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The policy of Israeli governments in the area of budgeting Israeli cinema is a test case at the intersection of the special relationship between the state and the arts, and between governments and artists in a given field. Local government in Israel is in constant tension with national government entities, often presenting itself as a governance and policy-making alternative to the necessarily lateral budgetary decisions made by government ministries. The case of Jerusalem is unique and distinct from other local authorities, having been granted special status by the state at the end of the 20th century in the form of national government bodies that directly deal with the city’s affairs. The direct bridge from government ministries to the city has created notable processes, and has raised many urban issues for government discussion, some even abstract and challenging to define, such as investing in an urban image, and encouraging tourism following changes to the fields of culture and the arts. Recruiting cinema to this national effort of investing in the city raises questions about the cultural and visual connection being forged between the state and the city. This article examines the historical, aesthetic, and cultural contexts of the state’s investments in the field of cinema in Jerusalem.	Comment by Susan: Perhaps ways of operating? Or even outcomes? 
National Support for Cinema and the Background to the Cinema Act’s Evolvement from the State to the City
The interest nation states have had in cinematic content appeared immediately upon the birth of the motion picture camera in the late 19th century. In some key western nations where the camera was invented and first developed, national film institutions were immediately established, and laws were enacted enabling government support for the new art form. The same process unfolded after the establishment of the communist regimes in the USSR, then in Eastern European countries, and later in China. Israel’s circumstances are unique in comparison to other countries, since the state’s contribution to film budgets started just a few years after the establishment of the state in 1948. This was despite the fact that film culture in the world at that time had already been well established for 60 years, but in Israel, if was perceived as pioneering – pun intended. In the years following World War II, most Western world countries transformed their film industries, which until then had been national or nationalized, into liberal industries enjoying creative freedom. Cinema has functioned as a unifying and universal art form, its  purpose to portray stories that were culturally sensitive and contained humanist values, that united nations. The cinema pioneers in Western Europe and the United States  after the First World War strove to achieve this end. The silent movies of the time had a dual and dialectical role: on the one hand, to formulate a national culture identified with a sovereign entity with a geographical boundary, and on the other hand, to produce an anti-war message with the power to build common denominators beyond the spoken language limited to a specific culture. In contrast, Eastern European, Asian, and Middle Eastern countries, such as Iraq, Lebanon, and Egypt, nationalized their film industries for the purposes of governance and control of entertainment and artistic content (Allawi, 1994).	Comment by Susan: This has been added as the motion picture camera was invented in the U.S. by Thomas Alva Edison, with his British assistant.	Comment by Susan: Perhaps here it’s worthwhile to explain that during  WW1  andWW2, in the US, at least, the film industry, which had been completely private, was used to bolster the war effort.	Comment by Susan: You could replace portray with convey or with the literal Hebrew translation – screen.	Comment by Susan: Is there a citation for this assertion? Others might argue that much of their role, at least as perceived by the movie makers in the US,  was to entertain. 
The evolution of the Israeli Cinema Act strongly mirrors with happened in these countries. The first Cinema Act that was put to a vote in the Knesset (Israel’s parliament), was enacted in 1954, and referred to cinema in the following language:	Comment by Susan: It isn’t clear from the Hebrew whether these countries refers to the former or the latter group of countries.
An “Israeli Documentary” means – A movie that does not exceed 300 meters in length, wherein at least sixty percent of its length describes events from life in Israel that, in the opinion of the competent authority, are of interest to the public, or part of it.	Comment by Susan: Diary is the accurate translation, but in this context of film, it seems that documentary is more suitable.
A “Presenter” means a person whose business, or part of his business, is the presentation of motion pictures as public entertainment within the meaning of the Public Entertainment Ordinance 1935 [1], and in a location that received a licence under said Ordinance...The competent authority shall approve a motion picture as an Israeli documentary if it appears to it that the public, or part of the public, have an interest in the events described in the film, and that it is deserving of presentation from an artistic and technical perspective, but it will not grant said approval, if, in its opinion, the film contains commercial, partisan, or personal advertising (The Israeli Motion Picture Encouragement Act 5714).	Comment by Guy MalbeC: The placement of this number and its significance are unclear. Is it meant to be a footnote?
Already, in the language of Israel’s first motion picture law, it is possible to identify the tension between the state, the content, the creators, and the distributors. The cinematic content that the state was interested in acquiring describes life in Israel in a staged geographical and news context. In the same breath, however, the state ensures its support for a British regulation that allowed the screening of films as public entertainment. The language of the law expands on the goal of state support:	Comment by Susan: Can  you clarify this reference to a British regulation, perhaps in a footnote?
Film documentaries, which describe events in the life of the nation in the fields of culture, policy, science, sports, and any other field, as well as the development of the country, are a particularly important instrument for educating the people, and for the spiritual and emotional integration of the Aliyah [Immigration to Israel]. There is a large segment of society for whom the ordinary means of propaganda are out of reach, as they do not understand Hebrew, or are illiterate. The film documentary is the only means of explaining to them what is happening in the nation of which they are a part, and about the country in which they live. There is therefore a strong public interest in these documentaries being screened regularly in movie theaters. Experience shows that the matter of presenting these documentaries should not be left to free negotiation between producers and presenters. For a long time, no Israeli documentaries were screened at all, because there was no arrangement that mandated their presentation. The proposed Act grants the competent authority appointed for that purpose the power to mandate, by decree, that movie theaters screen Israeli documentaries in accordance with their choice…The competent authority will approve a film as an Israeli documentary if it deems that the public, or part of it, has an interest in the events described in the film, and that it is artistically and technically worthy of presentation, but it will not grant said approval if, in its opinion, any commercial, partisan, or personal advertising is included in the film (Ibid.)	Comment by Susan: ההסברה really has no English equivalent, and is usually translated as propaganda. In this context, you may want to consider using the phrase “public information” or “public education” instead in this context, as propaganda has a strong connotation of something misleading in English.
The wording of the Act openly reveals the state’s goal of creating educational content with artistic qualities that connects citizens to the place they live in as well as to a common narrative. The state recognizes the power of artistic quality, transcending that of the news, to serve as a source of citizens’ identification and connection with thematic ideas. Similarly, the state’s support for the films gives it control over their content and screening. In 1973, Israel’s Motion PIcture Law was amended, so that the state restricted its own power, strengthened artistic creativity, and emphasized the importance of the audience:
	The competent authority will approve a motion picture as a short Israeli film if it considers that the subject matter of the film is of interest to the public or part of it, or that the film is educationally, artistically, and technically worthy of presentation, but it will not grant its approval if, in its opinion, the film contains commercial, partisan, or personal advertising.” (The Israeli Motion Picture Encouragement Amendment Act 5723).
