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ABSTRACT

YESILCAM IN LETTERS: A “CINEMA EVENT” IN 1960s
TURKEY FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF AN AUDIENCE
DISCOURSE

Dilek Kaya Mutlu
Ph.D. in Art, Design, and Architecture
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Biilent Ozgii¢
Co-Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Halil Nalgaoglu
June, 2002

This study examines “Yesilgam event” in Turkish cinema from the perspective of an

audience discourse that is reconstituted from the audience letters published in popular

cinema magazines Sinema and Perde. Through a study of the letters, it is observed
that neither Yegilcam cinema that marks the 1960s can be reduced to a film industry
nor the social experience of it could be evaluated in terms of a cinema-audience
relation consisting merely of movie going and film viewing. The topics and the forms
of expressions in the letters suggest that Yesilgam was a “cinema event” diffused
throughout everyday life especially through social images of stars and that the
audiences had an important role in its (re)production and circulation outside movie

theatre.

Keywords: Cinema as event, Yesilcam event, Audience, Audience letters, Stars,

Cinema magazines.
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OZET

MEKTUPLARDAKI YESILCAM: iZLEYICi SOYLEMIi
PERSPEKTIFINDEN ALTMISLAR TURKIYE’SINDE BiR
“SINEMA OLAYI”

Dilek Kaya Mutlu
Giizel Sanatlar, Tasanim ve Mimarlik Fakiiltesi
Doktora
Tez yoneticileri: Prof. Dr. Biilent Ozgiic,
Yard. Dog. Dr. Halil Nalgaoglu
Haziran, 2002

Bu tez, popliler sinema dergileri Sinema ve Perde’de yaymlanmis izleyici
mektuplarindan yeniden kurulan bir izleyici soylemi perspektifinden Tiirk sinemasinda
“Yesilgam olayi"na bakiyor. Mektuplarin incelemesi, altmuglara damgasini vuran
Yesilgam sinemasin, sadece bir film endiistrisine indirgenemeyecegini ve bu
sinemanin toplumsal deneyiminin de, basitge, sinemaya gitmek ve film seyretmekten
ibaret bir sinema-izleyici iligkisi olarak degerlendirilemeyecegini gosteriyor.
Mektuplarin igerdigi konular ve ifade bigimleri, Yesilgam’in, ozellikle yildizlarin
toplumsal imgeleri aracilifyla, giindelik hayata yayilmug bir “sinema olay1” oldugunu
ve izleyicilerin de bu olayin sinema salonu diginda (yeniden) tiretiminde ve dolagiminda

6nemli bir role sahip oldugunu gosteriyor.

Anahtar Sézciikler: Olay olarak sinema, Yesilcam olayi, Izleyici, Izleyici mektuplar,

Yildizlar, Sinema-magazin dergileri.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Robert Allen writes:

Except for the legendary viewers who dove under their seats at the sight of Lumiere’s
train coming into the station; the countless immigrants to the U.S. who, we are told,
learned American values in the sawdust-floored nickelodeons of the lower East Side;
and those who, to a person it would seem, applauded Al Jolson’s “You ain’t seen
nothin’ yet’ in 1927; film history had been written as if films had no audiences or were
seen by everyone and in the same way, or as if however they were viewed and by
whomever, the history of ‘films’ was distinct from and privileged over the history of
their being taken up by the billions of people who have watched them since 1894. (348)

The concept “audience” in the quotation above refers to “flesh-and-blood” people.
Being different from the concept “spectator”, it lies at the core of a theoretical debate,
which has started in the 1970s within cultural studies and joined by film studies in the
late 1980s, but especially in the 1990s. As Annette Kuhn says, “spectator and
audience are distinct concepts which cannot -as they frequently are- be reduced to one
another” (“Women’s Genres” 303). Beside the term “flesh-and-blood”, theorists have
used several other terms to distinguish “the audience” from “textual or theoretical
spectator” such as ‘“empirical viewer”, “real viewer”, “social audience”, “real
audience”, “historical audience”, “actual audience”, “real readers”, and ‘“historically
specific subjects”. The variability of the terms suggests that the concept “audience” is
a complicated one and it could only be defined with reference to what the concept

“spectator” has been supposed to leave untouched -the “social”’, “actual”,

“historical”.



