed 
a Casanova type and then dreams of him at home while touching her 
half-naked body and telling herself that she will not be like the other girls 
whom Billent has deceived. Instead of man-ying Kenan (Ata Saka) and 
having a proper life, Aysel falls in love and wants to enjoy life with Bi.ilent. 
In this love n·iangle , Btilent represents a more modern and individualistic 
life based o n Aysel's own decisions, whereas marrying Kenan implies a tra
ditiona l role and a conservative lifestyle . However, unlike Ye';>ilr;am's com
mon trope ol' transitions between spaces of lower and upper classes, TK's 
s tory does not present upper-cla~s characters or neighborhoods. Instead, 
beyond melodramatic fantasy of vertical class movement, TK's setting is a 
realistic one: a squatter settlement among newly 1;sing apat1ment build
ings of Ista nbul. Additionally, the interiors of :houses are also realistic, 
without any polishing, as some other Ye~ilr;am films do to the interiors of 
lower middle-class houses. 
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Y~ili;:am's sexploitations introduced different tactics ofTul'lcification for 
hardcore scenes. Because in many films like TK, there are no close-up 
shots of intercourse, but only close-up shots of women's genitalia, such 
explicit scenes were "montaged" (inserted) at film theat:ers. The projection
ists kept the hardcore scenes taken primarily from foreign films ready to 
run on another projection machine and then, at prope1· times, they paused 
one projection machine before starting the other. Even at some theaters 
the ushers announced such scenes: "Hey guys, get ready to shift gears" 
(Demirci 2004, I 07). Alternatively, some producers, in Ozgii9's words, cre
ated donme (convert or transvestite) films, which were basically edited 
compilations of scenes from earlier films marketed with a new name and 
poste1: This was also the case for action-adventure film Gaddar (Cruel, 
aka $ey1an'tn Ogtu, The Son of Satan, dir. Mehmet Asian, 1967) staning 
Giiney through a compilation of scenes from three of his other films. 
Indeed some of the "thirty -seven" films in which Zerl"in Egeliler acted in 
1979, were donme films. In the same yea1; Kaz1m Kartal was the lead actor 
in twenty-five films; Naki Yurter directed thirty films; Rcccp Filiz wrote 
the scripts for twenty-nine films; Seda! Diker or Miikremin ~umlu was 
the cameraman of twenty-five films; and Oran made a deal with producer 
Necdet Barhk for fifty films, tl1ough while writing his eighth script, sex 
films were banned (Ti.irk 2004, 301). Unlike the "upholstering" of music, 
a last tactic was upholste1;ng that either involved the use of body doubles 
for hardcore scenes or stealing footage from different hardcore films, a 
practice made evident through the change of quality. color, and lighting 
of the different films. According to Demirci, while t he majority of sex 
films were dubbed by the actors or by professional dubbing artists, some 
hardcore films made in 1979 and 1980 involved live-recorded soundtracks 
because filmmakers neither felt the need for dubbing nor wanted to deal 
with postproduction due to the timeliness and costliness of detailed plots, 
studios, and dubbing artists (2004, 109). 

Aysel, "defiled" by Blilent, later finds relief with Kenan while Bulent 
and his boss's girlfriend have sex t:o the theme music of James Bond mov
ies. As the tune stops, the dubbed moaning of the women is accompanied 
with an instrumental piece of pop jazz. After sex, a tenser Lune signals the 
arrival of Necmi and his men, who attack Biilcnt. Later Aysel helps him 
to recover but Bi.ilent wants to leave the neighborhood and Aysel is will
ing lo follow him. Blilent (without moving his lips!) tells Aysel. "You are 
a good girl, a calm girl. But I am an energetic guy. I want a girl who will 
suit my lifestyle." Aysel (moving her lips) says, "What should I do to be 
the kind of woman you want?" Forty-four minutes into the film, its story 
ends at this point . The remaining twenty minutes of the film take place 
at a house of sexual fantasy: Aysel finds herself in the middle of an orgy, 
smoking weed, and enjoying life, accompanied by a !POP rcan-angement 
of a traditjonal folk songs signaling happiness . TK ends with Aysel on 
top of Biilent in bed as the camern zooms to Aysel's face as she speaks to 
Bi.ilent. Vl/e cannot hear what she says, but as far as I can tell from read
ing her lips, she says "It is so nice to have sex wit.h you." The real text, 
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however, is canicd by a pop song with the lyiics "People no doubt want 
to get pleasure from life." 

TK's fantasy world does nol belong to Ye~ili;am's morality, but shares its 
melodramatic modality. Discontinuities, unuttered dubbed speech, uttered 
but unheard words, and inexplicable situations are all parts ol' TK, placing 
it firmly within the Ye~il<;:am tradition that rejects it. Yet TK ends not with 
marriage but another form of heterosexual relationship that Aysel freely 
chooses: Bi.ilent and a free-willed life, over Kenan and a conservative mar
riage. So Aysel is the ideal candidate for male fantasy where pleasure wins 
out over decency. Howeve1; for many of the actors portraying roles like 
Aysel, the reality is grim. Many claim that they were drugged during film
ing and prostitutes were hired to act in some scenes. This underbelly of 
the clean, star-studded world of Ye§ilc;am came with its own reality that 
ran against the society's moralism. Like the nation-building proce.ss that 
attempted to erase untold, violent aspects of its emergence, moralist critics 
and historians have refused to acknowledge this underworld. In addition, 
while Ye~il<;am was complicit on the surface with the nation's morality, it 
also hid many untold stories of stars on casting couches and shady deals 
between filmmakers, not only during the late 1970s, but throughout its 
history. Howeve1; after all sorts of political and sex films were ousted from 
the world of decency and political correctness and thus were "defiled" by 
the military regime, Ye~il<;am's melodramas and comedies filled the void 
between 1980 and 1983. Once it was gone, even Ye~ilc;am's own sex stars 
conceived of the period through such moralism. Unlike Aysel. who chose 
pleasure over decency in the filmic world, Dilber Ay, who became a folk 
singer in the 1980s, chose decency over pleasure. According to Ay, all the 
sex films, even the po1nographk ones, she acted in, did not involve pen
etration or "real" sexual intercourse. "I was a virgin from my first film ... to 
my last film . .. I became a woman after the sex films were banned. That is, 
I shot all these porn films as a maiden. I can document this fact with dated 
medical reports" (Demirci 2004, 75). 

A Last Word on High Ye?il~am 

Ye~il9am's genres proliferated and evolved during the two-decade-long 
high Ye~ilc;am era, through various waves and cycles of films. As early as 
1956, Ye~il9am was starting to understand the popularity of cycles and 
manipulate the films accordingly. The cycles were understood to be par
tial solutions to c1;scs, such as the seasonal populatity of historical films, 
c1ime films, melodramas involving musical scenes, family melodramas, 
and village films ("Ebediyete Kadar" 1956, 17). While major production 
companies specialized in star-studded genre films, minors employed 
exploitative tactics with a quickie mentality. Ye~i19am's generic realism 
accommodated complicated and ambiguous practices on the part of both 
filmmakers and spectators. Ye~il9am's Turkification of a \Nestern medium 
with three-dimensional realism is countered by its two-dimensionality. 
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As this doubled Ye~il~am , its aggressive expans ion stigmatized all of its 
films, including social realist, auteur, and even sex films. While Onaran's 
J 994 survey of aureurs, who essentially produced sodal realisr dramas 
and an films, d istinguishes the films of mass culture through generic cat
egories such as historical films. salon fil ms, comedy films, and ambesk 
melodramas, it was thos.e aw eurs who produced films such as ~eyran, 
BTV, and CH. Although a conception o f "true" and "pToper" cinema that 
would enlighten the masses is a t stake in such categorizations, cinema 
has historically been concurrent with fa ntasy and entertainment, hayal 
and ozemi, and cinematic narratives involving generic fo1mulations have 
dctennined the production and consumption network. 

Both filmmakers and spectators communicated through such generic 
and cycl ical references and are able to identify a multitude of genres. 
For instance, in a 1973 survey, specta tors living in cities close to Istanbul 
emphas ized their preference for domestic films over foreign films and then 
identified genres th rough gendered protocols (ac tion as male and romance 
as female genres) ("Halk Soru~turmas1 3" 1973, 39-50). \¥bile young male 
spectators liked "(secret) agent," "comedy," "action-ad venture," and "sex
advenrure" films most. female spectators sought "sad" films and "love" 
films. On the other hand, genre identifica rion has also a political d imen
sion reproducing the formal ideology because state officials, such as teach
ers or low-rank clerks, preferred "realist dramas" and "educational" films. 
Echoing this responsibility, Ye~il~am 1-e-prod uced the War of Indepen
dence in formal h istorical fil ms or the republican fight against trad ition in 
n iral dramas. This confluence with officia l policies is also evident in the 
absences as well as 1he pt-esences in Ye~il~am fi lms. In a 1973 a1ticle titled 
"Turkish Cinema or Bazaar M)1hology," translated from the French maga
zine Cinema 73, Philippe Oenizot notes the limited visibility of the Turkish 
police, anny, and state on the screen, unlike the "daily reality [where) uni
fo1ms were a pa1t of the visible," while the media portrayed the Turkish 
leftist rebels as bank robbers (1 973, 6). A decade after Denizot's article was 
published, Ye~il~am star Hill ya Ko~)~gi t critic ized Turkish censors saying, 
"Look, there are some untouchable subjects in Turkey: A j udge is never 
bribed , a policeman is never a murderer, and an industrialist is never cor
rupt. If you nm aga inst t hese in the s tOt)' of a film, 1he film \viii be hahed 
by the censors" (1984, 14). 

ln comparison wi th the distribution of Hollywood genres, biopics, hard
boiled detective films, and musicals were vet)' ra1-e in Y~il~am, while 
singer films were produced in abundance. Initiated by the popularity of 
Egyptian singer films, various popular singers who produced music out
side of the reslr ic tions of the Kemalist cultural reform program made 
films in Ye!iil9am, such .as HBT, KS. and BTV. Singer films presented a 
complete en1e11ainment program for spectalors, thro ugh the coupling of 
songs, dances, and shows with romantic stories 1; fe with tears, action, 
and laughter. Even the rise of te.levision and video markets in the 1970s 
and 1980s did not put an end to these films that introduced musical clas· 
sifica tions and taste politics. \Vhile HBT. as a "salon• film. presents an 
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urban, uppe1~class environment, KS is a rural melodrama, and BTV is 
an "ara/Jesk melodrama," introducing a squatter settlement in the urban 
pe1;phery simih\t to Demiryol and TK. Whereas the melodramatic plots 
involve urban transit.ions bet\veen upper- and °lower-class neighborhoods 
as in HBT. 00, and BTV. KS introduce a n1ral-tu·ban t.ransition and $ey1an 
belongs to the world of a modern, newly rising bourgeoisie. Although both 
TOUY and KMFF introduce extraordinary spaces due to their temporal 
alterations, all films discussed in this chapter, thanks to Ye~ilc;am's prac
tice of on-location shooting, introduce Istanbul in one way or another. 

A conventional categodzation of the ten films discussed above involves 
genre's relation to gender through action and romance. While the first 
four of them are closer to female spectatorial practice, the remaining 
six pdmadly address male spectators. All of them repeat a cenain set 
of generic elements producing natTative predict<1bilily, !IS well as illus
trating variations within their respective genres (Alt.man 1999, 21). For 
instance, despite their gene1;c difference, both Demiryol and TK stray 
from Ye~ilc;am's modality in comparable ways. Still both films also pres
ent various meloclramatic elements used to different ends. But because 
of their respective generic identi.fications, one as a social realist film that 
tries to stay away from a commercial star cinema, and the olher as a sex 
film lhat goes beyond the moral prerequisit.es of a melodramatic fantasy 
world of romance, their narrative breaks reproduce their own generic 
characteristics. The predictability of Demiryol's unconventionality resides 
in the killing of the star actor at film's end an.cl its narrative's departure 
from love story, whereas TK's unconventionality relies on the introduction 
of free-spirited pleasure over moralism that serves male fantasy and sex
ploitation. Nonetheless, the subtexts of both films are fairly conservative, 
the one fav01ing orderly protest over anarchic revolution, and the other 
equating female virtue with virginity. 

Finally, all of these films accommodate nationalist renderings through 
Turkification. While .5ey1an and TOUY are Turkified remakes of Ameri
can films and television se1;es, 00 Tm·kifies footage from Hol.lywood 
and Egyptian films while K.MFF and CH, respectively, render vampirism 
and \Vestem-style duels from Hollywood films. One sense of Turkifica
tion introduces a violently constructed but unacknowledged identification 
with a national community that attempts to erase its others. Simultane
ously, the meeting of Karagoz's two-dimensionality with Punch's three
dimensionality produces non-illusionism and non-represenLationalism 
thxough an illusionistic and representational medium. Although some 
writers, such as the former leftist, now Sufist scriptwriter Ay~e $asa, claim 
that Ye§ilc;am is monophonic, without contradicting sound and image, 
image and meaning. and theme and anti-theme ( 1993, 8); in fact, Ye§ilc;am 
carries a multiplicity of voices, a mishmash of images, and a cacophony of 
soundtracks and image tracks where Turkificat.ion (translation and trans
formation) converges with hayed and uzenti through the melodramatic 
modality of genre crossings. Ye~il~am is about movies, which move us; it 
is a movement from self to other and then back to a renewed self, and then 
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to another other and so on. Karagoz had to enter the world of Punch, to 
experience it and then come back to find his own self already transformed 
and displaced by his movement. Then Karngoz moved again, went, and 
perhaps saw Punch one more time. Can there be an end to such movemem 
e,;pecially in a world where the travel of cultural fonns across interna
tional borders takes place with increasing speed? 
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6 

Late Ye§il\am 
Melting in the 1980s 

Turkey and Ye~il~am in the 1980s 

cm-he deaths and resmi-ections of Ye~ilc;am are numerous; many waves 
-JIL or cycles of films solved short-term crises during the high Ye~ili;am 
era. Sex films of the late 1970s not only presented a similar solution. but 
with 16mm also introduced a shift in ftlmic equipment. Jn the 1980s. most 
films were shot on 3Smm but rather than being exhibited in theaters were 
released directly to video. By the late 1980s, Y~ils:arn went into an even 
greater crisis, with an en01mous decrease in both ticket sales and the num
ber of films made. \Vhile the annual number of films made under military 
mle between 1980 and 1983 remained approximately seventy, Ye~Hc;am 
produced more than one hundred films annually between 1984 and 1989, 
peaking at nearly two hundred films made in both 1986 and 1987. How
cve1~ in the early 1990s, the annual number of films made fell to around 
thirty, and more important, the dis11;bution and exhibition net \vorks of 
Y~ilc;am were almost completely dissolved. 

The early Ye~ilc;am of the 1950s started to flourish at a time when Turkey 
had just started to enjoy a multiparty regime and the gradual introduction 
of capitalism that accompanied Turkey's membership in NATO and con
current U.S. aid. Sn·engthening ties between Turkey and the United States 
and the Ame1;canization of Turkish culture both aided the film industry 
to an extent. The 1980s experienced a substantial sh;ft from a state-run 
economy toward a more privatized, capitalist economy, or from the com
mercialization of the 1950s to the indust1·ialization of the 1980s. Unlike 
the early 1950s, Turke)ls integration into global capitalist markets a fter 
the 1990s and the close involvement of the U.S. companies in Turkey's film 
market initially had a negative effect on the film industry. 

During its most successful years, Ye~ilr;am, with little state support, 
was the self-sufficient film industry of a still-traditional. semi-capital
ist country whose industrialization and integration into the capitalist 
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system were mainly triggered by the state itself. Thus, the Turkish econ
omy started to abandon protective and subsidiary measures and the 
govemmenlS of the 1980s instituted reforms fostering economic liber
alization. The institution of a Cree market economy involved measures 
such as privatization. increased exportation, a nd economic integr.:ition 
with other world markeL•. However, such measures led to a widening 
gap between the lower and upper classes, while ch1·onic high innation 
a nd tax increases aimed to manage the budget deficits put increasing 
pressu1·e on the middle classes. In the 1980s, pl'ivate en terprise played 
an increasingly central role and as civil societal organi7..ations and insti
tu tions s tarted lo gain importance, the values and principles o[ republi
can ideology. especially those based on s tatism, populism, and laicism, 1 

came under increasing scrutiny. At the same time, little by lit tle, e thnic, 
religious, and gender-based identity politics came to the fore and created 
new issues for cinema lo address. 

While the high Ye~li;am era was concurrent \\~th the pe1iod of the Sec
ond Republic, the late Ye§il<;am and post-Ye~ili;am eras coincided with the 
Third Republic, which started \\~th the 1980 military intenrention and the 
1982 Constitution instigated by the generals (Zurcher I 994, 292). Freezing 
the political life for tlu-ee years, the milila1)' regime concentrated power in 
the hands of the state apparatuses and, in putting an end to political polar
i7.ation and suppressing violence, blocked a lmost all avenues of djsscnt 
and opposition. Throughout the 1980s, political freedom and rights were 
severely limited and the gove111mcnts' enforcement of laws was very strict 
and at times violent, Lhus creating a semi-democratic and semi-authori
tarian political regime. Even though some of the old politicians who were 
banned from politics returned to ac tive politics through a 1987 referen
dum that changed the J 982 Constitution, communist politics continued 
to be illegal; those who escaped the militat)' regime, including polit ical 
figures and ethnic minorities, were for many years unable to return to 
Turkey, and some remain in exile. 

Apart from such economic and political developments, after the I 980s 
Turkey experienced two important sociopolitical c1ises. one ethnic and 
the other religious. On the one hand, Kunlish militants started an armed 
rebellion under the illegal Kurdish \.Vorkers Party (PKK), which subse
quently led to continual violent a ltercations between the PK.K and the 
1\ll'kish army that some consider u low-intensity civil war. On the other 
hand, the coalition governments with Islamic parties in the 1990s led the 
Turkish army to issue severe warn ings regarding the indestructible illicist 
nature of Turkey's regime. In the early 1990s, Turkish nationalism and 
the project of modernization Erom above entered a crisis that led to an 
increased gap between the modernizing elites and the voiceless masses 
(Keyder J 997, 45). Through the new dynamics of economics and politics 
that involve globalization effot1S and reforms for accession to the Euro
pean Unfon. Turkey has become a player in global markelS, and lherefore 
not only has been forced to implement a "legal basis for citizenship righlS 
and the foundational requirements For individual autonomy" but. also has 
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foced the challenges of ethnic separatism and Islamk fundamentalism 
(Keyder 1997, 46). 

In light of such developments, the cuhw-al field of the 1980s was marked 
by the increasing visibili ty of multiplici ry in a capitalist market system 
under a repressive political regime. Thus, the 1980s were characterized by 
two contradictory tendencies: the suppression of the voice and the boom 
of different voices (Giirbilck 2001, 21 ). Despite the oppressive atmosphere. 
tht: p1·e..,iously unhea1'CI voices of decentered and fragmented port ions of 
society became \~Sible; and media and cultural industries underwent a 
u-ansformation channeling their visibility. The cultural novelties of the era 
included aspects of a sociocultural modernization: a crisis of u-aditional 
patriarchy through discussions on the private sphere, foregrounding or 
issues of gender and sexuality, a growing discourse of individualism and 
liberalization, diversification of issues and images cove:red by indepe ndent 
media, visible dominance of arabesk culture of the migrant populations 
al urban centers, partial departure from republican linguistic reforms, 
change in significato•)' systems reminiscent of Baudrillardian simulacra 
and loss of the link between words and their cultural and sociopolitical 
meanings, and the continued growth of the cultural gap between the lower 
;1nd upper classes pa1-alleled by increasing economic inequality. 

The 1980 military intervention marked a cultural break with the three
year-long junta government and subsequent elecled governments, all of 
whlch had attempted to monitor the cultural life by c.ontrolling and cen
soring films wi th political or expl icit content. Spectators, who in the late 
J 970s had already started to watch films on te levision and video ins tead of 
going to theaters, almost stopped going to theaters altogether during and 
after the miUtary intervention. In the video boom of the 1980s, the main 
demogr.-apbic comprised the middle classes and workers in Europe, both 
of whom could afford to buy VCRs and regularly rent videotapes from the 
rental stores that popped up throughout the countty. However, this boom 
slowed down in the late '1980s and the rise of plivate television channels 
and satellite television in the early 1990s further hampered Ye~il9am's film 
production. 

ln the late 1980s and lhe early 1990s, film critics and writers com
monly tied the end of Ye~il~am to the demise o r another wave of "inDa
tionary" filmmaking and considered state suppon necessary to resurrect 
the film industry. In 1986, a new law concerning the works of cinema, 
video, and music was passed and the Ministr)' of Culture stancd to be 
involved in matters concerning cinema initially through the control, and 
subsequendy support, o( films iJ1 the 1990s. Giovanni Scognamillo calls 
the years between .1 987 and 1989 a period of "the last resistance, the las t 
support for a demolishing wall" ( J 998, 423). 

While Ye~il93m was losing its last castles, Hollywood companies were 
also at1empting to control the Turkish market. After domestic films' 
almost four-decade domination, Hollywood films started to be seen more 
by Turkish spectators. Concerned about this, domestic filmmakers prcs
sm·ed politicians and in 1989 the Turkish government planned to limit 
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the dominance of foreign films. The cinema Jaw drafted by ruling Moth
erland Patt y's MP Gokhan Mara~ to replace the one made in 1986 differed 
from its predecessor in four respects: it called for the funding of domestic 
films by transfening 40 percent of foreign companies' profits to a pool; 
implemented a minimum for domestic film exhibition (say, one-fomth of 
the films exhibited by a theater annually would have had to be domes
tic); banned the d ubbing of foreign films in Turkish and showing them 
with subtitles to diminish spectatorial interest in them; and replaced the 
censorship board with a rnting system based on age restrictions (1990, 
10-12). Though tlhat draft was never implemented, it could have helped 
overcome the crisis in the short-teim, despite U.S. government objections. 
Accord ing to Mara~, one of the Motherland Patty ministers, Gilne~ Taner, 
was informed of the U.S. government's concen1s about the draft during 
his visit to the United States. According to columnist Yalc;:m Dogan of the 
Turkish daily Hurriyet (Freedom), U.S. President George Bush called the 
Turkish Prime Minister Turgut Ozal at the time and said, "If you pass that 
cinema law draft through parliament, I will decrease Turkey's quotas of 
textile products" (Dogan 2004). Though it is very difficuJL to verify such a 
conversation, the failure of this draft marked the death knell of Ye~ilcram 
cinema. 

During its late era, Ye~l<;am was marked by two principle tendencies: a 
continuing popular genre film production for the videotape market and a 
continuous self-reflexivity (as if Ye~il9am's directors had just figured out 
the language of mode1nist art!). With the ban on sex films, popular films 
stmted to deal with problems of sex and gender, mainly through male 
directors spicing up their films with female nudity. \<\ihile Ye~i19am con
tinued to produce family melodramas, roman tic comedies, and action
adveoture films, some "serious" Y~il<;am filmmakers began producing a 
new genre, loosely called "films about women," which were realist dramas 
about sexuali ty and gender issues. There were also a handful of films that 
indirectly touched on the period of the military regime or on filmmaking 
itself, through the tropes of a culture in stasis, s hattered and ftustrated by 
the loss of the ideological optimism of 1970s. These films' "self-reflexive" 
themes allowed filmmakers to analyze themselves and ftlmmaking, in a 
period when films were no longer as popular or future-oriemed as they 
were the previous decade. Both genres were thus related to the sociopo
litictt! and cultural conjuncture a ugmented by a sharp decrease in film 
consumption. 

\<Vhile there is no significant decline in the number of films made dur
ing the 1980s, film.going as a social experience and a family entertainment 
had \vithercd away. Almost all of the theaters in small towns closed, while 
those that smvived did so by exhibiting sex films. Major theaters in metro
politan areas persisted by showing mainly Hollywood blockbusters, which 
themselves emerged as a solution for Hollywood's crisis.' Ceitainly, this 
changed the spectatorial demographic toward a predominantly young, 
urban population of students or university graduates prefen; ng Western 
films. Two recent surveys by Fida Film Company indicate that the average 
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age of spect.ato.-s is twenty-nine. Additionally, 59 percent of these specta
tors are university graduates, 31 percent of them are students, and 72 per
cent of them are single (http://www.fidafilm.com/ffindtr/ff_03_03.asp). 

During the late Ye~il~am era, post-Ye~l~am spectators and filmm ak
ers became predominantly young and educated . wiLb the influx of new 
directors produc ing both art and popula1· films after the early 1990s. 
While such films introduced novel themes commonly refetTed to under 
the rubric of "new" Turkish cinema. the roots o f this shift date back to 
the la te Y~l9am era, to the intellectual overtones of some (an) fil ms 
and to those filmmakers' involvement with in ternational film circles. For 
instance, Genco Erkal, who won the best actor prize in the 1984 Antalya 
Film Festival. separated a rt films from those of Yc~J~arn and mentioned 
the existence of a "young" or "new" cinema (Erkal 1984, 16). However, 
one of the most exceptional directors of Ye$ili;am, Auf Y1lmaz, incisively 
criticized such arguments, for the films o f "new" cinema defined them
selves through and aga ins t Y~il9am and they fell for a plot that the lilms 
festivals in the Western countries were forc ing upon them. For him, such 
films satisfied the West's demand for exotic films about extreme and 
marginal events from Turkey and other non-Western countries (1984, 
38). Similarly, after noting Ye~il~am's demise, which she takes as #being 
sympathetic toward the poverty, the culture, and the weaknesses of the 
people," Neda Algan claims that, because of the individualist, exotic, and 
self-orientalizing themes brought about in the films of the "serious" film
makers of the 1980s, "the new Turkish cinema is a deliberate 'nightmare' 
if viewed from the perspective of the old Ye~ilc;:am" (1996, 6). Despite 
such criticisms in the ea:rly 1980s, sixty-three directors made their first 
films between 1987 and 1996, which led Scognamillo to change the object 
of "inflation" from film numbers to directors: "Even though the motto 
'Ye~~am is dead, long live the Turkish cinema' has not yet become appro
priate, indeed the trend is in that direction ... especially in the eyes of the 
intellectuals" (1998, 478). Indeed , the demise of Ye~ilc;:am marked the end 
of a certain type of Turkification and melodramatic modality with the 
innux of these films dealing with alternative narratives, focusing on dif
[erent themes such as etlinicity or recent history, and with novel modes 
of visual narration presented through their educational background or 
awareness of international cinema. 

Crises. Reflections. and Genres 

Before becoming officially "late," Ye~il~am reproduced its earlier prac
tices of film making a.nd storytelling. Even if women's films or self-reflexive 
films may be seen as new genres produced and consumed by educated, 
petty bourgeois circles, late Ye~il~am essentially recycled its generic con
stants through melodramatic storylines, typecasting, and low-budget film
making. However, during the 1980s, obsen1ation of the problems of film 
industry, compounded by a growing sense of isolation and alienation from 



active sociopolitical life, led lo a sense 1ha1 the word o[ the decade was 
crisis. Atilla Dorsay, a prominent film critic, 1alkecl of the 1980s as a period 
of recession leaving no room For oplimism or hope, adding, "Towards its 
centennial, cinema was over, at least fo1· Turkey" (I 989b, 26). However, 
considering this mood of crisis as unique 10 the 1980s is shortsighted, 
since for many of its critics Ye~ils;am had so often been cliarncterizcd by 
crises. For example, wiiting in 1964, Hayri Caner noted that Turkish cin
ema had many proble ms: the crisis of fi nd ing new subjects, the need for 
new actors , the insufficiency of film the:1ters, censorship, cinema law, the 
decrease in technical competence, the increase in production costs, the 
low quality of films. and the commercialization of film making (9). Indeed, 
such was Ye~J~am: no novelty, weak infrastructure. no state suppon, only 
control and censorship, continually increasing production cos1s due to 
inflation and the importation of equipment fro m Western countries, and 
a commercial indust1)' that did not generally reinvest ils profits into the 
industry. Such a mood con1inued well into the ,early 1990s, when various 
writers started to notice a potential for change. 

Ye~ilo;am. which had found ways to handle d ifferent crises, ceased to 
produce films for theater exhibition a her the 1980s and insread focused on 
producing and distributing for rhe video market and later in the 1990s for 
television channels. While many cdtics view 1hese outlets as dead ends, 
others inte1-preted both video and television as beneficial to cinema, even 
providing a potential to advance the film mediu m (TUrkali 1984, 69). Pro
ducer TUrker l na noglu, who adapted well to the video and televis ion seri
als mar ke t, underl ined the issues of copyright created hy the video market: 

Figtrre 6.1 . To protest Hollywood majors' control of film distribu1ion and 
exhibition, direc1or Korhan Yunsever puts on fire his film Zincir (Chain, 
1989) 
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1he opporttmity for public screenings done with VCRs at coffee houses 
and restaurants in Turkey, as well as the possibility o f recording and mar
keting pirated tapes ( 1984 , 68). Beyond such concerns about copyright, 
the decrease in 1he number of film theaters is slriking: from almos1 2,500 
in 1970 to 1,350 in 1975, 938 in 1980, 767 in 1985, and approximalely 300 
in 1990 (Ozon 1995a. 53; Dorsay 1995, 17). But this s ituation starled 10 
change after the demise of Ye~ilc;;am. While the numbe r of the spectators 
and film theaters has quadrupled since 1992, the number of films released 
for ex.hibition has also risen (htcp://www.fidaft.lm.com/ffi.Dclt:r/ff_04_0 I. 
asp). However, this rejuveuation was concentra1ed in the three major mel
ropolitan areas of Turkey: Istanbul, Ankara, and l zmi1~ which accounted 
for 75 percent of the 1icket sales in Turkey. 

Ye~ili;:aro's distlibution network had also weakened, eventually giving 
way lo large Turkish import and distribution companies and Hollywood 
majors. While the production budgets were fi.mded by video sales, some 
of the existing production companies also went into the distr ibution of 
,~deotapes. But the video market was also dominated by Hollywood fi.lm s, 
fu rther decreasing Y~ilc;;am's income and leading to ils even tual crisis 
in the late 1980s (Dorsay 1995, 17). In both film and ~deo markets, the 
competition between Hollywood and Ye~lt;am started unequally because 
of promotional strategies and secondary markel sales. Under such novel 
conditions, Ye~il<;am's capacity to compete wilh Hollywood was severely 
limited, especia lly with the increasing popularity of television and the 
involvement o( H.ollywoocl in the distribu tion and exhibition of fi lms in 
Turkey. In the end, Ye.:;;i l\Mm was a domestic industry of a semi-capitalist, 
"1.ransitional," and belated country. 

Yc~ili;am's demise came with the early sleps of a distinction between 
popular cinema a nd sedous filmmaking. In a Fida Film survey, genres 
were listed as follows: adventure, emolional/sentimental, comedy, hot' 
ror, science fiction , erotic, and animation. They also added a new type of 
calt!gory. that of "films with awards" (Scognami llo 1998, 426). While 1h is 
survey included foreign films, it was indicative of the industry's outlook 
in the previous two decades. While those films with awards, auteur or a.rt 
films, were seen as exam pies of "serious" filmmaking, they also found a 
spectatorial niche with young, educated urban a udiences who demanded 
"quali1y" films and film publications. The concun-ent opening of film pro
duction departments at various Turkish universities after the mid-1970s 
also aided in this change. 

"Setious" films came wilh self-reflexive, individualist aurenr films, and 
social dramas or films about women. On the other hand, the auteu1~ 

ist aspects of some of these also inscribed a shift from political reali ly 
lOward an increasing slate of fantasy within cinema. In this respect, the 
lwyal aspe.ct of Ye~l<;am was carried to another dimension, where various 
characters of the 1980s cinema, through their dreams, escaped from the 
realities of daily life 1hat offered a harsh and violent past and helpless
ness in the presenl. Thus. films dealing \vi th the military intervention were 
chm-acterized by 1hcmes including depression a nd amnesia, as well as 
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daydreaming and fantasy. Alongside these films, popular cinema persisted 
in an utterly separate course, addressing the middle-class VCR owners in 
Turkey, and homesick, diasporic immigrant workers in Europe. Popular 
films, apai"t from working in va1ious gem·es, ranging from family melodra
mas to action-adventure films and comedies, also continued to rely upon 
"Turkifications" of popular \<Vestern films such as Star ·wars (dir. George 
Lucas. 1977) and Lambada (dir. Joel Silberg, 1990) or remakes of Ye~il<;am 
films themselves such as Kara Sevda. and Siiniik. 

In order to account for the variety of gem·es and films and their relation 
to sociopolitical and cultural transformations in the 1980s, the next por
t.ion of this chapter will be devoted to the analysis of four late Ye~ilc;am 
films. The first. film, Ogre/men Kemc1l (Teacher Kemal, dir. Remzi Jonttirk), 
which was released during the military rule in 1981. not only reflects vari
ous recycling from high Ye$il<;am films but also reflects the mood and the 
conjuncture during when political oppression only allowed the expression 
of formal republican ideology. The second one, <;ankh M-i/yonet· (The Mil
lionaire with Sandals, dir. Kanai Tibet, 1983), is a comedy that centers 
on the conflict between rural and urban cultures and attempts to situ
ate itself in the lTadition of fairy tales and oral narration. The third one, 
Gi:ilii;fan (dir. Bilge Olgac;, 1985), though based on a Fahy tale and focus
ing on village life, is a film about women directed by one of the veteran 
female directors o f Ye§il<;am. Finally, an "individualist," "self-reflexive" 
auteur Ii.Im, Filim. Billi (The Film Is Over, dir. Ya.vuz Ozkan, 1989) portrays 
the ends of Y~li;am, its filmic and nan·ational style, and ilS relation to 
a history of filmmaking that was based not only on a coexistence of the 
traditional and the modern but also on a "transition" from the traditional 
to the modem , from a Karagoz-style, two-dimensional, and oral narration 
to a more perspectival, modern capitalist culture, despite its low-budget 
aesthetics and discontinuous film language. 

The significance of this shift not only inscribes the ends of Ye~ilr;am but 
also dispatches the novelty and modernity of the new cinema of Turkey. 
Though Ye~ilr;am's directors are not a big pant of the post-Ye~ilc;am era 
cinema, they helped the rise of this new cinema as their films fell from 
grace due to their peculiarities and self-reflexivity. As Ser;il Bilker noted 
in I 990, Ye§ilc;am's late pe1iod involved "a questioning of i tself. Om· direc
tors, and our players, are questioning what they and others did in the 
past.. vVhen the questioning sta11s, it means that self-criticism has also 
s1.a1ted" (Ozdemir 1990, 12). In such a venue of self-criticism that embel
lished the cinematic world of those filmmakers who attempted to make 
se1ious films and other films different from those produced by Ye§ilr;am, 
there also appeared attempts a t, as Engin Ay<;a pul ii, "individual nar
rnlion" and "individual creators," a transformation from Ye§ilr;am's oral 
naJTation to more of a "written narration" (1985, 80). However; for Ayi;:a, 
this d istinction and the "age-old problems" of Ye~ilc;am continued to not 
only exist but also to determine mainstream popular cinema in Turkey. 
With the fun her capitalization and globalization of culture in the 1990s, 
such age-old problems became passe in the eyes of the new generation 
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of filmmakers and spectators, who preferred to focus on t.he continuity 
of filmic discourse, the quality of filmmal<lng and special effects, and the 
sophistication ol' naiTatives. 

Thus, when seen through the eyes of the contemporary spectators in 
Turkey, Ye~ili;:am, as framed by nostalgia, represents the innocence of 
remaining separate from the global and modern world of capitalism 
that has altered Turkey with increasing rapidity since the 1980s. Such 
a dream and imagination of happiness, romanticism, innocence, and 
purity, which was the quintessential makeup of Ye~il<;am, was no longer 
able to disregard the very impure social and political history of Turkey in 
the 1990s. While Ye~ili;:am bad actually been produced in a rather unro
mantic Turkey branded by bnttal socioeconomic transformations, mili
w1y interventions, political oscillations, and violence, this environment 
changed dming the 1990s. The new social order was not about collective 
or communal hayals and ozentis, or the protocols of Turkification, but. 
about individual capitalistic hayals and ozemis, the rendering and Turki-
6cations of the \Vest on a personal level, and the rise of Islamism. But 
such a conjuncture only came after the transformations and changes of 
the 1980s cinema detailed below. 

Ogrermen Kemal (Teacher Kemal. 1981) 

Produced immediately after the 1980 coup, Ogretmen Kemal (hereafter 
OK) illustrates t.h.e tensions within the military regime's aspirations, those 
who supported its claim to reiterate the republican ideology. and its dou
ble-edged relation to westernization. For Berna Moran, the main theme 
of the Turkish novel is westernization, especially dming the late Ottoman 
and early republican eras. These novels created a hierarchical organiia
tion of characters based on their status: military and civilian bureaucrats 
were at the top of this scale, while peripheral, commercial bourgeoisie 
seemed to act as the iuling class, and the 1ulcd were the workers, peas
ants, and small craftsmen (1994, 8-9). Though like early republican nov
els, the republican ideologues refused an understancling of a class-based 
social stratification, later social realist novels also used elements of a 
social hierarchy. These postwar novels, often called "village novels," were 
technically more sophisticated than the earlier ones; they offered detailed 
character development and psychological clashes. questioned the ongoing 
problems of 1ural life, and, loyal to the Kernalist project, portrayed mod
ernization as the solution to many problems. The agents of moderniza
tion, such as soldiers, teachers, and other civilian bureaucrats, promised 
progress in their fight against reactionai1'. traditional forces. Even though 
they sometimes reflected on class conflicts, they remained schematic in 
their presentation of the village and melodramatic in the clash bet..,,veen 
good and evil forces. 

