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A Visual Turn for Organizational Ethnography:

Embodying the Subject in Video-based Research

Abstract

For organizational ethnography we argue that traditiphilosophies of onto-epistemological realism
be supplanted by interpretive and reflexikimking to provide fresh theoretical assumptions and new
methodological proposals for film- and video-based reseafdie argument is developed in three
phases: First, to establish analytical context.explore the historical evolution of the ethnographic
organizational documentary and discuss habitual problenmsethodological, philosophical and
technical- filmmakers have faced when claiming qualities of directness and objeativitgir work

that is, through the style dfilm-truth’. Second, to advance new conceptual logic for video-based
organizational research, we supplém objectivist and realist philosophy underpinning traditional
documentary filmmaking with sociologically interpretive and reflexiveuargnts for undertaking
ethnography in organizationa subjective process which importantly yields greater understanding of
affect and embodiment. Finally, to define new methodological opportunities, itliegaretive and
reflexive arguments are marshalled to underpin a strategy of participatory thinkindeo-based
organizational ethnography a ‘withness’ approach facilitating a greater sense of affect and
embodiment as well as polyvocal interpretation of visual data; aigeashich sees filmmakers,

social theorists, participants, and viewers alike united in analytical space.

Keywords
Documentary, embodiment, ethnography, filmmaking, organization studies, participatoigm,real

video



Introduction

‘Ethnographic film is too serious a thing to be left to filmmak@Rrsiby, 1998, p. 6)

This paper concerns relations between theory and practice in visuatsttaiad research. Given the
increasing relevance of ethnography and visual research in the field ofzatigam studies, the
guestionaskedis ‘how should we (re)present data on organization in video-based ethnographic
investigationd? To this end, we discuss three elements central to documenting the lifeefvtine
organization visually- ethnographic flmmaking, saditheory, and participant interaction.

When assessing organizational issuee argue that approaches and techniques of
ethnographic filmmaking he traditionally offeed researchers little more than mindless empiricism,
or facts without theory. In contrast, we suggest that whiltorically, ethnographic filmmaking
reflects standard realist ontologyand signally mechanistic allegories of the bedgontemporary
forms of interpretive, reflexive and relationist anadysiomprise a more varied palette for
understanding organization visually. Indeed for explaining such issues we feel deassenwhen
contrasting advances in social theory with the traditions and practices of filmdihsedraphy.

Our suggestion therefore is that ethnographic organizdtiesearch should take a visual turn
[1]. This sees a valuable association established between interpretiwgt/postral theory and
documentary filmmaking practice in organizational ethnography emphasising effdcidiment and
polyvocality. We seek to bring together the expertise of the filmmaker and the organittationist
and unite them with participants and viewers in the same or very similgtiealaspace. Such
inquiry promotes new assumptions, logic and method for conceptualising participateoybased
organizational ethnography.

The argument is realised in three parts. First, we establish contartilyging the history of
ethnographic flmmaking on work and organization. After discussing developimemtethod, style
and technique, we examine conceptual and philosophinainly onto-epistemological principles
relating to how documentary filmmakers have traditionally sought to preseny,reall especially
bodily reality. Second, we discuss the relationship between ethnographic Kilmymend modern
social theory as the onto-epistemological focus shifts fromath® philosophies of realism to
interpretative assumptions of idealism. We argue that recent social tfezs/agendas far richer
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than realism for the modern filmmaker to consider, especially when expédfeay and embodiment
in video-based accounts. And third, we join these historical and conceptuaieatg to advance
visual inquiry infused with social thegra project which takes reference to ‘participatory’ (Milne,
Mitchell and de Lange, 2013hd ‘withness’ (Shotter, 2006, 2011) thinking on research methodology.
Reflecting on possibilities for more affective, embodied and abovérdiical’ documentary, we
argue ultimately for achieving this within a polyvocal approach to viemd organizational

research.

Analytical Context — In Search of Reality
‘The important filmmakers of the future will be amatéuttributed to Robert Flaherty,
€.1925, by Jean Rouch, 1992)
The main audience for our project is organization theorists/researcher® afyjetttive to provide an
agenda for interpretive, reflexive and participatory inquiry in video-basghizational ethnography.
The questions we address are ones concerning the advantages that video-based reseffiech ca
organization studies; specifically, approaches informed by sociologically subjeoticepts. Our
goal is to strengthen the conceptual base for undertaking video-based orgaalizstihnography
througha ‘turn’ to alternative forms of theory and method. To estaldisbntext of this analysis, we
initially discuss the history of documentary filmmaking as it relatesthinographic studies of work
and organization, a history reflectirgpredominantly passive onto-epistemological standpoint. In
tracing this history, we explore relationships between image, and realitypeally how notions of

organization have been portrayed under the realist banf@motruth’.

Contextualizingifm-truth

Documenting the nature of work and organization througtsfdi@ming to offer realistic insights is
an issue much discussed by commentators over the decades. Writing varies fies aftilde

evolution of documentary styles (Eaton, 1979; Issari & Paul, 1979; Nelmes, 2012; W86,

through work with a conceptual or philosophical emphasis (Bruzzi, 200&| &aifuck, 2011;

Carroll & Choi, 2006; Livingston & Plantinga, 2009), to discussions of relBeand empirical
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possibilities (Bell & Davidson, 2013; Emmison & Smith, 2000; Heath, Hindmarsh & Luff,;2010
Meyer, Hollerer, Jancsary & van Leeuwen, 2013; Milne, Mitchell and de Lange, 2012).

In terms of the evolution of films investigating theuth’ of organizational experience, much
of the literature has considered ways in which workplaces and other orarsizate depicted in
relatively small-scale and low-budget documentaries (Aitken, 1998; Barnouw, 18&snB 1992;
Rotha, 193). Such writing discuss productions whose focus is frequently the lives of agricultural
and industrial workers, and signally their occupational skills, social relationsuétncal experiences
(Banks & Ruby, 2013; Cousins & Macdonald, 2006; Stead, 1998). Customarily, theesfilbject is
the physical body of workers, as used to emphasise hemismganized labour, the aesthetics of
physical toil,or intimate experience of conventions, customs and rites (Aitken, 1990; Corner, 2005;
Durington & Ruby, 2011; Winston, 1995).