Parallel to film history’s generally being history of films, film studies has long
consisted of the study of films. When film studies was established as an academic
discipline in the 1960s it consisted mainly of the study of “auteurs” and their films and
film movements (Turner 196). This might be normal if we consider the fact that film
had long struggled for gaining acceptance as being a distinct art form, and film
studies, as being a distinct academic discipline. Allen explains that at the beginning of
1970s film history still was taken to mean history of films but “[n]ot all films, of
course, just those films a teacher could nominate with a straight face as ‘art’ in

defending his or her course to a colleague in art history or literature (347).”

"Auteurism" or the "auteur theory" remained dominant in film studies until mid-1970s.
Allen characterizes the period after mid-1970s in film studies with the “reign of high
theory” and explains:

All the cool graduate students were analyzing texts. Anyone interested in questions of
history was clearly not with the program; and anyone interested in non-cinetextual
historical questions -economic structures, the relationship between cinema and other
forms of popular entertainment, technology, the organization of labor, or what might
have gone on the billions of times the texts of film history were ‘read’ by viewers- was
also damned empiricist! (347-8)

The 1970s witnessed the rise of the analysis of films as “texts” and the subject
positions they create for the “spectator”. The “spectator” was based on the notion of
people as “subjects”. It was not a flesh-and-blood person; it was “a subject
constituted in signification, interpellated by the film ... text” (Kuhn, “Women’s
Genres” 305). The 1980s witnessed a shift from spectator to the audience especially
within cultural studies, which is imported to film studies in the late 1980s and 1990s.
Today it is possible to denote a specific body of work within film studies and cultural
studies with the term “audience studies” and this study attempts to take part within

that body of work.



It could be argued that film studies is in an age of self-interrogation. Even the title of a
recent anthology reads Reinventing Film Studies. Robert B. Ray who has written a
review for that book writes that the book “offers an implicit motto -Historicise!-
another way of saying, once again, that everything, including presumably film studies,
is socially constructed”. In fact the shift of the focus of analysis in the 1970s from
“auteur” to the "film text" and “spectator” had led to "reinvention" of film studies,
too. It seems to me that the shift from the “text” and “textual spectator” to the
“context” and “audience”, which started in the 1980s but sprang to film studies only
within the last decade, calls for a new "reinvention" in its focus on the social

dimensions of cinema viewing.

1.1. The Purpose of the Study

In 1982 Abisel had pointed to the lack of sufficient studies and researches concerning
the past periods of Turkish cinema (9-10). The fact that the same point was also made
in 1999 by Kayal: (“Kiiltiir” 140) suggests that this situation is a persistent gap within
Turkish cinema studies and researches. In fact, as Kayali observes, parallel to the rise
in popular culture studies in Turkey there have been a growing interest in old films,
especially the films of the 1960s within academic circles in Turkey starting from the
1980s (Sinema 67). However, although Yelsilgcam films, especially melodramas, have
become one of the most popular areas of study within Turkish film studies our
knowledge about the sociocultural aspects of Yesilcam cinema, which extend beyond
films, is very limited. This study attempts to make a contribution to the literature on
Turkish cinema, especially Yesilcam, in this respect. Informed by the audience

research and theory, this study engages in the social dimensions of the “Yesilgam



event” in Turkish cinema history as well as in Turkish socio-cultural history with a
focus on audiences of Yesilgam cinema. Besides, the study investigates the possible
value of using audience letters published in cinema magazines to explore the social

experience of this cinema event.

The 1960s constitute an important period of Turkish cinema in terms of the number of
films produced per year and movie attendance (K&ker 135). Movie going in those
years was the major outside activity in Turkish society, partially due to its lower
economic cost compared to other social entertainment forms such as going to music
halls. However it is more appropriate to conceive Yesilgam cinema as an “event”
beyond mere film production. The film industry in that period depended upon various
other channels, which contributed to the promotion of cinema and its continuation in
forms other than films. In other words an important part of the cinema culture was
“extrafilmic”. Magazine journalism and star journalism were the most prominent ones

among those channels that circulated the extrafilmic.