Ye§ilc;am also reproduced the main themes of village novels, at times 
spicing them with 1\irkification. Known as the first nu-al drama in the 
cinema of Turkey, Muhsin E1wg1ul's pre-Ye§il9am ti.Im Aysel, Ba1akli 
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Damm Ktzi (Aysel, the Daughter of a Muddy Hut. 1934) is a "Turkifica. 
tion" of a Selma Lagerltif story. \~hile Ye~ils;am's rural dramas took the 
village as a site of confrontation between traditional and modern forces, 
they often relied upon the village novels to melodramatize it. Similar to 
Moran's differentiation between early and later republican village novels, 
Scognamillo also reflects on "realis t" village dn1mas, which he s tarted 
with Erksan's A;itk Veyse/'in Hayat1 (The Life of Folksinger Veysel, 1952) 

Figure 6.2. Ogre/men Kemal (Teacher Kemal, Remzi Jtinti.irk .. 1981) 
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(J973a, 8). This so-called "social realist" rural drama emphasized 1he 
character's psychology and the connic1 between the dominant and domi
nated classes. However, its scenes of arid fields and poor-quality crops 
were not well received by the censor's board and Erksan was forced to add 
scenes showing abundant fields worked by modem agricultural machines. 
Unlike social realist rural drnmas, rural melodramas o r singer films such 
as KS brought forward an ambiguous relationship to Kemalisl discourse 
by, in a sense, hiding a critique behind such imagery. Rural melodramas, 
beginning with the pre-Ye~ilc;am films of director Muharrem Giirses, por
trayed villages where "extreme emolions clash with each other in a bloody 
and deadly fight and its characters suffer, are furious, burn with violence 
and vengeance. Such was 1he 'melodramatic' vi llage, not tied t.o reality" 
(Scognamillo l 973a, 11). 'v\lhercas their realistic or naturalistic charact.er
istics are debatable, rural life in these fi lms was a milieu of "suppression, 
difficull living conditions, traditional customs, stalic norms, and violence 
because of its saucture" (Scognamillo I 973a, 13). Thus, even he considers 
these films melodramatic, calling them "e11 marge," simultaneously real 
and surreal. This marginal placement was due to the partial success of 
KcmaHst reform projects, at least through the presence and visualization 
or its modernizing agents and the inevitability of change and moderniza
tion by means of agticultural technologies 1hat demanded fewer workers, 
leading to migration and immigration. 

Besides the "melodrnnnatic" and "realistic" villages, Y~ii<;am had a 
thi rd, <I "Kemalist" village where the slate's modernizing forces engaged 
in ideological battles with the reactionaries and tradi tionalists. \Vhcreas 
KS is the melodramatic example, OK reflects the Kemalist genre of 1ural 
dramas. OK, as a belated example of ils genre, commemorates the hun
dredth anniversary of Atatiirk's birth and praises the first year of the 
military regime. However, Kemalist phrases such as "the villager is the 
master of the nation," which seems to underline OK's mentaliiy through 
the conception of a pure, innocent, and naive image of the village, did not 
come to life because the J 980 military intervention produced a model for a 
Turkish-Islamjst syn thesis that ran coun1er to the early republican model. 
More interestingly, apart from the 1980 military intervention's utter dis
similarity from the 1960 one in terms of its rendering ofKemalism, OK's 
uucmpt to present an idealized countrys ide with unwashed, backward, 
uneducated, primitive forces to be elevated by the modernizing agents 
produces nothing more than a c/ic/ui, a rehashing of Ye~il~am and positiv
ist moden1iza1.ion. Not only does it auempt to present Kemalist ideology 
through identification \\~th a "teacher Kemal," who is the devoted follower 
of Mustafa Kemal, it also schema1ically repeats and reproduces Ye~il~am's 
melodramatic modality. OK's moder11ization project, as expected, ,~ Jifies 
the religious leader; the feudal landlord, and the non-Muslim merchant
lhe regional upper classes-while offering the enlightenment of the 
unwashed masses: the poor villagers and especially their children. 

Such national nan-atives of modernization. common to non-Western 
literature and cinemas, coincide with nation-building all.empts carrying 
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the tension between modernizing elites' westernization efforts and the 
t raditional loci of powe1: In the early stages of nation building, such films 
often presented the themes for the foundation, institution, or development 
of a national cause and identity. For example, the 1950s Indian popular 
cinema offered ''social justice and the formation of a new personality" 
tlu·ough "a popular democratic perception which worked through some 
of the rationalist and egalitarian approaches of the liberal-radical intel
ligentsia" (Vasudevan 2000, 116}. Republican Turkish intelligentsia also 
produced an image of a rural life modeled on E urope, especially in early 
republican novels and early and high Ye~l<;am films. In offering social jus
tice and a new identity for the masses, these modernizing naITatives rely 
on the convergence of the melodramatic and the ideological to present the 
new nation's creators and suppo1ters (teacher, soldiet; doctor, appointed 
or elected village leaders, and other state officia ls) and their internal and 
external enemies (.landlord, religious figure, traditional merchant, village 
elders, and bandits). Whereas some social realist films also present this 
distinction as a class difference., melodramas offer a distinction between 
poverty and wealth administered through a romance that inscribes aver
tical class movement. Thus it is common to encounter the cotTUpted and 
traditionalist wealthy characters whose authority is threatened by inno
cent villagers and modernizing agents, especially in the biter bit naITa
tive formulas. Additionally. these films almost always introduce comic 
figure(s) (village fool, begga1; or child) who commonly are naturally vir
tuous truth-tellers siding with the modernizing hero. Thus the voice of 
reason transferred into the voice of the wise fool helps communicate the 
modernizers' message to the peasants. Finally, the women in these texts 
are unanimously good. \<\lhile it is common to find a strong mother fig
ure who helps the modernizing hero's cause, there is usually also a young 
woman/girl figu re who allows for a romantic relationship. 

OK opens in 1980, in Karalar (lit. darks or blacks) village where teacher 
Hasret (lit. longing) and her students visit Teacher Kemal's grave, with a 
gravestone made of a blackboard that he used at the clapboard school he 
constructed. When an old and mad-looking woman Ay~ (Mera! Orhon
say) starts crying beside the grave, their teacher Hasret (Funda GUrgen), 
who forty-two yeaTS ago was a child in the same village, replies: "Now I 
will tell you the st-Ory of Teacher Kemal, who was born in 1891 and has 
never died." In a blatant attempt to identify Teacher Kemal with Mustafa 
Kemal Atati.irk, the teacher's birthday is exactly a decade after Atatilrk's 
and the film takes place in 1938, in the year of Atat(irk's death. In case 
this isn't obvious enough, in the cred.its the filmmakers not only thank the 
military governors of the city but also ded icate the film to "the memory of 
the eternal and the greatest teacher of all," Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk. 

Following these tawdry coincidences, the film's actual s tory introduces 
the bandit Durali (Fikret Hakan) and his lover Hasret, and the coming of a 
state official to Karala1: ln the village, the zealot merchant ~rif (lit. sacred, 
descendant of Prophet Mohammed) i.s selling illegal tobacco to the villag· 
ers, before the "fool" of the village CayJr Mustafa ("grass-eating" Mustafa) 
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criticizes him for asking exorbitant prices. When the shepherd boy Ali 
joforms them of the coming stranger, the villagers hide their goods, think
ing that the official must be a tax collector-implying. of course, that the 
only official they were accustomed to seeing during the Ottoman period 
was someone who would take from rather than provide for them. However, 
Se1if asks him to leave when they learn that he is only a teacher. Despite 
the poor welcome, Teacher Kemal (Ci.ineyt Arkm) is adamant about con
structing a school building and he gets local support from an old crippled 
veteran missing an arm . .Still wearing his military unifo1m sixteen years 
after the wa1; Gazi DayJ. (Uncle Veteran) salutes Teache•· Kernal and invites 
him to his house. Quickly. Teacher Kemal, Gazi Dayi, and <;ayir Mustafa 
form an alliance to build a school where Kemal opens his first class by 
saying, "The state and nation are the same, single entity." The prime guar
antor of this entity is the alliance beC<iuse the combin(1.tion of their Munes 
implies Gazi Mustafa Kemal; Gazi was the honorific he earned during the 
War of Independence and was used until 1934, when, with the institution 
of surnames, he was awarded the moniker Atati.irk, father of the Turks, by 
parliament. 

OK's cheap references do not stop there. Teacher Kemal responds to 
Hasret's longing for education by removing the cowbell from around her 
neck (her mother does not want her to get lost) and by literally saving her 
from being an animal. Teacher chooses to build a school on the landlord's 
field where there is a \vishing tree, a site where people tie pieces of fabric 
to make wishes in a ritual considered superstitious. In this fight against 
the feudal regime and blind faith, Teacher cuts the tree, yelling, "I will 
bring you down, blind faith, collapse the sophistry that made my people 
illiterate; be gone the dark thought of the ages!" But, t:rue to the Ye~il<;am 
tradition, Teachet's lips do not move as he keeps chopping the tree with an 
ax. Against 1;oting villagers, Teacher says, "Look, my &;ends, l am against 
violence, I am a man of peace, and I am a soldier of Atatiirk. Those who 
work are with me, those who are lazy are against me." Later, while leading 
villagers carry the coffin of a child who died of an epidemic disease, ~erif 
first stops the villagers and chen starts his obnoxious overacting. pointing 
toward Teache1; shuddering with his entire body, and. saying, "The wind 
of Satan is blo\~~ng from the hill of the wishing tree ... _ The Satan is there, 
the curse is there!" Then, shepherd Ali throws stones at Teacher who says, 
"Sure, the rose thrown by a fliend wounds us." This reply. taken from Pir 
Sultan Abdal, presents a subtheme of Alevites. the followers of Ali, similar 
to Shiites. As Ali realizes what he did, he cries and asks for Teache1's help 
to stop the epidemic. Instead of ~rifs talismans, Teacher cures the chil
dren with rnode111 medicine. 

The plot thickens (as thin as possible!) as Leon, the Jewish trade1; visits 
the landlord at the beginning of the sap collection season. The evil trio
the landlord, $erif, and Leon-are upset because children are at school 
instead of collecting the sap. They hire Durali to kill Teacbe1; but his life is 
saved by a watch in his pocket that blocks DuraU's bullet, as happened to 
Atati.irk during the wa1: Teacher then stops illiterate Durali from drinking 
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a bottle marked "poison" and beats him up using his learned ability of 
boxing against Durali's beastly fighting manners. After befriending Durali, 
Teacher threatens the landlord by reminding him of the Courts of Inde
pendence, which were early republican courts of no appeal that perse
cuted many, especially dissidents. This reference is also telling in that 
OK was released during a junta government that jailed and executed its 
dissidents. 

Whlle st ruggling with these reactionaries, Teacher is deeply saddened 
upon hea1;ng of the death of Mustafa Kemal AtatOrk, after which he is 
further antagonized by the landlord's forced man;age to his fourth \vife, 
Hasret. Both of these incidents drive Teacher crazy: "Now, f am leaving. I 
am punishing you. You will not learn and get an education. You will live 
like animals far away from running water, electricity, radio, and civili

zation. You \vill be domiJlated, exploited. If you do not want this, come 
to school!" After this agitating speech, the \~llagers follow him. However, 
after the landlord and the "gaiour" Leon rape Ayfie, she goes mad and 
falls from the bridge. After pulling the drowning Ayfie from the shallow 
water; Teacher administers artificial respiration, which looks more like 
he is cupping her breasts. Although the villagers, thinking that he raped 
Ayfie, beat Teacher with sticks, it is soon clear.· that the sticks are acnially 
made of carved Styrofoam that break over his head! In a finely tuned last
minute rescue sequence, Durali arrives at the village, kills the landlord, 
hls men, and Leon. Then, Durali asks ~rif what happened to Ay§e (as a 
1980s minibus passes by in the background). Suddenly, Ay':je comes out of 
shock and tells Du111li wha.t ha.ppcn-.d. Having gott-.n rid of the Ottoman 
elements and ethnic minorities threatening the republican regime, Durali 
throws his knife and gun away, in a symbolic act reiterating the end of 
the war. Typical of a plot inspired by \Vesterns, in these closing sequences 
the gendatmes, symbolic of the good cops ancl state order; finally an;ve 
beai;ng sheet metal for the roof of the school. Then, in the finished school 
building, Teacher asks everybody to turn their backs if they love him, and 
collapses, thus passing away. In a series of crosscuts, the sign of Ataokulu 
(Atatiirk's school) burns as Teacher slowly falls to the f1001: The closing 
credits are coupled with a folk song that is an ode to the war dead and a 
voice-over nan-ation voiced by Durali saying, 'Teacher Kemal, you need to 
see how our new school, our new village looks!" Bul alas! 

OK's oddities and transgressions arise not from its compliance with 
modernization, but from its belatedness and overdoing of these. In part, 
this is intricately related to the military regime's claim to reiterate its 
version of Kemalism through sheer violence. As Dorsay noted, "The film 
is a half-western and half-comic book adventure of a Mustafa Kemal 
teacher" ( 1995, 362). Yet OK's awkward presentation of its ideology inevi
tably underscores the fear of the masses over which the military regime 
had taken power. ·OK's painstaking reproduction of Kemalist rural ch-a
mas is so "perfect" that perfection becomes ove1vowe1;ng and thus its 
ideologically informed representation turns into an unintentional par
ody of republican ideology's major themes (the paternalistic nationalist 
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discourse; the Kemalist light against Is lam, Ottoman identity, and non
Muslim ethnic mino1;1ies; and the modernization from above). \Vith its 
facile messages (education is civilization, illiteracy belongs 10 an ani
mal-like stale), slogan-like ideological sta1emen1s (opening an Araoku/11 
in Karalar). simplicity (the trio of Gazi, Mus1afa, and Kemal), bam1lity 
(teaching how to write a nd read "Aiatilrk" in the firs t class), s tereotypes 
(Islamic, Ottoman, and non-Muslim antagonists), and cliches (Hasret's 
longing for educa tion and ~erifs zealotry). OK overuses eve1ything avai l
able. While national narratives seem open to excesses given their own 
discursive ambiguities, such views generally underscore incompleteness 
in the signification of national narratives. In OK, there is instead an ove1' 
signification, an unwarranted clarity of its own discursive claims. Rather 
than creating ambivalence that could not completely reproduce its own 
origins. identity, or semantic network, OK not only creates a straight
forward taxonomy o[ "us and them" but also believes in and defends 
its own taxonomy th1·ough a series of binary opposit ions: civi lized ver
sus primitive, human versus animal. modem versus traditional, science 
versus religion, Bri tish boxing versus Onoman wrestling, Turk versus 
non-Turk. the evil Ottoman-Muslim-non-Muslim trio versus the crippled
mad-educating trio o f Gazi Mustafa Kemal; in short, ominous evil versus 
omnipotent good. 

With a military backdrop, OK's taxonomy offers not a national nan-a
li ve to be willingly s hared by the members of a community, but one lO be 
violenl.ly instituted over them. Almost sixty years after the emergence ol' a 
nation-state with a claim toward a single ethnic identity and progressive 
vision, the moment of the military rule was no longer invested in claims of 
the 1;gh1eousness of its existence, but in a state of emergency and martial 
law, as emphasized by the opening credits thanking the military regime. 
Ye~~am cinema changed its tone dm;ng and in the aftermath or military 
interventions. The first Kemalist military intervention of 1960 likewise led 
to an end to the themes of religious exploitation in the films of the late 
1950s, giving way instead to films that portrayed Turks a5 civilized c ity 
dwellers during the l 960-6 l film season (Kuyucakh 196! , 3). Similarly, 
mil itary rule between 1980 and 1983 not only put an end to sex films and 
political films but also se1-ved as the catalyst for several films supporting 
the military regime's outlook. OK. seen from the milieu of a military 1ule 
and martial law, perfecily fits that bill. 

OK's narrative and 111ise-en-sce11e, in the eyes of contemporary specta
tors, not only offers a trash film experience but also a parody of the ideol
ogy il is intended to defend. ln contrast to the contemporary nosta lgic view 
oF the film conditioned by a concept of contemporary cinematic realism. 
late Ye~ilc;:am films do not offer mimetic realis m. Thus the film attempts to 
deliver its ideological message through placing the sigoi6ers of Kemalism 
in an eclectic and self-contradictory syntax. Its offc1· of a "true" Kemalist 
,·iJlage coincides with irony and parody of that image. Like the excessive, 
Cull-body overacting of ~rif, the film itself shivers and trembles because 
of its overconfidence a nd plodding deliberateness, opening itself up 10 
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carnivalesque laughter. Such was the secondary and ahistorical response 
of Ye~il~am to the military intervention. 

ymk/1 Milyo11er (The Millionaire with Sandals. 1985) 

Introduced in its opening credit5 as "the first adaptation of traditional Turk
ish performing arts in which everything relies on imitation and jokes/gags," 
Ertem Egilmez's $abanoglu $aban (~aban, the Son of ~ban, 1977) was 
one of the solutions that mainstream Ye~il~am found for its looming cri
ses. Before this film, Egilmez d irected an extremely popular comedy series 
of four films, starting with Hababam Sm1fi (Keep-on Class, 1975), which 
included Kemal Sunal as a character named "Cow ~ban," who is basically 
a dumb and lazy s tudent, a fact made ironic by his nickname, which also 
signifies a diligent and geeky student. Riding on the film se1;es' popular
ity, the "Cow ~ban" character went on to star in seventeen "~aban films" 
between 1977 and 1985. The ~ban character was also carried onto the pri
vate television channels in the 1990s through a couple of television series. 
In a master's thesis that he wrote on his own films, Sunal underscores two 
transformations in Ye~il,am as critical for the characters he played: the first 
was the introduction of color film in the early 1970s and the second is a 
move from "action comedy" to "situation comedy" in the mid-1970s (2001, 
134). While the character ~ban is constJucted against in a backdrop of tra
ditional fairy tales and jokes that came through oral narraLion, Sunal sees 
his own character on the screen as an ordinary man with good intentions, 
pure, clean, clumsy, and moral because he rebels against unjust situations 
(2001. 136-37). The clumsy $aban who triggers action comedy is indeed a 
product of traditional comedy characters and this characterization was also 
well established in Ye~il~am, fo1· there are a vm;ety of preceding characters 
such as Dilmbtillil. Cilah ibo, and Tm;st 6mer. Almost all of these charac
ters relied upon the traits of traditional comics such as Karagoz, ibi~. and 
Keloglan. Likewise, late Yt$lr;:am's mainstream popular comedies, using 
tropes of these earlier plays and films, created va1;ations through some 
atypical inputs aligned with both action and situation comedy. 

Just three years before making the previously mentioned statement 
about creating an "authentic" comedy based on traditional performing 
arts, El!ilmez had claimed that the Turkish audience was "dumb and 
wa tched every film presen ted to them." After mentioning that it was only 
possible to make "direct and natural situation comedy" in Turkey, Egilmez 
added, "Our audience does not understand sarcasm, parody or 'absurd' 
jokes; for instance, they do not laugh at cold, .American jokes ... but they 
say, 'show us an exciting situation and we will laugh"' (1974, 33). A decade 
aft.er that inte1view. Egilmez not only parted ways with Sunal. who went 
on to star in his various comedies, but also claimed to change his stance 
in relation to comedy, saying, "It is generally rcpo11ed that our people are 
fond of c1ude comedy and slapstick .. . Jam not that inclined to give peo
ple such easy laughte1J' (l 984, 37). The contradiction in these two state
ments emerges from the military intervention, which not only changed 

216 Cinema in Turkey 



'°'"""" ERTIM EGilMU 

HIBIUI 
SlllR 

MUNIR OZMUl tARIK AKAN . .... .,~ 
KlMAl SUHAl ADlll HA31T 

HAlll AKCAllPl 

Figure 6.3. Hababam S1111ft (Keep-on Class, Ertem Egilmez, 1975) 

the outlook of the country but also that o( filmmakers who made popu· 
lar, mainstream comedies. Sunal also expressed a preference for his later 
"social realist" comedies made in the late Ye~ilcam era. Simultaneously, 
he acted in "TurkHicat ions" from '.Veste1"T1 comedies such as <;ankh Mi/y. 
oner, a Turki.fication of Frank Capra's M1: Deeds Goes to Town ( 1936) and 
Salxmiye (dir. Kartal Ttbet, 1984), a Turkification of Tootsie (dir. Sydney 
Pollack, 1982}. At the same time, his homegrown comedies such as Salrte 
Kabaday1 (Imposter Tough Guy, dir. Naruk Baytan, 1976), inek Saban (Cow 
Saban. dir. Osman F. Seden, 1978), iyi Aile Cocugu (The Child of a Good 
Family, dir. Osman F. Seden, 1978). and B1fktn (Roughneck, di1: Orhan 
Aksoy, 1988) are a ll loose Turkilications of Alexander Dumas' Les Freres 
Curses (The Corsican Bronhers, 1844) in which Sunal plays two identical 
characters. either twins or look-alikes. 

Still popular among television audiences in contemponU)' Turkey. d1cse 
Sunal comedies reproduce Y~iJc;am's characteristic stOl)•lines and tropes. 
Frequently -$aban, as a migrant from a n1ml area or a lowe1'class bum, 
copes with the challenges. of adapting to urban cnvfronments. However, 
mostly unsuccessful in this process of adaptat ion, such inhabitants of 
squatter settlements experience a divided , marginal everyday prac tice, no 
longer rural but not quite urban either. \.\lithin this experience of mar
ginality. Sunal's chamcters search for a true path, purity, friendship, and 
love (Sunal 200 I, 161 ). While urban upper classes set obstacles before 
them, Sunal's Anatolian heroes generally conquer the urban environment 
not just by elinlinating evil but also by winning the heart o( uppct'class 
lead female characters. Thus. Stum.l's comedies also rehash Ye~il~am's 
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Figure 6.4. Arabesk (Ertem Egilmez, 1988), a Late Ye~il<;am parody of 
melodramas featuring a.rabesk singers 

melodramatic conFlicIS between good and evil, rich and poor, and niral 
and urban and augment the virtuous common man's morality and inno
cence, despite the clumsy, foulmouthed, and disordedy aspects of Sunal's 
characters. 

Opening at a bourgeois mansion, <;ankh Milyoner is quick to show the 
death of biJlionaire Hilmi Tok (Ali $en) who leaves everything to his son, 
Bayram Tok (Kemal Sunal). S imilar to Longfellow Deeds, Bayram is a 
good-hearted fool playing with his dr um as lhe village children follow 
him. Then, his late father's assistant and lawyer come in a Mercedes to 
the village to inform him of his inheritance. After Bayram moves to Istan
bul. a reporte1; Su_na (Neda Nazir), meets him by introducing herself as a 
poOJ; lowet' class woman. Surrounded by relatives, his father's assistant, 
and his lawyer, all of whom are a fter his inheritance, Bayrnm finds refuge 
in Suna, who is not a "bounty hunte1:" While his relatives try various 
plots 10 control the inheritance, Suna st.arlS publishing her reports in 
t:he paper titled, "The Millionaire with Sandals," referri ng to his rural 
rawhide footwear. 
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Unable to feel at home in the cily, Bayram decides to 1-erurn to his village 
and asks Suna to many him. Feeling affectionate, Suna asks her bead editor 
(Memduh Un) to stop rcpo11s about the Millionaire with Sandals. But the 
editor publishes the 1-cport nonetheless, and Baymm, feeling betrayed after 
seeing the report, wears a pair of sandals and meets with Suna, chastising 
her for lyi ng about her real identity. Then, in an attempt to distance himself 
[rom his urban identity, he takes off his clothes, puts on his drum, and st:nts 
to play. Still feeling rebellious. he throws some of his money from the roof 
of an apiutmenl. Seeing this, his father's lawyer persuades the police 10 send 
l~im to an asylum and he is forced to prove that he is not mad. 

Regardless of whether the Millionaire with Sandals returns lo his village 
Lhc film offers two simple traditionaUst conservative messages: rural Anato
lian men are by definition decent and virtuous and cities or modernization 
in genentl are evil and morally corrosive. Evi l was not nccessa1ily aligned 
with the upper classes or the bourgeoisie. Instead. Ye§ili;:am offered an 
alternative, melodramatic outlook in which mankind is already divided 
into good and evi l; and evil was something rela ted to morality and eth
ics. Those who are immoral could have been from any class or group, 
but the point is that in the end. good always prevails- Fail'y-tale villains 
are commonly reproduced in Y~91m's mainstream comedies where the 
good-hearted, decent village boy fights against the monsters, \vitches, or 
giants, to \vin the hand of the princess. Sunal wrote in his thesis, "Kemal 
Sunal is the symbol of the crises of values and the transformations that 
have taken place in Turkey since the 1950s" (200 I, 161). Far from prob
lematizing such transformations and c1;ses, Sunal's characters essentially 
offered Y~il.,:am's melodramatic modality and morality. Though in their 
plots they open up an anarchic world, these comedies restore order and 
moralicy in their melodramatic resolutions. In this n:spect, comedies star' 
ring Sunal did not have many problems with the military rule or with con
temporary television channels that add a number of "beeps" to mute his 
obscenity and rehash his films that combine traditional comic characters 
with action and situation comedies. 

Giilii§Qn ( 1985) 

As one of the rare female directors of Ye~l~m. Bilge Olga.,:. produced 
popular films that partially diverted from Y~il.,:aro's earlier conventions. 
Nonetheless, the late Y~ilc,:am novelties of her films, such as the issues 
borrowed from the high Ye§il9am era social realist films and the chang
ing status of the migrnnt lower classes, are a lso visible in late Ye~ilc;am 

Family melodramas starring arabesk singers. ln this respect, a certain 
strand of arabesk singers' films, especially those with adolescent singers 
such as Kili;:uk Emrah (Little Emrah) or Kuc;uk Ceylan (Little Ceylan). 
were increasingly concerned with the impossibil ity of a melodramatic 
resolution, reminiscent of rural or folk music singer melodramas with 
tragic endings. The lower-dass characters of these films were less and 
less exposed to high-class riches and augmented a sense of traditionalism, 
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conservatism, and moralism through portraying the miserable condi1ions 
of migrant cla5ses in urban peripheries. 

As Selim ileri nas noted. with reference to the popular romance \vriter 
Kerime Nadir, high Ye~il9am period "salon'.' (or romantic) comedies and 
family melodn1mas dealt with pathos and domestic sensitivities set in a 
foreign decor: "First domestic sensitivi ties are tutned into pathetic cries. 
Then the tablo id aspect is introduced in a Westen1, lifeless, and detached 
atmosphere" ( 1973, 13). Instead of following this convention of 1950s and 
1960s pulp novels, these late Ye~iliram a.ra.besk singer films were marked 

Figure 6.5. Director Bilge Olga9 
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by increased pathos amplified th.rough the bald visualization of prosti
tutes, addicts, and poverty. As indicated in one of Kilr;i.ik Emrah's songs, 
these stories were about "the downtrodden, on their own, helpless, poor 
orphans, those who know no happiness, they always cry, never smile." 

Two things may have triggered this change. The first is the socioeco
nomic transformations of the time that were increasingly felt by the lower 
classes, such as rising inflation, worsening economic conditions, and 
the increasing media representation of the socioeconomic gap between 
classes. Beforehand, the n1igrant population's visibility iJ1 w·ban centers 
was limited. As the new populace of the urban centers came to outnumber 
those who had been born there, both economic and sociocultural differ
ences became increasingly apparent. Moreovet; in the 1980s, as political 
or ideological voices were suppressed, the voices of arabesk. singers, eth
nic mi1101ities, and women started to be more visible in the public realm. 
Such a multitude of individual voices was also conditioned by an erasure 
of collective voices in a depoliticized arena. 

Some film writers have suggested that one could detect subtle political 
content in the films of some arabesk singers, such as the Kurdish ibrahim 
Tathses. who became particularly famous dudng the 1980s and was known 
for the "sweet voice" he adopted as a surname. For example, film writer 
Nezih Co§ attempted to find a realistic approach, similar to that of Y1lmaz 
Gliney, arising from the "sincere pathos" and naturalism ofTathses's films. 
Co§ imagined that the autobiographical aspects of Tathses's films, which 
depict his rise from construction worker to famous singer, could be turned 
inw a realistic film language (I 984, 19). In Tathses's Yorgim (Tired, 1963), 
his character, also named ibrahim Tatl.tses, is a famous singer who is tired 
and bored o f fame and individualistic, materialistic culture. The monot
ony is broken when by chance he meets and helps a teenager, and sud
denly recalls his own youth. He then meets a working-class woman with 
whom he falls in love. Though such autobiographical elemenls, including 
the interweaving of rea l and filmic ljfe, seem to offer a realistic approach, 
these films eventually restore traditional morality and adapt themselves to 
Ye~il9am in their rehashing of Gliney-style "realism." What Co§ has missed 
here is the melodramatic modality's adaptability and its use of realism 
to su·engthen .its own dramatic effects. Though in Hollywood, with the 
suppo1t of excellent sets and special effects, lhis generally involves an 
improved rnise-en-scene, Ye§il~tm has never been able to compete on such 
technical terms. \.Vhile one strand of arabesk singer films revisited high 
Ye~ilt,:am tropes, such as the love affair of a rich girl and a poor boy, the 
other more "pathetic" ones rehashed a more realistic language. The latter 
films did not necessarily involve two protagonists who differed in their 
class positions, bm instead focused on the lives of lower-class characters. 
Howevet; evil is always present in these films as well; thei.r major differ
ence was in their visualization of evil, as a precondition, unlike salon films, 
by being clearly, strongly, and sometimes violently visualized. 

The evil characters oflate Ye~ili;:am appeared through two different types 
who used different means to reach their ends. For instance, while Co§kun 
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Gagen is known as "Rapist Co~kun," Nuri Alc;o is known more for his 
sophisticated tacrics in making "decent" women into "fallen" women (e.g., 
through getting women high on drugs or adding sleeping pills to tbeir 
drinks). Among those women was a star actress of the 1980s, Alm Tugba, 
who also acted in a television series, Esi,- Goniiiler (Captive Souls, 2005) 
with Al90. When the two discussed Ye~ilc;am of the 1980s in a recent inte1c 
view, they gave a number of clues about how they conceived themselves as 
actors. \ Vhen asked whether she has a special place in the fetishistic his
tory of Turkish men with her leopard-skin bikinis, Tugba replies, "I started 
a new era: I kissed, I made love .... After my parents got a divorce, J played 
in those roles for revenge. Suddenly I became an artist. My family was dis
graced at the time_ But nowadays the families themselves take their sons 
and daughters" to play such roles (Tugba and Alc;o 2005). \Vhile Tugba 
touches on how the conception of sexual and moral puricy and cleanliness 
has changed in Turkey, she also remembers that in their films Alc;o always 
slapped her wonderfully, and she explains how she accepted the slaps 
with grace. In the same interview, Alc;o explains how, when they asked the 
produce1cdirector Ti.irker inanoglu to tell them about the script and what 
their roles were, inanoglu told them, "\Vhat script? One of you wiJJ play 
the prostitute, the other the pimp" (Tugba and Alc;o 2005). 

Thus while late Ye§il~am reproduced tropes of good and evil, they 
were modified through a series of developments. Mimicking nudity in 
the adventure films aod the sex films of the 1970s, erotic scenes became 
common. ln contrast to Oran's avoidance of protagonists who might be 
understood as "prostitutes" and "cuckolds" during high Ye~ilc;am, va1;ous 
late Ye~ilc;am mainstream films took advantage of such stereotypes and 
created salacious protagonists while maintaining a conservative moral 
stance. Nonetheless, while Al<;o was the villain, Tugba was the heroine. 
Thus she, as the protagonist, offered her body for the male gaze and 
enjoyed the carnal pleasures of life as a woman, before finding her hero. 
Such popular action and romance films involved a move toward the pre
sentation of femal.e characters as "individuals," not oppressed by tradi
tions or religion, but making tbeir own decisions and living accordingly. 
Nevertheless, when asked about what Tugba brought to Turkish cinema, 
Ali;o replies, "She kissed, made love. She gave a good reply to those who 
said that they do not kiss, they do not make love" on-screen. Though late 
Y~il9am films involved "Turkish" female characters enjoying life, much 
like the late 1970s sex films, this did not change the resulting conception 
of these female characters in society. As in one of Tathses's films, Gunah 
(Sin, 1983), wltich presented the drama of life as expetienced by lower 
classes, the bus drive1; who falls in love with a dancer in a nightclub, still 
needs to overcome the obstacle of loving a "fallen" woman. Thus, true to 
the Ye~ilc;am tradition of women washing away their sins, he takes her to a 
beach on a winter day and asks her to cleanse herself in the sea. A female 
character like Tugba might be a protagon.ist, but in such a moral order she 
could never be a role model or offer social change in relation to women's 
sexual freedom . Jn stead she is proud to be an example of "what the young 
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girls must not do." The i11ability of such films to produce a change under
scores how, even as they created new tropes, they still functioned well 
within Yc~l~am's morality. 

Jn the 1980s, some high Ye~ilc;am era female stars played roles in which 
they p01-trayed self-reliant urban individuals choosing their own trajecto
ries and making love on-screen. 'While this indicates the partial change of 
women's roles both in society and in Y~ilc;am, coinciding with the 1;se of 
feminist movement, such films also belong to an emerging category of late 
Ye~lc;am's art house or auteur films. \Nhlle deemed a new genre, "films 
about women" (or "woman films"). these films were essentially made by 
rnale directors. As <;:eti..n Oner said, "The Turkish cinema has always dis
covered novel things. In the for ties, it discovered the e;(es [bandit heroes of 
the Aegean region]. in the fifties, the '1Var of Independence, in the sixties, 
leftists, and in the eighties. women" (Ozdemir 1990. 12). Like other gerui
fica tions of Ye~il<;am, it was again the men or male directors who discov
ered the woman or feminini ty. Except for actresses portraying strong and 
free-willed female characters and a handful of female filmmakers, almost 
aU of the producers, directors, scriptwriters, camera operators, and other 
film crew were male. Un til 1990, only 66 of 5,514 films were directed by a 
total of 9 female directors (Oztiirk 2004, 34). While there were no female 
directors before 1950, female directors are responsible for only 1.19 per
cent of cinema until 1990. However; between 1990 and 2002, this propo1' 
1ion rose to 5. 76 percent, with a total of 16 female directors making 30 
of 1he 521 films (Oztiirk 2004, 34). Semire Ruken Ozti.irk divides these 
l'emak directors into three different categories: the first female directors 
"who were not men" (i.e., not having a pa11icular gendet'based agenda) 
who made films between 1951 and 1980, the women directors of "the cin
ema of women" bet·ween 1981 and 1990, and pohticiz.ed women directors, 
between 1991 and 2002 (2004). Though she talks about the late Ye!}il<,:am 
period as "the cinema of women," she names only two djrectors in that 
category. Nisan Akman and Mahinur Ergun, who made a total of five films, 
while the remaining nine films were directed by two of Ye§ilc;am's female 
directors, Bilge Olgac; (eight filins) and Ttirkan $<>ray (one film), that is, by 
Oztlirk's female directors "who were not men." 

Of lhe ninety-six films listed by Oztiirk, thirty-seven of them arc directed 
by Bilge Olga<; who, for Oztiirk, did not make a "cinema of women" 
because she did not address the problems of women a~ such, but instead 
saw them as a part of the system of "the problems of classes and the eco
nomic infras tn1c lure" (2004, 87). For Oztii rk, Olgac;: did not create a "cin
ema of woman" because she problematized "the feudal system, the order 
of landlords and patriarchy"; in her films "women who many older mean 
end up going mad or dying"; "the violence against women (concrete acts 
such as sexual assault, rape and beating) is shown and criticized"; and 
"honor is a n important value and turns into an apparatus of power in the 
hands of men" (2004, 85- 86). If these do not constitute a woman's cinema, 
then perhaps Olgar;, who started to direct films in 1965 and made a vari
ety of action-adventu1·e films in her early career, must be seen as a "male" 
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director. Nevertheless, \\~thout being an i1·onk part of history or a woman 
disguised as a man, but instead being a sophisticated Y~l<;am director, 
Olga<; was very much aware of her position: 

We were doing our job. \Ve had no idea of cinema being an art. At that 
time, we were in cinema to pm bread on the table. Thus we did not 
think abouL the men and women in our liJms. I never thought about 
why I was making a woman lake off her clothes. We did whatever the 
film demanded. {O:ctiirk 2004, 78) 

\\lhile Olgai;'s later high Y~ili;am films introduced social realist themes, 
she did not direct any films between 1975 and 1984 because of the pop
ularity of sex films and the military intervention. Although she consid
ered shooting sex films, she decided against it. not for feminist reasons 
but because she felt she could not u11derstand their filmic mentality and 
dynamics (Oztllrk 2004, 80). Her late Ye~il<;:am films, bet·ween 1984 and 
until her death in 1994, generally address the problems of women rising 
from tradition. As Deniz Demmn Bayrakdar has noted, Olga<; "tells stories 
based on women, but unlike other women directors, she does not do so 
by turning the mirror on herself' (Derman Bayt-akdar 1997. 32). De1man 
Bayrakdar interprets Olga<; as a director, a "woman director# o f art cin
ema, and as someone who focuses on the problems of women in a patriar
chal society (1997, 34), especially in terms of her "woman tdlogy": Ko.$tk 
Dii$milm (One's Wife, 1984), Gillii$al1 (1985), and ipek9e (Silky, 1987). 
Olga~ s\lmmarizes Giilii-i<m. as follows: 

This film takes place in a house with four people. One of the four is 
blind .... There is only one reason to make a film out of this story: 
polygamy (kumal1k ), barrenness, the relations between woman and 
man. In addition it has a different s ide to it: a little fantas tic, fairy
tale like and its point of depa1ture is a fairy-tale. Human beings may 
change due to the conditions of life. We are trying to look with a mag
nifying glass al a person's secret feelings. (Ozlilrk 2004, 83) 

In other words, Olga<; sees her film focusing on power relations created 
in every relationship and social condition. Ln Giilii~an, a barren man-a 
character surprisingly different from Ye~l<;am's multitude of characters
abducts a blind girl as his third wife and thereby generates a change in the 
hierarchy of relations between the members of his own household. 