The style of ethnographic documentary in which such representations haaetetistically
been portrayed is that commonly referred to‘fdm-truth’ (or cinéma véritg kino-pravda; and
relatedly direct cinema; living camera; realistic cinema). The histosthofographic film-truth has
seenthe evolution of techniques dedicated to producing evermore direct and unmediatedoimages
social performance (Cousins & Macdonald, 2006; Issari & Paul, 1979). Philosophitel
established concerns of this genre are the effects of artefact and mediatioruatipnsdvhich claim
to offer straightforward reflections of everyday reality; in otherdsplissues which confront the
filmmaker who is attempting to become, methodologically, flg-on-the-walf. Achieving such
relatively unmediated access to reality thus lies at the heart ofduthalogical developments and
stylistic movements (Barsam, 1992; Durington & Ruby, 2011; Rotha, 1973x demtury and more,
ethnographic filmmakers have reproved the aesthetic in which the art of the comfitercsalbased
with dramatic or stylistic elements of such productions being rejectethasdrance to the portrayal
of thevital truth” (Armes, 1966, p. 125).

Debate has also concerned the objectives of ethnographic documentary in threttilm-
tradition. Writers have describedblethora of styles emerging undeistheading, many seemingly
marginaly conneotd to the goal of realising low reactivity images. During a poptdsade for the
genre, the 1960s, writers argued that film-truth had become applied so freely that feangsohad
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‘absolutely nothing in common except cellufo{tlipscombe, 1964, p. 62; see also Nichols, 2010).
Other commentators suggested film-truth ithe biggest hoax of the centurgnd that'nothing is
more fabricated, more prepared, more licked into sh@Rlearles Fox, quoted in Issari & Paul, 1979
p. 12). Such disparity has made film-truth one of the most debated styfiltmrnaking and film
studies (Bruzzi, 2006; Christie, 2007; Nelmes, 2012). Indeed, despite theucantdemand for
organizational (especially corporate) documentaridsr example, Inside JolRoger and Me, The
Smartest Guys in the Room or the largest grossing documentary, Fahr8fiei visual
anthropologists have often refedto the‘myth of transparenéyBell & Davison, 2013, p. 2) or even
to ‘death of the ethnographic filnfRuby 1998, pl) when summarizing sociological critique about

the status of the genre.

History, philosophy and method

We can trace the origins of organizational ethnographic documentBiiga Vertov’s work on the
‘kino-eye as early as 1918yhich advocated a ‘social realist approach to filming everyday social
and organizational events (Cousins & Macdonald, 200&xtov’s concept of kino-pravda required
the non-participation of the filmmaker as fundamental condition of attaining ethnographic
authenticity. The camera was assumed to be an instrument of scientific stugyhtlarhich human
vision could be extended, similar to the microscope and x-ray. Instead of using sets, actaigtand sc
workers would play workers and peasants would play peasants.

It was more than 40 years later, however, that the genre became widely adopted.waterest
stimulated by the kind of social science meets ethnographic film relationghigdvocate in this
paper. The visual project in question, Chronique d'un été (Chronicle of ae8ud®61) was an
experimental documentary by filmmaker Jean Rouch and sociologist Edgar Morin in wéselspa
by were asked justne question: ‘are you happy¥ In wake of Chroniqyea large number of
categories and concepts emerged to define ethnographic filmmaking in theufiim- or for
Rouch/Morin, cinéma vérité style, these varying according to the filmradk interpretation of
philosophical principles and practical objectives. Among the many styles assoaiiditin-truth
documentary around this time wehe ‘realistic cinemaapproach of Bill Jerseyhe ‘living camera
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style of Richard Leacockhe ‘direct cinemamethod of Donn Pennebaker and the Maysles Brgthers
and the ‘personal documentarynode of Norman Swallow (Winston, 1995) [2].

Nevertheless, despite such a range of classifications and conceptions, d2Warg. 10)
argues ‘notions of objectivity and transparency resonate through the history of documentary
Similarly Bruzzi (2006, p. 120) suggests thabservational documentary has not been rendered
obsolete by the advent of more interactive and reflexive modes of non-fiction teleaisiofiln.
Accepting the implicitly objectivist assumptions of social transparencys ipurist sense the film-
truth documentary filmmaker has atteeghto avoid judgment, so that thepparently ‘authenti¢
experience of a situation can be revealed. Technical proficiency is deemed less intpartan
accessing the genuine sense of a setting. The filmmaker works classithtytwiredetermined
notions of plot and avoids imposing structure, for the customary resources of timerobah film —
scripts, actors, stages, lighting, props, narration;-edce deemed anathema and somewhat corrupting
of ‘reality’. The task is merely to follow those involved and capture their experiefbissis the
style that spawned mucteality TV’, with Fetveit (1999) for example tracing the lineage back though
living-camera and cinéma vérité all the way back to kino pravdavoik for example by Charles
Ferguson, Alex Gibney and Michael Moore is included, far from film-truth deatsny being a
faded genre, recently we have witnesseditsewed popularity” and how it has become ‘global
commodity (Bruzzi, 2006, p. 1), notably through examining organization-related issues such a

corporate failure, systems collapse, business scandals, profiteering and cost-cutting in health care.

Technological evolution

Importantly, in seeking to improve audience experience of ethnographic documentary kéhsima
have taken advantage of progressive technological innovations. Notable here ths beaiability

of ever smaller and lighter equipment capable of recording longer sequend¢edettér-quality
sound, and in more intimate locationslistorically these developments have reflected movements
from static to mobile to personal equipment and its use from the domain e$paofals to that of
amateurs. In an era where digital equipment is now widely available, tecluadldgivelopments
have increasingly presented opportunities for greater reflexivity on thefgae flmmaker as video
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becomes more ‘personal’ (Ruby, 2000, 2005). Three brief examples from the history of documentary
make the point.