The reference to the target audience in the wording of the Act is not as a public to be educated, but as a public that consumes culture and that does not necessarily need to be part of the civic majority. The frequent use of the word “film,” which first appears in its aesthetic, artistic, and commercial context, also clearly indicates the state’s changing attitude towards this art form. In addition, the political and commercial dimension of films is controlled by the state, separate from the definition of a motion picture. State-funded content continued to be developed in the 1960s and 1970s, with the Israeli Ministry of Industry and Trade subsidizing motion pictures to support the film industry. 
To this day, the state also establishes funds to encourage Israeli films and continues to support films directly through the Israeli Film Service, which was founded in 1956. This Service commissions and curates film content through the production of films of national importance or significance, such as issues of immigrant absorption, the IDF, settlement, and more. The first academic film faculty in Israel was opened in 1972 at the Tel Aviv University, producing students and filmmakers for the local arena. All these processes, as well as others, led to a bill proposed by filmmakers from the Israeli film industry in 1999. These filmmakers wanted to expand filmmakers’ freedom of expression, and change the definition of a “film” as viewed by the state, and the criteria of content worthy of support:	Comment by Susan: You might want to add its website: https://portal.ehri-project.eu/institutions/il-002786
	A film is an audio-visual work of art, which may include a plot, documentary, or experimental, and consists of a series of moving images, filmed or recorded, accompanied or unaccompanied by a soundtrack, that can be projected onto a screen, including a television screen, and copies can be made of it. An “Israeli film” – a film satisfying the recognition conditions set forth in Section 13; “Cinema” – Making a film, including any action pertaining or related to a film (The Motion Picture Act 5759).
Until 2007, additional amendments to the Motion Picture Act were enacted, and during those years, the film industry grew in size and strength, became artistically more sophisticated, and opened many new institutions: film and television academies, state-funded film funds for various genres, a motion picture academy to award prizes for excellence, trade unions, and more. The decision on the nature of the content, indeed, the definition of a motion picture, reflected what was happening in other modern developed countries. This model created checks and balances between state authorities and government ministries, and filmmakers and film content. Film funds were ostensibly run by a peer system of artists/creators from the film industry, without visible state intervention in content. State support was given according to parameters of artistic quality, excellence, and box office sales.
In the early 2000s, one can identify a shift in the state’s attitude toward the film industry and the creative community as expressed by the sheer number of publications and bills criticizing film content, as well as in statements by public figures and legislators opposing the state-funded film industry. A bill was tabled before the Knesset according to which the sources of the cinema budget would be the royalties paid to the state in accordance with the directives of the Second Authority for Television and Radio (Knesset Information and Research Center, 2004). The purpose of this was to remove the state’s responsibility for artistic content, to relieve it of any obligation to fund the industry, and to redirect the government support to commercial content exclusively. The question of funding artistic cinema, which often raises conflicts, political questions, and social issues on screen, and is predestined to be enjoyed by a limited audience, has been at the heart of governmental and partisan discussion concerning the Motion Picture Act in recent years. During this period, in Poland, Turkey, and Hungary, government support for films was shrinking, and politically identified film artists, or those whose films tell a story that alludes to, makes statements about, or contains characters who oppose their respective regimes, emigrated from those countries, and created outside them. On the other hand, in China, Iran, and Russia, filmmakers were imprisoned or put under house arrest. Even in the United States, that lacks a Ministry of Culture, or any government investment in cinema, President Trump publicly complained about the feature film “The First Man” (2018). That film, about the first landing of American astronauts on the moon in 1969, tells the story of Neil Armstrong. According to the American president, “A terrible thing happened.” The planting of the American flag on the moon’s soil was not included in the film, thus failing to present a visual image of national pride. Government officials in the field of space exploration were quick to add that “it proves that the creators are ashamed of the flag, and of the fact that it was a national American mission.” The connection between nationality and cinema, therefore, reflects the way in which countries see the importance of creators, and value cinema as a generator of national collective memory.
In 2019, the Israeli Ministry of Culture established a database of professionals in the field of culture that operates in a controlled manner with its approval. In addition, the state felt the need to redefine the term periphery in its geographical, social, and cultural sense, and apply it not only to the representation of the nation’s geography in feature films and documentaries, but also to the identity of the creators themselves. The Knesset debates concerning the Motion Picture Act included many references to the issues of films and the identity of the filmmakers receiving state support:
	Support is regulated through tests for the distribution of support funds by the Cultural Administration in the Ministry of Culture and Sports. The purpose of the tests for support, prescribed by the Cinema Act is to encourage and support Israeli cinema, while at the same time ensuring creative freedom and giving expression to the cultural diversity of Israeli society, the various perspectives prevalent in it, and its values (Knesset Information and Research Center, 2011).
The Israeli government began to broadly interpret questions of identity, geography, and state values. The creators of artistic films were usually identified with the city of Tel Aviv, as a space where most of the films were shot, and where many of them lived. Therefore, as far as the state was concerned, additional geographical areas and identities, like the ultra-Orthodox, Arabs, LGBT artists, etc., should also be given expression. Registration to the professional database was now been assessed by parameters of geographical distance from Tel Aviv, as well as by gender, and ethnic and religious identities. Tel Aviv, therefore, is a municipal location that Israeli governments at the time considered the ideological and geographical opposite of the representative visual image of the state that they were then interested in seeing on screen. The legislative action at the time can be viewed as a return to the original ambitions of the original law of 1954 and its expansion. The state thus both assumes control of the content of the art representing what is happening within its borders, and either deflects or co-opts the range of criticism over government funding. Against the background of these processes, one must examine the status of Jerusalem, for which government support increased its support in a variety of fields in the first two decades of the 21st century in order to establish its position as the capital city, a national symbol, and a municipal space with international visibility.	Comment by Susan: Perhaps give a time frame here.
The Government Ministry for Jerusalem and Heritage was established in 1990 to settle new immigrants and Jewish citizens in the eastern part of the city, and to strengthen Jerusalem, in budgetary terms, in all areas of life: academia and employment, construction, housing, and more. Not long before the establishment of the ministry, the Jerusalem Development Authority had been established in 1988 as an independent statutory body to encourage technological and business entrepreneurship, and revitalize its urban centers. Urban policy research in the early 21st century clearly recognizes the importance of creative status in the fabric of entrepreneurship and business in the urban environment: “The arts sector and civic leaders more generally need to recognize and emphasize the important role the arts play in improving the region’s quality of life and thus its ability to attract high-skilled workers” (McCarthy et al. 2007).
