The Right Side of the Frame[footnoteRef:1]* [1: * This translation has been supported by the Research Authority at Herzog Academic College.] 


Abstract
In 2018 Israel passed an amended Cinema Law, which is aimed at diversifying social and political representation in Israeli films. The legislation was based on the prevalent view in Israeli society, which regards Israeli cinema as ideologically inclined towards the left. This article explores that assumption by proposing a theoretical framework for the examination of political inclinations in Israeli cinema, conducting a diachronic review of these inclinations, and identifying the philosophical and theoretical roots of what is considered “quality” Israeli cinema.	Comment by Merav Datan: גם מופיע כ –Film Law  בחלק מהכתבות בעיתונות	Comment by Merav Datan: לחלופין: biased
(נשמע פחות ניטרלי אבל אולי בגלל זה דווקא מתאים בהקשר של העמדה – משקף את נקודת המבט של החברה)	Comment by Merav Datan: או – biases, leanings
bias נשמע יותר שיפוטי,
inclinations/leanings נשמע יותר מדעי
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לכן השוליים שונו בהתאם 
למרות שכתוב לא להוסיף רווחים בין פסקאות, בכתב העת יש רווחים לפני תת-כותרות אז השארתי אותם.
Politics in Israeli Cinema
Israel’s 20th Knesset focused intensively on the character of Israeli cinema. On various occasions Culture Minister Miri Regev criticized its political nature. One such occasion followed the release of the film Foxtrot (Shmulik Maoz, 2017), in which IDF soldiers mistakenly shoot at a Palestinian car, killing its passengers and then concealing the car and any trace of the event. Regev claimed that “every new filmmaker knows that if he produces films that demonize Israel, he will be loved.” As a result, the Film Academy did not invite the minister to the Ofir Award ceremony. In October 2018, the culture minister endorsed the proposed Cinema Law, whose stated aim is “to increase transparency in the work of film foundations, to ensure proper representation in films of the diverse voices in Israeli society, and to improve mechanisms for control and oversight over foundations.”[endnoteRef:1] Regev’s bill sparked a major storm in the film world, including hundreds of objections by the opposition and fury on the part of film foundations and filmmakers’ associations over the minister’s intervention in the art world. 	Comment by Merav Datan: ייתכן ויש כאן מקום לבלבול. לפי הנחיות כתב העת, זוהי גם הדרך לציין מקור - ספר או מאמר: Author + Year (אמנם הפורמט כאן קצת שונה, כי צוין גם שם פרטי ויש פסיק לפני השנה)

עניין נוסף – בהנחיות המפורשות של כתב העת לא כתוב איך להתייחס לסרט. אבל בהנחיות של Chicago Manual of Style, שעליהם מבוססים ההנחיות של כתב העת, מתייחסים לסרט כמו למקור עם מחבר, וברשימה הביבליוגרפית מוסיפים את כל הפרטים אודות הסרט, וכך גם במאמרים שהופיע בכתב העת, לדוגמא:

Wachsmann, Daniel, dir. 1982. Hamsin. [In Hebrew.] Film, 88 min., Hamsin Film Production, Israel.

(מתוך מאמר של נורית גרץ ורז יוסף, Israel Studies Review, Vol. 32, Issue 2, 2017)

אולי כדאי להתייעץ עם עורך כתב העת במקרה הזה, לאור כמות הסרטים שצויינו במאמר	Comment by Merav Datan: הבהרה:

כתב העת משתמש בשיטת Author-Date לציון מקורות (בסוגריים בגוף הטקסט, ולא בהערות שוליים) עבור ספרים, מאמרים וכתבות, ואין הנחיות לגבי חוקים וחומר משפטי, אבל כן צוין שמקורות ארכיוניים (מקורות בלי שם מחבר) אמורים להופיע בהערות שוליים.

בדקתי גם דוגמאות של מאמרים בכתב העת עצמו, וראיתי שמקורות משפטיים אחרים (פסקי דין) מופיעים בהערות שוליים במקום בגוף הטקסט. 

בנוסף, המקור להנחיות שעליו מסתמך כתב העת (Chicago Manual of Style) מציין:
15.58: Using notes for legal and public documents
Legal publications use notes for documentation and few include bibliographies. Any work using the author-date style that needs to do more than mention the occasional source in the text should therefore use supplementary footnotes or endnotes.

לכן נראה לי נכון לציין את המקור בהערות שוליים במקרה הזה, למרות שבד”כ מקורות יופיעו בסוגריים בגוף הטקסט, עם רשימה ביבליוגרפית בסוף.
 [1:  Cinema Law draft legislation (Amendment No. 5), 2018.] 

	Was Regev correct about the nature of Israeli cinema? In this article I propose parameters for assessing its political character. I examine claims that it is distinctly left-wing and that there is no right-wing Israeli cinema, and I argue that Israel does produce right-wing films but, for various reasons, they remain unnoticed. I uncover the existence of right-wing cinema in Israel by presenting a more accurate definition of “right-wing cinema” and a chronological survey of films produced in Israel throughout its existence. I also argue that the obscurity of right-wing cinema stems primarily from the theoretical platform that shapes the ideological viewpoints of Israeli cinema. I demonstrate how the prevailing Israeli and worldwide philosophical discourse on “What is film?” dramatically influences the nature of movies produced in Israel and their acceptance in critical and academic circles.

Right-Wing Art: Is There Such an Animal?
In 1982 Amos Oz (1993: 151-152) posed a probing question to the residents of Ofra:	Comment by Merav Datan: הציטוט כאן הוא מתרגום רשמי לאנגלית שיצא ב-1993, לכן שנת הפרסום והעמודים שונים. המקור המלא יופיע ברשימה הביבליוגרפית, לפי הנחיות כתב העת:

Oz, Amos. In the Land of Israel. 1993. Trans. Maurie Goldberger-Bartura. Orlando, FL: Harcourt.
And what, in truth, has happened to you in the sphere of spiritual creativity? Why are most of the creative people in the country, heaven help us, “leftists”? Is it a conspiracy? . . . How do you explain the fact that the artistic, ideological, and philosophical creativity in Israel is these days taking place – not all of it, but most and perhaps even the best of it – in a defeated, wounded, crumbling camp? . . . Why is your world a barren desert of creativity?
One answer to this question was provided, two decades later, by the curator and art critic Gideon Ofrat (2003: 150):	Comment by Merav Datan: תשס”ד – כנראה 2003 ולא 2004:
http://www.jabotinsky.org/%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%99%D7%95%D7%9F/%D7%97%D7%99%D7%A4%D7%95%D7%A9-%D7%A4%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%98/%D7%A4%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%98-%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%99%D7%95%D7%9F/?itemId=154998
(גיליון 9 חסר בארכיון אבל רק גיליון אחד – מספר  8 – רשום עבור 2003, ובשאר השנים צוינו שני גיליונות).

