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normally restricted from general viewing highlights the carefy|
and detailed negotiations that were pursued in the commissigy
process for this programme. Such negotiations involved the COMpy
nity’s right to preview the unedited programme and legal conypy.
tual agreements concerning copyright and production in\fcsi_mtn'-'
The establishment and conduct of protocols and legal agreemepg
ensured that the Jardiwarnpa production avoided many of the pigfyj
which befell the ABC programme (Langton, 1993).

Here as elsewhere in the field of documentary representatiop oF
indigenous people, the ‘Aboriginalization’ of documentary _
access by indigenous communities to the means of documentypy

he Truth of the

nizing the image. The need to ‘decolonize the documenigpy
image’ points, on the one hand, to the fact that documentary
been implicated with the historical, political and cultural practie

éma vérité —a form associated with developments in France —and
of colonialism and, on the other hand, to the ways in which indige

{ cinema — work associated with the United States — have, since
: inceptions in the early 1960s, constituted profound influ-
¢és on documentary filmmaking.! Cinéma vérité, ‘film truth’,
on Vertov’s description of a kino pravda, a cinema or film
sdicated to representing truth in ways not achieved in the fic-
anal cinema. Direct cinema, a misnomer in terms of the fact that
most work in the category comprised journalistic reports pro-
ed for television, aimed to reveal the truths of human existence
ding behind the surface facts. Film historian Eric Barnouw
83: 255) summarized the forms by describing what he saw as
1eir essential differences:

emerges as a series of procedures, practices, policies, and protocolss
among them, the perspectives studied in this chapter —which ho]
the capacity to remake documentary representation. '

The direct cinema artist aspired to invisibility; the ... cinéma vérité artist
was often an avowed participant. The direct cinema artist played the
role of the involved bystander; the cinéma vérité artist espoused that of
provocateur. Direct cinema found its truth in events available to the
camera. Cinéma vérité was committed to a paradox: that artificial cir-
cumstances could bring hidden truth to the surface.

Against such a description, another film historian, Richard
ﬁiu‘sam (1992: 303), emphasized the similarities of the two forms.
l'_?rarsam noted that cinéma vérité and direct cinema share objec-
“ﬁ\fes and characteristics: ‘Both cinéma vérité and direct cinema are
Similar in that they are committed to ... the advantages produced
13}' the use of lightweight equipment; to a close relationship
between shooting and editing; and to producing a cinema that
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hnology and supervening
cessities

simultaneously brought the filmmaker and the audience clogey 3 1 on this technology are also examined. The analysis focuses
the subject.” Barsam’s description of overlap and intm‘secﬁ v 3 thc differing formal qualities and methods of two films,
between cinéma vérité and direct cinema forces a rcconsidm-aﬁ ”15171’1' of a Summer (Chronigue ’un éé, 1961), a foundational
of the putative differences between the forms. Indeed, a histoy N o cinéma verité made by Jean Rouch and Edgar Morin, and
the two forms suggests that the polarities listed by Barnouw “@ﬂeé w Look Back, a prominent example of direct cinema made by
claims made by cinéma vérité and direct cinema practitioners Al pennebaker in 1966. Both films raise questions concerning
the efficacy of their respective methods, claims not necess jace of performance within observational and interactive
borne out in practice. These claims stem from the different fagy, ; d{:s designed to reveal truth. The analysis considers this
in France and the United States that contributed to the deye]g G'.E and the ways in which a performative element structures the
ment of portable synchronized sound cameras, the technoio 7 ’post.obscl'vﬂtional forms of documentary representation.
that made possible the innovative filmmaking practices referreq y
as cinéma vérité and direct cinema. In the United States, demap
for such technology issued from television journalists dismayed g
the static quality of much television reportage, who sought ways 4'_
‘get close to the action’ while remaining committed to journalisgjg s camera technology occupies a privileged place in histories of
objectivity and observational practices. In France, social scientisg | anéma vérité and direct cinema. Prior to the late 1950s, film pro-
particularly ethnographers, looked to new ways to record their gy duiction was Jargely dependent on a studio rigged to accommodate
jects. From within these differing traditions practitioners deyels g5 mm cameras linked by cables to huge sound recorders.
oped varying theoretical claims for their work — cinéma vérité, ji chnology restricted location shooting, and the requirements
was claimed, provoked subjects into action while direct cinema, of a large boomed microphone connected to a stationary camera
was argued, filmed life as it enfolded before the camera. The quemly denied the spontaneity and movement demanded by
differing aspirations — provocation and observation — continued tg) a'ﬁ)wing number of documentary filmmakers. The invention of a
inform the theories of cinéma vérité and direct cinema, even g obile camera synchronized to a sound recorder was an innovation
their practices converged on key points: cinéma vérité was pro {hat permitted multiple applications and filmmaking experiments.
cational and observational; direct cinema was observational and; . The utility of the new technology is, however, emphasized in a
interventionist. ' Jnumber of written accounts of direct cinema and cinéma vérité to
For the practitioners of direct cinema and cinéma vérité ques "_e,-:point where in many descriptions the technology is interpreted
tions of theory and issues of practice centred on the crucial issug thefactor that made possible the new work. A crude technological
of ‘truth’, which in this context refers to the camera’s capacity._:' eterminism operates in such accounts, one which, in effect, argues
depict or reveal authentic moments of human experience. Trutht t_Lat new technology created new documentary forms. Such a con-
in these terms hinges on the question of behaviour modification; lusion overlooks important non-technological factors, what Brian
specifically, the degree to which behaviour is altered in the p ston (1996) calls ‘supervening necessities’ and what Allen and
ence of the camera. This issue informed the development of both omez (1985) call ‘generative mechanisms’, which facilitated the
cinéma vérité and direct cinema, feeding demands from withii nergence of the new technology. In the United States the super-
television journalism in the United States and the social sciences hing necessity that led to and informed direct cinema was televi-
France for a new camera technology that could be used to cap on, in particular the requirements of television news reportage. In
truth. This chapter examines the factors contributing to the devek ce the supervening necessity took the form of the practical and
opment of new camera technologies as the informing contes demic demands of the discipline of ethnography.
within which the distinctive representational forms of ciné i ] In the late 1950s television journalism in the United States con-
vérité and direct cinema were established. The claims and pra Sted, typically, of still and moving images accompanied by a didac-
tices circulated by practitioners of direct cinema and cinéma vért& i€ voice-over. A number of filmmakers and producers, displeased
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Despite such injunctions, other ethnographers recognizeq yi
limitations of the camera as an objective recording device. Ceppait
ethnographers noted that the ideal of objectivity was freque
compromised by the presence of the camera that altered 5 3
ject’s behaviour even as the filmmaker attempted to remaiy,
tanced and impartial. A number of critics argued that detaep.
social observation is impossible given that the cthnogmph-
inevitably brings prior knowledge and a subjective point of View i
bear on the profilmic world. Colin Young (1975: 67-8) exten
this point in his description of a filmmaking practice in which g
ethnographer accepts that a camera alters a subject’s behayi :
and thereby openly and actively intervenes within the fily
process. Within this method it is understood, R