The 1960s were also the golden age of the thoughts on Turkish cinema (Kayali,

“Kiiltiir” 145). Most of the concepts such as “social realism (toplumsal gercekeilik)”,

kLI 14

“people’s cinema (halk sinemast)”, “national cinema (ulusal sinema)”, “revolutionary

cinema (devrimci sinema)”, which reflected different points of view of critics and

intellectuals in cinema circles in Turkey about Turkish cinema, were formulated in this
period. Major debates of the period that were carried out in cinema journals (e.g. Yeni

Sinema) and cinema sections of political journals (e.g. Akis, Yon, Ant) focused on

Yesilgam films and the general nature of Turkish cinema as well as its status in

relation to other domains such as European and American cinemas. These debates



referred to the audience indirectly while arguing about the “cheap and bad pleasures”
promoted by Yesilgam films; in other words, just to argue that Yesilcam films were
the "wrong kinds of texts”, which are "oppressive, constraining, mainstream,
commercial” and have wrong kinds of effects on the audience and society at large.' As
it is also argued by several critics of the period the audience was treated as a

homogenous, stable mass both by filmmakers and critics.>

When we look at the books on Turkish cinema history written so far we observe that
they are mostly organized in terms of films, genres, and directors.” The limitations of
these books have already been mentioned by other researchers among which Kayal
appears to have a special place with his more specific and organized criticisms.*
Kayah has explicitly stated that “Turkish cinema history should be rewritten” (Sinema
59). In particular, he has pointed to the influence of the “subjective mentality” and
“political perspective” of the writers of cinema history (i.e. Nijat Ozon), which have
resulted in the exclusion of certain subjects, films, and directors from Turkish cinema
history (Sinema 70). However, although Kayali points to an important problem in the
field, it must be noted that he still conceives Turrkish cinema history mostly as a
history of films, directors, directors, and genres. This study prefers to approach 1960s

Turkish cinema by following Rick Altman’s conception of “cinema as event”, which

! Here I use Jensen and Pauly’s remark on the opposition between the “right kinds of texts” and
“wrong kinds of texts” formulated in literary criticism (159). This opposition secems to lie on the
basis of debates on Turkish cinema in 1960s.

? See Nijat Oz6n’s “Yerli Filmler ve Seyirci”, Hasan Giirdal, Davit Fresko, and Suat Karantay’s
“Tiirkiye'de Sinema Seyircisi”, Atilla Dorsay’s “Sinema Seyircisi”.

3 See, for example, Nijat Ozon’s Tiirk Sinema Tarihi published in 1962, Giovanni Scognamillo’s
Tiirk Sinema Tarihi published in 1987, and another Tiirk Sinema Tarihi published in 1998. However
Mustafa Gokmen’s Baslangictan 1950’yve Kadar Tiirk Sinema Tarihi ve Eski Istanbul Sinemalari,
published in 1989, which looks at Turkish cinema as a social/cultural event from a wider perspective
needs to be considered as an exceptional example.

% See especially the chapter entitled “Tiirk Sinema Tarihlerinin Sinirlihklarimi Asmanin Yollan” in
his Sinema Bir Kiltiirdir.




he forwarded in 1992 as a “new way of thinking about cinema” (2). This conception is
based on several criticisms directed to the “text-oriented” film scholarship in general.
The treatment of cinema as a series of self-contained texts, divorced from material
existence, the limitation of the treatment of audience to the experience of film-
viewing, the consideration of contemporary culture in so far as it constitutes the
subject matter of a film are among the characteristics of that scholarship, which
Altman aims to challenge (1). The text-oriented approach to cinema, Altman explains,
treats each film as a self-contained text, constituting the center of a system in which
related concerns such as production, reception and culture revolve around the text
“like so many planets” (2). Within such a system text, production, reception and
culture are all assumed to be closed in them with no interchange. Moreover the text’s
outside is determined according to a solid ordering in terms of closeness to the text.
The order is in the form of text-production-reception-culture. In opposition to such an
understanding of cinema Altman prefers to conceive cinema as a “macro-event”
involving several “cinema events” in which the individual film serves only “as a point
of interchange between other elements” (2-3). The most important characteristics of
cinema as event is, Altman implies, “interchange”, in that

the cinema event is constituted by a continuing interchange, neither beginning nor
ending at any specific point. No fixed trajectory characterizes this interchange, nor is it
possible to predict which aspect of the system will influence which other aspect. (4)