Inspired by a fairy tale, Osman Sahin wrote Giilii~an's story and Olga<;, 
as in most of her films, wrote the script. W.ith an odginal score by Timur 
Sel.;uk, the film's credits appear over a shot of long grass, indicating a 
rural setting. As the camera tilts up from the grass to the plateau, we see 
the miller Mestan riding bis horse into the village where he lives with 
his two wives- the olde1; Cennet (Guler Okten), and the younger, Zekiye 
(Meral Orhonsay). But because neither woman bas given birth, Mestan 
plans to take yet another \v;fe, and abducts a beautiful underage girl. 
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Figure 6.6. Gulii~an (Bilge Olgar;, 1985) 

GiilU~n (Yaprak Ozdemiroglu}. When he realizes tha t she is blind, he 
considers taking her back to her family, but accepts h is destiny. Afler the 
wedding, Zekiye is angry about the situation bu t Cennet, who bas already 
expedenced a similar situation, looks comfortable, while Mestan feels bad 
about his fate with two barren wives and a blind third wife who later also 
turns ou t to be barren. Thus Mestan, who cannot accept or acknowledge 
his own bruTenness and who simultaneously foils in love with Gi.ili.i§an, 
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faces his castrat ion, whereas Gtilil~n·s death at the hands of Cennet and 
Zekiye inscribes the film's lr<tgic storyline. 

Giilii~tm, with its tragic:: ending and original musical score, despite being 
dubbed, depa11s from Ye~il~am's conventions and focuses on human emo
tions. While all women in the film are victims of polygamy. the power rela
tions between them shift according to their conditions. Zekiye, who had 
enjoyed the status of favo1;te wife before Gulti~.n's abduction, is forced to 
ally with Cennct, with whom she had not been in good standing. As the two 
tum from victims of polygamy to villains, Gillti~n is a;ply victimized, first 
by her blindness, then by her abduction, and finally through her persecu
tion at the hands of the other wives. Making matters even worse, Mestan, 
who falls in love with he1; initially enjoys this s ituation. Because Gillll~ is 
blind, "she is not ashamed of being naked. The vi~-ual pleasure that GulU§illl 
lacks becomes a richness that Mcstan consumes aud takes pleasure from" 
(Derman Bayi-akcla r 1997, 34). But this belle captive, as the prime object of 
Mestan's pleasure, is also enjoyed after her death . \Vhen Zek.iye and Cennet 
watch Mestan crying and touching GUlO~n·s dead body, they take pleasure 
from her death and Mestan's barrenness, for his dominance over his family 
vanishes. Mestan, who finds love in the pure, clean, and white but [mgile 
and blind GUIU~n. in a "princess" as in fairy tales. cannot come across a 
magician who would open the eyes of Gillu~ or put an end to his banen
ness. Instead, in this failed love story, Mestan is castrated and GillU~ is 
victimized by the polygamous hierarchy, by paa;archy. 

Gulu$an also offers elements of high Y~l~am'.s "village realism" through 
its focus on traditional and feudal rural social structure. This realistic look 
at the village goes back to the early Ye~l~am, when such films were cut by 
censors, creating a "pink realism" according Lo Nijat Own (I 995b, 141). 
Discussing Melin Erksan's Yila11/an11 Ocil (The Revenge of Snakes, 1961), 
Ozon viewed the film's reaUsm a departure from pink realism. despite the 
fact that it did not offer a "cold-blooded, objective quality of a document," 
in the mold of Ital ian Neorealism. Based on a novel by the leftist writer 
Fakir Baykurt, the film was exhibited only with a special permission from 
the president of Turkey, Cerna! GUrsel, who also was the leader of the gen
erals who conducted the 1960 military inLe1vention. \¥hen the fih:n was 
shown in Anka1-a, iL led to anticommunist demonstrations, but was shown 
nonetheless and had a m iddling pe1·formance at the box office. Later, Ozon 
found the "straight forward realism" that he was demanding from Erksan's 
film in Y1lmaz Gilneys film Umut, which he took to be very similar to Vit
torio de Sica's Ladri di bicic/eue (Bicycle Thieves, 1948). In 1971, a month 
before the 1971 military inte1vention, Ozon wrote, "Umut, without sus· 
picion, is the most realist film that our cinema could have realized until 
today" ( t 995b, 206). Whi.le canying elements of male melodrama, as in 
the case of Italian Neorealism, Umur points to the system as the source 
of poverty in a manner similar to Ga/a~an. Though Gilli.J.,~an's setting is 
a closed and limited world of four people, this not only allowed Olga~ to 
focus on the individual characterisrics of her cha1-accers buc also allows 
her to problemalize power relations. 
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During Ye~ilc;am's lifetime, the maj01ity of Turkey's population was 
living in villages where poverty, traditions, and a relatively feudal order 
cont inued to detennine the lives of many people. Such a social "reality" 
was inevitably portrayed in literature and cinema, and villages presented 
a ready mise-en-scene for filmmakers. Unlike OK, which places the village 
as the location of the Kema.list dream, Olgac;'s film, despite its realistic pre
sentation of human relations in a pahiarchal society, carries elements of 
fairytales within its symbolism, for example, the pure and dean ptincess 
like a white pigeon. Olgac;'s films, though aligned with Y~ilc;am. frequently 
employ such symbolic elements and thus are located o n the margins of a 
patriarchal, moralist Ye~il~am, partly through distancing themselves from 
Ye~ilc;am's n·opes. 

Filim Billi (The Film Is Over. 1989) 

Such unraveling of the codes of Ye~.ilc;aro was hardly unique to GiilU$Wt. 

On the contrary, it is perhaps nowhere more apparent than in the painfully 
self-conscious Filim Bit ti (hereafter FB), which raises the issue of the end 
of Ye~ilc;am . Ozkan, who late in his career defended the idea that directors 
should also produce their own films, was well aware of the problems of 
filmmaking in Turkey. In an a1-1icle. "The Adventure of a Film's Creation," 
be cited budgetary reasons for low technical quality: 

When you are planning your films, you are always limited by the condi
tions you are in . ... You need to shoot the film in a set time frame. You 
work not at the locations you wish for. but at those you can find ... the 
crew you work with is limited in productivity ... and they do not have 
the conditions to renew and develop themselves ... . The technology 
you have is used with minimum capacity because there is not enough 
knowledge ... . 'vVhile Western cinematographers work with a bag full 
of filters in each film they shoot, during the shooting of a film, two 
or three filters are enough for us. In the tradition of Turkish cinema, 
the idea of using light based on individual locations, the "lighting" of 
players, and the telling of a story have only been slowly left behind. 
After shooting a film under such conditions, a new adventure starts at 
the post-production stage. All fil ms in Turkey are better when they are 
silent. During dubbing, you have to accept the unacceptable. At times, 
sound effects can make a film unbearable. In this counoy. I have not 
yet witnessed composed music adding anything to a film. ( J 993, 73) 

In Filim Bini, Ozkan touches on many of these problems by relating the 
st01y of a film's shooting. Though he does not deal with the preproduction 
and postproduction of the film, Filim Bini shows the process of shoot
ing a film. The characters do not have names, and we only know them 
by thei r jobs such as jeune, jeune dtunme. d irector or producer. Accord
ing lo 07.kan, the absence of names underlines an "independent attitude" 
and thus allows for a broader discussion of the problems associated with 
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Figure 6.7. Director Yavuz Ozkan 

filmmaking ("Filim Bitti" 1990, 14). For him, making a film within a film 
presents two sides of Ufe, one real and the other filmic, and analyzes the 
human being in these tvvo contrasting realms. 

Starting with such premises, FB exhibits a self-conscious structure. It 
begins with a director (Halil Ergiin) writing a sc1;pt (the film's sc1;pt is 
written by Ozkan) on a typewriter at his office. The producer brings in a 
news story about the lead players, who have just divorced. On the set of 
the film, the prompter reads the sclipt, and a man and a woman on a bed 
repeat their lines. ln the film within the film (hereafter FBl). the jeune 
(Kadir inamr) says, "I love you." Jeune dmnme (Zeliha Berksoy) says, "Me, 
too .... Look outside." But the snow outside is not falling as it should, so 
the d irector yells at the special effects crew, which throw buckets of Sty
rofoam. As the woman and the man gaze at each other lovingly, we bear 
people talking and yelling, as well as noises generated by the crew trying 
to tear apm1 Styrofoam and shake the pine trees seen through the set's 
bedroom window. \Vhile FBI is shot silently and we hear the prompter 
talking and the studio's noise, all of which mock this chaos made possible 
by dubbing, FB itself is dubbed! So what we hear is not the noise of the 
set but instead an a11ificial noise of the set created dwing post-synclu·o
nization. 

Thus FB presents not only a low-budget mentality with cheap special 
effects but also a. multitude of personalities as indicated in the chart 
below: 
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Table 6.1. Characters of Filim Bitti and FBI 

Real Life 

Kadir i.nan1r 
Kadir 
Kt 

Filim Bitti 

Zeliha Berksoy 
Zeliha (Kadir's Wife) 
Z I (K l's Girlfriend) 

FBI 

Mera! Oguz 
Meral (Kadi i's Girlfriend) 
Ml (Ki's Wife) 

FB is about unexpected passages from itself to FBI and a reversal of 
the relations in the frame film and the film framed . At lunch in FB, the 
director, Kadir, Zeliha, and Mera! (Mera! Oguz) sit together while the film 
crew all sit at another table. The director asks Kadir and Zeliha whether 
their divorce will affect the film. It quickly becomes clear that it will, as 
they begin to fight when the director explains tht1t FB l is a love story. At 
her upper-class home in FBI. Z I calls her boyfriend Kl .. who is married to 
Ml. Kl comes over and his mistress Zl kisses him just before the director 
stops them. He asks Kadir to be more emhusiastic while kissing Zeliha. 
But Kadir is not very willing, since the divorce is still very fresh. In FBI, 
Zl and KI are lovers, so Kadir needs to appear enthusiastic about kissing. 
But because his ex-wife Zeliha is the one kissing him, Kadir accuses her 
of getting his face wet. The director gets angry and asks a crevvn1ember to 
bring in the producer to talk with the actors. 

In FBI, Kl, a conductor, behaves coldly to Ml and tells her that he loves 
Zl. Then, in FB, a fire breaks out on the set. The dance tune continues as 
the crew t1ies to stop the fire. After Zeliha refuses to speak 10 Kadir, he 
takes Mera! on a boat ride. On the boat, Mera! asks Kadir about his rela 
tionship with Zeliha but Kadir refuses to acknowledge that they are in a 
relationship. Zeliha tells the assistant director that she likes the "magical" 
love story of FBI. but she also adds, "'..Vould such a story be possible in 
real life?" While FB shifts between its own reality and the story of FBI. 
to my knowledge, there is thankfully no gossip or any stories about Kadir 
inamr and Zeliha Berksoy or Meral Oguz having a relationship before, 
during, or after the shooting of FB. In FBI, as it snows Styrofoam outside, 
Ml arrives at a restaurant where Zl and Kl have been eating. Accompa
nied by violin and accordion music at the restaurant, both MI and Kl try 

not to look at each other. During the intermission, Kadir fights with Zeliha 
again and the director asks for a rehearsal of the scene in which Kl and Zl 
talk in the restaurant's restroom. Again, the scene is not deemed suitably 
compassionate, and the director asks for romantic music to make them 
feel comfortable. During filming in Ye~ilr;am it was oot very important 
which song of a panicular singer was upholstered. Rathe1~ sound editors 
considered the mood and the genre of the music and upholstered songs 
may be totally irrelevant to the content of the scene. 

The next day, in a scene, Kl is about to conduct an orchestra in FBI, 
but FB's assistant director informs the director that the p roducer is not 
willing to pay for the extras who would act as the audience. Thus, the 
orchestra members of FBI are also asked to act as the spectators for the 

Lare Ye§ilqam 229 



music they petform. But in FB, this turns into a Felliniesque scene where 
the orchestra members perform as spectators, simultaneously listening to 
the music they m ake. Here. Ozkan lays the blame for Y~il~am's mistakes 
and discontinuities on the tight purse strings of meddling producers, who 
also get angry when the director uses a lot of negative film rolls: "You 
asked for ten mo re boxes of film .. .. You filmed each scene th1-ee or four 
times. Is this a Hollywood production? Even worse, is there not even one 
erotic scene?" As the direc tor leaves to avoid a fight with the producer, 
Zeliha says, "But it is turning out to be a good film, an art film." The pro
ducer replies, "\,Vhat am I going to do with a n an film?" Zeliha says, "But 
boss, now the art films sell." The producer rushes behind the director and 
tells him, "Th.is is what the audience demands: eroticism, violence, or 
comedy. You must t ickle the audience, make them jump out of their seats, 
and arouse their nether regions." But the director asks the producer to 
leave the studio; the studio is his domain. As Ozkan allows the producer 
in FB to make a comparison with Hollywood, he also takes pa1t in that 
comparison because, knowing the conditions of film making in Turkey, he 
should not have been making films. Nonetheless, he still wri tes, produces, 
and directs films and dreams of putting Ye~il9am into the world scene. 

In FBI. Ml and Z I befriend each other; while Kl is left alone. The next 
morning, Kl comes in, sees both Zl and MI, and asks for coffee. But Kl , 
played by Kadir, js indeed played by Kadir i namr, who, as a film star, is 
known to be one of the most macho seducers of women. Naturally, Kl gets 
his coffee. After breakfas t, MI sta1t 5 to pack her clothes and leaves Kl's 
house. FBI is about the sacrifice of a woman who loves her man. But in 
FB, during an intermission and sitting in her jeune tlamme chair, Zeliha 
appears to be flirting with the director while Kadir and Mera! sulk. Zeliha 
is the jeune dmmne, not Mera!. 

During the filming of a long n·aveling shot, the d ircclor tells the crew 
to give foll steam because they have one chance to shoot it for they are 
about to run out of negative film. The director yells for snow, Kl and Zl 
partake in this love scene, and the producer arrives and starts to watch 
along with a film critic (Komet). \.\/bile the crew keeps remounting a three
or four-meter-long piece of rail to create the effect of a traveling shot on a 
fifty-meter-long raiUng, the producer says, "Th is is acrobatics! l f you are 
going to make them lovers, put them in a bed and let them make love." 
The critic, with the producer; nods his head, "You are right. ... For soine 
reason, our directors do not make do with thei.r limitations and thus they 
end up being laughable." 'Niten the director comes to talk with them, the 
film critic hands hjro the pie he brought for the crew and repeat5 the same 
criticism. After the director thanks the critic for the dessert, the director 
throws the pie in the critic's face. This must be the not-so-secret desire of 
Ozka n himself. who, in the art icle quoted above, goes on LO blame critics 
and spectators: 

As for the press, i t continually rders to "the crises of Turkish cin
ema" and this clich~d feeling of "support" is fed by the "ooh, ah," 
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exclamations written under the erotic photos of the players in the 
film. On the other hand, apart from those experiencetl film critics who 
sincerely follow the developments and attempted self-renewal in our 
cinema and its results, there is also another group who rejects and 
judges everything. I have not seen this group write a c1;tique for a 
long while. They constantly, crudely attack Turkish films in particu
lar. lt is as if the condition of existence and acceptance as somebody 
important is through rej ection. I have not yet read a single line from 
this group about the aesuhetics, language or the form of a film . Hav;ng 
tasted blood, they make incessant war cries, "Not good," "a disgrace," 
" d ' " " " " b } " " I 1 " a Jsastet~ a tr<t\test)', mt1st e lung, rnust )e t 1ro\vn a\V,t)'· 

1 cannot understand where this hau·ed comes from and why it has 
been sharpened so much. Yes, it is possible to talk about a disaster in 
this country, but of what does this disaster consist? (1993. 73) 

But in FB. there is also a silent character who watches the dynamics 
between the director and the produce1; the players and other crewmem
bers. Though he does not talk. he is the studio's tea deliveryman who wit
nesses everything from his peripheral placement. As such. more like a 
nonprofessional player, he seems to be the "real" tea delive1yman of FB's 
set, representing the spectators, whom Ozkan blames for being prejudi
cial. Because the spectators address domestic films saying 'This is 'a Turk
ish film'," they are prejudiced: "The 'intellectual' spectators' faction watch 
the film to reject it, they do not care about any value in the film. Thus 
1be extraordinary liberty of rejection and judgment is fully experienced" 
(1993, 73). In contrast to the "prejudiced," "fake-intellectual" spectators, 
Ozkan's tea delive1yman stands for the "real" spectators for whom the film 
is made. 1t is because of this that rather than siding ·with the critic, he 
grins when he sees the director throw the pie in the crit ic's face. 

The same day, the crew party together but Kadir stays outside v.rithout 
joining them, so Mera! takes him a drink. Then, it starts raining outside in 
FB, and the crew goes out to dance in the ra in . Similar to FBI 's fake snow, 
here it is apparent that this scene was made on a sunn.y day and the rain 
is from wate1;ng cans and hoses, again emphasizing FB's impoverished 
special effects. After dancing in the rain, Zeliha comes back inside and 
lies to Kadir saying that she had repeatedly cheated on h im. Kadfr starts 
beating her up and Meral asks the crew to intervene. Zeliha steps on the 
stage made for the conceit scene, Kadir follows he1; and hiLs her with 
a metal pipe as the crew watches from among the chairs in the seating 
area. Divided from the action by a proscenium. all of the crewmembers 
are thus made into the spec ta tors of the film. and Kadir stands alone on 
the stage while Zeliha lies on the !loo\; dead. So Kadir, who cheated on 
his ex-wife Zeliha himself, punishes her for lying by 'killing he1: On the 
other hand, in FBI. it was MI who was taking off. sacrificing herself to 
allow Kl and Zl to be happy. While in the "art film" FBI , Kl, and Zl are 
the protagonists who lived happily ever after, in the self-reflexive. realist 
film, the "macho" Kadir, who sleeps with Meral, kills Zeliha because of her 
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supposed indecency. while in real li fe, Kadir inamr and Zeliha Berksoy 
did not have any relationship at all. 

W1iting from Ozkan's category of "intellectual" critics, KurLulu~ Kayah 
sees self-questioning as a widespread tendency in Turkish cinema and 
criticizes this tendency of self-reflexivir:y bec.ause he thinks such ques
tioning is on the surface or superficial, without touching on social issues. 
Punning on the film titles, he notes, "Perhaps A Big Solitude [Biiyiik 
Ya/mz/tk] is being expe1;enced. Maybe at some point it will be said that 
Jhe Film Is Over" (1990, 7). Indeed the film was over in 1990 when, at the 
Third Ankara Film Festival, Kayah criticized the directors of these two 
films, Memduh On and Yavuz Ozkan, for belonging to the ."old" Ye~ili;:am 
and demanded a reconsideration of post-1980 Turkish cinema. 'Nhile 
Kayah, through the majori ty of his statements, seems to fit Ozkan's cat
egory perfectly, there is still some tn1th to them. The films of the 1980s 
were questioning themselves and at times, this questioning was eso
teric and excessively self-reflexive, and a feeling of solitude was at hand. 
Though receiving awards at national film festivals, Ye~ilo;am's filmmak
ing practice was coming to a close, leaving more space for newcomers to 
the cinema world. 

In the six-year period from 1991 through J 996, a total of 311 films were 
made, including 16mm films. Among these 311 films, only seventy-foui: 
were shown in theaters- a problem also experienced in the cinemas of 
European countries at that time. However; Agah Ozgi.io;. who supplied the 
these numbers, mentions a series of novelties introduced in this period, 
such as an increase in the quality of lilmmaking; cinema complexes with 
well-developed p1·ojection systems, modern interior design, and comput
eri:.:ed ticket sales; newly opening film ateliers serving young people; and 
an increase in the number of short films (1997 .. 5). Ozglii;: also added that, 
except for these technically superior films generally distributed by Hol
lywood majors, the remaining films were mostly made for television, to 
some extent maintaining Y~ilo;am's practices (1997, 6). As such, novel
ties in the product.ion, distribution, and the exhibition network of cinema 
in Turkey were changing how cinema was made and conceived. In this 
respect, The Film is Over was a timely film. Just around the time of the end 
of film as Ye~ilo;am knew it, or simply when Y~ilfam Was Over, Ye~ilc;am 
became excessively self-reflexive, by reflecting on its own reflection, by 
imaginjng its own imagina tion, by dubbing its own dubbing, and by deal
ing with its own fallacies while creating more of them. \.Vhat remained 
herea[ter was nostalgia and bereavement, irony and agony. 

"The People of Our Street" 

Following its persistent growth in the 1950s, Ye~ik;am was very popular 
and dynamic in the 1960s, and it turned into "our street," a communal 
world of departure, from oneself or from other selves. As actor Ahmet 
Mekin noted in his 196 t anicle, "The People of Our Street," eve1y str·eet 
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h<1s its own charactetistics ( 1961, 17). The name of the street is Ye~ilvam 
(lit. green pine), bu t nobody knows why: there .ire no pine trees on the 
street. Mekin continues: 

The. people of our street .... do not live on their own street. .. the motn
imrs are wild on our street. Yelling, shouting, conversations, and -excitement ... . Cars, cameras, projectors stand in front of the offices 
of producers, and boxes and boxes of niw film are carried about. 
Stuntmen ... snack on whatever they can find .... Directors, reviewing 
their work plans for the day, determine the cast of p layers. At such 
moments there is nothing to say to the anxiety or the annoyance of 
the producers if one of the main players has not been seen yet. ... this 
is the cacophony just about every day on our street. No doubt one 
day, we will have big studios and a housing complex set up for the ait
ists around it. And in this manner OUR STREET will become history. 
Even if this is a hayal, I l ike it. 

When Ye~ilyam was ove1; "our s treet" had indeed Jost its dynamism. "The 
people of our street" did not go to a Cineci1w al/a 1ltrca; instead it moved 
to the studios of television stations or various production companies that 
popped up in the newer business centers of Istanbul. Ye~ilc;am, much like 
the republic itself, imagined in a constant state of cris is and thus being 
never good enough to connpete wi.th cinemas it imagined, gave way to a 
new practice of filmmakin.g. Until its demise in cinema, as shown in film 
theaters, Ye§il.,am had always been expected to perform under the guises 
of intellectual and republican elite perspectives. But these demands were 
all based on compaiisons to the '1Vest and to other film industries that were 
thought to be a step ahead of Ye~ilc;am. Thus, Karagoz had to have a hayal 
and ozenti, he had to visit and learn from the world of Pt.tnch. That was his 
task, but before going to the world of Punch, Karagoz was not simply tra
ditional or feudal. (Similar to Karagoz, Ye§ih;:am belonged to a masculine 
world, too.) Instead, Karagoz had already discovered ways of dealing with 
the Westetn medium in whic h he was, in his own right,. a player. 

Haunted by the late Ottoman period painter $eker Ahmet Pa~t's paint
ing, l-Voodcu//er in the Forest, John Berger w,ites that the painting involves 
a subtle strangeness in its use of perspective. After explaining the spatial 
ambiguities and perspectival problems of the painting, Berger notes that, 
"academically speaking," these are the painting's "mistakes"; "they con
tradict for any viewer . . . the logic of the language with which everything 
else is painted. In a work of art such inconsis tency is not usually impres
sive- it leads to a lack of conviction" (1980, 80- 8 1 ). Berger adds that these 
mistakes are not conscious, but unintentional, which leads him to ask t\vo 
questions: '"\Nhy was the painting so convincing .. . how did $eker Ahmet 
come to paint it in the way he did" (1980, 81)? '1\rhilc the farthest tree 
looks closer than anything else in the painting. Berger also thinks that 
this double vision has an authority about ii.. "Its precision is existential. It 
accords with the experience of the forest." For Berger; Lhere is no hmizon 
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in the forest; as the forest embraces you, you are simultaneously inside it 
and seeing yourself from outside it. This situation in ~ker Alunet Pa~·s 
painting is due to the two opposing ways of seefing that $eker Ah met inher
ited: one European that he learned in Europe and the other Ottoman
Turkish. Wh.ile the former relies on physical space and its perspectiva! 
representation, the latte1; for Berget; is based on spiritual space, signs, and 
embellishment. "Light was not something which crossed emptiness but 
was, rather, an emanation. For $eker Ahmet the decision to change from 
one language to another mus t have been far more problematic than might 
at first appear to us" (Berger 1980, 82-83). So for Berger, $eker Ahmet had 
to have an ontological shift to a spatial perspective vanishing on the hori
zon of unilinear t ime. For Berget; $eker Ahrnet is distinct from Courbet or 
Turgenev in that he identified with the woodcutter and saw the forest as 
he does, instead of looking at it as a "scene" from the world as conceived 
by realists. ~ker Alunet's is related more to earlier nan-ative fotms that 
are "more two-dimensional, but not for that reason less real. Instead of 
choice, there is a pressing necessity. The only choices are abou t treating, 
coming to terms with, what is there" (Berger 1980, 83). 

As I have tried to elaborate above, Y~il<;am's realism was of a different 
mold, one that is of the natural more than the real and one that is direct, 
dealing with "what is there." It is a realism that is "in-efutable, expected, 
and unexpected" in a combination of two-dimensionality, oral nan-ation, 
and life despite its attempt to be realistic like Courbet or Turgenyev. So 
the failu re and m.istakes of Ye~il<;am in this respect are not because it is 
less real than tha t of the Western cinemas, but a different experience of 
life (i.e., reality), introducing a double vision, that of Kat-agoz and Punch 
simultaneously. In a sense, Ye~ilr;:am is like $eker Ahmet who expressed 
himself in a Western medium but brought with him an Eastern makeup. 
Certainly such a clash of two separate entities, even the pairs of a binary 
opposition, could not have produced something other than an ambivalent 
synthesis. From the point of view of Westerners and the westernized elite, 
it would at times seem a facile and failed imitation and at other times a 
dis torted imitation that offers various avenues of analysis. From the point 
of view of the majm;ty of its histo1ical spectators, it would combine enter
tainment with a sense of reality- it was not coincidental that many of the 
villains of Ye~ilr;:am were sworn at or attacked when recognized on the 
streets. From the point of view of the contemporary spectators, at times 
it would be a good source of laughter, at times television entertainment, 
at t imes a source for the remakes of television serials, at times a field of 
study, and most of the time a nostalgic era that would be remembered 
with longing, and with a barely perceptible grin. 

When asked w.hether Ye§ilc;:am was determined by the feudal order 
and the rural pop'Ulations of Turkey, Ozan disagrees and talks about how 
Ye§ilc;:am was acknowledged by the rural populations: "There is a tradi
tion, an oral trad·ition; which I have called Ka ragoz cinema. That oblit
erates our cinema" (l 996, 6). Indeed, Ye~iJ<;arn was not destroyed when 
it was telling these stories, bu t 1-ather when the rural or urban specta· 
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tors with rural origins were no longer paying for the tickets to go to a 
film theater and acknowledge these stories through the medium of cin
ema. However, these stories have not withered away; instead they keep 
being repeated on various television channels. not only th.rough sedes and 
seiials but also through reality and quiz shows. 'vVhat happened in the 
meantime was a shift toward a younger, educated, urban, modern. and 
westernized demographic of film spectators. Thjs new generation of spec
tators grew up watching Ye'}ilc;am films on video or television. and in their 
minds Ye~il<;am now belongs to these media. 

Before these developments, the mood in the late L 980s and the early 
1990s was dim and depressed, and many people in Turkey were hopeless, 
not only about the futur e of Ye~ili;am but also about the futu re of cinema 
in Turkey. Nevertheless, there were some who had an insti nctual belief in 
cinema itself. One such figure W'1$ FB's directo1; Ozkmn who said, 

The word hopeful would not suffice to explain my feelings. I believe 
that our cinema is getting ready for living through extraordinary 
times. The Turkish cinema bas given the initial signs of leaving behind 
a period of search and transition. Now it is at pains to be a cinema 
that will be talked about more in Eumpe and then in the world. These 
days, when they say tluat our cinema is ove1; is ending. I feel like it 
is boiling like the mou th of a volcano. Nowadays, our cinema expe· 
riences 1he impatience of creating its own language, aesthetics, and 
a sttikingness (fa17J1.cd1.k) that certainly will settle down soon. It is 
dete1m ined to quickly get rid of its insufficiencies of scdpt, dialog, 
and rh)1hm. By solving these problems in a short time, it will first 
embrace our people and then flow outside its borders. That is what 
I think. You might question how it is possible to be that hopeful 
under such insufficient conditions. We have worn do,V11 the seemingly 
impenetrable shield of impossibili ties enough. We will all see that this 
belief of mine is not merely a utopian vision. ( 1992, 65) 

Ye~ili;am was about rhizomatic growth, melodramatic modality, Turkifica
tion, haya/ and ozenti. To· realize its hayal and ozenti, a nd to grow pcrsis
temly, aggressively, and violently, like Karag6z, it paid a visit to the world 
of Punch. There it made an agreement with Punch, with Hollywood in 
parlicula1; that would later bring back some Hollywood majors. Upon 
Karag6z's return, however, Turkey was in sociopolitical stasis, under the 
violent repercussions of t he military intervention. So during that stand
still, coupled wi th an experience of the West, Karagoz 1·eflected on himself 
and in his reflection he saw a void that reflected his own image to his 
own eye. As he kept reflecting upon his image, he became increasingly 
self-rellexive. Only a fter such experiences of Karagoz did it become pos· 
sible to talk about a new cinema of Turkey, a cinema able to go beyond 
a part.icular mode of production. dist1ibut.ion. and exhibition beyond a 
nationalistic zealolly and a particular melodramatic modality. Though 
these changes have taken place. the age-old problems between popular 
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and serious cinema, realist and melodramatic film, have not withe1·ed 
away. Instead they have taken a new form . On the one hand, new popu
lar films have caught up with parts and portions of Hollywood's finesse, 
thanks to money coming in from Hollywood majors, private television 
channels, and corporate sponsorships. These films continue to be popular. 
However, the divide that has come to the fo1·e is the dis tinction between 
popular films and an and auteur films, as well as with what one may call 
contemporary trash films. Though the second category does not generally 
do well at the box office, it has brought about a filmic discourse and nar
rative with fewer "Oaws," with a particular economy of the image and of 
nan-alive, and with c1·itical accla im both in Turkey and abroad. Under the 
new global capitalist conditions of film making, such is the state of cinema 
in Tw·key. Connected with two bridges, one dating to 1973, the other to 
1988, and with an undersea tunnel in the making, cinema in the home
town of Ye~ilc;am., in Istanbul, remains on the Asian or Anatolian side, or 
in the tunnel, while the looming question is about the str.iit in-between. In 
the next chapter, crossing one of the two bridges or yet-to-be-made tunnel 
will be a t the cen ter stage, while the strait in-between will demarcate one 
with the other. 
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7 

Postmortem for Ye~il~am 
Post-Ye~il\;am. or the New Cinema of Turkey 

From one singular to an other, there is contiguity but not conti
nui ty .... All of being is in touch with all o f being, but the law of 
touching is separation; moreover, it is the he1erogeneity of surfaces 
that touch each other. Contact is beyond fullness and emptiness, 
beyond connection and disconnection. If "to come into contact" 
is to begin Lo m.ake sense of one another, then this "coming" pen
etrates nothing; there is no intermediate or mediating "miUeu." 
Meaning is not a milieu in which we are imn1ersed. There is no 
mi-lieu [between-place]. It is a mailer of one or the other, one and 
the other, one with the other, but by no means the one in the other, 
which would be something other than one or the other. 

-Jean-Luc Nancy 2000, 5-6 

R ecent studies on national and transnational cinemas have a1tempted 
to move away from the closures, limitations, and suppression of the 

national to openings, n-ansgressions, and liberations of the transnational. 
However, in dissec1ing the nation, these studies have used catchphrases 
such as "imaginary," "mythic; and "communal" to fix the na1ion and the 
national into a totality that can only be challenged with Li-opes such as 
"transnational," "hybrid," or "hyphenated." '..Vhile reworking the concepts 
of national cinemas, some ~cholars have c1;1icized poststructuralisl theo
ries for disregarding nations or filmmakers and shifting their emphasis 
solely toward texts. Alterna tively, theories that emphasize the bridging 
and connection between cultures are inclined to look for continuit ies and 
similarities as they underline marginalities or transculturation as third 
spaces or melting pots. 

Rather than pursuing such critical positions, this chapter will underline 
three singularities that inaugurate separations and touches: the national 
and the uc.nsnational; popular and ar1lautcur cinema; and cinema and new 
media. Instead of co1nmenting on media tion or remediation, contempo
rary cinema and new media are singula.rities, already multiple and touch
ing each other. While vemacularization and purification- what has been 
described previously as "Turkification"-may be understood as cinematic 
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tactics to restore the national to which the transnational responds or trans
gresses, singularities work through separations and suggest differences and 
disjunctions. Jn this singular plural presence in a comrnun.ity of the world, 
each singula1;ty is exposed, posited from its outside, without inten1aliza
tion and externalization, and thus without giving way to preconditioned 
cultural and racial purities and multicultural syntheses or hybridities. For 
Jean-Luc Nancy. "[A]ll of being is in touch with all of being, but the law of 
touching is separation" of "one \-vith the other" but not "one in the other." 
Through rendering "post-Ye~il<;am" or the "new cinema of Turkey" with 
this perspective, this chapter will first give a ci;tical overview of theoretical 
discussions on national and transnational cinemas. It will then focus on 
the separation between popular and auteur cinema while tracing the cin
ematic developments. Finall)\ it will outline the changes and developments 
that have taken place during the post-Ye~il~am era, touching on the separa
tion between cinema and new media, while maintaining the necessity for a 
novel understanding of cinema in Turkey.' 

Contemporary Cinema: National with Transnational 

The scholarship on the post-Ye~ili;am period, called the new "Turkish" 
cinema or the new cinema of Turkey, is deeply inflected with the world 
and transnational cinema discussions and theoretical positions men
tioned in the introduction. For instance, following Kevin Robins and Asu 
Aksoy's "deep nation" arguments, Catherine Simpson sees "Turkish cin
ema's resurgence," in tcnns of hybridity and bridging. She describes Fatih 
Akm's documentary Crossing the Bridge: The Sound of" Istanbul (2005) as 
"a metaphor for a city in the throes of re-imagining its destiny and iden
tity .... Istanbul's hybrid identity is constituted through being on a 'bridge' 
that produces a perpet:ual state of 'crossing"' (Simpson 2006). However, 
th.is view, which attempts to pinpoint an identity for Turkey, is inclined to 
see "one in the other," instead of "one with the other." Instead, in writ.ing 
on contemporary E uropean cinema, Thomas Elsaesser notes the refusal 
of coproductions and contemporary auteurs to be seen as "artists" or 
"nationally representative figureheads" (2005, 491). "Fatih Akm, who let 
it be known that he prefers not to be typecast as a hyphenated ethnic 
directo1; and if he cannot be Fa1.iJ1 A.kin, he would rather be the new Scors
ese than represent the Getman-Turkish constituency" (2005, 498). A.kin's 
remarks are significant in understanding a departure from national or 
transnational cinematic discourses. For Elsaesser, contemporary auteurs 
are interested in "how well local/national provenance can communicate 
with global/transnational audiences" (2005, 491). This places Akm and 
other contempor;ny di.rectors working on a cross-national stage out of 
the boundai;es of the national and transnational and within the ranks 
of world cinema, which should not been taken as a blank signifier but 
instead as a novel way of conceptualizing a group of filmmakers and an 
insightful opening for film theory. 
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Jn his preface to 1/·aditions in World Cinema, after not.ing that both world 
(as a sign of cosmopolitan relativism) and cinema (as consumed through 
various media) are problematic concepts, Toby Miller argues that world 
cinema is a s ign of "comrnodification and governmentality, dominated 
by the First World and subject to technological change, but at the same 
time as a way of transcending the catego1ies of nations" (2006, xi- xiv). 
Elsaesser, who sees world cinema as a reworking of Third Cinema without 
its political agenda and as a term modeled on world music 01· fusion food, 
underlines that: it is "adept at mixing i.d.ioms, more transnational" iJ1 terms 
of style, while often being "a star and genre cinema, where the star may be 
a director" (Elsaesser 2005, 496- 98). For him, world ci.nema is more suit
able for inten1ational ma•·kets and can be better understood tlu·ough the 
hegemonic and impetial patten1s of postindustrialist economies of scope, 
with its focus on niche markets, customized demand., global marketing 
strategies, outsow·cing, and new fonns of financing (2005, 499-500). In 
terms of its funding, world cinema relies on various sources of support, 
ranging from public funds to priva te sponsorships, both national and 
international. Thus Elsaesser takes world cinema not as a production cat
egory, but in terms of the disttibuti.on and exhibition patterns that deter
mine its production process, through l'estival support and the induction of 
ameurs into world cinema circu its and video market shelves (2005, 504). 

