











often reacted with uncertainty. Palestinians present
at the screenings, many of them from Abu Wael's
parents’ generation, frequently responded with rejec-
tion and indignation. From screenings in the United
States, where the film was widely shown, | heard that
it was sometimes perceived as Zionist because it did
not explicitly condemn the violence of the occupation.
Tawfik Abu Wael and | discussed these accusations
and wondered whether the protagonist’s transactional
sex might be interpreted by some viewers as a form
of love. With this suspicion in mind, | began placing
Choukri's The Naked Bread and its significance at

the centre of my film introductions. This shift macle
deeper discussions possible. Palestinian men in the
audience began to speak about their pain—often in
indirect ways characteristic of Arab modes of commu-
nication—rather than only in political slogans. German
viewers gained a more nuanced sense of Palestinian
experiences and began asking questions that moved
beyond indighation. These questions were no longer
answered by me alone, but by people in the audience
themselves. Reaching this point required numerous
screenings and conversations with programmers and
film critics around the world. Thus years. By then, Diary
of a Male Whore was rarely screened anymore. Yet the
experience proved invaluable for mediating other films
that followed.



5. What Could a Film
University or Film
School Look Like?

Azadeh zanaie/

Imagine the potential and the power of a film universi-
ty or film school in which critical film literacy—and crit-
ical approaches to fiim production—is woven not only
into teaching but also into internal structures, funding
practices, film productions, and inclusive admission
processes for students, as well as inclusive hiring
practices for staff and faculty.
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In such a place, there would be no discrimination or dis-
advantage based on perceived or self-ascribed iden-
tities. All students would feel equally seen and could
receive support according to their individual needs.
Students would be able to express critical perspec-
tives on films, teaching methods, and film productions.
These contributions would be valued by everyone as
constructive and caring interventions—opportunities to
improve or even radically transform existing structures.
Agreement would not be required. Instead, a plurality

of opinions would be respected and openly discussed,
allowing all participants to broaden their perspectives
and consider different viewpoints. Empathy and soli-
darity would be central. The focus would be on collec-
tive growth and mutual learning. The knowledge and
expertise of people with particular lived experiences or
specialized knowledge would be recoghized as valuable
contributions for everyone.

Teaching would continually draw on diverse film refer-
ences and experiences. Film history, film production,
and the future of cinema could be questioned and
rewritten again and again. Rather than placing everyone
under pressure to think, see, write, and produce in the
same way, different artistic and thematic approaches
would be encouraged, independent of trends or fash-
ionable styles. Radical, experimental, queer-feminist,
anti-colonial, and hon-Eurocentric film histories, film
languages, and film productions would not exist merely
on the margins but would move to the centre of discus-

sion and practice. Staff and faculty could contribute by
critically reflecting on internal structures and enriching
each other through new perspectives and approaches.

A film university or film school could act as a bridge—
connecting the lived realities, dreams, and visions of
many different people, while providing equal opportuni-
ties, support, perspectives, and space. Through critical
film literacy, as well as critical approaches to fiim pro-
duction, such an institution could help transform the
film landscape and the film industry—including funding
structures—while continuously adapting them to con-
temporary realities. A film school could become a hope-
ful factory where social critique, political resistance,
activism, and non-discriminatory “smart” entertainment
are artistically realized from diverse perspectives. In
doing so, it could offer meaningful proposals for change
to both the film world and society at large. It could serve
as a model and foundation for emerging filmmakers

and producers committed to climate-just, inclusive,
anti-discriminatory, and solidarity-based forms of
filmmaking—transforming the film industry across geo-
graphical boundaries.
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Conclusion

For all participants, the ThinkTanks were spaces of
possibility—places where we could organize, question,
and rethink our work. We did not invent entirely new
ideas. Instead, we began to articulate our existing
approaches more clearly and to formulate an initial
definition of film literacy. For us, the ThinkTanks mark
the beginning of a longer process that we intend to
pursue further and more intensively.
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The contributions in the second section illustrate how

critical film literacy takes shape within specific working
contexts. They provide insights into particular practic-
es, institutional conditions, and personal perspectives.

This diversity demonstrates that critical film literacy

is always situated—dependent on contexts, roles, and
forms of access. The texts invite readers to take these
differences seriously and to understand them as a
productive foundation for further discussion.

We are especially grateful for the experience of bring-
ing together people who share similar political per-
spectives during a challenging time. These encounters
were not only inspiring but also encouraging. They re-
minded us how valuable it is to exchange ideas with-
out aiming immediately for a final result. The Think-
Tanks were a learning process. We were not searching
for an endpoint but discovering a beginning—a pro-
cess that will likely never conclude, because social
structures themselves are constantly changing.

To summarize our newly structured definition ap-
proaches: For CineConnect, critical film literacy repre-
sents a politically grounded practice that is sensitive
to power relations and discrimination, and that places
processes and relationships—not only outcomes—at
its centre. This practice runs through the entire film
ecosystem: funding, production, curation, distribution,
exhibition, streaming, and editorial work. We aim to
create greater transparency in curatorial processes
so that programming decisions can be more clearly

contextualized within broader social structures. It is
also about creating accessible spaces—even beyond
traditional venues—and understanding that openness
to mistakes, feedback, and self-reflection are essen-
tial parts of learning. We must take resource distribu-
tion and power relations into account, promote inter-
national perspectives more actively, critically engage
with technologies such as artificial intelligence, and
initiate structural change—especially in training. In
short, critical film literacy is, for us, a solidarity-based
and process-oriented practice that takes responsi-
bility—artistically, socially, and institutionally. Its value
is measured not by market logic but by accessibility,
justice, and the potential for transformation.

Our work must evolve alongside these changes. This
is why interdisciplinary collaboration is important to
us. For us, film literacy does not simply mean watching
films. It also involves understanding the social events
and historical contexts that motivate fiimmakers to
address particular themes. It is about which films we
show, in which contexts, how we bring them together,
and what responsibilities arise from these choices.
We also ask how funding structures function and what
responsibilities emerge when fiims are supported for
political rather than purely economic reasons.
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In our practice, we need structures that allow change—
structures that accept and even value the possibility
that new approaches may fail. We need frameworks
that enable us to reflect honestly on our processes
rather than focusing solely on outcomes. We must
create spaces in which we can speak openly about
power, knowledge, roles, and limits. And we must first
begin with internal work: building shared foundations
before speaking for a broader community.

For us, critical film literacy therefore means continually
rethinking our own structures—solidarity-based, open
to mistakes, willing to learn, and grounded in genuine
shared responsibility. CineConnect remains open to
new voices, experiences, and perspectives: a space
that continues to evolve with every encounter.
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