Parallel to Altman’s conception this study conceives Yesilgam as an event. Conceiving
cinema as an event implies that just as cinema event cannot be limited to film
production the social experience of that event cannot be limited to mere film
watching. Philip Corrigan remarks that cinema sells a habit more than individual films,
in other words "there is more in cinema-going than seeing films" (31). In a similar vein

John Ellis writes:



Cinema is enjoyed whether the film is or not ... , and often people 'go to the cinema'
regardless of what film is showing, and sometimes even with little attention of watching
the film at all. Cinema, in this sense, is the relative privacy and anonymity of a
darkened public space in which various kinds of activities can take place. (Visible
Fictions 26)

This argument implies that the position of the person in the movie theatre might not
be “always and only that of an interpreter”.” We should also acknowledge that the
experience of cinema event could not be limited to inside movie theatre, either. Just as

“audiences don’t just ‘happen’ upon the cinema” (Barker and Brooks 137) they do

not cease being audiences as they leave cinema.

It could be said that Yesilgam of the 1960s sold the habit of movie going, too.
However it seems to me that Yesilgam event and the audiences’ relation to it cannot
be reduced merely to film watching nor can it be to the performance in the movie
theatre, which extends beyond the film on the screen. Just a familiarity with the
Turkish popular cinema magazines of the 1960s would support that impression. It is
possible to consider those magazines as an alternative exhibition place for Yesilgam

and the image of Yesilgam they suggest is not made up of only films.

Allen and Gomery remark that, in the case of United States, "movie-going ceased
being a habitual activity and became a less frequent but more carefully planned
outgoing", in other words, “"[g]oing to the movies" became "going to see a film"
with the emergence of television (157). This observation points to the importance of
the historical and social context in which movie going experience take place. Barker

and Brooks write:

5 Here I am referring to Tony Bennett and Janet Woollacott’s argument that “the position of the
reader is not always and only that of an interpreter” (63).



Just because film is visual in its medium, does not mean that our encounter with it is
primarily to do with a way of seeing. It is not the medium which determines the manner
of response, but the place of that medium within a social and cultural circuit, and the
tasks given to that medium in the life of that society. (136)

Similar observations could be made for movie going in Turkey, too. The cinema event
that existed in the 1960s probably does not exist today. However the relations

characterizing it may be continuing in other contexts.

Although this study considers the audience as an important constituent of the cinema
event and it acknowledges the potential contributions of considering cinema in terms
of the question of reception, it does not aim to attribute the audience a privileged
status among other participants of the Yesilgam event. Rather it aims to ask what a
movement from the film text and spectator to the audience, more specifically
audience’s relation to Yesilgam event, can enable us to “say” about that event, which
we have not been able to say when we have been merely focusing on the film text and
spectator. The image of Yesilgam from the perspective of industry and films could be
different from the image constructed in its reception. Yesilgam is neither this nor that
image but all at the same time. Janet Staiger writes that “the history of cinema might
very well be radically rewritten if you pursue it, not solely from the perspective of the
production of films, but equally from their reception” (Interpreting Films 12). This
might be true of Turkish cinema, too. Writing such a history goes beyond the scope of
this study. However it is hoped that this study could point, at least, to some aspects of
Yesilgam event, which remained invisible in the history of Turkish cinema, by focusing
on the relation of audiences to that event, in other words, by looking at Yesilcam
event from the perspective of its reception by audiences. The objective in this study is

to explore what makes Yesilgam cinema meaningful to audiences by focusing to the



social experience of Yegilcam event. Yesilcam cinema here is conceived as a cultural
product that is collectively shaped by those in the film industry and audiences. What
we call the audience is not simply people who consume Yesilgam but who also
(re)produce it through the place they give to it within their lives and social

experiences.