Elsaesser inte1prets these developments in relation to Hollywood and 
European cinema. After underlining Toby Miller's view of post-Fordist Hol
lywood in which its marketing determines the production at four levels 
("sales" in all markets, "advocacy'' through the promotion of the brand and 
acceptability, "stm,eillance" with intensive market and audience research, 
and "reassurance" through quality control and standardization), Elsaesser 
contrast5 it with the European model with its focus on "representation" 
and "identity," and its mixed, small-scale, and hyb1id production handled 
witb a constellation of producers for a single film (2005, 506-7). In demat' 
eating contemporary European cinc1na, Elsaesser uses the example of 
Akm's auteristic tendency to underline how Second Cinema's autemism 
and artistic leanings have made the national converge with the nation
state. He indicates how i!s hostility to Hollyv1ood has been undermined 
through Akm's defiance of national or transnational ide ntities in the name 
of a kinship between his work and that of Scorsese (2005, 486-87). Thus 
like Hamid Nancy's "accented cinema" or the enlargement of its scope by 
Asuman Suner, according to Elsaesser. this new auteurism is a postindus
trialist one that, as in the case of Asian cinema, offers elements of post
modernist self-conscious irony and references, eclectic or pastiche-like 
narrativity and style, as well as postindustrialist marketing through festival 
circui ts (Elsaesser 2005, 496). While late Ye§il\;am's auteurs and art films 
could be seen a~ fitting well within Elsaesser's earlier scheme of European 
cinema marked by a practice similar to Second Cinema, post-Ye~l~am's 
auteurs seem to fall into his category of European or world cinema. 

Elsaesser's view of world cinema, which relies on "identity politics" with 
interplay and competition. between national identity and local or regional 
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themes through addressing a global audience, brings about nan-ativit:y 
focusing on spatial changes and displacement through journeys and travel 
due to changing conditions (2005, 508). He terms world cinema "art cin
ema light" due to its mix of mainstream narrative strategies with local or 
national themes and thus sees it as an upgrade over "post-national cinema 
p1;or to auteur status," which reflects the cultural sphere of neocolonialism 
through self-exoci tization and auto-ethnography (2005, 509). The auteur 
tradition of Ye~ili;arn, which originates in Ytlmaz. Guney's late social real
ist films and which was subsequently continued by the self-reflexive and 
art films of late Ye~i.lc;am auteurs such as Ali Ozgenttirk, Erden Kiral, and 
Omer Kavu1; may be considered in relation to Elsaesser's prior category. 
In contrast, post-Ye~il<,:am auteurs such as Fatih A.km, Ferzan Ozpetek, 
Nuri Bilge Ceylan, and Zeki Demirkubuz are the auteurs of postindustrial, 
global cinema administered by the art house and festival circuits. For 
instance. while one film critic calls Ceylan and Demirkubuz's films "new 
auteur cinema" (Dorsay 2004b, 11 ), a study on Kavur that considers the 
director as an auteur-follo\\~ng Andre Bazin and Andrew Sarris's criteria 
for au teur cinema and Peter Wollen's structuralist analytical tools-claims 
that du1ing the late Ye~ili;am era, Kavw,s auteur status \Vas strengthened 
by his films' failure at the box. office, even if he worked with Ye~il<;:am's star 
actors (Kuyucak Esen 2002, 25). However, this guarantee of "popular fail
ure" has, despite similar failures in the post-Ye§ilc,:am era, been replttced by 
a fragmentation of audience market. Nowadays, auteur films are specifi
cally marketed for niche spectators and auteurs have become stars in their 
own right. Even some first· time directors of the post· Yc~ili;am era begin 
their films with the favorite plu·ase, "A (insert. the director's name here] 
film," in an attempt to create the image of an auteur as a star. As Timothy 
Corrigan observes, "auteur film" has become "a critical tautology, capable 
of being understood and consumed without being seen" (1998, 50). The 
promotional use of auteurs as brand names implies an autonomous cre
ative force that seems to contradict the system, by turning autcurism into 
"a marketing tool that coincided nicely \vith the rise of college-level film 
educa tion among the industry's most heavily courted audience segment" 
(Cook 1998, 35). In contrast to this rendering of auteurs as brand names, 
avid supporters of auteur cinema keep demanding consistency, unified 
personality, and originality, as well as a leftist political edge from their 
favorite auteurs. However, this novel frame of global cinematic auteurism 
is commonly inscribed by inconsistencies, fragmented and diasporic iden
tities. self-conscious references, and a departure from political activism. 
For instance, after noting that the sixty-three new directors who made 
their first films in the period between 1987 and 1997 constitute a new 
group, Giovanni Scognamillo, in reference to the director Omer Kavur, 
terms the new generation of art cinema directors as "indh~dual.ist" film
makers who stay away from social issues and realistic d ramas. For him, 
these art cinema d irectors modeled themselves on experimental Europe.an 
cinemas by remaining blind to the audience demands (1998, 478-79). 
More radically, some film critics and scholars have claimed that figures 
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such as Fatih Akrn or Fcrzan Ozpetek are not Turkish, that they arc Orien
talists or even traitors.' 

Elsaesser maintains that European filmmakers should follow the 
diasporic auteurs' identification of themselves as auteurs by refusing to be 
recognized through their hyphenated identities, and proposes that Euro
pean filmmakers should open themselves up to world cinema. He augments 
this argument through introducing "double occupancy," which underlines 
"the co-existiveness of symbolic and ethnic identities" and "the overlap 
of media representations, racial stereotypes, and day-to-day discrimina
tions" (2006, 650-51). However; this search for an influence to come to 
the world of mainstream filmmaking tlu-ough diasporic films, that is, the 
possible influence of minor economies of representation over the major 
ones, indeed reverts to the argumen ts of Third Cinema, which relied upon 
1he disloca tion of first and Second Cinemas through revolutionai)' films. 
However, this possibility of teaching from Akm's or other diasporic films, 
which, according to Elsaesser, are "at once tragic, comic, and utopian," 
respectively marking pathos and self-torment, irony and contradiction 
through mistaken identities . In offering a shared space, they constitute 
one aspect of contemporary film in Turkey and elsewhere. 

Th.is search for lessons from other sources, asking mainstream popular 
cinemas to team Crom auteur films, and this idea of shariog through dou
ble occupancy reproduces a \~ew of melange and its discourse of mutual 
cm;chment. In rela tion to arguments about multiculturalism, hybridiza
tion, exchange or sharing, Nancy notes that "this well-intentioned dis
course . . . remains a discourse of in tentions and exhorta tions" (2000, 148). 
The national learning from the transnational, the mainstream popular 
cinema sharing with the auteur or art cinema, and cinema becoming a 
hybrid through the new media, are all instances of such discourses . Iden
tity, be it Turkish, European, or non-Western, is nothing but separation: 
no-thing for it is not a substance that can be "pinned down," and separa
tion because "it is always the other of another idenlity" (Nancy 2000, 149). 
Thus, sharing, mutual cmichment. or exchange between singularities is 
not a thing precisely because "cultures . . . do not mix. They encounter each 
other~ mingle, modify each other; reconfigure each othc1'' (Nancy 2000, 
151 ). There are no melting pots that contain differences, nor· spaces simul
taneously occupied by two or more things, but instead, for Nancy, tbere is 
melee, which is of act.ion, of fight and lm·e, of meetings and encounters, of 
the two sexes in each one of us (2000, 150-51 ). 

Of contemporary cinema, then, it could be said that it is neither national 
nor transna tional, nei ther popular oor art, and neithe1· cinema nor new 
media; instead, simifar to culture, it is of these singularities, each of which 
is single and unique. As there is no pure and simple origin , as previously 
asserted through the discussions on the fi rst Turkish fdm, both the culture 
and cinema of a nation should be seen as already multicultural, "because 
the gesture of culture is itself a mixed gesture: it is 10 affront, confront, 
transform, diven, develop, recompose, combine, rcchannel" (Nancy 2000, 
152). Taken in this sense, the identity of a cinema is already itseU, "an 
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ipseity, a 'being-i ts-se.lf'," which is "necessarily impossible to identify" 
(Nancy 2000, 153 ). Then, in this community of films, which we call "cin
ema," the sense of common or "being-in-common excludes interior unity, 
subsistence, and presence in and for itself" because, as Nancy puts it 
starkly, unitary communities are responsible foi· death, not "the sort of 
death found in the cemetery .. . but the death found in the ashes of crema
torium ovens" (2000, 154-55). Thus instead of digging for a national cin
ema by taking it as a unitary community of films, here it is maintained that 
these singularities touch each other in exposing their limits, and instead 
of inviting deep nations or double occupancies. touch leads to melee, with 
assault, rivalry, desire, dialogue, fear, pity, laughtet; bifurcation, substi
tution, conct11Tence, and configuration. Thus this sense of community, 
the melee of singularities, is not mythical; it does not presuppose myths 
of learning lessons, prescribing mixtures, or practicing llnities. Instead, 
unlike myth, which is "projected and pronounced," "what is writ ten, and 
what is to be read ... is the me/ee of the traces ol: a meaning that gets lost in 
looking for itself and inventing itself" (Nancy 2000, 157). Jn this chapter 
post-Ye{>il<;am, a postmortem to Ye~il<;am, is "written" as a cinema fealltr
ing the national with the transnational. popular mainstream cinema with 
auteur cinema, and cinema with new media. 

Tracing the Posts and Separations 

Vvhile finding English-language sources on cinema in Turkey before 1990 
.is very difficull, w.hat many film critics and scholars call the "new Turkish 
cinema" has been well-covered in both film magazines and journals (see 
Dorsay I 989a, Donmez-Colin 2008, Erdogan and Gokttirk 2001. Robins 
and Aksoy 2000, Simpson 2006, and Suner 2009). In looking at this new 
phase of the histm-y of cinema in Turkey, many of these scholars, like their 
counterparts who· have published works in Turkish, argue that the new 
Turkish cinema is different from Ye~il~am and also introduces a sepa
ration between popular or mainsti-eam cinema and a1t .. auteur or inde
pendent cinema. The myth of origin of the new Turkish cinema is often 
considered christe ned by J4ktya (The Bandit, dir. Yavuz Turgul. 1996), 
which is often taken as a "true" Turkish or domestic film. This sense of 
the validity of the national, whic.h is deemed "new" through its resun-ec
tion or rebiith, implies a moment of Turkiflcation, with which comes a 
sense of melancholic and nostalgic pathos construed ln the renewal of 
the past. For instance, viewing Turkish cinema.'s "resurgence" through an 
unraveling of the" deep nation," one article invites "collective melancholy" 
to understand the cinematic and sociocultural transformations in Turkey 
(Simpson 2006). Similarly, another film scholar observes that a new gen
eration of filmmakers has formed its "own language" despite the influence 
of tabloidiz.ation, sensationalism, and media anention. Thus the rejuvena
tion of Turkish cinema in the 1990s is not based on intellectual consider
ations so much as on an increase in film numbers and ticket sales (Posteki 

242 Cinema in Turkey 



2004, 28-29).3 Alternatively, Dorsay titles his collection of film c1iticisms 
written between 1990 and 2004 "The Years of Collapse and Renaissance," 
taking this 10 be a "resurrection after death" and a comeback of Turkish 
cinema by "traversing even the fanciest American films" and sees "a gener
ation of homegrown directors" behind this success (2004a, 11-14; 2004b, 
11). Thus, perhaps, it has been the "homegrown" post-Ye~il<;am dfrectors 
who mus t claim the national more than, say, Ye~ilc;am directors. But what 
made the directors homegrown? How can one constitute the authenticity 
and validity of the nation? When did post-Ye§il<,:am's homegrown directors 
enter into the film scene? 

from the mid-J980s to the late 1990s, Hollywood films dominated the 
market, spectators were mostly a young. urban population frequently dis
paraged as Americanized youth, and the majority of Turkish films did very 
badly at the box office or bypassed theaters altogether, going directly to 
the video market or television. Scognamillo has noted that between 1989 
and 1996, from 485 films made, 385 were not shown in theaters (1998, 
425). It is only in the las t decade or so that some Turkish films have done 
well at the box office, but these films are mostly funded by new capital 
and frequently distributed by Hollywood majors . In the meantime, like 
the traditional newspaper indusl:I)• of Turkey, Ye~ilc;am was undermined 

Figure 7. 1. Se/vi Boy/um Al Yazma/11n (The Girl with the Red Scarf, 
Allf Y1 lmaz, 1979), a High Ye~il~am melodrama which turned into a 
contemporary cult film 
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by a new economic order. As Tw·key became more of a capitalist economy 
and integrated with the global capitalist system through the privatization 
efforts of the government, newly urbanized capital started to control the 
media. Private television channels that emerged in che 1990s supported 
films in rerurn for broadcast rights, whi le sponsorship deals with big 
companies have a lso become s tandard for fi lms. As an active exchange 
of personnel among cinema, television, and adve11isement industries has 
appeared. filmmakers have started to work for television series and serials 
and some directors of television commercials have a lso made films. 
Ye~l~m·s demise and the beginning of post· Ye~ili;am could be observed 

in yearly reportS of cinema in Turkey. Since 1991, the magazine Antrakt 
(Intermission) covered these developments through Agah OzgO<,:'s yearly 
reports chat, for instance. compared the number of films made in 1951, 
thirty-six, with those in 1991. thiny-three (1992, 12). For 1992, Ozgtic 
noted tha t while many theaters had closed down, the new ones opening 
were devoted to ex hibiting Hollywood films. forcing out the domestic films 
and leading them to find other ways 10 reach their audience: "lf a fiJm is 
longer than ninety minutes, it is 1urncd into a serial film by dividing it into 
two or three episodes. If there is hope for finding an open slot at a film the
ater, this time serials made for television are shortened and summarized 
into ninety-minute films" (I 993, 79). Then, during the 1993 season, though 
new film thea1crs were opened and the festival scene was promising, and 
an unprecedented e ighty-three films were made, only eleven were shown 
in pocket-sized theaters (Ozgil9 1994, 12). The domination of Hollywood 
majors in the distribution networks of Turkey after the late 1980s not only 
signaled the eventual dissolution of Ye~i19am's distribution network but 
also marked the introduction of a novel econon1ic infrastructure for film
makers. The d istribution and exhibition of domestic films in Turkey were 
done by U.S. companies \Varner Brothers (WB) and United International 
Pictures (UIP), wnile the two other Turkish distribution companies in the 
market, Ozen and Av~r Film. relied primarily upon imported films. 

During the early 1990s, only four domestic productions were listed 
among the fifty films with the highest box office revenues. As a Ye~i19am
size blockbuster; Amerika/1 (The American, l 993), a comedy slaiTing ~cner 
~n and directed by ~rif Goren. wi1h 354,656 spectators, was sixth on this 
list of highest-grossing films.' However, this did not mean that domestic 
films had a significant share of box office re,·enues. Along "rjth a change 
in the profile of the spectators, who had become mostly young, educated, 
and urban. the balance between the box office revenues of foreign and 
domestic films also shifted. Scognamillo noted that while in 1978 domes
tic films were seen by 58.2 million spectators, this number fell 10 3 million 
in J 992. While altogether only 7.8 mill ion tickets were sold in 1992, this 
figure, which increased to 34.9 million in 2006, s1ill falls short of the high 
Y~9am-era figures, especially when one considers the concurrent rise in 
population. For Ozg09, despite the domestic film producers' complaints, 
films whh enough commercial and artistic appeal had a chance lO play at 
the best theaters with the best promotion through advertisements handled 
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by rhe Hollywood m<uors in Tw·key (1994, 13). S imilar!}; discussing lhe 
"winds of change" in cinema, film producer Sabahattin <;etin said, 

The 1990s will bring a bout major changes . . . the media boom ... has 
been promising .... The filmmakers who are thinking through the 
conventions of the old. production mode will have major difficu lties 
because cinema lws entered in a process ol' an organic integration 
with the o ther media. This situation will bring forward a new type 
of producer: th is producer is a cultu red man who knows fore ign lan
guages, who is familiar with world and European cinema, and who 
conremplates projects with his/her European counterparts. (Baran, 
Yavuz, and Arslanbay t 993, 77) 

Indeed, such was the case wi th the integration of the Turkish economy to 
1he global capitalist mi:u·ke t that resulted in partia l HolJywood domina
tion of film distribution a nd exhibition, as well as with the introduction 
of European coproductions through Eudmagcs.s In the decade after 1992, 
both the number of spec tators and film theaters quadrupled, while after· 
1997. every season at leas t 200 films have been exhibited in 1heaters {http:/I 
www.fidafilm.com/ffinc/lr/ff_04_0 I.asp). While the majority of these are 
Holly.vood films distribu1ed by the three major disn;bution companies 
(Ozen, \ VB , and UlP). all of 1hese companies also sianed to distribute and 
a1 times produce domest ic films. Dm;ng the apogee o f the Ye~il~am era. 
Turkish distribulion companies imported Ho llywood films often a t least a 
year after the.ir exhibi tion in the United States because they waited fo1· a 
decrease in the import costs of mainsiream films. On e extreme example 
was Tire Exorcis1, which was not shown in Turkey u n til the early 1980s. 
Moreover. lhe copies of films that came to TuTkey were generally scratched, 
old copies that had previously been shown in European theaters. Both 1he 
entTy of Hollywood majors into cbe distribution market and the marketing 
tactics of global Hollywood changed this s ituation by leading the shorten
ing or elimination of this t ime gap. 

As film critic Me hmet A~ar notes, chis may also be related to 1he eco
nomic liberalization and cha nging s tructure of 1he spectators b.ip in Tur
key ( 1995, 1189). The demands of young, educa1ed urban spectators in lhe 
late 1980s prompted the improvemenl of film copies and theaters. As of 
2006, while there were around 200,000 seats in 411 theaters '~ith a total of 
1,300 exhibition halls and/or screens, half of these seatS were in three big 
cities. Is tanbul, Ankara. an d Izmir (Yavuz 2006). These three cit ies, which 
include almost one-third of Turkey's popuJa1ion, acco unt for 63 percent 
of ticket sales. Moreover; 1hree major chain thcnier companies , owned or 
pan nered by global firms and operating mostly in these three cities. have 
over 300 exh.ibition halls hold ing 44 percent of the iota! number of seats. 
While the domination of the West in the global media industry e\'entu
ally diminished the share of non-\-Vesrem countries in their own domestic 
popular markets and raised lhe issue of cultural dominance, this domina
tion of the film market has nol eliminated non-Wes1ern film production 

Poscmonem for Y~il~am 245 



altogether. Post-Y~iyam reflects this new global cinematic dynamic very 
well, with a combination of local and international capital in production, 
distribution, and exhibition networks. 

As indicated by lhrce surveys done for Fida Film in 1999, 2002, and 2006, 
the majority of cinemagoers in Turkey are young, educated, and upper-class 
spectators. \~fhile 62 percent of film spectators are upper 01· upper-middle 
classes, the percentage o( fomale spectators rose from 37 percent in 2002 to 
49 percent in 2006. In 2002, 44.5 percent of all spectators were between the 
ages of 15 and 24 and 41.7 percent were between 25 and 39. ln 2006, these 
numbers changed slightly to 40.1and47.8 percent, respectively. In 1·esponse 
to a question about their film preferences, the 2006 sw-vey paiiicipants 
indicated the importance of a strong cast (78.1 percent) and a n allractive 
subject or genre (72 percent), whereas they indicated that the following 
would make them to go to film theaters more frequently: actors they like, 
62.7 percent; cheaper tickets, 46.1 percent; directors they like, 32.7 percent; 
and European and festival films 31 . 7 percent. Apart Erom the expected star 
and genre appeal, this survey indicates an awareness of auteurs and an 
cinema in Hne \\~th, as indicated above, the rise of global a uteurs. Since the 
early 1990s, apart from overtly popular mainstream films, two nationalistic 
films, a fiction work by Ziya 6ztan, Cu111/111riyet (The Republic, 1998), and a 
documentary by Tolga Omek, Gelibo/11 (Gallipoli, 2005), made the list oftop 
fifty films as of 2008: thirty-filth "~th 753,000 spectators and thirty-seventh 
\\~th 673,000 spectators, respectively. An independent low-budget comedy 
by Yuksel Aksu, Dondunnarn Gayrnak (Ice Cream I Scream, 2006), came 
in fo1ty-second with 636,000 spectators and the much-delayed 1999 release 
of Y1lmaz Guney's banned film Yol (Road, 1981) gathered 459,000 specta
tors. However, the placement of these films in the category of post-Ye~l~m 
auteur or art films is very problematic because, except for Y1lmaz Giiney, 
who was a Y~li;am actor and director, none of these directors are con
s idered post-Ye~;I~am auteurs.• Instead, the films of post-Ye~il~mn auteurs 
such as Nuri Bilge Ceylan, Zeki Demfrkubuz, or Ye~im Ustaoglu sold tick
ets ranging from 2 ,000 to 73,000. The only exception to these trends are the 
films of Fatih Akin and Ferzan Ozpetek, who perhaps as global diasporic 
auteurs, were able to gather more attention from the domestic box office 
with some of their films.' 

However, among recent domestic blockbusters (generally made with a 
budget from close to a million dollars to as much as several million do!· 
lars), those that r eceived wider a ttention relied on either stars or genres, 
and no auteur or art films were among the top-grossing films. The ten 
top-grossing films as of early 2008 are E$k1ya (2.5 million tickets), Vizon
tele {dir. Omer Faruk Sorak, 2000, 3.3 million tickets), Kahpe Bizans 
(Harlot Byzantium, 2000, 2.4 million tickets), G.0.R.A. (dir. Omer Faruk 
Sorak, 2003, 4 million tickets). Vizontele Tuuba (dir. Y1 lmaz Erdogan, 
2003, 2.9 million tickets), Ba.barn ve Oglum (3.8 million tickets). Orga
nize i~ler (Magic Carpet Ride, dir. Y1lmaz Erdogan. 2005, 2.6 mi llion tick
ets), Ha.babam Sm1fr Askerde (The Class of Chaos in the Army. dir. Ferdi 
Egilmez, 2005, 2.5 miJ!ion tickets), Kurtlar Vadisi: Irak {Valley of the 
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\Volves: Iraq, d it: Serdar Akar, 2006, 4.2 million tickets), and Recep lvedik 
(dir. Togan Gokbakar. 2008, 4.3 million tickets). \\lhile the only Hollywood 
film among the ten top-grossing films in Turkey since 1996 is Ti.1a11ic (dir. 
James Cameron, 1997, 2.8 million tickets), there are only three other 
Hollywood films in the list of the twenty top-grossing films. As For the 
ten top-grossing domestic films, four of them were distrjbuted by Warner 
Brothers, and ten of the twenty top-grossing domestic films were distrib
uted by Hollywood companies (n ine. by WB and one by UJP) .8 

\Vhile the picture above inscribes the globalization of the film mar ket 
in Turkey, not only in terms of distribution but also through coproduc
tions, European support, and international cast and crew, it also under~ 

lines a discord between popular and auteur cinema. These top-selling 
films were unanimously popular in the domestic market but, apart from 
Krmlar Vadisi lrak, which became infamous for its anti-Americanism, oth
ers attracted little inLernational attention. The majoriLy of them were also 
released in European theaters in countries where Lhere was a considerable 
Turkish migrant commlmity, such as Germany, Austria, the Netherlands, 
and France. Instead. Turkey has recently been, as noted above, exporting 
"auteur films" to the scene of world cinema and festiva ls. 

Others have also noted this change in filmmaking, film, and film culture 
over the last two decades, especially after t11e rise of private television 
channels that re-ran Ye~ lc;am films in the 1990s before starting to produce 
rheir O\\~l series and serials.• Engin Ayc;a, who pointed out that Ye~ilc;am 

is not over but has changed its medium, asks whether it is possible to 
argue that "cinema can only exist in film Lheaters .. .. or is i t time to have 
a different approach to the issue? Is cinema a different thing now" (1994, 
51 )? Ayc;a's explanation of the changes that came after Ye~ilc;am deals with 
film culture and how it adapted to television. For him, during the h igh 
years of Y~ilc;am, those who watched foreign fi lms (the westernized elite) 
were seeing a very limited number of Ye§ilc;am films. \Vi th television (and 
videotapes) Ye§ilc;am's spectators were introduced to foreign films dubbed 
in Turkish. For Ayc;a, these developments encouraged the elite and Lhe 
masses, as the spectators of two different strands of cinema, to learn each 
other's language, thus increasing their tolerance of each other's tastes. He 
also notes that Lelevision exposed its viewers to different forms of nar' 
rative film, especially documentaties, which had been totally ignored by 
Ye~ilc;am. "Therefore their culture and the language of seeing cinema got 
diversified. So today's Ye"Silc;am spectators have not given up their tenden
cies, but have become more tolerant, able to have more perspectives and 
open to various products" (Ayc;a 1994, 52). 

Post-Ye~il\am Era Clashes and Convergences 

Turkey's rapidly changing socioeconomic profile points to a significant 
young workforce who can. at the same time, serve as a large audience for 
cinema in Turkey. Turkey's population has risen from 35 million in 1970 
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to 70.5 million in 2007. While 60 percenl of the populalion was living in 
villages or rural areas in 1970. lhis number fell to 30 percent in 2007. The 
average age of Turkey's population is twenty-eight years and only 7 percent 
of the population is over sixty-five, whereas 26 percent of the population is 
under fifleen. \Vhile in 1970 only I. 7 percent had gradualed from a univer
sity and 3.2 percent were high school graduales, as of 2006, 9 percent were 
university graduaies and 18 pe rcent were high school graduates (Erdem 
2007). As Turkey c hanged from an agricultural economy in the early years 
of the republic to an indusuial one (cun-ently four-fifths of exportS are 
industrial goods). the GDP per capita also rose from 538 dollars in 1970 to 
10,472 dollars in 2008. 

Concurre nt wilh these changes a nd the increasing innux of global eco
nomic networks and technologies into Turkey, political life has also expe
rienced various transformations and tllllling points: an ongoing process 
of democratization and privatization with which the main axis of political 
bifurcation in Tt11·key has become the separation between Kemalists a nd 
lslamisls. \Vhile a series of lslamist parties became more and more visible 
in the political arena during lhc 1990s, lwo military warnings or memo
randums also underlined the gap between the Kemalisl milital)' and the 
lslamist parties. The first of these memoranda, commonly referred to as a 
"postmodern" mili lary in tervention consisting of a milita1y warning to the 
politicians in lieu of an outrighl coup, came in 1997 and led to the closure 
of one lslamist party RP (\-Velfare Party), which was then replaced by FP 
(Virtue Party). Afte r FP was closed, it was replaced by two pat1ies in 2001, 
lhe more tradilional lslamisl SP (Felicity Party) and the more moderate 
AKP {Juslice and Development Party), which has been the ruling party 
in Turkey since 2002. In a manner reminiscent of the 1997 "postmodern" 
coup, in early 2007 the Kemalist mil itary again warned the AKP govern
ment, t.his time wiuh an electronic letter{thus the name "e-memorandum") 
published on the Turkish army's \Neb site. Despite echoing the horrors of 
previous coups, especially that of the 1980 military imervention, none of 
these coup "simulacra" produced the hardships of earl ier coups, such as 
the freezing of political life., mass jailing, or capital punishment. 

Leaving behind the oCtcn-unpleasant political history and various socio
economic and polilical changes of lhc last couple of decades, the main axis 
of poli1ics and society has shifled considerably. After the fall of the Berlin 
\.Vall and the end of the bipolar world system, Turkey has lost its cri tical 
role as an ally to the Wesl through NATO. Ho"vever, while the yearnings 
for a greater role in Central Asia did not come through, Turkey has still 
been able to integrate itself inlo the processes of globalization. On the 
other hand, despite various democratizing reforms. the rights of minori
ties are s till more limited than European Union directives guiding Turkey's 
bid for membership. 

These developments mirrored the influence o f the world of cinema. Apart 
from opening itself up to the practices of global film business by coproduc· 
ing wilh European countries and Hollywood. and apart from the recent 
influx of Bollywood filmmakers shooting films in Turkey, t:ontemporary 
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domestic cinema has also reflected on global capitalism (('inliler Celiyor 
[The Chinese Are Coming, dir. Zeki Okten, 2006)), its relations with che 
European Union (E.U.) (Avriq1a/1 [The European. dir. Ula~ Ak. 2007)), the 
war in Iraq (Kurtlar Vadisi frak, Deli Yiirek Bwn erang Cehennem i [Crazy 
Heart: Boomerang He ll , d ir. Osman Smav, 2001 ), Maskeli Be~ler trak [The 
M<1sked Five: Iraq , dir. Murat As ian, 2007]), its incematiomtl conflicts and 
ethnic minorities (Cil11e.,~e Yo/culuk, Yai1-Tt1ra [Toss-Up, dir. Ugur Yucel. 
2004), Btiyiik Adam K.il(:ii.k A~k [Hejar, dir: Handan fpeki;i , 2001], 811/utlan 
Beklerken [\>Vaiting for the Clouds, <lir. Y~im Ustaoglu, 2003), Salk11n 
Ham111111 Taneleri [Mrs. Salk1m's Diamonds, dir. Tomris Gidtlioglu, 1999]), 
and its d iscourses about religion (Takva [Takva: A Man's Fear of God, dir. 
0-.i:er K1z1han, 2006], Tire Imwn [dir. Ismail Gtin~. 2005], and A11ka Ku~u 
[Simurgh, d ir. Mesut U.;akan, 2007]). Such a constellation of films is nei
ther surp1;sing oor novel. for Ye~il.;am too responded to Tw·key's interna
tional conflicts with, say, the Korean War or Cyp1us confl ict films, or to 
its internal strife through social realist films. Instead. what is specific to 
post-Y~il<;am is auteur cinema's treatment of these issues, which remains 
outside the reach of popular filmmakers, as well as the separation between 
secularism and Islamism. which has found ics reflect ion in the contempo
rary ho1Tor films of Tu.rkey, as will be discusse.d below. 

As part this recent snapshot of Turkey, the tradi tional middle classes, 
which had constituted Y~il~m·s family spectators and who had largely 
fallen by the wayside dul"i ng the 1980s, made way for what could perhaps 
be te1111cd as a new middle class. In this new urban existence, not only 
have the differences betw een lower and middle or upper classes become 
apparent and exist side by side, they have also allowed for the everyday 
\"isualization of cultural d ifferences between what may be termed the new 
middle classes, nurtured by a global culture of professionals or interna
tionalized work force, and the comparatively mo re tTaditional cu lture of 
the lower classes. This new middle c lass, referred to by some as "white 
Turks," has also been con trasted wi th another cultu ra lly d ifferent newly 
emergent middle class. w hich fosters an altered. globalized version of 
Islamic culture. However, these strands of the new middle classes con
verge in terms of their consumerism, which is supponed by a move toward 
suburban, site li fe.10 In this new middle-class milieu, there is "a power
ful desire for escape from pollution, street life, and social heterogeneity, 
as well as ao emphasis o n family intimacy and rule-bound society and 
order" (Ayata 2002, 26). However, this novel everyday practice, confined 
by the self-enclosed apartment complex communit ies, has also produced 
segrega tion determined by the overriding identity of individual apart
ment complexes. For instance, research on the secularist Ankara suburbs 
indicates that the evel)'day life of these apartment complexes bespeaks 
class, gender, and culture differences (Ayaia 2002). Despite higher levels of 
education among the women of th is new suburbia, they a re still strongly 
aligned with domestic roles. "The community is also <iefined by what it 
excludes: city life and its vulgar mix o f the lower classes, the new rich, 
and the lslamists" (Ayata 2002, 30). In other words, whlle being integrated 
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into global consumerism with shopping malls crowned by chain theaters, 
unlike the new rich, these r·esidents of suburbia indeed are the republican 
elite version 2.0, who. with the extreme shifts in the economic makeup of 
the country. have partially adapted to postindustdal life while gradually 
losing the republican political and economic center lO the new rich and 
the Islamists. 

However, gated communities and site life arc not limited to the secu
larist middl.e classes of yore. Instead, the new rich are also a pa11 of this 
life, including the globalized, new urban elite, the Islamist bourgeoisie, 
and the nouveau dche with a rural, traditional background. Rather than 
assuming a cultural and civilizational gap bei-.. ... een the secularist elite and 
their Islamist counterpart, NilUfer Gole instead notes that the rise of the 
Islamic elite and intellectuals is tied to a historical backdrop that had been 
invi$ible to the republican elite until the outbreak of Islamism in the 1980$ 
(1991, 132). While the republican elite has relied upon its own conserva
tive, centrist version of modernization and westernfaation, the new ur ban 
middle classes' rendering of rural, traditional culture came in two forms: 
one is, as it is commonly termed in the 1980s, arabesk culture, and the 
other is Islam ism. While both of these seemed to be alternative existences 
with, to some extent, oppositional and dissident voices, both of them also 
maintained their integral hierarchical and gender-coded segrega lions. 
For instance, by noting that the new, urban-style headscarves of Islamist 
women had become a political symbol marking Islamic opposition and 
resistance to the objectification of women by the male gaze, Gole notes 
that this dynamic of the separation of looking and seeing also meant a 
male privilege, because only those entitled to see had a chance to unveil 
the concealed privacy (1991, 135)." After noting that Islam's challenge of 
secularism was played out through women in the 1990s, another scholar 
argues that the justification of both secularists and the Islamist Lifestyles 
of women, as argued by those women themselves, relies on nan-atives of 
"nativity to Tu rkey," "locality," or "authenticity" (Navaro-Yasin J 999, 60). 

Post-Ye§il<;am's cinematic world reflected similar tendencies in its mix 
of popular cinematic languages through a sophisticated visual narration 
and the ongoing but limited Turkification of Western films, whereas con
tempora1y auteur cinema has represented the vernacular internationally. 
However, this does not mean that one of these ends dominates the other; 
nor are the slTesses of globalization free of their discourses. Instead, as 
<;aglar Keyder comments on Istanbul as existing between the global and 
the local, and bet ween the West and the East, while carrying the contrasts 
of extreme wealth and extreme poverty (1999), or as Deniz Kandiyoti 
notes the inJlux of global economic, social, and cultural schemes through 
an uneven mix of economic liberali7.ation, the proliferation of goods and 
services, and the deterioration of traditional and mostly public service
based midtUe-class incomes (2002, 4), Turkey has opened itself and its 
cinema to the world. both globally and locally. \o\lith the rise of the nou
veau riche, both secularist and Islamist, in private businesses and mul
tinational corporations. Istanbul and other metropolises have started to 
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present a proliferation of consumerism with chain theaters, malls, super
markets, international brands, and restaurants. "There is a polarization 
of space but also cohabitation of heterogeneous populations. There is a 
negotiation over cultural heritage, not outright war. Battles are waged, but 
compromises are also reached" (Keyder 1999, 26). In other words, such 
changes have led to the presence of the global wi th the local, secular with 
1he religious, and ri ch with the poo1: 

In this era of post-Ye~i19am, the domestic fi lm industry also opened 
itself to global cooperation and support schemes, especially that of Eurim
ages. \Vith Turkish c itizens living and shooting films abroad, the success 
of domestic films at international film festivals, and international fil m 
festivals hosted in Turkey, the post-Ye~il~am film indusby has also pro
liferated through the division between popular ci.nerna and au teur films. 
What all of these changes, in both popular and art cinemas, have put for
ward has been the long-postponed indus trialization of the film mai·ket. 
Nonetheless, in the post-Ye~il~am world, Ye~i lc;am con tinues to exist in 
the quickies produced mainly for use as television serials. After the end or 
the Ye~ilc;am era, cinema has become a product integrated into the general 
frame of media industries and thus global capitalist markets, especially 
through distribution ne1works in Turkey. Thus contemporary cinema in 
Turkey is fundamentally different from Ye§ilc;am. even though its partly 
cuhic recep tion is enmeshed with its projected and recollected nostalgic 
simplicity, innocence, and morality. 

While the resurgence of cinema in Turkey implies an insurgence againsl 
Hollywood. it could a lso be viewed in terms of ils uneven movement. In 
the preceding chaplcrs, Turkifica tion and Ye$il~am are, in one respect, 
placed as forces creating continuities and forcing alterities into unities. 
Post-Ye~c;am, though not free from Turkification and Y~l~am, is also 
insctibed by unevenness and thus separation of one from the othet: While 
it~ resurgence seems to cater to the visibility of ethnic minorities, such 
unevenness also indicates violent disturbances as films roll. Despite the 
limited visibility of others, the oscillation between highs and lows and 
lhe separations insctibed in contempormy Turkey seem to be veiled. Jn 
other words, contemporary popular cinema in Turkey has yet to account 
extensively for Islam a nd Kurds, both of which are partially visible but still 
outside of secularist para.m eters. 

Seculatist incursions in lo post-Y~ilc;am have not yet been able to dis
linguish themselves (rom i ls nationalism and identification with national 
cinema. While one aspect ofTurkification fell into the confines of the sec
ularis1 republican projects, the challenges to contemporaty renderings 
of Kemalism brought forward a competitive understanding of Turkish 
identity, subjected to mythic originaty and unitaty cla ims by Kemalis ts, 
na tionalists, and Islamists:, as well as by Kurds and other ethnic minori
lies. Howeve1~ some scholars of cinema, such as Robins and Aksoy, also 
acquiesce to the limits of th is search for mythic origins as they opt for the 
"mult i-cultural, multi-confessional, multi-lingual" projection of the late 
Oltoman Empire by remaining obstinalely blind to its calamities ranging 
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from colonialism, slavery, violent oppression of the empire's others, and 
the dominance of religion in legal and political stratification (2000, 204). 
The Ottoman Empire. an Limmel state that identified itself in gathering 
the Muslim community of the world and was led by an emperor entit.led 
to be the caliph, caters to the other side of contemporary melancholy 
and nostalgia reproduced by intellectual circles through a mythic pro
jection attempting to diverge from the nat ion-state's vices and to search 
for its primordial state. Within the confines of this misconception, since 
the na tion-state is taken to be a purifying and cleansing entity, whatever 
existed before its induction must be multicultural. While this postmod
ern nostalgia implies a longing for a supposed "valid" and "true" origi
nary state, it can only be found in the past and thus cannot be ret rieved. 
However, the defenders of Ottoman multicul turalism and muhilingual
ism reproduce Francis Fukuyama's postmodern closures of history and 
Samuel Huntington's reiteration of civilizational clashes, remaining blind 
to the religiosity of the empire. 