אם יש עותק אצל המחבר, אפשר לוודא.
Right-wing art is lapping and will continue to lap at the shores of the nation, tradition, unity, determinism, and the like, and these will in turn erode creativity. . . . Hence the conclusion: either a national right, or good art. Right-wind funders can initiate and finance Azure [a journal on “Ideas for the Jewish Nation”] platforms and Shalem Colleges to promote right-wing thought. However, no money or initiative can produce a high-quality right-wing artist.	Comment by Merav Datan: הוסף הסבר מהאתר של “תכלת” באנגלית
While Oz pointed to the absence of right-wing art, Ofrat argued that “right-wing art” is an oxymoron and therefore rejected the notion that proper funding would foster good art with a rightist political outlook. That is, according to Ofrat, good art is inherently leftist. In any event, the question of why there is no right-wing cinema evidently stems from a more fundamental question about right-wing art generally. 
	Ofrat’s assertion was addressed separately by two art critics associated with Israel’s conservative camp: David Sperber and Dror Eydar. Sperber (2010: 7-22) argued that at the basis of Ofrat’s claims one can identify purist modernist outlooks that exclude “others” – right-wing or religious – from the realm of art, and consequently Ofrat overlooks complex, critical, and hybrid works from the conservative stream.[endnoteRef:2] Sperber’s argument, in other words, was that Ofrat is essentially an orthodox liberal intent on preserving the ideological purity of the artistic camp.[endnoteRef:3] [2:  Yehoshua Greenberg (2004: 214-215) made a similar argument in response to Ofrat in the subsequent issue of Kivunim Hadashim: “This assertion is very dangerous because it implies that secular humanism has adopted the same unenlightened means whose use led to the revolution that it actually sparked. . . . If, in the past, modernist thinking led to disengagement from religion, today it is creating a new, different religion that operates in accordance with those same rules of the old religion.”]  [3:  Also notable is the response of curator and art critic Zipora Lurie to Ofrat’s article: “The article is dogmatic and deterministic, indiscriminately applying European rightist concepts to the Israeli scene and declaring: ‘either a national right or good art,’ and it is among the failed articles that Ofrat’s pen has produced” (Sperber 2010: 22). By referring to “European rightist concepts” Lurie seems to be associating the roots of Ofrat’s outlook with the disengagement of creative works from the local, Jewish-national context of two thousand years and ascribing them to the context of modern national revival.] 

	According to Sperber, creating “quality” art requires support from different circles. In the words of Pierre Bourdieu (1993), the assessment of a work depends on the quality of the surrounding discourse in “the field of cultural production.” These fields are the social arenas in which creators (and the groups to which they belong) compete for reward and recognition. The greatest reward in these arenas – which are subject to a general political-class force field – is the addition of one’s artwork to the “cultural capital” and its identification as masterpieces belonging to the canon. Thus, argued Sperber, responsibility for the political character of art in Israel also lies with the right, which has failed to produce writers, curators and critics, galleries, collectors, or cultural centers of power that would grant artistic works a stage, meaning, and prestige.
	Eydar (2008), too, described the exclusionary mechanisms of cultural power centers in Israel, which deliberately ignore conservative art; he identified the roots of this exclusion with the new Jewish nationalization of the nineteenth century, which stripped modern Jewish consciousness of traditional Jewish elements.
	Thus, according to Sperber and Eydar, there is a considerable amount of conservative – often complex and hybrid – artwork in Israel, but various deep-seated factors tied to the cultural force fields in Israel prevent it from developing and entering the Israeli canon. Building on these arguments, I examine the field of Israeli cinema, and towards this end I first offer a slightly more precise definition of “right-wing cinema.”

Nationality, Religion, and Economics in Israeli Cinema
Discussing the rightist or leftist nature of Israeli cinema is tricky, as the terms “right” and “left” embody different (and sometimes conflicting ) political, theological, and economic perspectives; nonetheless, I propose three concepts with relatively distinct boundaries, which I believe can help us formulate a clearer definition: nationality, religion, and economics. These concepts correspond in different ways with the accepted coordinates of left-right and conservative-traditional – the line differentiating political sectors in Israel – albeit sometimes in ways that do not align with our expectations.

Nationality
If we define “national cinema” as cinema whose values accord with the concept of nationality in its Jewish version – that is, the right to self-determination and self-government of the Jewish people in the Land of Israel – we find that over a long period, until the mid-1970s, the vast majority of films, funded almost exclusively by national institutions (or the government), praised the value of nationality. 
Early pre-state and Israeli cinema, in the 1930s and 1940s, conveyed sacrifice and absolute devotion to the nation. For example, a major scene in This Is the Land (Baruch Agadati, 1935) shows a Jewish pioneer plowing his land to the point of collapse; another pioneer arrives at the scene and – though he sees his friend lying on the ground – continues to plow instead of rushing him to the nearest clinic. The clip is edited to superimpose one image on another, so that it appears the plow is riding over the body of the fallen pioneer, thereby highlighting the sacrifice of the individual for the nation. While lying on his deathbed, the pioneer consoles a weeping nurse by saying, “I am dying, but the land is revived.”	Comment by Merav Datan: ארץ-ישראלי
The value of nationality surfaces in many other Israeli films. The ending of Adamah (Helmar Lersky, 1948) shows Binyamin, a Holocaust survivor, replacing his personal past with the collective past, identifying with his Maccabee forefathers, and running with the Hasmonean torch to the youth village Ben-Shemen. In Hill 24 Doesn’t Answer (Thorold Dickinson, 1955) four fighters are killed in a clash on a hill adjacent to Jerusalem during the War of Independence; following these events, the hill is claimed as part of the State of Israel. Likewise, Uri (Assi Dayan) in He Walked through the Fields (Yosef Millo, 1967) sacrifices his life while blowing up a bridge on which the British were stationed, so as to enable the immigration of Holocaust survivors. Strong national sentiment is self-evident in films such as Every Bastard a King (Uri Zohar, 1968), which reverently recreated the story of armored corps fighter Yossi Lepper, or Operation Thunderbolt (Menahem Golan, 1977), which recreated the Entebbe hostage rescue operation.	Comment by Merav Datan: שמות רשמיים באנגלית מהאתרים
https://www.cinemaofisrael.co.il
http://www.israelfilmcenter.org/israeli-film-database
	The “personal cinema” wave emerged in the latter 1960s and continued in various forms until the 1990s. Personal cinema – or the “new sensitivity” as film scholar Judd Ne’eman (1998) termed it – differs from national cinema; it is a modernist wave focused on cinematic form at the expense of content, abandoning the national story and concentrating on the individual and his personal dilemmas – sometimes alongside anti-national messages and anarchist ideologies. Films associated with this wave include Three Days and a Child (Uri Zohar, 1967) and But Where Is Daniel Vax? (Avraham Heffner, 1972). 	Comment by Merav Datan: לרוב מופיע במרכאות בפעם הראשונה בכתבות ומאמרים באנגלית ולכן הוספתי גם כאן	Comment by Merav Datan: Or – his/her 
לפי דוגמאות בכתב העת (זה לא מוסיף לספירת המילים)	Comment by Merav Datan: OR – Examples
לחסוך מילים
	In the 1980s this cinematic trend, which drew exuberant critical reviews but few spectators, turned into what film scholar Nurith Gertz (1993) termed “the cinema of the foreign and different“:[endnoteRef:4] a-national or anti-national films centered on characters who are foreign or different, who view reality through the eyes of someone “excluded from the collective.” Many of these are films about war that depict its consequent damage and breakdown, such as The Vulture (Yaky Yoshua, 1981), Repeat Dive (Shimon Dotan, 1982), Soldier of the Night (Dan Wolman, 1984), and Himmo, King of Jerusalem (Amos Guttman, 1987). These films, overtly located on the leftist side of the political map, failed repeatedly at the box office but received government funding from the Israeli Fund for the Promotion of Quality Films – established in 1979 following a political struggle by members of the movement Young Israeli Cinema, many of whom were personal cinema filmmakers.	Comment by Merav Datan: “הקולנוע של הזר והחריג”

