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ABSTRACT

This study examines the relationship between the arts of theatre and cinema and the public sphere, as well as
how these arts initiate a process of mental deliberation concerning the concept of the public sphere in the minds
of individuals. The concept of the public sphere is defined as a space where individuals can freely come together
to discuss social issues and ensure the visibility of different identities. From the perspective of the public nature
of art, these spaces, where people from various segments of society come together to share a common artistic
experience, may be considered to possess a public character. However, the processes through which these
spaces are appropriated by the public bring with them various challenges. The cultural, social, educational, and
democratic functions of representational arts, such as theatre and cinema, which are often attributed a sense of
publicness, are generally shaped according to the demands of individuals. Nevertheless, the influence of the state
authority and the private sector in shaping these spaces for their own purposes leads to the standardisation of
the supposedly free nature of art. Particularly in modern societies today, the emphasis on consumer culture and
individuality contributes to the erosion of the concept of the public sphere in the minds of individuals. The
manipulative use of media and communication tools further undermines the fundamental elements of the public
sphere, such as the transparent flow of information and equal participation. The aim of this study is to evaluate
the public functions of theatre and cinema arts in this context. Redefining the social and cultural functions of
these arts and strengthening their public roles, which have been weakened due to existing structures and
constraints, emerges as a significant issue today. The redefinition and strengthening of the public sphere contain
the essential elements that will enable individuals to exist actively as political agents within society. Therefore,
the evaluations and comparisons made regarding public sphere theories necessitate a reconsideration of what
an ideal public sphere might entail. This study aims to discuss the public nature of theatre and cinema arts and
demonstrate theirimpacts on individuals and society, as well as what this newly conceptualised publicness might
signify in this context.
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Introduction

The understanding of publicness created by the arts of theatre and cinema is defined through
spaces/areas where individuals from different segments of society come together to share a
common experience through a predetermined artistic activity/event. The fundamental issue to
be examined here is the purpose underlying the desire of representational arts, such as cinema
and theatre, to define themselves as “public” activities. Public spaces, which carry a mission
encompassing cultural, social, educational, and democratic functions, have the potential to fulfill
this mission in accordance with the demands of the individuals who make up these spaces.
However, these public spaces, which we assume to be shaped by the demands of the public,
are either nationalised by the state authority and moulded according to the political objectives
of state ideology, leading to a biased understanding of art, or commercialised by the private
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sector, resulting in a standardised form of art shaped by the consumption-oriented ideology of
popular culture. At this point, the expectations and demands of individuals from the public
sphere are crucial.

The meaning attributed to the public sphere by individuals in contemporary society is shaped
within a structure that is parallel to the production relationships in the society to which they
belong. This structure is manifested through the axis of conflict between the capital-owning
bourgeoisie and the privileged and authoritative bureaucratic rulers. Additionally, the demands
of the productive class, which constitutes the majority of society and generates added value
through the means of production, are often overlooked or suppressed within the power balances
and conflicts of interest that arise during this struggle. This situation constantly changes both
the expectations and demands that individuals hope to gain from the public sphere and prepares
the ground for the erosion of the meaning they attribute to it. One aim of this study is to examine
what representational arts such as cinema and theatre have transformed into in contemporary
society, where the public sphere is increasingly eroding. Another aim of this study is to
demonstrate what this new form of publicness signifies and what its effects on individuals are.
The scope of the study consists of evaluations and comparisons based on the definitions of the
public sphere provided by scholars who have conducted studies on the concept of public space.
Starting from the concept and definitions of the public sphere, the paper will evaluate the public
sphere within the context of contemporary conditions, followed by a discussion of the public
nature of theatre and cinema arts. Based on the propositions made in these evaluations, the
study will conclude by addressing the necessity of and reasons for contemplating a new ideal
concept of the public sphere, ultimately offering a definition for an ideal public sphere.

Objective and Significance

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between theatre and cinema arts and
the public sphere and reveal how these arts initiate a mental deliberation process regarding the
concept of the public sphere in the minds of individuals. Specifically, it aims to evaluate the
cultural, social, educational, and democratic functions of theatre and cinema arts in modern
societies and analyse how these functions have been shaped within existing structures.
Furthermore, evaluating the impact of the newly redefined public roles of theatre and cinema
arts on individuals and society constitutes a core objective of this study.

The study aims to discuss the position and significance of theatre and cinema arts within the
concept of the public sphere and redefine their social and cultural functions. This and similar
studies are needed because they contribute to the identification of the processes of erosion and
loss of meaning of the public sphere, especially in modern societies, and the issue of how and
in what ways individuals can exist as effective political agents in today’s society. The study also
encourages reflection on an ideal public sphere through evaluations and comparisons of public
sphere theories. In this context, the re-evaluation of the publicness of theatre and cinema arts
in light of historical perspectives could play a significant role in the construction of a democratic
and egalitarian society.

Methodology

In this study, a qualitative research method in social sciences, namely the “Historical Research
and Data Collection” method, was employed. The study aimed to understand what the
publicness of theatre and cinema arts is and what it signifies by relying on historical
examinations and definitions. In this regard, data collection and analysis processes were carried
out based on key sources related to the topic in the literature. This method was chosen to
uncover unknowns, find answers to questions related to the topic, and examine the connections,
effects, and relationships between past and present events. The aim of the study was to better
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understand the general structure of human culture by evaluating the social events of the past
and the activities of individuals or institutions (Berg & Lune, 2015, p. 335). Thus, the use of this
method allowed for the historical evaluation of the effects of theatre and cinema arts on the
public sphere. In the study, the reflections of public sphere theories on theatre and cinema arts,
starting from basic definitions of the public sphere, were analysed. The views of important
scholars such as Hannah Arendt, Richard Sennett, and Jirgen Habermas on the concept of the
public sphere were evaluated, and these views were interpreted in the context of theatre and
cinema arts, opening the concept and idea of the public sphere to discussion. Additionally, the
impact of media and communication tools on the public sphere was addressed, and a critical
perspective on the relationship between theatre and cinema arts and these tools, along with
their new role, was developed in the relevant context.

Theoretical and Conceptual Framework

Concept and Definitions of Public Sphere

Individuals exist within society, namely the public sphere, with their different characteristics.
According to Hannah Arendt, these human differences are the fundamental elements that allow
individuals to be understood and made visible within society (2021, p. 258). If individuals were
identical, there would be no reason for them to communicate or take action. Building on this
premise, Arendt argues that individuals attain liberty by engaging in political activity within the
public sphere. This process of liberation occurs when an individual expresses themselves as
they are, without changing, transforming, or suppressing their true nature. Moreover, this
process is realised not only through negotiation but also through the manifestation of ideas that
become the subject of negotiation in the public sphere, as Arendt refers to via the concept of
"vita activa." Action, regardless of its content, always creates a network of social relationships.
Therefore, action tends to transcend boundaries by removing the restrictions and barriers
inherent in its nature. This inherent structure of action makes the individual a politically active
agent (Arendt, 2021, p. 279). Thus, while an individual exists as a political agent in social
relationships, the public sphere simultaneously becomes a political space. In the public sphere,
the individual transcends themselves through the acts and actions they direct according to their
will. The nature of action is such that it influences beings capable of performing their actions,
while also creating a reciprocal cause-and-effect chain. Hence, action is not merely a closed-
loop process, but it is a foundational point that enables the formation of limitless social
relationships.

According to Richard Sennett, the ideal public sphere consists of places that allow individuals
to come together and communicate by accepting each other’s differences, enabling pluralism
and interaction. These spaces can be defined as environments where individuals participate
equally, promoting pluralism and participation, and allowing for the visibility and representation
of different identities. However, modern society, which increasingly functions like a business
organisation with a profit-loss axis, gradually undermines these qualities, and thus, transforms
public spaces into pseudo public spheres, lifeless environments where individuals merely pass
through, disconnected from genuine interaction and interpersonal communication (Olgun, 2017,
p. 51). In a society dominated by consumption and individuality, people tend to form temporary
relationships with one another. As a result, the community that constitutes the public cannot
establish a common world manifestation, and therefore, cannot develop meaningful
relationships with one another. These kinds of spaces cannot be considered public spaces, nor
can they be described as possessing the public characteristics of pluralism, equality, and
participation. In such spaces, which serve the profit-loss principle imposed by rational economic
thinking, critical thought and free will cannot be expected to develop. Individuals are only
expected to fulfil the tasks and responsibilities assigned to them within this vast industrial
structure. Hence, due to this understanding of the public sphere, contemporary individuals
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construct their identity within an excessive sense of self. In social relationships, they present
themselves to others through this excessive sense of self. For these reasons, the contemporary
individual tends to distance themselves from the public sphere through excessive
communication breakdown, privacy, and withdrawal. This situation leads to an outcome in the
same vein as the suggestion made by Richard Sennett in his work The Fall of the Public Man,
where the individual withdraws from the public sphere and retreats into the private space they
have created for themselves (2020, p. 18). When defining new public spaces, Sennett notes that
these spaces are not meant for a particular purpose but are merely places through which people
pass (2020, p. 29). These types of public spaces do not allow for pluralism or equal participation,
they hinder the visibility and representation of different identities, and they do not provide an
environment for negotiation and discussion. Besides, these spaces are described as dead public
space that serve to reinforce the official ideology shaped by either the private sector or the state,
producing theatrical content to create a supposed social consensus and exert pressure on
individuals.

According to Habermas, the public sphere refers to a free social space where citizens have the
liberty to gather, organise, express, and publish their opinions on matters concerning the public
good without restrictions. The community that makes up the public sphere is referred to as
public opinion. This is essentially the representation of the common sense of the people within
the public sphere. According to Habermas, public opinion forms within public discussion after
people are made capable of grasping an argument grounded in education and communication
(2018, p. 146). For such communication to be effective, the existence of specific means that
facilitates the transfer of knowledge to its recipients and allow for their influence is required. In
this context, the public sphere defines a discursive space created by individuals who come
together freely as equal participants and form it through negotiation. Habermas extends this
definition as follows: “For this kind of communication to occur within a broader public body, it
requires specific tools that enable the transfer of knowledge to its recipients and their influence.
Today, newspapers, magazines, radio, and television are the communication instruments of the
public sphere” (Habermas, 2004, p. 95). According to this definition, the community that
constitutes the public sphere needs mass communication tools that will allow them to freely
come together and negotiate about the public. The independence and freedom of these media
of communication are prerequisites for the public to access accurate and transparent
information about themselves and their surroundings. Only in this way can participants create
a discursive space where they can negotiate on an equal footing.

