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» John Grierson, jeden ze
zakladatel dokument4rniho
zanru, za druhé svétové valky

v Kanadé¢ aktivné spolupracoval
na statni propagandé. «
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pedagog, vedouci a zak]a atel.
Centra pro medialni etiku a dialog
i Katedie medialnich studii
a zurnalistiky FSS MU. K zajmu
o etiku médii a uméni, kterou od
roku 2012 vyucuje, jej dovedla
jednak vlastni zkuéenost.reilséra
a dramaturga, jednak zajem
o hermeneutickou filozofii, které se
vénoval jiz ve své disertaci. Zajima
ho predevsim, jak mizou umeni ]
a média prispét k dialogu v kglturne
a tridné roztivalené spolecnosti.
Motal je rovnéz ¢lenem expertni
rady Nadaéniho fondu nezavislé
zurnalistiky, Asociace regionalnich
novinatu a pracovni skupin pro
Lmédia Sité Eochrané demokracie.

ﬁlan Motal je vysokoékolskj 7
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SPOLECNE TVORIT ETICKE PODHOUBT
DOKUMENTARNI TVORBY
JAN MOTAL

Dokumentarni film je ze své povahy hrani¢ni disciplinou. Jiz od doby,
kdy byl definovan Johnem Griersonem, si v sobé nese vnitini konflikt:
svoji formou a ambicemi je uménim, svym vztahem k realité vykracuje
v lepsim pripadé¢ k zurnalistice, v horsim k propagandé. I z produkéni-
ho hlediska se pohybuje na velmi nejistém tGzemi. V tradici autorského
filmu ma byt vyrazem svrchované¢ho tviirc¢iho gesta, zaroven ale vznika
ve vysoce konkuren¢nim prostiedi produkci soutézicich o omezené
zdroje a prizen publika. Tvirci osobnosti jsou casto zavislé na instituci-
onalnich podminkach televiznich studii, které maji vlastni organizac¢ni
cile a principy, jez mohou byt v pfimém rozporu s témi autorskymi.
Tyto soutadnice tak maji nakonec jediné ohnisko: tvarci stab, ktery
film vymysli, planuje, realizuje, a nakonec i pii jeho distribuci dopro-
vazi svym vykladem a komentari. Zodpovédnost, ktera je v nezavislych
podminkach nalozena na bedra jen né¢kolika malo lidi, je ohromna.
Filmati a filmartky vstupuji lidem do zivott, vyjadiuji se k politickym

a socialnim otazkam, operuji v ekonomicky vymezeném prostoru, maji
své zavazky k institucim, s nimiz spolupracuji. A v tom vSem se snazi
tvorit — uméni.

Pod timto silnym tlakem ze vsech stran se oslabuji kolektivni
vazby zodpovédnosti: jako by tuto zodpovédnost dokazal zvladnout
pouze vyjime¢né moralné a umélecky disponovany jednotlivec, ktery
poziva vseobecny respekt. Jakakoliv pravidla a zasady jsou nepotrebné ¢i
dokonce $kodlivé — omezuji osobni svobodu. Tvtrci gesto je svrchované.
Jde vsak o romantickou predstavu, ktera nakonec redukuje jakoukoliv
vaznou debatu o etice filmové tvorby na abstraktni filozofovani o vztahu
uméni a reality. Neni tedy divu, ze dokumentaristické postupy ztstavaji
spise intuitivni. Tvirci a tviirkyné se - na rozdil od jinych odvétvi, véetné
védy nebo zminéné zurnalistiky - nemohou opfit o obecné prijimana
eticka pravidla, ktera by jim poskytovala nadosobni kompas pro etické
chovani v jejich profesi.

Od 60. let 20. stoleti se ptitom v fadé obort rozbéhla vazna dis-
kuze o hranicich profesionality, zivena kritikou mocenského postaveni
expertt a expertek. Lidé pisobici v oblasti 1ékaiské péce, vyzkumu,
na tradech, u policie ¢i v zurnalistice se z principu své prace nachazeji
v pozici, kdy maji nad témi, s nimiz jednaji, vyrazné navrch, a rovnéz
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ovliviuji zivot celé spolecnosti. Jakym zptisobem se lze branit proti jejich
moci? Kde jsou hranice profesionalniho jednani a za¢ina zvale?

Nejviditelnéjsi byl tento posun v mediciné a védé, kde byly postup-
n¢ formulovany i velmi striktni zasady jednani, které nejen chrani spo-
le¢nost a subjekty, s nimiz experti a expertky pracuji, pred piipadnymi
skodami, ale ¢im dal tim vice jim pfiznavaji svobodu podilet se na roz-
hodovani o svém osudu. Védecké experimenty a lékatské postupy, které
byly bézné jesté v 50. letech 20. stoleti, jsou dnes vylouceny, a prostor
moralnich zavazki se rozsituje za hranice lidské fise ke zvifattm, piiro-
deé, zivotnimu prostiedi.

Etické kodexy jsou jen nejviditelnéjsi ¢asti tohoto vyrazného pohy-
bu od intuitivniho rozhodovani ke sdilenym, reflektovanym a kolektivné
vyjednanym zasadam, jez odbornym profesim usnadnuji rozhodovani
alidem, s nimiz pracuji, davaji jistotu, ze jejich svoboda a integrita budou
zachovany. V podlozi psanych pravidel buji zivouci organismus akade-
mickych pracovist, odbornych spolecnosti, zurnalt a ¢asopisi, profes-
nich i vefejnych diskuzi, pravnich bitev i institucionalnich regula¢nich
mechanismii, které vytvareji prostor profesni etiky.

Toto hnuti posledniho ptlstoleti se v ¢eskych podminkach jen
minimalné rozsitilo do prostiedi médii a uméni. Po sametové revoluci
prevazil ,triumfalismus svobody®, jak se v jednom rozhovoru vyjadfil
profesor Jan Jirak. Myslenka jakychkoliv zasad, principti a pravidel se
jevila jako omezeni tviiréi svobody a volného projevu, jako zavan z dob
minulych. I proto se zurnalistické kodexy mezi média rozsifily az ke kon-
ci 90. let 20. stoleti a spise pod tlakem politické reality, ktera chtéla volny
prostor zkrotit alespon néjakymi pravidly vetknutymi do nového tiskové-
ho zakona. Ale pohftichu ztstalo jen unich av Cesku dodnes chybi syste-
matickd a strukturovana akademicka 1 odborna diskuze o medialni etice
i zakladni samoregula¢ni mechanismy a instituce bézné v zahranici.

Filmova tvorba i za nasimi hranicemi stala spise stranou témto
pohybtim, ale v poslednich dekadach se tendence stanovit etické hranice
projevuiji sice zivelné, ale velmi sebevédomé. Nejviditelnéjsi bylo prav-
dépodobné #McToo ¢i kontroverze kolem obsazovani herct a herecek
z mensinovych etnik, vedle toho se ale vyrazné zacalo prosazovat treba
i hnuti ekologické a ekonomické udrzitelnosti, jako je iniciativa Albert,
ktera vznikla v roce 2011. Tak zvany green filming, tedy ekologické nataceni
podporujici environmentalné zodpovédné jednani, si naslo cestu i do
ryze komercniho prostfedi - u nas jej prosazuje medialni skupina CME,
vlastnik TV Nova.
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Pro Cesko je symptomatické, ze ve filmovém a televiznim pro-
stiedi tyto kampané vyvolaly minimalné rozpacité, ne-li vylozené
odmitavé reakce. Stejné jako ztstava profesni etika filmait osobnim

zavazkem na intuitivni Grovni, smysluplné vefejné diskuze o etice jsou

vzacné a vét§inou nejsou motivovany usilim o vyjednavani a hledani

sdilenych zasad.

V dokumentarnim filmu je to patrnéjsi proto, ze filmafti a filmarky
pracuji na rozdil od fikéni tvorby s béznymi lidmi, do jejichz Zivott vstu-

puji a casto je i prevraceji k nepoznani

se k vé¢nému a spise filozofickému
problému o vztahu uméni a reality,
hranicich svobody a manipulace.
A diky tomu unikaji otazky mno-
hem mensi, prizemnéjsi a konkrét-
néjsi: Maji lidé pravo na autorizaci?
Lze natacet v jejich soukromi i be7
jejich souhlasu? Je mozné pouzivat]

v s 17

» Tato skute¢nost svadi
navracet se k véénému

a spise filozofickému
problému o vztahu uméni
a reality, hranicich svobody
a manipulace. A diky tomu
unikaji otazky mnohem
mensl, piizemnéjsi

to, co je natoceno ,,mimo zaznam“?| a konkrétnéjéi. «
Lze natacet s détmi bez pritomnosti
rodict? Jak natacet lidi v afektu, se snizenou schopnosti orientace ¢i roz-
hodovani? Musi dat dokumentaristé a dokumentaristky pravo vyjadrit se
lidem, o nichz se ve filmu hovofi? Je mozné zatajit ve prospéch prib¢hu
okolnosti ¢i lidi, ktefi sice byli soucasti natacent, ale do autorského zame-
ru se nehodi? Jak natacet chudé¢, nevzdélané, lidi ze socialnich periferii?
Jaké zasady producenti ¢i instituce, pro niz se nataci, jsou ospravedlni-
telné a proti kterym je legitimni se branit? Mohou dokumentaristé a do-
kumentaristiky vyuzit druhé lidi pro prosazovani svého nazoru, i kdyz
oni s nim nesouhlasi? Je mozné publiku néco zatajit, abychom vybudili
kyzenou reakci? A tak podobné.