Kino-eye. In suggesting filmmaking purge itself adverything that has not been taken from
life> (Sadoul (1940, p. 172), Dzig&ertov’s work represents the first significant attempt at
ethnographic documentary. Influenced by the social realism of early Russiarakiingn and also
arguably by the time and motion studies of Fredrick Taylor and Franke@ilb ‘Scientific
Management’ (see Beller, 2006; Cockburn, 2015 Vertov initially argued that a fundamental
criterion for attaining ethnographic veracity was the abstention of the fhlemfeom any creative
process, as instead he proposed a philosophy of cinematic realism in whicdntbea operated
scientifically as acine-eyé (Nichols, 2010). Given the technology available at the time however
Vertov’s proposals were exaggerated in suggesting such a style could be used for anythitlgmore t
recording brief film sequences. To obtaikino-pravdd (film-truth) images with large static
equipment his early work sees very short scenes recorded, frequently from loicitéons, or later
with the use of telephoto lenses to show scenes ordinarily unavailable to humantigen@ss, for
example, from the top of a building or underneath a moving train in Man with a Movie Camera, 1929)
(see Feldman, 1977; Lawton, 1978atteier, 2002)

Living-camera. Many of the technological problems faced by Vertov seemeltveats
decades later in what is considered a breakthrough in ethnographic documebitavy Associates
Primary (1960). This black and white film in tHeving camera style sawthe rationalism of film-
truth writ large. With support from Time-Life to develop light and m®ldiémm equipment, Robert
Drew was contracted to record the 1960 Wisconsin Primary, and specificallycko Joan F.
Kennedys campaign. With synchronized sound and vision, the filmmadksersg now ‘walk in and
out of buildings, film in a taxi or limousine [and] get sound and pictures as events ot¢ueaszbck,
1992) and in so doing, the body is shown as naturally obserasgresentingts own truth (Nichols
1991). The ethnographic story could now metaphoric#dly itself’, asthe filmmakers intended to
offer no narrative other than the seridsvents leading to Kennedy’s victory. Instead the philosophy
of Primary was to present viewers with evidence they contdrpret themselvés- the film would

depict but not jude (Cousins & Macdonald, 2006).
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Personal video. Ethnographic filmmaking saw another paradigm shift withdthent of
video camera technology. This emergadthe 1980s with 8mmcamcorders which served to
synchronise sound and vision and technicallyteutiiem in a single apparatus. Thigde location
shooting a one rather than two person task, and also saw high-quality filmrtedtinglogy become
widely available. The earliest devices were tape-based, but from the tura 2f'tcentury digital
recordingsawtape replaced by storage medReflectingRobert Flaherty’s (1925) prophecy thdthe
important filmmakers of the future will be amateéummentators suggest this technology yielded
the type of images the pioneers of film-truth always sougtitect accounts that take us closer to the
aspiration of wieldinghe ‘camera peh where evidence is recorded as directly on fiit is written
on paper (see Murthy, 2008; Tabachnick, 2011). Recently digital video-makinitjefadih cell
phoneshavemade this notion even more prescient, through facilitating concealed recording and the
express creation, sharing and distribut@hmoving images free from control over broadcasting
content by studio companies (for espe Tehran Without Permission, 2009, directed by Sepideh

Fars).

New Conceptual Logic— A Turn to Subjectivity and Reflexivity
There are two ways to conceive of the cinema of the Real: the fisspigtend that you can
present reality to be seen; the second is to pose the problem of ridéditin, 1980, p. 1)
For making sense for example of organizational phenomena, film anthropolayistsuggest that
customarily‘the ethnographic film is undertheorized and underanaly$adby, 1998, p. 1). Indeed
Bruzzi (2006, p. 2) makes a strong case tthegoreticalwriting on documentary has ... not kept pace
with developments in critical and cultural theoryo tackle this problem for organization studies we
begin by placing the implicittruth’ assumptions of realist ethnographic documentary under critical
sociological scrutiny. In seeking to theorize film-based ethnography farganization studies
audience, we ask whethiéccan ever represent a genuine manifestation of events. In other wanrds, ¢
ethnographic documentary ever offer an objective lens on social, cultural and instiissoralwhen
editorial decisions involve concerns about the organizational world and hosv shduld be
represented? Having therefore discussed one element of the above quotatiorabwadg —
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attempts by ethnographic documentary to preaérdality to be seen- we now consider the other

how organizational ethnographic flmmakers can conceptuatiegroblem of reality

Representation and ideology

While we have noted the Cartesian onto-epistemological assumptions underpinning mgany earl
documentary philosopés — that notions of social reality reflect an independent sense of being
current sociological thinking suggests such arguments are frequeniljussy’ (Bruzzi, 2006) or
‘imagnary’ (Nichols, 2010) as those underpinning mainstream forms of filmmaking (Pink, 2013).
The question this raises for organizational research, therefore, is how totpresdiéstic’ issues of

work, occupations and institutionsvideo-based ethnographic form.

Contemporary film theory suggests that as documentaries are inevitably subjezhdge afr
editing and other post-production processes (for segNelmes, 201p their offerings inevitably
reflect the normative components of character, story and setting displayed in sti@rgénres
(Durington & Ruby, 2011). The argument goes that audiences for ethnographic decynaeat
typically presented with the kind of analytic structure they would rec@iv mainstreantfilm
entertainment (Banks, 2001). This is based on a simple habitual process in which defined
predicaments generate dramatic tensions that are inevitably resolved in condfusiber words, in
being so structured the organizational ethnographic film makes referenealitp that is always
imbued with significations (Nichols, 2010).

Other forms of modern sociological criticism highlighetole of ideology in organizational
ethnographic documentary. Arguments often relate to charges 6fdhstructed nature of film-
truth outputs. Thus the claim of early documentarists that their filene contracted because they
offered privileged access twoeality has become considered by many to be an ideological effect
(Bruzzi, 2006; Nichols, 2010). Instead, the suggestion from sociology that ethnographic
documentary typically offers assembled forms of evidenseresto destabilize notions that film-
truth somehow offers superior social ethic (Heath, Hindmarsh & Luff, 201).this view, the

landmark films of Dziga Vertov, Robert Flaherty, and Robert Drew for exameleharged with



offering access to a world rather than the werldthey represent rather thaeflect reality (Nichols,
1991, 2010).