Results

Evaluation of the Concept of the Public Sphere in Contemporary Conditions

In contemporary conditions, the independent actions of individuals in the public sphere which
contribute to the development of social relationships do not have economic value. These
actions, which lack economic value, do not lead to meaningful change or transformation in
society. Therefore, in the consumer society, most public relationships that carry a public quality
are far removed from creating real commercial value. The individuals who make up society
generally come together as passive subjects conforming to a certain order imposed by
industrialised production and consumption processes. In particular, many public spaces are
built on convincing individuals of the current situation and conditions, rather than fostering
intellectual and thoughtful exchanges. In this context, the ideal of a democratic and free public
sphere appears as an overly idealised and practically unachievable concept. Today, society,
which comes together within the framework of a consumption culture and resembles a vast
industrial factory, has evolved beyond mechanisation and automation, and it has been reduced
to algorithms and transformed into structures at the level of avatar identities. While humans
attempt to control nature through machines, they are placed within a repetitive, monotonous
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series of actions within the societal organisation and working hours brought about by the
machine. Now, even one's position and status are determined through algorithmic
measurements, and human action is controlled within this regulatory mechanism. These human
actions, reduced to repetitive and monotonous actions, are beginning to be integrated into this
vast social factory that constitutes society, adapting to the logic of consumption through
algorithmic measurements. It is not enough for goods produced by labour and essential needs
to be abundantly available in the market. These products must also be consumed or disappear
without spoiling. To accelerate consumption, the human potential to consume must constantly
be directed towards forms of action through algorithms. Otherwise, the process deemed
“creative destruction” by capitalist societies will not occur at the desired speed. As Adorno notes,
the concept of constant innovation, which emerges as progress in the culture industry, is
actually nothing more than the changing of the form of the exact same thing. The so-called
change and transformation are, in fact, driven by the profit motive hidden behind them (Adorno,
2011, p. 112). Accordingly, the definition and function of today’s public sphere are undergoing
significant changes within the framework of these reasons. The emergence of digital platforms,
social media, and similar virtual environments additionally necessitates the re-evaluation and
redefinition of the concept of the public sphere. While digital media appear to have created a
new public space where individuals can express their thoughts and participate in social
discussions, they also lead to situations where the boundaries between public and private
spaces become unclear. Furthermore, these media redirect the energy of the masses into
endless irrational debates, diverting attention from real public issues that need to be addressed,
and serve the purpose and process of absorbing and destroying their energy in the course of
endless irrational discussions.

According to the neoclassical economic understanding, goods and services with no competition
in their consumption are defined as public goods. The consumption of these goods and services
must ensure that no one is excluded (Akdede, 2021, p. 30). Public services are aimed at
improving the general welfare of society, and examples of such services include street lighting,
coastal areas, waste collection, and public libraries. These public goods and services, which
should be equally accessible to everyone, contribute to the general welfare of society. In this
sense, evaluating theatres that provide services -state or city theatres, private theatres- from the
perspective of their public nature leads to various discussions regarding the public nature of
theatre services and the scope of this publicness. Similarly, the publicness of cinema, as a
representational art like theatre, also becomes an issue open for debate. These two forms of
representation, in particular, which have transformed into false public spaces that divert the
public from rational thinking and absorb their potential energies to serve the interests of the
elite, tend to move further away from their transformative power on society.

Public Nature of Theatre and Cinema Arts

Cinema is considered an important part of the public sphere as it brings together various
segments of society, offering them shared experiences and interactions. From the late 19th
century onwards, with the processes of urbanisation and industrialisation, cinema has become
a significant medium for redefining social relationships among individuals. The emergence of
cinema audiences is directly related to the reorganisation of public and private spaces. The
public role of cinema, which attempts to function as a bridge between different social classes,
ethnic groups, and genders, goes beyond mere entertainment. In reality, it leads to the blurring
of class divisions and social hierarchies, thus assuming a role as a mediator for interclass social
consensus. The underlying thought behind this may be the aim of instilling the worldview of the
ruling elites into the lower classes. This way, an agreement or consensus is sought to be
established between the governed and the governing. In this process, cinema adopts the cultural
standards of the classical bourgeois public sphere and begins to reinforce social identity and
exclusion mechanisms through literary and artistic tools. In particular, in the 1920s, when
cinema gained popularity in the United States during the Nickelodeon era, the audience it
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addressed was the urban poor and the working class. By the 1930s, socially themed narrative
films emerged, tackling issues such as poverty, murder, alcoholism, worker-employer conflict,
and discord with the police and other authorities. Although the subjects of these films generally
concluded with emotional and positive resolutions, the audience, referred to as “anyone” was
left with the impression that the dire situation they find themselves in was being legitimised.
Thus, the audience felt that they gained a sense of identity and community within the society
they belonged to (Hansen, 2012, p. 95). This attitude of cinema illustrates the effort to reproduce
and regulate the characteristic features of the classical bourgeois public sphere. The mediating
or reconciling role between social classes is legitimised through this effort. This process is
related to cinema'’s adoption of fundamental forms of subjectivity? rooted in the privacy of the
private space and the nuclear family in the 18th century. Just as the 18th-century novel not only
revealed the various aspects of its characters but also uncovered the hidden truths of society
(Sennett, 2020, p. 204), 20th-century cinema also took on the role of carrying this function of the
novel. By internalising the cultural standards of the bourgeois public sphere, adapting the
abstract identity structure of this paradigm along with its exclusion mechanisms, cinema began
to play a crucial role in the construction of the 20th-century public sphere. In fact, this situation
allowed cinema to reproduce the norms of the public sphere, which served as the foundation
for political discourse, and by defining the boundaries of this space, continued the cultural codes
inherited from the 18th century.

The relationship between popular culture and cinema reflects the interaction between high art
and subculture, as cinema as a widely accepted art form is situated between these two realms.
In the early 20th century, the connection between cinema and popular mass culture
demonstrated the ability of it his medium to attract people from all segments of society as it
was regarded as the new media of the time. Moreover, the reconciliatory/mediating role played
by cinema between different social classes and groups, along with its interaction with
representatives of high art in this new arena where popular culture was beginning to establish
itself in society, can be interpreted as an attempt to gain cultural legitimacy. The position of
cinema between these two cultures allowed it to continue as a medium that appealed to large
audiences by constantly reproducing forms of popular culture while also questioning and
recreating social norms and values (Akbal Sualp, 1997). However, this mechanism of
questioning and reproduction brings with situations and conditions that lead to consequences
that work against the interests of the public that constitutes it.

In this context, cinema can be considered a part of the public sphere. As an art form that appeals
to large audiences, cinema serves as an important tool for public discourse and discussion.
However, cinema faces various limitations, including censorship and manipulation. The primary
reason for this is that, in industrial terms, cinema is a production factor that creates art for the
masses, with its ownership concentrated in the hands of a small number of executives and
media companies. This situation is supported by Habermas’ description of broadcasting
organisations: “Broadcasting organisations, with the increase in their economic, technological,
and organisational concentrations in the last century, have become societal power complexes”
(2018, p. 314). Furthermore, in line with this view, considering the collaboration between media
companies and production companies in the cinema sector, it can be stated that these
organisations, which appeal to the masses, exert significant influence and power over the public.
This situation reflects the asymmetric power distribution between the cinema industry and its
audiences, explaining why large studios always maintain a profit-driven approach. The impact
of commercial concerns and ideological pressures on the film industry often prevents the
provision of transparent and accurate information to the masses. This leads to the erosion of
cinema’s role and function in the public sphere. Ideally, cinema should provide a medium where

2 Fundamental forms of subjectivity produced in relation to the concept of the public sphere, which were
present in written literary forms such as novels, that served as tools for public discourse as discussed by
Richard Sennett in the 18th century.
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societal issues are freely discussed, and different identities and views are made visible and
negotiated. Notwithstanding, under current conditions, cinema, much like 19th-century theatres,
has started to offer a space that allows people to escape from the public sphere,® pulling
individuals into their private spaces and distancing them from public discussions.

One other aspect that should be addressed at this point is the periods of Second and Third
Cinema. Second Cinema is a movement that emerged in the late 1950s and early 1960s,
developed in France and Italy based on the film style of the European Avant-Garde New Wave.
This movement arose as a reaction against Hollywood's commercial cinema. By avoiding the
classical narrative structures adopted by Hollywood, it presents an anti-systemic framework.
The main reason why third-wave filmmakers opposed the second wave is the tendency of this
film style to focus on individual issues, while deviating from societal problems. Although these
films, which carried the characteristics of the New Wave, seemed to diverge from Hollywood
cinema in terms of style and structure, they were unable to adopt an anti-systemic attitude and
failed to produce works that mobilised the masses against imperialism (Sevimli, 2019, p. 18).
For this reason, Second Cinema was seen as ineffective in social struggles, leading Argentine
filmmaker Fernando Solanas and Spanish-born Octavio Getino to publish the manifesto for
Third Cinema, titled “Towards a Third Cinema” in the 13th issue of Tricontinental in 1969
(Willemen, 2015, p. 138). Thus, Third Cinema became a movement that emerged in Latin
America in the 1960s and 70s. This movement essentially aims to amplify the voices of post-
colonial societies and is inherently anti-imperialist. The key difference between Third Cinema
and Second Cinema lies in the former’s radical opposition to the system, making it part of a
revolutionary stance (Sevimli, 2019, p. 18). While Second Cinema, as an independent art cinema,
was a reaction against Hollywood, Third Cinema is a movement that emerged to amplify the
voices of post-colonial communities, support the pursuit of social justice, and highlight
collective identity. Both movements, by presenting different aesthetic and ideological
approaches from mainstream cinema, aim to make cinema function as a social and political
instrument. Although these two periods may appear to be positioned against mainstream
cinema, when evaluated through distribution channels and exhibition methods, it becomes clear
that they inevitably remain tied to a certain centre. Political films, despite their inherently
oppositional nature, face the risk of becoming a form in which, especially among political
counterparts, they end up hearing each other’s voices only in their echo chambers. This situation
serves as a clear example of how a seemingly political and critical art form, within its own
distinct ideological discourse, can possess reactionary and conservative traits or shift towards
such characteristics in its narrative forms.

At this point, it is necessary to evaluate the articles by llona Jurkonyte (2022) and Taher Abdel-
Ghani (2020). These works, which specifically aim to explore the role of cinema in the public
sphere while opposing the privatisation and commercialisation of public spaces within their
ideological frameworks, find themselves at an impasse with their own perspectives. Both works
emphasise the potential of cinema and other artistic activities to revitalise public spaces and
promote social dialogue. In this regard, they share almost identical points with the ideas of
Arendt, Habermas, and Sennett. However, these studies overlook the fact that the concept of
the public sphere should not be confined to specific physical spaces or locations. The role of
digital and virtual platforms in enhancing social participation through their impact on public
debates and their ability to shape public opinion highlight the existence of digital public spheres
today, while they also raise the issues created by these spaces.* Additionally, the failure to
critique to whom the public participation (particularly the concept of public opinion) is relevant,
how social diversity will be ensured, and the sustainability and permanence of such artistic
projects can be seen as significant shortcomings in both works. In particular, the increasing
commercialisation of cinema as an art form, the distribution channels controlled by large

%As Richard Sennett mentions in the chapter The Turmoil of Public Life in the 19th Century in his book (Sennett, 2020, pp. 165-171).
4 For the concept of the Digital Public Sphere and the problems caused by digitalisation, see Ongen (2023)
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studios, and the reduction in the visibility of alternative and independent projects have led to a
conception of the public sphere that fails to reflect social diversity. This transformation
undermines the notion that cinema should serve as a political and social instrument from the
outset. This is because mainstream commercial cinema tends to externalise critical and
oppositional movements, especially through distribution and exhibition channels, by
continuously consolidating them within a certain centre. As a result, Second and Third Cinema
are increasingly influenced by mainstream cinema, causing them to resemble the first phase of
cinema, thus leading to a loss of their revolutionary and transformative essence. Furthermore,
the political approach and discourse of the Second and Third Cinema periods have led to the
concept of the public sphere being understood as something that only emerges during protests
or moments of crisis. The concept of the public sphere should not be confined to revolutionary
periods; rather, it is essential to think about how the functionality of these spaces can be
preserved in everyday life. Therefore, to revitalise the public nature of cinema, the individuals
demanding it must carry out their own intellectual revolution and create their own understanding
of the public sphere in their minds.