The global revival of religious discourses and civilizational clashes has 
coincided with Lhree separations in Turkey: between the West (the Euro
pean Union in particular) and the non-\Vest (Turkey in particular), the 
secular (Kemalists) and the Islamic (identified with the n1ling AKP), and 
Turks (nationalists and the Turkish m·my) and Kurds (Kurdish nat ional
ists and the PKK). Despite the so-called transnmionalist moves, national
ism is not withering away, but instead creating violent o utbreaks against 
non-Turks and non-Muslims living in Turkey. "Nationalism is now kind 
of a protest on the part of those who have found themselves excluded 
from the contemporary global order, a movement o f disa[ected young 
men against an international 'regime of civility'" (Stokes 1999, 129-30). 
The killing of the Armenian Turkish in tellectual Brant Dink or the allacks 
agains t Christian priests in 2007 can be understood as instances of s uch 
outbreaks. While such xenophobic violence is unanimously criticized 
by the mainstream Turkis h media, the med ia, and specifically cinema, 
a lso help augment the potential for such acts I hrough n<1tionalistic cov
erage of news and production of nat ionalis t narratives, such as those of 
recent nationalist action-adventure films. Seen in this vein, the separatist 
discourses in Turkey about nation, religion, and cultu re have also been 
expressed cine matically through various react.ions harking back to dis
courses of nationalism and Islamism and through openings pointing to 
alternative avenues. 
Post-Ye~ilc,:am, the new cinema of Turkey, inscribes these separations, 

the ir communality, and melee. While secularist media in Turkey continue 
to reinterpret and reproduce their version of Kemalist westernization 
and modemi7.ation, their Islamic counterparts. in addition to their usual 
religious propaganda, air documenta.-ies on Leonard Cohen, do remakes 
of My Name l s Earl, and visualize the proliferating culture of Tslamist 
bourgeoisie. If film theory, with regard to non-Western countries, were to 
atte mpt to understand what is going on in such worlds o f cinema, it would 
have to leave behiind ils nationalis t or transnationalist outlook in order 
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to see how this unevenness converges and clashes through McWorld and 
Jihad. In other words, categories such as the national or the transnational 
and the film theory that reproduces them st ill presu me clear-cut distinc
tions and segregations that cannot account for this unevenness of refer
ences and tropes. Such categorical imperatives are implemented with a 
theoretical violence compelling melanges, without paying attention to the 
melee of singularitJes. However, this wildly contradicting programming is 
already about the ming ling and modification o f cultures in whjch meet
ings and encounters occur. 

·· y~il~m Film": The Bandit"s Postmortem to Ye~ili;am 

The success of Yavu 7. Tutgul's qk1ya (The Bandit), a nice surprise for 
many with more tha n 2.5 million tickets sold. reintroduced discussions 
of what constitutes "Turkish film." While 'l\Jrgul deemed it a "Turkish 
film," underUning its domesticity and authenticity, ~k1ya's popularity 
converged with nos talgia and melancholy, partly as a postmortem to 
Ye~il~m. "Y~il~am film" or "Turkish film," a novel genre, offers various 
characteristics: ma1·king Y~il<;am's irretricvability, Lhis genre constructs 
an imaginary and mythic past that is communicated through nostalgia 
and melancholy. After noting that standard Yesili;am films have recently 
been perceived as "a joke, synonymous with bad taste and banali ty,"" 
Asuman Suner claims that "the tropes of home and belonging" offer a 
thematic continuily between contemporary popular and art films, related 
10 an anxiety of identity (2004, 306-7). For her, this "ghostly'' house 
inscribes the trace of the past and the return of the repressed, as may be 
observed in the ghostlike female characters of contemporary films or pop
ular nostalgia films' inability to turo their references to minority cultures 
into ideological or political issues (2004, 209; 2006a, 14-15). Unlike Fred
erick Jameson's sense of "nostalgia film ," which enta ils the resttucturing 
and projection of "pastiche" onto "a collective social level" and which 
"attempts to appropriate a missing past" through fashion and genera
tional recuperations ( 1993, 75). and unlike Suner who considers E§ktya 
a "nostalgia film" by placing nostalgia in relation to the freezing of the 
past as a "social childhood pe1iod" (2006a. 73), the genre of Ye~il~am film 
offers to fill, via melod rama, the modernizing moral gap opened between 
the past and the present. These films that claim to reiterate an authentic 
pa~t offer the innocence and purity of a bygone era through the selec
tive memory of the nostalgic gaze. After the various socioeconomic and 
cultural transformations that paved the way for the integration of 1\.1rkey 
imo the global capila list system after 1990, Ye~il~am film also indicated 
a further revival of the duality between the modern and the u·aditional, 
where the melodramatic storyline introducing unrequited love, as in the 
case of E§k1ya, senred as filler. Thus following Linda Hutcheon (1998). 
the genre Ye~ili;am film is not a postmodern genre, where nostalgia is 
"called up, exploited, and ironized." nor a clash of innocent child.hood 
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with an evil, grown-up present, but instead a "relrivalist" genre, offering 
the melodramaric search for a Jost authenticity. 

The dynamics of this filler marked a shift in terms of gender identity 
through a new genre of masculine melodrama to which E~k.iya belongs. 
In the film, after serving thirty-five years in jail, the Kurdish bandit Baran 
($ener $en) discovers that his \~llage has been deserted due to a dam proj
ect and then goes to Istanbul to find his beloved Keje (Sermin Hlirmeri<;:). 
Despite managing to find her, he discovers that he cannot be with her and 
so throws himself from the top of a building toward immortality. Bringing 
together elements ·of Ye~il.;:am's melodramatic modality, this new genre of 
Ye~il<;:mn film has a lso marked an important sh'ift. Box office hit tearjerk
ers with high production values, such as Baba 111 ve Oglum, Beyaz Melek. 
(The '\Nhite Angel, dir. Mahsun Klrm1z1gul, 2007), Kabadayt (For Love and 
Hono1: dit: Omer Varg1. 2007), and Gonii.l Yi'imsi focus on new challenges 
faced by male characters, and thus could also be called male weepies or 
masculine melodrama.5. In this meta-Ye~il<;:am vocabu.lary of melodrama, 
men in search of identity voice a demand for recognition from women, 
who, as the loci of this conferring and powerful gaze, are pushed to the 
fringes of the narrative. 

While male weepies fit into the general frame of new cinema in Turkey 
that is nan-atively male-centered, popular cinema's interest in the Turkish 
East is also inscribed through nostalgia and nationalism. which caters to 
a gap between modernity and tradition. The Turkish East constitutes not 
only the predominantly Kurdish areas in southeastern Turkey but also 
~he underdeveloped parts of Turkey and the bordering countlies that fell 
under the rule of tJ1e Ottoman Empire. E$kiya and many other box office 
hits of the new cinema of Turkey such as Vizontel.e, Vizomele Tuu.ba, Propa

ganda (dir. Sinan t;:etin, 1999), Beyaz Melek, Al/askeli Be§ler: lrak., Deliyurek: 

Figure 7.2. E$kiya (The Bandit, Yavuz Turgul, J 996) 
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Bumerang Cehem1emi, and Kurtlar Vadis i: frak deal with Turkey's Eastern 
problem, that of the Kurds, who in these films cannot s peak in their own 
language. While the first four of these fi lms deal with the internal East, 
the other three often point to external others through southeastern Tuc
key. However, carrying the persisting stains of urban Turkey's past, such 
films often refer to traditional and rural bonds, which are nowhere to be 
found in modem life. Thus the theme of travel is commonly found in these 
films through the internal or external spatial disloca lions of the main 
characters. 1-lowcver, in line with the new urban culture, of which the 
rural and the tradjtional J1ave become integral parts, these travels often 
voice the impossibility of a return to vi lltige li fe. Indeed, two years before 
£sk.iya's release, a hit arabe.sk ode to village life by Ferdi Tayfur highlighted 
this impossibility: "Let's go back to our village/Dance at the wedding of 
Fudime." Howeve1; as the lyrics ol' the song also indicate, this return is 
like Bamn's desire, only wishful thinking. Masculine melodramas are, in a 
sense, about a crisis of gender power, reficcting the rural Anatolian man's 
helplessness and castration in urban centers, because of the different 
credo of urban life, as may be seen through the duo of Baran and Cumali 
(U~ur YOcel). a petty mafioso c haracter named after a chamcter played by 
Y1lmaz Goney in Ince Cumali (Slim Cumali, dir. Y1lmaz Duru, I 967). In 
the city, the bandits are replaced by petty, lower-class criminals who can
not completely adapt to urban life, thus raising the impossible aspiration 
of going back and re11;eving rura l patriarchaJ dominance. Saran's main 
opponent, Keje's husband, represents a strand o f the nouveau ricb, which, 
despite its rural, t.raditfonal, and Kurdis h background, does not aspire to 
go back to the village. 

Seen by many as an epic film, E§kiyc1, like the Yc~il<;am films it Lries to 
revive, is a lso about various silences and unul!erable realities. Assuming 
that Baran the bandit was captured by gendarmerie on Cudi Mountain 
around 1960 or 1961, when the h igh Yc~il~am period started, in 1995 or 
1996 that same mountrun was a war zone where the Tuckish army fought 
against PKK militants. This shif1 from premodc111 bandilcy to contempo
mry political \riolcnce is also underlined in Istanbul where Bamn meets 
Cumali. While the rural bandit is replaced by the urban mafia, warfare, or 
violence, the film, despite th e characters' obvious Kurdish names, does not 
make any cJeJjberale references to Kurds and theii· sociopolitical situation. 
lnstcad, because of her love and forced marriage, Keje chooses to remain 
mute, not speaking to anyone, until s he secs Baran. Keje's silence brings 
about issues in relation to the suppress ion of women through trnditional 
patriarchy, echoing Gayatri C. Spivak's arguments about the dual s upprt:s
sion of subalte111 women and their tactics of resistance through rejectfon. 
l·lence when given voice in Turgul's film. Kejc speaks in Turkish with Barao. 
This is the contemporary MYei;ilc;am film" tha t revives Ye§ilc;am's cinematic 
narratives as well as its ideology and silences and its Tuckifying aggression 
and violence, whkh become increasingly handy with the increase in the 
number of male-centered nanatives of new cinema in Turkey. 
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Was The Bandir the Mythic Origin? 

This second aspect of post-Ye~i l~m. the predominance of masculine 
texts in cinema, has been a frequently discussed issue among film critics 
and scholars who note thnt there are no female-centered plots and no 
romantic comedies or melodramas with professional female characters. 
Post-Ye~ilo;am . in many of its regular dramas or comedies, relied on a 
formulaic repetition of male-centered plots that, in the case of comedies, 
indeed re.,;ve Ye~ili;am's tradition of comedies, relying upon a rehnshing 
of traditional comic characters. As a hit comedy before E~k1ya, Amerikal1 
(The American, d it: $erif Goren, 1993) carries vadous tropes of male
centered plot, parody, and westernizatio n. Scref the Turk (l it. Honot; 
$ener $en). who became rich in the Uniled States, returns to Turkey in 
search of his childhood love Melek (lit. Angel, Lale Mansur). Whereas 
the parodic use of melodramatic overtures of evil plots by villains and 
fallen women inscdbcs the film's distanced re lationship with Ye~ilo;am, 
Amerikah is also a parody of Hollywood films incorporating episodic ref
erences to the hit :films of the era such as Pretty Woman (dir. Gany Mar
shall, J 990), Theim.a and LouL<e (dir. Ridley Scott, 1991), and llome Alone 
(dir. Chris Columbus. 1990). Relying on cultural differences to produce 
comic effects, Amerikalr again uses a journey between East and West in 
which the westernized Turk finds out how much Turkey had changed. 
ln a song, Seref says, "Bridge, tower, subway, pool/\-Vatermelons sold by 
the slice/Burger, blue jeans. coke, ice/Man, we become Americans.'' Such 
an influx of object.sand themes indicative of \Nesternization, concurrent 
with the globalization of Turkey in 1.he post-Ye~ili;:am era, encourages a 
critical look a1 the changes in Turkey through an implicit criticism of the 
loss of authenticity and nalivity. 

Similarly, a few Islamist films such as Minyeli Abdullah (Abdullah from 
Minyc, dir. Yiicel <;:akmakJt, 1989) and Sons11c;a Yiiriimek (Walk toward 
Infinity, d ir. Mesut Ui;akan, 1991), the earliest box office hits of late and 
post-Ye~ili;:am, depicted similar themes related to this loss and western
ization. V.'hile the secular and/or formal histories of cinema in Turkey 
often ignore these films that, despite the patchiness of sta listks. were 
very popular in various peripheral metropolitan areas and Anatolian cit
ies, such films with deUberale political messages and act ivist language 
supporting Islamism are also not considered "political films" (see Postek.i 
2004; Ozgili; 2005), bul rather "white cinema." \-Vhile this term, coined 
by Abdurrah.man Sen ( 1995), attempts 10 account for the propriety and 
cleanliness, hence whiteness. of Islamist films, these films could also be 
seen in direct con trasl to secularist films. In contrasting the evil Istanbul 
with the proper one. for instance, Ya/mz Degilsiniz (You Arc Not Alone, 
dir. Mesut Ui;:akan, 1990) opens wilh the female lead strolling through a 
modern part of Istanbul, seeing advertisements for beer or female stock
ings and Wendy's hamburgers or other fast-food vendors, which are set 
against proper Islamic altitude, such as buying dates from a street vendor 
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10 break fast (Arslan 2007, 169). Focus ing on the s1ory of a young girl who 
finds herself in a sU1.1ggle over the headscarf, Yalmz Degilsiniz s1ill carries 
Ye~il~am's ttopes in its m elodramatic storyline of star k contrasts between 
secularism and Islam ism , between the mfaled westernized ponions of the 
population and the lrue, proper path o f Islamic enl ightenment. Such reli
gious hits of posi -Ye~il~am brought the issue o r covered women to the 
fore, thus joining the headscarf deba tes in Turkey.13 The politicizatio n of 
the headscarf issue in Turkey is an integral theme of these films. However, 
similar to the covered women's essentially solitary s truggle to wea r head
sca1ves in public sp<1ces such as schools and government offices, which is 
not a problem for lslam ist men and which is not supported by the secu
larists a t all, Islamist cinematic representations of the headsca1f issue 
are handled by men , much as lale Ye§ili;am's women's fil ms that were 
predominantly made by men . 

In recent lslamist films , such as The Imam andAnka Ku~11, JslamisLdi rec-
1ors have not been able lo reframe their outlook a nd have kept retrieving 
the melodramatic aspects of Ye§ils;am . Anica Ku$t1 . considered a Tu l'kish
lslamic response to The Marrix (dir. Wachoski Brolhers, 1999), tells the 
siory of a young film d irector's journey back to the small town where he 
grew up, which becomes an in ternal odyssey. In contra_5t, The lmllm contin
ues this trope of return to the village and small lown as. the in-eni evable Sile 
of innocence a nd pur ity. Although it invctts the story of Ogrermen Kema/, 
it nonetheless reproduces the republican projcc1's bina1i es, presenting the 
story of a Weste111-educa1ed professional who finds himself a village imam 
as he dutifully fills in fo1· his old fr:iend. 14 This time, instead of the viJJage 
teacher who brin gs enlig htenment to the village, it is the "white" Turk who 
once was an Islamjs1 who discovers and returns to his self and roots. ' ' This 
neoliberal and neonationalist figure of the "new." "Euro-," or "whi te" Turk 
was introduced in 1992 by a veteran columnist, <;:etin Altan, who placed 
their socioeconomically and cultural "civilized" characteristics against the 
"black" or "dark-skinned " Turks (including Kurds), who are perceived as 
constituting the "uncivili:zed," rural, or migrant lower classes (Sumer 2003, 
114). Howeve1; The I mam's treatment of this sept1ra1ion augments it with a 
recent, concomitant sepa ration: the one between the seculruis ts and lsla
mists. \Vhile lslamist nat ionalism shares a sense of an li-\>Vestemism with 
traditional nationalism, its focus coincides with a nostalgic re1rieval of the 
Ottoman imperial past as the leader of the Islamic world (13-0ra 2003, 450). 
The main character, "rhen imam, initially seen as extremely wes1erniud by 
lhe villagers and thus, as in Ogretm.en Kenw/, finds himself fon:ed to com
municate wi th the village's fool. Similarly, Islamic nationalism, or Turkish
Tslamism, in contemporary Turkey still relics on the inverted vocabulary 
of Kemalist nalionalis m when presenting it5elf. However. as hjnted by the 
title of the film, "the" imam cannot, in the world of contemporary globaliza
tion, stay away from the article "the," lnclicat ing westernization .'• Ins1ead, 
with the rise of Islamic bourgeoisie and lifestyle, contemporary Turkish 
lslamists have shared and enjoyed globalization. 
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The Horrors of Contemporary Turkey 

\.Vhile the early 1990s posl-Ye~ilc;am l$)amist hit lllms ca1Tied direct polit
ical messages, rcceni Islamfat films, in line with post-Ye~il~am, focus on 
male characters. In this respect, masculine melodramas (IJ]d their con
temporary Islamic counterparts, like ismail GOn~'s SOziin Bittigi Yer 
(When Words Are Not Enough, 2007), are about the helplessness a nd 
fragility of fathers who cannot guarantee a good l ife for 1hei r sons-much 
like the republic, as imagined through the paternal figure of AlaLOrk (lit. 
the father of Turks). However, this is a gendered conversation between a 
father and a son, and here, in the world of male weepies, there is no space 
for women. While these masculine melodramas serve as moral filler for 
the contemporaJ)' c 1ises of Turkey, their success in this task is open to 
debacc. The male-centered narrativity of post-Y~il~ is marked by the 
limited mnure of roman1 ic comedies or family melodramas where female 
protagonists occupy considerable narrative space. \<\lhile 1he revival of 
religious culture m ay be handy in explaining the limitedness of family 
melodrama, as the religion and the sociopolitical reflections of proper 
religious life and attire may be seen as moral fillers, this could only be 
used to explain the s ituation of ls lamists. Alternatively, televisual melo
dramas, immensely popular in the last decade, may be seen as additional 
filler. However, these pointS do acknowledge that post-Ye~il~am's filmic 
women are mostly absent or mute because of the ongoing patriarchal 
regime of the film world and 1he rellections of general sociopolitical and 
economic crises in relation to shifting dynamics male power and domi
nance, from traditional to modern, rural to urban, local to global, and 
heterosexual to homosexual. 

Nevertheless, eitber because of all of these crises or because of the shi[t 
in the spectatorial culture in post-Yc§ilr,:am wilh the influx of young, edu
cated, and urban spectators who are increasingly aware of Hollywood 
genres and world cinema, bon·or films, a nascent genre o f post-Ye~ilc;am, 

often introduce cent ral female characters Ara{ (The Abortion, dir. Biray 
Dalk1ran. 2006), Gomeda (di!: Tan Tolga Demirci. 2007), Biiyii (Spell, 
dir. Orhan Oguz, 2004), Beyw'nrn Kadmlan (Shattered Soul, dir. Mus
tafa Aluoklar, 2006), Gen (Gene, dil: Togan Gokbakar, 2006), and Kiift°.ik 
Kiyamet (The Little Apocalypse. dir. Durul and Yagmur Taylan, 2006). 
These female characters are t.hc monstrous others, directly bearing evil 
or becoming the victims of evil forces, a characterization that indicates 
a ensuing threat to the male-dominated, secularist "white" Turk world. 
Thus these films inscribe an ongoing stn1ggle between lslamism and 
secularism. In relation to post-Yc~ilc;am's women, there seems to be a 
convergence of pre-slasher femal e victimiza tio n and post-slasher mon
strosity of women. With reference to Julia Kristeva, af1er noting that "the 
place of the abject is 'the place where mean ing collapses'," and the abject 
as a threat to life that must be "rad ically excluded," Barbar-.i Creed argues 
that abjection in modern hmTor iexts utili zes religious "a bominations" 
such as "sexual immorality, murder. the corpse. bodily wasles, the femi-
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nine body, and incest" and that, in horror films, abjection works in three 
respects (2000, 65). The first has to do with the crossing of the border 
between the normal and the monstrous, the second with the abjection of 
the feminine body, and the third with the construction of tbe maternal 
figure as abject. By focusing on Kristeva's differentiation benveen "mater
nal authority" as "mapping of the self's clean and proper body" and "a 
universe without shame" and "paternal laws" as "th.e phallic phase and 
acquisition of language" and "a universe of shame," Creed m<iintains that 
"virtually all horror texts represent the monstrous.-feminine" through an 
interplay of disgust and pleasure, of bodily wastes and the breaking of 
the taboo (2000, 68-69). As Creed notes, if it is religion that purifies the 
abject, then horror films may be seen as a "modern defilement rite" (2000, 
69-70). Seen Crom this perspective, unlike male weepies, which have to 
do with the paternal law and the shame of guilt in relation to the repub
lican father who "Turk..ified" his sons, post-Ye~ilyam ho1Tor films may be 
seen in rela tion to matenml authority. However, instead of a menstrua l 
0 1· excremental bodily fluid or waste, as in the case of Hollywood's horc 
ror films. post-Y~l~am's secuJarist horrors point to another abjection, a 
metaphorical rendering of the headscarf. Through it, maternal authority, 
\vithout shame and demanding the clean and proper body as a religious 
guarantee against all sorts of abominations, is being covered by conceal
ing the "beauties" of the body and blocking the male gaze. ln other words, 
post-Ye~il~am's monstrous females are concomitant with the covered 
women who are still left out of the state-controlled institutional public 
spaces and are not <tllowed to work at government offices or secula1ist 
private businesses. 

While these films often utilize homegrown Islamic tropes, such as quota
tions Crom the Koran and djinns or other creatures oflslamic mythology, they 
often bring forward a more sophisticated Turkificatfon than their Y~l.yam 
antecedents, in the sense that they combine the global cinematic vocabu
la1y \\rjth homegrown narratives. Among these films, Okul (The School, dir. 
Dutul and Yagmur Taylan, 2003) invites a close relation to Scream with its 
popular mainstream appeal and D@bbe introduces the vocabulary of Japa
nese horror cinema through its low-budget aesthetics. Howeve1; the majority 
of these films share their focus on the honors of "white" Turks. Okul centers 
on upscale high school students; D@bbe mashes the Internet and Jslam to 
present evil in the lives of affluent, secuJar small-town fol.ks; Aro{ deals with 
giving birth and abortion in the upper middle classes; through the story of a 
group of archaeologists, Biiyu introduces an age-old myth about the killing 
of all of the little gir ls in a village except one; Beyza'n111 Kadmlan focuses on 
a serial killer story through various personae taken by the upper-middlc
class lead female character; and Kiii,;iik K1yamet deals with the hysteria of 
an upper-middle-class woman about a possible earthquake that might take 
place in IstanbuJ. Whi le the female lead characters are mostly uncovered, 
educated, and urban upper middle class, these films, directed by secular 
male Turks, involve a metaphorical horror, that of the Islamicization of 
Turkey. Their horrors. the threats against the secularist "white" Turk world 
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come out of the closet in Beyza'nm Kadmlan, where the schizophrenic lead 
female character assumes the identities of different females, especially those 
of the covered women, as she loses control of her main identity, the wife of 
a psychiatrist. Beyza:s hysterical recollection of her past forces her to cover 
herself and thus brings to mind the secular mass hysteria about the tlu-eat of 
being forced to cover if the Islamists gain enough political power. However, 
while this secular mass hyste1ia imblicates a "white" Turk position, cove1-ed 
women, who are turned into monsters, are not only discriminated against 
by the secularists but also by the ove1t pat1;a1·chy of Islamist men. Thus the 
recent wave of horror films. mostly produced by secular young directors and 
intendecl for young spectators. often allegorically highhghts the obsession 
\\rjth covered women. 

Sexing the Differences: Sex Films and Comedies 

If, as suggested by Linda Williams, hon-or is one of the three lowly, exploit
ative genres (the otber two being melodrama and sex), the limitedness of 
female characters in other genres might be understandable because of the 
absence of othered monstrous women who are left out: of this economy of 
representation (2000, 219). On the one hand, while hon-or films, through 
the abjection of the monstrous femin ine, cater to the fears of "white" male 
Turks and their lust for blood and sadomasochistic urges, contempo
rary male weepies invite the despicable tears of male masochism and the 
shame and guilt of initiation to the paternal law in the search of a position 
between the West and the East, Islamists and secularists, and homosexu
als and heterosexuals. On the other hand, one of the most sought-after and 
dangerous items in the pornographic underworld! of Turkey, living through 
pirate VCDs or DVDs and various 'Neb sites, are sex films featuring cov
ered women, embedded in a locus of taboos and the ultimate danger pro
jected by the lslamist males. As a result, the contemporary underworld of 
Tw·kish pornography's locus is the female body "vhere meaning collapses 
and where the abject as a threat must be excluded. These films reiterate 
Ye~ilc;am's dilemma of cuckolds and prostitutes and its appalling contem
poraneity with a discursive shift. 

While Post-Y~ilc;:am's mainstream comedies, which will be dealt with 
shortly, use themes related to sex for marketing, and while there are cur
rently many television stars and models who invite sexploitative (mis)uses 
of the media, there are no "publicly-known" porn films or stars in Turkey. 
Instead, the world of pornography, still aligned by the prostitute and cuck
old double, is either maintained through pirated copies of porn films, the 
Internet, or through diasporic Turks, especially Sibel Kekilli and Sahin K 
(Yilmaz). While Sibel Kekilli, especially after becoming (in)famous after her 
lead role in Fatih Akln's Duvara Ko.r$z (Head-On, 2004), received hypocritical 
media coverage a5 the "immoral" star of German porn films and the honor
able star of contemporary postmigrant and auteur cinema.!;>ahin K became 
a veritable star among young, educated Turkish males (Arslan 2008). \IVhile 
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obvious gender differentiation and segregation is at stake in the media cov
erage of the two actors, Kekilli's position is complicated from being dis
owned by her father because of her past in pornography. Marginalized by 
paternal authority, Kekilli'.s situation reflects the postmigrant duality and 
dilemma set in-between Germany and Turkey, the \.I/est and the East, and 
immorality and morality. On the other hand, Sahin K has become famous 
with a scene in one of his many porn films produced for a German com
pany, in which he acts and of which he also is a part owner. In the scene, 
Sahin K, with his big belly, moustache, sandals, and half-erect penis, walks 
from the sea to the beach as if he is the Mark Harris (Patrick Duffy) of the 
television series The Man from Atlantis (1977) and asks the naked woman 
waiting for him whether she wants to have his ice-cold penis coming from 
the sea. After this clip was distributed via the Inte1net, Sahin K became a 
hit figure enmeshing his n1ral background and look as a "dark-skinned" 
Turk with "ironic" sexual power among young, educated males." Whereas 
Sahin K, as a witty male star of pornographic films, is often seen with ironic 
interest, Sibel Kekilli epitomizes an immoral woman, demonized for her 
part in earlier porn films. Howeve1; both of these diasporic actors are 
understood, according to the ongoing myth of morality, concurrent with 
the oblivious Ye!}ilc;am era of sex films, to be the others of the nation, living 
in a world free of the burdens of Turkey, and thus making such transgres
sions possible. 

In addition to postmigr.ant cinema in which sex may become an overt 
theme, the digital and ethnic media and cinema unde1,vodd of Turkey 
offer two distinct avenues of consumption. Digital satellite receivers 
are very common, especially in nual Turkey and, despite sketchy data, 
these receivers account for one-third of television consumption in Turkey 
(<;:olakoglu 2006). \.I/bile thte domestic satellite se1vice Turksat, which gives 
local television channels a chance at national and international broadcast. 
is the legitimate avenue for this, Hotbird offers two additional options: 
the Kurdish satellite tele"ision channel Roj TV and the porn and film 
channels. Kurdish-language broadcast in Turkey, wh.id1 is supposed to be 
hanclled by the Turkish Radio and Television (TRT) institution, includ
ing feeds in other minori cy languages, has only been rarely practiced." 
Instead, Roj TV offers an alternative feed diverging from the formal state 
ideology of Turkey.19 In addition, encrypted pornographic feeds and movie 
channels on Hotbird are also widely consumed through illegal code break· 
ing. Moreover, in the pirate DVD and VCD market in Turkey, both foreign 
and domestic porn films are widely bought and sold. Thus despite increas
ing attempts to control the sexual content of the Internet by blocking some 
\Veb sites and on television through the RTOK (The Supreme Board of 
Radio and Television) by the current government, both ethnicity and sex 
are commonly consumed through alternative avenues. 

'While these media have brought about a partial normalization of nudity 
and sex in the media and in the post-Ye~ilc;am cinema, both secular and 
Islamist media in Turkey are open to representing uncovered women 
through a correlation between nudity and prostitution. Howcve1; when 
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it comes to covered women, even the mere idea of women's 1;ghts moves 
one step toward the dangerous terrain of the terror and oppression of Isla
mist males.20 Thus p erhaps the contemporary c-ou11terpar1 of Ye~il~am's 
dilemma is another dilemma where the duality between Lhe sexually liber
ated Western women and the morally decent n1ddsh women is replaced 
with one between the sexually liberated and therefore indecent uncov
ered women and the morally and religiously decent covered women. The 
looming question here, then, becomes that of the cuckolds and how they 
changed in the post-Y~ili;am era. 

"Youth comedies" present another nascent post-Y~l~m genre in which 
the disregard of traditional, fslamis1 Tu1·key and mild exploi tation 1hemes 
related to sex have come to the fo1·e. Popular examples of such films include 
(:t/gm Dersane (The Crazy School, dit: Fantk Aksoy, 2004), t;:tlgzn Dersane 
Kampta (The Crazy School at the Camp, dir. Faruk Aksoy, 2008), and N~eli 
Genf'lik (Joyful Youth, dir. Mesut Taner, 2007). Both Oku/, a horror comedy, 
and Smav (The Exam. du: Omer Faruk Sorak, 2006), an action comedy 
introduc.ing Jean-Claude Van Damme as a secret agent, converge with Lhi.s 
genre. Additionally, the remakes of or sequels to the Hababam Sm1fi series, 
Hababam Sm1ft: Merhaba (The Class of Chaos, dir. Kartal Tibet, 2004), 
Hababam Stntfi Askerde and Hab(1bam Simfi 3.5 (d ir. Ferdi E~lme:i:, 2006), 
with their usual cas1 of seasoned, slightly older :studen1s aL a high school 
follows a well-known foLmula of comedy. Howeve1; the influx of new youth 
films indicate an interaction be1ween the films and the spectators who con
sume them, through a juvenilization enmeshed with high-concept movies 
and wilh a redefinition of the cuckold-proslilULe duality. Among these films, 
N~eli Genflik, a Turkification of American Pie (dii: Paul Weitz, 1999), with 
its slogan, "One day you will ge1 laid, too," was marke1ed lhrough sexploit
ative overtones, wi1h scenes introducing nudHy widely covered in 1he media 
dwing the release of l11e film.21 Unlike 1950s Hollywood, which targered and 
exploi1ed teenage audiences with controversial and bizan-e plots and sub
standard budgets (Doherty 2002). the juvenili7.ation of post-Y~~m ''~th 
exploitative teenpics is a areffectual process, similar to the changes that 
took place after the blockbuster with high-concept films (Wyatt 1994). Like 
Grease's (dit: Randa] Kleiser, I 978) combination of stars, music, dance, mer
chandising, and proven formulas, <;1lgm Dersane may be thought of in line 
with high-concepl films that have a simple, so-aightforwa1-d storyline and 
thal ru-e also responsive to economic changes. Following Douglas Gomery 
and Robert Allen, Wyatt notes that high-concept films, as will be elaborated 
shortly. inscribe a due change in the cinematic mode of production through 
the influx of myriad factors (1994). Post-Y~lt;am's youth comedies. apart 
from their relation to high concept's juvenilization, offer a converging lhe
matic SIJ1Jcture that J.1Jns parallel to masculine desires and exploitation. 

Various dramas dealing in part ,~;th the situa tion of Eastern European 
women either illegally coming to Turkey or being forced into sex slavery 
have also reflected Lhis u·end. Mainstream films such as Balalayka (Bala
laika, dh: Ali O:i:gentOrk, 2000) and Rus Gelin (The Russian Bride, dir. 
Zeki Alasya, 2003) have u;ed w deal with such problems lhrough the lens 
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figure 7.3. Uzak (Distant, Nuri Bilge Ceylan, 2002) 

of social issues, by fixing the situation of Eastern European women in 
Ttu·key through pathologica l references. On the other hand, the Eastern 
European wom;m of Azize: Bir Laleli Hikayesi (Saint: A LLleli Story, clir. 
Kudret Sabancr. 1999) is teleportcd into the masculine underworld of the 
mafia before she turns into a locus of the representa tion of masculine 
desire and violence in Gemide (On Board. di1: Serdar Akar, 1998), Azize's 
s iste r film. These two films have converging stories through an East Euro
pean female character who is forcefully captured by one group of males, 
the ship's crew, and from another group, the mob. These two intertwined 
sto1ylines are seen by one scholar as "stylistic repetitions, without cri tical 
potential," whereas, for instance, Dervi~ Zaim's Tabu11a Rovw;ata ( 1996), 
Ban~ Pirhasan's Usta Beni ()/diirsene ( 1997), Ye~im Ustaoglu's Giine§e Yol
culuk (1999), and Zek:i Demirkubuz's Mas11111iye1 (I 997) and Ofiillcil Sayfa 
( 1999) are taken to deal with "hybrid forms" through "mul ti-centered" and 
"multi-vocal" spatiotemporal construction nurtured by an "expressionist" 
and "film noir'' climate (Akbal Siialp 2001, 94-95). Similarly, after not
ing that the "new Turkish cinema" is a cinema of men . another scholar 
secs these two films as "aestheticizing the plundering of the female body" 
unl ike Nuri Bilge Ceylan's Uzak, which makes the male world "estranged 
and disturbing" (Suner 2006a. 313).12 In other words. whlle this inscribes 
a continuation of criticisms directed against Y~ili;:am. in the case of post
Ye~ili;:am such cri ticisms cater to another distinction, tha t between popu
lar and auteur cinema. 

Post-Y~ih;am 's Postclassicism and High Concept 

What is more interesting in the case of Azize and Gemid<) is not their rep
resentation o( male desire and violence, but that their fragmented and 
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interwoven storytelling seems 10 fit into the mold of contempora1)' cinema 
while still maintaining the stylistic tradition of Y~ilc;arn, as was discussed 
in relation to Canli Fledef. Cemide tells the s tory of a crew of a small coaster 
who, on land in Istanbul on a d1unken night, find themselves in a deadly 
fight with the mafia a nd then capture an Eastern European girl and take 
ber on bourd, where the plot thickens wi th lust, seduction, and the girl's 
ec1;c s ilence. Azize, on the other hand, is the sto1y of three mobsters who 
oy to find a virgin girl for a mafia boss but lose her in their encounter with 
the crew in the Laleli neighborhood oflstanbul.'-' \>Vritten by Onder i;:akar, 
who also wrote the international awurd-winning Takva, r.hese two films 
not only offer a glimpse into the masculine underworld of Istanbul bu t 
also introduce stylistic clashes, memorable quotes, and metapho1;cal ref
erences to the situation of Turkey. Apurl from the stylish slang used by the 
coaster's captain, both his analogy between the coaster and the country 
and his ~mphasis on the desuuction of the country either by earthquake 
or by adu.he1y, caters to self-conscious references to the film itself, as the 
female saint (Azize), the belle captive of a masculine world. turns into the 
cause of the crew's apocalyptic end. 