Artists and creators play a key role not only in creating the cultural material, but also in creating the economic climate that produces artistic works and provides urban services to the entire population. This atmosphere is especially important for attracting the creative class to the city. Therefore, a city that encourages consumption of culture and its services offers young artists a better foundation: “Artistic work is rarely self-supporting. The growth of bohemian entertainment destinations allows would-be artists to market themselves as service workers, in places where the aesthetic self-work they perform heightens” (Lloyd & Clark, 2001).
In contrast to local governments, which seek to change the face of their cities locally and economically, relying on the residents within its jurisdiction, states and governments are interested in abstract, far-reaching, wide-ranging changes, like a visual image and international visibility for the entire country. For some, cinema is an advertising industry that has the potential to encourage tourism, and to alter geographical images that should ostensibly benefit the state. Various goals, even those contrary to municipal interests, did not prevent the state’s investment in producing films and TV series. The Jerusalem Development Authority inaugurated the Film and Television Project, which operated from 2008 to 2019, with an investment of approximately NIS 9 million per year, to produce TV series, films, and film festivals. Compared to the national Motion Picture Act, this investment accounted for more than 10% in Jerusalem alone. For the first time in Israel, cinema was defined under two new categories that were not previously mentioned in framework of the government budget: the first, cinema as a technological enterprise, and the other, feature films as promoters of an urban image. Cinema as a technological enterprise echoes the pioneering principle that characterized Israeli cinema in the state’s nascent years, and even the inventors of the motion picture camera, such as Thomas Alva Edison, the American inventor and entrepreneur (Ne’eman 1999). However, if in the 1950s, cinema technology was nationalized for patriotic needs to unify the Jewish citizens of Israel and connect them to collective imagery, at the beginning of the 21st century, filmmakers were defined as entrepreneurs who should be activated to enrich and change the image of one city. At the heart of the Jerusalem Film and TV Project was the goal of “putting Jerusalem on screen,” giving it a facelift that would encourage tourism to the city. No more familiar images of Me’a She’arim, the Western Wall, and the city’s older neighborhoods, with their medley of diverse characters; from now on, support would be given to internationally renowned filmmakers and entrepreneurs who focus on producing films presenting Jerusalem in an original and different manner, dealing with liberal young people and professionals. The connection between entrepreneurship and visual content translates into a “start-up nation” policy about investment in cinema in the local arena. In this case, the government body promotes tourism by investing in culture, as opposed to the pyramid practiced in other Western countries, where tourism promotes local culture, and not the other way around. In the case of Jerusalem, culture is purchased by the state in order to serve the abstract interests of creating an urban image that has been allegedly proven to have an economic and political impact on tourism in Israel.	Comment by Susan: This is not entirely clear – do you mean the state invested in films and TV even when these investments contradicted certain goals, even local ones?	Comment by Susan: Please clarify 10% of what – the NIS 9 million was 10% of the money spent in Jerusalem? This is not clear from the Hebrew.	Comment by Susan: Pyramid practiced is a correct translation. Consider perhaps – “the trajectory” in other Western countries
A Screen Between Central and Local Government
Jerusalem is not only a capital city, but also an iconic symbol for many people around the world. In addition to its international status, the city’s unique characteristics, both in terms of size and population diversity, place the city’s management at the interface between local government management and central government management, i.e., the various government ministries. This relationship between the local authority and government ministries raises challenges for the city’s management, both in internal municipal matters, and in the presentation of the city to the country and to the world at large. In recent decades, there has been a growing trend to grant autonomy to local authorities in stages of planning, policy creation, and implementation. That is, in various areas, local government is perceived as an executive arm of central government, and sometimes the local authority even relies on government budgetary resources that obligate them to carry out defined central government policy.
The Municipalities Ordinance of 1964 (Section 249A), states that local authorities will deal with matters within their statutory responsibilities, such as infrastructure, resident services, maintenance and supervision, protecting public order, and more. Among other things, it stipulates that the municipality has the authority to establish municipal corporations whose activities shall be within the municipality’s realm of power and functions. In 1988, the Jerusalem Development Authority was established as a statutory corporation, and among its functions were: “to initiate, plan, and encourage activities for the purpose of Jerusalem’s economic development; to coordinate between government ministries, authorities, and entities operating to develop Jerusalem; to advise and provide information related to economic enterprises, plans, and factories in Jerusalem.” (From the Jerusalem Development Authority website). This  municipal corporation was designed to strengthen Jerusalem in a number of fields, such as the high-tech community, the development of quality employment, the establishment of accelerators, the encouragement of investment and collaborations with academia, and more. Essentially, the establishment of the Jerusalem Development Authority can also be seen as producing the interface between central government and the local authority, and even more, the Authority is “...an entity that initiates and leads city planning and development, and works to bring about meaningful change, with an emphasis on a perspective of business, professionalism, and creativity” (Ibid.).