The art of theatre, originating in the city-states of Ancient Greece, can be defined as a public
sphere that directly engages with the audience, where public consciousness finds expression.
This theatre of the period is a space where the collective mentality of free citizens is manifested,
representing the public forms of expression of individuals who formed the Ancient Greek city-
state and who also owned the oikos.® Looking at the origins of theatre and cinema, their
fundamental differences become evident. As an art form, cinema serves the needs and desires
of the working class, i.e., the proletariat, while theatre reflects a paradigm of social needs shaped
according to the desires and needs of the ruling class, the owners of the oikos, in Ancient Greek
society. The fact that these two art forms cater to the needs of different social classes is a clear
example showing that they address audiences with different living standards and worldviews
based on their historical origins. In this context, theatre has historically functioned as a public
sphere that constitutes the field of discourse for the ruling class and addresses social layers
through that discourse. On the other hand, cinema often presents a public sphere in which the
governed sections of society, exploited by the ruling class and capitalists, are depicted as
passive subjects (Ongen, 2023, p. 66). In modern times, while the transformation of theatre into
a means of expression for the middle classes has led to the development of public spaces that
display the emotions, thoughts, and expressions of the people, this transformation has also
brought with it the desire and strategies of nation-states to control these public spaces, resulting
in the deterioration or even disappearance of the public nature of these spaces.

In the 17th and 18th centuries, theatre not only provided a cultural public sphere in which social
classes were distinctly separated but also played an influential role in reshaping this public
sphere. While theatre stood out as a fashionable social activity, especially for the upper classes,
the dramatic understanding developed by playwrights such as Moliere and Racine during this
period supported a concept of theatre that emphasised reason and order, closely tied to the
aesthetic form shaped by the rules of social behaviour (Glimds, 2024, p. 381). If evaluated from
a critical perspective in terms of the content produced, these theatrical forms of the period not
only reflected the existing social norms of the time but also served as a tool for adapting and
restructuring the vast majority of the masses into the bourgeois public order. In this context,
considering the public nature of theatre, it can be asserted that instead of contributing to the
democratisation of the public sphere, these forms primarily served to reinforce bourgeois
values, adapting the audience to these values and integrating them into the existing system.
This situation shows that theatre played the role of supporting the existing regime (ancien
régime) rather than acting as a transformative force in the public sphere.

5For the concept of oikos and its explanation, see (Habermas, 2018, p. 60),(Ergin, 2015, pp. 55, 91).
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The public nature of theatrical performances is realised when the performance on stage not
only represents the public space but also initiates a mental process of negotiation in the minds
of the audience. Bertolt Brecht, the theorist of epic theatre, addresses his topics with this
principle in mind. In his texts, he attempts to create an episodic and eclectic structure that
reshapes itself with each performance according to social changes and current events, while
addressing the characteristic features of social processes and production relationships (Brecht,
1982, p. 109). Brecht's aim in creating episodic and eclectic texts is to estrange the audience at
the level of the text, thus transforming them into an audience that changes/transforms the
public and enabling them to discuss the public issues existing in society at a rational level -this
interaction with the audience. This situation indicates that Brecht's plays possess a public
nature. However, for this mental negotiation process to begin, individuals must not be excluded
from public life. In other words, the existence of a rational environment, where individuals
constituting the public can freely express themselves, listen to each other, and engage in mutual
social interaction under equal and unrestricted conditions, is essential. Whether public or private,
theatre and cinema arts should primarily ask themselves: What is the fundamental purpose
behind the desire for these arts to become public? Especially in this period, when the public
sphere is beginning to undergo dissolution due to the intervention of modern digital platforms
(such as social media), only in this context can the public function of theatre and cinema arts -
what it is or is not- be determined in a rational context.

The fundamental paradox is that the establishment of the public sphere through discourse or
action -making such an environment possible- can only be achievable through the existence of
active public spaces where individuals, allowing for negotiation and equal participation, listen to
each other’s views and generate new ideas based on these views. The nationalisation of these
spaces, bringing them under the control of modern nation-states, or their commercialisation by
the private sector, transforms public spaces into lifeless areas -pseudo public spaces- that serve
the profit and political interests of power centres. Private theatres and cinemas, to survive, give
space to profit-driven productions, while the artists working in these theatres and cinemas face
the loss of meaning brought by commercialisation and profit motives. State-supported theatres
and cinema projects, on the other hand, generally create environments for the presentation of
representations driven by a predetermined ideology and doctrine within a bureaucratic
hierarchy, offering the public the illusion of serving the public interest. Actors working in state
theatres or artists working in state-supported cinema projects, under the influence of the
bureaucratic system and state ideology, are forced to depart from the objective artistic
understanding that describes society’s reality on a philosophical level. In light of this loss of
meaning, the rational question that must be asked is: what is the public interest underlying the
mechanisms that allow this situation? However, a society that possesses a manifestation of a
public sphere in dissolution, being subjected to such processes, leads to the disregard of
answers to these and similar questions.

Conclusion and Recommendations

The public nature of cinema and theatre arts is in a trend of weakening due to both the authority
and ideological pressures created by contemporary nation-state models and the market-
oriented approaches of the private sector. Art institutions nationalised by nation-states often
serve as propaganda tools for the existing system’s ideology, while the art industry,
commercialised by the private sector, tends to standardise and homogenise in alignment with
the consumption ideology of popular culture. This trend leads to the disappearance of the
expectations and demands of individuals related to the public sphere, while also causing the
concept of the public sphere, as we know and idealise it, to erode and dissolve within the context
of new social paradigms. The dissolution of the public sphere weakens the potential of
individuals to be active agents in social relationships and leads to the loss of meaning of the
idea of the public sphere in their minds. As Richard Sennett points out in “The Fall of the Public
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Man”, individuals in modern society tend to distance themselves from the public sphere in
search of an excessive sense of self and privacy. This results in the weakening of social
interaction and negotiation processes. According to Habermas's definition of the public sphere,
social spaces where citizens can freely discuss matters of the common public interest are
essential for the formation of a true public sphere. However, the manipulative and commercial
use of mass media today is another factor that weakens the functionality of the public sphere.
Hannah Arendt’s definition of the public sphere is based on individuals expressing themselves
as they are and actively participating in the network of social relationships. However, the
dynamics that have led to the erosion of the contemporary concept of the public sphere also
negatively impact Arendt's idealised process of liberation and political engagement. In
particular, the increasing emphasis on individuality in contemporary discourse has led
individuals to excessively prioritise their individual identities in the public sphere, leading to a
disconnection between expressions in the public sphere and real actions. Thus, the qualities of
the public sphere, such as pluralism, equality, and participation, are eroding on an intellectual
level, and opportunities for genuine communication and action between individuals are
increasingly narrowing.

As aresult, the roles and functions of theatre and cinema in the public sphere need re-evaluation
considering contemporary circumstances. Given their potential to initiate mental negotiation
processes in the minds of individuals and promote social interaction, rethinking the public
sphere becomes crucial. The ideal definition of the public sphere should be based on spaces
and media where individuals participate equally, promote pluralism and participation, and allow
for the visibility and representation of different identities. This definition should become a
concept that is demanded by large segments of society. Theatre and cinema institutions must
redefine their social and cultural functions, taking these ideals into account, to fulfil their public
mission. In an era when the public functions of these arts and their roles in the public sphere are
weakened by existing structures and restrictions, how theatre and cinema institutions will
address this issue and redefine their publicness remains an important question. In this regard,
efforts should be made to rebuild the public sphere, taking into account the expectations and
demands of individuals. Based on this framework, the following definition of an ideal public
sphere can be proposed: “An ideal public sphere is a neutral and independent space where all
segments of society can participate equally and freely, in which artistic, cultural, political, and
social activities are carried out. This space should neither be under the ideological control of the
state nor should it suffer the profit-driven pressures of the private sector.” According to these
considerations, a public sphere defined this way should “have a structure or quality that
promotes pluralism and participation, provide an environment that allows the visibility and
representation of different identities, offer a medium open to negotiation and discussion, and
provide content that contributes to societal consensus and negotiation processes. It should not
exclude individuals from the participatory and democratic environment but instead elevate them
from passive subjects to active agents.” The public nature of theatre and cinema is directly
proportional to the transparent and free flow of information they provide to individuals and
society. However, the restrictive policies of existing structures and production relationships
prevent these arts from fully realising their potential functions within the public sphere. The
public nature of cinema and theatre services must be re-evaluated by examining how much the
content presented in these areas contributes to societal consensus and negotiation processes.
Therefore, for theatre and cinema institutions to fulfil their public functions, it is necessary for
their artistic production to occur in an independent and free environment. Nonetheless, the
asymmetric distribution of social power structures and conflicting interests pose the main
obstacles to the creation of this free environment. The redefinition of these spaces as places
that promote pluralism through the equal participation of individuals, ensure the visibility of
different identities, and support social debate has become a necessity for today’s public sphere.
In light of these findings, theatre and cinema can transform into artistic media that contribute
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to societal transformation and awareness processes, thus realising their potential to be truly
public.
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OZET

Bu calisma, tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarinin kamusal alanla olan iliskisini ve bu sanatlarin bireylerin distnce
dunyasinda kamusal alan kavramina dair, nasil bir zihinsel muzakere sureci baslattigini incelemektedir.
Kamusal alan kavrami, bireylerin 6zgiirce bir araya gelerek toplumsal meseleleri tartisabildikleri ve farkli
kimliklerin gorinurligunu sagladiklari bir mekan olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Sanatin kamusal niteligi agisindan
degerlendirildiginde ise toplumun farkli kesimlerindeki insanlarin bir araya gelerek ortak bir sanat deneyimi
yasadiklari bu mekanlarin kamusal bir nitelik arz ettigi sdylenebilir. Fakat bu alanlarin kamuya mal edilme
slregleri gesitli sorunlari da beraberinde getirir. Tiyatro ve sinema gibi her firsatta kamuya mal edilmeye
calisilan temsil sanatlarinin kulttrel, sosyal, egitsel ve demokratik islevleri genellikle bireylerin talepleri
dogrultusunda sekillenir. Fakat devlet otoritesi ile 6zel sektorin bu alanlari kendi amaglar dogrultusunda
sekillendirmesi, sanatin 6zgur olarak addedilen tarafinin tek tipleserek standardize edilmesine yol acar.
Ozellikle glinimiiz modern toplumlarinda sikga karsilagilan tiketim kdiltlirii ve bireysellik vurgusu, bireylerin
zihinlerindeki kamusal alan distncesinin asinmasina neden olmaktadir. Medya ve iletisim araclarinin
manipdlatif kullanimi, kamusal alan olgusunun seffaf bilgi akisi ve esit katiim gibi temel unsurlarinin
zedelenmesine yol agmaktadir. Calismanin amaci, bu baglamda tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarinin kamusal
islevlerini degerlendirmektir. Bu sanatlarin toplumsal ve kilturel islevlerini yeniden tanimlamak, mevcut yapilar
ve kisitlamalar nedeniyle zayiflayan kamusal rollerini giglendirmek, giinimuizde 6nemli bir mesele olarak
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Kamusal alanin yeniden tanimlanmasi ve guclendirilmesi, bireylerin politik birer 6zne
olarak yer aldiklari toplum icerisinde etkin bir sekilde varlik gostermelerine yol agacak temel nliveyi icerisinde
barindirir. Bu nedenle kamusal alan teorileri tzerine yapilan bu degerlendirme ve karsilastirmalar aslinda ideal
bir kamusal alan tzerinde distinmeyi gerekli kilmaktadir. Bu galisma, tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarinin kamusallik
niteligini tartisarak, bireyler ve toplum tGzerindeki etkilerinin neler oldugunu ve bu baglamda olusturulacak yeni
kamusalligin ne ifade ettigini/edecegdini gostermeyi hedeflemektedir.