\.Vhile it is possible to maintain that both Gemide and Azh.e seem to 
fit well into post-Ye~i l.yam's novel pallerns of storytelling. Lhis point 
becomes more debatable if one considers similar discussions in relation 
to classical and postclassical and/or postmodern Hollywood. The recent 
studies of David Bor dwell (2006) and Krist in Thompson (I 999b; 2003) 
propose that despite "novel strategies of plot and s tyle," there is still 
a coexis tence of "change and continui ty" in contemporary Hollywood 
(Bordwell 2006, I ). By naming contemporary Hollywood "modern clas
sicism; Thompson sees the "youthquake/autcrist phase" between 1969 
and 1977 as "a brief de tour that has had a lingering impact on indusoy 
practice," but not "harb ingers of u profound shi ft in Hollywood story
telling" (I 999b, 4). For Thompson. "auteur" has become both a label and 
publicity tool of produc t differentiation for marketing, and led to "juve
n ilization" by moving minor genres into the mainstream ( I 999b, 7-8). 
Despite this detour, with reference to \.Varren Buckland, who finds the 
arguments about the new Hollywood's "loosely-linked, self-sustaining 
ac tion sequences o ften built around spectacular stunts, stars, and spe
cial effects" as "overstated," Thompson mainta ins that contemporary 
blockbusters or high-concept films still have "well-honed" narratives, 
keeping up with a cause-and-effect chain of even ts marked by progres
sion, c larity, and unity. Similarly, as Bordwell observes, while the basics 
of storytell ing have been extended in three ways (dividing the plot 
into three acts, maintaining the consis tency and plausibility of main 
characters by making them have a flaw. and the induction of a mythic 
journey), classical H ollywood's narrational techniques ("appointments, 
deadlines. causally dense scene construc t ion, a balance of narrow and 
wider ranges of knowledge, passages of ove11.ness balanced with less 
self-conscious onesn) arc still in effect (2006, 28-34, 50). Both Bordwell 
and Thompson, to support their point about the continuity of nurrative 
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forms from classical to postclassical Hollywood, underline the mode of 
production, the economic structuration of Hollywoo d as an oligopoly. 
To make this point, T hom pson quotes Douglas Gomery, who underlines 
the continuing control of majors, whi le Bordwell notes, "Bazin was 
1;ght: the 'classical' arl of the American cinema is m ost demonslrable 
in 'its fertility when ii com es in to contact with new eJements ,' integrat
ing them into its distinctive 'style of cinema tic narration' " (Thompson 
I 999b, 4; Bordwell, 2006, 50). Though not openly s tated, both of them 
refer in these arguments to flmdamental Marxist theory: Thompson's 
is the premise that infrastructure determines superst ructure and Bor
dwell's is a bout the working of capitalism that has the capacity to inte
grate its opposites. 

While this fonnalist invitation of Marxism to place narration may also 
be employed in making sense o f post-Ye§ils;am, the new cinema of Tur
key involves inte ns ive changes in terms o f the cinematic mode o f pro
duc lion, interrelated witb the postindus tria l economic makeup of the 
contemporary world that seems to go unnoticed in chese discussions. As 
Richard Maltby notes, pos tclass ical Hollywood ill ustra tes "the e nd result 
of the changes initiated by the Paramount decrees, the establishment 
of a new re lationship with the tele";sion industry, and the switch of its 
allention to a younger aud ience" (1998, 23). For him, this new makeup 
ll11-ned Hollywood majors in lo financiers and dis1ributors and led them 
to be more responsive LO a udience demographics. market fragmenta· 
tio n, and global i7.atio n. Similarly, a fter the departure of the wild capi
tal of Ye~il<;.am from the movie business, new capi1al- which includes a 
mix of Hollyv•ood and domestic majors, minors, media , adve1-tisement 
moguls, independent p1·oducers search ing for international collabora
tion, and to some extent old-style Y~il<;.am producers- has appeared. 
Wi1h Eurimages funds and the regulations supponing domestic cinema 
administered by the Ministry of Culture, independent and first-time fic· 
1ion and nonfiction filmm akers have also found fmanciaJ sources and 
niches in which to make a nd exhib it their films. eve n if they may do 
so on ly in a limited number of thea ters . Fo r ins tance, lwo recent b ig 
productions , Kabaday1 and Beyaz Melek , with a lmos1 2 million specta-
1ors each, cost a round 4.8 and 3.2 mill ion dollars and were released in 
400 and 260 theaters, resp ectively. A quarter of these theaters were in 
European countries with a considerable Turkish and Kurdish popula
tion. Both of these films are basically masculine melodramas follow
ing the tropes of "Ye~il~am film ." Kabadayt, which li terally translates as 
hoodlum or bully, is a rem ake of E~k1ya in terms of its narra tive tropes 
and star appeal, again s tarring $ener $en as an old-style hoodlum who 
encounters his new-gene1·m ion counterpart. Beyaz Melek, on the o ther 
hand, follows Yilmaz GU ney's popular films, with ils Kurdish star actOI' 
director Mahsun Klrm1z1glil , who became famous as an arabesk singer 
in the last decade. While such well-funded domestic productions arc 
released simultaneously in Turkish and European thea ters, this is not the 
case for independent or smaller productions handled m ostly by smaller 
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distribution companies. Ka.baday1 and Beyaz Melek, o n the other hand, 
were djstributed by UIP and Medyavizyon, respectively. 

These big-budget productions attempting to retrieve Ye~il~am's modal· 
ity may also be seen in relation to high-concept films. While Ye~ilr;:am's 
narra tivt:s marked various convergences and encounters between the tra 
ditional and the modern and the Eastern and the Western through non
illusionism, drrect address. and reliance upon oral over visual narration, 
the contemporary genre o( Y~il\:3-m film, with its hlgh production values2• 

and simple and direct storylines, marks a break with the Y~ili;:am tra· 
dition. Visua\Jy, these recent films could be aligned with contemporary 
glob<1l popular cinem<1s and do not reOect Ye~ilr;:am's characteristic non
illusionism or non-r ealism. Narratively, the genre of Ye~ilr;am film claims 
to reflect on contemporary Turkey through a nostalgic retrieval of the 
innoceni and pure past through masculine melodramas orfc1ing to fill the 
moralistk gap. As \ Vyau notes, linking a star's persona with a strrught· 
forward concept is critical fo1· the marketing of high-concept films (1994, 
10). This is the case for Kabaday1, which links a passe bully figure, ~ener 
~en, wilh his contemporary version in Kenan imirzahoglu, while the con
cept links a series of binary oppositions between the traditional and the 
modern, unreqwted love and the happy ending, while dealing with these 
issues in the contemporary context of Turkey." In addition to the nation
alis t action-adventures, this is also the case for such recent successful 
comedies as G.O.R.A .. Habaham Sm1fl and Maskeli Be$1er series, market· 
driven films blingi.ng together a new "look and sound" and "the match 
between a star and a project, a pre-sold premise (such as a remake or 
adaptation of a bes t-selling novel), and a concept that taps into a national 
trend or sentiment" (Wyatt 1994, 15). In terms of marketing, Wyatt notes 
that high-concept films offered product differentiation to exploit clifferent 
market segments, "an emphasis on scylc" integrated with marketjng and 
merchandising, the promise of a sLraightforward subject matter and the 
marketing of th is with adve1·tising campaigns, and a glitzy look. In ot:her 
words, post· Y~ilr;am's mainstream films a lso al1empt to encapsulate "the 
look, the hook, and the book": quaJjty images and visual style, well.<fefined 
marketing strategies, and the liatitation and straightfonvardness of narra
tive elements (\.Vyau 1994, 22). 

As Wyatt posits, high concept is a postclassica.l slyle of film making "with 
strong ties to the classical cinema, ye1 with some signHicant deviations 
in terms of composi1ion" (1994, 16). High concept is thus a conjunctural 
phenomenon that resulted from the convergence of various economic and 
aesthetic changes. Post· Ye$ilr;:am's hyphenated belatedness, as inrucated 
by the prefix "post-," could then be seen as a result of a mytiad of phenom· 
ena that are neither limited to the filmic world nor natfonal borders per se. 
Instead, s imilar to auteur films' inLer-relationality with global film festivals 
and auteurs, post-Ye~il~am's mainstream a lso catries similar separalions 
and relations. Aspects of the high-concept film, in the case of post· Ye~i19am. 
have also coincided \\~th male-cen tered plots. Lf, on a very basic level, it is 
possible to propose a distinction, by looking at genre narratives between 
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action and romance based on their focus on male and female protagonists 
and on their appeal for male and female spectators, respectively, or if, as 
John Cawelti notes, formulaic literature relying on archetypes focused on 
either "adventure and mystery" or "romance, melodrama." and fantasy 
( 1976, 4), then, among the ten top-grossing films of post-Ye~l~am era Tur
key, there is only one foreign film, Titanic, a romance, and two domestic 
fi lms, Baham ve Oglwn and E$ktya, both masculine melodramas, whereas 
the remaining are action and fantasy films or comedies, all focusing on 
male characters. 

The masculinist discourse of nationalistic action-adventures has retained 
elements of Turkey's own past. As a culturally self-colonized country and 
an extension of an imperial past, Turkey harbors the separation of both 
colonial and colonized cul tu res. Similar to early Hollywood's image of the 
East, which conceptualized the Orient as a world of dream and nightmare, 
archaic wisdom and con temporary savagery, contemporary cinema in 
Turkey has dealt with images of the West similarly: while Americans' tech
nological wisdom and power coincided wilh a portrayal of their savagery 
and con-uption, these films imagined the sou them and eastern Turkey and 
the Middle East similar to Hollywood's image of the East. These national
ist desires, enmeshed with an Ottoman past and its domination over these 
lands, created an image of the Turkish East and relegated the ethnic and 
religious minorities, neighboring countries, and women to a taxonomical 
fold similar to that marked by colonialism. The Turkish West, Turkishness, 
the nation-state, and men have been set in a hierdrchically dominant posi
t ion in this binary system. In consequence, post-Ye§ili;:am's high concept 
is not only made up of myriad factors indicating a particular economic 
and aesthetic ensemble but also indicates a conjunctural shift with the 
dominance of a masculinist discourse at different levels in different films. 
However, while one view of this male-centered narrativity urges for uni
tary communities, another view may underline the singularities made up 
ofmelee, of acti.on and exposition and of touch and shm;ng. 

Exposing Limits: Post/Migrants and New Media 

The melee of post-Ye~il~m can also be observed through the influx and 
incursions of postmigrant, diasporic, or transnational cinema and novel 
forms of cinematic expression through new media and digital technolo
gies, which offer allernative avenues of film production and consumption. 
These cinematic incursions have not only arrived through further separa
tions acknowledging other forms of sharing and touches but have also 
posed multiple threats to unitary communities. Migrant or postmigrant 
filmmakers such as Ferzan Ozpetek or Fatih Akm have been subjected 
to nationalist discourses that deem them as Orientalist or anti-Turkish 
0 1· to transnationalist discourses that consider them responsible for the 
possibility or the creation of melanges. Such transnationalist discourses 
depend on two historical moments. The first moment of diasporic cinema, 
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or films about migrants in the 1970s and 1980s, such as Tevfik Ba~r·s K1rlc 
Metrekare Almanya, as maintained by Deniz Goktilrk, is about "enclosure, 
oppression. and subordination" or about "claustrophobic spaces and sce
narios of imprisonment" (200 1, 143; 2000, 64). In a second moment, the 
Bospo1us, which separates two loci of insulation, Europe and Asia. has 
supposedly been crossed by bridges or tunnels. As may be observed in 
Sinan <;:etin's Berlin in Berlin ( 1993) or Thomas Arslan's Geschwisrer (Sib
lings, 1996), this second moment, for Gokllir k, ''opens up possibilities of 
traffic in both directions" and "encounters in 'contact zones'" (2001, 147). 
For he1; this new genre may be described as "postcolonial hybrid films" 
(Shohat and Stam, l 994) or "independent transnational cinema" (Naficy 
2001), which emphasizes a shift from "subnational" to "transnational" by 
offering "world cinema" that undermines separatist categories such as 
"third cinema" or "sub-state cinema" (Goktiirk 2000, 66). 

Whether underground or above the sea, bridges or lllnnels are about 
intersections, about "constructed" connections between two loci of insu
lation. Fatih Akm's Ya§amm KLy1simla (The Edge of Heaven, 2007) illus
trates this very well. As the recipient of the first European Parliament (EP) 
"Lux" cinema p1;ze, it is both a critically and officially acclaimed film. In 
an lntemational Herald 1iibune article, Akm is presented as "a filmmaker 
who builds b1;dges across cultures" (Kulish 2008). \o\lhile it is very possible 
to place Akm's films in relation to various filmic traditions, ranging from 
Fassbinder's melodramas to Ye§il<;am's episodic and unruly melodramatic 
language or from new American cinema's violent realism to contemporary 
transnational or multicultural melodramas' self-conscious, stereotypical 
storytelling, what seems more interesting here is Aktn's status as a "Euro
pean" auteur; as indicted by the Eurocrats. His award-winning film is dou
bly Europeanized, with the ovation of Members of the European Parliament 
(MEPs) and with its subtitling in all twenty-three official EU languages. 
According to EP vice president Gerard Onesta, the prize is intended for 
"non-elitist films" that represent universality of Europe's values, its cultural 
diversity, or its integration debates and Lux indicates "a positive version of 
the tower of Babel, like the European Parliament (EP), a symbol of linguis
tic and cultural diversity" ("EP's First Lux Cinema Prize .. . " 2007). Then, 
the imagination, the myth, and the religious tale comes down to one meta
physical origin, that of the J udeo-Ch.ristian, of the Lux, and of the tower of 
Babel, where all nations and languages must meJ-ge in a melting pot, in the 
same language, in the same body-soul duality in which diversity becomes 
enslaved and subjected to the idea of a one nation, one God, and a unitary 
community, a com:munion. This is the European community that is to be 
constructed against something, against the domination of Hollywood, as 
indicated in the interview with the producer of Ya~mmn Kiyismda, Klaus 
Maeck, who says European cinema has to "safeguard itself," has to resort 
to isolation ("EP's First Lux Cinema Prize ... " 2007). 

Butned by their fellow countrymen and still exposed to deaths reminis
cent of those in cremato1;a, migrants or postmigrants, people of differ
ent ethnic backgrounds in different nationalisL loci, experience political, 
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social. economic, or cultural melting pots, in which they melt in or are 
victims of arson attacks as in those in Germany. If cinema has to help such 
noneUtist enclaves of unitary communities . it is in that imagination of 
Europe. 'vVhat if, as Derrida asks in rereading The Communist Manifesto, 
"A specter is haunting Europe-the specter of communism .... Haunting 
would mark the very existence of Europe" (1994, 2- 3). Den;da argues 
that historically there are two specters: the old, mid-nineteenth-century 
Europe that faced a futw·e specter, the threat of communism, and contem
porary Europe faced with a past specter, one without body, "an illusion, 
a phantasm or a ghost" that also presents a future dange1; the possibility 
of a comeback (1994, 47- 48). Derrida offers "conjuration ," a word Marx 
could have used had he written the manifesto in French, because he could 
have diagnosed conjuration in the new Europe, in the new world orde1: 
Conjuraiion means tlu·ee things: "swearing together an oath to s truggle 
against a supe1ior power," "the magical incantation destined to evoke, to 
b1ing forth with the voice," and "the magical exorcism .. . that tends to 
expulse the evil spirit which would have been called up or convoked" (Der
rida 1994, 50, 58). Thus for Derrida, a conjuration mm·ks an alliance and 
a conspiracy to overthrow some power; for instance, a group of subjects 
sworn to "represent forces and ally themselves together in the name of 
common interests to combat a dreaded politica l adversary, that is, also to 
conjure it away" (1994, 59). 

When the EP brought together filmmakers and the MEPs for "cultural 
diversity days" when Akln's film was announced as the winner of the first 
Lux prizl;!, thl;!y lllso discus:sed the European film industry and its American 
competition. There. director Cedric Klapisch commented that European 
cinema was in crisis because of American hegemony and the Jack of intra
European circu lation of European films, and that European cinema will 
deteriorate over the next ·three years due to the digi ta! revolution ("EP's 
First Lux Cinema Prize .. . " 2007). Thus the EP must conjure an alliance and 
conspiracy to overturn American dominance because the EP represents 
contemporary Europe, which is faced with both a past and future specter: 
the past of American domination and the future of digital revolution. Thus 
awards (which cou ld also be thought of as "presents") are presented for 
films that conjure an alliance and conspiracy, "to exorcise: to attempt both 
to destroy and to disavow a malignant, demonized, diabolized force, most 
often an evil-doing spirit, a specte1; a kind of ghost who comes back or who 
still risks coming back post mortem" (De1Tida 1994, 59). 

If it is time, at this end, to ventw·e into exorcism, against a specter that 
haunts cinema, this would be of cinema's aesthesis, 1he rationality and 
positivity of its aesthetics, as Klapisch says, of a past, of the time when 
films used to be richer. of the days when they were watching Bergman and 
Fellini ("EP's First Lux Cinema Prize ... " 2007). However, how much does 
Bergman or .Fellini appeal to, say, more than 2 million citizens of Turkey 
living in Germany, who a1·e "widely considered as the most 'alien' group 
of immigrants in Germany" and for whom the employment rate is the 
highest (Kosnick 2007 .. 11, 14)? Here it seems tha t there are no filiations 
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or hierarchical cultural orders, but various instances of identity and iden
tification that underline bifurcations, contrasts, sharings. and encounters 
at various levels. For instance, one Turkish-language broadcast in Berlin, 
Radio MultiKulti, claims a multicultural Berlin just as films by migrant 
or postmigrant auteurs deal "'ith the themes of travel, searching for or 
returning home, as well as multicu ltural and/or homosexual love affairs. 
In the works of "au teurs" one may observe various things: Akm's prob
lematization of Turk.ishness through not belonging and reversals of migra
tion between home and host nations, Ozpetek's partially veiled refusal of 
"sexual normality" through queer films and his revisions of Italian identity 
(Ande.rlini-D'Onofrio 2004; Duncan 2005), Thomas AI-slan's post-migrant 
characters canying the stresses of diasporic or transnational identities 
(Menne! 2002; Gallagher 2006), and Kutlug Ataman's transitional trans
vestites experiencing a multicultural underworld (Clark 2006). While these 
works explore these films in terms of border crossings, transnationalities, 
and postnational arguments, other Turkish-language radio 01· television 
feeds in Berlin reflect different ethnic, religious. and cultural claims. The 
Open Channel, supported by the German government's multicultw-al 
policies, was designed to present a televisual public space where migrant 
populations could voice their concerns. But the Turkish-language broad
casts, done through the Open Channel, reflect the home country's melee 
among groups like secula1ists, Islamists, Alevites. Turks. and Kurds (Kos
nick 2007, 183). This may be thought of as happening jn "Deutschkei" (i.e., 
Deutschland-Turkei), which "may be envisioned as a self-contained Turk
ish ecosystem,,, [a) geogri1phically imaginary, yet socio-politically very 
real sphere ... an ex tension of Turkey than as a part of Ge1many" (Argun 
2003, 6). In Deutschk.ei, each of these parties ap proaches Turkey and its 
intergroup relations differently and they also ofteo find themselves in vio
lent encounters that are extensions of the clashes at home. 

\>.fhile this may reflect the melee of fight in Deutschkei, the melee of love 
could be observed on Dugan IV, a wedding channel broadcasting via sat
ell ite and intended for the Turkish population living throughout Europe. 
As the one-of-a-kind wedding television channel, Diigiln TV is not about 
weddings, but instead it broadcasts live or taped wedding ceremonies so 
that they can be seen by family and faiends who could not attend the cer
emony. Advenising itself as the first and only wedding television of the 
world, Dilgil11 TV offers two hours of airtime for a cost of several hundred 
euros. Those who have families in Turkey incorporate them into the wed
ding ceremony virwally, crossing borders and obstacles, both financial 
and visa-related. As an upgrade from the popular video film trade and 
consumption in the 1980s, such a television channel allows the Deutschkei 
to communica te wi th Turkey ins tantam:ously. In addition, today Deutch
kei regularly watch Turkish television broadcasts. In addition to online 
shopping and various entenainment and talk show programs aired on 
Dilgun TV, a new television serial, lrha/ Gelin (Imported Bride, 2007) is 
advertised on the channel's Web site (hllp://www.dugun.tv). In its unruly 
combination of jazz. rap, and Azerbaijani folk music, the trailer for the 
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series introduces a theme song where people who are called "auslander" 
(foreigner) in Germany, and "Almcmci" (Turkish resident of Germany) or 
"gurbet¢" (living abroad) in Turkey call themselves "human beings." Apart 
from this plea, the channel also airs text messages of Deutschkei people 
who are looking for partne·rs and thus seives as a commercial community 
portal. In other words, wedding ceremonies are wed with further possi
bilities of coupling, as some messages indicate that those who watched the 
weddings viewed people seen on-screen as possible partners. much as they 
might look for matches at a live wedding. 

Identity, \.Vestern or non-Western, could be pinned down to separation, 
which moves, slides, and takes up other identities by already being plu
ral or multicultural. Virtual communities and new media offer instances 
of such encounters, minglings, and modifications, not only in Dcutschkei 
but also in Turkey and elsewhere. The Turkish, often lehist or nationalist, 
criticism of Ozpetek's Hanui.m as a self-orientalizing film that canies colo
nial subplots, or of Akm's Crossing 1h.e Bridge as misrepresenting Istanbul's 
music scene with an exotic. touristic gaze, often reflects the critics' under
standing of what the Kema\ist nation-state should look like rather than 
an examination of its shi[ting parameters. These films thus raise a discus
sion about the dominance of a totalitarian or omnipresent voice, whether 
secular or Islamist, that attempts to override all others. Alon's or Ozpetek's 
voice is denied representation. denied the capacity to speech, as they see, 
imagine, or perceive Turkey. Similarly, the denial of the voices of others in 
Turkey, in the ca5e of ethnic, non-Muslim, and gendered identities, is laced 
with such lingering claims toward hegemonic and monophonic sound. As 
noted above, dubbing has 'been interlaced with Turkification in Ye~ilc;am 
and there is still an ongoing practice of dubbing in almost all of the recent 
television serials, to which contemporary films often gives references. For 
example, the highly popular television serial Kurtlar Vadisi is not only 
dubbed, but unlike many other television series or serials, the voice of the 
tough nationalist protagonist of the serial, Polat Alemdar (Necati ~a~maz), 
is dubbed by a professional dubbing artist as in high-era Ye~ilc;:am films. 
Thus the voice in question. or the right to speak, belongs to a veiled dub
bing miist in order to represent a character who often silences the minori
ties or enemies of Turks in the series. 

On the other hand, in the post-Ye~ilc;am era and with the advent of 
digital technologies. dubbing of both Turkish and other f:ibns has left the 
hands of Y~il<;am filmmakers or the Kemalist elite. The new practice 
of the dubbing or subtitling of foreign films done by different television 
channels often censors or alters various dialogues ideologically or reli
giously. For instance, during dubbing, various Islamic television channels 
often translate "God" into "Allah" and, in extreme cases, characters such 
as The Smur{s have been turned into a community of Islamic believers. 
Alternatively. dubbing amateurs, with the help of the popularization of 
digital technologies. have also started to engage with valious 1\irkish or 
foreign films by rewriting !heir stories by dubbing and dfatributing their 
dubbed, pirated copies. By producing a mishmash of voices and cultural 
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references. such amateur translations no t only glocalize Hollywood but 
also blw· 1he lines between re-presentational economies. Unlike the muted 
accent of mainstream d ubbing prncliccs, these digital incursions i010 the 
world of cinema, which has become a product not necessarily consumed 
in film theaters, but through computers and other digi1al 1echno logies, 
produced various instances of accented voice. Instead of the accented films 
o[ world auteurs, these local vernacula ri7.ations are known by the name 
of the place where the "accented" dubbing has been made such as the 
"Turcomen" version of Bravehe<ln (dir. Mel Gibso n, I 995) from Kars, the 
"yorum" version of Troy (tlir. Wolfgang Petersen, 2004), and the Turcomen 
versions of Gladiaior (clir. Ridley Scon. 2000) and Titanic (dir. James Cam
eron, 1997) bo1h from Elaz1g. There is also the Oalga Dublaj Talum1 (DDT, 
The Dciisive Dubbing Team), formed by two brothers, Osame and Sadik 
Agrrba~li, who produce Konya-accemcd works with religious overt ones 
and local references associated with the culture of the city (Arslan 2006). 
To these, as noted a bove, one may also add Kurdish-language popular 
cinema including various sex films in Turkey that are in distribution in a 
seemingly underground market. 

\Vhile these alternative dubbings produced various multiplications 
of the voice, the getiirk1 economy of pirated films also involves va1ious 
instances of a ltered or vemacularized subtitling. These subtides are often 
produced by amateurs and distributed through '.Veb sites. Those who 
download illegal, often DivX format, copies of Hollywood films a lso down
load the Turkish sllbtitles for them and watch these films through com
puters or DVD players.26 These subtitles not only introduce a multitude 
of mistakes but a lso multiple instances of Turkification or Islamici7.ation, 
depending on the amateur translator. In a recen t translation, when Will 
Smith's character Robert Neville in I Am Legend (dir. Francis Lawrence, 
2007) says "There is no god," a note in parentheses followed by a smiley 
face states "Forswear it, dude" ( (HQ.$a de tdtm :) ) (http://www.iha.eom.tr/ 
haber/detay.aspx?nid=8830&cid= I t ). Such ironic interventions into origi
nal texts could perhaps be seen as dismantling the logic of the otiginal, its 
global bourgeois ideology of individualist creativity ascribed to an a rtis t 
who has ultima te arnhority over his or her text. 

Instead, such cases of dubbing or subtitling inscribe "remediation" 
(of both Ye~l~m and Hollywood) inscribing various convergences and 
encounters. "All currem media function as remedialors and that reme
diation offers us a means of intcrpre1ing the work of earlier media as 
well ... ours is a genealogy of affiliations, not a linear hislOry" (Bolter and 
Gn1sin 1999, 55-56). If rem ediation involves the remediation of older 
media, then one of the earliest cases of the postmortem for Yc~il<;am is 
that of 2/5 BZ's work that, through sampling, uses dubbed dialogues [rom 
Ye~il<;am films in their elecu·onic mus ic. Fonned by Serhat K15ksal in 
1991 as a multimedia project, 2/5 BZ edited together found sounds and 
performed sound and images "~di an anarchic tone and is often seen as 
responsible for the earliest ironic rcndeiings ofY~<;am films (Ahu~ 2008). 
In Kunu/ulf Yok (There Is No Salvation), a l 994 piece from the a.lbum 

272 Cinema in Turkey 



Opua Dt$m (Pow Bang), Koksal. similar to Mozart's Rondo alla 7itrca, 
puts together Ottoman Turkish janissary bands' march music with tech no 
rhythms and dialogues and sound effects From Y~il~am films: "Death is 
no salvation, there is no salvation for any of you, pow bang" (hllp:/lwww. 
myspace.com/2serhatSbz)_ While this remed iation acknowledges Y~ils;arn 
as postmortem, it also remedies and repeats Y~ilt;am , by supplementing it 
in a post-Y~i l1;:am world. Each origin and death is indeed multipHcation, 
as the s ingular plural, as the separation and repetition: Thus, "death is at 
the dawn because everything has begun with repetition" (Derrida 2001 , 
378). be it spectral or real , be it spectral real ... or be it hayal! 
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Notes 

Preface 

I. The translation of ilhan Berk's poem is mine. 
2. Like Hollywood, Yei;ili;am (lit. green pine) is also the name of a place 

that invites an analogy to trees. However, unlike Hollywood, where film 
companies created a new town, Ye~ili;am Street was located in downtown 
Istanbul, at Pera/Beyoglu, where the first public film screenings were 
held. 

Chapter I 

1. World Cinema is available on Nuri Bilge Ceylan's official Web site: 
http://v..•ww.nbcfilm.com/3maymun/news.php?m.id=2. 

2. In th.is book, expressions such as the "cinema of Turkey," "Turkish cin
ema," or "Turkish popular cinema" and their respective hlstories are lim
ited to feature films, except discussions of the first films made in Turkey. 

3. Ozon refers to those filmmakers who had a background in theater 
and who also continued to work primarily for t heaters as tiyatrocular 
(theater-makers) as opposed to the 1950s generation of filmmakers who 
were solely interested in filmmaking, whom he refers to as sinemacrlar 
(cinema-makers). 

4. Ozon refers to an interesting film while he is talking about religious 
exploitation films: Hae Yolu (The Path of Pilgrimage, 1952). This film was 
marketed as a Turkish film but it was indeed an Egyptian documentary 
film with added scenes. The original documentary, al Hajj (I 936) was shot 
by Egyptians and a reed.ited version of it was shown in the 1937 Ven
ice Film Festival, as Le Pelirinage i\.1usidman d la Mecque (The Pilgrimage 
of Muslims to Mecca). However, what is particularly inte1·esting are the 
rumors about this film that made it into a box office hlt: watching this film 
seven times equals to a pilgrimage to Mecca, which is one of the pillars of 
Islam. Obviously, spectators had to pay for a new ticket in each of their 
viewings! (Ozon 1962, 150). This story is very telling about the exploitative 
character of popular cioema and also about the practices of the "Turkifica
tion" of foreign films, as will be shown in the following chapters to be a 
common tactic of Y~l~m. 
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5. Among the co.lun:mists who compared Ceylan with Pamuk are Fatih 
Altayh, Oray Egin, and Hasan Pulur. 

6. Please sec J. Timmons Roberts and Amy Hite (2000) for more on 
how development and social change is handled by the modernization 
theorists. 

7. Throughou t this text, I gave literal translations of some film titles 
when I was not able to find an available English tide. 

Cha peer 2 

I. Early histo1ies of Turk.ish cinema did not dwell on non-cinematic 
processes and developments that influenced filmmaking. Rak1m <;:ala
pala wrote the earnest, though very short, history of Turkish cinema in a 
booklet prepared by the Domestic Filmmakers .Association in J 947 (Yerli 
Film Yapanlar Cemiyeti). Two other short articles were written by Nurul
lah Tilgen in film maga<1:ines Y1ld1z (Star, 1953) and Yeni Ydd1z (New Star, 
I 956). A third attempt at documenting the history of Turk.ish cinema was 
Zahi.r Giivemli's chapter "Cinema in Turkey" in his mostly translated and 
adapted history of cinema ( 1960). These studies name some filmmakers 
and list some films but neglect to do in-depth analysis or develop anything 
beyond n1dimentary classificatory schemes. 

2. Sec Salih Gokmen (1973), Mustafa Gokmen (1989), Alim Serif 
Onaran (1994), and Giovanni Scognamillo (1998). 

3. A recent study in English published after the completion of my 
manuscdpt also reproduces the existing periodizations and their respec
tive discourses by disparaging what: the authoi· calls "comme1·cial" cin
ema. According to ~he film critic Goniil Donmez-Colin, the domination of 
Muhsin E1tugrul is followed by the "hegemony of Ye~il<;:am in the 1950s 
and 1960s." whereas she claims that the i 970s inu-oduced "experiments 
with social realism and neo-realism, a.uieur cinema in the 1980s, a seri
ous decline in the early 1990s, and a new movement of independent art 
cinema . . . and a revival of commercial cinema" in recent years (2008, 56). 
Agreeing with ('.>zon, Donmez-Colin also argues that Turkey did not have 
a national cinema similar to. say, Japanese and Indian cinemas of Ozu 
and Ray, respectively. Rather than being able to create "a cinema that 
fed on the national culture," Turkish cinema has a "mimetic relationship 
with the \Vest, following \Vestern modes without attempting a synthesis" 
(2008, 56). 

4. While public spaces in Muslim areas of Istanbul were often gender
segregated at that time, the non-Muslim areas o f Istanbul, including Pera, 
were int:egra ted. 

5. In the same year as these early screenings, a French citi:.:en by the 
name of Cambon started to show longer films, probably by the Lum.iere 
brothers, which then led Weinberg to bring better Pathe equipment and 
films the following year (Scognamillo 1998, 17). fn addition, an Izm.ir 
newspaper, Ahenk (Rhythm) dated December 10, 1896, repo11ed that 
through Edison's invention called "kinematograph," Apollon Theater in 
the Frenk (French and/or: non-Muslim) neighborhood of Izmir exhibited 
animated pictures (Erk1h<;: 2003, 14). Interestingly enough, while Edison's 
invention is named not as a "kinetograph" or "kinetescope" but as a "kine
matograph" (cinematographe), which was capable of projecting animated 
pictu res on a screen. Moreover, the films that wei:-e exhibited were Lumiere 
ftlms with various scenes from Paris. Whethe1· this exhibition is the first 
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one or not, it still resembles the characte1istics of the one held at Salle 
Sponeck, by being placed in a non-Muslim neighborhood of Izmit: 

6. l.Yayang is used to refer to the puppet and shadow theaters of Indo
nesia. Javanese and Balinese shadow plays often carry religious tropes 
and have connections to the world of spirits and imagination. 

7. ''Kemalism" is an ideological rendering of Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk's 
ideas and early republican reforms focusing on modernizing and western
izing the country through a positivistic rendering of the Enlightenment 
idea of progress. 

8. A late nineteenth-century list of the genres of the day is as follows: the 
prose genres are tragedy, old comedy, haute comedy, play (piece), drama, 
melodrama, comedy bouffe, comedy burlesque, vaude\•ille, farce anglaise, 
farce Italienne, and pantomime; and the musical genres are grande opera, 
opera leger, lyrical drama, comic opera, lyiic, slapstick opera boufte, oper
etta, ballet, comedie musicale, and pantomime (And 1999, 185). 

9. While Oz6n and others noted that the Austro·Hungarian Company 
was Sascha-Messte1,Film. the Austrian count Alexander Joseph Graf 
Kolowrat-Krakowsky and the German Oskar Eduard Messler founded 
Sascha-Messler-Film Gesellschaft m.b.H. in 1916. 

l 0. A recent ar ticle on the film argues that Tilgen claimed this as the 
first Turkish film by tying it to a na tional narrative in articles published 
between 1953-56, and that Ozon legitimized the film by giving it a title 
(Mutlu 2007, 87- 88). 

11. After the revolution, the Sovi.et gove1nment founded the Moscow 
Film School to produce "agitki- newsreels edited for the purpose of agita
tion and propaganda ... [which] toured Russia in specially equipped agit
trains and agit-steamers designed to export the Revolu tion from the urban 
centers to the provinces" (Cook 2004, .116). 

12. Fourwalling involve<l the practice of booking specific film theaters 
in advance to guarantee the exhibition of the films distributed by a spe
cific company. Please see chapter 4 for more on the fourwalling practice 
in Ye~il<;am. 

13. Nezih Erdogan and Dilek Kaya state that there is li ttle information 
about why these and many other films were banned in Turkey and several 
other countries. 

Chapter 3 

I. \.Vhile the prefix "tr.ans-" indicates a movement beyond or across 
and a mechanism of responding to the West, "trance" denotes how such a 
movement or how these. responses create an in-between situation. 

2. Please see Tekeliog!u (1996) on the rendition of arabesk music as 
a popular synthesis that offered an alternative and spontaneous route of 
mode1nization from below, rather than that of the republican moderniza
tion project. 

3. A thineenth-centu1y Sufi, Nasreddin Hodja Jived in Anatolia and is 
a famous figure throughout the Middle East. 'While the tales o r jokes often 
introduce folk and village themes, he is best known for his witty and sa tiri
cal humor enmeshed with irrational events and crisp j udgments. 

4. In an article on the acting style of Hillya Ko<;yigil, <;:etin Sankartal 
also deals with a rendering of Ye~il1;:am's melodramatic characteristics. 
However. he speaks of the "melodramatic mode" ofYe~ilr;am as an instance 
of melodramatic storyielling determined by the patriarchal orde1· and 
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limits Yt$l<;am's melodramatic character only to the genre of melodr.unas 
(Sankartal 2003). 

Chaprer 4 

l. Nijat Ozon suggests that the golden age of filmmakers was between 
1950 and 1970, while 1971 tlu·ough 1987 was the period of "young" or 
"new" cinema (199Sa). Similarly, Giovanni Scognamillo calls this period 
"inflationary" filmmaking, because of the excessive number of films 
made, but extends it to a period between 1960 and 1986. Alim Sei;f 
Onaran, who essentially follows Ozon, offers an early period be tween 
1896 and 1938, the year of Atatilrk's death; a transitional period between 
1938 and 1952; and a peliod of filmmakers between 1952 and 1963. He 
calls the period between 1963 and 1980 new Turkish cinema and the 
period between 1980 and 1994 contemporary Turkish cinema (1994; 
J 995). While Onaran's periodizations are inspired prima1ily by political 
markers, instead of the 1960 military inten•ention, he prefers 1963 as a 
turning point: the date of the preparation of :a law concerning cinema 
and of the shifts i n the films of pa11icular dfrectors. English-language 
literature on Turkish cinema accepts (hon's periodization, as do writers 
such as Ay~ Franko (1987), Atilla Dorsay (l 989a), Yusuf Kaplan (1997), 
and Goni.il Donmez-Colin (2008). Nezih Erdogan and Deniz Gokttirk 
(2001), while reproducing Ozon's periodization, situate Ye~ilc;am's spe
cific mode of production between the mid-l 960s and mid- J 970s, without 
delving into its characteristics. 

2. At the time, Italian and Turkish filmmakers produced several 
co-productions inch.1ding spaghetti westerns and crime and horror films. One 
such co-production,, which brought together the Ye~ilc;am star Ayhan I~•k w;th 
Klaus K.inski, was la Mano Che Nutre (Oli.imlin Nefosi, Evil Face, dit: Sergio 
Garrone and Ytlmaz Dtm.1, 1974). Please see Ozkaracalar (1998, 30--33) for 
more infonnation on this film. 

Chaprer 5 

J. Not simply a nationally renowned singer, Mi.iren also created an 
aura around his celebrity persona that led to a publicly known but 
never uttered collective communal secret: he was a cross-dresser, and 
by implication a homosexual. in a country of intense homophobia. As 
"the Sun of A11" or as "the Pasha" ("Army General") of Turkish music, 
he linked earlier musical performance practices to later ones, including 
a taste for arabesk late in his career. Though the state's radio and tele
vision broadcasts had strict regulations regarding the music and attire 
of their singers, Mi.lren was not subject to such n1les-when he went 
to a ball at the Presidential Palace in the 1970s, his eleven-inch plat
form heels caused a sensation. Yet his diction in Turkish was always 
exemplary and he westernized the practice of musical perfonnance at 
music halls or clubs by introducing uniform clothing for the instrumen
talists, and by introducing a thrust stage to wander among the audience. 
Educated in fashion design, he made his own costumes, openly cross
dressing with miniskirts, earrings, and heavy makeup. He also acted in 
the Robert Anderson play Tea and Sympathy, which revolves around a 
"suspected" homosexual college student. As this communal secret about 
h is personal life was always kept in the closet, Mi.iren was not subjected 
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to homophobic violence. Even after h is heart failure <luring a televised 
award ceremony on state television and ensuing dea th in 1996, none of 
the messages by the leaders and artists of Turkey <md none of 1he obitu
aries refe1Ted to his homosexuality. Instead, only a few obituaries briefly 
mentioned his "bitter" private life without giving further details. Even a 
book on him that appeared at the time of his death chose not to mention 
this "well-kept" secret (Gur 1996). 