Contemporary social theory suggests therefore that the truth claimshodgeaphic
documentary correspond not so much to what we discern realistically about the wbrkdyb in
which the world can be interpreted via systems of elucidation and justificatimzz{B 2006;
Durington & Ruby, 2011; Nelmes, 2012). It is argued that the worlds of veoekel managers, for
example, are brought to us through representational agencies (Pink, 2009, 2013yanimtwna
world is accessed ethnographically via media which serve to structure, dramatizecamstruct
everyday actions. As the ethnographic narrative takes form we are transportdédciréonconstruct
through the medium of signification. Rather thamindless theory-neutral correspondence between
the empirical and perceptualthe ‘myth of transparencéyBarthes, 1977} filmic evidence becomes
shaped by arguments that rely on tactics and conventions for their execution (Pink, T2@13).
ontological realism the early ethnographic documgntdmmakers sought seems increasingly
outmoded in situations where reality is shaped by authorial judgments on whatr di@ss anot

justify being observed.

Embodiment and affecBeyond the passive body

We are saying therefore that if we wish to explore possibilities for a refbegive and contemplative
perspective owisual ethnographic accounts of organization then contemporary social theory offers a
way forward. Specifically we argue that sociological thinking from antiettralist or post-
structuralist (Hassard & Wolfram Cox, 2013) perspectives offers the meanstiaghimportant new
insights for ethnographic documentary.

In constructing this argument we highlight two issues in particulathtvataroused interest
among sociologists in recent yearsembodiment (Farnell, 2013; Hindmarsh & Pilnick, 2007;
Wolkowitz, 2006) and affect (Brennan, 2004; Clough & Halley, 2007; Clough, 2008; Prot@9i, 20
Thrift, 2007) — and which serve to promote a greater sense of subjectivity in concgptyudhie
practices and products of organizational ethnographic documentary. These issuegdmvd b
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increasing concern to those wishing to understand ethnographic experience of workaaizhitog
(Dale, 2001; Cunliffe & Coupland, 2012). Drawing on interpretive and discutBinking, we
highlight the importance of affect and embodiment for modern video-based orgamization
ethnography and how these issues can be conceptlialfer example, dramaturgically,
phenomenologically, semiotically and narratively (Waskul & Vaninni, 200@.didcuss how such
concepts can provide the basis for a more reflexive understanding of videbdiasography; as for
example in work on video-shadowing by the Montreal School (Cooren, 2015a, 2015b; M&unier
Vasquez, 2008; Vasquez, 2013), an approach which draws inspiration from relationjistsanal
post-structural theory (Goodwin. 2000; Heath, 1997; Heath & Luff, 2013; Mondada, 2003, 2006).

In post-structural theorising, for example, there has been much interest in wakairanes
the relationship betweéebody and organizatior{(Hassard, Holliday & Willmott, 20QQ_ennie, 2000;
Turner, 2008) and seeks to place embodina¢miie centre of the analytical stage (Goodwin, 2000;
Klpers, 2013; Styhre, 20040rganization theorists have argued that mainstream analysis has tended
to ‘disembody the subjectBrewis & Sinclair, 2000), or else more marginalize the body as a medium
of analysis (Dale, 2005; Dale & Burrell, 2000; Ogden & Wakeman, 2013). Attempts havenbee
to retrieve the body from the position of being a passive object of sadntifiiry to emphasise an
affective or subjective body (Benthall & Polhemus, 1975; Blacking, 1977; Csa@s), as well as
stressing consideration of the multifarious character of bodily experiétindefmarsh & Pilnick,

2007; Hockey, 2009; Riach & Warren, 2014).

We have described however that the tradition of realist ethnographic documentary
filmmaking has emphasid the essentially passive presence of the body, taking little accousst of i
often ‘contestedl (Holliday & Hassard, 2001) nature. This has led those interested in filsingnd
video to communicateosial and cultural research to ‘look outside the conventions of ethnographic
and documentary film for models to discover a form appropriate for their purdésdsy, 1998, p.

1). The incarnation of characters in film-truth organizational decwany is disparaged in that it

often reflects, or even requires, a bland, clinical and routine sense otglhgisiplay and social
encounter: metaphorically teeach out yet not touch someone’ (Nichols, 1991, p. 233also see Pink,

2009). An assumption underpinning such work is that the bodies of workers or managers, for, instance
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should be presented in a passive, taken-for-granted manner; as expressively commonglace, or
‘flat’ (Aitken, 1998).

In terms of body images in such productioHssry Watt’s celebrated 1936 GPO Film Unit
production Night Mail- a film concerning the Royal Mail delivery train service between London and
Scotland- provides a ready example of a visually passive and essentially disembodgieidatignal
documentary. The stilted images of workers and superyismgmented bythe ‘received
pronunciation voiceover narration, suggest a sense of detachment, aloofness, and itgpadénie
at the time Watt and colleagues experimented innovatively with sound, visualastyl editing
(Winston, 1995), the film largely portrays workers as mere physical bodgs;atency as mere
mechanical activity (see Figure 1)In Night Mail, which is one of the best known film-truth
documentaries, the postal service is constructed as a formal, functional and prescribeof chai
operations through which the collecting and delivering of mail is accomplishethelguand
unproblematically 24 hours a dayBy visually signifying employees’ physicality as a constant and
integral component of the mechanics of the Royal Mail, the bogyrésent and yet abserftWaskul
& Vaninni, 2006). Images of a secure body symbolize the immutable and invulngualitees of
the state’s mail service together with the passivity of the pre-World War 2 British working class.
Consequently, the representation of the mechanistic bodyxed and stable serves to ‘flatter?
(Aitken, 1998) any sense of contradiction, ambiguity or difference, thus algdhe multifarious
relationships between the body and embodiment in the sense of a person’s affective experiencing, or

living through the body (Dale, 2005).