ANAHTAR KELIMELER

Kamusal alan, Tiyatro ve sinema, Sanatin kamusalligi.
Giris

Tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarinin yarattigi kamusallik anlayisl, toplumun farkli kesimlerinden
insanlarin bir araya gelerek belirlenmis bir sanat faaliyeti/etkinligi araciligiyla ortak bir deneyimi
paylastiklarl mekanlar/alanlar Uzerinden tanimlanmaktadir. Burada irdelenmesi gereken temel
sorun, sinema ve tiyatro gibi temsil sanatlarinin kendilerini kamuya mal etme isteklerinin altinda
yatan amacin ne oldugudur. Kulturel, sosyal, egitsel ve demokratik bir islev gorme misyonu
tasiyan bu kamusal alanlar, onu olusturan bireylerin talepleri dogrultusunda bu misyonu
gercgeklestirme olanagina kavusurlar. Fakat kamuyu olusturan bireylerin taleplerine gore
sekillendigini varsaydigimiz bu kamusal alanlar, ya devlet otoritesi tarafindan kamusallastirilarak
devlet ideolojisinin politik hedefleri dogrultusunda sekillenen tarafli bir sanat anlayisina ya da
Ozel sektor tarafindan piyasalastirilarak popdler kulttrdn tiketim ideolojisi ekseninde sekillenen
tek tiplesmis bir sanat anlayisinin ortaya ¢ikmasina yol agcmaktadir. Bu noktada bireylerin
kamudan beklentileri ile taleplerinin ne oldugu 6nem kazanmaktadir.
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Gundmuz toplumunun bireylerinin kamusal alana atfettikleri anlam, iginde bulunduklari
toplumun dretim iligkileriyle kosutlu bir yapi etrafinda sekillenmektedir. Bu yapi, sermaye sahibi
burjuvazi ile imtiyaz ve otorite sahibi burokratik yonetici arasinda gerceklesen cekisme
ekseninde kendini agiga vurur. Bunun haricinde toplumun bdytk bir kesimini olusturan tretim
araclarini kullanarak katma deger ureten uretici kesimin talepleri, bu ¢cekisme sirasinda ortaya
cikan guc dengeleri ve cikar catismalari iginde siklikla goz ardi edilmekte ya da bastiriimaktadir.
Bu durum, bireylerin kamusal alandan elde etmeyi umduklari hem beklenti ve talepleri surekli
degistirmekte hem de kamusal alana atfettikleri anlamin yitimine zemin hazirlamaktadir. Bu
galismanin amaci, ginumduz toplumunda asinmakta olan kamusal alanin sinema ve tiyatro gibi
temsil sanatlarini neye donusturdugund incelemektir. Bu yeni kamusalligin ne ifade etigini ve
bireyler Uzerindeki etkilerinin neler oldugunu gostermek, bu galismanin bir diger amacidir.
Calismanin kapsami, kamusal alan ile ilgili calismalar gergeklestiren dusundrlerin kamusal
alanla ilgili tanimlamalari gercevesinde yapilan degerlendirme ve Kkarsilastirmalardan
olusmaktadir. Calismada, “kamusal alan” kavram ve tanimlari Gzerinden yola ¢ikarak kamusallik
anlayisi gunumuz kosullari gercevesinde degerlendirilecek, ardindan tiyatro ve sinema
sanatlarinin kamusallik niteligi tartisilacaktir. Bu degerlendirmeler minvalinde yapilan onermeler
ekseninde, yeni bir ideal kamusal alan kavrami Uzerinde dusunmenin gerekliligi ve nedenleri
dzerinde ¢alisma sonuclandirilarak, ideal bir kamusal alan tanimi yapilacaktir.

Amag ve Onemi

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarinin kamusal alanla olan iligkisini incelemek ve
bu sanatlarin bireylerin distince diunyasinda kamusal alan kavramina dair nasil bir zihinsel
miizakere sireci baslattigini ortaya koymaktir. Ozellikle modern toplumlarda tiyatro ve sinema
sanatlarinin kdltdrel, sosyal, egitsel ve demokratik islevlerini degerlendirerek, bu islevlerin
mevcut yapilar icerisinde nasil sekillendigini analiz etmeyi hedeflemektedir. Ayrica, tiyatro ve
sinema sanatlarinin yeniden tanimlanmis kamusal rollerinin bireyler ve toplum uzerindeki
etkilerini belirlemek de galismanin amaglari arasindadir.

Calisma, tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarinin kamusal alan kavrami icindeki yerini ve onemini
tartisarak, bu sanatlarin toplumsal ve kulttrel islevlerinin yeniden tanimlanmasini
amaglamaktadir. Ozellikle modern toplumlarda kamusal alanin asinan ve anlam yitimine
ugrayan sureclerinin belirlenerek, bireylerin politik birer 6zne olarak gunimduz toplumu igerisinde
nasil ve ne sekilde etkin birer 0zne olarak varlik gosterecegdi konusuna katkida bulunmasindan
oturd, bu ve benzeri calismalara ihtiyac duyulmaktadir. Ayrica ¢alisma, kamusal alan teorileri
Uzerine yapilan degerlendirmeler ve karsilastirmalar araciligiyla ideal bir kamusal alan Gzerinde
dustnmeyitesvik etmektedir. Bu baglamda, tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarinin kamusallik anlayisinin
tarihsel perspektif dogrultusunda yeniden degerlendirilmesi, demokratik ve esitlikci bir toplumun
insasinda onemli bir rol oynayabilir.

Yontem

Bu calismada, sosyal bilimlerde arastirma inceleme metotlarindan biri olan nitel arastirma
yontemlerinden “Tarihsel Arastirma ve Veri Toplama” metodu esas alinmistir. Arastirma, tarihsel
incelemeleri ve tanimlari mesnet alarak, tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarinin kamusalliginin ne
oldugunu ve ne ifade ettigini anlamayl amaclamaktadir. Bu dogrultuda, konuyla ilgili temel
literatdr kaynaklarindan veri toplama ve analiz suregleri yuratulmdastur. Yontem, bilinmeyenleri
ortaya gikarmak, konuyla ilgili sorulara yanit bulmak ve ge¢mis ile ginimuz arasindaki olaylarin
baglantilarini, etkilerini ve iligkilerini incelemek icin tercih edilmistir. Amag, ge¢misteki toplumsal
olaylar ile bireylerin veya kurumlarin faaliyetlerini degerlendirerek insan kultdrinin genel yapisini
daha iyi anlamaktir (Berg & Lune, 2015, s. 335). Boylece, bu yontemin kullaniimasi, tiyatro ve
sinema sanatlarinin  kamusal alan Uzerindeki etkilerinin  tarihsel bir perspektiften
degerlendiriimesine imkan tanimaktadir. Calismada, kamusal alan teorileri Uzerine yapilimis
temel tanimlardan hareketle, bu teorilerin tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarina yansimalari analiz
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edilmistir. Calismada, Hannah Arendt, Richard Sennett ve Jlrgen Habermas gibi onemli
dusundrlerin kamusal alan kavramina dair gorusleri degerlendirilmis ve bu goruslerin tiyatro ve
sinema sanatlari baglaminda yorumlanarak kamusal alan ideasi tartismaya aciimistir. Ayrica,
medya ve iletisim araclarinin kamusal alan Uzerindeki etkilerine deginilerek, ilgili baglam
icerisinde tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarinin bu araclarla olan birlikteligi ile yeni rolu Uzerine elestirel
bir bakis agisi gelistirilimistir.

GCalismanin kapsami, kamusal alanla ilgili teorik ve kavramsal tanimlarin, tiyatro ve sinema
sanatlarina uygulanmasi Uzerinedir. Kamusal alan kavraminin tarihsel gelisimi ve modern
toplumlarda nasil degisime ug@radigi konusu genel baglamda ele alinarak, tiyatro ve sinema
sanatlarinin bu degisim icindeki konumu degerlendirilmistir. Ayrica, tuketim kultiru ve bireysellik
vurgusunun kamusal alan dusuncesi Uzerindeki etkileri de galisma kapsaminda incelenmistir.

Teorik ve Kavramsal Cergeve
Kamusal Alan Kavrami ve Tanimlari

Bireyler, sahip olduklari farkl ozelliklerle toplum i¢inde, diger bir ifadeyle kamu alaninda varlik
gosterirler. Hannah Arendt'e gore bu insani farkliliklar, bireylerin toplum iginde anlasilir ve
gorunur kiinmasini saglayan temel unsurlardir (Arendt, 2021, s. 258). Eger bireyler birbirinin
aynisi olsaydi, aralarinda iletisim kurmak ve eylemde bulunmak icin bir neden olmazdi. Bu
savdan hareketle Arendt, bireylerin kamusal alanda politika yaparak 6zgurlestigini one surer. Bu
Ozgurlesme durumu bireyin kendisini oldugu haliyle, degistirmeden, dontstirmeden ve
bastirmadan ifade etmesiyle gerceklesir. Ayrica bu sureg, sadece muzakere yoluyla degil,
muzakere konusu haline gelen idealarin kamusal alanda eyleme dokulmesiyle Arendt’in
deyimiyle vita activa dedigi kavram araciligiyla ortaya konur. Eylem, icerigi ne olursa olsun, her
zaman toplumsal bir iliskiler agi yaratir. Bu nedenle, eylem dogasinda bulunan kisitlama ve
engelleri kaldirarak sinirlari agsma egilimi gosterir. Eylemin bu ickin yapisi, bireyi politik olarak
etkin bir 6zne haline getirir (Arendt, 2021, s. 279). Boylece, insan politik bir 6zne olarak toplumsal
iliskilerde bulunurken, kamusal alani ayni zamanda siyasi bir alan haline donusturtr. Kamusal
alanda, birey kendi iradesi dogrultusunda yonlendirdigi edim ve eylemleri araciligiyla kendini
asar. Eylemin dogasl, kendi eylemlerini gerceklestirmeye muktedir varliklara etki eden ve ayni
zamanda Kkarsllikl etki-tepki zinciri olusturan bir nitelige sahiptir. Bu nedenle, eylem sadece iki
ucu kapali bir dongu degil, sinirsiz toplumsal iligkilerin olusmasina olanak saglayan bir mesnet
noktasidir.