There have been a few researches and studies on cinema audiences in Turkey.’
However there has been no academic research in cinema audiences of the 1960s. This
study aims to fill an important gap in this respect. However the reader should not
expect an exhaustive account of Yegilcam audience. It seems to me that this is not
possible not only because of the lack of official records and published material, but
also, and more importantly, because of the methodological questions and problems
facing such a project. There are no clear cut answers to questions such as “where is
the audience”, “how to reach them”, “how to approach them”, “how to interpret the
information obtained from them”. Although this study engages in audiences of a local
cinema, namely Yesilcam, and thus aims to contribute to the literature on Turkish
cinema at first hand, it could also contribute indirectly to the literature on the audience

in general, and cinema audiences in particular, with the implications of its research

methodology.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

¢ See Hilmi A. Malik’s Tiirkiye’de Sinema ve Tesirleri, Osman Sevki Uludag’s Cocuklar, Gengler,
Filmler, several public surveys conducted by Yedinci Sanat journal in 1970s, Nezih Erdogan’s “Ug
Seyirci: Popiiler Eglence Bigimlerinin Alimlanmasi Uzerine Notlar”, Fida Film Sinema Seyircisi
Profili *91.




There has been an explosion of studies relating to audiences since the 1980s. In fact
these studies, the majority of which focused on television audiences, need to be
considered parallel to the “culturalist” project of the 1970s which was motivated by a
reaction against what was called “textual determinism” in media and cultural studies.’
In the late 1960s and 1970s it was the concept of “ideology” which mostly informed
cultural theory. Parallel to that media was conceived as an ideological apparatus
producing particular meanings that would serve to support existing economic,
political and social power relations (Ang, “Culture” 241-2). In other words it was
assumed that representations in media products shaped “the way people see and
experience the world, themselves and others in the world” and thus contributed to the
reproduction of social relations of power (Donald 114). Therefore textualist
approach, which was motivated by ideological criticism, did not focus on the actual
responses or readings of audiences but on the textual production of a position for
reading or “spectating” (McDonald 190), which could also be described as “the
implied reader, the model reader or the preferred reader” (Bennett 219). In the 1989

special issue of Camera Obscura devoted to the conception of female spectatorship

Mary Ann Doane wrote:

I have never thought of the female spectator as synonymous with the woman sitting in
front of the screen, munching her popcorn ... The female spectator is a concept not a
person. (qtd. in Stacey, Star Gazing 23)

Similarly Stephen Heath argued:

It is possible with regard to a film or group of films to analyse a discursive
organization, a system of address, a placing -a construction- of the spectator... This is
not to say, however, that any and every spectator -and, for instance man or woman, of
this class or that- will be completely and equally in the given construction, completely
and equally there in the film; and nor then is it to say that the discursive organization
and its production can exhaust -be taken as equivalent to -the effectivity, the potential
effects, of a film. (qtd. in Bennett 219)

" These issues will be discussed in detail in Chapter 2.
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However we can argue that textual approach contained “masked claims” about what
the reader/spectator does with the text, or to be more exact “what the text does with

the reader” (Barker and Brooks 141).

The 1980s marked a shift from “textual” reader/spectator to “actual” audiences
among certain scholars. This shift was partially due to the popularization of the
Gramscian notion of “hegemony”, which was brought on the agenda in 1970s by
British cultural studies as an alternative to Althusserian notion of ideology to come up
with a “broader” understanding of “cultural practices”. The concept “hegemony”
emphasized the importance of “consent” in cultural domination and gave room to the
possibility of “negotiation” and “resistance”. One of the distinguishing characteristics
of audience studies was their “ethnographic approach” towards media/audience
relationships, in that they tried to study media uses, functions, and meanings within
the everyday lives of audiences. The use of ethnographic forms of research such as
participant observation, interviews, letters, and questionnaires was a common way to
examine audiences’ own account of their relation to the media in everyday life. As a
result of considering the act of media consumption together with the “context” in
which that act occurs and focusing on audiences’ own accounts of their consumption
of the media, the ethnographic audience studies constructed an image of the audience
who not only actively negotiated meanings preferred by media texts but also whose

media use could not be limited to mere interpretation of the meanings in media texts.