Z4dn4 z téchto otazek neni akademickou. Jsou to redlné dilemata,

J

ktera kazdodenné¢ dokumentaristé a dokumentaristky fesi - a namnoze
na n¢ zistavaji sami. Nemusi tak byt vzdy schopni reagovat na tlaky

z branze, od lidi, s nimiz nataceji, nebo z instituce, ktera film produkuje.
Bez spolecné reflexe dokumentarni etiky mezi tviirci a tvarkynémi, lidmi
pusobicimi v akademické sféte, publikem i filmovymi subjekty nelze
nalézt hranice, na kterych by panovala alespon ramcova shoda, které by
vytvarely bezpecné, dialogické a rozuméjici prostredi. A bez vyzkumu,
ktery pomtize takovou diskuzi postavit na empiricky zaklad, neni smyslu-
plna argumentace mozna.
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I proto jsme se rozhodli v ramci letosniho festivalu usporadat
konferenci spojujici akademickou a profesionalni sféru, filmovou kritiku,
publikum i socialni herce a herecky, ktera by se zabyvala otazkou moci
v dokumentarnim filmu. Cilem je iniciovat rozhovor, ktery bude jisté tr-
vat velmi dlouho a bude vyzadovat jesté mnoho setkani a spolecné prace,
ale jehoz plodem muze byt vytvoreni produktivniho podhoubi, z n¢hoz
muze vyrast mnohem pevnéjsi a jasnéjsi predstava o tom, co ¢eska do-
kumentarni tvorba povazuje za spravné a co nikoliv. Dokumentaristicka
etika je v rukou tvarci a tvarkyn, ale podilet se na jeji reflexi miizeme
my vsichni. A pozvani k tomuto rozhovoru plati pro kazdého, komu na
tomto oboru zalezi.
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» Zavaznym etickym
problémem zanru
je tzv. pornografie
chudoby, podle
mnohych pritomna
napriklad v britské
doiumentérni séril
Benefits Street. «

» Etické kontroverze se nevyhybaji ani satife.

V dokumentarnim snimku 7%e Problem with Apu
analyzuje americky komik Hari Kondabolu
stereotypizaci Apua Nahasa(g)eemapetilana,
prodavace s indickym ptivodem z animovaného
serialu Simpsonovi. «

The Problem with

APV
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THE
SILENCE
BREAKERS

THE VOICES
THAT LAUNCHED
AMOVEMENT

» Otazky etiky ve
filmovém pramyslu
vynesla v posledni
dobé na svétlo

asi nejviditelngji
Lkampafl #MecToo. «
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OTEVRENA PRAVDA

O DOKUMENTARNT ETICE
PATRICIA AUFDERHEIDE, PETER JASZI
A MRIDU CHANDRA

Otazky etiky dokumentarni tvorby nejsou ni¢im novym, ale v n¢kolika
poslednich letech nabyvaji v reakci na zmény ve filmovém primyslu na sile.
Koncem 90. let 20. stoleti byla americka dokumentaristika povazovana za
respektovanou oblast tvorby medialniho obsahu a uznavana jako nezavisly
hlas v dobé¢ klesajici diivéry vefejnosti v mainstreamova média a integritu
politického procesu. Soucasné se zrychlovala produkee televizni dokumen-
tarni tvorby, protoze bylo tfeba uspokojit poptavku po kvalitnich progra-
mech, které by zaplnily stale delsi vysilaci cas. To vedlo k vyrobé popular-
nich poradii postavenych na osvédcenych formatech. Ale riist komer¢nich
pfilezitosti a vysadni postaveni politiky coby namétu dokumentarnich
snimki vyvolavaly napéti. Dokumentaristé a dokumentaristky se bez ohle-
du na to, zda tocili historické dokumenty pro televizi, pofady o ptirodé pro
kabelové vysilani, nebo nezavislé politické dokumenty, ocitli pod ekono-
mickym tlakem i pod drobnohledem zkoumajicim etiku jejich metod.

]

Filmati a filmarky podléhali pokusenti kritizovat své kolegy, prestoze
nem¢li standardy, na které by se mohli odvolat. Nataceni dokumentar-
nich film1 je na rozdil od novinafiny do zna¢né miry ¢innost jednotlivce
na volné noze. Jde zpravidla o drobné podnikajici, ktefi prodavaji svou
praci riiznym distributorim, vétsinou televiznim kanalim. Dokonce

i producenti a producentky, pracujici pro velké televizni stanice, jako jsou
Discovery, National Geographic nebo PBS, jsou obvykle nezavislymi
smluvnimi partnery.

]

Mnozi osloventi z filmovych profesi hovortili o komercnim tlaku - zejmé-
na ze strany kabelovych televizi - ¢init rozhodnuti, ktera povazovali za
neeticka. Trend smétujici k rychlejsi a levnéjsi dokumentarni tvorbé a praci
ve stylu ,montazni linky" komplikuje situaci filmovym tvarcim a tvirky-
nim, ktefi chapou, ze maji zavazky viici objekttim svého zajmu. Dochazi ke
stirani hranice mezi tradicnim dokumentem, realitou a hybridnimi forma-
mi. Dokumentaristy a dokumentaristky tento vyvoj ¢asto trapi: ,,[Fakta]
nejsou ovétovana... O etiku nejde. Stale vice jde jen o zabavu.” [.. ]
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Filmovi tviirci a tviirkyné celi také tlaku prehanét dramatické situace
a konflikty mezi postavami filmti a vytvaret dramata i tam, kde nevzni-
kaji pfirozené. Postavy mohou byt naptiklad pobizeny, aby pozménily
pfibéh s cilem vystupnovat vzruseni, konflikt nebo nebezpeci. V jednom
ptipadé filmar uvedl, ze kdyz nedodal dostate¢né zajimavé snimky jis-
t¢ho konkrétniho zvifete, vykonny producent je nahradil snimky jinych
zvifat z jiné zemé. Dotycny tviirce se domnival, Ze to zkresluje zobrazeni
podminek panujicich v daném regionu.

(]

Utastnici a G¢astnice vyzkumu! identifikovali potize vzbuzujici etické
otazky ve dvou typech vztahti: ve vztahu k postavam a ve vztahu k publi-
ku. V prvnim piipadé se etické napéti tyka udrzovani mezilidského pra-
covniho vztahu s nékym, jehoz pribéh dokumentarista ¢i dokumentarist-
ka vypravi. V druhém ptipadé jde o zpisob, jak si udrzet davéru publika
v pravdivost a integritu dila. V obou pripadech hrala v neprospéch osob-
nich preferenci filmovych tviirci a tvirkyn povinnost dokoncit nataceni
pusobivého a uptimného dokumentarniho ptibéhu, aniz bude piekrocen
rozpocet.

ZUCASTNENT

Kdyz filmovi tviirci a tviirkyné uvazovali o postavach svych filma,
obvykle popisovali vztah, v némz maji vétsi spolecenskou a nékdy také
ckonomickou moc nez objekt jejich zajmu. V tomto piipadé usilovali
o vztah navazany v dobré vite, ktery neohrozi postavy a nezanecha je
v horsim stavu, nez v jakém byly predtim. Vétsina zastavala heslo ,,Neu-
blizuj“ a ,,Ochranuj zranitelné®.

Zpravidla tento vztah nebrali jako pratelstvi, ale spis jako pracovni
vztah, a to Casto takovy, v némz mize mit postava filmu na filmového
tvtrce ¢i tviirkyni zna¢né naroky. ,,S objekty svého zajmu chceme nava-
zat mezilidsky vztah, fekl Gordon Quinn, ,ale existuji hranice, které
by se nemély piekracovat. Napiiklad neni pfijatelny jakykoli milostny
pomér. Vzdy si musite uvédomovat, ze jako filmafi mate v tomto vztahu
dispropor¢né velkou moc®. Soucasné filmovi tvirci a tviirkyné reflektuj,
ze jejich profese s sebou nese to, ze nékomu mazou pusobit bolest. V jed-
nom piipadé Sam Pollard pozadal protagonistu o zopakovani rozhovo-
ru, aby dospél k emoc¢né intenzivnéjsimu popisu bolestného okamziku,
kdy byl protagonista tyran policii ve vézeni. Napodruhé ,plakal onija,

1 Tento text vznikl na zakladé¢ prizkumu, ktery Aufderheide, Jaszi a Chandra uskute¢nili
vroce 2009 ve Spojenych statech. Vychazi ze 45 rozhovoru s reziséry/kami a producenty/kami
pusobicimi na poli americké dokumentarni produkee.
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vsichni jsme plakali. Byla v tom sila. Po zbytek dne mi z toho bylo zle,
mél jsem pocit, ze jsem ho zmanipuloval ve sviij osobni prospéch. Ve
filmu to funguje, je to puisobivé, ale stydél jsem se, ze jsem ho dohnal
k momentu, kdy se sesypal.”

]

Velmi silné si uvédomovali, jakou maji nad postavami svych filmt moc.
»Obvykle lidem vstupuju do Zivota v okamziku néjaké krize. Biith chran,
ze bych si s nimi mél vyménit role,” uvedl Joe Berlinger, ,,nikdy bych
nedopustil, aby tocili film o tragédii, ktera se dotyka mého zivota. Jsem si
dobfe védom, ze je pokrytecké zadat po n¢kom, aby se mi otevfel tak, jak
bych to ja nejspis nikdy neudélal®. ,,Nechavaji mé, abych sledoval, jak se
odviji jejich zivot,” poznamenal Steven Ascher, ,a to s sebou nese odpo-
védnost pokusit se predvidat, jak je uvidi publikum, a je-li to nezbytné,
obcas je i chranit®

]

Filmovi tviirci a tvirkyné si byli také védomi, ze i jejich zavazky vici
postavam maji své hranice. Jednou z hranic¢nich charakteristik mize byt,
kdyz povazuji postavy svych filmii za moralné¢ zkorumpované, napriklad
jestlize se dopousti nekalych praktik v politice nebo ekonomice. Steven
Ascher uved], Ze ,,odhaleni slabosti nebo postojut, které pravdépodobné
vzbudi smich nebo odpor, lze ospravedlnit v ptipad¢, ze doty¢ny zneu-
ziva jiné lidi, nebo je natolik pfesvédceny o své pravdé, ze bude se svym
portrétem spokojeny. Vic svym postavam svych filmi nedluzite.”