Richard Sennett'a gore ideal kamusal alan, bireylerin bir araya gelerek, birbirlerinin farklliklarini
kabul edip iletisim kurdugu, gogulculuga ve etkilesime musaade eden mekanlardir. Bu alanlar,
bireylerin esit katiimcilar olarak yer aldigi, ¢ogulculugu ve katiimciligi tesvik eden, farkl
kimliklerin gorunurlugune ve temsil edilmesine olanak taniyan mekanlar olarak tanimlanabilir.
Ancak gunimuz isletme benzeri kar-zarar ekseninde organizasyonel bir butun olusturan modern
toplumu, bu nitelikleri giderek orselemekte boylece kamusal alanlar, bireylerin sadece gegip
gitmek igin kullandidi, gergek anlamda etkilesim ve bireyler arasi iletisimden kopuk sahte olu
mekanlar halini almaktadir (Olgun, 2017, s. 51). Ozellikle tiiketim ve bireyselligin baskin oldugu
bir toplumda, insanlar birbirleriyle gecici iliskiler kurma egiliminde bulunurlar. Bu nedenden oturu
kamuyu olusturacak olan topluluk, ortak bir dinya tezahtru kuramaz. Dolayisiyla da birbirleriyle
anlamlriiliskiler gelistiremez. Bu tur alanlara kamusal alan niteligi atfedilemeyecedi gibi, kamusal
alanin gerektirdigi  cogulluk, esitlik ve katiimcilik gibi kamuya 0zglu Ozelliklerden de
bahsedilemez. Sadece endustriyel uretim ve tlketim sureglerinin rasyonel akil tarafindan
dayatilan kar-zarar esasina gore faaliyet gosteren bu tir mekanlarda, elestirel akil ve 6zgur
iradenin gelismesi beklenmemelidir. Bireylerden sadece verilen gorev ve sorumluluklari, bu
devasa endustriyel yapi icinde yerine getirmeleri beklenir. Bu nedenle ginUmuz modern insani,
bu turde bir kamusal alan anlayisindan ottrd kendi kimligini asir bir benlik duygusu icerisinde
insa eder. Toplumsal iliskiler icerisinde bulundugu diger insanlara kendini dogal olarak bu asiri
benlik duygusu Uzerinden sunar. Bu ileri surilen nedenlerden oturt glundmduz bireyi; asir
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iletisimsizlik, mahremiyet ve ice kapanma yoluyla kendini kamusal alandan uzaklastirma
egilimine girer. Bu durum, Richard Sennett'in “Kamusal insanin Cokisi” adli eserinde belirttigi
gibi, bireyin kendini kamusal alandan gekerek kendi olusturdugu mahremiyet alanina kapanmasi
onermesiyle paralel bir sonuca yol agar (Sennett, 2020, s. 18). Sennett, yeni kamusal alanlari
tanimlarken, bu alanlarin belirli bir kullanim amaci tasimaktan ziyade, sadece gecip gitmek igin
kullanilan mekanlar oldugunu belirtir (Sennett, 2020, s. 29). Bu tir kamusal alanlar, gcogulculuga
ve esit katiimciliga imkan vermeyen, farkli kimliklerin gordnurltigund ve temsilini engelleyen,
muzakere ve tartisma ortami sunmayan alanlardir. Ayrica bu mekanlar, 6zel sektor veya kamu
elinde sekillenen, resmi ideolojinin hamiligini yapan ve onu mesrulastiran, bireyler Uzerinde bir
baski unsuru olusturmak adina -sdzde- toplumsal konsensusu saglama gabasina hizmet eden,
teatral icerikler Ureten 0lU kamusal alanlar olarak nitelendirilirler.

Habermas'a gore kamusal alan, yurttaslarin genel yarara iliskin meseleler hakkinda
kisittanmamis bir bigcimde toplanma, orgutlenme, kanaatlerini ifade etme ve yayinlama
serbestligine sahip 6zgur bir sosyal alani ifade eder. Kamusal alani olusturan halk, kamuoyu
olarak nitelenir. Bu bir nevi halkin sagduyusunun kamusal alandaki temsilidir. Habermas'a gore
kamuoyu, halkin egitim ve iletisim yoluyla temellendirilmis bir dusunceyi kavrayacak duruma
getirilmesinden sonra kamusal tartisma iginde olusur (Habermas, 2018, s. 146). Bu tur bir
iletisimin etkin olabilmesi, bilginin muhataplarina aktarilmasini ve onlarin etkilenmesini mumkun
kilacak ozgul araclarin varhigini gerektirir. Bu baglamda kamusal alan, toplumu olusturan
bireylerin esit katilimcilar olarak 6zgurce bir araya gelerek, muzakere yoluyla olusturduklari bir
soylem alanini tanimlar. Habermas yaptigi bu tanimi su sekilde genisletir: “Bu tur bir iletisimin
daha genel bir kamusal govde icinde gerceklesmesi, bilginin muhataplarina aktariimasini ve
onlarin etkilenmesini mumkun kilacak 6zgul araglari gerektirir. Ginumuzde gazeteler, dergiler,
radyo ve televizyon kamusal alanin iletisim araglaridir’ (Habermas, 2004, s. 95). Bu tanim geredi,
kamusal alani olusturan topluluk, kamu hakkinda 0zglrce bir araya gelerek muzakere
edebilmesini saglayacak kitle iletisim araclarina ihtiyag duyar. Kitle iletisim araglarinin 6zgur ve
bagimsiz kilinmasi, kamunun kendisi ve gevresi hakkinda dogru ve seffaf bilgiye ulagsmasi icin
bir on kosuldur. Ancak bu sayede katilimcilar esitlikci bir diizlemde mUzakere edebilecekleri bir
soylem alani olusturabilirler.

Bulgular

Kamusal Alan Kavraminin Giiniimiiz Kosullan Gergevesinde Degerlendirilmesi

Gunumuz kosullarinda kamusal alanda bireylerin gerceklestirdigi ve toplumsal iliskilerin
gelisimine katki saglayan bagimsiz eylemler, ekonomik bir degere sahip degildirler. Ticari degeri
olmayan bu eylemler, toplumda anlamli bir degisim veya donusime yol agmamaktadir. Bu
nedenle tlketim toplumunda, kamusal nitelik tasiyan cogu kamusal iliski gercek bir ticari deger
yaratma o0zelliginden uzaktir. Toplumu olusturan bireyler, genellikle endustrilesmis uUretim ve
tuketim sureclerinin dayattig, belirli bir dizene uyum saglayan edilgen 6zneler olarak bir araya
gelirler. Ozellikle bircok kamusal alan, bireylerin entelektiel ve dustnsel alisveriste
bulunmalarindan ziyade, mevcut durum ve kosullara ikna edilmesi Uzerine kuruludur. Bu
baglamda degerlendirildiginde, demokratik ve 6zgur bir kamusal alan ideali, asiri idealize edilmis
ve pratikte gerceklesmesi zor bir kavram olarak one ¢ikmaktadir. GUnumuzde ttuketim kalturd
ekseninde bir araya gelen devasa bir endustriyel fabrikaya benzeyen toplum, makinelesmenin
ve otomatlasmanin da Otesinde artik algoritmalara indirgenerek avatar kimlikler duzeyine
donistirilmis yapilardan meydana gelmektedir. insan, makine aracilidiyla dogayr kontrol altina
almaya calisirken, makinenin getirdigi toplumsal orgutlenme ve calisma saatleri iginde
tekrarlayan monoton bir eylemler dizisi iginde yer almaktadir. Artik insanin yer alacagi konum ve
statd bile algoritmik olcumler araciligiyla belirlenerek, insan edimi bu denetim mekanizmasi
icerisinde zapturapt altina alinmaktadir. Tekrarlayan ve monoton eylemler dlzeyine indirgenen
bu insan edimleri, algoritmik olcimler araciligiyla tuketim kulturine adapte olacak sekilde,
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toplumu meydana getiren bu devasa toplumsal fabrikaya entegre edilmeye baslanmistir.
Zorunlu ihtiyaclar ile emek drunt olan mallarin piyasada bol miktarda bulunmasi yeterli degildir;
ayni zamanda bu drUnlerin tuketilmesi veya bozulmadan yok olmasi gerekmektedir. Tlketimin
hizlanmasi iginse, insanin tuketim potansiyeli algoritmalar araciligiyla daimi bir eylem bigimine
dogru yonlendirilmelidir, aksi takdirde, kapitalist toplumlarin “yaratici yikim” olarak addettigi
surec istenildigi hizda gerceklesmeyecektir. Adorno, kdlttr endustrisinde bir ilerleme olarak
ortaya ¢ikan surekli yenilik kavramini, aslinda benzer olanin kiliginin degistiriimesinden ibaret
oldugunu soyler. Degisim veya degisiklik denilenin her yerde ve kosulda gizledigi kar gtidusudur
(Adorno, 2011, s. 112). GuUnimdiz kamusal alaninin tanimi ve iglevi bu sayilan nedenler
cercevesinde onemli dlctide degisime ugramaktadir. Ozellikle dijital medya, sosyal medya ve
benzeri sanal ortamlarin ortaya c¢ikisl, kamusal alan kavramini yeniden degerlendirilmesini ve
tanimlanmasini ayrica gerekli kilmaktadir. Dijital mecralar, bireylerin dusuncelerini ifade
edebildikleri ve toplumsal tartismalara katilabildikleri yeni bir kamusal alan yaratmis gibi
gorunurken, ayni zamanda bu alanlar, ozel ve kamusal sinirlarin neler oldugunun
belirsizlesmesine neden olan durum ve kosullarin ortaya ¢cikmasina neden olmaktadir. Ayriyeten
bu mecralar, kitleleri sonu gelmez irrasyonel tartismalara yonlendirip, onlari gercekte var olan ve
konusulmasi gereken kamuya dair sorunlardan uzaklastirmakta, onlari sonu gelmeyen
irrasyonel tartismalar igerisine sokarak, kitlelerin enerjilerinin emilip yok edilmesi amacina
hizmet etmektedir.