לא הצלחתי למצוא את הציטוט באנגלית.
מצאתי מאמר של נורית גרץ בו היא משתמשת בביטוי foreign and “other”  - הזר והאחר, כפי שמופיע בפרסומים שלה גם בעברית - אבל זה בהקשר אחר (קולנוע משנות הארבעים וחמישים):

This is the narrative of people who remained foreign and “other” in Israeli society

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/236706142_The_Early_Israeli_Cinema_as_Silencer_of_Memory [4:  Gertz (1993-1998: 176) argued that this trend had a few discernable triggers: (1) The Six Day War and Yom Kippur War, which upset the delicate balance among different sectors of Israeli society; (2) Likud’s rise to power in 1977, which created a split between elite intellectuals, as well as the educated in general, and the government; (3) the First Lebanon War, which sparked widespread protest against national policy, and the first Intifada, which extended and intensified this protest. Judd Ne’eman characterized 1980s films as “nihilistic cinema” that challenges the consensus that formed in the 1950s surrounding the notion of self-sacrifice for the homeland; he attributed these subversive trends to fissures in the Zionist utopia and nihilistic sentiments stemming from social and political changes after the Six Day War and Yom Kippur War. ] 

	During these  years a markedly different type of cinema  emerged in Israel  and became a box-office  success because of its populist character: “bourekas [a Middle Eastern pastry] movies.” Does this commercial cinema embody Zionist values? Bourekas films belong to the  comedy-melodrama, ethno-folklorist genre and usually have a stereotypical Mizrahi who resides in a pre-modern Mizrahi neighborhood as the main character. The films depict ethnic tension and clashes between rich and poor, often resolved through inter-ethnic, inter-class marriage. Despite  their exceptional popularity in Israeli society, they do not necessarily represent national values in a positive light: Sallah Shabati (Ephraim Kishon, 1964), one of the early and certainly one of the best known bourekas films, was piercing in its critique of 1960s Israel and especially harsh towards national institutions such as the Jewish National Fund and the kibbutzim. Another famous bourekas film, Charlie and a Half (Boaz Davidson, 1974), ridiculed and disparaged Jewish tradition;[endnoteRef:5] in its final scene two of the main characters, Miko and Lily, leave Israel for a better future in the United States. In general, bourekas films portrayed pre-modern families, communities, and neighborhoods with weak national ties, and scathingly spotlighted the social gaps between Mizrahim and Ashkenazim (Shohat 1991). This representation, accentuating class differences (the poor, primitive Mizrahi versus the rich, cultured Ashkenazi) actually conveyed a subversive message about the social revolution needed to achieve equality, and evidently this message undermined the hegemonic values of the time in terms of nationality as well. Thus, depiction of national values played no part whatsoever in the box-office success of bourekas films. On the contrary: as described above, it was early pre-state and Israeli cinema – fully funded by state institutions regardless of box-office success – that represented national cinema thoroughly dedicated to the cause. 	Comment by Merav Datan: הוסף הסבר	Comment by Merav Datan: בכתב העת Israel Studies Review יש מאמרים שלא הוסיפו הסבר ויש כאלה שהוסיפו, למשל –
Jews from Muslim countries	Comment by Merav Datan: אפשר להוסיף )אם צריך(:
(agricultural collectives)	Comment by Merav Datan: בהערת שוליים הוספו הסברים ל-"קידוש שבת" וברית מילה [5:  Film scholar Rami Kimchi (2012: 107-109) wrote, “The devaluation of religion, reductive portrayal of rabbis and holy vessels, and simultaneous exaltation of ‘superstition’ complement the celebration of idleness, con-artistry, and panhandling in the Mizrahi neighborhood of bourekas films. Although bourekas films present the Mizrahi community as Jewish, through its Jewish rituals such as Kiddush Shabbat [Sabbath ceremony] (Charlie and a Half), Brit Milah [circumcision] (Kazablan), and marriage (The Tzanani Family), and although many members of the Mizrahi community in bourekas [films] automatically practice religious customs, such as kissing the mezuzah (Charlie in Charlie and a Half), or use speech that includes the name of God and passages from Jewish canon (Moshiko in Kazablan, Zaki in Charlie and a Half, Azriel and Hacham Hanuka in Snooker, Yehudah in The Tzanani Family), the filmmakers make it clear that in most cases these are not people of faith and that Judaism has lost its power in the Mizrahi neighborhood.”] 