This case of the Jerusalem Development Authority may shed new light on the relationship between central and local government in the field of culture and the arts. The impact of the Film and Television Project on how Jerusalem is presented on screen, is not limited to Jerusalem, but carries implications for the film industry in Israel in general, and in Jerusalem in particular, both with respect to film content, that ostensibly has urban-national significance, and to broader circles of the cultural industry. This effect can be evaluated by examining employment in the city and the migration from it, especially by cinema students who graduated in Jerusalem, the size of the artistic community in the city, etc. Government support in this case focuses on production grants for feature films and animated films in the first and second decades of the 21st century. One can perceive  a change in the state’s perception of the Cinema Act in its various incarnations in the manner of support for the genre of discussion. The Cinema Act deals with all genres, including the documentary, on which most of the Israeli industry relies artistically and economically. Documenting life in Israel, especially in its unique geographical areas, such as the city, the moshav, the kibbutz, and the agricultural or political settlement, has been, and still is, important in the eyes of recent Israeli governments. In 2019, the government established regional funds in the Negev, the Galilee, and Samaria to ensure those regions’ representation in various creative genres. The geographical image, as far as the state is concerned, miraculously elevates that region, gives it a face, and tells its story (Falicov, 2010). The distinction between feature films and documentary cinema has been sharpened in the eyes of the state in these years, since political documentary creations in Israel have stirred public emotion and generated public debate over the relationship between the state’s budgetary support for the film industry and the creators’ freedom of expression. In Jerusalem, the Film and Television Project almost entirely refrained from supporting the production of documentary series and films. It is probable that art works in this genre are contrary to its aims, as they have the power to expose the city’s face and its inherent conflicts. Seventy-two series and movies have been produced over 13 years with this government support; twelve series and films featured ultra-Orthodox, religious, and traditional characters, while one series and three films featured Palestinian characters. Four more films were about European characters visiting Jerusalem in its historical or contemporary past. All the remaining funded series and films screened Israeli Jewish characters with no religious affiliation. With the exception of four political films that dealt with life in the city from the perspective of coexistence, the stories on the screens were dramas or comedies from the lives of Israeli middle-class characters. Some of the works were even dedicated to the stories of neighborhoods, such as Ein Kerem, Ramot, and the city center, focusing on the neighborhood itself as a unique site that has nothing to do with the city and thereby referring to Jerusalem as a separate and distant place. In addition, these films portray Jerusalem’s tourist brands, such as the Mahane Yehuda Market, and the village of Ein Kerem as sites of pilgrimage for Israelis from Tel Aviv, as well as for tourists. Some of the films are detached from the geographical context, and could have been shot in any other city in Israel. Therefore, the choice of Jerusalem as the particular setting is in question. This is true, for example,  in the series Asfur (2009), which tells the story of four young men from Jerusalem who decided to abandon the rat race and live in a “farm” of abandoned buses. The visual design of the series ranges from studio photography of the abandoned bus, and office rooms that were produced outside Jerusalem, interlaced with outdoor visuals of the city in editing. This structure emphasizes the aesthetic alienation of the city, shifting between outdoor cinematography and interior cinematography, in order to give the artificial studio a “Jerusalem” feel and bridge the visual gap; but this device only deepens it. Another example of this gap can be found in the film Hunting Elephants (2013), which was produced as a social satire and situation comedy. It tells the story of 12-year-old Jonathan who suffers from a slight stutter, and the abuse he suffers at the hands of his classmates. Daniel, Jonathan’s father, was in charge of security at a bank branch, and died suddenly during work, with Jonathan by his side. The bank refused to pay compensation to the family, and the mother, Dorit, who was left destitute, responds to the romantic overtures of the bank branch manager Dedi, who holds the promise of financial support. She then leaves Jonathan under the care of Eliyahu, his grandfather, who, in his youth, fought in the Lehi underground movement, robbing banks at the time to finance the movement’s activities. The grandfather now lives in an old-age home together with his friend from his days in the Lehi, Nick, and his wife Rhoda, who is in a coma. Michael, Rhoda’s brother, is a destitute English lord, unsuccessfully trying to make a living as an actor. Dorit informs Michael of Rhoda’s condition over the telephone, and he travels to Israel and comes to live in the nursing home. In order to solve the family’s financial problems, Michael and Nick plan a bank robbery. The outdoors scenes were filmed on site in the Old City, on historical King David Street, and on Jerusalem’s main Jaffa Street. The film combines the personal history of the characters as Lehi fighters and British officers, echoing the historic city with a contemporary plot. Much of the film takes place in a nursing home in Jerusalem whose occupants are miserable. That is to say, the aesthetics and geriatric imagery of the film reflect Jerusalem’s stereotype as an ancient city, both vulgar and primitive, inhabited by the elderly.
Many other series and films use Israel’s national institutions located in the capital Jerusalem as an aesthetic device. For example, the Knesset building in the series The Center (2016) and Polishuk (2009–2015), or the Hebrew University and the National Academy of Sciences in the film Footnote (2012). Most of the action of these works was filmed indoors or in studios, while the city’s scenery is expressed in the nature of the characters, academic scholars and politicians who reflect the well-known and familiar image of Jerusalem as an academic and government capital city (Levy, 2018). The aesthetic renewal of the image or representation of a different Jerusalem is not seen on screen in movies or series. If so, one must ask, with what quantitative and qualitative tools can one assess any change in the urban image emerging from movies? The most notable fact about the 72 series and films produced is that a substantial proportion of them are commercial and appeal to a wide audience. Until the advent of the Film and Television Project, government support for commercial films was seen as retroactive bonus to film producers, distributors, and cinemas for the success of the film and a return of the investment to the state through the movie theaters. The Project’s investment in commercial films or those that have the potential to succeed at the box office, from the outset, overlooks artistic cinema, and, instead, encourages aesthetic and narrative stereotypes of the city.

The power of commercial cinema is in creating images, including urban images, and assimilating them into the mass media and popular culture (Shiel & Fitzmaurice, 2011). However, the disappearance from the urban space of neighborhood and independent movies theaters, in favor of movie complexes owned by corporations on the outskirts of cities, has accelerated processes of uprooting places and replanting them on screen. The emergence of the complexes that screen only commercial films severed the connection between a place, its representation on screen, and the site of viewing it, in an economic and aesthetic processes of globalization (Avery, 2011). “Places” have thus become “Anywhere” in its generic form. These processes involve the disappearance of “the place” in relation to cities, and their uniqueness on the screen. Therefore, ironically, it is precisely government support for films with commercial potential that undermines the goals for which the support is intended. For example, the film Jerusalem (2015), produced with the support of the Jerusalem Film and Television Fund, tells the story of a tourists’ tour of the city’s historic sites that becomes a nightmare. The film’s narrative follows Sarah Pullman, a young American Jew who decides to go on vacation in Israel with her good friend Rachel Klein. During their flight to Ben Gurion Airport, they meet Kevin Reid, an anthropologist who introduces himself as the “young Indiana Jones.” Sarah befriends him, and he convinces the two girls to change their plans in Tel Aviv, and join him on a visit to Jerusalem. The three stay in a hostel in the Muslim quarter of the Old City, where they meet Omar (a Muslim Arab character portrayed by an Israeli Jewish actor) the youngest son of the hostel owner, who volunteers to serve as an Old City tour guide. When Yom Kippur eve arrives, loud explosions are heard throughout the city, and fighter jets circle the skies. The two girls escape the hostel, together with Omar and his father. While the group is trying to reach one of the gates of the Old City in order to flee to safety, Sarah goes to release Kevin from a shelter for the mentally disturbed where he was recuperating after having been struck by the “Jerusalem Syndrome.” After the two re-join the group at the Nablus Gate, they discover that the city gates have been closed. The characters take refuge in a nearby church, and try to escape through underground caves, but are attacked by demons there. Part of the film is shot from the perspective of a Google-glasses video camera that Sarah, the main character, is wearing. In addition to the camera, the glasses have other technology installed, such as face recognition software integrated with Facebook, navigation software, computer games, and more. Sarah’s character makes use of these technologies to identify the people facing her, and assess their level of authenticity. The national anxieties associated with Jerusalem are presented in the film from a technological perspective, and reflect the connections between the genre of horror films, commercial cinema, and the heritage of the location by using its most stereotypical representations. The connection between a historical past and a dystopian future is also expressed in the film through pseudo-quotes from the Bible and the Talmud, that present Jerusalem as one of the gates to Hell. 	Comment by Susan: Consider a footnote explaining what this is:  group of mental phenomena involving the presence of religiously-themed obsessive ideas, delusions, or other psychosis-like experiences that are triggered by a visit to the city of Jerusalem(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jerusalem_syndrome)
Together with the idea that cinema is a technological venture, the creator’s identity plays a key role in changing the city’s image and promoting tourism in it. One of the Jerusalem Film and Television Fund’s goals is attracting international productions of film series and films, on the assumption that the city’s visibility on screen on a global scale inevitably encourages tourism. The film A Tale of Love and Darkness, directed by Natalie Portman, and based on the book by Amos Oz, received NIS 1.6 million in funding, the highest level of government support. The literary plot, part of which takes place in Jerusalem, received a visual interpretation through streets and sites that represent the early days of the establishment of the state. The film combines dream scenes that move away from realism, and give the landscapes of Israel in general, and of Jerusalem in particular, an alternative image of a legend (Demers, 2016). This example of a film made by an international celebrity therefore raises aesthetic and artistic questions about the extent of government support and the nature of its involvement in film projects – trying to stir a media reaction  simply by having celebrities visit the city. This issue is especially evident when the government funds are used to promote images that generate a material difference between the place and its representation on screen. Visits to the city by celebrities, artists, and well-known filmmakers touring the city are sometimes funded by the government through Jerusalem Development Authority, regardless of any film production. 