ing to Morin (1985: 6), an ‘experiment in cinematographic
ac (tion ... “two authors in search of six characters”...a sort
! t:err(?g?J('lrillIlel...WhiCh through filmed conversations of a spon-
P_',y;q nature would get in touch with fundamentals’. The six
?;:t; were all friends of Morin: Marceline, a survivor of
<chwitz, Jean-Pierre, a philosophy student, Landry, a student,
5 S; a po]itical science student, Marilou, an Italian woman living
_ paris who has had a succession of ill-fated love affairs, and
Jo, 2 union militant. With the participation of these subjects,
e film examines life in a modern city in the mid-twentieth cen-
The questions motivating the filmic ‘experiment’ are those
h the filmmakers ask Marceline in the film - ‘How do you
EL ‘What do you do with your life?’ — and which Marceline asks
sers-by on a Paris street: ‘Are you happy?’. The questions raise a
her of issues concerning the place of work and the ability to
Fd a meaningful occupation in a complex modern mass society,
d whether happiness, or personal fulfilment, is achievable in
iuch a society.

| Various aspects of these themes are addressed within the film’s
{hree parts. The first section introduces the subjects whose experi-
ces will form the basis of the experiment. Rouch and Morin also
a ppear in the film asking questions on-camera of the subjects. The
opening sequence in which Marceline asks people if they are
ppy extends the interactive component beyond the questions
asked by Rouch and Morin. Marceline’s encounters with bemused
passers-by and their refusal or inability to answer her question
betrays a lack of happiness and satisfaction in the lives of people
ng in the large modern city. This theme is explored by Rouch
d Morin in their conversations with Angelo, Marilou, Marceline,
-Pierre and the married couple, Jacques and Simone Gabillon.
[lhe emphasis on job satisfaction and work is extended in the first
section in a day in the life of Angelo, a car worker at Renault. The
detailed observational sequence replaces talk — the frequent
gonversations of the other scenes of the first segment — with the
fidise of the factory. Concerns about meaningful work and happi-
:ﬁﬁis are here focused on the mechanized routines, regulation and
fhiscipline of modern factory life. Angelo’s response to the situa-
ﬁ_ﬁﬂ expresses itself in a militancy that is alien to Marilou, who is
-ﬁf_lﬂ.'oducecl near the end of the first segment. Marilou’s experi-
£nces have resulted in introspection and her current emotional
frmoil — she appears to be on the edge of a nervous breakdown.

e ﬁor(l

That the normal behavior being filmed is the behavior that is norm
for the subjects under the circumstances, including but not C-\Clllsi\'el
the fact that they are being filmed. If we observe, as a matter of §;
that our filming CHANGES the behavior, then we have to degig
whether or not that change is relevant to the total portrait we are try ng
to make. In one set of circumstances, the subject might have (g ju
abandoned or postponed. In another, the alteration introduced by g
camera might have to be accepted... [and if so] then the ... parti¢
tion of the filmmaker in the events... might turn out to be the m
revealing method to adopt.

Pursuing a similar stance to that described by Young, the ethnogs
rapher Jean Rouch abandoned the pretence of objectivity andy
using the newly developed camera technology, actively partici
pated in the events he filmed. Rouch’s practice in Chronicle q
Summerlargely defined the tradition of what the subtitle of the filni
refers to as ‘an experiment in cinéma vérité’.