(]

Uvédoménti si rozdilného mocenského postaveni nékdy vede filmové
tvarce a tvarkyné k tomu, ze se s nékterymi postavami dobrovolné déli
o rozhodovaci pravomoc. Zde dluzno podotknout, ze se tento pristup

n ichz ati a filmarky soudi, ze jsou agresivni
» Zde dluzno pOdOtknout, a maji moc, kterou nevahaji uplatnit
ze se tento pfistu pti kontrolovani vlastniho obrazu.
nevztahuje na celebrity, Tento odlisny pristup koresponduje
o nichz filmafi a ﬁlmaf‘ky s filmaiskou citlivosti vii¢i mocen-
soudi, ze jsou agresivni skému nepoméru ve vztazich. [.. ]

a maji moc, kterou nevahaji
uplatnit pii kontrolovani
vlastniho obrazu. «
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PUBLIKUM

Filmovi tviirci a tvirkyné také vyjadrili sviij primarni vztah k pu-
bliku, ktery popsali jako profesionalni: jako eticky zavazek predkladat
publiku pravdivé a upfimné odvypravéné pribchy. Tento vztah byl nic-
méné mnohem abstraktnéjsi nez jejich vztah k osobam pred kamerou.

Vice podstatnym se tento vztah stava teprve v postprodukéeni fazi
vyroby filmu. Od filmovych tvirci a tvarkyn se ¢eka, ze v pribéhu filmu
prejdou od loajality viici protagonistiim a protagonistkam k loajalité viici
publiku, aby mohli projekt dokoncit.

Pokud pfi nataceni dojde k vyznamnému ovlivnéni situace, aniz je tento
vliv pfiznany, je to podle filmovych tviirci zrada na publiku a jeho oce-
kavanich. Filmafri a filmatky si plné uvédomuji, Ze volba thla pohledu,
zabért a protagonistii je osobni a subjektivni (fada z nich zminovala
»uhel pohledu® coby zadouci rys dokumentarniho filmu) a sva rozhod-
nuti hajili odkazem na pojeti ,pravdy”. Toto pojeti bylo ovéem vyvraceno
testovanim validity, definicemi a normami. Ve skutecnosti je to spise
naopak: kdyz byli konfrontovani s ditkazy o nepfesnosti ¢i manipulaci,
autofi Casto posouvali ,pravdu® na vyssi konceptualni Groven tzv. ,vyssi
pravdy®.

Tato ,vyssi pravda“ nebo ,sociologicka pravda®“ nam nevyhnutelné
pripomene prikopnika dokumentarniho filmu Johna Griersona a jeho
popis dokumentu jakozto ,tvirc¢iho pojednani skute¢nosti®. Grierson
tento pruzny termin pouzival k zastiténi Siroké skaly ¢inti a ptistupt od
rekonstrukee po vysoce selektivni odvypravéni prib¢hu, dokonce véetné
nepokryté vladni propagandy. Prosazovani tohoto terminu kritizoval
mezi jinymi také akademik Brian Winston, protoze umoznuje, aby etické
volby nebyly podrobeny piezkumu. Griersonovi, ktery neustale podnikal
strategické kroky, aby zajistil statni financovani dokumentarniho filmu,
pfinaselo takové pojeti strategické vyhody. Pokud jde o dnesni dokumen-
tarni tvirce a tviirkyné, zda se, ze takovy pristup posvécuje rozhodnuti,
ktera ¢ini ohledné ramcového pribéhu a zaméru dokumentu, a ospravedl-
nuje obecny cil predestirat diilezita témata, seznamovat s procesy ¢i sdilet
poselstvi prostiednictvim (pozadovaného) zabavného narativniho ram-
ce, pricemz nevylucuje nezbytna zkresleni s cilem prizptsobit se tomuto
ramci a dovoluje jistou flexibilitu s ohledem na potieby produkee.

]
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Rada filmafit a filmatek uvedla, Ze zinscenovani rutinnich nebo nedtilezi-
tych akci, jako je priichod dvermi, je soucasti nataceni a ,,nesouvisi s prav-
divosti ptib¢hu®. Neziidka vsak tviir¢i osobnosti zasly mnohem dal.

Bézné naptiklad pouzivaji rekonstrukee (inscenuji udalosti, které
se odehraly v nedavné ¢i vzdalené minulosti), byt se vétsina z nich do-
mniva, ze je dilezité, aby publikum védélo, Ze se nejedna o autenticky
zaznam. Stanley Nelson prohlasil: , Lidé musi védét a citit, ze jde o re-
konstrukci. Musite si byt na 99,9 procent jisti, Ze to lidé poznaji.“ Nékteri
filmovi tviirci a tviirkyné ,inscenuji® udalosti tak, aby se odehraly v ¢ase
pithodném pro filmovani. Jeden dokumentarista uvedl, ze ,,pokud se
jedna o ¢innost, jiz by se postavy vénovaly tak jako tak, pokud nataceni
nezkresluje jejich Zivot... pak stale zobrazujete realitu.”

NA CESTE K ETICKEMU NATACENT

[...] Jakmile se konflikty spojené s etikou otevtou [...], nelze ve
vétsiné konkrétnich pripadii vefejné odhalit pozadi filmarské prace, ktera
se ve snaze vypravét pravdivy pribéh potyka s fadou prekazek, ani se o ni
nemize vefejné¢ diskutovat. Nékdy jsou tviirci a tvirkyné vazani smlou-
vou, ale mnohem castéji je svazuje strach, ze oteviena diskuze o etickych
tématech povede k cenzufe nebo ohrozi jejich dalsi praci.

A tak se ocitaji v situaci, kdy jim schazi profesni normy ¢i standar-
dy. Institucionalni standardy se vztahuji pouze na spolecnosti, pro které
pracuji, a nemusi vzdy odrazet jejich predstavy o piipustném chovani
v ramci jejich femesla. Dokumentaristicka komunita je Siroce rozpro-
stfend, virtualni a setkava se pouze sporadicky na filmovych festivalech
a elektronickych seznamech (listservs). Filmovi tvtrci a tviirkyné potie-
buji sdilet své zkusenosti a zauzivané terminy, kterymi o celé problema-
tice mluvit. A musi mit moznost zpochybnovat vlastni i cizi rozhodovaci
procesy, aniz budou podstupovat netinosné riziko.

Tvarci osobnosti dokumentarnich filmt pottebuji $irsi, trvalejsi
a vefejnou debatu o etice a soucasné pottebuji také bezpec¢ny prostor, kde
mohou klast otazky a svéfit se se svymi obavami. Eticky kodex, ktery
bude pisobit vérohodné v oblasti dokumentarni tvorby, jez vyuziva iro-
ké skaly metod, musi vychazet ze spolecného chapani hodnot, standardii
a postupii. Ke kultivaci takového porozuméni na tomto poli tvarci praxe
je tieba rozsahlejsich a zivéjsich debat.

2d11 2009

Clanek byl redakéné kracen a opatien diléimi nadpisy. Cely text lze nalézt na adrese:
emsimpact.org /resource/honest-truths-documentary-filmmakers-on-ethical-challenges-in-their-work
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O ETICKYCH VYZVACH
V DOKUMENTARNIM FILMU

( iggﬁgiégi?fﬁ}ﬁfgle pI‘XfCSOI:kOT Retézov}’z r,oz},lovor ﬁlmafek/ a ﬁ%mafﬁ ‘po/dilejigich se na vzniku/
Universit}’ ve \/Vashili1 Itla mIST ican dokurflentém%}vlo ﬁlmou otevira tema etlvc-kyCh‘ cemat a mO’CCI%’SkYCh
Zabyvé ty ve Washir % onu, D.C. vztaht, s nimiz se tvirci a tvirkyné pfi vzniku filmu potykaji.

3 1 dopad
Fuspbeni masovych méd%, etikou
nejen) audiovizuilni tvorh
1prol3 ematikou autorskych prav
a moznostmi principu E]

1/ OTAZKA PRO REZISERKU ADELU KOMRZY:
Kolik prostoru davate socialnim herciim nad ramec samotného

: [43
JakOV(V)C?IVIOVaHé film OV% ilri tll-lgﬁa' vystupovani? Jakou maji moznost ovlivnit vysledny film?
zamcrujici se na mezinarodn
% a nezavislou tvorbu tsobila jako Adéla Komrzy: Pokud natac¢im reportaz nebo zaznam déni napiiklad na
I Oro,tkf,né festivalu gundance ulici, tak je prostor velmi maly. Pokud ale natac¢im autorsky film, ktery
R i ! bsahle se ve své raci VénujC' se zpravidla pfipravuje a realizuje i nékolik let, tak je ten prostor velky.
i § kour_I}ent;irnimu Elmu, jeho Je podstatny pro vytvoreni vzajemného vztahu a divéry. Protagonista
i . lstorll, etice, kontroverzim, které by mél pokud mozno chapat zamér, se kterym se film toci (pokud nejde
) % &'j_. Jeho Vyvoj pr (_)VE’!Zdy, 1 praktick}’;ml' o investigativni zanr, naptiklad). To vyzaduje hodné vzajemného a spo-

problemy, S nimiz se tvirci

problémy. ; le¢né straveného casu. Kdyz je dobte - tedy jasné - nastavené ,hraci
vurkyné v soucasnosti potykaji.