Neoklasik iktisat anlayisina gore, tuketiminde rekabet olmayan mal ve hizmetler kamusal Gretim
olarak tanimlanir. Bu ttr mal ve hizmetlerin tiketiminden kimsenin mahrum birakiimamasi
gerekmektedir (Akdede, 2021, s. 30). Kamusal hizmetler, toplumun genel refahini artirmaya
yonelik olup, sokak aydinlatmalari, deniz kiyilari, goplerin toplanmasi ve halk ktttphaneleri gibi
unsurlar bu hizmetlere ornek olarak gosterilebilir. Herkesin esit sekilde yararlanmasi gereken bu
kamusal mal ve hizmetler, toplumun genel refahina katki saglar. Bu baglamda hizmet sunan
tiyatrolar -devlet tiyatrolari, sehir tiyatrolari ve 0zel tiyatrolar- kamusalliklari acisindan
degerlendirildiginde, tiyatro hizmetinin kamusal niteligi ve bu kamusalligin kapsami Uzerine
cesitli tartismalara yol acmaktadir. Benzer sekilde, tiyatro gibi bir temsil sanati olan sinema
sanatinin da kamusalligi tartismaya agik bir konu haline gelmektedir. Ozellikle halkin, rasyonel
dustnme ediminden uzaklastinldigi, potansiyel enerjilerinin emilerek toplumun seckin kesiminin
cikarlarina hizmet eden sahte kamusal alanlara donusttrtlen bu iki temsil formu, sahip olduklari
toplumu donusturucU gucten her gecen gun uzaklasma egilimi icerisindedir.

Sinema ve Tiyatro Sanatlarinin Kamusallik Niteligi

Sinema sanati, toplumun cesitli kesimlerini bir araya getirerek, onlara ortak deneyimler ve
paylasimlar sunan bir platform olarak kamusal alanin 6nemli bir parcasi kabul edilmektedir. 19.
YUzyilin sonlarindan itibaren kentlesme ve sanayilesme surecleriyle birlikte, bireylerin toplumsal
iliskilerini yeniden tanimlamada onemli bir mecra haline gelmistir. Sinema izleyicisinin ortaya
clkigl, kamusal ve oOzel alanlarin yeniden duzenlenmesiyle dogrudan iliskilidir. Sinemanin
kamusal roll, sadece eglence amacli olmanin 6tesine gegerek, farkli sosyal siniflar, etnik gruplar
ve cinsiyetler arasinda bir kopru islevi gormeye calissa da gergekte sinif ayrimlarini ve toplumsal
hiyerarsiyi bulaniklastirarak, siniflar arasi toplumsal bir uzlasi -arabulucu olma- rolu
dstlenmesine yol agmistir. Bunun altinda yatan temel disunce toplumun yonetici elitlerinin
dinya gorisunu alt siniflara benimsetme gayesi oldugu soylenebilir. Bu sayede yonetilen ile
yonetici arasinda bir uzlasi, konsensus saglanmasi hedeflenmektedir. Bu surecte sinema, klasik
burjuva kamusal alaninin kulttrel standartlarini benimseyerek, toplumsal kimlik ve diglama
mekanizmalarini edebi ve sanatsal araglarla pekistirmeye baslar. Ozellikle sinemanin
Amerika'da popdlerlige ulastigr 1920'ler Amerikan nicleodeonlari doneminde hitap ettigi kitle,
kentli yoksullar ile isgi sinifidir. 1930'l yillara gelindiginde toplumsal temali filmlerin ortaya ¢iktig
gorulecektir. Bu filmler; yoksulluk, cinayet, alkolizm, isgi-isveren catismasi, polis ve diger
otoritelerle uyusmazlik gibi konulari ele alir. Filmlerin konusu her ne kadar genellikle duygusal ve
olumlu ¢ozumlerle sonuglansa da filmlerde “Herhangi Bir Kimse” olarak adlandirilan izleyici,



ODUSOBIAD 686

icinde bulundugu kotu durumun onaylandidi izlenimine kapilir. Bu sayede izleyici, yer aldigi
toplumsal icerisinde kendine bir kimlik ve cemiyet duygusu kazandigini diistnir (Hansen, 2012,
s. 95). Sinema sanatinin bu tavri, klasik burjuva kamusal alaninin karakteristik ozelliklerini
yeniden Uretme ve duzenleme gabasini gostermektedir. Zaten toplumsal siniflar arasindaki
arabulucu/uzlasmaci rolind de bu gaba Uzerinden mesrulastirir. Bu sureg sinemanin, kokeni 18.
ylzylldaki 6zel alan ve gekirdek ailenin mahremiyetine dayanan, temel 6znellik formlarini®
benimsemesiyle iliskilidir. Nasil ki 18. yuzyil romani sadece iginde yer alan karakterlerin degisik
ve farkli yonlerini degil, toplumun tablosunu gizen gizi ortaya koyuyorsa (Sennett, 2020, s. 204),
20. yUzyil sinema sanati da romanin sahip oldugu bu rolin tasiyicisi konumuna gegmistir.
Boylece burjuva kamusal alaninin kulturel standartlarini igsellestirerek, bu paradigmanin soyut
kimlik yapisl ile dislama mekanizmalarini tamamen kendine adapte ederek, 20. yuzyil kamusal
alanin ingasinda onemli bir rol oynamaya baslar. Bu durum aslinda sinema sanatinin, siyasi
soylemlerin zemini olan kamusal alan normlarini yeniden Uretmesine ve bu alanin sinirlarini
belirleyerek 18. ylzyildan gelen kulttrel kodlari devam ettirmesine imkan saglamistir.

Populer kultur ile sinema sanati arasindaki iligki, sinemanin genis kitlelerce kabul goren bir sanat
formu olarak ylksek sanat ile alt kiltur arasinda gelisen bir etkilesimin yansimasidir. 20. ytzyilin
baglarinda, sinemanin populer kitle kulttrdyle olan bagi, donemin bir nevi yeni medyasi olarak
kabul edilecek bu mecranin, toplumun her kesiminden insani gekebilme yetenedini gosterir.
Ayrica sinema sanatinin farkli toplumsal siniflar ve gruplar arasinda tstlendigi uzlasmaci/araci
rold, populer kultdrun kendisine toplum icerisinde yer agcmaya basladigi yeni mtcadele alaninda,
yUksek sanatin temsilcileriyle etkilesime girerek, kendisine kulturel sayginlik kazandirma gayreti
olarak da yorumlayabiliriz. Sinemanin bu iki kultir arasindaki konumu, popdler kulttrin
formlarini strekli yeniden Ureterek genis kitlelere hitap eden ve ayni zamanda toplumsal normlari
ve degerleri sorgulayip yeniden yaratan bir mecra olarak varligini strdtrmesine olanak tanimistir
(Akbal Sualp, 1997). Fakat bu sorgulama ve yeniden Uretim mekanizmasi, kamuyu olusturan
kitlenin lehine degil aleyhinde sonuglara yol acacak durum ve kosullar beraberinde
getirmektedir.

Bu cercevede sinema sanati kamusal alanin bir pargasi olarak kabul edilebilir. Genis kitlelere
hitap eden bir sanat formu olan sinema, kamusal sdylem ve tartismanin 6nemli bir araci
durumundadir. Ancak sinema, cesitli kisitlamalar, sansur ve manipulasyonlarla karsi karsiya
kalmaktadir. Bunun temel nedeni, sinemanin endustriyel anlamda kitlelere sanat Ureten bir
dretim faktord olarak, milkiyetinin az sayida yonetici ve yayinci sirketin elinde bulunmasidir. Bu
durum, Habermas'in yayinci kuruluslarla ilgili su tanimlamasiyla dogrulanir: “Yayin kuruluslari,
son yuzyll icinde ekonomik, teknolojik ve orgutsel yogunlasmalarinin artmasiyla toplumsal guc
komplekslerine dontigsmuslerdir” (Habermas, 2018, s. 314). Ayrica, bu goris dogrultusunda,
basin-yayin sirketlerinin sinema alaninda faaliyet gosteren yapimci sirketlerle olan is birligi goz
onune alindiginda, kitlelere hitap eden bu kuruluslarin kamu Uzerinde buyuk bir etki ve glice sahip
oldugu soylenebilir. Bu durum ise sinema endustrisi ile hitap ettigi kitleler arasindaki asimetrik
guc dagihmi ile buyuk stddyolarin neden daimi bir kar odakli anlayisa sahip olduklarini gosterir.
Ticari kaygilar ile ideolojik baskilarin sinema endustrisi Uzerinde yarattigi etki, cogu zaman
kitlelere seffaf ve dogru bilgi sunulmasini engeller. Bu da sinema sanatinin kamusal alandaki
rolinln ve islevinin aginmasina yol acar. ideal olarak sinema, toplumsal meselelerin 6zgiirce
tartisildigl, farkh kimlik ve gorutslerin gorundr kilindigi, muzakere edildigi bir platform veya mecra
sunmalidir. Ancak mevcut kosullar altinda sinema sanati da tipki 19. yuzyil tiyatrolar gibi
insanlarin kamusal alandan kagmalarina imkan saglayan’, bireylerin 6zel alanlarina gekilerek
kamusal tartismalardan uzaklastigi bir mecra haline gelmeye baslamistir.

Bu noktada deginiimesi gereken bir diger unsur ikinci ve Ugtincl Sinema donemleridir. ikinci
Sinema, 1950 sonlari ile 1960 bagslarinda ortaya ¢ikan ve Avrupa Avangart Yeni Dalgasi'nin film

618. ylizyllda Richard Sennett'in bahsettigi kamusal sdylem igin bir arag olarak hizmet eden, roman vb. yazili edebi formlarin sahip
oldugu, kamusal alan anlayisina dair tretilen temel 6znellik formlari.
7 Richard Sennett'in kitabinda “19. Ylzyilda Kamusal Yasam Kargasasi” bolimunde belirttigi gibi (Sennett, 2020, ss. 165-171)
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bicimini esas alarak Fransa ve litalya'da gelisen bir akimdir. Bu akim, Hollywood'un ticari
sinemasina karsi bir tepki olarak ortaya ¢ikmistir. Hollywood sinemasinin benimsedigi klasik
anlati kaliplarini kullanmaktan kaginarak, sisteme muhalif bir yapi sergiler. Ozellikle Gglincl dalga
sinemacilarin ikinci dalga sinemasina karsi c¢cikma nedeni, bu film biciminin toplumsal
meselelerden uzaklasip bireyin sorunlarina odaklanma egilimi gostermesidir. Yeni Dalga
akiminin ozelliklerini barindiran bu filmler, Gslup ve yapi acisindan Hollywood sinemasindan
ayrismis gibi gorinseler de sistem karsiti bir tutum benimseyememis ve kitleleri emperyalizme
kars! harekete gegiren yapimlar olamamislardir (Sevimli, 2019, s. 18). Bu nedenle ikinci Sinema
toplumsal mucadelede islevsiz gortlerek bunun yerine daha politik ve devrimci bir sinemayi
savunan Arjantinli sinemaci Fernando Solanas ile ispanya dogumlu Octavio Getino 1969 yilinda
Tricontinental'n 13. sayisinda “Uglinct Bir Sinemaya Dogru” adli Gglnci sinema anlayisinin
manifestosunu yayinlamislardir (Willemen, 2015, s. 138). Boylece Uglincl Sinema, 1960 ve 70'li
yillarda Latin Amerika’da dogan bir akim haline gelmistir. Bu akim 6zu itibaryla somurge sonrasi
toplumlarin seslerini duyurmayi hedefler, emperyalizm karsitidir. Uglinci Sinema’'nin Ikinci
Sinema’dan ayrisan esas noktasl, sisteme daha radikal bir muhalefet gelistirerek devrimci bir
durusun parcasi olmasidir (Sevimli, 2019, s. 18). ikinci Sinema, bagimsiz sanat sinemasi olarak
Hollywood'a karsi bir tepki niteligindeyken; Uctinci Sinema, somiirge sonrasi topluluklarin sesini
duyurmak, toplumsal adalet arayisini desteklemek ve kolektif kimligi on plana c¢ikarmak
amaclyla ortaya ¢ikan bir akim olarak nitelendirilir. Her iki akim da ana akim sinemadan farkli
estetik ve ideolojik yaklasimlar sergileyerek, sinemanin toplumsal ve politik bir arag olarak islev
gormesini amagclar. Ana akimin disinda ona karsit olarak yer aliyormus gibi gortinen bu iki donem
aslinda dagitim kanallari ve gosterim bicimleri Gzerinden degerlendirildiginde, ister istemez belirli
bir merkeze bagl olmak durumunda kaldigi agikga gordlmektedir. Politik filmler, her ne kadar
mubhalif niteliklere sahip olsa da 6zellikle politik muhataplari tarafindan kendi yanki odalarinda
birbirlerinin seslerini isittikleri bir bigim haline dondsme tehlikesiyle karsi karsiyadir. Bu durum,
politik ve elestirel gibi gortnen bir sanat formunun, kendi sahsina minhasir ideolojik soylevi
icerisinde, gerici ve muhafazakar niteliklere sahip olabilecegini ya da bu niteliklere dogru anlatim
bigimleri agisindan kayabilecedini gosteren bariz bir ornektir.