Chronicle of a Summer: the
provocational camera

A seminal film in the history of documentary film in general
cinéma vérité in particular, Chronicle of a Summer was made in Pan
in the summer of 1960 by Jean Rouch and his colleague, the so@
ologist Edgar Morin. Rouch had established a career filmi
among peoples of Africa and wanted to make a film about °
strange tribe that lives in Paris’, as he described it in his film Pef
Petit. In this way, Rouch and Morin conceived a film that was to Bej
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4 gt while we hear her voice.
an 1
A - be deported with you, loving you so much ... daddy, daddy, how
d. o ould like to have you here now ... 1 lived there thinking you

discussion. The various forms of provocation do not, howeye
deny subjects an active role in decisions concerning the iy 4
basic strategy employed in Chronicleis one which Rouch refeyyg

elsewhere as ‘shared anthropology’, a practice in which sy & ,‘m-{:ch Iw L onck . when I came back, it was hard.., hard ... (she
. . . & YN R d Com one ) vee ane
actively collaborate with the filmmaker in a form of Participay WL:L) I could see everyone on the platform, mummy, everyone.

cinema (as discussed in Chapter 3). In Chronicle of a ‘SI'if-'*f!-?fr_r:n i I"] e kissed me ... my heart was a stone ... it was Michel who moved
resultant ‘dialogue’ between the filmmakers and the subjects I said, “Don’t you recognize me?” He said to me “If I can believe
illustrated in the fact that certain scenes suggested by the p; | think you are Marceline” ... oh, daddy ...’

pants are included in the final cut. One such sequence
Marceline’s emotionally powerful and profoundly moving remj,
cences of the loss of her father in the Nazi Holocaust and her g
deportation to Auschwitz, a sequence which Rouch points g o8
exemplary of the essence of cinéma vérité — the revelation of g
jective feelings and thoughts which is equated in the film to try
Given Rouch’s emphasis on this scene within the cinéma vg
method it is quoted here at some length:*

Gpon after this scene was filmed Rouch and Morin screened it
'm-cclinc, who in the words of Rouch speaking in an interview,
il that none of that concerned her! Now what did that mean?
> meant — ‘I'm an excellent actress and I am capable of acting
i But that’s not true. Morin and I are persuaded that when she
ﬁ-those things, it was the real Marceline, terribly sincere, who
peaking of all that — exactly as she felt it, as she was’ (quoted
cdonald and Cousins, 1996: 270). Rouch’s claim is based on
otion of the provocative potential of the camera. Rouch

ed that:

‘contrary to what one might think, when people are being recorded,
i ¢ reactions that they have are always infinitely more sincere than
those they have when they are not being recorded. The fact of being
recorded gives these people a public. At first, of course, there is a self-
‘conscious ‘hamminess’. They say to themselves ‘People are looking at
‘me I must give a nice impression of myself.” But this lasts only a very
short time. And then, very rapidly, they begin to try to think — perhaps

The image of the Place de la Concorde appears, almost deserted. It is Aypyg
15th, morning. From the centre of the square, Marceline is coming tuu.'urd
slowly. She’s walking with her eyes lowered. We hear her voice s[)eaking slo
and sadly:

‘And Concorde is empty, too ... as it was 20 years ago, or was it 15, ]
don’t quite remember, now... “Pitchipoi”, my dad said, “you'll s
we’ll go there, we’ll work in the factories, we’ll see each other
Sundays”. And you answered my questions, and said, “You are young
yowll come back, but I definitely won’t.”’

She hums, Ti ta ti ta ta d la la, and walks more quickly. The camera trg
in front of her, looking back at her. )

‘And now, here I am, there, now: Concorde...I came
you stayed there... (she sighs). When I saw you, we had already b
there six months. We threw ourselves into each other’s arms,
then..."

Wide shot Marceline, who continues to walk.

“That dirty SS man who hurled himself on me, who hit me in front
you...You said “But she’s my daughter, my daughter.” Achtung!
threatened to give you a beating too ... you were holding an onion, aik
you thrust it into my hand and I disappeared ..."

Another setting. A crossroads. Marceline keeps walking, and gets fit
away from us. We hear her humming ‘The Big Swampy Meadows.” She s}

‘Daddy ... when I saw you, you said to me “And mummy? Michel#
You called me your little daughter, and I was almost happy..."

We can recognize the arches of Les Halles, the markets. The camera, whichis
again in front of her, quickly distances itself from her, and Marceline 1s 508
nothing but a small silhouetle alone in the vast emptiness of Les Halles, gloomp

are and then they begin to express what they have within themselves.
These moments are very short, and one must know how to take advan-
mgc of them. That’s the art of making a film like Chronique d'un
Efé... . (quoted in Macdonald and Cousins, 1996: 269)