Urban tourism, therefore, is in a special and direct relationship with the content of the supported films. There are examples from the international arena where films have promoted tourism by using a fantastic urban image. One example is Vicky, Christina, Barcelona (2008), which tells the tale of a love triangle between two American tourists and Juan, a local man in Barcelona. The plot unfolds as Juan’s ex-wife, who is mentally disturbed, tries to kill one of her divorcee’s lovers. Shaping Barcelona as a city for tourism, its symbols of art treasures and sexual freedom accompany the cinematic vision of the film. The film transformed filming sites into popular sites pilgrimage sites for tourists, even more than a decade after its production. The film Forever Beautiful (2013) which takes place in Rome, tells the story of a journalist who finds himself in a personal and professional crisis, and tries to solve it through his passion for the city’s art and historical sites, and through his present and past loves. This film also created demand from tourists for tours following its filming sites. These examples highlight the connection between passion, art, and urbanity, in spaces where there is a cinematic and visual affinity between their historical symbols, the visual image in popular culture, and their contemporary sites (Rodríguez Campo, Fraiz Brea & Rodríguez-Toubes Muñiz, 2011). Both of these films appealed to an audience of American tourists, and the extent to which the films shot in Jerusalem with the support of the Film and Television Fund appeal to the same audience needs to be assessed. Paving cinema’s path to serve the purposes of tourism requires selecting a target audience, and has an impact on the content selected for state-funded production.
State investment in cinema filmed in Jerusalem can be seen as a reflection of the relationship outlined between the government and the city via the cinema in the first half of the 20th century. Film researchers Widdis and Rhodes, from the Center for the Performing Arts at the University of Cambridge, point to government involvement in film industries in order to change urban-local images, with aim of stimulating national and international collective processes (Widdis, 2006). For example, Soviet government action in relation to the urban image was used to build a unifying collective identity of the peoples of the Soviet Union. Russian nationalism at the beginning of the twentieth century was fluid and vague, and the events that took place in the cities were violent and radical, undermining the national order. The major cities were in competition with each other to secure the regime’s new institutions within their boundaries after the overthrow of the tsarist regime. Cinema was a new medium that expanded the visual world of the inhabitants, and built an imaginary relationship for them with new, vast geographical areas, especially cities that most of the population had never visited. In the early 20th century, the visual image evoked the imagination and closeness to the city much as the internet did in the early 21st century with photos from around the world. Cinema, however, had unmatched thematic monopoly given its visual superiority. Cinematography imbued viewers with physical feelings as well as emotions they had not felt before. Most of them had no ability to tour Kiev, Moscow, or St. Petersburg, but they saw them for the first time on screen. Soviet filmmakers developed sophisticated editing methods with a complex narrative and emotional nuance. These films had an emphasis on the characters’ physicality and feelings, serving as a manifesto of sensation (Widdis, 2017). Filmmakers were tasked with reformulating the relationship between the human body and the physical world – the sense of space and size as perceived in thought. Urban-oriented films were, by definition, set films, and gave the proletariat a cosmopolitan feeling as worldly people who could physically feel and emotionally experience things that until then only the bourgeoisie and the nobility had access to (Widdis, 2009). The modern technology of cinema created a new Soviet man, by educating the senses and revolutionizing the human body by means of the image moving on screen. Early cinema filmed in cities in the USSR and China celebrated East Asian ethnography in images of poverty, seeking to identify with the viewers and stimulate them to political awareness through the aesthetic image. In contrast, the cinema in the Western world cultivated in its audience a concept of time and space between the signified and the signifier. In his book, The Fate of Place, the philosopher Edward Casey distinguishes between thought of a place and the place itself. Cinema and television offered viewers the place, as it is imagined in the film itself. Whether a realistic film, a musical, or science fiction, watching movies transports the audience to spaces and times separate from the sense of the here and now. Jameson argues that the visual apparatus in the West imposes global images on the viewer, and disconnects the city from its existing context. For example, Las Vegas is neither a place nor a city; it is a symbol of global capitalism (Jameson, 1998).