Bu noktada llona Jurkonyte ve Taher Abdel-Ghani'nin makalelerini degerlendirmek gerekir
(Abdel-Ghani, 2020), (Jurkonyte, 2022). Ozellikle sinemanin kamusal alan Gzerindeki rolin
derinlemesine ele alan bu calismalar, kendi ideolojik bakis agilari c¢ergevesinde, kamusal
alanlarin 6zellestiriimesi ve ticarilesmesine karsi dururken, ayni zamanda kendi kurduklari bakis
acisinin ¢cikmaziyla bas basa kalirlar. Her iki calisma, sinema ve diger sanatsal etkinliklerin
kamusal alanlari yeniden canlandirma ve toplumsal diyalogu tesvik etme potansiyeline vurgu
yapmaktadir. Bu noktada Arendt, Habermas ve Sennett'in fikirleriyle hemen hemen ayni ortak
noktalari paylasirlar. Ancak bu ¢alismalar, kamusal alan denilen olgunun yalnizca belirli fiziksel
mekan veya mekanlarla sinirlandirilmamasi gerektigini goz ardi etmektedirler. Dijital ve sanal
platformlarin, kamusal tartismalara olan etkisi ile kamuoyu yaratma becerisi Uzerinden
toplumsal katilimi artirmadaki rold, gunumuzde dijjital kamusal alanlarin varligini ortaya
koyarken, bu alanlarin yaratti§i sorunsallari da beraberinde getirmektedir®. Ayrica ilgili
makalelerde kamusal katilimin (6zellikle kamuoyu olgusunun) kimler igin gegerli oldugu,
toplumsal cesitliligin nasil saglanacagi ve bu tir sanat projelerinin kaliciigr ve strdurdlebilirligi
uzerinde durmayip bir elestiri sunmamasi, her iki calismanin da onemli eksiklikleri arasinda
gosterilebilir. Ozellikle sinema sanati ile beraberinde olusan film metasinin artan oranda
ticarilesmesi, buyuk stldyolarin hakimiyetindeki dagitim kanallari, alternatif ve bagimsiz
projelerin gortnurligunu azaltarak, toplumsal cesitliligi yansitmaktan uzak bir kamusal alan
anlayisina neden olmaktadir. Bu donusum, sinemanin politik ve sosyal bir arag olarak
kullaniimasi gerektigi fikrini daha en bastan zayiflatmaktadir. Gunkd ana akim ticari sinema,
elestirel ve karsit akimlari belirli bir merkez igerisinde -Ozellikle dagitim ve gosterim kanallar
tizerinden- toplayarak sirekli olarak digsallastirma egilimi gostermektedir. Bu durum ise ikinci

8 Dijital Kamusal Alan kavrami ve dijitallesmenin neden oldugu problemler icin bkz. (Ongen, 2023)
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ve Uclincl Sinema’nin giderek daha fazla ana akim etkisi altina girerek sinemanin birinci
donemine benzemesine yol agmakta ve bu nedenden 6tiird, ikinci ve Uglincl Sinema’nin ozleri
itibariyle sahip olduklari devrimci, donusturicu potansiyeli yitirmelerine sebep olmaktadir. Ayrica
ikinci ve Uglinct Sinema donemlerinin politik yaklasimi ve soylemi, kamusal alan kavraminin
sadece protesto ve kriz anlarinda ortaya c¢ikan bir olguymus gibi anlasilmasina neden
olmaktadir. Kamusal alan kavrami sadece devrimci donemlerle sinirlandirlan bir olgu
olmamalidir aksine gunlik hayatta da bu alanlarin islevselliginin nasil korunabilecegi Uzerine
dusunmek gerekmektedir. Bu nedenle, sinemanin kamusal niteligini yeniden canlandirmak icin
onu talep eden oznelerin, kendi dustnsel devrimlerini gergeklestirerek, zihinlerindeki kendi
kamusal alan anlayiglarini yaratmalarina ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir.

Tiyatro sanati, Antik Yunan kent devletlerinde kurumsal bir bicimde ortaya c¢ikarak kamusal
bilincin ifade buldugu, izleyici ile dogrudan etkilesim kuran bir kamusal alan olarak tanimlanabilir.
Bu donem tiyatrosu, 6zgur yurttaslarin kolektif zihniyetinin tezahdr ettigi bir alan olup, Antik
Yunan kent devletini olusturan ve ayni zamanda oikosun? sahibi olan bu bireylerin kamusal ifade
bicimlerini temsil eder. Tiyatro ve sinema sanatinin kokenlerine bakildiginda, aralarindaki temel
farklar belirginlesir. Sinema sanati, emek sahibi olan Uretici kesimlerin yani proletarya sinifinin
ihtiyag ve arzularina yonelik bir hizmet sunarken, tiyatro sanati Antik Yunan toplumunun yonetici
kesiminin yani oikos sahiplerinin istek ve ihtiyaclarina gore sekillenen bir toplumsal ihtiyaclar
paradigmasini yansitir. Bu iki sanat formunun farkli toplumsal siniflarin gereksinimlerine hitap
etmesi, tarihsel ¢ikis noktalari bakimindan farkli yasam standartlari ve diinya gorusine sahip
olan kitlelere hitap ettigini gosterir. Bu baglamda, tiyatro sanati tarihsel sureg icinde yonetici
kitlenin soylev alanini olusturan ve bu soylev Uzerinden toplumsal katmanlara hitap eden bir
kamusal alan 6zelligi tagimaktadir. Ote yandan, sinema sanati, genellikle toplumun yonetilen ve
sermaye kesimi tarafindan somurdlen siniflarinin edilgen bir 6zne olarak tasvir edildigi bir
kamusal alan sunar (Ongen, 2023, s. 66). Modern dénemlerde, tiyatro sanatinin halkin orta
kesimlerine yonelik bir ifade araci haline gelmesi, her ne kadar bu sanat formunun halkin
duygularini, distncelerini ve ifadelerini sergileyen kamusal alanlara donidsmesine yol agsa da
bu donusum, ulus devletlerin bu kamusal alanlari denetim altina alma istegini ve stratejilerini
beraberinde getirerek, bu alanlarin sahip oldugu kamusal niteligin kaybolmasina ve hatta
ortadan kalkmasina yol agabilmektedir.

17. ve 18. ylzyillarda tiyatro, sosyal siniflarin belirgin sekilde ayrldigi bir kilttrel kamusal alan
sunmakla birlikte, bu kamusal alanin yeniden sekillendirilmesinde etkili bir role sahip olmustur.
Ozellikle Ust siniflar icin tiyatro, modaya uygun bir sosyal etkinlik olarak one cikarken, bu
donemde Moliere ve Racine gibi oyun yazarlari tarafindan gelistirilen dram anlayisi, akil ve diizeni
vurgulayan, toplumsal davranis kurallarina gore sekillenen estetik bigimine bagli bir tiyatro
anlayisini desteklemistir (Gimus, 2024, s. 381). Dénemin bu ve benzeri tiyatro anlayislari,
drettikleriicerikler bakimindan elestirel bir perspektifte dederlendirilecek olursa soyle bir gikarim
yapilabilir: Bu tiyatro anlayislari, icinde bulunduklari donemin yalnizca var olan toplumsal
normlarini yansitmakla kalmayip, ayni zamanda kitlelerin genis bir bolimund, donemin burjuva
kamu duzenine adapte ederek onlari yeniden yapilandiran bir ara¢ olarak islev gormuslerdir.
Tiyatronun kamusal niteligi bu baglamda ele alindiginda, kamusal alanin demokratiklesmesine
katkida bulunmaktan ¢ok, burjuva degerlerinin pekistirilmesi ve kitlenin bu deJerlere gore adapte
edilmesi, uyumlandiriimasi surecine hizmet ettigi soylenebilir. Bu durum, tiyatronun kamusal
alani donistdriicU bir glic olarak degil, mevcut dizenin (ancient regime) sirdirlcisu olarak rol
oynadigini gosterir.

Tiyatro sanatinda seyircinin sahnede izledigi temsilin kamusallik 6zelligi tasimasi, sahnede
gerceklestirilen performansin yalnizca ilgili kamusal mekanda temsiliyle degil, bu temsilin
seyircinin dustnce dunyasinda zihinsel bir mizakere sureci baslatmasiyla ancak mimkin hale
gelebilir. Epik tiyatro kuramcisi olan Bertolt Brecht, oyunlarinda bu esasi gozeterek konularini ele

9 Oikos Kavrami ve agiklamasi igin bkz.(Habermas, 2018, s. 60),(Ergin, 2015, ss. 55, 91)
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alir. Toplumsal sUreglerin karakteristik ozellikleri ile Uretim iligkilerini ele alarak yazdig
metinlerde, her performans sirasinda toplumsal degisim ve glncel olaylara gore yeniden
sekillenen episodik ve eklektik bir metin yapisi olusturmaya calisir (Brecht, 1982, s. 109).
Brecht'in episodik ve eklektik metin olusturmasindaki amag, tiyatro seyircisini basta metin
duzeyinde bir yabancilastirmaya tabi tutarak onu kamuoyunu degistiren/donusturen bir izleyici
durumuna donusturerek, toplumda var olan kamusal problemleri rasyonel duzeyde -bu izleyici
kitlesiyle- tartisma istegidir. Bu durum, Brecht oyunlarinin kamusallik niteligine sahip oldugunu
gosterir. Yalniz bu zihinsel muzakere surecinin baslamasi i¢in bireylerin kamusal yasamdan
dislanmamis olmasi gerekmektedir. Diger bir deyisle, kamuyu olusturan bireylerin kisitlanmamis
esit kosullar altinda, 6zgurce urettikleri disunceler vasitasiyla birbirlerini dinleyerek ve kendilerini
ifade ederek, karsilikli toplumsal etkilesimde bulunabildikleri rasyonel bir ortamin varligi
zorunludur. Tiyatro ve sinema kurumlari, 6zel veya kamuya ait olsun, oncelikle kendilerine su
soruyu sormalidir: Bu sanatlarin kamuya mal olma isteginin altinda yatan temel ama¢ nedir?
Ancak bu amac dogrultusunda, tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarinin kamusal islevinin -0zellikle
kamusal alanin, giinimuz dijital mecralarinin (sosyal medya vb.) midahalesiyle ¢ozinmeye
basladigi bu donemde- ne oldugu veya ne olmadigi, rasyonel bir baglamda saptanabilir.