Marceline was obviously aware of the camera (it was she who
ested the scene), though in Rouch’s philosophy the camera
“liolds the capacity to reveal or, to use Rouch’s much-quoted word
[or the process, provoke, sincere and authentic reactions. As
uch’s observation highlights, cinéma vérité works with the
ption that people are always adopting roles, constantly per-
Orming impressions of themselves. However, as Rouch argues
£ P_OVC, the camera can also inspire honest emotions and thoughts.
ML this way Rouch understood cinéma vérité to be a practice which
“focuments a performance and which has the capacity to take the
iSubject (and the viewer) beyond or through performance to an
‘@lithentic and truthful revelation of being.
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Within the context of a work of provocation the film ajg,
tains a number of moments of a different representationa] or
in which the camera observes behaviour, not provokes it [ m
of the dinner table scenes, for example, the camera lingers gy o
face of a guest listening to another guest speaking. In thesge ¢
observation replaces any emphasis on the responses provokeqy
the filmmakers or other guests. A notable example of ‘pure’ ok
vation occurs in the Renault factory segment and its attentig
the faces and hands of workers as they go about their tasks, gq
ingly unaware of the camera. The camera’s presence is dowt
played here, an effect achieved in the fact that certain shots
within the scene were made with a telephoto lens which unghye
sively captured action from a distance.’ For Rouch and Mg
cinéma vérité aimed to capture ‘the authenticity of life ag
lived’, the ‘truth’ of life behind the performance (Morin, 1985
To this end the camera was deployed as both provocateur gy
observer. Rouch did not subscribe to the critical distinetjgy
between cinéma vérité and direct cinema which suggested that
former was exclusively provocational and the latter refrained fy
provocation. Rouch considered the direct cinema filmmake
be also engaged in ‘cinéma vérité’ (Rothman, 1997: 87), an asse
ment that did not, however, sit well with direct cinema {ilmmake

e of these injunctions as: ‘No interviews. No re-enactments.
E .d scenes and very little narration.” The philosophy or
. (agtf direct cinema also emphasized that editing should
rY fhat the order of events in the final film followed the
BN ¢ of events as they were filmed. Though there was consid-
uc]:,:ariaﬁon in their work, practitioners of direct cinema in the
ts:d gtates and the United Kingdom in the 1960s upheld a
. of observational ‘purity’ which maintained that the film-
should be an unobtrusive observer or, in the phrase popu-
ed 1O describe the method in the United Kingdom, a “fly on
wall’.
he theory was, however, zealously overstated and its exagger-
claims contradicted in practice, as numerous critics have
d out. The deflation of direct cinema’s claims to unique
vational status reveals it to be a form which in its interven-
¢ and manipulations and interpretations of its subject matter is
¢ to the practices of cinéma vérité than was often acknowl-
d. As film theorist Noel Carroll has noted, ‘critics and viewers
ed the polemics of direct cinema against direct cinema’ by
ting out ‘all the ways that direct cinema was inextricably
ved with interpreting its materials’. Carroll summarized the
ation by commenting that ‘[d]irect cinema opened a can of
1sand then got eaten by them’ (1983: 7).
In an illuminating essay, Jeanne Hall (1991) explicates various
in which the theoretical claims made for direct cinema were
ontravened in practice. Regarding the claim by direct cinema
filmmakers that they did not use interviews, Hall notes that Robert
rew and his colleagues routinely conducted interviews, and then
ited the interviewer’s questions out of the final cut. Other

A fly on the wall and a can of
worms: direct cinema and the
practice of observation

Direct cinema filmmakers in the United States were critical of the
participatory and reflexive approaches employed in Chronicle of