The urban development of cities in Italy immediately after the Second World War and until the present day is used by Italian cinema to emphasize the emotional instability in the state’s national character. In films made by the directors Rossellini, Antonioni, Pasolini, and Fellini from the 1940s and through the 1980s, Italian cities serve as a significant backdrop in whose shadow the social and national fabric was disintegrating (Steimatsky, 2008). The urban tour, therefore, does not function as tourism from an outside perspective, but as social motivation to examine the spirit of the nation at that time. Reference to the cultural periphery, its architecture, the socioeconomic status of the characters, their language, and their place in the national hierarchy, is anchored in specific sites of occurrence. Rossellini’s film Rome, Open City (1945) tells the story of partisans living in Rome during the time of the Nazi occupation. The film was shot not in studios, but in Rome’s neighborhoods immediately after the war. The dark dwellings, apartments, tenements, and stairwells function as underground sites. The private and personal space of the characters had been denied them on a mental and national level, and in order to restore it, the national spirit had to be rebuilt. Rome’s physical buildings were a cinematic metonymy for the hammered cultural heritage of the Mussolini era. Under the Nazi occupation, family apartments were lit up as interrogation rooms, even if they were not used as ordinary prisons. The ending scene involves Gestapo soldiers’ execution of a priest who opposed the regime, witnessed by a group of children. The occurrence takes place at the edge of the city, and the children make their way back to the city center. In the final shot, the city is seen for the first time in its entirety, symbolizing a demilitarized, open, urban space possessing hope and humanity. Antonioni’s film Eclipse (1962), depicts the life of the bourgeoisie in the red lights district of Rome, rich in street design and modern architecture of fascist-style architectural structures. The relationships portrayed in the film are alienated, and none of them come to fruition or lead to intimacy. The connection between landscape architecture, urban planning, and the homes of the people who live in them takes on aesthetic and narrative significance. The ending sequence consists of long minutes in which the characters are absent from the screen, and the camera wanders the neighborhood sites where they missed each other. Even Antonioni’s films that were filmed in the United States, ostensibly depicting general phenomena of Western culture, were also located in sites of events that had deep-rooted, American, plot-relevant meaning. For example, the film Zabriskie Point (1970), which deals with American counterculture, is partially located in the Valley of Death in the California desert, which serves as a geographical setting for scenes in which there is an affinity between form and content, and between cinematographic location (Walker, 1992). Other examples of urban films that connect content with form can be found in Pasolini’s films, many of them to Italy’s social and cultural periphery: unpaved roads, slums, and realistic aesthetics that do not place the viewer in urban spaces that are not even on the map. Also, in his symbolic film Birds of Prey, Songbirds (1966), Pasolini’s absence of landmarks is a deliberate and conscious choice to generate a discussion of the absence of the periphery and the proletariat from public discourse. His heroes, who march to an unknown destination, are assisted by topographical landmarks, such as street signs – “Istanbul – 4,253 kilometres” or “Cuba – 13,257 kilometres.” Fellini’s film Rome (1972), tells the city’s story through its various neighborhoods. The film integrates a documentary perspective with a plot, examining the city through the tension between a tourist’s perspective and the local experience of life, and the political and social role of cinema between the two. Between the city’s historic past and contemporary Rome, Fellini criticizes the church’s religious corruption and the bourgeoisie. Foreign tourism, which sees the urban space as a large and artificial amusement park, stands in contrast to the stories of the city’s residents, who are trying to restore Rome’s human and authentic spirit. The film crews documenting the life of the city are exposed reflexively during the film in a manner that raises questions about the essence of cinematic creativity. Cinematography then, embodies a dialectic in which every movement of the camera has an artificial and staged dimension, while at the same time functioning as authentic documentary material that builds a collective memory with a social and political point of view (Antonello, 2017).	Comment by Susan: Perhaps radiating hope and humanity?
The complexity of architectural, visual, and political screen representations intensifies in the face of the fact that cinema represents urban images, but is not obligated to capture them or be filmed in them. The distance between the image and its reality is even greater when it can be produced in a studio, or with computerized 3D technology from anywhere. In relation to all these, it seems that the case of Israel is integrated. Government involvement directs investments to artificial and staged images of Jerusalem in an attempt to connect the viewer and encourage the viewer to physically visit it. However, the attempt to turn the image of one of the most historic cities in the world into a representation of an advanced and liberal technological stronghold involves a rejection of local architecture, as well as of the people residing in it. The paradox of denying the “place” in order to promote it operates by filtering out characters and representations of the city’s residents themselves.

A City’s Space as a Generator of Image, Narrative, and Political-Visual Thought
A “place,” in the anthropological sense of the word, is a space loaded with history and identity. “Space,” on the other hand, is free from any and all identity or history, and operates independently, and for its own needs – all those “places” that make it up. The concern with transition spaces reflects basic assumptions of space perceptions that appear, for example, in the writings of Georges Perec, and Martin Heidegger. Perec writes: 
We use our eyes to see, our gaze passes through space and gives us the illusion of relief and distance. In this way we build the space: Up, down, left, and right, front and back, near and far. When there is nothing to stop our gaze, our gaze can be carried very far. But if the gaze does not encounter anything, nothing is seen: We see only what our eyes meet. Space is what stops the gaze (Perec G, 1974). 
[bookmark: _Hlk87788031]Anthropologist Mark Augé coined the division between “places” and “non-places,” in accordance with the above definition. Modern architecture and environmental planning were designed to fight and eliminate these “non-places,” which are undeveloped areas, inhabited by poor and peripheral populations, with no resources, and no clear municipal boundaries (Augé, 1994). Meeting the challenges of poverty has led municipalities and local authorities to resettle and modernize these areas by mobilizing populations and assimilating up-to-date urban images. This assimilation that is seen not only in concrete gentrification, but also in abstract images, whose connection to reality is at times coincidental, even contradictory. Jerusalem’s place in visual history in general, and in Israeli consciousness since the establishment of the state in particular, is reflected in government decisions pertaining to its visual image on screen and in reality. This perspective relies on visual documentation burned into the collective consciousness by violent news images of intolerance, terrorist bloodshed, religious extremism, and murderous conflict between congregations, religions, and nations. Therefore, underlying the rationale to produce films shot in Jerusalem is a desire to create alternative images on a large scale, in which the particular will attest to the general. Genres of violent drama are to be replaced by light-hearted and comedic plays, that will make the city accessible and friendly. Henceforth, populations that are not traditional, poor, or geographically and culturally peripheral, will be given greater representation on screen, in order to realize this vision.

From the establishment of the state through the beginning of the 21st century, Jerusalem has been displayed on screen only a few times in Israeli feature films. The film Jerusalem My City (1950), funded by the Jewish Agency, was intended to raise donations from the Jews of North America by bringing the city’s story to the screen in Western countries, specifically in a short feature film. The narrative is led by the voice of a fictional character speaking in English. The film opens with footage from the printing house of the newspaper The Palestine Post, printing that day’s issue entitled: “The Nations Discuss Jerusalem.” In other words, the future of the city is at stake, and is similar in that sense to the national future of the entire Jewish people. Then, photos of the city coming to life appear, inside and outside of residential homes, including the Jordanian border dividing the city. The film’s protagonist is a blind man who comes to the library to read Braille books. He does not see the city with his own eyes, but remembers it, and feels its urban and cultural development through construction sites, transportation routes, and cultural events. That is, the visual image of the city mediates a memory and a myth for the viewer that even the film’s protagonist does not experience in reality. Jerusalem’s people and institutions play a role in the campaign to raise donations for the state. The resulting narrative combines the personal and national axis in a unified path, and the aesthetic and cinematic experience creates a direct connection between the city and the state.