	And what is the political status of contemporary cinema? Since the Cinema Law (1999) was passed, the number, quality, and variety of films produced in Israel have increased significantly. Along with the consolidation of identity politics, countless films have been produced, bringing to the screen the multiplicity of voices in Israeli society. Is left-wing cinema dominant among these films? Some argue that it is not, and that the dominance of these films stems from the media attention they generate.[endnoteRef:6] This argument is supported by the sizeable number of films with a right-wing national outlook: Dan Wolman’s Gei Oni (2010) deals with the early settlement period of the First Aliyah in Rosh Pinah. An Israeli Love Story (2017), by the same director, deals with clandestine, illegal immigration and the founding of the state. The Matchmaker (Avi Nesher, 2010) and Hanuszka (Nurit Kedar, 2006) convey a Zionist message in their portrayal of the inconceivable strength of immigrant Holocaust survivors. The action film Bethlehem (Yuval Adler, 2013), winner of the Ofir Award, drew criticism such as that of film critic Yair Raveh (2013), who claimed that it “could be adopted as a public relations film for the state,” Gideon Levy (2013), who asserted that its creator “has made (another) Israeli propaganda film . . . the good Israelis, the bad Arabs,” and film critic Dr. Shmulik Duvdevani (2013), according to whom “the minor Palestinian characters are divided into cruel terrorists, shifty politicians, Al-Aqsa Martyrs’ Brigade fighters who clash with their Hamas rivals (and the film simply presents Palestinian militias as fundamentally violent and tribal, without dwelling on the complexity of this rivalry), and dangerous duplicitousness . . . . This progression ends, without revealing too much, in a scene that only enhances the image of the Israeli Jew as victim and the Palestinian as inherently homicidal.” [6:  It is not my intent to analyze the multitude of films from the left side of the political map, but it is important to bear in mind the perspective presented by film scholar Dr. Pablo Utin (2017: 30-31) regarding the political image Israeli cinema has acquired: “For some decades now, Israeli cinema has had an image of art that focuses mainly on ‘dirty laundry’ and anti-Zionist messages. Israeli cinema has earned itself the image of critical cinema focused mainly on the conflict, and therefore many have distanced themselves from it. But there is little connection between the image and the facts. For example, 2009 was seen as a very politically charged year in the cinema because films such as Ajami and Lebanon received international awards and much local media attention. Israeli cinema was accused of deceiving international audiences into thinking that Israel is a violent state that treats its dangerous rivals dishonorably and mercilessly. Yet a look at the statistics can only disappoint: of the 25 movies produced in 2009, only three (!) dealt with war and conflict: Lebanon, Ajami, and Jaffa. The rest do not even come close to justifying the image that has formed; the films can be classified as action (The Assassin Next Door), comedy (A Matter of Size), romantic comedy (Five Hours from Paris), mafia (Honor), digitized-world psychological thriller (Phobidilia), a prison film (The Loners), psychological drama (Seven Minutes in Heaven), animation (9.99), a social melodrama crime film involving the Ethiopian (Zrubavel) and many family dramas, among others. These statistics recur annually, and in recent years it is even harder to find conflict-based films. Apparently the films that have drawn the most attention over the years are films about the conflict even though they are not the majority, because they provoke more controversy and media discussions. . . . Perhaps only about 5% of films produced in Israel in fact deal directly or substantively with the conflict.”] 

	Lesser-known films, with a distinctly right-wing political perspective, include those of Menora Hazani, a former resident of Homesh, who directed The Skies Are Closer in Homesh (2003), Arise from the Dust (2007), and more recently The Driving Spirit (2018). Other films, such as Orange (Yuval Erez, 2016) and Sky Glow (Eliyahu Binyamin, 2012), take a distinctly right-wing view of the disengagement from Gush Katif.
	Some Israeli films reflect right-wing values although they do not take an overtly political stance: Footnote (Joseph Cedar, 2011), about a father and his son, a Talmudic scholar, and the Israel Prize award ceremony at the International Convention Center (known as “Buildings of the Nation”) after the national anthem “HaTikva” is sung; and even Lost Islands (Reshef Levy, 2008), which Uri Klein (2008) described as having a political ideology “between compulsory left and enthusiastic right.”	Comment by Merav Datan: הוסף הסבר ל- "בנייני האומה"
	Films about Jewish immigration to Israel before and after statehood may also be classified as “Zionist cinema”: The Jerusalem Dream (2016) and When Israel Went Out (2010) directed by Meni Elias, which document personal journeys of Ethiopian immigrants to Israel; The Golden Pomegranate (Dan Turgeman, 2013) about the immigration of the Yemenite community; or The Valderama Sisters (Mordi Kershner, 2009) about three Peruvian women’s dream of immigrating to Israel. Similarly, The Night of Fools (Rami Kimchi, 2015), about the Jewish underground in Algeria in 1942, may be considered Zionist cinema.	Comment by Merav Datan: ארץ ישראל. 

לחלופין:
The Land of Israel
Israel (including pre-state)
Eretz Israel (the Land of Israel, including pre-state)
	Comment by Merav Datan: תרגום שם הסרט ואיות שם הבמאי מהאתר של הבמאי
https://menielias.com/en/when-israel-went-out
	Recent decades have also seen the production of many Israeli television series in which the national, Zionist angle is even more evident, often with a sympathetic view of the IDF (for example, Tironut [Basic Training], Taagad [Battalion Aid Station], Miluim [Reserve Duty], or When Heroes Fly). Moreover, a vast majority of the aforementioned films were supported by film funds. Thus films with a national outlook do receive financing from film funds – even if many do not – and many films produced in Israel certainly do embody national values.	Comment by Merav Datan: שם הסדרה תורגם לאנגלית במקרה הזה. בשאר המקרים שמרו על השם בעברית אז הוספתי תרגום
	Generally speaking, therefore, national values were strongly present in early Israeli and pre-state cinema and films about national heroes through the 1970s, then declined significantly with the 1970s-1980s wave of personal cinema and bourekas films, and resurfaced – albeit moderately – in the last two decades.

Religion and Tradition
The right-wing, conservative  side of the political map is customarily seen as prone to embrace Jewish tradition as part of its  self-identification, which raises the question: Where is there traditional content in Israeli cinema? Evidently the trend has changed significantly in recent years (Chyutin 2015). Though almost completely absent in early Israeli cinema, later Israeli cinema embraced Judaism like a lost daughter.
	Film scholar Ronie Parciack (1998: 329) had the following to say about the secular nature of early Israeli cinema:
Israeli cinema almost never addresses religious issues or themes. In contrast to Western cinema, which often serves as its model, it has very few expressions of transcendent principles or entities, few depictions of religious practice or religious sentiment, little infusion of religious significance into day-to-day activities, and few expressions of longing for the beyond. It appears that a decisive majority of Israeli cinema is based on secular reality, as reflected in both its content and modes of expression.
About two decades later, an article by film scholar Raya Morag (undated) described the power of “the religious waves in contemporary Israeli cinema”:
In recent years we are witness to a wave of cultural works about hazara betshuva processes [becoming newly religious] or the spread of ultra-orthodoxy, religious themes, religious characters, and religious symbols. Plot-driven films, television series, and theatrical productions that present the religious world inundate Israeli culture. In secular Israeli cinema this inundation is taking place after some 40 years in which, of the 420 Israeli films produced between 1960 and 1995, only 20 dealt with religious issues.	Comment by Merav Datan: הוסף הסבר 
Film scholar Dan Chyutin, who addressed this trend in his doctoral dissertation, termed it the “‘Judaic turn’ [of] the 2000s” (2015: 46). His study identified at least 55 films produced during 2000-2015 in which Jewish subject matter is a central theme.
	Morag lists familiar films such as Ushpizin (Gidi Dar, 2004), Fill the Void (Rama Burshtein, 2012), and God’s Neighbors (Meny Yaesh, 2012), which in her view aim to foster identification with religious figures and issues. “Identification creates complicity with processes of social repression regarding the rise of Jewish fundamentalism and the increasing religious hold on all aspects of our life,” wrote Morag, whose words seems to expose a substantive shift in the society-cinema relationship: the prevalent stereotype of an anti-religious Tel Aviv director who usurps film fund monies is making way for the opposite concern – the ultra-orthodox (usually newly religious) whose movies pose a threat to the liberal outlook.
	A sympathetic view of this shift is discernible in the observations of film scholar Merav Alush-Levron (2016), who described the film God’s Neighbors as a work that deviates from the customary liberal Israeli cinema’s boundaries for representation of the religious position, and presents an alternative religious-spiritual, peripheral-Mizrahi culture as a charismatic and sensitive existential human resource.