Figure 1. Body images from Night Mail (1936).
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Notions of body and embodiment have of course been concegtliaisnultiple ways by
different disciplines. Forms of medical knowledge for example have constructed the baatylypam
a physical and biological object. In the social sciences, on the other hand, emboiment
conceptualised in terms of affective aspects of human subjectivity or your body as | or you
experience it. The argument is that individuals experience their body as ayc&padoing— a way
of living through the acculturated body. This is a process through which diged®physical object,
is experienced, produced, sustained and transformed as affective subjec&(Rfacten, 2014). A
Waskul and van der Riet (2002, p. 488) suggest, a pé&isas notiinhabit’ a static object bodybut
is ‘subjectively embodied in a fluid, emergent and negotiated process of.béinghis sense, the
body, the self, and our social interactions are experienced in a manner widisgbgtions between
them are not only permeable and shifting but also actively manipulated and confijMeesttul and
van der Riet, 2002, p. 488). Hence the body and embodiment emerge from each otkiaougis
the affective and emotional body that we perform, express and present subjecttfitgrs in terms
of ‘meanings and effectgMeyer et al, 2013, p.522). Yet through the same activities others also judge
our body as object, by means of appearance and performance. The body is thus bdtlamsdibjec
object, or as Waskul and Vaninni (2006, p. 2) argue, ‘difective body and ‘experiences of
embodiment are ‘layered, nuanced, complex, and multifacétatithe level offhuman subjective
experience, interaction, social organization, institutional arrangements, cultural prosesisdg, and
history .

While these arguments are taken from contemporary social theory, in film stuitiers
have started to express similar sentiments (Bell & Davison, 2013). Film tkeloaist called, in
particular, for filmmaking styles that produce subjects who ‘amaltiple’, ‘split’ and ‘layered
(Friedberg, 2006), or else fofluid> (Marchessault & Lord, 2007) productions that analyse
organizational contradictions and paradoxes through enlightened and enlightening ethnographic
documentary (Pink, 2013). Thus modern ethnographic films that seek to analyse work and
occupations, institutions and organizations must call attention, neggskariépresenting the body
and embodiment in multiple ways (Bruzzi, 2006; Pink, 2009). Signally thesy stress the proactive
over the passive; the processual over the permanent (Carel & Tuck, 2011). @Wuoerdrtherefore is
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that social theory which highlights qualities of human affect and the dulpuoaluction of
embodiment can offer insightful resources for representing the subjeckgerieacing subjectivity

through ethnographic organizational documentary.

Theorizing subjectively

Although a number of interpretive and reflexive theories have been deployed to conceptualise t
body sociologically (Dale, 2001Pink, 2009; Turner, 2008\we have noted that of particular
prominence are contributions from dramaturgical, phenomenological, semiotic and namatjses
(Waskul & Vaninni, 2006). It can be argued that these positions offer establistietbgioal
frameworks from which to conceptualise subjectivity and reflgxiin visual ethnographies of
organization. Our suggestion therefore is that insights from these perspectivekelpa us
conceptualis a more nuanced sense of affect and embodiment in video-based research investigations.
For filmmaking logic that reflects greater appreciation of affagtiand embodiment the value of

these positions can be summarised as follows:

The dramaturgical body is embedded in social practices and can thus offexcéiveoto the
traditional passive assumptions of ethnographic documentary, which suggesicihbodies ‘just
are (Nichols, 1991). In the dramaturgical view, the body is central to humantydexatial relations
and emotional displayt is represented in ways that are variously personal and communal, private and
public, confidential and political. For social and organizational settings, the cclagsibolic
interactionist work of Erving Goffman (1959) emphasised that bodies are ghsegsmed, staged
and presented. People do not just have a body but actively presierd body. It is therefore in the
presenting and doing that actors are embqgdiadactive process through which the body is redlis
and made meaningful.

In the phenomenological body, the focus is again on meaning but with greater emphasis o
being as embedded in experience: the body as a corporeal anchor in the world yet concéined wi
consciousness and the phenomena that appear in acts of consciousness. Affective expehnience of t
self is realised through numerous forms of meaning, both literal and metaphoricais Iaigw,

‘thick’ (Geertz, 1973) descriptions of lived experience reveal how the life-waokrltslividuals and
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groups are produced and reprodudaslecting Schutz’s (1967) notions of ‘becauseand‘in order td
motives, the framework conceptualises the body as constituting the demands of self etydysici
characterized by activities organized by outcome-orientated actions sanireigoals external to the
body (McCloskey, 1988)Such assumptions can be clearly differentiated from our earlier analysis of
visual realism and its overtones of Cartesianseeng the organized world as a set of objects which
act and react upon one another.

The semiotic body is produced and acted upon mainly through culture and discourse (Casey,
200Q Nixon, Hall & Evans, 2013; see also Foucault, 2006), with the conceptual emphasismgeflect
forces of sign and symbol (Howson, 200%)iventhe ‘cognitive turri in semiotics, the corporality of
signs in human semiosis became an important focus of sociological attention, and imofdiwly
studies (Nelmes, 2012). It is apparent for example in verbal, nonverbal, aalihquastic
communication, where the human body is the embodiment of signs (Buckland, 2007). The body
therefore configured and re-configured through multiple representations ofyidestielated to the
effects of discursive power, where the body can be socially constructed as a sitncipation or
resistance (Goodwin, 2003). Notions of normalisation are central to such analygisopke
undertake their own corrective espaliering of the body to fit self intmekes of the organization
(Dale & Burrell 2014, p. 172).This self-corrective phenomenon is an effect of the way discursive
power acts on the body in forms that are at once material, sensual and symbolic.

And the narrative body is situated in reflexive stories we tell aboubodies, and those
others tell about their bodies and the bodies of others. Auerbach (2000) for examslarialysis of
‘repetition, recursion and the bddp early cinema illustrates how the notion of person is a narrative
accomplishment bestowing a sense of coherence; tliab&;omes structured by language, grammar
and syntax, as well aby social, cultural and institutional discourse. Narrative for instance is
suggested as a form oforking subjectivity and a site ofdiscursive struggle between narratives of
the self and institutional discourses which frame our (embodied) subjgc(wiaskul & Vaninni,
2006, p. 12). The narrative study of the body conceptualises the embodied self absiosets we
negotiate, struggle against, create, and of which we ultimately live oubtisequences (Denzin
1989).
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In addition, writing ona range of aesthetic issues (Ewenstein & Whyte, 2007; Sgrensen,
2010; Warren, 2008) has placed emphasis on affective and embodied experience, or work
demonstratinga greater sense of ‘bodily intensity (Deleuze, 1994). Writers on film theory for
examplehave stressed the need for ‘sensory ethnographyPink, 2009, 2011, 2013) of a multifarious
kind in contemporary visual research, as have anthropological filmmakers thesngsée for
instance Dargis, 2010; Hoare, 2013; Sweeney, 208@xial theorists have advocated perspectives
reflecting similar affective and embodied practices (Clough & Halley, 2007; Rld2@P8; Thrift,
2007), while cultural anthropologists have offered analogous views on sense pargeptiesses
(Brennan, 2004; McGrail, Davie-Kessler & Gruffin, 2015; Protevi, 2009). Ctoseome, writersn
organization studies have suggested the need for innovation andityréatembodied and affective
analysis (Dale & Burrell, 2014; Lennie, 2000; Riach &Warren, 2014). In other wswlislars from
a number of fields have advocated approaches to ethnographic-related research that seek to
‘problematizé and ‘challengé traditional or mainstream assumptions of what constitutes real
organizational experience (Alvesson & Sandberg, 2013); or to underscore experiergadimetmic
and energetic.. rife with possibilities to produce ‘new and ‘emergerit phenomena (McGrail,
Davie-Kessler & Gruffin, 2015, pt).