Summer. For Leacock and other practitioners of direct cinem poments, such as a subject’s look to camera, were cut in order to
Rouch’s film moved toward ‘theater’ and supplied ‘answers’: erve the illusion of an unmediated scene. Elsewhere in the
opposed to objectively reporting events (in Feld, 1989: 258 Bl made by Drew and his team subjects talk directly to the
Leacock felt that Chronicle of a Summer did little more than doi maker on camera, thus contradicting the notion of the film-
ment its own filming (1963: 18). According to the early practiti aker's unobtrusive presence. The direct cinema filmmaker was,
ers of direct cinema, filmmakers should not intervene in Jlwas argued, a neutral observer who did not take sides or espouse
filmmaking process — that is, they should not be in frame, and keef particular point of view. Contradicting the claim, Hall identifies
contact with subjects to a minimum. The filmmaker should o r JWrious instances of polemic and argument within direct cinema.
manipulate the documentary mise-en-scéne for the purposes Gt "The programme Yanki No!, for example, begins with the announce-
the film. Direct questioning of subjects on camera, or directives ment “This is a film editorial’, and concludes with an open plea for
subjects on or off camera, were to be avoided. Voice-over commi inereased aid to Latin America. The Children are Watching (1960), an
tary was also disparaged. Leacock (1996: 253) summarized HE &1‘1}' programme by the Drew team dealing with racial segregation
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in the South, refrains from announcing itself as an ¢
though its criticisms of segregation are openly polemical,
. Assertions that the filmmaker was unobtrusive were reinfos
in claims that a person involved in a crisis was unlikely to be ore
of the presence of the ever-present camera. The result, allea
would be the revelation of the subject’s true nature Cilptur :
film. This logic was translated into a number of direct Cinem:
which chose as their subject matter situations liable to resul
c.rises. The dramatic potential created by impending Or unry
ling crisis was exploited within the so-called crisis structure o ’
moment of various films made by Drew’s team. The technique y
pu.rsued in Crisis: Behind a Presidential Commitment and The jy ':
anz'zry defers to the technique by choosing to follow Pl‘c'\jide.n” ean’t Look Back: performing the
candidates involved in a hectic round of electioneering. Rich -}‘ entary
Leacock, one of the team responsible for shooting the film, argy C n
for the efficacy of filming subjects involved in critical situagig other form of direct cinema — the rock concert film, the so-
when he stated that as he filmed John Kennedy in a hotel o Jed rockumentary — raises further issues relating to the direct
‘I retired into a corner and got lost, sitting in a big comfory Finema presumption of the non-disruptive presence of the cam-
arm-chair with the camera on my lap. I'm quite sure [Kenneg The rockumentary, a popular and commercially successful
hadn’t the foggiest notion I was shooting’ (in Winston, 1995: 15( cumentary subgenre, is, according to the influential film histori-
The statement points to a problem inherent in the assumptiop) Kristin Thompson and David Bordwell (1994: 668), “The most
that a subject will, in certain situations, be too preoccupied to despread use of Direct Cinema.” Despite its broad circulation,
ister the presence of a camera. In this particular case Leac N umentary has received scant critical attention in analyses of
denies the fact that it was highly unlikely that Kennedy, who at ‘ mmentary film." This situation is a curious one given that
time in his career was already a practised and astute politician full many of the most notable works in the subgenre, including Don’t
aware of the power of the media, would ‘forget’ or overlook ‘,'_ ook Back (1966), a film which inaugurated the meeting of rock
presence of the camera and its operator. 3 and documentary, Monterey Pop (1968), and Gimme Shelter (1970),
The discrepancies between the theory and practices of diregt re made by filmmakers associated with the early phases of direct
cinema are further evident in Salesman, a film made in 1969 . cinema — D.A. Pennebaker (Don’t Look Back and Monlerey Pop) and
Albert and David Maysles. Salesman is a record of the daily routi the Maysles brothers (Gimme Shelter). In making these films the
of four itinerant Bible salesmen which focuses on Paul Brennan directors did not necessarily abandon their theoretical commit-
(‘The Badger’) as he makes his door-to-door rounds among the ?Enent to notions of detachment and neutrality, though, increas-
Catholic communities of New England and Florida. Direct cins ingly, the films they made in the rockumentary subgenre stretched
ema’s commitment to documenting reality without interference the contradiction between the theory and practice of direct cin-
on the part of the filmmaker is compromised in a scene ema, The Maysles brothers’ Gimme Shelter, for example, relies heav-
Salesman in which a friend enters her neighbour’s kitchen to find it il on reconstruction of events and the inclusion of reflexive
is occupied not only by her neighbour but also by an unfamiliaf moments to construct its narrative of the Rolling Stones’ 1969 tour
salesman and two filmmakers. The absence of any look of surprise of the United States and the disastrous concert at Altamont. More
on the face of the woman as she enters the room strongly suggests particularly, the presence of performance in the rockumentary
that the scene was re-enacted for the camera.” The myth of the tomplicates the emphasis by direct cinema filmmakers on pure

unobtrusive filmmaker is further exposed through reference todl Observation.

J h used to promote Salesman. The image depicts Paul,
Hho g-.r.‘-ipthe Jiving room of a (potential) customer, displaying a
- und Bible for the customer’s inspection. Another photo-
3 er;fm at the same time, though not as commonly reproduced,
. Albert and David Maysles holding a camera and tape-
fding gear as they stand close to the seated Paul and his
er.> The Jooming presence of the two men, replete with
_ and sound recording equipment in the cramped confines
e-:-:all living room belies the assumption of a fly on the wall. In
case, the startling presence of the filmmakers is more accu-

i Chmﬂaerized as an elephant on the table!

(I itﬁ' 'T'I




98 DOCUMENTARY SCRE'_ QuTH OF THE MATTER 99
As with other works of direct cinema, a rockumentary preg & ologue is a fully contained segment within the broader
to be an objective record of an event, in this case musical ¢, 1he Ic)l] it ai')pruximates what later became the ‘rock clip’, short
performances and offsstage actions. As a species of direct cin .’anivc works produced to accompany rock songs on television
which focuses on performance, the rockumentary begs a Nl ) __l'f-‘,‘lm such as those on MTV. (Indeed, Dylan’s manager,
of questions concerning the effects of the camera on a Subjegd ; ng} ossman, had conceived of Pennebaker’s film as an oppor-
behaviour. The notion of a subject’s ‘virtual performance’ (Njepy pJbert -~ groduce promotional clips for Dylan’s songs.) The
1991: 122) inspired by the camera is something that direct Cingp, ty 1L:]P(])si[10”5 Dylan ‘centre stage’ within a self-conscious per-
with its emphasis on unreconstructed action, seeks to minimi-‘é‘ ce. In these terms the prologue can ecither be considered
banish. This point is of particular relevance to Pennebaker’s p 'of place, cven inappropriate, within the context of observa-
Look Back, a film which features multiple levels of performap, L aliSﬁ‘ or, alternatively, an indication that performance — an
Don’t Look Back, a record of Bob Dylan’s triumphant 1965 cop ; 'dmlf,!w“t of the pretence of naturalism — will supersede the
tour of the United Kingdom, includes a number of Dylan’s ong " ds of a direct cinema committed to naturalism and observa-
performances amidst scenes of life away from the spotli 3 lt is clear as the film progresses, and as Dylan continues to act
The intriguing aspect of Don’t Look Back is the degree of atteny e camera, that Dylan’s proposal to include the segment, and
the film gives to depicting the exploits of Dylan and his entoy
in ‘off stage’ environments such as hotel rooms. Such sce