2. Based on the real story of a seventh-century young Arab, the story 
tells how Majnun, after falling in love with Layla, went mad because of his 
father who did not allow h.im to many Layla. 

3. As a founder and longtime d irector of the Cin.em.arhi!que Fran9aise 
Henri Langlois was born in Izmir and suppo1ted the foundation of the 
Turkish Sinematek Association, which exhibited various examples of 
world cinema between 1965 and 1980. 

4. Many such shantytow11s in Istanbul and other metropolitan areas 
are generally referred as gecekondu (meaning dwellings built in one night) 
and are often subject to clemolition. Built without permission on st.ate
owned, and at times on pdvately ovmed lands, they were later integrated 
into city plans through general exemption laws issued by governments. As 
a result, instead of a planned urban settlement and growth, urban a reas 
developed in an initially illegal manner later legitimized by the populist 
policies of various Turkish governments. 

5. To attain religious knowledge, reciting, as in t.he practice of reciting 
Koran, is as important as 1·eadjng. In addition, <;akmakh also talks about 
a tradition of .Islamic knowledge, especially in folk culture, which is trans
mit-led through oral narration. 

6. In Turkey, there are multiple codes of head covering for women, 
ranging from a full-body veil to a mere headscarf. Until the 1990s, cover
ing did not have clear political coding and Fauna's headscarf does not 
necessarily indicate a political choice, which could at that time only have 
been indicated by a full-body veil. 

7. The original movie is adapted from William Petec Bia tty's novel The 
Exorcist , which itself is based on a purpoitedly true story of a Catholic 
priest's rile of exorcism per formed on a possessed Maryland boy. 

8. Keloglan is a fai ry-tale cha racter known for his pure but cunning 
ways. Often he is portrayed as living in a village with his mother and then 
he takes on big challenges to marry a p1incess. Unlike other heroes force
fully eliminating villains oc monsters, Keloglan is a trickster. 

9. Immigration from Turkey to West Germany started in 1961 and 
then expanded to other European countries such as Aush;a, Sweden, the 
Netherlands, and France among others. Following a strict and degrading 
process of health control, documented in John Berge1- and John Moh1_;s 
book A Seventh Man: Migrant Workers in Europe, workers were taken by 
t.hese countries as temporary "guest" workers to meet the labor demands 
of rapid postwar industtialization. Statting out in the most demanding 
sectors of industry with the lowest pay, without social security, and liv
ing in packed, small, workers' quarters with fellow fore.ign workers, these 
temporaiy workers or gasuirbaiteren slowly turned into pe1manent work
ers by receiving their rights and bringing their families from home. 

I 0. Oguz Maka! takes tnp this issue in his Sinemada Yedinci Adam (A 
Seventh Man in Cinema), inspired by John Berger and Jean Molu"s 1975 
book A Seventh Man: Migrant ·workers in Eumpe that documented the 
one-seventh of workers in Northern Europe who were immigrants from 
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wide-range countries including Turkey, Greece, Albania, ltaly, Portugal, 
and Iran. 

11. Even I experienced such uncanny events when l stal1ed writing on 
this film for this s tudy: l sta11ed to watch Canli Hedef for the tenth or fif
teenth lime on November 1, 2005. That day, I stopped tbe VCR for a break 
and sta11ed channel surfing and ended up seeing the film on Kanai 7 (Chan
nel 7), which is a moderate Islamist channel known for its support for the 
govern ing Justice and Development Pai1Y (AKP). Certainly, much like what 
happened to Yol (the Kurdistan banner was removed even from the illegal 
video copies of the film that were found on the black market in Turkey 
during the 1980s) or many other Giiney films, the Kanai 7 version of Cari/1 
Hedef was also sttipped of p011ions of the rape scene and the "snaky" tor
ture scene. 

12. I would like to thank i lker Mutlu who made me aware of this inter
view. 

13. This list is compiled from Agah Ozgii~'s d ictionary of Turkish films 
(1998, vol. 2) by looking at their short syno-pses. directors, and casts. 
Though the numbers may not be extremely reliable (for instance, Demirci 
(2004) noted that there were 121 sex films in 1979), it s till gives an idea 
about the trends of that year. 

Cltapcer 6 

I. While secula1ism may indicate a separation between human and 
religious activities or political processes and the sacred world, the te1m 
laicism or lai'cite refers to a narrower sense of this, indicating a clear-cut 
separation between the state and religion. The Kemalist rendering of the 
French laicisim places the stale as being neutral in terms of religious mat
ters but at the same time organizes and monitors Islamic religious activi
ties by the way of governmental institutions. For example, all mosques and 
the religious personnel working at them are determined and controlled by 
the Religious Affai.-s Presidency. Thus this se nse of laicism indicates a 
direct state control over religion. 

2. Richard Maltby notes that the financial crisis of the incluslry 
between 1968 and 1971 not only marked the end of the classical Holly
wood era bu t also allowed the advent of postclassical blockbuster films 
of Hollywood. which indicated a reduction in the number of films while 
investing more in the production budgets and marketing of a limited num
ber of films (2003. 160). 

Chapter 7 

1. \.Vhile "post-Ye~il<;am" was initially used by film critic Bur<;:ak Evren 
and then reproduced in various contexts , the choice of the noun "Turkey" 
rather than the adjective "Turkish" in the "new cinema of/in Turkey" is com
mon among antinationalist and/or leftist circles. However, in this study, 
the move from Ye~il<;am as Turkish cinema to the new cinema of Turkey 
is rendered not necessmily as a "political" choice but instead LO indicate 
the historical and concept11al shift after the transfoimation of Ye~il<;am's 
Turkification practices. Post-Ye~ih;am also inscribes, for Engin Ay~. the 
process of the formation of a cinema that opens up itself to the world and 
that pursues ind ividual creativity and expression (Vardar 2007, 28- 29). 

2. For instance, in an inte1view in November 2007, Fatih Alon said 
that he would not show up for the compulsory d raft to serve in the Turkish 
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army, leading some newspapers to call him a "traitor." As for Ferzan 
Ozpetek, who has been frequently stigmatized as a self-Orientalist in Tur
key, please see Elisabetta Girelli's 2007 aniclc for an alten1ative view. 

3. Two different critica~ positions are at stake here. One is the didactic, 
social engineering-related discourse of Kemalism inherent in the Turkish 
intellectual discourse. This is also indicated in regular television or news
paper interviews with people who frequently voice the necessity of educa
tion and lea1ning and the necessity of this in cultural products. However, 
when one asks what books they read, what films they see, and what tele
vision programs they watch, this picture alters, because not many such 
inten-iewees read books, watch boring, intellectual filnns and documenta
ries, or view news programs on television. The second position is related 
to a view of cultural products in relation to culture industries, through a 
distinction between high. "good" culture, and mass cultw·e, the opiate. 
In this discursive violence against culture, there is no place for popular 
culture, globalization, and trans11ationality. Instead, popular culture is 
tabloidization and sensationalism; globalization is an Ame1ican plot that 
leads to the import of Western culture without any reservations; and trans
nationality is a bastardization of national culture, a threat to the unity and 
integrity of the Turkish nation. \\ihen c1itics, scholars, and people offer 
solutions for these problems, they voice yet another violent measw·e based 
on the discourse of a central state that produces, manipulates, and dictates 
a particular cultural program. In the name of making people watch useful, 
intellectual films and television programs, television channels are asked or 
forced to air low-quality documentaries and programs. However, all such 
positions ignore a basic fact. Ye~il<;am, which today is cinematically pro
duced and consumed through the genre of "Ye~il<;am" or "Turkish" film, is 
it.self about the Turkification of foreign texts. Instead of this Turkification, 
still common in television series, game shows, and reality shows, which 
often buy the original format and adapt it to Turkey, post-Ye~l<;am cinema 
often introduced authentic voices and indigenous texts. Simultaneously, a 
new term. (:akma (nailing}, similar to Turkification, adaptation, or uphol
stering has come to the fore in recent years. "Nailing'' refers to borrow
ing the storylines, themes, or other aspects of films, television series, or 
reality shows and adapting them to Turkish cinema or television through 
vernacularization or indigenization. Similarly, some original soundtracks 
or theme music of contemporary films also practice "nailing," which may 
be softened as influence or inspiration. For instance, the theme music of 
two recent films, Cenneti Beklerken (Waiting for Heaven, dir. Dervi~ Zaim, 
2006) and Zincirbozan (diJ: At1l ina<;, 2007) are highly reminiscent of the 
theme music of the television series Lost, for which there are also plans to 
be "nailed" for Turkish television. 

4. If not indicated otherwise, all of the post-1990 box office figures are 
taken from http:/lwww.sinematurk.com/film.php?action=goToBoxOfficeP 
age&firstLoad= 1. 

5. Founded in 1988, Eutimages is a fund intended for thirty-three Euro
pean count1ies under the Council of Europe. Tbe fund suppo11s coproduc
tion, distribution, and ex.hibition of films and film projects with money 
contributed by member countries. 

6. For instance, while Ziya Oztan does not have any other top-grossing 
films and while Yilksel Aksu worked for the teJe,,.ision industry without 
making any other films for release in theaters, Tolga 01-nek's documentary 
Hititler (Hittites, 2003), which lacks the nationalistic urges of his other 
documentary, gathered only 73,000 spectators. Still post-Ye~il<;am, con-
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current with the rise of documentaries globally, experienced the produc
tion and exhibition of a handful of documentaries about soccer teams, 
music, and everyday stories. 

7. While Alun's Ya~amm K1yismda (The Edge of Heaven, 2007) and 
Duvara Kar~1 (Head-On, 2004) gathered 287,000 and 294,000 spectators, 
respectively, Ozpetek's Hamam (Steam: The Turkish Bath, 1997) was seen 
by 200,000 spcctalors. However, both directors' other films gathered far 
fewer spectators. 

8. In 2003, while ten top-grossing domestic films gathered over 13 mil
lion spectators, seven of these were distributed by \Varner Brothers, two 
by Chen Film, and one by United International Pictures. \Varner Brothers' 
success, which started with ~k1ya, led 10 its increasing involvement in the 
market. However, in recent years, this pattern has changed to the advan
tage of Turkish companies such a~ Ozen Film, KenDa, and Medyavizyon. 
For instance, while in 2007 domestic films gathered around 9 million 
spectators, only two of the ten top-grossing films were distributed by 
Warner Brothers and United International Pictures. Despite their involve
ment in the Turkish market, the Turkish CEO of \~iarner Brothers 1\Lrkey 
emphasized the fact that Turkey is a very small marke t for the company 
(Ahmet TuJgar 2003). While the number of tickets sold in Turkey is a liltle 
under half of Turkey's popularion (around 30 million), in a lot of .European 
countries this number is t\~;ce or thrice the counrry's population. Thus 
when one thinks along these lines. Turkey is still an expendable and small 
market in terms of global cinema. When one considers that a couple of 
hundred million dollars are invested in a sizable Hollywood blockbuster, 
the negligibility of atlllual ticket revenues for all films exhibited in Turkey, 
still well under 200 million dollars, becomes clear. 

9. After the state broadcasting company, TRT. introduced its second 
channel in 1986, lhe first private television channel of Turkey, Magic Box 
Star I , sta11.ed broadcasting tluough satellite in 1990. Now in addition to 
more than twenty national channels and many more local channels on 
air and in cable, digital satellite receivers provide hundreds of television 
channels from Turkish and foreign satellites. 

JO. Sire (lit. place or site) refers 10 (often ga1ed) complexes with low
rise apartments and townhouses "rjth other amenities such as small parks, 
sports complexes, and shopping malls. Especially in the last two years, with 
the stabilization of inflation rates and decreasing interest rates, various new 
sites have sta11ed to offer a combina tion of the '\Vestem m·ban, city center 
life in these enclosed communities, with fancy names such as Mashauan 
(combining Maslak, a neighborhood in Istanbul, with Manhattan). 

11. As will be discussed shortly, this masculine obsession with privacy 
plays out very well in "lowly" genres such as hon-or and sex films through 
the abjection of covered women. 

12. 'While an educated cinephile in the post-Ye~ilc;am era migh t have 
considered some low-budget Ye~ lo;am fi lms in this vein. Yc~lc;am films 
are still very popular among television audiences. Many such [1lms are 
refered to as "classic" melodramas or comedies of Turkish cinema. Here 
Suner might be refe1Ting to a recent symptomatic interest in trash cinema 
by generalizing it to a whole body of films produced by Ye~J~am, among 
which are various social realist films. 

13. The headscarf issue in Turkey started in the aflermath of the 1980 
military inte1vention, led by General Kenan Evren, who then was trans
fen-ed to the office presidency and encouraged a state-sponsored discourse 
of Turkish-Islamic synthesis coinciding with the 1ise of an educational 
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program tha t popularized Imam Hatip high schools that focused on reli
gious education to prepare congregation leaders. o r imams, for the cen
trally controlled mosques. 

14. Unsurprisingly, an academician working for the Slate-controlled 
Presidency of Religious Affairs, Omer Menek~. strongly criticized the mis
representation of imams and other religious officials in various films, while 
praising various late 1980s and early 1990s lslamist films (E1ttirk 2007). 
For him, not only Kemalist and Marxist films but also a lot of comedies 
with Kemal Sunal or recent blockbusters like \lizontele po1-iray religious 
officials pejoratively. Wh:ile his arguments are partially understandable 
in terms of Kemalis t films that have a direct antireligious message, the 
introduction of comedies into this list indicates a Ye~il.yam-style confusion 
between fiction and reality. However, this is also a common aspect of the 
post-Y~I~ world of Turkey where various people still criticize films for 
misrepresentation of their city or occupation. 

15. ForTaml Bora, Turkish nationalism was accelerated during the 1990s 
due to a number of factors: the threat to the nation-state brought about 
by globalization (changing borders and con.fl.icts, minority and human 
rights discourses, and transnational economic deregulation) and the crisis 
of the socioeconomic self-confidence in the early 1990s due to economic 
and political crises (the failure of Turkey's potential economic conu·ol of 
the Central Asian Turkic states, and the Gulf V"3r and the United States 
invasion of Iraq. which created the realistic possibility of an independent 
Kurdish state in no~hem Iraq, triggering Turkey's focus on its Kurdish 
problem, which oscillates between "military solution" and "democratiza
tion") (2003, 434-36). Ta lking of two dynamics of contemporary nationa l
ism, one as a reactionary movement aligning itself with a myth of national 
survival and the other a pro-Western one pu1·suing republican civilization 
discourse through updating it globalization discourses (an uppe1~ and 
new urban middle-class !Phenomenon, converging with big capital and 
the media elite), Bora separates contemporary nationalist discourses in 
Turkey into four strands: official Kemalist language, left-wing Kemalist 
nationalism. liberal pro-Western nationalism catering for globalization 
and civilizationism, and racist-ethnicist Turkish nationalism fed by anti
Kurdish sentiments (2003, 436). These could be related, respectively, to 
the bureaucratic elite, traditional urban and educated middle classes, the 
new middle classes, and the traditional and party peripheral lower and 
middle classes. However, as Bora also notes. this fourfold separation is 
complicated with a r ising discourse, that of lslarnism. 

16. The Islamist stance of the film presents a facile duality between a 
"true" imam who got sick and his high school friend who chose a different 
career instead of being an imam . While the true imam lives in a village, his 
friend has i.nstead turned into a "white Turk" who has lost his connections 
t0 his rural and religious past. However, after the true imam gets sick, he 
asks his friend to fill in for him. However, his friend goes to the village on 
a motorcycle and stereotypically presents various secular and urban char
acte1;stics that do not go well with the villagers-hence the name, "the" 
imam, specifying a westernized Turk who has lost some of his "tn1e" tra its. 
The film then focuses on how the imam finds his tlue self in the village as 
he also shows the virtues of westernization to the villagers. 

17. This ironic interest in Sabin K is also reminiscent of "Internet 
Mahir" (Mahir <;agn. http://www.ikissyou.org), who is said t0 be one of the 
inspirations for Sacha Baron Cohen's character Borat Sagdiyev. Moreover, 
as also indicated in previous chapters, while sex comedies often utilized 
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local rural character istics, ~in K's films are before everyt.hing else porn 
films, which only have been turned into comedies by cinephiles. 

18. TRT has recently st11n ed broadcasts in minority languages, includ
ing Kurdish-language broadcasts. 

19. To this, one m ay also add Lhe local telc\rision broadcasts in south
eastern Turkey that offered a nascenl practice of low-budget, Kurdish
language 6Jmmaking and television series production. Some of these 
low-budget films produced by the "Ye~ili;am of the East" cost around 2,000 
lo 3,000 dollars, we1·c shot on locallon with amateur or semi-professional 
actors, and sold over 25,000 copies (Giiven 2004). \Vhereas these films 
either relied on popular genres such as comedy and melodrama or uicd lo 
Louch on some social issues such as honor killings, sex films were also pro
duced for local audiences. For XQ.§hiki Ktiliki (Grandpa's Fantasies, 2003), 
which was made righ t after the lifting of the ban on Kurdish-language 
media, a Turkish actresses got a crash course to learn to say yes and no in 
Kur dish (Korap, 2003; Arslan 2006). 

20. For instance, in 2000, the Turkish He7.bollah terrorist organiza
Lion murdered the covered IslamisL feminist writer Konca Kuri~. who fell 
against the hardliner ls lamist discourses with her feminist viewpoints. 

21. A lot of post-Y~il9aro films, though utilizing Hollywood in a direct 
manner. offered a novel path of Turkification. Various recent films intro
duced self-conscious references to Hollywood films or they adapted Hol
IY"vood's genre conventions to domestic subjects . Even remakes such as 
Ne~eli Gen9/ik have partly diverged from Ye~il<;am's prosLitute and cuck
old dynamic by sMfting Y~i;am's imagina1ion of youth as a yet-to·be
educated group or a bastardized and westernized group of wild parties. 
Additionally, contemporary films and especially television series are also 
monitored well in terms of copyright and when they use non-Tu1·kish 
sources they often give reference to the source or are faced with coun cases 
thanks to the American companies in the Turkish market or to the smaller 
global world. These recent Turkifications a re also named differently. espe
cially in the television industy: for instance the remakes of Grey's Am11omy, 
Dok1or/or (Doctors) or Bewi1c'1ed, Ta.1/1 Cad1 (Sweet Witch), or the l slamist 
remake of My Name l s Earl, Hakkm1 Helo.I El (Take It with My Blessing) 
are directly "nailed" from American series. 

22. After noting that Ceylan and Demirkubuz "articulate a horror of a 
different kind . .. mundane acts of violence lurk ing beneath the surface of 
notmali ty," Suner proposes that "Ceylan's cinen1a" deals with homecom
ing and that "Dcmirkubuz's cinema" with homelessness. This theme of 
homelessness in De.mirkubuz's films is then related to "entrapment" lead
ing to a "desperate mood" augmented by "the excessive use of claustro
phobic interiors" and the alienaLion of characters from their own voices, 
by making voice unable to testify to the subject's inner tn1th (Suner 2004, 
314-15). Here, Suner seems to have in mind a scene from Demirkubuz's 
09u11cii Say{a, in which a character's speech is first seen "';th a proper lip 
synch before a self-conscious distortion of lip synch. However; given the 
fact that this film also shows the shooting of a te levision serial where dub
bing is s till pracllced and that DemiJ"ln1buz's films often have references 
to Ye~lc;am films seen on television screens, this use of sound, instead 
of being seen in terms of a dissonant relation between voice and truth, 
may well be seen as an inside joke. In other words, Demirkubuz's deliber
ate references to Ye~ili;am films, in which sound is a lready "dissonant," 
already separated from the body of actor. may well be a self-conscious 
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reference to Ye~li;:am, w ith which Dcmirb.-ubuz's films perpetually suggest 
a relation. 

23. LaleH had been the cente r stage of Eastern European "suitcase 
trade" (bavul iicareti), which in the post-Soviet era became very common 
with Eastern Europeans bringing in goods in their suitcases to sell in Tur
key and then buying Turkish goods on their way back to sell in their coun
tries. \.Vhile this seemingly minor and individual form of transnational 
trade turned into a big illegal market-for the goods sold and bought were 
free of customs check-this trade is also coupled with a sex industry. Even 
to this day, although the trade of commercial goods has come lo an end, 
Laleli remains a locus of the illegal sex market. 

24. Concun-ent with live recording of sound, a lot of contemporary films 
have used original soundtracks and worked \\~th composers. For instance, 
Kabaday1's initial press release emphasizes a composer. Benjamin Walken 
Beladi who supposedly composed the scores for nie Passion of tile Chris/ 
(dir. Mel Gibson, 2004) and The Island (dir. Mk:hael Bay, 2005). Indeed, 
Beladi was only an assistant to orchestrator in The Passion of the Christ. 

25. Except for Sener Sen. the majori ty of high or late Ye~il~am stars 
have not been able to adapt well to the world of new cinema or television 
series and serials. Instead , with the influx of new action and comedy stars, 
either they are relegated to secondary roles or the films or television series 
starring them did not do well at the box office or in the ratings. 

26. In this respect, it also seems ciu cial to note that while mainstream 
global, electronic companies produce standard DVD players that only 
show standard, copydg.lued formats. various non-Western electronics 
companies, including the Turkish Vestel, produce DVD players that show 
not only regionally based DVD formats but also VCDs (MPEG- or DivX
formatted CDs) and other mainsu·eam computer-based image formals. 
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cinema-makers period 7, 23 .• 24, 275n 
Cinema Nuovo 187 
Cinema Paradiso I 02 
Cinema Theatre Pathe Freres 31 
Cinematheque Association, 

Turkisb 154, Z79n 
(:irrliler Geliyor (Oktcn) 249 
City Theater, Istanbul SS, 56, 57. 59, l 18 
classical Turkish music. See Ottoman 

palace n1ttsic 
Coen Brothers 1. 11 
Cohen, Leonard 252 

Cohen, Sasca Baron 283n 
Columbus, Chris 256 
colonia\(ism) 4, 5, 7, 10. 13. 131-137. 

156.171. 187 .. 252,267.271 
anticolonial 50, 64, 68, 134 
colonization 129- 131, 135, 145 
cokmizer/colonized 48, 13 1. 134, 

135, 136. 137, 267 
color film 16, 55, 103, 105. 139, 140. 

161, 162, 165. 216 
comedy 17, 30, 11.5, 127, 128, 138, 168, 

197,216.230, 262, 277n.284n 
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Co1rztrzunist Ma1.,ifes10~ 711e 269 
Concordia Entertainment Palace 25 
contest (for actors) 16, 25. 42, 43, 64 
Corman, Roger 174 
Courbet, Gustave 89, 234 
Crossing the Bridge: 11re Sound o{ 

Istanbul (Akm) 238, 271 
Culture, Ministry of 52, 203, 265 
Cumhuri.yet (Oztan) 246 
Cypl'tls 105, 175, 249 

Dalga Dublaj Tak1m1 (DDT) 272 
Dalkmm, Biray 258 
Dallas (1V series) 190 
Damdaki Ke111a.nc1 (Saner) 85 
Damga (Havaeli) 74. 77 
Damme, Jean-Claude Van 262 
dance 28, 30. 60, 70, 78, 91. 107, 116, 

l 45. 146, 157, 167, 197, 222, 229, 
231.255,262 

Dede Efendi t 44 
Delavallee, Henry 25. 26 
Deleuze, Gilles 136-137 
Deli Yiirek: Bwnerang Cehen.nemi 

(Smav) 249 
Dem.iiyol (Ozkan) IS6. 187- 191, 

194, 198 
Demirkubuz. Zeki 240, 246, 263. 284n, 

285n 
DeMille, Cecil B. 26, 161 
Demirag, Turgul 139, 140 
Demirci, Tan Tolga 258 
Democratic Party (DP) 24, 4J, 65, 66, 

73,74, 99, 152 
Deniz Kiz1 Eftclya 53 
Derrida, Jacquc.s 269, 273 
Dertli Pmar (Ken~) I 17 
diasporafdiasporic 4, 81, 208, 240, 270 

diasporic cinemaf6lms 241. 267 
diasporic filmmakersfauteurs 17 J. 

241,246,261 
diasporic Turks 169, 260 

Dink .. Hrant 252 
distribution (film) 73. 74, 76- 77, 

103- 111,206- 207,232,243- 247, 
251, 261 , 265,271.272,277n 

distribution CMnpanyfdistributor 10. 
21, 42, 74, 78, 103- 111, 127. 192, 
245- 250,265.266,282n 

DivX 272. 285n 
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documentary 9, 14, 16, 33, 38, 39, 42, 
54, 83. 108. 159. 161. 162, 188, 
i90, 2j8, 246, 247. 252,275n, 
281n, 282n 

documentary filmmaker 33, 42. 246 
Dogan, Yal~:in 204 
Dogan. Zen-in 193 
Domestic Filmmakers Association 24, 

25, 64, 71, 276n 
Dondumuun Gaymak (Aksu) 246 
Donen. Stanley 145 
Dol'uk, Belgin 138, 139, 140, 143, 169 
Drakula lstanbul'da (Muhtar) 85, 163 
drama. See also realism 56, J J 5, 127. 

137, 144, 170, 182, 186. 256, 262, 
277n 

his101ical drama 142, 175 
Oedipal drama 135, 136 
sociaVrealist drama I, 17, 171, 181, 

182, 190. 197, 204. 207. 211, 240 
village/rural drama 9. 142. 148, 149, 

197, 2()9, 210, 211, 214 
dubbing 18, 44-52. 53. 71, 73, 75, 78, 

99. 116-124, 126, 134, 145-147. 
162, 164. 195, 204. 227, 228, 232. 
27 1- 272, 284n 

dubbing artis t 16, I 8, 44-52. 66. 
116-124, 164, 166, 195 

Dubuffet, Jean x 
Duffy. Patti ck 26 .1 

DUglln TV 270 
Dumas, Alexander 217 
Dwnu td-hubb (Karim) 67. 70 
Diimbiillii, ismail 168, 169, 216 
Di1m.biiili1 Macera Pe~inde (Kami]) 

168 
Dlimbilliii Sporcu (Havaeri) 168 
Diimbiillii lar-zan (G(lrses) 168 
Duru, Y1lmaz 278n 
Dttvar (Gii ney} 14, 182 
Duvara Kar~i (Ak.tn) 260, 282n 
DVD 80.260,261.272. 285n 

Early Ye~il~"m 11, 63-96, 201 , 226 
Eastern x. 2, 12, 18, 31 , 52, 121. 126, 

132, 137, l 49, 174, 234. 255. 266 
Eastem aits or cult<u-e 8, 56. 69, 82 
Eastern entertainment forms 27, 30, 

56, 125 
Eas terner 173, 174 



Eastern Bloc, The 52 
East(em) European 2, 56, 187, 262, 

263,264,28Sn 
editing 16, 17, 40, 59, 110, 119. 147, 

165, 166, 182 
continuity editing 16. 83. 135, 158 
editing table 103, 118 
reediting 134 

Efelerin Efesi (S1rrnah) 64 
Egeliler, Zenin 19 5 
Egypt 2, 50, 67, 71, 275 

Egyptian cinema/film 7, 10, 25, 
64-7 1, 78, 79, 95. 116, 134, 139, 
161, 162, 197, 198. 275n 

Egyptian music 144, 156 
Egilmez, Ertem 87, 167, 216, 2 17, 218 
Egilrnez, Ferdi 246, 262 
Eisenstein, Sergei 56, 93 , 118, 19 1 
Elhamra Film Theater 47 
Emrah. Kucilk 219, 221 
Enlightenment 63, 87, 88. 89. 93, 131, 

132, 137, 277n 
Erakalm, Olku 192, 193 
Erbil, Sadettin 146 
Erdogan, Yilmaz 246 
Erginsoy, Kenan 40 
Erglin, Halil 228 
Ergiln. Osman Nuri J 68 
£rkal, Genco 205 
Erksan, Metin 129, 130, 153, 154, 162, 

163, 164. 165, 166, 210, 21 1, 226 
Erler Film 106 
Ennan, Hilrrem 67, 69. 74, 75, 77, 103, 

104, 105, 106, 107, 109. 154 
Ertugrul, Muhsin 2, 7, 9, 24, 53, 54, 

55-59, 60, 61, 66, 69, 74, I 18, 128, 
139, 192, 209,276n 

Esir GiJniiller (TV series) 222 
Efkrya (Turgul) 242, 246, 253-257, 265, 

267,282n 
Eurimages 245, 251. 265, 281 n 
Europe(ean) ix, 7, 20, 21, 23, 37. 43, 

44, 54, 55, 71, 91, 12 1. 125. 132, 
154, 160, 161, 163, 169. 171, 177, 
203,208.212,234, 235.24 1, 247, 
268 269. 270, 279 

Eu ropean cinema/film 40, 42, 43, 64, 
74. Il l , 114, 171, 192, 238. 239, 
240, 241, 245,246,247,265,269 

European city 169 

European countries 20, 66, 71. 101 , 
232,248,265, 279n, 28Jn, 282n 

European language 145 
European novel 87 
Elll'opean Parliament (EP) 268, 269 
European theater 29 
European Union (EU) 19, 80, 202, 248. 

249.252 
Evin, Semlh 168 
Evren, Kenan 282n 
Evvel Zaman lfirrde (Demirag) 139. 140 
excess (cinematic) 19, 93, 135, 174. 180 
exhibition (film) 7. 30-32, 41 , 47, 64, 

73. 75-77, 105, 108,204, 206, 207, 
239,243- 247,277n, 282n 

exhibition of early c inema 9. 10. 25, 
26,47, 276n 

Exorcist, The (Friedkin) 130, 162, 163. 
164, 166. 167, 245, 279n 

exploitation (film) 109, 110-1 JS, 116, 
174, 189. 191. 192. 195, 196, 198. 
215,260, 262.275n 

F- kland (Marques) 115 
Fairbanks, Douglas 44 
Farewell to Anns, A (Borzagc) 49 
Fauna Bac1 (Refig) I 55, 156, 158 
Fehim. Ahmet 41 
Felicity Party (SP) 248 
Fellini, Federico 230 , 269 
female direc:1ors 208, 219. 223 
Feride (Erksan) 165 
festival (film) xi, 3, 64, 205, 232, 239, 

240,244,246, 247, 251,266 
Fevziyc K1raathanesi 26. 27, 31, 63 
Fida Film 204, 207, 246 
l'igcnli/Ozfigen, Yavuz I 92 
Filim Bitti (Ozkan) 208, 227- 232 
Film Actors OrganizatiQn 72 
Film Control Commission. See also 

censorship 67 
film criLicism/critics i"<, 2. 4, 7, 17, 

44,46,47, 55. 59, 61, 77- 80,93, 
96, 126. 127, 128, 133. 153, 154. 
167. 17 1. 196, 203, 206, 230. 231, 
232,240,243, 245,256, 271, 276n, 
280n,281n 

Film Critics Organization (SiYAD) 72 
films d'art 41. 59 
Film Industry Foundation (Film-San) 72 
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Film Producers Organization 72 
film theaters. See also exhibition l , IO. 

2 1, 25,37, 40.42. 4~7. 59, 67, 69, 
75- 77, 87, 101 , 1()2, 104. 105-109. 
114. 115, 120, 121, 123, 124, 134, 
138, 193, 195, 201 , 203, 204, 
206-207. 233. 235, 243-247,250. 
251 , 265, 272. 277n, 281n 

early film theaters 9, 30-32, 38. 276n 
figures/data on theaters 41. 76, 

105-1 09. 207, 232, 243-247 
theater owners 25, 40, 44, 47, 101, 

106-109 
Film Workers Union o f Turkey 72, I 05 
Filme1; Cerni! 37 
First Blood (Kotchcff) 93 
First National 42 
First World J 2, 239 
First World War 32, 33, 42, 175 
Flrt11w lnsan/ari. See De1ni1yol 
rolk culture 8, 68, 69. 98. 106, 277n. 279n 
folk music 8, 28, 69, 70. 148, 149, 151, 

152. 156, 157, 195, 196, 214, 219, 270 
For Whom the Bell 1i1/ls (Wood) 52 
Four-walling. See also production, 

disn·iburion. and exhibition 42, 77, 
104. IOS.-109, 277n 

Fox 42 
France/French 10, 14, 15. 25, 30, 32. 

41 , 42, 46, 50, 54, 57, 59, 61, 79, 
83, 91. 117, 120. 127, 132, 133, 
181. 182. 183, 184, 187. 193, 197. 
247, 169, 276n, 279n.280n 

Franklin, Bc.njamin 8 1 
Fri!'rt!S Cr>rses, le~·; 217 
Fliedkin, William 130, 162, 163 
Friends of Turkish Film 

Organization 64 

Gahle, Clark 180 
Gaddar (Asian) 195 
Garrone, Sergio 278n 
Gaumont 3 1, 42 
Gavras , Costa 184, 185, 186 
Celibolu (Oi-nek) 246 
Gemide (Akar) 263, 264 
Gen (Gokbakar) 258 
Gencebay, Orhan 70, 154, 156, 157, 

158, 167 
Gcnce1; Yild11·1m 183 
Gengh is Khan 161 
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German(y) 2, 8. 20. 30, 32, 33, 42, 43, 
47,49. 53,54, 55, 56. 59, 80,81, 

91. 93, 101, 105. 110. 160, 161. 
165, 167, 169, 170, 192. 238, 247, 
261,269, 270, 271 , 277n. 2i9n 

Ge11nan ci nema/film 2, 42, 117, 260 
Geschwisrer (Ars lan) 268 
ge1urkt. See Turkification 
Ghobadi. Bahman 4 
Gibson. Me~ 272, 285n 
Giritlioglu. Tomris 249 
Cladia101· (Scott) 272 
global cinema 3, 21, 240, 246, 259, 28211 
Cogen. Co~kun 222 
Gokalp, Ziya 8, 9, 45, 46, 69, 132 
Gokbaka1; Togan ix, 247. 258 
Golden Globe 185 
Comeda (Demirci) 258 
Giiniil Yart1s1 (Turgul) 3, 254 
Goniilden Ytlrali/ar (Havaeri) 148 
G.O.R.A (Sorak) 168, 246, 266 
Goren, ~erif 14, 170, 185, 188, 244, 256 
Gothic 89, 92 
Crease (Kleiser) 262 
Greece/Greek 2. 29. 30, 32, 33, 36, 38, 

45, 74, 105, 142, 172. 175. 181, 

185,280n 
Greene, Graham 83 
Grey's Anatomy (TI' series ) 284n 
Griffith, D. \V. 93 
G1up Yorum 186 
Guauari, Felix 136-137 
Giillii Agop (Vartovian) 29, 30 
GuliiJaiz (Olga~) 208, 219- 227 
Giit1ah (Tad1ses) 222 
Giine~. lsmail 167. 249, 258 
Cibi~e Yo/culuk (Us taoglu) 6, 249, 263 
Giiney. Y1lmaz I. 2 .. 14 .• 15. 72. 180, 

18 1, 182. 183, 184, 185, 186. 187, 
188, 195, 221 , 226, 240. 246, 255, 
265, 2800 

Glirgen. Funda 212 
GUrscl, Cerna! 226 
Gorses, Muharrem 153. 168, 211 
Giirsu, Tem el 148 
G\irzap, Re~it 66 

Haas, Hugo 55, 56 
Habab(lm Smrfi (Eg;Jmez) 216, 217, 

262, 266 
Hababa111 S1mfz 3.5 (Egilmez) 262 



Hababam Smcfi Askerde (Egilmez) 246, 
262 

Hababam Stni(r: Merl1ttba (Tibet) 262 
Habennas. JOrgen 127 
Haii or Hae Yo/11. See le Pel<!rinage 

J\111s1~ln1an a la ,vtecque 
Hacivat. See also KaragOz 29, 168 
Hagen, Jean 145 
Ha-Ka Film 53 , 116 
Hakan, Fikrct 188, 2 12 
flakkm1 He/al Et (TV se1ics) 284n 
Hal1c1 Ki~ (Ertugrul) 55. 57. 59, 69, 139 
Hamam (Ozpetek) 282n 
Hann. See Henry Dclavallee 
Hardy, Oliver 50. 66. 168. 169 
Hany Poner series 80 
Hathaway, Henry 50 
Havaeri, Seyfi 15, 16, 55. 69, 74, 75, 

148, 149. 150, 153, 168 
ltayal 18, 19, 27. 29, 59-61, 68, 82, 95, 

96,97- 99, 116. 118. 123.128.137, 
138. 148. 158, 161, 174. 182, 187, 
193, 197, 198, 207. 209, 233, 235, 
273 

Hayat 8 aZf!t1 Tatlldn· (HBT) 
(Saydam) 138- 148, 151. 153, 168, 
197, 198 

llayes code 191 
Hayret 17 (Seden) 194 
Hczbollah 284n 
High Ye~c;am 11. 17, 19, 77, 97-200. 