pole®, protagonisté jsou otevieni a pied kamerou jednaji uvolnéné az
autenticky. Takto tzky vztah se rozviji i nadale béhem nataceni, pokud
je dlouhodobé. Tady mtizu mluvit o zkusenosti z Jednotky intenzioniho
Zvota. S protagonisty jsme iv pribé¢hu nataceni probirali mozné obavy

sani tohoto

» V fécé 9022, tfinact let po nap
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dala Documen_tary }N()ﬂ_“ng GI;)/U— P> napiiklad z jejich V)’.rsledného obr.azu‘, resp. odrazu, ktery bude vysled-
b i texslvl’ ND ey Aufderhelde pusobﬂa, eticky nym filmem. Nebo jsme probirali zajimavy rozpor, ktery zazivala hlavni
WS digibieip) VDL Patniaad. vazivni filmovou tV_Orbu,’ k/tel'y to protagonistka, snazila se byt velmi autenticka, ale pfed kamerou se uza-
ramec EI‘Q nve 1311 témat, O nichz pOJednava /t cn virala. Zaroven natacet chtéla. To jsou kiehké momenty, které chvili trva
Zvi)’h 1CSH¥J€CI£§ ramec, kter}’f pﬁVit/aly rggfe};z si vitbec uvédomit, a nasledné to vyzaduje velkou miru divéry, svérit se
clanck. na

s tim. Pak je na nas, abychom to spole¢né probrali a zpracovali. Takze
iv observac¢nim filmu je hodné prostoru pro protagonisty nad ramec
samotného vystupovani pied kamerou. V jiném piipadé by to mohlo byt
ijinak, ale moje zkusenost je takova, ze velka cast rezie je pravé v budova-
ni riznorodych vztaht, a tém je dtlezité prostor davat. Casto také pretrvaji
1 po nataceni, a to vnimam jako dar, kdyz se to povede a vzajemné se chce.
A jestli maji moznost ovlivnit vysledny film? Mozna ve vyjimec-
nych piipadech. V ptipadé ,, Jednotky® jsem vylozené chtéla, aby mi
Iékati fekli, jestli tam neni néjaka fakticka chyba, preslap. V tom ptipadé
bych to fesila. Pokud by vsak méli problém s tim, jak tam vypadaji nebo
ze se neztotoznuji se svym obrazem, to uz by byl podnét k sirsi diskuzi
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a zvazovani ,zavaznosti“ obav. Casto miize jit o prvni dojem, né¢kdy muize
jit 0 néco zavaznéjsiho, co miize mit pro zivot protagonisty disledky,
o kterych jsme ve stfizné nemuseli védét. To je nasledné dulezité probrat
a zvazovat. Obecné mi jde vsak o to, aby mi na zacatku spoluprace dali
protagonisté svobodu a vydali se se mnou na nepoznanou cestu, kde se
mohou dozvédét mnohé 1o sobé samych. To vyzaduje velkou miru otevfe-
nosti i odevzdanosti, coz je na tvorbé dokumentarnich filmu jeden z nej-
krasn¢jsich aspekti, kde pocituji kromé jiného i velkou pokoru. Vysledny
film bych tedy protagonisty nechala ovlivnit pouze z velmi opodstatné-
nych divodii. Kdybych se z otazky chtéla vykroutit, musela bych rict, ze
pravé protagonisté jsou hlavnimi tvirci. Ja se jen snazim nestat jim v cesté
projevu. Takze vysledny film ovliviuji absolutné. Bez nich by nebyl.

2/ ADELA KOMRZY SE PTA REZISERA

A PRODUCENTA VITA KLUSAKA:

Jak se rozhodujes ve chvilich, kdy cesta za dobrym filmem vede ptes rtz-
na lidska zklamani/selhani/zranéni? Svéti acel prostiedky?

Vit Klusak: Obcas mezi studenty nebo kolegy, kolegynémi slychavam
néco ve smyslu ,kvtli lepsimu filmu do toho radsi nebudu $tourat, vzta-
hy s postavama jsou pro mé dilezitéjsi, nez vysledek®. Film sice neni nad
zivotem, ale neni ani pod nim. Film je Zivot. Vzpominam si, jak jsem

v mladické vasni - byl jsem v prvaku na FAMU - konfrontoval Jana
Gogolu ml., ke kterému jsem bezmezné vzhlizel, jak mtze jako filmar
pracovat v Ceské televizi na pozici dramaturga, kdyz prece médium tele-
vize je u¢ebnicové zizeni reality, jen slaby odlesk celku (hltal jsem tehdy
Flussera a Postmana). A Honza se na mé blahosklonné oto¢il od volantu
a tekl: ,Mohl bys mi laskavé fict, jaky je rozdil mezi televizni obrazovkou
a pohledem z okna? Co z toho je zardmované vic jako pravda?“ Vzpomi-
nam na to ted proto, ze se prosté domnivam, ze cesta za dobrym filmem
prirozené vede i pres riizna lidska zklamani, selhani a zranéni. Tak jako
normalni zivot, ve kterém se bézné zranujeme a zklamavame. A Ze i tohle
patii do jeho komplexniho a vasnivého procesu zobrazeni. Podstatné je,
jakym zptisobem to pak ucinit soucasti filmu, jak divakim odhalit ves-
keré karty vcetné téch pod stolem. Snazsi je to pro dokumentaristy, ktefi
nezustavaji ukryti za kamerou. Tteba pravé pro Jana Gogolu ml., kdyz
se divam na jeho film o pratelstvi v podobach blizkosti i mijeni Vécny FoZo
(2020). Dokonala ilustrace vousaté teze, ze dobii pratelé si totiz sdeéluji

i nepiijemné pravdy. Neboli ze se pro pevnost pratelstvi dokazi i zklamat.
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3/ VIT KLUSAK SE PTA REZISERKY TEREZY REICHOVE:
Terezo, dokumentarni filmy, véetné Tvych, se ¢asto zaméruji na spole-
¢ensko-kriticka, nebo dokonce i lidskopravni témata. Poukazuji na ne-
rovnost, nespravedlnost, stavi se za prava slabsich, bofi tabu a snazi se
rozpoustét stereotypy. Zajima mé, jak pfi tvorbé takhle angazovanych
filmii celis tskali premoudfelosti a kazatelstvi. Jak si hlidas, abys do svéta
neposlala plakatovou moralitu. Film konstatujici, nikoliv tazajici. A jakou
roli v téhle ¢asti procesu hraje humor.

Tereza Reichova: Vite. Urcité nejsem bez viny a do svéta jsem kazatelstvi
a konstatovani parkrat vyslala. Nékdy to byla nevédomost, jindy vliv ¢aso-
vé tisné, ale nékdy to byl i zamér. A odtud bych svou odpovéd zacala. Ka-
zdé téma filmu se snazim promyslet tak, abych védéla, do jakého prostoru
zdy dulezité prehodit vyhybku toho, jak se
o tématu komunikuje a premysli. A tak
se muze stat, ze obcas je tieba plasti-
¢nosti, kde divak musi hledat odpovédi
sam, jindy radikalni manifestace a nékdy

» Myslim, ze je vzd
dilezité prehodit vyhybku
toho, jak se o tématu
komunikuje a premysli. «

1é¢i Tebou zminény humor.

V pribéhu natacent jde o praci s protagonisty nasich filmi. Po-
kud nam odpovidaji ¢ernobile, $patné se ptaime nebo nas malo zajima
jedinec¢nost jejich pohledii. Stejné jako by mél byt jedinec¢ny jen ten nas.
Jinak by film nem¢l divod vzniknout.

4/ TEREZA REICHOVA SE PTA REZISERA

A DRAMATURGA IVO BYSTRICANA:

Mily Ivo, zajimala by mne tva zkusenost s eticky ¢i mocensky spornymi
situacemi, které jsi béhem nataceni musel fesit se ¢leny $tabu. Nemas

radu pro kolegy, jak ptripadnym konfliktim predchazet?

Ivo Bystrican: Je vlastné priznacné, ze v anglictiné se pro reziséra po-
uziva slovo, které v jinych kontextech prekladame jako feditel. Rozho-
dovani v dasledku zalezi na ném a zaroven veskera zodpovédnost za to,
co se déje. Dodnes se mi vybavuje par let stara situace unaveného $tabu
prejizdéjiciho z nataceni do ubytovani. Technik po celém dni fidi, na
nataceni neni produkce a v hotelu je potieba zaplatit hotové, ¢imz nas
produkce nevybavila. Po telefonu poradi fidici/technikovi, at si jede vy-
brat z bankomatu a Ze mu to bude proplaceno po navratu. Pozdé vecer
nastane vybuch rozcileni, ktery absorboval i predeslé lapsy podobného
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typu dotknuvsi se dalsich ¢lenti $tabu. Nalada vzdoru se pienese i do
dalstho dne. Uvédomil jsem si, ze urcité véci nesmim s ohledem na $tab
pripustit, naptiklad absenci produkce na place a delegovani jejich po-
vinnosti na kohokoli ze $tabu. To jsem nedocenil, neptedvidal a mélo
to vliv jak na osobni situaci kolegt, tak na nataceni jako takové. Jedna
véc je poradit si v dané situaci a snazit se o psychickou podporu, ta
dilezitéjsi je ale aktivné pfedem promyslet harmonogram, ¢asy a logis-
tiku natacent, s ohledem na stab, a trvat v komunikaci s produkei na
nepodkroditelnych standardech. Je dtlezité si neustale uvédomovat, ze
pro stab je celodenni dokumentarni nataceni fyzicky i psychicky inten-
zivni a namahavé a jen slovo reziséra miaze dorovnat podminky tak,
aby to respektoval. To je moje doporuceni - pfi planovani nataceni brat
v uvahu nejen opravnéné zajmy téch, s nimiz se toci, ale i vsech ¢lent
stabu tak, aby se nejednalo o vSestranné vykofistovani, v némz se obli-
gatné argumentuje nedostatkem casu a penéz. V pripadé, kdy se nelze
s produkei dohodnout, je potfeba obratit se na vedeni studia, ba i na
jejich nadfizené, a neobavat se upadnuti v neoblibu. V tomto ptipadé to
pomohlo.