Economics
The economic policy of the right is customarily viewed as aspiring to achieve as free a market as possible, and that of the left as seeking strong state involvement in the economy. Does Israeli cinema reflect limited government involvement in the economy and the free market, or does it in fact convey reduction of economic gaps and strengthening of the welfare state? To the best of my knowledge, there has not yet been a study focused on the economic values of Israeli cinema. Nonetheless, the dominance of pioneers and workers, work ethics, collectivism, and equality as themes in early Israeli (and pre-state) cinema, may be considered expressions of economically leftist views – notwithstanding the dominance of nationality at the time. Films such as The Great Promise (Josef Lejtes, 1944) and The Land of Promise (Yehuda Lehman, 1935) presented the egalitarian kibbutz life in a very positive light. In contrast, the (sometimes extreme) individualism of main characters in films from the 1970s and later, such as But Where Is Daniel Vax?, the 1990s film Shuroo, and even the critical view of kibbutz children and the children’s house in Sweet Mud (Dror Shaul, 2005) actually reflect rightist economic views, notwithstanding the absence of nationality in the picture.  	Comment by Merav Datan: לפי ספר הקולנוע הישראלי, IMDB ועוד מקורות, יצא ב-1947, לא 1944

https://www.cinemaofisrael.co.il/%D7%93%D7%9E%D7%A2%D7%95%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%A0%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%94-%D7%94%D7%92%D7%93%D7%95%D7%9C%D7%94/
	One may also examine the economically rightist or leftist nature of Israeli films from another angle – in terms of funding: initially the Yishuv (pre-state Jewish community) institutions were fully involved in shaping the character of cinema at the time, which manifested in a distinctly leftist economic stance. Nonetheless, national patriotic values were also distinctly evident in these films. In contrast, the multitude of current film funders (even if not sufficiently diverse) and cooperative international productions, alongside the vast scope of filmmakers representing all sectors and styles, is more akin to a free market; yet the national component, which existed during the early Yishuv period, is absent. 	Comment by Merav Datan: יישוב
	At this stage we can conclude that contemporary Israeli cinema does not have a distinct bias in terms of traditional Jewish values, nor does it appear to have such a bias in terms of economic perspective; the national aspect is more complex: strongly national films around the time of the state’s founding and two subsequent decades, a-national or anti-national views during the wave of personal cinema and bourekas films, and some representation of national values in contemporary Israeli cinema, usually in films not known to the general public. What is the precise relationship between national films and anti-national films in contemporary Israeli cinema? It is hard to say without having conducted an in-depth qualitative study, but leftist films are undoubtedly better known, more mainstream, more influential, longer remembered, and in the forefront of the frame. Why?

The Invisible Films
I posit that the absence of national cinema in Israeli cultural consciousness is related to the dearth of scholarly and critical writing that would encourage production of such films, examine them from a national perspective, and consolidate them as a thematically distinct body of work within Israeli cinema. 	Comment by Merav Datan: יותר מצלצל מ- group  בהקשר הזה 
	The  lack of critical reviews  is not coincidental, but rather stems from a  distinct, established ideology, as reflected in an article by Nirit Anderman (2018) in Haaretz, titled “Why Does a Right-Wing State like Israel Not Have Right-Wing Cinema?” Anderman cites, among others, the film scholar Dr. Pablo Utin, who argues that right-wing films, “which lack self-criticism, are ridiculous, childish, and superficial.” In his words, film funds “seek quality films, and these prefer realism, moral ambiguity, narrative vagueness, conflicted characters, and plots that take place within everyday life – requirements that do not fully align with patriotic films.” Professor of sociology Moshe Zuckermann is quoted as saying “people in progressive artistic movements have always had a leftist orientation because they were taking a stand against what existed, against convention, against tradition.” Utin’s and Zuckermann’s arguments bring to mind Gideon Ofrat’s aforementioned assertion that quality right-wing art is impossible: art, by its essence, necessitates values associated with the left; that is, the a-national outlook is fused with quality cinema. Let us examine the correlation between the two.
	The assertion that patriotic films are necessarily “ridiculous, childish, and superficial” is mystifying. What if a film whose starting point is patriotic uses brilliant, sophisticated cinematic aesthetics and a rich assortment of cinematic quotes, thus inviting complex, multifaceted interpretations? What if the patriotic values ​​depicted in the film correspond with diversified national thought, offer a unique worldview, and spark a complex discussion? Does adoption of a particular ideological position make a film ridiculous?
	Sergei Eisenstein’s canonical film Battleship Potemkin (1925) suggests otherwise. This is undoubtedly one of the most esteemed films in cinematic history, even though it was a patriotic film commissioned and funded by the Soviet establishment. Yet its loyalty to the government’s values did not undermine its unique genius. The nationalist film The Birth of a Nation (D. W. Griffith, 1915) laid the formative and narrative foundations of American cinema at the time, yet it expressed horrifically racist values ​​(and even sparked revival of the KKK). As recent examples, American Sniper (Clint Eastwood, 2015) and Black Hawk Down (Ridley Scott, 2001) received rave reviews despite their patriotic and national stance.
	An ideological point of departure – conservative or liberal, national or anti-national – has no bearing on the quality of a film, just as such outlooks have no bearing on a person’s humanity. There are vacuous patriotic films, just as there are hollow and superficial critical films. The quality of a film is determined by the intelligence of direction, depth of conflict, complexity of characters, sophistication of screenplay, richness of mise-en-scène, and the concealed connection among these elements that combine to create a work of substance and significance.
	At this stage we must therefore dismiss the claim that right-wing cinema is intrinsically of poor quality, as well as the claim that there is no cinema in Israel that embodies right-wing values. Thus there remain two possible causes of the political imbalance in Israeli cinema: the lack of critical writing about films from the right-wing perspective, and the relative dearth of films produced by the right.
	I posit that both these factors – the lack of critical or academic writing about nationally oriented works and the relative death of right-wing films – are not coincidental, and that they stem, first and foremost, from the world of cinematic philosophy.
	The art of cinema is thousands of years younger than the other arts. The first publicly screened motion picture, The Arrival of the Train (Lumière Brothers, 1895) was only released in the late nineteenth century. Thus the first steps of the “seventh art” took place against the background of the later stages of nation-state development within and beyond Europe.
	As a popular, inexpensive, and reproducible medium of entertainment, cinema had tremendous propaganda potential in shaping public opinion. In Nazi Germany it was used manipulatively to glorify the Fuhrer: in her famous film Triumph of the Will (1935), Leni Riefenstahl used an arsenal of cinematic tools of expression to transform Hitler into an admired iconic figure. Fascist Italy established the Educational Cinema Union (LUCE), which produced propagandistic documentaries that theaters had to screen them before each film. A series of patriotic war films glorified Italian colonialism in Africa, and the state-produced film Scipio Africanus (1937), linking ancient Rome with Italy under Mussolini’s rule, was intended to glorify the fascist values ​​of the period. Culture critic Walter Benjamin, who analyzed this phenomenon, argued in his essay “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction” (1935) that art in the capitalist era of twentieth-century industrial society (especially cinema, as reproduction is part of its essence) has immersed itself among the masses.	Comment by Merav Datan: 1935 (not 1938)
לפי המקורות וקטלוגים באינטרנט, כולל הפרסום
https://web.mit.edu/allanmc/www/benjamin.pdf
(התרגום לאנגלית המוכר ביותר)
The development of these technologies invites the political use of artwork for the benefit, or at least control, of the masses. According to Benjamin, fascism mobilizes art in order to glamorize fascist politics and channel the masses into war. Benjamin dubbed this trend the “aestheticization of politics” and demonstrated how appealing aesthetics can conceal mechanisms of oppression. In face of this danger, Benjamin called for “politicization of the aesthetic” – that is, the use of art to stimulate the viewer’s awareness and critical thinking about the apparatuses of film production. This perspective echoes, almost overtly, Marxism’s “false consciousness” explanation for the proletariat’s complicity with forces opposed to its interests. It corresponds with the perspective of German playwright and theater director Bertolt Brecht, who developed a theatrical language based on “alienation” – creating a cognitive distance between the audience and the play, preventing their emotional involvement in the illusion and inspiring artistic awareness, which would then translate into political consciousness.	Comment by Merav Datan: OR- theater producer / theater practitioner / theater reformer