201. 202,208, 2 12.2 19,220.221, 
222.223,224,226. 243, 244.247, 
255 

Himmel Aga 'nm /zdivac1 (Uzkinay and 
Weinberg) 39 

historical film 16, I 08. 175, 177. l 78, 
196, 197 

historical action/adventure 14. 128, 
163, 167, 172. 175. 182 

historical drama 142, 175 
Hititler (Omek) 28 1 n 
Holivut (film magazine) 42 
llollywood x, 4, 10, 11. 15, 18, 19. 2 1. 

25,42-44 , 46, 49-50. 56. 73, 74, 
75, 78. 97. 109. 110, 117, 11 9, 128, 
131. 133- 135, 144, 145, 147, 148. 
152.180. 182.19 1.197. 204,207, 
221,230, 235, 236,239. 248.251, 
258, 264-265,267. 268, 272,275n, 
280n, 282n, 284n 

Americanll lollywood film I , 16. 25. 
47,52.56, 67, 71,82. 83.87.88. 
96. 108. 116, 148, 162, 163. 166. 
169, 193, 198, 203, 207. 243. 244. 
245,247, 256, 259, 272,284n 

class ical llollywood cinema x, 7, 10. 
11. 93. J 80, 262, 280n 

Hollywood production/d istributio n 
conipan ies 2 1, 42-44, 203. 206, 
207.232.235, 236. 243 ,244. 245. 
247.265 

new Hollywood. Se.e al.so 
New American Cinema 19, 264-265 

Home Alone (Columbus) 256 
H omo Ero1ic11s (Vicario) J JI , 115 
Horne, James W. 50 
horror film 17. I 63. 165, 207, 249, 

258-260,262. 278n, 282n 
Hotbird 261 
Hugo, Victor 29 
Hungary/Hungarian 81. 178, 180. 277n 
Hunne1i~. Sennin 254 
Hiirriyer 204 

I Am Legend (Lawrence} 272 
lbi~ of tultwt 168, 216 
ikbal. Nusrct I 04 
iklim/cr (Ceylan) I 
lleri, Selim 83. 220 
Wadis. Kriton 74 
lllusionismlillusionistic 26, 27, 29. 66, 

68, 118, 119, 120, 123. 126. 135. 
144, 146, 147, 148. 162. 198, 266 

imam, Tile (G!lne~) 249, 257, 28311 
Imi1a1io11 o{ Life (Stahl, S irk) 154. J 56 
lmperla l(lsm) 11 , 48, 50, 80, 129. 130, 

144, 17 1, 177, 180. 239. 257, 267 
Ina~, At1l 281 n 
lnamr. Kadir 228, 229, 230, 232 

inan~. <;etin 110. 115 
inanoj!]u. TUrker 206, 222 
i nce Cwnnli (Cuney) 255 
lnci. B Ua l 283 
India(n) 2. 50, 68. 168 

Indian c inema/film 52, 66, 69, 70. 
116. 2 12, 276 n 

inek ~ban (Scden) 169, 216, 217 
l ntemational Herald Tribune 268 
lntikmn Melegi - Kadm Hamlet 

(Erlcsan) 165 
I par, Ali 139 
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lpek Film 47, 53, 74, 76, 11 7 
lµekfe (Olga<;) 224 
lpek~. Handan 249 
Iran 2,68. 105,280n 
l1mak, Caj!an 3 
l~1k, Ayhan 138, 139, 180, 278n 
lslam(ic) 12, 25, 27 , 79, 98, 99, 120, 

129, 130, 132, 154, 156, 158. 160, 
161 , 163, 164, 166. 175, 177, 180, 
202,203, 215,250, 251,252.256, 
257,258, 259, 271,272, 275n, 
279n, 2!!0n, 282n 

lslamismilslamist 98, 99. I 00, 111, 
114. 128. 129, 130, 156, 160, 161, 
162, 182, 209,21 1. 248- 250. 251, 
252,256-257,258. 260,261, 262, 
260,271, 280n, 283n, 284n 

lslamic/lslamist cinema 3, 162, 255, 
256,257, 258,283n 

Islamic culttu-e 7, 8. 67, 69, 129. 249 
Island, Tlie (Bay) 285n 
ls ianbul x, 3, 8, 13, 16, 25, 26, 29, 30, 

31 , 32. 33. 40, 41 . 46, 49, 50, 53, 
54,63.64, 66,67, 69, 73. 74, 75. 
76. 101, 106, 107, 108. 109, Il l , 
118. 139, 140 .. 144. 149, 151. 155, 
156, 157, 162, 163. 169, 171. 172, 
177, 178. 180, 183. 188, 191, 192, 
194, 197, 198, 207, 218, 233, 236, 
238, 245,250, 254, 255,256, 259, 
264, 271,275n, 276n,279n,282n 

Istanbul accent 44. 118, 120 
ls tru1bul theaters 55, 56, 59, 77 , I 38 

l sranbul Perlsi (Necip) 41 
lsranbul Sokaklannda (Enu~rul) 53, 

58,59 
ls1tmbu/'w·1 Felhi (Arakon) 175 
lstiklal Street 11 
Italy/Italian 2. 9, 16, 54. 72, 105. 109, 

110, 11 6, 172, 18:3, ii6, 270, 277n, 
280n 

Italian cinema/film 2, 109, 111, I 15, 
128, 133, 182, 193, 278n 

filial Ge/in (TV series) 270 
/yi Aile roc11f,11 (Seden) 217 

James Bond film se1ics 195 
James, Henry 87 
Jannings, Emil 44 
Japan(esc) 56, 95, 259, 276n 
J11zz Singer. The 4 7 
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/e1me and /eune dames I 2 I , 227, 228, 
230 

Jew(ish) 25, 29, 49, 50, 51. 21 3 
JOntilrk, Remzi 208, 210 
Justice and Development Party 

(AKP) 248, 252, 280n 

K (Ytlma:z). $ahin 260, 261, 283n, 
28411 

Kabaday1 (Vargi) 254, 265, 266, 285n 
Ktlbe Yollaimda (<;:akmakh) 161 
Kader Boy/.e I stedi (Akad) I 54 
Kahpe Biz;ans (MUjde and Ziyal) 167, 

168,246 
Kaldmm Cifef!i (Gelcnbevi) 55 
Kami!, $adan 59, 73, 78, 116, 168 
Kanai (Kiral) J 88 
Kanai 7 280n 
Kanin, Garson 87 
Kapoor. Raj 70, JI 6 
Kapian, A uf 85 
Kara Mural Fatih 'in Fedaisi 

(Baytan) 175- 180, 198 
Kara ~ahin (Akmc1) 180 
Kara Sevda (Havaeri) I 5, 148-153, 197, 

198, 2 I I , 208 
Kara Yaz1m (Havacri) 148 
KaralXX.-.:k, N~ I 54 
Karaday1, Adnan 104 
Karago7. shadow play 18, 26, 27, 53, 

63, 121. 124, 125-126, 148, 198, 
208.233, 235 

chru·actc r 29, 125-126, 133, 167, 168, 
199.2 16,233,234, 235 

cinema of Kar.igOz 27, 125-126, 234 
master (hayali) 27. I 20 

Karahanz, Mehmet I IO 
Kar.ikaya,Feridun 169 
Karao~an 17 5 
Karpuz K11buiJundan Gemiler l'l1pmak 

(Ulu~ay) 3 
Kanai, Kaz1m 195 
Ka}tk Dii~mam (Olg:>~) 224 
Kavuklu and Pi'iCkar 29. 168 
Kavur, Omer 240 
Kazan, Elia 14, 52 
Kekilli, Sibel 260, 26 I 
Keloglan 168, 216, 279n 
Klllogla11 ve Yedi Ciluler (Evin) 168 
Ke.Hy, Gene l 45, 146 
Kemal film 53, 54, I 06 



Kcmalism 52. 53. 63, 80, 98, 99, 100. 
120. 129. 130, 131, 149, 151, 156. 
162. 192. 197, 209, 211. 214, 215, 
227, 248, 251, 252, 257. 271, 27711, 
280n,28 1n, 283n 

Kcmalist mi li ta1y 114, 215, 248 
Kemalisl cinemalfilm 130, 151, 154, 

214, 283n 
Kemalist stalelrefonners 6. 78, 80, 

120. 149 
Kemalisl intcllec1ualslcliLe 27, 50, 

130,27 1 
Ken~. Fanik 55, 73. 74, 75, 86, 116, 117 
Kenter, MU~lik 165 
Kenter, Y1lc1Jz 155, 158 
Kerem and Ash 152 
Kerem i/e Asb (K6rner) 87, 88 
Kesenen, Kadir I 56 
Kcs kin, Saclde 52 
Ki/ink lstanbttl'da (Atadeniz) 110 
Kiling Ufall Adt1111a Kar~1 (Atadeni z) l 10 
Kinski, Klaus 278n 
Kiral, Erden 188,240 
Kirk Metrekare Almanya (B~r) 170, 

268 
KirmmgUI , Mahsun 254, 265 
K ndtan, Ozer 249 

K1z1m Ay/< (Cakmakb) 158, 159 
Klapisch, Cedric 269 
Klciser, Randal 262 
~yig:it , Htllya 146, 148, 169, 197, 

27711 
Koksal, Scrhat 272, 273 
Kolle1; Xavier 17 1 
Kolo"Tat-Krnkowsky, Alexander 

Joseph Grar 277n 
Komedi Dans O~liisii 167 
Komet 230 
Koran 81, 132, 158, 160, 163,259. 

279n 
Korea (South) SO, 175 
Korean War 24, 249 
Koso,·a, GClnay 168 
Kostarika, Ahme1 166 
Kilmer, Adolf 86. 87 
Kotcheff, Ted 93 
Kupik flnrm11efendi (Saydam) 138, 169 
Kiir,iik flarunun $of6rii (Saydam) 139 
Kuruk Kiycu11e1 (Taylan Broth ers) 258. 

259 
Ktdthum, Umm 67 

Kurd(ish) 6, 14, 29, 66, 70, 79. 100, 
106, 169, 171, 180.183, 186. 202, 
221 , 251, 252, 254, 255, 257. 261, 
265,270,272, 280n, 283o,284n 

Kurdish Worker's Party (PKK) 202, 
252, 255 

Km·tdc~oglu, Coni 74 
Kurtlar Vadisi (TV selies) 271 
Kurtlar Vadisi: lrak (Akar) 246, 247. 

249. 25S 
Ku tlugKlian 161 

Lacan, Jacques 4, 134, 135 
Ladri di bicic/e11e (Sica) 226 

laicism. See also secular(ism) 8. 202. 
280n 

LaleFilm 76 
Langlois, Henri 279n 
Late Ye~il~am 11, 19, IOI. 193, 

201 -236. 239. 240, 257, 285n 
Latin America 186 
Latin languagelscript 8, 46, 49, 163, 

164. 167. 177 
Laurel. Stan SO, 66, 169 
Lawrence, Francis 272 
Layla and Majnun 148, 152, 279n 
Li!blebici Horhor ( 19 16) J9 
Leblebici llorhor (Ertugrul) 60 
Lin/e Shop of Horrors, The 

(Connan} 174 
Lives of a Beugali Dancer, The 

(Hathaway) 50 
London 125, 133. 164 
Love Boat (TV series) .190 
LJ:we :We or L.&111• Me (Vidor) 87 
Lucas.George 131,208 
Lucky Luke 168 
Lumiere Brorhcrs 9, 18, 25, 276n 

Macedonia(n) 33, 36, 38 
Ma.den (Ozkan) 188 
Mall§ere Ktufor (Akad) I 54 
Mala1yal1 Fnhri 87 
Malk~glu 175 
Man from Atlantis, The (lV series} 26 1 
Manaki Brothe rs 32, 33, 35, 36 
Manet, Edua1'd 89 
Manichean conAicr 83, 94, 134, 178. 18 1 
Mano Che N111re, LL1 (Garrone and 

Oum) 278n 
Mansur. Lale 256 
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Manukyan, Ferdinand I 04 
Mara~. Gokhan 204 
Marmara Film Studio 73 
Mmmara region I 06, 107 
Marques. Jose Luis I 15 
Marshall, Garry 251> 
Marshall Plan 24 
Marx Brothers 169 
~1arx1 Grouch<) 49 
Marx, Karl 269 
Marxism 154, 160. 265, 283n 
Maskeli Be§ler: frak (Asian) 249, 254, 266 
Maswniyet (Dcmirkubuz) 263 
Malrix, 71re (Wachowski Brothers) 257 
Mecca 159, 161, 162, 164, 275n 
Medyavi7.yon 266, 282n 
Mehmet V, Sultan Re~t 33, 35. 36 
Mekin. Ahmet 232, 233 
melodrama(tic) 14, 16, 19, JO, 56. 59. 

66. 67, 68, 70, 78, 86- 96, 100, 111 . 
l 15, 116, 120, 121, 127, 133, 134, 
137-138. 144, 148, 149, 157, 160, 
162, 163. 167, 171.174, 175.176, 
177, 178, 181 .. 184. 186, 188, 193, 
194. 196, 198, 209. 210, 211, 212, 
218, 2.1 9, 243, 253. 254, 256. 257, 
260, 267, 268,277n,278n. 282n. 
284n 

family/women's melodrama 9, 17, 
92, 174, 180.182, 204, 208,219, 
220, 258 

"issue" melodmma 171 
masculine/male melodrama 3, 226, 

254,255.258. 259,260,265, 266,267 
melodrama and modernity s·s - 9 J 

melodramatic narration/storyline 17, 
165, 169, 205,253, 257,277n 

melodrama and nationality 94-96 
melodmma and realism xi, 17, 68, 

87-89. 92, 94. 137, 184. 186, 211. 
212, 236 

melodramatic modality 15, I 7, 18, 
19, 64, 67, 68, 80, 82, 86, 90. 91-96, 
97, 102, 111, 115, 116, 121, 128, 
129, 133. 137- 138. 141, 143, 149, 
151. 152. 154, 158, 162, 174, 178, 
181. 182, 196, 198. 205, 21 I, 219, 
22 I, 235, 254 

musical/singer melodrama 67, 70, 
190, 197, 198, 211, 219 

,\>lemlekerim (t;:akmakh) I 59, 17 I 
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Menjou. Adolphe 49 
Mephistopheles 125 

Meri~. Cemil 132 
Messte1; Oskar Eduard 277n 
Metro 42 
Mexica(n) 95, 183 
Middle East 2, 36, 37, 79, 105. 156, 

187, 267,277n 
1\>Jidnight Etp1·ess (Parker) I 

migration 20, 24, 69, 77, 94, 100, IOI, 
102. 111. 134, 140, 148, 156. 211, 
270. 2:7911 

Milestone. Lewis 51 
military in ter,rcntion 

of 1960 11, 98- 100. 215, 226. 278n 
of 1971 11 , 98- 100, 226 
of 1980 10, 11, 98- 100, 102, 114, 115. 

170, I 82, 186, 191. 196. 201-203 , 
204,207, 208,209,211. 212.214, 
215,216, 219,224,235, 248,282n 

of 1997 ("postmodern") 248 
Milli Sinerna (film theater) 31 
t11illi si11e11'la 01ovement. See nationa) 

cinema 
miniatw·e painting 28 .. 29 
mino.-ity 29, 50, 63. 79, 80, 202, 214, 

215, 221, 248, 249, 251 , 253, 261. 
267,271,283n, 284n 

Mi11yeli Abdulu1.h (\;akmakh) 256 
Missiug (Gavrns) 185. 186 
Mithat, Alu net 88 
modern 2, 8, 18, 27- 28, 29, 36, 45-46, 

52,53,56, 63, 66, 68, 78.87,88- 90, 
92- 96, 102, ll9, 129. 130. 137, 148, 
156, 157, 160, 163.164, 167. 169, 
194, 198. 208, 209. 210. 211. 213, 
232, 235.253,255.256, 258, 259, 
264, 266 

modern and traditional 12- 13, 82, 
121, 123, 126, 153. 208, 215, 254 

modernism/modemist 21. 28 , 204 
belated modernit)' 36-38 

modernization 7, 28, 32, 37, 45-46, 48. 
49 .. 60, 64, 66, 70, 88-90. 97, 99. 
100, 101 , 108. 120, 124, 129, 132, 
133. 148, 149, 151. 152, 153, 157, 
158. 160. 161. 194, 202. 203, 209, 
211. 212, 2 14, 219, 250, 252, 253, 
276n, 277n 

cultural modernization 8, 28, 69, 
144, 151, 157 



modernization theory 12- 0, 
79- 80,91 

r"epublicao moderni7.ation 12, 13. 23, 
4~6. 78-80,91, 154, 215 

Moliere 29, 39 
Mongol Empire 161 
Montepin, Xavier de 87 
Mc.-,sto\v 55, 277n 
MOLherland Party (ANA P) 204 
Mozart, Wolfgang Amadeus x, 69, 273 
Mr. Deeds Goes to Town (Capra) 217 
Muhtar, Mchmel 85, 163 
Mfijde. Gani 167 
Mulucultural(ism) 3. 37, 38, 134, 238, 

24 1, 252. 268, 270, 271 
MO ni r Nurettin 53 
Ml'lrebbiye (Fehim) 41 
Mllrcn, Zeki 138, 139, 140, 141, 143, 

144. 145, 146, 147. 151, 153, 154, 
156, 157, 168, 278n 

Music x, 8, 28, 30. 31, 47, 53, 60, 63, 
67, 68. 69, 70. 78. 79, 82. 91, 119, 
139, 140, 144, 145, 148, 149, 151. 
156, 157, 167, 184, 197, 203, 219, 
239, 262,270, 27 1,272,273, 277n, 
278n, 282n 

in film 31, 47, 53 , 54, 59, 67 , 68, 70, 
11 8, 119, 122. 124, 127, 139, 144, 
I 48, 151, I 56, 157, 158, 162, 166, 
172, In, 184.186, 195, 196, 197, 
226,227,229,230,271,281n 

Muslim 12, 26, 29, 30, 50, 56, 63, 81, 
161, 175, 177, 178, 215, 252, 275n, 
27611 

non-Muslim 29, 30, 45 , 55, 56, 63, 
79, 80, 142, 178, 211. 215, 252, 
271, 276n, 277n 

My Name Is Earl (TV series) 252, 284n 

l\ancy, Jean-Luc 237, 238. 241, 242 
Nadrcddin Hoclja 277n 
Nasreddin Hoca Dagande (Erru~ and 

Tayfur) 66, 277n 
national cinema 1- 6, 7, 9, 96, 128, 

237-242, 251 
national c inema and 1\trkcy 7, 9, 13, 

27, 32-52, 126, 129-137, 171. 27611 
mi/Ji cinema 3, 128, 153-156 , 158, 

182 
11/11sal cinema 126, 130. 153- 156, 

158 

national culture. See also 
Twi<ification 3, 4, 6-11 , 37, 38, 
50,57,63, 68, 70,82,94,95, 118. 
129-133, 137, 276n, 281n 

National Defense Organization 39, 40 
nationalism/nationalist 1-6, 7, 11. I 2, 

18. 19, 20, 32- 38, 44, 48, 49 , 50, 52, 
56, 64, 67, 80, •94, 95, 98, 99, 108. 
129-133. 154, 162, 174, 175. 177, 
180. 198, 202, 214. 235, 246, 251. 
252.254,257.266, 267,268. 271, 
280n , 28111, 283n 

NATO 
Nazir, Necla 218 
Necip, Fnzh 41 
Nehfr (Goren) 188 
neocolo11Jallsm. See also 

colonialism 240 
Neorealism/Ncore:dist 128, 133, 154, 

182,226, 276n 
Nej.!i G<l11flik (Taner) 262, 284n 
new American cinema 19, 268 
new cinema of Turkey 

(post·Y~il~am) xi, 11. Ii, 19-2 1, 
24, 38. 102, 168, J69. 171. 202. 205, 
208, 235, 237-273, 280n, 281n, 
21l2n,283n,284n, 285n 

NcwWuve 133, 154 
Nonaligned Mo\'emcnt, The 130 
non-West(em) 4, 5, 7, 9, 18. 23. 27, 37, 

48,60.64,66. 70. 75.91.95,96. 
98. 136, 161, 205. 241, 245, 252. 
271. 28Sn 

non-Western cinema/film I , 2, 5, 6, 
9, 70. 80. 21 I , 2 45 

North Africa 50 
novel 9, 53. 59, 80, 83, 87, 88, 89, 91 , 

110, 115, 116, L54, 162, 163, 164, 
172. 175, 181, l83, 209, 210, 212, 
222,226,266,279n 

nudity (female) 47, 89, 111- 115, 127, 
191- 194,204, 222, 261.262 

Occidentalism 132, 161 
Oedipus/Oed ipal 135, 136 
Oglwn Os1111111 (\;akmak]r) 156, 

158- 162, 167, 171. 188. 198 
Ogretmen Kemal (Jont\irk) 208, 

209- 216, 227, 257 
Ogttz. Mer.ii 229 
Okan. Tun~ 170 
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Okten, GUier 224 
Okten, Zcki 84, 188, 249 
Okul (Taylan Brothers) 259, 262 
Olga~. Bilge 208, 219, 220, 223, 224, 

225, 226,227 
Onal, Safa 86, 154, 188 
Onesta, Gcr-ard 268 
Oooh Oh (GUlyUz) 122 
Open Channel, The 270 
opera x,8,29,59.9L,277n 
Opua D~111 273 
Oran, BU!ent 85, 87, 121, 123, 127, 

141. 143, 152, 154, 160, 193, 195, 
222 

Organize i~ler (Erdo~an) 246 
Orhonsay, Meru I 212, 224 
OrientalisnJ/Oriemalist 63, 132, 144, 

154, 171 , 205. 24 1, 267, 271. 28ln 
Omek, Tolga 246, 28 1 n 
Orsek, TOiin 157 
Osmanli Film I I 0 
Otoblls (Okan) 170 
Ouoman Empire 2, 7, 8, 12, 23, 25, 

32, 33, 36, 37, 39, 55, 147, 154, 
156, 160, 175, 177, 214 , 251. 
252,254 

Otcoman palace (clu~sical 1\trkish) 
music 82 , 139, 144, 151 

Olloman Theater, The 29, 30 
lli.al, Turgut 204 
lli.can, Sema 165 
Ozdemiroglu, Yaprak 225 
Ozener; Bclkaz 12 1 
/Jzenti 18, 19, 128- 137, 138, 145, 147, 

153, 160, 162. 166, 171, 174, 182, 
197, 198, 209. 233, 235 

Ozer, Hakan 1 94 
Oze1; Nazmi I 13, 122 
Ozfigen, Yavu>.. Su F.igenli, Yavu;i: 
Ozgcntiirk, Ali 240, 262 
Ozkan, Yavuz 186, 188, 189, 191, 208, 

227,228,230.231, 232,235 
Ozpetek , Fer-.w.n 2, 239, 240, 241, 246, 

267,270, 271 , 28 ln,282n 
Oztan, Ziya 246, 28 1 n 
Ozu, Yasujiro 276n 

painting x,28,32,38,89,233, 234 
Pamuk. Orban I I, 80, 276n 
Paramount 42, 265 
Paiis 16, 53, 55, 276n 
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Passion o( tire Christ, 7110 

(Gibson) 285n 
Pa th<! Frfrcs 25, 31, 59, 276n 
Pekmezoglu, Oksal 111 , 112 
Pt!lt!rinnge Musulman a In Mecque, 

Le 27:511 
Penfe (Simavi) 40 
People's I-louses 41, 42, 74 
Per ... See Beyoglu 
Pe riodi>.ation xi, 6-7, 10-11, 19, 23-25, 

99-103, 244-247, 276n, 278n 
perspecth•e/perspecti\'al 13, 17, 28, 32, 

38.39, 61 , 66, 82, 125, 208.233, 
234 

Petersen, \Nolfgang 272 
Perve1; Canan 163, 166 
photography 25, 33, 36, 38, 39, 42, 43, 

74, 90, l 10, l!6, 166. 172, 183, 231 
Plrhasan, Ban~ 263 
Pi$<!kar. See Kavuklu and Pi,,.,knr 
Pix<!n!court, Gilben de 92 
PKK. See Kurdish Worker's Pa11y 
Poe, Edgar Allen 81 
poern/poet(ry) ix, 67, 82, 89, 127, 186, 

275 
Pollack, Sydney 2 17 
popu lar cinema ix, x, xi, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10. 

19, 21, 28, 63, 64, 67. 68. 78, 82, 
89, 90, 97, 110, 123. 127, 134, 208, 
212, 241,250, 266, 272,27Sn 

popular cinema and Turkey x. 2, 11, 
20, 21. 23, 2.5, 88, 91, 97, 124, 184. 
207,208, 251 , 254,275n 

pornography. See sex films 
Porteuse de Pain, La (Montcpin) 87 
Postcolonia l(ism). See "/so 

colon ialism 4, 13, 48, 128, 130, 
131-133. 135, 268 

pos1modern(ism) 4, 21, 167, 168. 239, 
248, 252, 253, 264 

poststructulatism 5, 237 
pos tsynchronization. See dubbing 
Post· Ye~il~am. See new c inema of 

1\irkcy 
Prc·YC$il~a.m xi, 11 , 23-61, 66, 209, 211 
Preuy Wonw11 (Marshall) 256 
pr'Oduction (film) xi , 3, 4, 15-18, 24, 

41 , 43-44,54, 66, 71 , 73-75. 78. 83. 
100. 103-l!S, 128, 139. 163. 172, 
203, 204,206, 207,227. 239,245, 
254. 262, 263-267, 278n. 280n 



bond system 104-105, 107, ll l 
coproduction 2, 3, 5. 7, 10, 21, 72, 

171. 185. 238, 245, 247, 278n, 281n 
figures/data 99, 106 
majors and minors 42, 74, 76, J 03, 

106-111, 115, 133, 134, 138, 139, 
153, 163, 196, 206, 207. 232. 235, 
236,243, 244,245,265 

production company 16, 24, 31 , 
33. 42. 53. 64, 71 .. 72, 73, 76, 79. 
80, 103, 104, 105, 106. 107, 108, 
109-1 11, 127, 171, 207, 233 

Propaganda (C,:etin) 254 
propaganda film/cinema 33, 39, 41 , 51, 

252. 277n 
puppetry 26, 27, 30, 68, 82, 133, 277n 

Pun ch (and Judy) 18, 125, 133, 167, 
198, 199,233,234, 235 

Pygmalion (Rousseau) 91 
Pygmalion (Shaw) 87 
Pygm11lion (Asquith and Howard) 87 

quickie (lilm). See product ion 109-1 11. 
112, 138, 148, 153, 172 .. 174. 180, 
182, 184, 189, 190, 192, 193, 196, 
251 

radio 8, 20 .. 69, 120, 149, 151 . 152, 153. 
157,214, 261, 270,278n 

Radio MultiKulti 270 
Ran, Naz1m Hikmet 186 
Rare Bird 182, 184 
Ray, Nicholas 52 
Ray, Satyajit 276n 
RCA Studi(>S 59 
realism 9, 14, 17, 18, 27, 28. 29. 32, 64, 

66, 68, 86-88, 89, 91- 94, 126, 135, 
137, 144, 146, 147, 148. 155, 157, 
158, 161, 162. 166, 170, 174, 176, 

180, 181, 184, 192, 194, 196, 2 15. 
221, 227, 234. 236, 268 . .283 

non-realism 18, 27, 123, 135, 266, 
276n 

melodrama and realism. See 
melodrama 

(socia l) realist fi lm/drama 1, 17, 
52. 59. 70, 78. 79, 80, 100, 116. 
118-124, 128, 149, 171, 180, 181, 
182. 184, 188, 189, 190, 197, 198, 
204, 209, 2 10, 211, 212, 217, 219, 
224,226, 231 , 240,249,276n . 282n 

Rebel Without a Cause (Ray) 52 
Recep ivedik (Gokbakar) ix, 247 
Recep ivedik 2 (Gokbakar) ix 
Refi~, Halit 126, 128, 130, 153, 154. 

156, 158, 159, 171 
Regle du jeu, La (Reno ir) I 

Reise der Ho{fiumg (Koller) 171 
remake. See Turkification 
Renaissance 2. 27, 28, 32, 55, 243 
Rcnan .. Ernest 13 2 
Renoir, Jean I 
Republic of Tu rkey. See also 

Kemalism 7, 9, 12, 23, 25, 33, 37, 
39, 41,42,55,56,64.98, 175 

eal'ly/Fil'llt Republic 56, 99, 102, 209, 
211 

Second Republic 99, JOI , 102, 202 
Third Republic I 00, 202 
Repubtican People's Party (RPP) 51, 

53,55,65, 66. 67, 74, 152 
Re~t. Sultan. See Melunel V 
Resnais, Alain I 65 
Reynolds, Debbie 145 
Robert Colloge 50 
RojTV 261 
Romaoia(n) 25, 33, 36 
l'Qmantic/"salon" comedy 138, I 40, I 69, 

171, 197,204, 220, 221 , 256,258 
Rondo tdla 1urct1 x, 273 
Roots (TV series) 190 
Roscow, W. W. 12 
Rousseau, Jean Jacques 91 
RTOK 261 
Rus Ge/in. (Alasya) 262 
Rilya Gibi (Akad) 154 

Sabanci, Kudret 263 
:'jabaniye (Tibet) 217 
:'jabmzoglu ~ban (Egilmcz.) 216 
Safiye Sultan (Martino and Rutkay) 72 
Salue Kabadayz (Baytan) 217 
Saka, Ata I 94 
Salih , Tayeb 115 
Salgzn (i par) 139 
Salkm1 Hanmun Tarzeleri 

(Giritlioglu) 249 
Salt of the Etmlz (Biberman) 93 
Sarni, $emsettin 88 
Sa11zson, sei11 e-igen.er M6rder 

(Ertugrul) 56 
Samsun 41. 106, 107, 108 
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Saner Film 1 06 
Saner, Hulki 85. 163, 164, 167, 169, 

170, 171.173 
Sarris, Andrew 240 
Sascba-Mess ter-Filrn 277n 
~maz, Necali 271 
Sa\l\ln, Kadir 140 
Saydam, Neja! 138, 139, 143 
Schindler's Lisi (Spielberg) 93 
Schub, Esther 42 
Scorsese, Marlin 13 1. 238, 239 
Scou, Ridley 256, 272 
Season of Migra1ion to 1/ze No11h 

(Salih) 11 5 
Seba, Zafix 193 
Second World War 7, 10, 12, 24, 25, 41, 

42, 45, 50,52, 56, 64. 66, 71, 74, 
87, 99, 117, 132 

secular(ism) 12, 51 , 63. 66, 67, 87, 90, 
93, 94, 120, 152, 156, 160, 161, 
162, 164, 249, 250, 251. 252. 256, 
257, 258,259, 260, 261 , 270,27 1, 
280n, 283n 

Seden, Osman F. 168, 188, 194, 217 
Seden, $akir 33 
$eker Ahmet Pa$a 233, 234 
Scl.;uk, Miinir Nureuin. See MUnir 

Nurenin 
self-colonization. Scie also 

colo1tialism 7, 132, 134. 135, 267 
Seljuks, The 161 
Se/vi Boy/um Al )'(lzm alzm (Ytlmaz) 243 
$en , Ali 218 
$cn, $ener 244, 254. 256, 265.266, 

285n 
Sena1: Milzcyyen 66, 87 
Serbia(n) 36, 178, 180 
Sesigi.izel, Nuri 148, 149, 152, 153, 157 
Sevmek Zama111 (Erksan) 165 
sex lilms. Su also nudity Ii , 20, 92, 98, 

IOI , 110-115. 116, 118, 119, 120, 
122, 123, 157, 189, 190, 191- 196, 
197, 198, 201, 204, 215, 222, 224, 
260-263. 272 , 280n, 282n,284n 

sex comedy 109. 111, 112, 113, 115, 
168, 183, 192, 193, 194, 283n 

scxploi1ation. Sc!e exploitation 
~y1an (Erksan) 130, 162- 167, 197, 198 
Sezin, Sezer 7 5 
shadow plays. See Karagoz and 

puppeU)' 
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Shakespeare 69, 132. 142, 165 
Shaw, Bernard 87 
Sica, Vi tl.()iio de 226 
$1k Thcnte1; Beyoglu 47 
silent filn1 31 , 44, 46, 47. 59. 92, 117, 

227. 228 
Simon & Garfunkel 184 
$im!j<!k. Tank 183 
Smav (Sorak) 262 
Sinav, Osman 249 
Si11ema Caze1esi 43, 46. 47 
Sinema Postas1 1 04 
S inema Yzldi?)an 42 
singer film. See melodrama 
Singing ;,. the Rain (Oonen and 

Kelly ) 145 
Sirk, Douglas 154, 156 
Smith, Brooke I 
Smith, Will 272 
Smwfs, The 271 
social realism. See realism 
Some Like II Hot (Wilder) 84, 87 
Somer, Onder 149 
So11 Saat 49 
Sonsuzµ Yuriimek (Ucakan) 256 
So1-ak. Omer Faruk 168, 246, 262 
$oray, Tnrkan 121, 223 
sound film (talkie) 44-52. 53, 92, 

117- 124, 145 
So\~CI (Un ion) 2, 9, 41, 42, 56, 101. 

11 6, 277n, 28511 
Si!z Bir Allah Bir (Ertu~rul) 59 
SOzde K1z/ar (Enugrul) l 92 
SOziin Bitrigi Yer (Gone.$) 258 
Spain 2, 83 
Sparrakus (Enugrul) 56 
Spielber-g, Steven 83. 131 
Sponcck, Salle 25, 26, 36. 63. 277n 
St. Pe tersburg 46 
Stahl. John M. 154 
S1arT,.,k(TVseries) 167. 17 1, 172, 

173, 175, 190 
Star W111-s ( Lucas) 208 
State Theater and Opera 53 
Stella Doi/as (Vidor) 86. 87 
Strike (Eisenstein) 191 
studio (film) 7, 16, 39, 40, 41, 42, 47, 

53- 55,. 73, 75. 103, 116, 117. 118, 
119. 140, 152, 172, 195. 228. 230, 
23 1, 233 

$umlu, Mllkremin 195 



Sw1al, Kemal 115, 169, 216, 217, 218, 
219.283n 

Sungur, Zari 66 
Siiper &lami (Atadeniz) 168 
Slireyya Film Theater 76, 77 
Sllrtiik (Egilrnez) 87, 208 
Surtiigiin Km (Egilmez) 87 
Slirii (6kten) 188 
Switzerland/Swiss 69, 171 
Syria 67 

Tabu11a RDv~ata (Zaim) 263 
Takma Kafani (Ozfigen/Figenli) 191-196, 

198 
Tc1kva (Klziltan) 249, 264 
talkie. See sound fi lm 
Talu, Ercumem Ekrem 25 
Taner, Gun~ 204 
Taner, Mesut 262 
Tarkan 175 
Taylan Brothers 258, 259 
TarL.an films 16, 83, 172 
Tarzan istanbu/Wa (Atadeniz) 83, 84 
Tarzan Korkusi1z Adam (Tulgar) 83 
1i11-<111·1, rite Ape M<111 (van Dyke) 83 
7C-ln..an S Ne\v Yl>rk Atlvent1,1·e 

(Thorpe) 83 
T~. Ero! 178 
Tatlt Cadr (TV series) 284n 
Tatl1ses, ibrahim 221. 222 
Tayfur. Ferdi (dubbing anist) 49, 50, 

66, 117 
Tayfor, Ferdi (arabesk singer) 70, 148, 

255 
Taygun, Mera! 163, 166 
Tea and Sympathy 278n 
Lelcvision 14, 19, 20, 21, 69, 79, 80, 

101 , 102, I 10. 111, 114, 120, 125, 
133, 161.171, 190, 197, 203,206. 
207, 216, 217, 219,232, 233.234, 
235, 236, 243, 244 , 247, 260, 261. 
265, 270,278n,279n,281n,282n, 
284n 

television series 38, 102, 120. 125, 
168, 171, 172. 175, 190, 198. 216, 
222, 234, 244,25 1, 258, 261, 271. 
281n.. 284n, 285n 

Tempest, The (Shakespeare) 132, 156 
theater x, 9. 24, 28, 29, 30, 39. 41 , 44, 

47, 53, 55, 56,59, 64,88, 91,92, 
117, 125, 153, 277 

film theaters. See exhibition 
theater actors 9, 16, 54, SS, 56, 59, 

117, 166, 169, 192, 193 
theater-in-the-round 17, 28-29, 30, 

53, 55, 82. 168 
theaLcr plays 9, 39, 41 
1radilional/01toman theater 27, 30, 

55, 66, 88, 126, 168, 169 
tulrwt 27, 30, 39, 44, 88, 141, 163, 

168, 169 
1heater·makers period. See also 

cinema-makers period 7, 23, 275 
Thelma am/ Louise (Scott) 256 
Theodorakis, Mikis 184, 186 
Theresa, Maria 81 
Third Cinema 132, 154, 187, 239, 241 , 

268 
Third World 5, 48, 50, 68, 

129- 131, 132 
Thh'd World cinemalfilm 13. 128, 

132 
Tibet , Kanai 208, 217, 262 
Tittmic (Cameron) 247, 267, 272 
Tiplady. SLeve 125 
Topatan, Danya! i 83 
Topuz, Hrfa1 64 
Tootsie (Pollack) 217 
Tornatore, Guiseppe 102 
n·aditional performing artS. See theater 

and Karagoz 
crnns-ing 13. 63-64, 277n 
transilion(ality) L 1-13, 63, 75, 80, 82, 

91, 95,207,208 
transitional soc iety 12, 64, 79, 9 1 
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