5/ IVO BYSTRICAN SE PTA KAMERAMANKY YVON
TEYSSLEROVE:

Dokazes si vzpomenout na nejvyraznéjsi moment, kdy ti za kamerou
vytanulo etické dilema, jak nataceného clovéka, lidi nebo situaci snimat?
Ceho se tykalo, jak jsi o ném premyslela a stalo se i pfedmétem diskuse

s rezisérem ¢i rezisérkou?

Yvon Teysslerova: Téch momenti je zvlasté v dokumentarnim filmu
nebo ve zpravodajstvi, kde jsem nékolik let pasobila jako kameramanka,
mnoho. Vzdy zalezi na dané situaci, kterd ma mnoho proménnych. Do
snimani se samozfejmé promitaji osobni hranice, za které zkratka nejdu.
Snazim se pfistupovat k natacenti citlivé s ohledem na protagonisty a re-
zijni pozadavky. Nemam rada explicitnost, byt je samoziejmé také legi-
timni soucasti filmu i G¢innym prostredkem.

Paradoxem vsak je, ze k nejnepiijemnéjsi situaci jsem se dostala
v hraném filmu jest¢ na FAMU a tykala se natacenti s $estinedéInim mi-
minkem. Rezijni vedeni pro mne bylo zcela za hranou a nataceni scény
jsme spole¢né s produkci zastavily. Obecné mi piijde ,,pronajimani®
nemluvnat do filmu jako eticky problém.
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V dokumentarnim filmu $lo spise o vyhrocené emocionalni situa-
M Vv . M /Y /

ce, kdy jsem musela kameru odlozit. Protagonista nataceného dokumen-
tu si v emoc¢né vypjaté situaci nepral, abychom ho tocili. V ptipadé, ze
by se material natocil a pouzil, mohl by mit velmi zavazné disledky pro
celou rodinu. V jiném piipad¢ jsem kameru odlozila a sla protagonistku
obejmout.

Kamera s hleddc¢kem na oku vas vtahne a uzavie do nové vznika-
jiciho svéta, to, co vidite a snimate, vypovida mnohé o vas samotnych.
O vasich hranicich a dilematech. Jste-li s vasimi hrdiny na sebe napojent,
stane se, ze vas n¢které situace jednoduse feceno dostanou. V doku-
mentarnim filmu jsem méla vzdy stésti a pracovala s citlivymi zenskymi
rezisérkami, se kterymi nam vzdy stacil jediny pohled k rozhodnuti, zda
snimat, ¢i ne, pfipadné jak.

6/ YVON TEYSSLEROVA SE PTA STRIHACE

JURAJE ONDRUSE:

Zajimalo by mne, jak ¢asto dochazi ve stfizné k feseni etickych dilemat.
Miize se do takové situace dostat stfihac i z divodu nedostacujiciho
materialu? Zazil jste n¢kdy situaci, ktera byla za hranici, a musel jste
rict ne?

Juraj Ondrus: Takmer neustale. Popisujem tento proces vo svojej dizer-
tacnej praci a rozdelujem etické dilemy strihaca voci aktérovi, divakovi,
filmu a komunikacii so $tabom. Sice vic¢sina bodov vychadza z ne-
priameho kontaktu, ale ovplyvnuje vysledny dojem z audiovizualneho
diela. Takze sa to deje aj v praxi, naprikla}d ako sa pytate, ¢i to moze byt
sposobené nedostacujicim materialom. Ano, moze, a v tom pripade sa
snazim ziadat o dotacky, ak je to samozrejme ¢asovo a finan¢ne mozné.
S konkrétnym prikladom som sa ja osobne nestretol, ale stala sa nam
opacna situacia pri filme Psi Piné s rezisérom Jonasom Vackom. Spraco-
vavali sme dokument o Dominikanoch a ich 700. vyroci a po finalnom
strihu za nami do strizne dosiel jeden z aktérov, nech istt pasaz z filmu
vynechame. Film sme uz mali vo zvuku, ale aktérovi sme vyhoveli. Tak-
ze sme neriesili nedostato¢ny material, ale naopak vypustenie jedného
konfliktu z filmu. A aj to sa stava etickou dilemou strihovej skladby. Moh-
li sme k tomu pristapit inak, ale s rezisérom sme sa rozhodli zasiahnut
pre zachovanie dobrych vztahov. Napriek tomu mal film Gspech v tizkej
komunite ludi a otvorilo nam to oc¢i v dalsich filmovych pocinoch.
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7/ JURAJ ONDRUS SE PTA ZVUKARE VACLAVA FLEGLA:
S akymi najcastej$imi etickymi dilemami sa stretavate (priamy vztah s re-
zisérom, nepriamy vztah s divakom atd.)? Da sa ovplyvnit finalna striho-
va verzia vo zvukovej postprodukeii? Mate s tym blizsie skisenosti?

Vaclav Flégl: Vzdy jde o manipulaci s materialem, divikem, poslucha¢em
a hranice jsou velmi fluidni. Mame vliv na lidi, co poslouchaji - sleduji.
Myslim si, ze v kazdém piipadé je na misté byt velmi zodpovédny a pred-
jimat, co miizeme zpisobit. Byt naptiklad zvukafem filmu Celisti, drbal ETHICS
bych si hlavu nad tim, ze jsem ptispél skvélymi zvukovymi efekty k vybi- IN DOCUMENTARY FILM
jeni zralokda.
Vse, co ve finalnim filmovém soundtracku slysime, je mozné mé-
nit, doplnovat a obrabét. I po stfihu. VSsech moznych postupti u projekta
s nejlepsim svédomim vyuzivam tak, aby to vysledku pomohlo. Jsou celé
zanry - animovany film, piirodovédné filmy - kdy celou zvukovou stopu
vytvaiim v postprodukei.

8/ VACLAV FLEGL SE PTA PRODUCENTKY

HANY BLAHA SILAROVE:

Jak bys fesila situaci, ze se nékdo ze stabu kousne - vyhodnoti, ze jde
o neprekroditelnou manipulaci, podraz, neférovost, intimitu, porno

apod.?

Hana Blaha Silarova: V feseni takové situace by zalezelo na okolnostech.
Jako dilezity bych vnimala rezisértiv*¢in a sviyj nazor na situaci. Jako

prvni krok bych iniciovala diskuzi, i proto, ze ¢lovéku nemusi v rychlosti
nataceni dojit vSechny nuance. Zaroven je jasné, ze kazdy ma hranici
trochu jinde. Doufam, ze k nastaveni obecnych mantineli by doslo jiz
pred natacenim pii predrealiza¢nich poradach. Pokud by se i tak ¢len*ka
stabu necitil*a komfortné, bylo by nejlepsi se dohodnout na ukonceni
spoluprace. Filmafinu vnimam jako baje¢nou praci a bylo by zbyte¢né,
aby se kdokoliv na place trapil (vic, nez je nutné).
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CREATING THE ETHICAL UNDERPINNINGS
OF DOCUMENTARY PRODUCTION TOGETHER

JAN MOTAL

By its very nature, documentary film is
a borderline discipline. And ever since it
was defined by John Grierson, it bears its
own internal conflict: its form and ambi-
tion are art while its relationship to reality
at its best crosses over into journalism and
at its worst into propaganda. Even from
a productive standpoint, documentary
film dabbles into very uncertain territo-
ry. Following in the tradition of auteur
filmmaking, it’s intended to be an expres-
sion of a sovereign creative gesture, but
at the same time it’s created in a highly
competitive environment by productions
competing for limited resources and the
audience’s favor. Creators are often de-
pendent on the institutional terms and
conditions of television studios, which
have their own organizational goals and
principles that may be in direct conflict
with the artist’s vision. These “coordi-
nates” eventually have a single focus: the
creative crew, who invent, plan, and com-
plete the film and eventually partake in
the promo for the film’s distribution, offer-
ing their interpretations and commentary.
The responsibility involved, which rests
on the shoulders of only a few people in
independent contexts, is enormous. The
filmmakers enter people’s lives, express
their opinions on political and social is-
sues, operate in an economically defined
space, and have their obligations to the
institutions with which they cooperate.
And throughout all of that, they’re trying
to create art. Under this strong pressure
coming from all sides, the collective ties
of responsibility are weakened: it’s as if
only an exceptionally morally and artis-
tically disposed individual who enjoys

universal respect can cope with this kind
of responsibility. Any rules and principles
are unnecessary or even harmful, as they
limit personal freedom. The creative ges-
ture is sovereign.

But that’s a romantic notion that ulti-
mately reduces any serious debate about
the ethics of filmmaking to abstract phi-
losophizing about the relationship be-
tween art and reality. No wonder, then,
that documentarist practices remain rath-
er intuitive, and the creators—unlike other
sectors, including science or the aforemen-
tioned journalism—cannot rely on gen-
erally accepted ethical rules that would
provide them with a supersonic compass
for ethical behavior in their profession.

Since the 1960s, a serious debate on
the limitations of professionalism has
been launched in a number of fields, fue-
led by criticism of the power position of
experts. Doctors, researchers, officials,
policemen, or journalists are, in principle,
in a position where they hold a significant
advantage over those they deal with and
also influence the life of society as a whole.
How can we defend ourselves against
their power? Where are the boundaries
of professional conduct and where does
arbitrariness begin?

