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In the production of “A hard day’s night” | haveperienced a shift in what | feel what
our roles are in the production crew, Shot Produmsti Since the start of the year it has
definitely been our biggest production in termglaining, shooting and editing. It has
been very challenging on different terrains suclaaguage use and certain filming
obstacles. One big obstacle has been finding asfaod a storyline in the documentary.
Altogether the whole experience was greatly rewaydind a very educational
experience. While the documentary did not achiegea academic mark it has
brought my attention to certain problems which ewighin our crew. For our next
production it will be necessary to concentratetmsé problems in order to achieve a
better product.

For better or worse the roles we have assignedrisetves for our production have
mostly overlapped and substituted each other.ngetiiit we assigned Amanda to be
director, Lindile as producer, and myself as camerson. Yet in the end the duties and
functions you would expect from these roles didsimk. The role of producer might
be said to plan resources, to plan and set up shaad deliberate between the crew. |
was the only crewmember with a driver’s licensax{sthing which has prompted me to
offer driving lessons) and the petrol cost wag $gliween me and Amanda; we took
turns to do the intimidating work of phone callglgostanned shoots together; Amanda
kept minutes and kept the contact list along witidile and we took turns to fill out
personal release forms; and when some frictiontexssbetween me and Amanda about
doing a shoot out of Grahamstown we solved thelicomfithout Lindy’s help. The
director can be said to arrange the characterstamgine, on paper and during shoots.
Yet deciding which subjects to interview was alwaysollaborative process with no
veto right given to anyone; | took the liberty tarsthe scripting process when we had a
serious lack of hard-copy direction; and duringatbavhoever was working with the
camera tended to compose the shot and direct bjecs's placement. As cameraperson
| acted more as assistant and because we tookttuoperate the camera and sound
gear for interviews and cut-aways. My value wasngjunput concerning shot
composition and pointing to technical problems uldmotice such as lighting and
sound.

In the end, despite sharing our functions, weealtied to find our positions where
we fit the best. For me, the position of directssgmed to befit my interests and actions
most. From the start my interest in the story veafind the underlying story and

relevance to the reader. Even if bucket toiletssamh an atrocity as sanitation and



bucket work is so degrading, why does the readeraad what character narrative
demonstrates it as such? During shoots | found lingsecting the position of
characters and their environments, even when Ineaisperating the camera. When |
was not in the position of interviewer | regulaclyipped in to add questions that |
thought we would need to fill in the narrative arcsdile tended to do more
camerawork than the two of us and demonstrated adaptability to the new camera
we were supplied than Amanda did. Amanda took catke minutes, diary, most of
the contact list details and fulfilled a lot of theoducer functions. Lindile and | split up
the transcript logging and the final edit was dopéAmanda and Lindile.

The use of language became quite a contentious fesws. Four subjects were
interviewed in their home language (two in Xhosd Bmo in English) and three
subjects were interviewed in English despite ithaing their home language (Xhosa).
While it would have better to interview everyondheir home language (in order for
them to explain themselves as well as possiblg)vibould not have been practical for
production (in terms of translating) and for thewer (too much subtitling is not
desirable). As such finding a middle ground wastma@siting. Subjects who could
converse with relative ease in English were inamad as such and Xhosa was limited
to the two subjects who couldn’t converse in Erglis

One of the main challenges was shooting the buekgters collecting buckets. It
was strenuous work because the workers move fastdald be expected since they do
the work every night) and the truck does not stoping. As such it was necessary to
find places where our car could be parked for let&urn and then follow the workers
on foot. Lighting was also difficult because thghli-carriers do not know what the shot
looks like and as such it would be up to the carperaon to instruct their positions. It
was furthermore not always feasible to ask the w@rko stop for a second to
demonstrate a pose because of the nature of tbelrand the language barrier (none of
the workers seem able or willing to speak English).

For the assignment it was required to produce @epé work that was technically
perfect. In this respect we did well to acquirehhigiality sound despite being forced to
work with a camera that was new to us (and whidéredl no functionality to listen to
our recordings in the field). We did well to useaaiety of microphones to suit the
circumstances and specifically made use of the nificrophone quite regularly. With
interviews we took special caution to set up lightperfectly to eliminate shadows and

gain even complexion in our subjects. We wantetbtopose meaningful shots for the



subjects but it was not always possible dependimgnee constraints and times that
they were available. We managed to interview trekbutruck driver Speerman at the
Mayfield sewage works (even though it was not idetiiin the final edit), and did an
interview with a resident who complained aboutlibeket toilet at her house.