nebaker’s agreement to do so, signals an emphasis on the per-
mative which extends beyond the realms of the stage. William
constitute another level of performance in which Dylan contip hman, in his lengthy and dense analysis of Don’t Look Back, sug-
in effect, to perform for the camera away from the Stage.11 Ls-.thﬂl the purpose of the prologue is to announce that the film
The film’s prologue, which was suggested to Pennebaker fi ¢ merely a ‘documentary’; it is, instead, a ‘collaboration in
Dylan, exemplifies Pennebaker’s willingness to abandon pure dirggf Lich filmmaker and subject are co-conspirators’. In this way, the
cinema by foregrounding offstage performance as one of he ologue functions as a marker that the body of the film will also
film’s central concerns — not as something to be minimized or n. ‘performance by co-conspirators’ (Rothman, 1997: 149).
ished, but as an activity to be encouraged and highlighted. Th is is not to suggest that Pennebaker consciously set out to
segment features Dylan, standing in an alleyway in London fli efraud’ or deceive the viewer. The ‘collusion’ between Dylan and
ping though large cue cards inscribed with hand-lettered words; Pennebaker does, however, point to a manipulation, or transgres-
his song ‘Subterranean Homesick Blues’, which plays on 1 of the codes of direct cinema. The prologue, as with the rest
soundtrack. During the sequence Dylan stands facing the came ‘of the film, constitutes Pennebaker’s willingness to abandon ‘pure’
flipping through the cards, the first inscribed with ‘BASEME direct cinema, and to give reign, with Dylan’s participation, to
(in the song Dylan sings ‘Johnny’s in the basement mixing up th E_’l.‘-l"fomi‘“cc —both on and off stage.
medicine ...”), continuing with others which bear various Iyr " Another indication of this willingness occurs during an inter-
from the song: ‘LOOK OUT!, “WATCH IT!’, ‘HERE THE iew between Dylan and a Jamaican correspondent for the BBC,
COMEY’, ‘LEADERS???” and so on. Dylan discards the cards one of the many interviews in the film. The interviewer asks, ‘How
one as the song continues to play. Dylan’s act is replete with kna it all begin for you, Bob?’. Dylan mumbles inaudibly and the
ing looks to the camera which also depicts the alleyway in th film cuts to footage of a young Dylan singing ‘He’s Only a Pawn in
background, empty except for the brief appearance of a bearded® ir Game’ at a civil rights rally in Mississippi. As the scattered
figure carrying a staff (the poet Allen Ginsburg). At the end of the trowd at the rally applauds his performance, another cut intro-
segment, as the song is fading on the soundtrack, another man iduces Dylan onstage during the 1965 tour singing ‘The Times
(Dylan’s friend Bob Neuwirth) enters the frame, nods at Dylaiy ey Are A-Changin’.” The cuts from contemporary action to the
and the two walk away in opposite directions, with Dylan heading past depicted in archival footage, back to contemporary action,
down the alley without looking back. disrupts the temporal and spatial continuity that narratively orders




100 DOCUMENTARY 5o 8 ¢ THE MATTER 101

rRUTH ©
observationalism, replacing it with the non-narrativized pr
of performance. Elsewhere, Dylan’s musical performancf
structured into the narrative as he heads north to Muuches“; _
back to London though, ironically, the narrative lacks the f
esty’ and ‘integrity’ of the Mississippi performance, a funeg
Dylan’s constant performing off stage. Within these perfm-; 3
there is no way to get ‘access’ to ‘the real’ Dylan.
The rockumentary convention of ‘backstage’ has develq
reaction to such a difficulty, offering supposedly unm-cp
glim.pses of the ‘real’ person behind the performance. Tha
vention, operative in a range of rockumentaries including Wood
(1970), Gimme Shelter, The Last Waltz (1978) and Pennek
Monterey Pop, exploits the hand-held camera of direct cinemgy
%ts capacity to film in confined and poorly lit spaces such as d
ing rooms, concert hall corridors, the back seats of limousings, ay
hotel rooms. Erving Goffman, in his sociological and [JS)'choIo‘-
study of selfthood, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, examiy
various behaviours undertaken in particular social environm .
among them ‘backstage’, the physical space behind or off siag
which a performer can relax and ‘step out of character’ (Goffiy
1969: 98). Such an understanding informs the convention of by
stage as it operates in the rockumentary where, as Jona
Romney argues, it is .