Ethnographic approach to media/audience relations has been subjected to various

criticisms. The “theoretical poverty”, “uncritical celebration and mystification of
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popular culture”, the “unproblematic position of the researcher” vis-a-vis his/her
object and subjects of study were among the major problems associated with that
approach. However one of the most specific arguments about ethnographic studies
was while it was trying to avoid “textual determinism” it resulted in a kind of

“audience determinism”.®

This argument seems to be the first challenge waiting any
prospective researcher in audience studies. Any audience study, which forwards its
aim as “knowing the audience” before everything else, could be criticized for falling
into “audience determinism”. However it does not seem that the ethnographic studies
aim at simply “knowing the audience”. Actually it seems to me that their purpose is
rather to show that the audience is never alone with the text. This is because “other”
social and historical structures and discourses, and social relations continuously
intervene. It seems that audience research so far consists of an expedition to
determine what these “others” making up the “social” and “historical”” are, rather than
to find and know the audience per se. In this sense perhaps it is more appropriate to
call these studies “context-based” rather than “audience based”. At that point two
questions come to the fore: 1. What constitutes a context? 2. How much context is
enough? We cannot undermine ethnographic studies’ struggle to widen the meaning
of the term context, but we cannot ignore their continuous struggle to frame it, to
make it visible and distinguishable, either. Much of these studies have reduced the
context to home, household, family, or neighborhood. Another characteristic of these

studies is that they mostly focused on the female audiences’ experience with the media

under question. It must be the result of these two factors -the way context and the

8 I understand “audience determinism” as the claim that “if you know the audience of a particular
media then you know that media.”
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audience are dealt with- that much ethnographic research have resulted in an emphasis

on the question of gender.

Yesilcam cinema, being located within the domain of popular culture, can be
considered as a treasure for ideological analysis. Films contribute to the circulation of
meaning in society and, therefore, we cannot ignore the importance of “textual
analysis”.” However this study does not give credence to the necessity of adding yet
another one to numerous studies of Yesilgam that are conducted from this
perspective. Focusing on the question of reception it aims to present a new
perspective to Yesilgam event. However the study does not prefer to follow
ethnographic approach, either. This is not because cinema audiences from the past are
inappropriate for an ethnographic project in terms of access to the audiences, but
mainly because of the deficits of that approach that are mentioned above. Following
the methodology used by Jackie Stacey in her study of the British female audiences of
1940s and 1950s Hollywood stars, Yesilcam event could be studied by referring to the
memories of people who witnessed that period through questionnaires and interviews.
A major problem often mentioned in relation to such ethnographic projects is the

question of memory, more specifically, the role of the memory formation in

structuring audiences’ accounts.

Jensen and Poly explain that "[e]thnography records an actual social encounter

between researcher and subject, in however flawed a way, and that encounter

® Here we refer to Kuhn’s definition of textual analysis as an “ideological reading” which
deconstructs the text and then reconstruct it to bring to light that which was previously hidden. In
other words to reveal how the text naturalizes the operation of ideology which structures it (Women’s
Pictures 77)
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promised to deepen researchers' understanding of the audience" (164). However
ethnography's potential of "deepening” the understanding of any culture has been the
subject of a serious debate even in anthropology from where it is imported to
audience studies. James Clifford writes

"Cultures" do not hold still for their portraits. Attempts to make them so always involve
simplification and exclusion, selection of a temporal focus, the construction of a self-
other relationship, and the imposition or negotiation of a power relationship. (10)

In fact this is a common argument facing any attempt to describe “another world”.
Zygmunt Bauman writes:

To make that world speak to us, we must, as it were, make its silences audible: to spell
out what that world was unaware of ... In the end, instead of reconstructing that ‘other
world’, we shall no more than construe ‘the other’ of the world of our own. (5-6)

The political and ethical question of the relationship of the researcher to the audiences
under consideration has been debated within ethnographic studies, too. Jensen and
Pauly argue that ethnographic methods such as accessing the audience through letters
and questionnaires, enable researchers to “incorporate the subjects' own voices into
the research account, and avoid some of the problems /of an omniscient authorial
presence” (165). It seems to me that this is not convincing since the researcher,

although not physically, is still present in his/her invitation to answer questionnaires

and his/her questions.