Temel paradoks sudur: soylem veya eylem yoluyla kamusalligin saglanabilmesi —boyle bir
ortamin mumkun hale getiriimesi— ancak muzakere ve esit katilima izin veren bireylerin,
birbirlerinin dusuncelerini dinledigi ve bu duslnceler tzerinden yeni fikirler Uretebildigi, etkin
kamusal alanlarin varligiyla mumkundutr. Bu alanlarin kamulastinlarak  ginimuz ulus
devletlerinin kontroll altina girmesi ya da Ozel sektor tarafindan piyasalastiriimasi, kamusal
alanlari, glic odaklarinin kar ve siyasi menfaatlerine hizmet eden 0lU alanlara -s6zde kamusal
alanlara- donustirmektedir. Ozel tiyatrolar ve sinema salonlari, ayakta kalabilmek adina kéar
amaci guden yapimlara yer verirken, bu tiyatrolar ve sinemalarda calisan sanatcilar ise
piyasalasma ve kér gudisinin getirdigi anlam yitimiyle karsi karsiyadirlar. Ulkelerin devlet
destekli tiyatrolari ile sinema projeleri ise -genellikle- dnceden belirlenen bir ideoloji ve doktrinin
getirdigi sanatsal bakis acisi gercevesinde duzenlenmis, sézde kamu yarari guden temsillerin,
belirli bir burokratik hiyerarsi dlzeni igerisinde halka sunumuna imkan veren ortamlari yaratir.
GUnumuz ulus devletlerinin idaresi altinda bulunan devlet tiyatrosunda gorev alan oyuncu veya
devlet destekli sinema projelerinde ¢alisan sanatgi, icinde bulundugu burokratik sistem ile devlet
ideolojisinin etkisi altinda kalarak, sanatin felsefi diizeyde sahip oldugu toplumun realitesini
betimleyen, objektif sanat anlayisindan uzaklasmak zorunda kalir. Bu anlam yitimi karsisinda
sorulmasi gereken rasyonel soru, bu duruma izin veren isleyis mekanizmasinin altinda yatan
kamusal c¢ikarin ne oldugudur. Fakat coztinmeye ugrayan/maruz birakilan kamusal alan
tezahdrlne sahip olan bir toplum, bu ve benzeri sorularin cevaplarinin goz ardi edilmesine neden
olmaktadir.

Sonug ve Oneriler

Sinema ve tiyatro sanatlarinin kamusalligi, hem gunimuz ulus devlet modellerinin yarattig
otorite ve ideolojik baskilar, hem de 0zel sektortin piyasa odakli yaklagimlari nedeniyle zayiflama
egilimiicerisindedir. Ulus devletler tarafindan kamusallastirilan sanat kurumlari, cogu zaman var
olan sistem ideolojisinin propagandasini yaparken, 6zel sektor tarafindan piyasalastirilan sanat
endustrisi ise populer kulturun tuketim ideolojisi ekseninde uretilen sanat metalarinin hamiligini
yapar. Bu egilim, bireylerin kamusal alanla ilgili beklenti ve taleplerinin ortadan kalkmasina yol
acarken, ayni zamanda bilinen ve idealize edilen kamusal alan kavramlarinin aginarak, var olan
yeni toplumsal paradigmalar icerisinde ¢ozinmesine sebep olmaktadir. Kamusal alanin
¢cozunmesi, bireylerin toplumsal iliskilerde etkin birer 6zne olma potansiyelini zayiflatirken,
bireylerin zihnindeki kamusal alan ideasinin anlamini yitirmesine yol a¢cmaktadir. Richard
Sennett'in “Kamusal Insanin Cokust” adli eserinde belirttigi gibi, modern toplumun bireyleri, agir
benlik duygusu ve mahremiyet arayisi iginde kamusal alandan uzaklasma egilimi igerisine
girerler. Bu durum, toplumsal etkilesim ve muzakere sureclerinin de zayiflamasina neden olur.
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Habermas'in kamusal alan tanimina gore, yurttaslarin genel yarara iliskin meseleler hakkinda
Ozgurce tartisabildikleri sosyal alanlar, gercek bir kamusal alanin olusumu icin gereklidir. Ancak,
gunudmuzde kitle iletisim araclarinin manipulatif ve ticari ¢ikarlara yonelik kullanimi, kamusal
alanin islevselligini zayiflatan yeni kosullar yaratir. Hannah Arendt'in kamusal alan tespiti,
bireylerin kendilerini oldugu gibi ifade etmeleri ve toplumsal iliskiler adi iginde etkin 6zne olarak
yer almalari Uzerine kuruludur. Ancak, guinimuz kamusal alan kavraminin asinmasina yol agan
dinamikler, Arendt'in idealize ettigi Ozgurlesme ve politika yapma surecini de olumsuz
etkilemektedir. Ozellikle bireysellige ginimiz soylemlerinde yapilan asiri vurgu, bireylerin
kamusal alandaki bireysel kimliklerini ¢cok fazla on planda tutmalarina neden olmakta, bu da
kamusal alandaki ifade bicimlerinin gercek eylemlerden kopmasina yol agmaktadir. Boylece,
kamusal alanin gogulculuk, esitlik ve katiimcilik nitelikleri dusunsel dizeyde asinmakta, bireyler
arasindaki gercek iletisim ve eylem olanaklar giderek daralmaktadir.

Sonug olarak, tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarinin kamusal alandaki rolleri ve islevleri, ginimuz
kosullarina gore yeniden degerlendirilmelidir. Bu sanatlarin sahip oldugu, bireylerin distnce
dunyasi Uzerindeki zihinsel muzakere sureclerini baglatma ve toplumsal etkilesimi tesvik etme
potansiyeli dikkate alinarak, kamusal alanin yeniden tanimlanmasi buyuk bir onem arz
etmektedir. Kamusal alanin ideal tanimi, bireylerin esit katimcilar olarak yer aldigi, cogulculugu
ve katilimciligr tesvik eden, farkli kimliklerin gorunurltgune ve temsil edilmesine olanak taniyan
mekan ve mecralar olarak belirlenmeli ve bu tanim toplumun genis kesimleri tarafindan talep
edilen bir olgu haline gelmelidir. Tiyatro ve sinema kurumlari ise kamusallik misyonlarini yerine
getirmek i¢in bu idealleri goz onunde bulundurarak, toplumsal ve kulttrel iglevlerini toplumun
talepleri dogrultusunda yeniden tanimlamalidir. Bu sanatlarin kamusal iglevlerinin ve kamusal
alan igindeki rollerinin mevcut yapilar ve kisitlamalar nedeniyle zayifladigi bir donemde, tiyatro
ve sinema kurumlarinin bu durumu nasil ele alacaklari ve kamusalligi nasil yeniden
tanimlayacaklari onemli bir sorun olarak karsimizda durmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda, bireylerin
kamusal alana dair beklenti ve talepleri dikkate alinarak, kamusal alanin yeniden insasi igin ¢aba
sarf edilmelidir. Bu baglam tzerinden ideal bir kamusal alan tanimi onerisi su ifadeyle sunulabilir:
“Ideal bir kamusal alan, toplumun tim kesimlerinin esit ve 6zgur bir sekilde katilim saglayabildigi,
sanatsal, kulturel, politik ve sosyal faaliyetlerin yurtttldigu, tarafsiz ve bagimsiz bir mekandir.
Bu alan ne devletin ideolojik kontrolu altinda ne de Ozel sektorin kar odakli baskisi altinda
olmalidir.” Bu tanimdaki degerlendirmeler neticesinde ideal bir kamusal alan; “Cogulculugu ve
katihmcih@ tesvik eden, farkli kimliklerin gorunurltigune ve temsil edilmesine olanak taniyan,
muzakere ve tartisma sureclerine acik bir mecra saglayarak kitlelere toplumsal konsensus ve
muzakere sureglerine katki saglayacak icerikler sunan, onlari katiimci ve demokratik ortamdan
dislamayan ve toplumu edilgen 6zneler olma konumundan etkin 6zneler olma konumuna getiren
ozelliklere sahip olmalidir.” Tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarinin kamusalli§i, bu sanatlarin bireylere ve
topluma sagladigi seffaf ve 6zgur bilgi akisi ile dogru orantilidir. Fakat var olan yapilarin kisitlayici
politikalari ile Uretim iliskileri, bu sanatlarin kamusal alan igerisindeki potansiyel islevlerini tam
anlamiyla yerine getirmelerini engellemektedir. Sinema ve tiyatro hizmetlerinin kamusallik
niteligi, bu alanlarda sunulan iceriklerin toplumsal konsensus ve muzakere sureclerine ne derece
katki sagladigi Uzerinden yeniden degerlendirilerek sorgulanmalidir. Bu nedenle tiyatro ve
sinema kurumlarinin kamusal islevlerini yerine getirebilmesiigin, sanatsal Uretimlerinin bagimsiz
ve Ozgur bir ortamda gergeklesmesi gerekliligi soz konusudur. Fakat toplumsal gui¢ yapilarinin
asimetrik dagihmu ile gikar gatismalari bu 6zgur ortamin olusmasi onundeki baslica engellerdir.
Bu alanlarin, bireylerin esit katihmiyla codulculugu tesvik eden, farkli kimliklerin gordnurldgund
saglayan ve toplumsal tartisma ortamini destekleyen mekanlar olarak yeniden tanimlanmasi
gunumuz kamusalr icin bir zorunluluk haline gelmistir. Bu tespitler minvalinde tiyatro ve sinema
sanatlan gergek anlamda sahip olduklari kamuya ait olma potansiyellerini ortaya ¢ikaracak,
toplumsal donudsim ve bilinglenme sureglerine katki sunan sanatsal mecralar haline
donusebileceklerdir.
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Yazar Katki Oranlan
Makale tek yazarlidir, yazarin katki orani %100'dur.
Cikar Catigsmasi Beyani

“Tiyatro ve sinema sanatlarinin kamusalligi: ideal bir kamusal alan tanimi 6nerisi” baslikli
makalemin herhangi bir kurum, kurulus, kisi ile mali ¢ikar ¢atismasi yoktur. Herhangi bir ¢ikar
gatismasli bulunmamaktadir.
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