Despite our best intentions the final product did falfil the technical quality that
was required. While most of the shots were of ai@at#e quality one specific interview
contained a lot of lens flares from shooting irite sun. Unfortunately it was a critical
interview which could not be repeated or exclud&ecause of a fluke in editing the
class screening contained flashing frames forithatview. Even though the computer
version and web version did not contain this flakel was maybe of a higher technical
guality, when screening a film to clients such aelggm would make an incredibly bad
impression. It is necessary to create a produathwhill be flawless on the majority of
screening systems that could be employed. As swebuld be necessary to test the
final product by watching it from start to finish.

Another objection which came about concerning tteelpction was the clarity of
the concept. While constructing our story we wereflonted with many different
opinions. It was difficult to find a particular fas for the story or a introductory
paragraph that would concretise all our work intmbherent film. We had spent much
of our research on issues that surfaced from aginat starting point of the story: a
photo-essay by a SAMWU (South African Municipal \Wers’ Union) co-ordinator
which portrayed the work as highly degrading anchalestrated the social ostracisation
and municipal neglect the workers felt. From ttagtshe main attraction to the story
was the visual appeal of the bucket work which maidbeen given much visual
representation at that point. Apart from this viagpeal and the investigation into the
social treatment of the workers, the story hadnmmediately apparent hard news hook.
There was no recent prominent event that couldsked as a fresh perspective on the
story. The basic story which had circulated ughentwas that the bucket system was an
inhumane system of sanitation that needed to Haaeg with flushing toilets.

If there was any new perspective on the story & ggecifically the working
conditions of bucket workers and the suspectedhdeatated to it. If we were to have
made a more appealing film then we should haveadrated on this fact and
investigated it more than the inhumanity of thekaisystem. Why we hadn’t done this
might be because a lack of direction from the sibthe project. We hadn’t really made

any hard-line decisions along the way to what isgadocus on. It might be that we



were intimidated by the length of the documentamy as such decided to interview as
many different sources as possible and so havlorntege of footage to work with in
the end.

Our lack of direction might also be related to weakness of our production roles.
When it came to editorial decisions we all had gabout what we wanted the story to
be about. It usually came down to majority votirighmanda and Lindile against me
when it came to issues such as shooting outsi@Gafamstown or choosing sources.
In one instance the sources that they had chosemotligive them the necessary
feedback so my preferred choices were used as paEksentially we had entered into
a complicated power game to control the produabiothe documentary and choose
parts of it for ourselves without working towardsemtral direction.

The cause of this problem might also have beenladamy own. Since the
beginning of the year | had developed the idealtbanhtrolled most of our production
too closely and was essentially dominating Lindifel Amanda and depriving them
from developing their own views and abilities. Thias most clear with the editing (in
which | was possibly the most proficient at theibagg of the year), but also became
clear with choosing timetables, sources, stortestssand general direction. At one
point | had decided to step back and try to allben to work out some leadership
ability between them which | could then follow. Withe bucket documentary it was a
conscious choice and every time | felt that | wadimg decisions too quickly | felt that
| needed to consult with them and transfer the dugyr to them by limiting my
involvement. This was because of a twisted senggiitifout also because | felt their
development would be inhibited at the early stagbdroming too dependent on me.
By doing this | was essentially neglecting my dasypreferred director to make those
decisions with input from them. If | had felt thesponsibility of those decisions |
would have probably given the production more cptical value from the start. | also
did not take part in the editing process so wasmatived in the final conceptual
development.

As such it now becomes clear to me that it my rasjility to stop sacrificing the
guality of the final product for the developmentoy team-mates. | believe that they
are entirely competent individuals who can take cdrtheir own responsibilities and
they trust me enough to take care of mine. Wheanegroducing our next project |
intend to manage their involvement in the concdataaelopment with the mutual

understanding that it is my responsibility and thayst limit their involvement to



giving suggestions and to giving serious objectidsssuch it will become necessary
for Amanda to embrace the important role of proiducplanning and managing our
time and resources. It is a role that she has gihaination to being her main interest
and administration and organisation is somethiag) $he is experienced in. Lindile
must take responsibility of aesthetics and techmjoality. She has given indication of
liking to work with the camera and she is a penstio enjoys beauty and quality.

In the end the production was very informative traexperience was invaluable,
in terms of handling group dynamics, but also ftechnical angle finding ways to
overcome obstacles in our way. The main realisdtamnbeen the definition and

importance of our roles and relationships withia gmoduction.