This shift was the most visible in medi-
cine and science, in which very strict prin-
ciples of conduct were gradually formulat-
ed. They not only safeguard society and
the subjects that the experts work with
from possible damage, but also increas-
ingly grant them the freedom to partici-
pate in deciding their own fate. Scientif-
ic experiments and medical procedures,
which were still common in the 1950s,
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are today out of question, and the area
of moral obligations extends beyond the
borders of the human empire to animals,
nature, and the environment.

Codes of ethics are only the most visi-
ble part of this significant movement from
intuitive decision-making to shared, re-
flective, and collectively negotiated prin-
ciples that make it easier for professionals
to make decisions and for the people they
work with they ensure that their freedom
and integrity are preserved. Under these
written rules thrives and flourishes a liv-
ing organism made up of academic insti-
tutions, professional societies, journals
and magazines, professional and public
discussions, legal battles, as well as in-
stitutional regulatory mechanisms that
create a space of professional ethics.

'This movement of the last half-century
has only minimally spread to the media
and arts in the Czech Republic.

these movements, but in recent decades
the tendency to set ethical boundaries
has spontaneously begun to manifest
itself, and with great self-awareness, no
less. The most visible was probably the
#McToo movement or the controversy
surrounding the casting of minority ac-
tors; but additionally, the ecological and
economic sustainability movement, such
as the “albert” initiative, which was creat-
ed in 2011, has also begun to be strongly
promoted. The so-called green filming, i.c.
ecological filming movement supporting
environmentally responsible behavior, has
found its way into a purely commercial
environment—it’s promoted by the media
group CME, the owner of TV Nova.

It’s symptomatic for the Czech Repub-
lic that in the film and television environ-
ment these campaigns have provoked at
least embarrassing, if not outright neg-

the Velvet Revolution, the “trium{ » After the Velvet Revolution, the
phalism of freedom” prevailed, as ‘triumphalism of freedom’ prevailed,
Professor Jan Jirak once put it in[ as Professor Jan Jirak once put it in
an interview. The idea of instituting] an Interview. «

any policies, principles, or rules ap-
peared as a limitation on creative freedom
and freedom of expression, a whiff of past
times. That’s why journalistic codes within
the media started to spread only towards
the end of the 1990s, and rather under the
pressures of political reality, as there was
a tendency to tame the free space at least
with some rules embodied in a new press
law. But, unfortunately, things stopped
there, and the Czech Republic still lacks
a systematic and structured academic and
professional discussion on media ethics,
as well as basic self-regulatory mecha-
nisms and institutions that are so com-
mon abroad.

Also, beyond our borders, film pro-
duction has rather distanced itself from

fessional ethics remain a personal com-
mitment at an intuitive level, meaningful
public discussions about ethics are rare
and are usually not motivated by efforts
to negotiate and find shared principles.
In documentary film, this is more ev-
ident because in contrast with fictional
works, filmmakers work with ordinary
people, whose lives they enter and often
transform to the point of being unrecog-
nizable. This fact tempts us to return
to the eternal and rather philosophical
problem of the relationship between art
and reality, the boundaries of freedom
and manipulation. And thanks to this,
questions that are much smaller, more
grounded, and more specific are eluded:
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Do people have the right to require au-
thorization? Is it possible to film their
private lives without their consent? Is it
possible to use what is filmed “off the re-
cord?” Can we shoot with children with-
out their parents present? How can we
film people in spur-of-the-moment situa-
tions, where they’re disoriented and prone
to making impulsive decisions? Do doc-
umentary filmmakers have to surrender
the right to express oneself to the people
mentioned in the film? Is it possible to not
to show certain circumstances or people
that fail to fit the filmmaker’s intention all
for the sake of the story? How can we film
poor and uneducated people from social
peripheries? What principles do the pro-
ducers—or the institutions the producers
work with—have that are justifiable and
what principles do they have that can be
legitimately fought against? Can a doc-
umentary filmmaker use other people
to promote his/her opinion, even if they
disagree with him/her? Is it possible to
hide something from the viewer in order
to arouse the desired reaction? And so on.

None of these questions is academic.
These are real dilemmas that documen-
tary filmmakers deal with every day—
and many of them are left alone. Thus,
they may not always be able to respond
to pressures from their colleagues in the
industry, the people they film with, or the
institution that produces the film. With-
out a collective reflection of documentary
ethics among creators, academics, view-
ers, and film subjects, it’s impossible to
find boundaries on which there would
be at least a framework agreement that
would create a safe and understanding
environment that’s open to dialogue. And
without research to help build such a de-
bate on an empirical basis, meaningful
arguments are not possible.

That’s why we decided to organize
a conference of academics, professionals,
critics, social actors, and audiences as part
of this year’s festival that will deal with
issues of power in documentary filmmak-
ing. The aim is to initiate a conversation,
which will certainly take a very long time
and will require a lot of meetings and joint
work, but which may result in the creation
of a productive blueprint that can grow
into a much stronger and clearer idea
of what Czech documentary filmmak-
ing considers right and what it doesn'’t.
Documentary ethics is in the hands of
the creators, but all of us can participate
in reflection on it. And our invitation to
be a part of this conversation extends to
everyone who cares about this industry.

J[an Motal is a university lectur-
er and the head and founder of
the Centre for Media Ethics and
Dialogue at the Department of
Media Studies and Journalism
at Masaryk University’s Faculty
of Social Sciences. His interest
in the ethics of media and art,
which he has been teaching
since 2012, developed from his
own experience as a director
and dramaturge and his inter-

. O . .
est in hermeneutic Cg)hllosophy,

which he addressed in his dis-
sertation. He is particularly in-
terested in how art and media
can contribute to the dialogue
in a culturally and class-divided
society. Motal is also a member
of the board of experts of the
Foundation for Independent
Journalism, the Association of
Regional Journalists, and the
media working group of the
Network to Protect Democracy.
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HONEST TRUTHS ABOUT DOCUMENTARY ETHICS
PATRICIA AUFDERHEIDE, PETER JASZI AND MRIDU CHANDRA

Concerns about documentary ethics are
not new, but they have intensified over the
past several years in response to changes
in the industry. By the late 1990s, U.S.
documentary filmmakers had become
widely respected media makers, recog-
nized as independent voices at a time of
falling public confidence in mainstream
media and in the integrity of the political
process. At the same time, documentary
television production was accelerating to
fill the need for quality programming in
ever-expanding screen time, generating
popular, formula-driven programs. The
growth of commercial opportunities and
the prominence of politics as a documen-
tary subject also produced tensions. Doc-
umentary filmmakers, whether they were
producing histories for public television,
nature programs for cable, or independ-
ent political documentaries, found them-
selves facing not only economic pressure
but also close scrutiny for the ethics of
their practices.[.. .|

Filmmakers were drawn into criticism
of their peers, while lacking common
standards of reference. Unlike journalism,
documentary filmmaking has largely been
an individual, freelance effort. Documen-
tary filmmakers typically are small busi-
ness owners, selling their work to a range
of distributors, mostly in television. Even
producers working for large outlets, such
as Discovery, National Geographic, and
PBS, are typically independent contractors.
Mar[l Jof the filmmakers surveyed spoke
of commercial pressures, particularly in
the cable business, to make decisions they
believed to be unethical. The trend to-
wards faster and cheaper documentaries

and the “assembly line” nature of work
has proven challenging to filmmakers’
understanding of their obligations to sub-
jects in particular. They also blurred the
line between traditional documentary,
reality, and hybrid forms. These develop-
ments often troubled documentarians:
“[Facts] are not verified. .. It has no ethics.
It’s increasingly entertainment.” [.. ]
Filmmakers also face pressure to in-
flate drama or character conflict and to cre-
ate drama where no natural drama exists.
'They may be encouraged to alter the story
to pump up the excitement, the conflict, or
the danger. In one case, a filmmaker lacked
exciting enough pictures of a particular
animal from a shoot, and the executive
producer substituted animals from another
country. The filmmaker believed this to
misrepresent the conditions of the region.
Filn[lm]akersl identified challenges in two
kinds of relationships that raised ethical
questions: with subjects and with viewers.
The ethical tensions in the first relation-
ship focused on how to maintain a hu-
mane working relationship with someone
whose story they were telling. The ethical
tensions in the second focused on ways to
maintain a viewer’s faith in the accuracy
and integrity of the work. In both cases,
militating against what filmmakers might
prefer personally to do was the obliga-
tion to complete a compelling and honest
documentary story within budget.

1 This text is based on research conducted by
Patricia Aufderheide and her colleagues in 2009
in the United States. It is based on 45 interviews
with directors and producers in the field of
documentary production there.
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THE PARTICIPANTS

In thinking about their subjects, film-
makers typically described a relationship
in which the filmmaker had more social
and sometimes economic power than
the subject. In this case, they worked for
a good-faith relationship that would not
put their subjects at risk or cause them
to be worse off than they were before the
relationship began. They widely shared
the notions of “Do no harm” and “Protect
the vulnerable.”

» They usually treated this
relationship as less than
friendship and more than

a professional relationship,
and often as one in which the
subject could make significant

demands on the filmmaker. «
Y Y,

less than friendship and more than a pro-
fessional relationship, and often as one in
which the subject could make significant
demands on the filmmaker. “We want to
have a human relationship with our sub-
jects,” said Gordon Quinn, “but there are
boundaries that should not be crossed. For
example, any kind of romantic relation-
ship would be unacceptable. You always
have to be aware of the power that you as
a filmmaker have in relationship to your
subject.” At the same time, they recognized
that professional obligations might force
them at least to cause pain. In one case,
Sam Pollard asked a subject to redo an in-
terview in order to get a more emotionally
rich version of a painful moment when he
had been abused by police in prison. The
second time, “he was crying, I was crying,
we were all crying. It was so powerful.
After I wrapped, I felt like a real shit for
the rest of the day, felt like I manipulated
him for my personal gain. It is a powerful

moment in the film but I felt bad to push
him to that point when he broke down.”
[..] They were acutely aware of the power
they have over their subjects. “I usually
enter people’s lives at a time of crisis. If the
tables were turned, God forbid,” said Joe
Berlinger, “I would never allow them to
make a film about my tragedy. I am keenly
aware of the hypocrisy of asking someone
for access that I myself would probably
not grant.” “They let you be there as their
life unfolds,” said Steven Ascher, “and
that carries with it a responsibility to try
to anticipate how the audience will see
them, and at times to protect them when
necessary.”