We suggest therefore numerous innovative ways to conceptualise affect and embadiment
video-based organizational ethnographsnodes of expression that move us beyond habitual tealist
objectivist and Cartesian assumptions. Nichols (1984s argued, for example, that bodily
representation through film and video can be prefigured through overlapping conceptual axe
narrative/anti-narrative and history/reflexivity. It is similarly dhgh our infusion of diverse
conceptualisation®f affect and embodiment that we can provide guidance on developing more
innovative practices, stysand visions for film-based ethnographic organization research. As Pink
(2009, 2013) has argued, the aim of such research is to encapsplatality of components in

communicating visual ethnographic messages.

New M ethodological Opportunities— Realising Participatory Research
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‘As participatory video often aims to reveal hidden social relatiodspaovoke collective

action, it may be regarded as a sociological interven{idiine et al., 2012, 8)

Our argument is that forms of ethnographic research underpinned by a range ddtineemaflexive
and other sociological perspectives can contribute to organization studies extuai-tvays; that is,

in visual texts we‘read instinctively. In practice, this can take a multimodal (ledema & Wodak,
1999; Meyer et al., 20)3orm and serve to document various ways in whialk, gesture, gaze, and
aspects of the material surround are brought toge{Béivers & Sidnell, 2005, p. 1). The analysis
which results reflects the influence of a range of visual, aural and tlvebsgtimuli in inquiry where

a viewer’s own affective reactions can become part of the investigative process — a situation where we
gain a greater sense of subjective involvement in understanding the resstinchand its meaning.
This sees an emphasis on emic rather than etic research practice (Marmig, Ames & Lickel,
1999).

The philosophy behind the type vifieo-based investigations we have in mind is akin to what
Shotter (2006, p.585) has described‘thénking from withir?. In traditional Cartesian logic the
suggestion is that ortdox practice orients us toward ‘thinking from the outsideand on issues we
observe ‘over theré The kind of visual organizational inquiry we advocate, however, involves
abandoning such exterior philosophies and arguing that a more engaged form ofdtigasis
appropriate to participatory visual research form which allows us téaffect the flow of processes
from ‘within our living involvement with them(Shotter, 2006, p. 585). This kind of engaged and
reflexive understanding is only available when exéer into what Shotter terms ‘dialogical social
interaction: in other words, it remains unavailable to us as external obsangrmnly becomes
accessible when we adopt raentality of ‘withness-thinking rather than the more familiar
‘monological or ‘aboutness-thinkirigof mainstream social research. As Polanyi (1958) suggested
similarly, what we gain from ‘understanding-from-withinis awarenss of ‘action guiding feelings
or elsein Schutz’s (1967) terms, feelings that offer an antjgitory sense of the contextual ‘style’ or
‘grammat of what is to come (Shotter, 2006) Phenomenologically, this reflects qualities of the
existential procegs with which we are involved, and above all the intimate, affective and embodied
feelings that can blest in descriptions ‘from the outside
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In developing such proposals, we have drawn not only upon our own expertise asoh team
sociologists-cum-filmmakers, but also from consulting other professionatbei course of this
conceptual but also practical investigation. Our aim is to promoteryntnait reflects the progressive
participation of filmmakers, sociologists, participants and ultimatielyers when researching issues
of organization. We wish to achiex®more ‘democrati¢ (Ohanian & Phillips, 2013) logic of
investigation for ethnographic filmmakingone that connects stakeholders polyvocally in common

analytical space. ¥/ address therefore the recent challenge to devélogwv forms

(Smets, Burke, Jarzabkowski & Spee, 2014) of organizational ethnography through adwancing

method that avoids thHélindspots (Bell & Davison, 2012) of traditional documentary. A by-product

of this projectis for audiences to become engaged more interactively in the research process, a
situation whereby they begin to understand more fully, for example, the lifdsnaofr workers and
managers, producers and consumers through greater appreciation of the subjdetivef si

organization (Clough & Halley, 2007).

Towards participatory visual inquiry

Recently a interest in ‘bringing actors back infEder, 2009) has brought ethnographic research to the
fore in organization studies (Smets et al., 2014). This has generatestsgquénnovative methods

in organizational ethnography (Van Maanen, 2011; Watson, 2011) by researcheldsiadidiverse
asinstitutional analysis (Kellogg, 2009; Smets, Morris, & Greenwood, 2012), the sociology of finance
(Knorr-Cetina & Bruegger, 2002b; Preda, 2007, 2009), strategy as practice (Jarddplziifbs,
2008; Spee & Jarzabkowski, 2011; Vaara & Whittington, 2012), and technology studies di,eonar
2011; Orlikowski, 1996, 2007). With this in mind we argue for abandoning onto-eplstgoal
realism in ethnographic documentary in favour of anti-structural and post-strubewmaking that
placesemphasis on affect and embodiment.

We argue thatwithness inquiry is invaluable here for encouraging often disempowered or
marginalized organizational actors to participate in visual research rétateryday experiences
(seefor instance Elder, 1995; Fine, 1992; Pink, 2013). The objective is to compleomeintional
non-participant ethnographic documentary with methods that allow for rdetailed analysis of
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practices ... in their sociomaterial context’ (Vesa & Vaara, 2014, p. 288). The goal is to bring
together organization theorists, filmmakers and research participants imtgend&eld work, with
this logic seeing key issues discussed subsequently with viewers and audiefeepriocess of
analysing data and making practical recommendations.