כל המונחים מופיעים בתיאורים של ברכט – אין בדיוק מונח אחד כולל ומקביל ל “יוצר תיאטרון”
Benjamin was one of many theorists who drew a link between cinema and Marxism. Throughout cinema’s formative years, recognizing the potential revolutionary influence of cinema on the consciousness of the masses, Marxist ideology was translated into cinematic practices. Indeed, many ideas in the writings of Marx and Engels were translated into cinematic practices in the work of Soviet revolutionaries such as Sergei Eisenstein and Dziga Vertov.
Eisenstein developed the montage theory in film editing, according to which “shots” and the connections between them need not be linked in a “natural” or “successful” manner, but rather based on conflict that reflects the process of dialectical materialism: historical shifts in modes of production (from feudalism to capitalism, for example) occur dialectically when a particular material state (thesis) generates revolutionary consciousness and resistance among the exploited class (antithesis), which leads to a new material (mode of production) state (synthesis). This, according to Eisenstein, would raise the consciousness of viewers, who would understand that reality is not presented to them in its true form, but rather constructed by others. He categorically rejected the illusion of continuity – disguising the use of cinematic apparatuses that create films through sophisticated editing – because it generates a false consciousness that prevents revolution.
Another Russian filmmaker, Dziga Vertov, sought to expose the “true nature” of the world through his films: towards this end, he used only documentary material while employing a variety of photographic and editing techniques and focusing on themes involving the forces and means of production. Thus the interest in raising revolutionary consciousness in the Soviet Union after the October Revolution generated alternative cinematic languages.
The next stage, developed in Western countries, involved the translation of neo-Marxist theory into theoretical scholarship on cinema and art. Two prominent theorists in this area were the aforementioned Walter Benjamin (“The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” 1935) and Jean-Louis Beaudry (“Ideological Effects of the Basic Cinematographic Apparatus,” 1974-1975). Neo-Marxists formulated new theories, positing that cinema positions spectators as the subject and convinces them that the picture of reality presented via films actually derives from their personal choice. For example, the method of perspective – a visual technique that creates illusions of depth and distance in a two-dimensional image by shrinking objects’ size the farther they are from the eye – causes the viewer to adopt the perspective of the fictional character from whose viewpoint the elements of a picture are composed, and to identify with that character’s perspective as the only one, driven by the will of the viewer.
	Beaudry concluded that the film’s illusory coherence and continuity must therefore be deconstructed, to free viewers from the film’s manipulation. This concept is reflected, for example, in the films of Jean-Luc Godard, which sever the continuity of time, space, character, and image through tools such as jump cuts in editing, characters addressing the camera, subtitles at the start of a sequence that describe how it will end, long shots of characters speaking with their backs to the camera, or the revelation of cinematic apparatus tools in the frame. 
	Godard, Truffaut, and other French directors served as inspiration for the personal cinema wave in Israel in the 1970s, which included such films as A Hole in the Moon (Uri Zohar, 1965), Three Days and a Child (Uri Zohar, 1967), and The Dress (Judd Ne’eman, 1969). Many personal cinema filmmakers received their cinematic education in Paris and were influenced by the French cinema’s New Wave. These included the founders of Young Israeli Cinema, whose members took political measures to transform the perception of cinema as an industry into cinema as culture. Their films drew extraordinary praise from critics, as described by film scholar Ariel Schweitzer (2003: 165-167):  
This was the cinema critics had dreamt of, and they took every opportunity to defend it and encourage the public to view it. Even when the films were problematic or not fully formed, critics tended to be forgiving, stressing the positive qualities of the work and adding words of encouragement for the young director. . . . The critics supported these films not only for aesthetic reasons but also from ideological motives. Significantly, most critics at the time were of European origin, which undoubtedly influenced their ideological perspective, particularly when Western ideology in Israel began to come under threat from the rise of Mizrahi culture.
Neo-Marxist theories continued to serve as the ideological basis of culture in the post-modern era as well. A well-known argument in this context is that of the neo-Marxist Fredric Jameson (1984), which holds that the deconstruction of illusory coherence and continuity in film – which became the accepted language in post-modern capitalist culture, intended to cause the exploited to recognize the apparatuses that exploit them – had in fact led to a loss of identity and deconstruction of the subject who is forced to cope with harsh post-modern realities. Jameson’s solution was, in fact, to create continuous narratives that would help one orient oneself in the global maze.
	What the developments outlined above share is a Marxist worldview that emphasizes the dichotomous contradictions between the powerful and the powerless: between government and subject, between the hegemon and marginalized groups. Prominent film theorists Jean-Luc Comolli and Paul Narboni (1969), for example, measure a film’s progressiveness in terms of its resistance to the hegemon. Their formative article “Cinema/Ideology/Criticism” ascribes importance to films that challenge the dominant ideology – through both form and content – and criticize “films which are thoroughly bathed in ideology, which express it, carry it forward without any gaps or distortions, being blindly faithful to it, and above all being blind to this very fidelity.” 	Comment by Merav Datan: באנלית hegemony מתייחס לסוג של כוח\השפעה, לא לגוף הגמוני (“ההגמוניה”). הגוף עצמו (משטר) נקרה hegemon	Comment by Merav Datan: התרגומים לעברית ולאנגלית (בתרגום שפורסם ומופיע בביבליוגרפיה) של הציטוט בהמשך קצת שונים אבל המהות נשמרת. עדיף לצטט תרגום שפורסם באנגלית מאשר לתרגם את הציטוט מעברית.