Filmmakers also recognized limits to the
obligation to the subject. One diagnos-
tic was whether the filmmaker found the
subject ethically lacking, for instance,
because of politically or economically
corrupt acts. Steven Ascher said that “re-
vealing a subject’s weaknesses or positions
that the audience is likely to find laugha-
ble or repellant can be justified when they
are taking advantage of other people or
when they are so completely convinced of
their own rightness, they would be happy
with their portrayal. You don’t owe them
more than that.”

The awareness of a power differential also
leads filmmakers sometimes to volun-
teer to share decision-making power with
some subjects. Notably, this attitude does
not extend to celebrities, whom filmmak-
ers found to be aggressive and powerful
in controlling their image. This distinc-
tion accords with filmmakers’ sensitivity
to the power differential in the relation-

ship. [.. ]
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THE VIEWERS

Filmmakers also asserted a prima-
ry relationship to viewers, which they
phrased as a professional one: an eth-
ical obligation to deliver accurate and
honestly told stories. This relationship
was, however, much more abstract than
the one with their subjects. This second
relationship became primary in the post-
filming part of the production process.
Filmmakers expected to shift allegiances
from subject to viewer in the course of
the film, in order to complete the project.
Filmmakers accepted significant manipu-
lation of the situation in filming without
regarding it as a betrayal of viewer expec-
tations. They were fully aware that their
choices of angles, shots, and characters
were personal and subjective (a “POV;” or
point of view, was repeatedly referenced
as a desirable feature of a documentary),
and justified their decisions by reference
to the concept of “the truth.” This concept
was unanchored by validity tests, defini-
tions, or norms. Rather the opposite, in
fact: faced with evidence of or a decision
for inaccuracy or manipulation, they often
moved “the truth” to a higher conceptual
level, that of “higher truth.”

This “higher truth” or a “sociological
truth” inadvertently invoked documen-
tary pioneer John Grierson’s description
of documentary as a “creative treatment
of actuality.” Grierson used this flexible
term to permit a wide range of actions and
approaches ranging from re-enactment to
highly selective storytelling—indeed, even
outright government propaganda. His pro-
motion of the term has been criticized, by
scholar Brian Winston, among others, for
allowing ethical choices to go unexam-
ined. For Grierson, who incessantly strate-
gized to garner government resources for

documentary film, the phrase had strategic
advantages. For today’s documentary film-
makers, it appears to grace a set of choices
about narrative and purpose in the docu-
mentary. It appears to justify the overall
goal of communicating the important
themes, processes, or messages within the
(required) entertaining narrative frame,
while still permitting the necessary distor-
tions to fit within that frame and the flexi-
bility to deal with production exigencies.
Many filmmakers noted that restaging
routine or trivial events such as walking
through a door was part and parcel of the
filmmaking process and was “not what
makes the story honest.” But many filmmak-
ers went much further, without discomfort.

For instance, filmmakers also regularly
used re-creations (re-staging of events that
have already occurred, whether in the re-
cent or distant past), although they widely
believed that it was important that audienc-
es be made aware somehow that the footage
is recreated. Stanley Nelson said, “People
have to know and feel it’s a recreation. You
have to be 99.9 percent sure that people will
know.” Some filmmakers also “stage” events
to occur at a time convenient to the filming.
One said that “as long as the activities they
do are those they would normally be doing,
if your filming doesn’t distort their life. ..
there is still a reality that is represented.”

ON THE ROAD TO ETHICAL
FILMING

[ ..] The ethical conflicts put in motion
[...] a filmmaker’s embattled-truth-teller
identity are, ironically for a truth-telling
community, unable to be widely shared
or even publicly discussed in most indi-
vidual cases. Sometimes filmmakers are
constrained by contract, but far more
often they are constrained by the fear
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that openly discussing ethical issues will
expose them to risk of censure or may
jeopardize the next job.

Filmmakers thus find themselves
without community norms or standards.
Institutional standards and practices re-
main proprietary to the companies for
which the filmmakers may be working
and do not always reflect the terms they
believe are appropriate to their craft. Their
communities are far-flung, virtual, and
sporadically rallied at film festivals and
on listservs. Filmmakers need to share
both experience and vocabulary and to
be able to question their own and others’
decision-making processes without en-
countering prohibitive risk.

Documentary filmmakers need a lar-
ger, more sustained and public discussion
of ethics, and they also need safe zones to
share questions and to report concerns.
Any documentary code of ethics that has

Patricia Aufderheide is a pro-
fessor of communication stud-
ies at American University in
Washington, D.C. She special-
1ses in the soc1al impact of mass
media, the ethics of (not only)
aud10v1sua1 production, the 1s-
sue of copyright, and the pos-
sibilities I‘y the pr 1nc1ple of fair
use. As an award-winning film
critic focusing on 1nternat10nal
and independent filmmaking,
she has served as a Sundance
juror. She deals extenswely with
documentary film in her work—
its history, ethics, controversies
accompanying its development,
and the practical problems fac-
ing contemporary filmmakers.

credibility for a field with a wide range of
practices must develop from a shared under-
standing of values, standards, and practices.
A more extended and vigorous conversa-
tion is needed in order to cultivate such un-
derstanding in this field of creative practice.

September 2009

» Thirteen years after this
study was published, in 2022,
the Documentary Working
Group, in which Patricia
Aufderheide participated,
released an ethical
framework for non-extractive
filmmaking, echoing man

of the themes in this articl}(:,
That framework, which has
received many prestlglous
endorsements, 1s available

at docaccountability.org:

In the previous year, the

U.S. Public Broadcasting
Service (PBS) released for
the first time a public version
of its ethical standards and
practices, at pbs.org/standards. «
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The text has been editorially shortened

and supplemented with subheadings.

The full text can be found on the Internet:
https://emsimpact.org /resource/honest-truths-documentary-
Sfilmmakers-on-ethical-challenges-in-their-work/
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ETHICAL CHALLENGES

IN DOCUMENTARY FILMMAKING

A CHAIN INTERVIEW WITH DOCUMENTARY FILMMAKERS
ADDRESSES THE TOPIC OF ETHICAL DILEMMAS AND POWER
RELATIONS THEY FACE WHEN MAKING A FILM

1/ QUESTION FOR DIRECTOR
ADELA KOMRZY:

How much space do you give to social
actors beyond just performing? What
influence do they have on the final film?

Adela Komrzy: If I'm shooting a report
or a recording of what’s happening on
the street, the space is minimal. But if I'm
making an original film, which usually
takes several years to prepare and make,
then there’s alot of space. It’s essential for
establishing rapport and trust. The protag-
onist should understand the film’s purpose
to the extent possible (unless it is an inves-
tigative genre, for example). This requires
a lot of time shared and spent together.
When the “playing field” is set well—very
clearly—the protagonists are open and can
be relaxed, even authentic, in front of the
camera. A close relationship continues
to develop during the shoot if it is long.
Here I can talk about my experience mak-
ing Intensive Life Unit. During the shoot,
we discussed with the protagonists their
possible concerns—for example, about
their final image, the reflection of them-
selves that will be part of the final film.
We discussed an interesting contradiction,
that a protagonist was experiencing—she
was trying to be very authentic, but shej
was shutting down in front of the cams
era. But at the same time, she wanted to

shoot. These are fragile moments that take

awhile to realize even happened and then

require a great deal of trust to confide.
Then it’s up to us to discuss and process

it together. Even in an observational film,
there is plenty of space for the protago-
nists beyond just appearing in front of the
camera. In another situation, it might be
different, but my experience is that a big
part of directing is simply building diverse
relationships, and giving space to those
is essential. They often linger on after the
shoot, and I see that as a gift when it’s suc-
cessful and mutually desired.

And do they have a say in the final
film? Maybe in exceptional cases. In the
case of “The Unit”, I wanted the doctors
to tell me if there was some factual er-
ror, a slip of the tongue, or something
I could deal with on the spot. But if they
had a problem with how they looked on
screen or didn’t identify with how they
came across, that would have been an
impetus for a broader discussion and
consideration of the seriousness of the
concerns. Often it can be a first impres-
sion; sometimes it can be something more
serious that can have consequences for
the protagonist’s life, something that we
may not have known about in the editing
room. Then it’s essential to consider and

. ) .
» In general, however, I want
the protagonists to give me
freedom from the outset and to
join me on an unknown journey
in which they can learn a lot
about themselves. «

J

protagonists to give me freedom from the
outset and to join me on an unknown



32 Ethics in Documentary Film

journey in which they can learn a lot
about themselves. This requires a great
deal of openness and surrender, which is
one of the most beautiful aspects of doc-
umentary filmmaking. It makes me feel,
among other things, great humility. So
I'would only let the protagonists influence
the final film for valid reasons. If I wanted
to wriggle out of the question, I would
have to say that the protagonists are the
primary creators. My job is to keep out
of their way. They absolutely do affect the
final film. It wouldn’t exist without them.

2/ ADELA KOMRZY ASKS
DIRECTOR AND PRODUCER
VIT KLUSAK:

How do you make decisions in moments
when the road to a good film leads
through various human disappointments/
failures/hurts? Does the end justify the
means?