The appearance of the city on screen is also evident in the adaptations by directors Uri Zohar and Dan Wellman of the novel by A.B. Yehoshua Three Days and a Child (1963), and Amos Oz’s book My Michael (1967), respectively. Near the beginning of the Six-Day War, Zohar directed the film Three Days and a Child, and a few years later, the film Every Bastard is a King, which partly takes place in Jerusalem. The plot of the film Three Days and a Child follows Eli, a mathematics student in Jerusalem and former kibbutznik, who is asked to take care of Shai, the three-year-old son of his ex-partner, Noa. The film depicts the emotional upheaval the protagonist experiences in the face of the nostalgic memories of the past that overwhelm him, to the point that he attempts to kill the child. The psychological drama and the romantic issues that arise in it do not in any way recall the impact of the security situation in Jerusalem during that turbulent period. The film, which focuses on the personal human condition, was at the time a young and unique voice that did not align with the national cinematic culture of the 1960s. Moreover, the use the film makes of a European and modern cinematic expression rejected the Israeli film aesthetics of the time, and brought to screen an urban reality of the bourgeoisie in the neighborhood of Rehavia (Hamo-Pick, 2016). Film researcher Nurit Gretz interprets the use of modernist cinematic expression and the emphasis on the individual’s alienation experience as a theme about the manner in which the city of Jerusalem is represented. The film gives the city a universal look of a bourgeois university, and represses photographic elements that could express the symbolic status of the city as sacred and mystical. The film presents the city as a bustling, student-filled, and passionate space, that is economically flourishing. All the film scholars who discussed the film, such as Ella Shochat, Ariel Schweizer, and Nurit Gretz, point to the cinematic adaptation as an aesthetic tool that has omitted important parts of the literary source (Ibid.). For example, Eli’s wanders with the boy on the streets near the Jordanian border and amidst Jerusalem’s neighborhoods while he experiences memory flashes from his past in the kibbutz. These are described in the literary source as images contrary to the ultra-Orthodox existence and to the alienated and violent reality of Jerusalem. However, in the transition to cinema, not all of these are seen on screen; only the longing for the familiar kibbutz life appears. The aversion to the urban space disconnects the film’s protagonist from reality already in the opening sequence, in which the ethnic diversity that characterizes the population of Jerusalem is revealed. The protagonist of the film’s walk through the city streets expresses restlessness in the urban landscape represented by a montage. In the scene of Eli’s walk with the child he is caring for, there is a plot-related and thematic affinity between Eli’s memories and the alienation he expresses towards the attributes of the urban landscape. This alienation involves indifference to the suffering of others, similar to the game of hide-and-seek he plays with Shai in the Muslim cemetery near Independence Park. Pick-Hamo argues that an aesthetic strategy that expresses a stereotypical design of reality on the one hand, and disengagement from space on the other, adopts characteristics of European cinematic aesthetics that indicate ideological detachment. In fact, many Israeli films that seek to give the plot a European or American feel employ this aesthetic tactic, and disconnect the story from the Middle Eastern space.
In contrast to Three Days and a Child, Uri Zohar’s other film Every Bastard is a King is a political drama embedded in the Middle East in general, and in Jerusalem in particular. Yoram (played by Yoram Gaon), a chatty military driver, dreams of a normal country, and is caught up in the Six-Day War. Yoram accompanies Roy Hemings (William Berger), an American journalist who comes to the Middle East to write about the war that is about to break out. One of Yoram’s friends is Rafi (Oded Kotler), a restaurant owner and peace activist. Rafi’s character is based on Abie Nathan, who flew in a light plane to Egypt in an attempt to talk to its president, Gamal Abdel Nasser, to prevent war. The film ranges from scenes shot in Jerusalem to scenes shot throughout Israel. The dissonance between the filming sites is evident in the film’s narrative, positioning Jerusalem as a place where Israelis dream, in contrast to other Israeli localities where Israelis live routine lives. The film criticizes the Israeli sensation of euphoria surrounding the war, and addresses the social and political crises not only between Israel and its neighbors, but mainly between Israel and the West. The Israeli man portrayed in the film is a dreamy hero who pays a physical and mental price for his dreams, while the point of view observing him is European, through the character of the foreign journalist. In fact, Every Bastard is a King completes the Jerusalem portrait that Zohar painted in the film “Three Days and a Child,” stressing Jerusalem’s strangeness, religion, and the personal and collective conflicts it raises. This, by means of the external European perspective from foreign characters, on the one hand, and the adoption of the European narrative and European aesthetics by Israeli characters, on the other.
Middle Eastern, religious, and poor Jerusalem was portrayed a few years later in Moshe Mizrahi’s film I Love You Rosa (1972). Mizrahi’s third film is based on the experiences of his grandmother, and was nominated for an Oscar in the best foreign film category. The plot takes place in the Jewish Quarter of Jerusalem at the beginning of the 20th century, and tells an oriental love story. At the beginning of the film, the elderly Rosa visits the grave of her brother-in-law, Nissim. Rosa’s story goes back to the past – to Ottoman Jerusalem of 1912 – to 21-year-old Rosa becoming a widow, and to her falling in love with her brother-in-law, Nissim – a youth who had not yet turned 18, and refuses to rescue her from widowhood through marriage. The film deals with Jerusalem, but does not depict anyone from the non-Jewish community, not even Ashkenazi Jews, or Turks. Arabs are present in the film alongside Mizrahi Jews in 19th century Jerusalem, and are portrayed as close friends. For example, Rosa’s friendship with Jamila, who encourages Rosa to free herself from being a widow, or an Arab boy who introduces the young Nissim to the secrets of sexuality. The atmosphere in the film is one of heavy nostalgia, Old City architecture, and Orientalism. These urban images in the various films mentioned above represent diverse visual references to the importance of Jerusalem as a city that is a symbol of nationalism, bearing elements of cultural periphery, religion, and politics.	Comment by Susan: Perhaps add a footnote explaining Levirate marriage in Judaism, whereby a man is obligated to marry his brother’s widow to rescue her from widowhood.