כאן צוין שנת הפרסום של המאמר המקורי, ובביבליוגרפיה פרטים על התרגום
	These ethical axioms still have a significant influence on many of the films that address the inherent tension between the powerful and the powerless, and they are explicitly present in commentary – critical reviews and scholarship – on these films. But is neo-Marxism the only theoretical platform for cinema? Certainly not: other philosophical theories, such as psychoanalysis, structuralism, or intertextuality, also allow for different readings of films; yet they lack a distinctly political component, and the ideological momentum of neo-Marxism far surpasses them.
We must not underestimate the importance of the ideological-aesthetic position described above: critical art theory was responding to a century that saw two bloody world wars. In light of modern phenomena such as Leni Riefenstahl’s films in Nazi Germany, futurism, or fascist cinema in Italy, a counter-philosophy that reinforces individual rights in the face of violent national forces was indeed required. Even today, many national phenomena necessitate criticism and protest.
	At the same time, cultural and ideological diversity is an essential commodity in Israel’s complex, multicultural society. When one position has unchallenged control over the theoretical field, there emerges a one-dimensionality that does not accord with multi-dimensional reality. The world is not dichotomously divided into “good” or “bad”; the government also seeks the welfare, not only the exploitation, of the citizen who elected it, and the state also protects, not only oppresses, its residents: the state structure provides the means of defense against exploitative international corporations; reducing the range of power centers to a single “hegemon” would be an act of blindness; the existing social order creates various injustices but also allows for a good life, and therefore needs forces that bolster it, not only revolutionary forces. In face a cinematic philosophy so widespread that its starting point is class tension and its endpoint is revolution, theoretical positions with conservative or national starting points are excluded from the prevailing discourse.
	What this means is that the apparatuses of cinematic interpretation and criticism identify cinematic “quality” and “complexity” with an a-national or anti-national ideology. National cinema that expresses a complex worldview will not be recognized as quality cinema because, from a Marxist perspective, it does not comply with the basic principles of the seventh art. In other words, “quality” cinema will be defined as “leftist” cinema simply because “rightist” cinema lacks a complex and accepted cinematic theory that can serve as its sounding board. Consequently, even filmmakers from the conservative right-wing side of the map will feel uncomfortable creating a right-wing film. When such a film is eventually made, the cultural gatekeepers usually refrain from giving it center stage.
One of the solutions to the ideological homogeneity of cinema therefore depends on in-depth, critical, academic writing about films of a different political nature. This argument recalls the position of art critic David Sperber (2013):	Comment by Merav Datan: הוספתי שנה שצוינה במאמר של שפרבר עצמו:
http://identities.vanleer.org.il/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/%D7%93%D7%95%D7%93-%D7%A9%D7%A4%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%A8.pdf

אבל הלינק שם לא עובד, והכתבה כבר לא נמצאת באתר של ארטפורטל. היא כן נמצאת כאן:
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The reason this area of the art world is crushed lies not necessarily in there being few artists or their work being of poor quality, but rather in the overwhelming shortage of writers, curators, and critics to interpret the works and uncover their intrinsic quality, on the one hand, and of collectors, galleries, and cultural and economic power centers, on the other.
A film is not viewed in a vacuum; it develops and is influenced by critical reviews and professional commentary. As noted, sociologist Pierre Bourdieu, who studied the relationship between the individual and the social structure in the world of culture, coined the concept “field of cultural production,” in which various actors engage in class and political power struggles. Israeli films of a national orientation have no gatekeepers or trendsetters (critics, curators, archivists) to plant them in the cultural field and grant them canonical status. There is no one to write about such films from a conservative, sympathetic perspective, no one to catalog, interpret, or theorize about them (notably, such scholarship could draw on neo-Marxist theory, but in reverse – identifying the anti-national Israeli hegemony that sometimes operates against the nationally oriented proletarian class) or make them part of official cinematic history. Thus even if national cinema exists in some measure in Israel – and even if properly funded – it is doomed to fail. 
	Writing, curation, and the creation of such power centers are a priori linked to the nationally oriented Israeli public’s attitude towards art generally and cinema specifically. They are also, naturally, linked to the development of substantive theory, generated in alternative intellectual spheres. In Israel of 2019, with its many identities and ideologies, cinema still cannot draw on a stable, conservative philosophy. Such a philosophy, it must be remembered, cannot develop overnight but requires gradual maturation.	Comment by Merav Datan: “יש לזכור”
לחלופין: as we know / of course
(אפשר גם להוציא כדי לחסוך מילים)
	Another decisive challenge involves the filmmakers themselves, who usually emerge from ideologically homogeneous environments and are not exposed to politically diverse intellectual views. Conversely, in film schools associated with nationality and conservatism, such as the national-religious Ma’ale, filmmakers generally avoid the relatively sensitive national political arena.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	A one-time, legislatively enacted change, no matter how major, cannot bring about the desired results. Such a shift requires deep-rooted cultural processes: the development of ideologically diverse cinematic philosophical thought that links various subject matters with the world of cinema; scholarly and curatorial mechanisms that give weight to such filmmaking; and in particular, a socio-cultural shift in the nationally oriented public’s attitude towards art generally and cinema specifically.


References
Alush-Levron, Merav. 2016. “Creating a Significant Community: Religious Engagements in the Film Ha-Mashgihim (God’s Neighbors).” Israel Studies Review. 	Comment by Merav Datan: צריך להוסיף
 volume number, journal number, page range, and doi

לפי הנחיות כתב העת:
Journal article (always include the doi) 
Hegland, Mary Elaine. 2009. “Educating Young Women: Culture, Conflict, and New Identities in an Iranian Village.” Iranian Studies 42 (1): 45–79. https://doi.org/10.1080/00210860802593866.