e — 2 shaky tracking shot folloning Dylan anq his compan-
b they flee 2 concert I.1a11 by running alqng cornd‘o‘rs, up and
ircases, past fans in the street, and into a waiting limou-
: Sl_ﬁh will take them to the secluded space of a hotel room.
? -w‘hlct which mirrors a famous shot made by Albert Maysles for
h?ﬁ‘ which Kennedy is followed into an auditorium of wait-
wishers, has since became a rockumentary cliché parodied
his 15 Spinal Tap, 198'—‘}, in a scene in which the fictional band
ostin @ similar set of corridors and stairs.)
ihile Don 't Look Ba ck replicates the two domains of onstage and
Lstage, the film does not fully reproduce what are in other rock
\mentarics the attendant meanings of public and private
We are permitted backstage, but not granted access to the
eing’, in Romney’s terms. Off stage, Dylan continues to per-
articularly in the presence of the many interviewers who
in the backstage spaces. At certain times, Dylan seems to
delight in the interviews, and at other times, he appears to be
Gyt.‘d by interviewers, but both reactions seem to be calculated.
an appears as a masterful role player, an obfuscationist,
dulging in word games and gambits, willing to spin stories which
s clearly fabricated at the interviewer’s expense. In one particu-
far interview, with Horace Judson, the London-based arts corre-
ident for Time magazine, Dylan launches a verbal attack on
on and steps out of the role of interviewee by asking Judson
answerable questions. The scene is unsettling — Dylan, the man
e¢ace indulging in verbal aggression — and it is difficult not to
nder whether it was another example of Dylan’s performance.
on felt that the scene was contrived as an entertaining
quence for the film to compensate for the fact that the recorded
erview had gone flat (Sounes, 2001: 175).
In other, less overtly dramatic moments, the film captures, if not
Dylan acting for the camera, then his awareness of the camera’s
presence revealed, however fleetingly, in glances at the camera.
ing thrown a hotel assistant out of the room, telling him to go
[0 his ‘fop manager’, Dylan looks to-camera. On another occasion,
Sihile playing music and talking with Alan Price of the Animals,
lan starts a song and then looks directly at the camera, annoyed,
itseems, that Pennebaker is at that moment still filming when, for
fnce; Dylan would prefer he wasn’t (Pennebaker, 1990: 27). In
EPESB moments, and particularly during his interactions with inter-
Viewers, the camera reveals or inspires performances which are, in

Nangg

the most potent of all concepts designed to separate performer
fan. Itis a space of privacy, a world behind the curtain in which the
being, the ineffable precious essence of the performer’s self, supposed
lies shielded from sight... The audience is not normally permi
behind the sacred veil, but it is a convention of the music documen
to include scenes which take us backstage and offer us tant:
glimpses of the reality behind the show ... [Such scenes] offer usa
tasy ‘Access All Areas’ pass, one of those areas being the artist’s vei
soul. Above all, they promise access to the truth, for backstage is i
ined as a far more ‘real’ space than the stage in which the artists d
their work. (Romney, 1995: 83)

The convention creates a distinction between the public s
of the stage, where a performer presents a persona constructed
the purposes of entertaining an audience, and the private sp:
offstage in which the mask of the performer is dropped
the person behind the performer is revealed. Don’t Look B
includes a shot which clearly indicates a separation of stage #
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: BBC 1982) made significant contributions to a ‘direct
3 (, : ),r{)‘.lth.m In the United States, the 12-part series An
} w_w ‘g}ﬁﬂ ily (PBS, 1973) drew large audiences to its detailed
;.-m{ rﬁ[ibnls of the Loud family of Santa Barbara, California.
Y-Obt:l:c (;ne of the series the producer Craig Gilbert speaks in
: ﬁ[.-?,l- introducing the series and its concerns.’® The segment
_';.:&Q“;)t: the first instances of exposition melded to sequences of
;[:-I::tion and it anticipated a subsequent increasing move
i d: the incorporation of narration within the context of ob‘ser—
'n Other prominent observational works from the United
es-include the theatrically released Hoop Dreams (1994), Crum‘b
995), The War Room (1994) directed by Pennebeker and Chris
sedus, and StartUp.Com (2001), which was directed b}f Hegedus
roduced by Pennebaker. In Australia the observational films
Robert Connolly and Robin Anderson (Rats in the anks, 1996,,
ing the Music, 2001) and Dennis O’Rourke (‘Cannibal Tours’,
7. The Good Woman of Bangkok, 1992, and Cunnamulla, 2001),
; bru‘mb, openly incorporate off-camera comments by the film-
er and, at times, moments of direct questioning of the subject
e filmmaker. .
" The increasing integration of aspects of exposition within an
@bscrmdonal context has broadened to the point that many works,
. ticularly those in the docusoap format, commonly rely on inter-

effect, an acknowledgement of the camera’s presence. The Camey
does not capture the man ‘behind the shades’ (Heylin, 1997y, .5
Pennebaker (1971: 192) pointed out, Dylan ‘knew that the cam,
was recording [him] in a way which [he] elected to be TECOTd e ;
[He was] enacting [a] role ... very accurately.’
Don’t Look Back effectively documents a consummate per formep
and extends the opportunities (in the prologue and thmughé' |
the film) for Dylan to perform. Pennebaker is implicated in i
process not as neutral observer but as co-conspirator colludip
Dylan’s performances. By privileging and, in effect, licengiy
Dylan’s offstage ‘performances’ for the camera Don’t Look
complicates the direct cinema rhetoric of detached observatig
ism and the claim that the presence of a camera does not modify 4|
subject’s behaviour. In this way Don’t Look Back points to the esga 3
tial paradox that underlines the direct cinema claim: the notion pft
a subject ‘acting naturally’ in the presence of the camera.