In methodological terms, evargue that recent technological developments, coupled with
increased familiarity with filmmaking practices, have facilitated esovowards lessobtrusiveé
(Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, & Sechrest, 1966) forms of visual inquiry. This has ig&ah d
innovations bring ethnographic documentary eeao what filmmakers long considered the
technological holy-grail- the ‘camera pen When considered alongside the greater availability of
editing software and possibilities for social media distribution, the meanalohgnan ethnographic
documentary i@ increasingly within theublic’s grasp. In short, much of the conceptual and technical
apparatus required to realize intimate, affective and participatoryapmears in place (Wiebe, 2015
see also Bell & Davidson, 2013; Bell, Warren & Schroeder, 2013). Indeed contributtrs
Handbook of Participatory Video (Milne et al., 2012) have argued variously for pragribé kind of
historically suppressed participant involvement we have in mindritical research’ emphasising
‘affect, ‘empowermerit and ‘reflexivity’ and which promas ‘learning from communitiés

‘reaching new audienceand‘fostering social change

Participatory filmmaking and research opportunities

Building a bridge from social theory to visual analysis, our own participatori has been directed

at realising theoretically-infused video-based contribution&titical’ (Adler, Forbes & Willmott,

2007; Alvesson & Willmott 1993, 2003and ‘dark sidé (see for instance Linstead, Marechal &
Griffin, 2014) organization studiedn these productionsiclassical organizational concerns of
bureaucracy and scientific management for example are analysed in connection to contemporar

issues of surveillance management, work intensification and corporate ideftegy e.g.

https://vimeo.com/70846887). Such films contribute critically through deploying pasttstl

‘mimicry’ (after Irigaray, 1991) toéescap(e) the confines of organization théegHassard, Kelemen
& Wolfram Cox, 2008, p. 31).The result is film-based analyses that play with assumed boundaries
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between fact and fiction (see Bordell & Carroll, 1996; Carroll, 1996; HRO; Juhasz and Lerner,
2008 Rhodes, 2006). Issues of subjectivity, affect and embodiment are central tchator&fliects
interpretive perspectives discussed earliedramaturgy, phenomenology, semiotics and narrative.
The products of cooperation between filmmakers and sociologists, on the one hprafabsional
quality of these films would have been impossible to realise without the expertise ofitfradiers
while, on the other, narratives of organizational control, occupational stresogkplage alienation
would have been difficult to conceptualise without the expertise of social and organizatosts.
Equally, our current empirical work is directed at promoting opportunities fdicipatory
inquiry in visual and textual ethnographic fieldwork. From an observation- and intelpeiged study
of care homes (see Burns, Hyde & Killett, 2013; Hyde, Burns, HassardI&tK2014), we gained
access to document the experientiesughts and feelings of residents, care workers, managers and
relatives. The case represashtan opportunity to study a complex situation of multiple, often
competing, perspectives. Given the plethora of recent scandals ipattdssector- many of which
have been exposed by film-based observation (see for instance Dugan;-20&4grgue that the
elderly body and its professional treatment represents a prime topic dlysianamong‘things
[which] might be meant b¥critical” (Fournier & Grey, 2000, p. 8). In this research the concept is
again to marry the expertise of filmmaker and social theori§b offer genuinely polyvocal
interpretations of emotions, feelings and perceptionghat can be extremely sensitive organizations
to access for researche have argued for eliciting additional voices in the research process (Sayad,
2013). A more‘progressivé (Alvesson & Willmott, 1996) form of research partnership in such
locations involves not only accessing the phenomenological and dramaturgicalemcg®rof
residents, but also those of care workers and managers: in other words, ingntvagbus
stakeholder perspectives in the process of agreeing the research agenda, how tatg|kod ways
to present analysis. The research philosophy is that filmmakers, organikhatidists and participants
should come ideally to inhabit a common reflexive space for interpretive inq@mnethodology
which moves us from avb- to three-pronged form of research association, or what might be tarmed

new form of‘investigator triangulation(Denzin, 2006).
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This raises the possibility of realising other innovations foerpretive and reflexive
organizational research. In addition to participants joining sociologidtéilanmakers to defia the
research agenda, advances in technology present opportunities for them to belynoreofued in
data collection. Video-based information can be gleaned by particgramesl with their own digital
technology- such as camera phones or web carasd thus acting metaphorically as their cauto-
ethnographitview-finders (Vesa & Vaara, 2014; see also Karra & Phillips, 2008), thighserving
to provide rich and affective experience [3]. Such participatory inquivibre the traditional
‘subjects of research are now trained in basic video-making skills, signale-shift for the
professional filmmad&r, whose responsibilities now lie mainly in production and realising an
intelligible cinematic form, which is customarily thepecialism (Milne et al., 2012).

Building on arguments developed earlier in the paper, the methodological approach we
propose advocates providing communicative spaces that facilitate prodyegsohgvocal forms of
organizational analysis (Arnold & Brennan, 2013; Tobin & Davidson, 20§i§pally, dialogues
between filmmakers, social/organizational theorists, and research particip&ietsargue that this
representswithness thinking in emphasising possibilities for diverse conceptualisation, multiple
forms of representation and pluralistic discourse, while also stressingitaofptonnectedness
between the parties involved. The idea is for filmmaker, theorist andipanticcoming together to
redise visually‘rich’ (Weis, Cipollone & Jenkins, 2014) images of relevance to organiaattemes
— ethnographically complex and sengitimages that cannot be replicated in written accounts (Meyer
etal., 2013).

As also argued, central to advancing this method is achieving a serisefl@ivity’
(Alvesson, Hardy, & Harley, 2008; Alvesson & Skoldberg, 2000; Cunliffe, 2003) in the cptisam
of the visual product. Ironically we can make reference here to a documentary disocUad One,
Rouch and Morits Chronique d'un été. Although very much in thealist style, a novel and
atypical feature of the flmmaking processs that participants/ere invited— post-production and as
members of an audienceto view the finished film and express opinions on what was presented.
Albeit a seemingly unconscious form of participatory inquiry, Chronique d'umaétheless
anticipates a sense of reflexivity in visual ethnography (Yang, 2012). Indgeeéd someway to

21



anticipating the type of withness thinking we have in minddopting reflexive post-production
practices which generate affective responses and involve participantsngstesgesearch and its
product (Mak, 2012). Such inquiry can also see video-based methods combined withimiole exa
observations, photographs and interviews to provide a variety of inputs to a réseestiation (see
for instance Meyer et al., 2013; Olivier, de Lange, Creswall, Wood, 2012). Visual research
may also be embedded in written forms, as suggested recently by some acaglerais jn business
and management.