גם בכתבי העת שמופיעים בהמשך, צריך להוסיף doi
Anderman, Nirit. 2018. “Why Does a Right-Wing State Like Israel Not Have Right-Wing Cinema?” [In Hebrew.] Haaretz, 4 April.
Baudry, Jean-Louis, and Alan Williams. 1974-1975. “Ideological Effects of the Basic Cinematographic Apparatus.” Film Quarterly 28 (2): 39-47.
Bourdieu, Pierre. 1993. The Field of Cultural Production. New York: Columbia University Press.
Chyutin, Dan. 2015. “A Hidden Light: Judaism, Contemporary Israeli Film, and the Cinematic Experience.” PhD diss., University of Pittsburgh.
Duvdevani, Shmulik. 2013. “There’s a Positive Tension in the Air.” [In Hebrew.] Ynet, 29 September.
Eydar, Dror. 2008. “On the ‘Exclusion’ and Politicization of the Aesthetic in the Art Discourse in Israel.” [In Hebrew.] Bezalel 10.
Gertz, Nurith. 1993. Motion Fiction: Literature and Cinema. [In Hebrew.] Tel-Aviv: The Open University.	Comment by Merav Datan: כך רשום באתר שלה. אין פרסום אחר מאותה תקופה באותו נושא. כדאי לוודא שזה אותו מקור:
https://www.openu.ac.il/personal_sites/Nurith-Gertz.html#sub11
Greenberg, Yehoshua. 2004. “The Inability to See the Other – and the Other Is Me.” [In Hebrew]. Kivunim Hadashim 10.
Jameson, Fredric. 1984. “Postmodernism, or the Cultural Logic of Late Capitalism.” New Left Review (146): 59-92.	Comment by Merav Datan: כאן ניתן לציין רק את המקור באנגלית (בלי התרגום לעברית) כי אין ציטוטים שמיוחסים לעמודים מסויימים בגרסה העברית
Kimchi, Rami. 2012. The Israeli Shtetls: Bourekas Films and Yiddish Classical Literature. [In Hebrew.] Tel Aviv: Resling 2012.
Klein, Uri. 2008. Galeria. [In Hebrew.] Haaretz, 7 July.
Levy, Gideon. 2013. Editorial. [In Hebrew.] Haaretz, 6 October.
Morag, Raya. Undated. “One of Our Own? The Religious Wave in Contemporary Israeli Cinema.” [In Hebrew.] https://scholars.huji.ac.il/sites/default/files/rayamorag/files/hgl_hdty_hkhdsh_bqvlnv_hyshrly_12_12_10.pdf (accessed 30 June 2019).	Comment by Merav Datan: צריך לינק מלא, כפי שהוסף	Comment by Merav Datan: לפי ההנחיות, במקרה הזה הוסף תאריך גישה לאתר
Access dates are only required when no date of publication or revision can be determined from the source 
Ne’eman, Judd. 1998. “The Modernists: The Genealogy of the New Sensitivity.” [In Hebrew.] In Fictive Looks: On Israeli Cinema, ed. Nurith Gertz, Orly Lubin, and Judd Ne’eman. Tel Aviv: Open University Press. 	Comment by Merav Datan: כפי שהספר צוטט ע”י נורית גרץ באנגלית:
https://books.google.co.il/books?id=WfuqBgAAQBAJ&pg=PA208&lpg=PA208&dq=Ne%E2%80%99eman,+Judd.+1998.+%E2%80%9CThe+Modernists%E2%80%8E%22+open+university+1998&source=bl&ots=j7G9nawrQj&sig=ACfU3U2Iwxp71atYPh0u0CsKvNVf78NW3A&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwiDubTIqJHjAhVGUcAKHfmMC3UQ6AEwCHoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=Ne%E2%80%99eman%2C%20Judd.%201998.%20%E2%80%9CThe%20Modernists%E2%80%8E%22%20open%20university%201998&f=false	Comment by Merav Datan: כאן צריך להוסיף טווח עמודים של הפרק לפי הנחיות כתב העת:

Chapter or other part of a book 
Funtowicz, Silvio O. 2006. “Why Knowledge Assessment?” In Interfaces between Science and Society, ed. Ângela Guimarães Pereira, Sofia Guedes Vaz, and Sylvia Tognetti, 138–145. Sheffield, UK: Green Leaf Publishing.
Ofrat, Gideon. 2003. “Is Right-Wing Art Possible Here?” [In Hebrew.] Kivunim Hadashim 9.
Oz, Amos. In the Land of Israel. 1993. Trans. Maurie Goldberger-Bartura. Orlando, FL: Harcourt.
Parciack, Ronie. 1998. “Beyond the Fence: Religious Sensitivity in Israeli Cinema.” [In Hebrew.] In Fictive Perspectives on Israeli Cinema. Tel Aviv: Open University.
Raveh, Yair. 2013. “New Chart of Israeli Critics.” [In Hebrew.] Cinema Blog, 27 September. http://cinemascope.co.il/archives/16008.	Comment by Merav Datan: הוסף לינק מלא
Schweitzer, Ariel. 2003. The New Sensitivity: Modern Israeli Cinema in the 1960s and 1970s. [In French.] Trans. Erga Heller. Tel Aviv: Bavel.
Shohat, Ella. 1991. “The Bourekas and Sephardi Representation.” [In Hebrew.] In Israeli Cinema: East/West and the Politics of Representation. Trans. Anat Glickman, 119-157. Tel Aviv: Breirot.
Sperber, David. 2010. Fringes: Jewish Art as an Israeli Periphery. [In Hebrew.] Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan University.
Sperber, David. 2013. “And Who Didn’t Come? The Right and Art.” [In Hebrew.] Artportal, 2 March. 	Comment by Merav Datan: המאמר כבר לא נמצא באתר ארטפורטל. ניתן למצוא אותו בלינק להלן ולציין available at (מוסיף רק שלול מילים לספירת המילים):
Available at https://art.hemed.org.il/%D7%95%D7%9E%D7%99-%D7%9C%D7%90-%D7%91%D7%90-%D7%99%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%9F-%D7%95%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%AA-%D7%93%D7%95%D7%93-%D7%A9%D7%A4%D7%A8%D7%91%D7%A8/.
Utin, Pablo. 2017. Requiem for Peace. [In Hebrew.] Tel Aviv: Safra.
Walter, Benjamin. 1935. “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction.” In Illuminations. Ed. Hannah Arendt. Trans. Harry Zohn. New York: Shocken Books, 1969.
Comolli, Jean-Louis and Jean Narboni. 1969. “Cinema/Ideology/Critique.” In Cinema against Spectacle: Technique and Ideology Revisited. Trans. and ed. Daniel Fairfax. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2015.	Comment by Merav Datan: המקור בצרפתית, במקרה שצריך:
Cinéma/idéologie/critique (II).” [In French.] Cahiers du cinema 217 (November): 71-13.