3

Post observationalism

The rockumentary has continued as one of the most commercially!
successful cinema release documentary forms (one which also fege
tures in the large-screen IMAX format; Rolling Stones: At the May,
1991, is one such work). Various films which followed Don’t Loak: e er to provide additional information as part of a
Back contributed further revisions to a basic observationalism. The' yj_mvs'an ‘fIOlce‘-c'):l whzll)t S e en of directors seo as the limita
Maysles brothers Gimme Shelter, for example, marries observyatio; Lﬁ,? gice of revsing onal hods. Another develop-
with a Rouchian reflexivity in a scene near the end of the fil k ns O.f COEyentlona(li OEZ:rV;;?r?aa:l?;c?“eZsing Oa dmission (I))f
which the filmmakers appear in frame to replay footage for Mi jment 1 ,t 1s‘ regz.:lr 5 - ks which ol 1 e observa-
Jagger and Keith Richards of the Stones’ Altamont concert rformative ‘set pieces’ in works which playfully revi
which a fan was killed by a member of the Hell’s Angels, an event: tion through references by subjects to the presence of the camera
that i ident in the footage). Prior to the ri £d ’ 3 ‘and its effect on their actions. Corner cites Sylvania Waters

at s evident m the 1oo 25¢). Frior fo the Tise of docusoap (BBC/ABC, 1992)!* in this regard, a work of what he calls ‘neo
gamedocs and their reworking of observationalism (see Chapter 10} ﬁ el h"c h dispels a detached observationalism in the first
the rockumentary contained so th i i ionds QEtE, whi _ :
of the Observatiox};al mo(;ee some of the most radical disrupiSy \eépisode when the son of the household introduces the viewer to

: . the * i i is ‘going to get to know’. Here the

Beyond the rock documentary a ‘purer’, more conventional if Ele c}‘laracters ,th.elwewe’r 18 l'gd g gllf e ited
terms of observational practice, form of non-interventionist direct am}ier:;:iw (_)f the ernte ;S:ZZ ?rP:)II)nle ;fﬁ?;isnziits a(Iéorm;gr 1596- o1
cinema persisted. Notably, productive output in this line hasi 1'.-Aki15 inc pertorin - p b pb' cts of the ,ﬁlmmaker’s
tended to outstrip works informed by cinéma vérité’s reflexive b ow.mg and OpEn recogmiton fY SutJe N
approach (though, confusingly, the terms ‘ciné vérité’ and ‘vérité E;flsli“s;c }is aYI‘)hergsltent fe?zi\l/l[f[?v 02()%0;)1 emporary

. . . . Ver rnes f .

have come to be used interchangeably with ‘direct cinema’ to refets e e Usoounmes (1 i ffer asides
to work in the field). In the United Kingdom, Paul Watson’s T In a similar vein, subjects in the docusoap often offer aside
Family (BBC, 1974) and Roger Graef’s 1 3-pa’lrt television series o the camera, thereby implicating the viewer in action which is
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self-consciously performed for the camera. It is within and g,
performative methods that docusoaps and other forms of pﬁpﬁ
factual programming (see Chapter 10) constitute a SN
recent revision of observationalism. Performance and obgery,
interact to a heightened degree in contemporary gamedocg ¢
as Big Brother, for example, in which an unrelieved OI)S(:}'vaL'la G
gaze inspires and warrants a performative element. OI)SEW‘AHQ
here extended to a form of provocation reminiscent of itg o
tion in cinéma vérité. Where the makers of Chronicle of a Sy
regularly gathered subjects together (typically over din nérj'f ,
draw out their responses, Big Brother routinely invites subjects in
a ‘diary room’ for a focused session of questioning. In one way, thy
increasing prominence of performance within particular obse :
tional contexts tends to render moot, or at least mitigates, the

debate concerning the role of the camera in revealing or prove
ing essential, unperformed, ‘truths’ of human behaviour. In anggig
way, however, an acknowledgement of the place of performance
contemporary documentary representation points to a reinvigopg
tion of the debate concerning the possibility of filming peg
who, though openly aware of the camera’s presence, display
‘natural’ or ‘authentic’ behaviour. q

rthe Camera |
Autobiographical
Documentary

hought it was real’; ‘I try to keep track of the days’; ‘dear diary’.
styles and language of written autobiography are familiar to
% The expression of the self — through use of the first person
_ characterizes a written form which reflects and focuses various
onal’ or subjective issues and agendas. A move from written
obiography to filmed self-representation has extended the pos-
ties for the depiction of ‘first person’ topics and created new
yles and forms available for such representation. In turn, new
ra and sound technology has further contributed to the
of the autobiographical mode. The camcorder diary, for
unple, is now a popular and expanding form of self-authored
rk which has impacted on the visual language of the autobiogra-
hy, creating new visual styles that situate the viewer in an intimate
slationship with the subject of the autobiography. Other issues
ond new camera technologies have impacted on the develop-
nitof autobiographical film and video. The rise in various Western
tries in the late 1960s and 1970s of social movements commit-
to promoting personal issues of sexuality, gender, ‘race’ and
nicity have, by popularly expressing and thereby foregrounding
lEse issues, contributed to the expression of self and identity in
dutobiographical forms of filmmaking.

» The ‘imaginative singularity’ which we call our self (Smith,
1988: 101) is expressed in and through our thoughts and feelings.
_ I€ intensely personal and individual subjective sense of self is
HOL however, inherent; we learn or develop such a sense of self as
W€ grow and interact within society. In this way, our subjectivity,
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