A distinctive feature of this study is the use of audience letters published in cinema
magazines as data for audience research. The preference of these letters does not
derive from a belief in their independence from the problems associated with
ethnographic research such as availability, representativeness, manipulation, and
memory formation. It seems that these problems will persist as long as we deal with

audiences. It would be very naive to claim that the audience could be available to
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researcher in an unmediated way. In fact, no object of research can. However we
should also notice that the emphasis on mediation and distortion as a problem
suggests that, as Stacey argues, “there may be pure cinematic experience beyond the
limits of representation” (“Textual Obsessions” 266). The problem of mediation and
distortion apply to the use of audience letters as data, too. Moreover using audience
letters published in magazines has been considered problematic in itself. Some of the
problems are said to be the “inextricability of production from consumption”; letters’
being a “partial representation of audiences’ feelings and opinions” since the
“selection by producers clearly determines what is printed”; and the possibility that
they “may well be concocted by office staff at the magazine” (Stacey, “Textual
Obsessions” 266). However similar problems might be mentioned for any type of data
used to “represent” audiences. The preference for audience letters published in cinema
magazines in this study derives mainly from the idea that these letters enable the
researcher to consider multiple aspects of audiencehood instead of a simplistic
reliance on reality-representation relation. These letters not only constitute a site for
different voices, views and experiences but also of intersection and interchange
between production and reception, film industry and society, and among audiences
themselves. The reader columns in cinema magazines that are reserved for audience
letters can be considered as “billboards”. Lawrence Grossberg describes “billboards”
as follow:"

Billboards are neither authentic nor inauthentic . . . [a]nd they perform, provoke, and
enable a variety of different activities: they open up a space for many different
discourses and practices, both serious and playful, both institutional and guerrilla . . .
Billboards mark “strategic installations” - “a fixed address for temporary lodgment” ...
They manifest complex appeals that draw us down certain roads, open and close
alternative routes, and enables us to be located in a variety of ways at different sites and

' In fact Grossberg use this term to describe “the multiple effectivity of cultural practices”
(“*Wandering Audiences” 313).
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intersections where we can rest, or engage in other activities, or move on in different
directions. (“Wandering Audiences” 313)

Using audience letters in cinema magazines makes the researcher avoid starting with a
predefined audience and context. The letters construct a dynamic site consisting of a
variety of “roads” and “crossroads” traced between different constituents (i.e. film,
star, magazine journalism, audiences, fan discourse) that make up Yesilcam event.'!
This study follows the traces of an imaginary audience wandering through these roads
and crossroads and tries to figure out the multiple aspects of Yesilgam event, what

made it meaningful to audiences, what audiences cared about and why.

1.3. Methodology
The study uses 239 audience letters published in two popular cinema magazines of the

1960s, Sinema and Perde, as its primary research material."> The majority of the

letters were written by male audiences and from the province. Letters’ being written
mostly by male audiences could be “partially” related to the distribution of general
population of Turkey according to sex and literacy in the 1960s. Distributions of the

letters according to year, sex, and city are as follows:

Table 1
Distribution of the Letters Used According to Years
Year Number
1961 117
1962 44
1964 21
1965 39
1967 18
TOTAL 239

! Moreover these letters become a constituent of the cinema event by their being published and read
by other audiences.

12 38 letters are excluded from the research either because they do not provide insight to Yesilgam-
audience relations or they are very few in number in terms of their subject matter. These are: (a) 20
letters referring to foreign film stars and 1 letter referring to a foreign film (b) 6 letters addressed to
Sinema magazine about topics not directly related to cinema (c) 4 letters referring to celebrities in
other media such as music and theatre (d) 5 letters referring to “artist competitions” (e) 3 letters
written by actors or directors in response to each other.
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Table 2
Distribution of the Letters According to Sex

Year Male Female Unknown
1961 73 39 5
1962 18 20 6
1964 16 4 1
1965 25 13 1
1967 6 11 1

TOTAL 138 (58%) 87 (36%) 14 (6%)

Table 3

Distribution of the Letters According to Cities
Year Istanbul Ankara Izmir Other Unknown
1961 38 5 7 55 12
1962 20 4 1 14 5
1964 3 2 2 13 1
1965 3 5 1 15 15
1967 6 0 0 10 2