We have suggested that video-based ethnography be underpinned by social theoryasppropri
to the topics under investigation, and also that participatory ethnography be deterbi
interpretive, reflexive and other forms of theorising; for example, phenomena)atyi@maturgical,
semiotig and narrative. In our research on care homes, such perspectives are depthiyelitd,
inter alia, sites of resistance against institutional practices, noensaf-correction process or the
accommodation of habitual organizational requirements (Rosile, Boje, Carlon, Zov@aylors,
2013). Rather than generate a single discursive alternative in ethnographic documemtattyer
form of film-truth — our approach offers a range of analytical opportunities for an organidat
research team to consider when framing visual explanations (see for instatelk 8&arroll, 1996
Carroll, 1996). In our current empirical work, for exam@Eepody as narrativeview suggests that
video-based researchrevividly capture the many discursive struggles that managers and workers,
relatives and residentengage in to produce a discourse of the (primarily aged) body. Drawing on
Foucaults (1979) notion of the semiotic body as'teace of culturg one possibility is to capture the
espaliering of embodiment (Dale & Burrell, 2014) and how through scapturing the subject
gradually submits to the needs of the organization, or alternatively resists suchigglprocesses.

A final extension of this argument is that our method is underpinned by assumptited rela
to another concept mentioned earliemultimodality (ledema & Wodak, 1999; Meyer et al., 2013;
Stivers & Sidnell, 2005). Kress (2010), for example, has argued that communicationinsontailt
and the concept of multimodality offers practical ways to conceptualise the varisual vi
opportunities for representing affect and embodinmenmaterial and experiential terms (see for
instance Kress & Van Leeuwen, 2001). For the former, such opportunities may reflect ciineosg
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practical factors of image, lighting, perspective and sound (Pink, 2009, 2013). Fattehethey
may reflect various verbal and non-verbal factors within inter-subjectwemunication (Riach &
Warren, 2014). When everyday action is interpreted by participants themselves, the namatjon
reflect an‘inner dialogug or bodily sensing in ways not mediated by explication frorfoaksidef.
Some filmmakers (and musicians and sound artists) for example have gone adodfdoce
microphones internal to the bottycapture aspects of deep corporeal experience.

Therefore, a strategy of participatory visual research, underpinned congepyualithness
thinking’, is suggested for demonstrating, explaining and potentially disrupting social acaltalr
institutional relations in organizations (De Lange, Mitchell & Stuart, 2008his strategy takes
recourse explicitly to a range of sociological concepts for interpretsuaivethnographic data in a
participatory mode. This strategy may serve to encourage social changmlaskis possibilities for
alternative modes of inquiry, interpretation and representation, while siyrstamfronting a diverse

range of ethical and power-related organizational concerns.

Conclusion

When analysing ethnographic documentary, film studies academics have historically setphasi
realist and objectivist philosophies. In contrast, we argue they have overlookeaf plitosophies
that are of equal or greater importance for making sense of visual studigsumization- ones based

on interpretivism and reflexivity, and underpéth by perspectives such as dramatyrgy
phenomenology, semiotics and narratology. These perspectives hold advantages for modern
ethnographic documentary in that they stress the inevitably affective and embodiedechafract
organizational life, notably through analysis which stresses human sensiteling and emotion.
The paper is not restricted however to arguingaforisual turri merely in the way we conceptualise
the ethnographic organizational documentary. Although this is one of our aims,dleeadst offers
methodological and empirical suggestions in concert with developing researehtigdotn
organization studies generally. This takes the form of an innovative participsitatggy for
gualitative research that emphasiseflexivity and ‘withness thinking In seeking to champion the
subjective and embodied qualities of ethnographic documentary, like the realfdm-tiith this
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strategy attempts to get 'ctasto the subjects of inquiry. Where it differs is in joining exgertior
the polyvocal framing and participatory investigative proeesstrategy that moves us progressively
towards an emic method for video-based organizational ethnography. The end cegahizational
researchin which filmmakers, social theorists, participants and viewers alike are broughtetoget

the same analytical space.

Notes

[1] Although this paper focuses on film- and video-based forms, we acknowletgbeh represent
only a sub-set of the range of visual research topics and methods that caawineupon in
organizatiomal ethnography. The ethnographic study of the visual can also include, for examide, w
relating to drawings, graphics, photographs, pictures, and signs. It includes ndwlatayaoduced
by researchers in empirical investigations as well as existing visuatiatgtused, for example, in
historical and sociological analysis (for overviews see Bell & Davison, ZBiinison & Smith,
2000; Margolis & Pauwels, 2011; Meyer, et al., 20Ray & Smith, 2012; Rose, 2011; Spencer,

2011).

[2] Despite being regularly categorized forms of “film-truth’ documentary, such approaches can
reflect important methodological differences, and notably so regarding the role fofmtneker in
relation to action. Whereas the philosophically detached living camera or climenta filmmaker

(for example, Richard Leacock, Donn Pennebaker, or more recently, Roger Graef, Dianne ®ammes
Paul Watson) stands by in the hope that something dramatic will edber metaphoric fly-on-the-

wall — the filmmaker in the cinéma vérité style (for example, Rouch & Morimane recently, Nick
Broomfield, Joan Churchill or Molly Dineen) purposefully interverreshie hope that action will be
stimulatedand ‘hidden’ layers of reality revealed- the metaphoric flyn-the-soup approach (see

Armstrong, 2006Barnett, 2007; Bruzzi, 2006; Cousins & Macdonald, 2006).
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[3] This discussion resonates with recent debates on the use of body-worn video canmeiaseby
officers, an issue that has been highlighted recently da@donber of high-profile civilian shootings
by the United States policdt is expected that the majority of front line police officers in the UK wi

soon be equipped with body-worn video cameras.
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