Cultural Policy: Paving an Urban Image with Screen Figures
Knesset debates spanning many decades reflect the material interest the Israeli government had in the film industry, especially in recent years. The many incarnations of the Motion Picture Act, as well as its amendments, range from discussions of the films’ topics, and the geographical regions that they bring to screen, to mapping the issues that the films dealt with, especially the issues of the fictions raised by plot-driven cinema. For example, a Knesset report from 2009 shows that: “Forty-one percent of the main themes in the films were ’personal’ themes – dealing with the family unit, love, childhood, and stories of personal strife...Twenty-seven percent of the themes were from the world of social content, and twenty-three percent were from the world of political or historical content.” About a decade later, the debate over the amendments to the Motion Pictures Act in 2018, included, inter alia, government ministers and Knesset members addressing the filmmakers’ political identity and the extent of government intervention in motion picture content. In view of the discussions and concern expressed by the Knesset over the last two decades, one can discern that the Jerusalem Development Authority had a growing interest not only in creating an urban image according to content criteria, but also in advancing the presence of certain urban screen characters to the exclusion of other characters. Publications of the discussions the Jerusalem Development Authority had with the artists’ unions noted that the Authority was not interested in Arab or ultra-Orthodox characters on screen (Bizness, the ultra-Orthodox website, 2017). For the Authority, portraying such characters was inconsistent with “marketing Jerusalem as a center of culture and the arts.” This perception of the social fabric cutting through the populace, both politically and demographically, echoes the relationship between government and culture, and between the government and the residents living within the city’s boundaries. In the eyes of the state, the visual image simultaneously fixes and generates thoughts, and ostensibly becomes a marketing force in the hands of the creators for a social and political statement in which the individual expresses the masses and influences tourism and national symbols. The state’s view of its citizens as dichotomous sectors that do not connect with each other is far removed from the vision of the countries that invested in cinema in the 20th century. This view, translated into urban investment policy, does not consider cinema as a unifying factor, but rather as a divisive, exclusionary, and political medium. The state’s changes in policy over seven decades reflect the central government’s fluctuations between a policy of investment in independent artistic cinema and support for commercial films. The long arm of this policy reached the threshold of local government in Jerusalem, as a geographical flashpoint connecting urban space to a national symbol.
The city, as an urban space with many voices and cultures, was modernity’s hope to realize the vision of the ancient Greek “polis,” a place that provides services to all its inhabitants and flourishes culturally and spiritually. In the current technological age, governments seek to control the symbolic urban space in parallel with the changes they are making to the physical space. All this without the subject matter of the visual image, i.e., the people living in Jerusalem, taking any part in it other than as a visually imagined and engineered space. Jerusalem’s cinema budgeting policy simultaneously exposes central government’s anxiety about the camera’s power, and its desire to control cinematic means of expression, from the creation of an urban image to paving a cultural path.

Bibliography	Comment by Susan: The translations of bibliographical material have been incorporated into the bibliography; the bibliography has not otherwise been edited, with the exception of some en-dashes and creating consistencies in the titles.
Ne’eman, G. A. (1999). Dominant Fiction in the Fields. Jewish Studies, 77-89.
Burstein, J. (1989). The Face as a Battlefield: The Cinematic History of Israeli Faces. Mz̕nym, 84-95.
Ella Shohat (2005). Israeli Cinema: East / West and the Politics of Representation Open University of Israel (Vol. 10534).
Hemo-Pick M. (2016) Wounded Homeland: Changes in the Representation of Trauma in Israeli Cinema. Wrestling Publishing
Allawi, J. A. (1983). Television aAnd fFilm In Iraq: Socio-political and cultural study: 1946–-1980
Antonello, P. (2017). Political Fellini: Journey to the End of Italy. Modern Italy: Journal of the Association for the Study of Modern Italy, 22(1), 89.‏
Augé, M. (1994). Orte und Nicht-Orte. 
Avery, D. (2014). Unhomely cinema: Home and place in global cinema. Anthem Press.‏
Burstein, J. (1989). The Face as a Battlefield: The Cinematic History of Israeli Faces. Mz̕nym, 84–95.
Casey, E. (2013). The fate of place: A philosophical history. University of California Press.‏
Demers, J. (2016). A Tale of love and darkness: Ggrandeur et misère du sionisme. Séquences: Lla revue de cinéma, (305), 30–-30.‏
Falicov, T. (2010). Migrating from south to north: The role of film festivals in funding and shaping global south film and video. Locating migrating media, 2010, 3–-–22.‏
Franklin, S., & Widdis, E. (Eds.). (2006). National identity in Russian culture: Aan introduction. Cambridge University Press.‏
Hedling, O. (2018). The regional film fund as co-production crusader: The case of film i väst. in european film and television co-production (pp. 175–-189). Palgrave Macmillan, Cham,.‏ Palgrave Macmillan
Hemo-Pick, M. (2016) Wounded Homeland: Changes in the Representation of Trauma in Israeli Cinema. Wrestling Publishing

Jameson, F. (1998). The cultural turn: Selected writings on the postmodern, 1983–-1998. Verso.‏
Levy, D. B. (2018). The Image of the librarian in film, television, and literature: A Derridean deconstruction of the stereotypes and FoOucaultian analysis of why these stereotypes exist: Test cCase of Umberto Eco’s The Name of the Rose, [Jorge] Luis Borges ‘The Library of Babel,’ and Joseph Cedar’s Film, The Footnote.‏
Lloyd, R., & Clark, T. N. (2001). The city as an entertainment machine. Critical perspectives on urban redevelopment, 6(3), 357–-378.‏
Ne’eman, G. A. (1999). Dominant Fiction in the Fields. Jewish Studies, 77–89.

Perec, G. (1974). Species of spaces. Species of spaces and other pieces, 1–-96.‏
Rodríguez Campo, L., Fraiz Brea, J. A., & Rodríguez-Toubes Muñiz, D. (2011). Tourist destination image formed by the cinema: Barcelona positioning through the feature film Vicky Cristina Barcelona.‏
Salti, R. (2006). Critical nationals: Tthe paradoxes of Syrian cinema. Insights into Syrian cCinema: Essays and conversations with contemporary filmmakers, 21–-44.‏
Shiel, M., & Fitzmaurice, T. (Eds.). (2011). Cinema and the city: Film and urban societies in a global context (Vol. 48). John Wiley & Sons.‏
Shohat, Ella (2005). Israeli cinema: East / west and the politics of representation. Open University of Israel (Vol. 10534).

Soliman, D. M. (2011). Exploring the role of film in promoting domestic tourism: A case study of Al Fayoum, Egypt. Journal of Vacation Marketing, 17(3), 225–-235.‏
Steimatsky, N. (2008). Italian locations: Re-inhabiting the past in post-war cinema. University of Minnesota Press.‏
Turok, I. (2003). Cities, clusters and creative industries: the case of film and television in Scotland. European planning studies, 11(5), 549–-565.‏
Walker, B. (1992). Michelangelo and the Leviathan: The Making of Zabriskie Point. Film Comment, 28(5), 36.‏
Widdis, E. (2009). Faktura: Depth and surface in early Soviet set design. Studies in Russian and Soviet Cinema, 3(1), 5–-32.‏
Widdis, E. (2017). Socialist Senses: Film, Feeling, and the Soviet Subject, 1917–1940. Indiana University Press.‏
