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The experience of producing the full-length tel@nsdocumentary “The one that got
away” had led me to realise the incredible timestined effort that goes into such
work. Film and television is such an ethereal dedting medium that the hazard which
every producer risks is blowing their budget onradadionless script and aesthetically
displeasing design. The process requires vast asofitabour which means many
individuals need to work together fulfilling diversoles. The division of labour results
in hierarchies of power which complicates functignand regularly leads to the
creation of a coercive environment of fear and sabsnce. Terminating this film has
exposed all three members of Shot Productionsatgetisoncepts and the final result is a
product of them.

While every work must conform to some standart, é@xpected to contain some
level of artistic ingenuity. The standards are goinstacles which limit this sought
ingenuity, and it does this under the banner ofimeing the audience and getting
returns on investment. It could be argued thatiteeourse of television journalism
perpetuates the inequalities within the socio-enuoaelations in South Africa. In a
television course the initiation of productionglgarged to the participants in the form
of evaluation of their abilities, but in the indiystommission jobs are highly
competitive terrain for cut-throat negotiation d@hd players are always winners and
losers. When the opportunity for work presentdfitbeough an agency, broadcaster or
studio, there is no space for championing causegr®sonal bias. Your proposal must
be viable and convincing, but also contain a cveatest which will garner common
appeal. It must be the product of debate and dpuaat. It must work on a timeline.

For Shot Productions the fear was always thereifthaty risk was to be taken the
results could be hazardous. For the previous ptanycA hard day’s night”, a heated
discussion following the suggestion to drive 30 ut@s outside town to shoot an
interesting aspect of the work. But this responas the product of seeing the work as a
school project which needed to be handed in folkwibiis not akin to fostering the
work as if it was part of you like a child. One dymhwhich occurs in pilot episodes and
intro jingles of US-based television serials is tiegv-born child or frying of an egg to
herald the start of the production. Immediate eXampf these are the bible-bashing
science fiction serial Revelations the exploits of vigilante serial killer Dextén
Pedro Almodovar’s Live Flesthe birth of a child at the start of the film amwke at the

end completes the cycle of life which drives then' narrative. Whether it is a

widespread occurrence or not, the subplot suggestslitorial decision which



proclaims as much an adoration of your trade,gagte flash frame in Disney’s Lion
King which spelt out “sex” proclaimed the artist’s bdwen of its subject matter.

A television course is also different from commatgroductions in that resources
and equipment are rare, and individuals need fi fié requirements of many roles
under tremendous stress and responsibility. Witformmal experience or professional
knowledge, the absolute highest performance isaggdeavith no form of remuneration
except a mediocre mark. It is a challenge to aivididal's character and willingness to
perform. For this documentary these demands wede mgparallel to finding common
ground with your peers. Where in the professiormalldvyour peers are regularly
enemies on a corporate playing field competingdaognition and promotion, in the
academic world your peers need to be conducivectmsatructive environment where
the simple pleasure of the work is enough fori$-thesis: productivity.

Shot Productions may then call itself an imaginaigduction house, but really it is
a vehicle to experience the daily challenges okwmgrclosely with other people. In this
manner choosing roles for its parts were alwaysmadtary. After trying to set roles in
the first production, we always collaborated atiddiin each other’s shortcomings. By
the time of “The one that got away” we had disposktihe idea of “roles” entirely, but
mostly by consensus. Just like a vehicle, Shotitimhs could take us places. It could
teach us things. But just so it also had a drisemeone riding shotgun and someone
riding backseats. The seats changing more oftenttieastatus of our professional
roles, and it broke down more often than when itildavork, but it got us where we
were going with no shortage of style.

It could easily be excused for a mother to braguaher children, and just so | can
admit that | am quite pleased about “The one tbhaagray”. From planning its
conception to completing the final touches, it \&asf | was carrying it with me as if in
a womb. | felt it the small changes. The formatidits subtle features. Its simple life.
It filled my thoughts. From its microscopic begings to its complicated delivery, it
was a journey of complete and utter joy. While viramto share this joy with the world,
| don’t want to share its shortcomings. | don’t wamndiscuss it or even consider that it
exists. It is a part of me. Inadvertently the iation which presents itself is my
dependence on other people for its success. Ap&ople involved. My “crew
members” who carried it just as I, the sources f@hms its material, and the people

who might watch it will all have unforeseeable ighces on its outcome.



In spite of the project being a shared operatiom final topic was more my own
impetus than the other two members. Despite triongpnvince them of the wondrous
possibilities which the fishing in the Tsitsikamstary presented itself, the other two
members had a shared opinion that a story of sgidalbortions in close-by Port
Elizabeth would be preferable. It could be saigniggdly ironic, that they had been
carrying this story in their wombs as well. Whetbhgrcoincidence or not, our access to
the hospital was withdrawn by order of the Eas@ape MEC of Health, and our
shortage of valuable sources caused us to termiradean option. Despite having the
necessary research and contacts for the Tsitsikestong a further alternative needed
to be found, and | decided to pursue the storyrpindividual piece. Only after going
through another abortion of a story was my ideallfinchosen.

After the initial despondency against my idea (dtesfs immediacy as news, the
available option of courtesy accommodation, andothesibility, while remote, of
broadcast) it appeared to be the only viable optiodmecame my mission to convince
my co-members of the merits of the story and ttlittem with similar excitement for
it. It could be said to have been a successfuliamsbecause after arriving at our
accommodation one of the members commended maébng such a great place to
stay. During production they were always co-opeeatbut left me to decide on all the
guestions, sources and organisation. It is refeexiva discussion that | had with
Amanda about doing stories together that we coallthbre effective if we were all
interested in the story that we were doing and log@ueg it together. They had been
shoved into the story as a last resort and hadhdaratandable handicap against the
Afrikaans in which most of the sources communicated

Following the last production we had completed,|6Ag night’s day”, | had made a
resolution to assert my position of director tockenthe narrative into a comprehendible
whole. This was particularly an offshoot from tlaetfthat “A long night's day” was a
disappointing piece. Having left for the film fe&tl in Cannes for 2 weeks and leaving
the final edit for Lindile and Amanda, | thoughatht would be a rite of passage for
them to assert their own involvement in the filmatgad of simply completing it for
marks. This intention superbly blew up in my fadeew they were not able to satisfy
our executive producer with the final piece. Atiteis | had decided to revert back to
our original ethic which dictated that the mostgmaount aim for any “production

house” is the product. As long as the product cesssful, all else is of secondary



importance. It is also an ethic which is concretisethe decided name: Shot
Productions.

In South African colloquial speech “shot” meansattk you” and also contains the
metaphorical images of a shot in the arm, a gunsi@ completed camera shot. It
reflects the group’s dedicated to finalising a sli&ting product despite all else. By
disposing of our roles from the start, we had aptiexeh to waylay the white hierarchical
structure of power which is contained within thérhe discursive boundaries which
dictate who may pick up a camera, or who may belt person what to do with it, or
who may deal with catering staff, also dictatesasa who is allowed to speak in the
presence of whom, and who’s story is told and rebegad. In this way we were able to
reconfigure this framework of techno-jargon anddisive arrangement of knowledge
that presents itself in the television journalisiscdurse into a language that we
understood ourselves. Having grown up and havindiet as part of an increasingly
socialist and African society, we’'ve needed to $farm our working environment to a
place where we would be able to contribute as arabéxtension of ourselves, as

opposed to under the pressure of coercion and fear.