Vit Klusdk: Sometimes I hear students
or colleagues saying something like,
“for the sake of a better film, I'd rather
not tinker with it—the relationships with
the characters are more important to me
than the result.” Film may not be greater
than life, but it’s not less than it either.
Film is life. I remember how in the pas-
sion of my youth—I was a first-year stu-
dent at FAMU—I confronted Jan Gogola
Jr., whom I looked up to uncondition-
ally. I asked him how, as a filmmaker,
he could work at Czech Television as
a dramaturg when the medium of tele-
vision is a textbook narrowing of reality,
a faint reflection of the whole (I devoured
Flusser and Postman at the time). And
Honza turned to me condescendingly
from the steering wheel and said: “Could
you kindly tell me what the difference
is between looking at a TV screen and

looking out of a window? Which of these
is framed more as truth?” I bring this
up now because I simply believe that
the path to a good film naturally leads
through various human disappoint-
ments, failures, and hurts. Just like every-
day life, in which we routinely get hurt
and disappointed. And this, too, is part
of his complex and passionate process
of representation. The key is figuring
out how to make it part of the film and
reveal all the cards to the audience, in-
cluding those under the table. It’s easier
for documentary filmmakers, who don’t
stay hidden behind the camera. Perhaps
it is for Jan Gogola Jr. His film about
friendship in the forms of nearness and
passing, Vécny FoZo (Eternal Jozo, 2020),
is a perfect illustration of the age-old ad-
age that good friends tell each other un-
pleasant truths. Or that for the strength
of friendship, they can also disappoint.

3/ VIT KLUSAK ASKS

DIRECTOR TEREZA REICHOVA:
Tereza, documentaries, including yours,
often focus on socially critical or even hu-
man rights issues. They point out inequal-
ity and injustice, stand up for the rights of
the weak, break down taboos, and try to
dissolve stereotypes. I'm interested in how
you face the pitfalls of being too clever

and preachy when making such engaged
’ d

» How do you ensure you don't
send a morality poster out into
the world, a film that doesn’t
question but simply states? «

amorality poster out into the world, a film
that doesn’t question but simply states?
And what role does humor play in this
part of the process?
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Tereza Reichova: Well. I'm certainly
not blameless—I've sent preaching and
stating out into the world a few times.
Sometimes it was ignorance, some-
times it was because of time pressure,
but sometimes it was intentional. And
that’s where I would start my answer.
I try to think through each theme of the
film so that I know what space I am re-
leasing the film into. I think it’s always
important to shift the goalposts of how
a topic is communicated and considered.
Sometimes you need plasticity, where
the viewer must look for answers on his
own; other times, radical manifestation
is necessary, and sometimes that humor
you mentioned heals.

During filming, it’s about working
with the protagonists of our films. If they
answer us in black and white, we’re asking
the wrong questions or don’t care enough
about the uniqueness of their perspec-
tives—just as only ours should be unique.
Otherwise, the film would have had no
reason to be made.

4/ TEREZA REICHOVA ASKS
DIRECTOR AND DRAMATURGE
IVO BYSTRICAN:

Dear Ivo, I would like to hear about how
you've dealt with controversial situations
involving ethics or power with crew mem-
bers during filming. Do you have any
advice for colleagues on how to prevent
potential conflicts?

Ivo Bystfican: It’s significant that in Eng-
lish, the word “director” is used both for
the person overseeing a film shoot and
for the leader of a company. The deci-
sion-making ultimately falls on them, as
does all responsibility for what happens.
I still remember a situation from a few
years ago involving a tired crew heading

back to their hotel from the film set. The
tech has been driving all day, there’s no
producer on the set, and they had to pay
cash at the hotel, which the producer
didn’t provide us. On the phone, they
advised the driver/tech to go and with-
draw the money from an ATM and that
he will be reimbursed on his return. Late
in the evening, there was an outburst of
annoyance powered by previous lapses of
a similar type affecting other crew mem-
bers. The mood of defiance carried over
into the next day. I realized that there
were certain things I couldn’t let hap-
pen with the crew, such as not having
the producer on set and delegating their
duties to whomever on the crew. I didn’t
realize how important it was, I didn’t an-
ticipate it, and it affected my colleagues’
personal situations and the shoot itself.
It’s one thing to be able to handle the
situation and try to provide psychological
support, but more important is to actively
think through the schedule, times, and
logistics of the shoot in advance, with the
crew in mind, and to insist on unshak-
able standards in communicating with
the producer. It’s crucial to bear in mind
at all times that a full day of documen-
tary filming is physically and mentally
intense and taxing for the crew, and only
the director can fine-tune the conditions
to respect that. So that’s my recommen-
dation—when planning a shoot, consider
not only the legitimate interests of those
with whom the shoot is being filmed but
also of all crew members so that it is not
all-out exploitation in which the obliga-
tory argument is about lack of time and
money. If you can’t reach an agreement
with the producer, you need to contact
the studio management or even their su-
periors, and don’t worry about the fall-
out. In this case, it helped.
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5/ IVO BYSTRICAN ASKS
CAMERA OPERATOR YVON
TEYSSLEROVA:

Can you recall the most significant mo-
ment when you stood behind the camera
and faced an ethical dilemma about how
to film a person, people, or situation?
What was it about, what did you think
about it, and was it even the subject of
discussion with the director?

Yvon Teysslerova: There have been many
such moments, especially in documentary
film or news reporting, where I worked
as a camera operator for several years. It
always depends on the situation, which
has many variables. Of course, there are
personal boundaries involved in shoot-
ing that I simply don’t cross. I try to ap-
proach the shoot sensitively with respect
to the protagonists and the directorial
requirements. I don’t like explicitness, but
of course, it’s also a legitimate part of the
film and an effective device.

The paradox is that the most unpleas-
ant situation I experienced occurred while
shooting a feature film while I was still
at FAMU. It involved filming with a six-
week-old baby. The direction was just
entirely too far over the top for me, and
together with the producer, we stopped
shooting the scene. I generally find the
“renting” of infants for films to be an eth-
ical problem.

When making documentaries, it was
more about intense emotional situations
where I simply had to put the camera
down. The protagonist didn’t want us
to film him in an emotionally tense sit-
uation. If the material were filmed and
used, it could have severe consequences
for the whole family. In another case,
I put the camera down and hugged the
protagonist.

A camera with a viewfinder on the
eye draws you in and immerses you in
anewly emerging world, where what you
see and capture says a lot about you—
about your personal boundaries and
dilemmas. Some situations will simply
affect you if you've formed a connection
with your protagonists. I've always been
fortunate in documentary filmmaking
and have worked with sensitive female
directors, with whom it’s only taken one
shared look to decide whether or not to
shoot or how.

6/ YVON TEYSSLEROVA ASKS
EDITOR JURA]J ONDRUS:

I wonder how often ethical dilemmas
are resolved in the editing room. Can
an editor find themself in such a situ-
ation because of insufficient material?
Have you ever experienced a situation
that was out of bounds and you had to
say no?

Juraj Ondrus$: Almost constantly. I de-
scribed this process in my dissertation,
where I examined the ethical dilemmas
of the editor vis-a-vis the actor, the viewer,
the film, and communication with the
crew. Although most of the points are
based on indirect contact, they influence
the final impression of the audiovisual
work. So it also happens in practice, like
when you ask whether it can be caused
by insufficient material. Yes, it can, and
in that case, I try to ask for pick-ups if
it’s possible in terms of time and money.
I haven’t personally encountered a specific
example, but the opposite situation hap-
pened with the film Psi Piné with director
Jonas Vacek. We were making a docu-
mentary about the Dominicans and their
700th anniversary. After the final cut, one
of the actors came to the editing room
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and asked us to leave a specific passage
out of the film. The film was already with
the sound editor, but we obliged the actor.
We weren’t dealing with a lack of materi-
al but rather the removal of one conflict
from the film. And this, too, becomes an
ethical dilemma of editing. We could have
approached it differently, but the director
and I decided to intervene to maintain
good relations. Nevertheless, the film was
asuccess in a small community of people,
and it helped to be more aware in other
film ventures.

7/ JURAJ ONDRUS ASKS
SOUND ENGINEER VACLAV
FLEGL:

What are the most common ethical di-
lemmas you encounter (direct relation-
ship with the director, indirect relation-
ship with the viewer, etc.)? Is it possible
to influence the final cut in the audio
post-production? Do you have personal
experience with this?

Vaclav Flégl: It’s always about manipu-
lating the material, the viewer, the lis-
tener—and the boundaries are very fluid.
We influence the people who are listen-
ing—watching. I think that in any case,
it’s appropriate to be very responsible and

» For example, if I were the
sound engineer for faws, I would
be scratching my head over the
fact that I contributed fantastic
sound effects to a shark killing. «

ample, if I were the sound engineer for
Jaws, I would be scratching my head over
the fact that I contributed fantastic sound
effects to a shark killing.

Everything we hear in the final film
soundtrack can be changed, added to,

and reworked, even after editing. In all
good conscience, I use all possible meth-
ods for projects to help achieve the re-
sult. There are whole genres—animation,
nature films—where I create the entire
soundtrack in post-production.

8/ VACLAV FLEGL ASKS
PRODUCER HANA BLAHA
SILAROVA:

How would you deal with a situation
where someone on the crew objects—they
assess that what’s happening is an un-
breachable manipulation, backstabbing,
dishonesty, intimacy, porn, etc.?

Hana Blaha Silarové: It would depend

on the circumstances. The director’s and
my opinion of the situation are impor-
tant. The first step would be to initiate
a discussion because we can’t always
catch all the nuances during the fast pace
of shooting. At the same time, it’s clear
that each person’s boundaries are some-
what different. I would hope that general
boundaries would have been set during the
pre-shooting meetings before filming even
got underway. If a crew member is still
uncomfortable, it would be best to agree
to end the collaboration. Filmmaking is
a wonderful profession—there’s no need
for anyone on set to struggle (more than
necessary).
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