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Desiring Feminism in Chinese Documentary

ZENG Jinyan %4

Abstract

This article analyses a series of ‘Desiring China: Sexuality and Female Subjectivity’ screening and
discussion of Chinese independent documentary films at the University of Hong Kong in 2016.
It explores a feminist positionality in Chinese independent documentary film to deal with priva-
cy, gender, violence, and trauma, including: 1) the filmmaker’s position on the ethics of care and
(intimate) solidarity with protagonists; 2) the protagonist’s position of confession and appeal in
reclaiming autonomy from gender based violence and discrimination; 3) the filmmaker’s and the
protagonist’s different positions on reducing documentary’s negative impact on protagonist’s per-
sonal life through controlling distribution; 4) the evolving positions of protagonist and filmmaker on
self-transformation and re-opening for screening; 5) the activist position of representation in politics
and filmmaking’s position of representation in arts; and 6) tensions between theory and practice
that require scholars, filmmakers, and activists to situate and contextualise ethics for discussion and

practice.

This article argues for the need to adopt a feminist
ethics of care when producing, exhibiting, and cri-
tiquing documentaries about women and social mar-
gins in contemporary China. It promotes equal power
relationships among documentary participants, and
innovations of cinematic language, to deal with eth-
ical dilemmas and the potential limitations of film-
making and of exhibiting Chinese independent docu-

mentary films.
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1. ‘Desiring China: sexuality and female subjectivity’

I curated with Sik Ying Ho ( fi/ZX%¢ ) ‘Desiring China: Sexuality and Female Subjectivity’, a se-
ries of screenings and discussions of Chinese independent documentary films at the University of
Hong Kong (HKU), on Saturdays between 15 October and 19 November 2016." This series was
inspired by two books, Desiring China (Rofel 2007), and Sex and Desire in Hong Kong (Ho and
Tsang 2012), to discuss sexuality, gender, and the representation of female subjectivity in Chinese
independent documentary films. In the book Desiring China, detailing the neoliberal logic of gover-
nance dominated by the market economy through a Foucauldian lens, Lisa Rofel particularly scruti-
nises the pervasive, discursive, and disciplinary power being taken upon by individuals in everyday
practice (2007). Desires of material, sexuality, and affection have been subjectified in public culture
in the process of state reconfiguring Chinese citizenship (Rofel 2007). The second book, on the
experience of sexuality and desire in Hong Kong and across China (Ho and Tsang 2012), illustrates
how the individual’s sex and desire is conditioned by (post-)colonial, transnational, and social-po-
litical forces in the broad Chinese context. Adopting a Foucauldian approach and being informed by
studies of desire in Chinese society and Hong Kong (Rofel 2007; Ho and Tsang 2012), this series
explored the discipline of sex as the deployment of social powers on individuals, and desire is seen
as a resistant power that ‘transforms one’s self, and reforms the society one is living in’ on screen.?
In this article, my Foucauldian enquiry centres not only on the power relations among documentary
participants, but also on scrutinising the reproduction of power structures in intellectual activity and
representational politics, distinguishing the of seizure power, as well as partnership and resistance

as positive forces.

Increasing numbers of Chinese independent documentaries on the theme of desiring (as subversive
agency) and female subjectivity (which has been suppressed in worldly life and cultural/’knowledge
production) have been produced since the late 1990s (Yu and Lebow 2020). However, due to con-
cerns around privacy, on-going ethical controversies, or tensions between filmmakers and protago-
nists, the series managed to select and screen eight documentaries/video documentations according
to relevance to the series’ theme, filmic significance, and availability. Bao Hongwei (f17Zff) has
discussed the queer space of Women Fifty Minutes 2\ 50 53%F (dir. Shi Tou £3k , 2006) (Bao
2019) and queer feminist memory in We Are Here TATITEIXH (dir. Zhao Jing #X&f and Shi Tou,
2015) (Bao 2020), screened in the series, therefore, amongst these eight films, the following six

ones serve as basis for discussing feminism in Chinese documentaries in this article:

1. Nightingale, Not the Only Voice TR E N2 ME—HJERME (dir. Tang Danhong JHEFHY , 2000)
2. The Love Life of Lao An % (dir. Yang Lina $7584 , 2008)
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3. A Song of Love, Maybe 75/ (dir. Zhang Zanbo 5K# 7% , 2010)

4. Hooligan Sparrow Tt (dir. Wang Nanfu =5 HK , 2016), screened together with Ai Weiwei’s
Interview with Ye Haiyan on August 26 2010 2010 4F 8 A 26 H XTiH-iHe (FRUKHEE) BRI (dir.
Ai Weiwei AR , 2013)

5. The short 3D animation 4 Poem to Liu Xia ${X|ES (dir. Trish McAdam, 2013) was screened be-

fore each event’s main schedule.

In addition, the ethical dilemmas raised by Sister #H4H (dir. Hu Xinyu #3715, 2007) and Wheat
Harvest Z W (dir. Xu Tong #RE&, 2008) are also discussed in this article, though the two documentaries

were not screened in the series due to ethical concerns to be discussed in details later (Sniadecki 2014
and 2015; Edwards 2015b; Lu 2018).

Reflexive conversations with documentary participants — filmmakers, protagonists, or both identity
holders — have opened up spaces for examining key ethical concerns in Chinese independent
documentaries, including the treatment of protagonists before, during, and after filming; the question
of informed consent; solidarity and the filmmakers’ commitment to activist causes; the ethics of
distribution and exhibition of films about domestic violence and other types of abuse; and, general
concerns about the balance between privacy and the public right to know. These conversations have
addressed the complexity of documentary participants’ positions while privacy (inner; personal;
family; and si (A) meaning profit si /i (FAK]) or ‘immoral’ desires si yu (FABK), not appropriate for
the public to view [McDougall and Hansson 2002, pp. 3-24], pain, and trauma are represented in
documentary films. In this article, a feminist point of view is employed to understand sex, gender-
based violence, and the representation of female subjectivity in documentaries, and filmmakers’
ethic concerns. This feminist perspective differentiates gendered asymmetries of representation in
the ethos of masculinity and domination (Evans 2009, pp. 29-40), even in the documentaries and
literature regarding subaltern/vulnerable groups (such as in the ethical controversy over Wheat
Harvest). It recognises femininity and the experience of disadvantaged documentary participants in

representation and reasoning.

Theorising the positionality of documentary participants requires us to consider the practice of
ethics being situated in specific cases (Nash 2012, pp. 318-331). Analysing my conversations with
documentary participants, documentary film texts, and transcripts of after-screening discussions
during the series of ‘Desiring China’ at HKU, this empirical study of local practice and filmmaker
reflexivity, is my effort to theorise the position of a filmmaker, protagonist, curator, scholar, and

feminist activist, and to advance constructive conversations on film ethics among documentary
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participants and researchers.

This article provides different perspec-
tives to discuss a feminist positionality
in Chinese independent documentary
film: 1) the filmmaker’s position on the
ethics of care and (intimate) solidarity
with their protagonists; 2) the protago-
nist’s position of confession and appeal
in reclaiming autonomy from gender
based violence and discrimination; 3)
the filmmaker’s and protagonist’s differ-
ent positions on reducing documentary’s
negative impact on the protagonist’s
personal life through controlling distri-
bution; 4) the evolving positions of pro-
tagonist and filmmaker on self-transfor-
mation and re-opening for screening; 5)
the activist position of representation as
in politics and filmmaking’s position of
representation as in arts (Spivak 1988);
and 6) tensions between theory and prac-
tice that require scholars, filmmakers,
and activists to situate and contextualise

ethics for discussion and practice.

A film directed by WEN Hai and ZENG Jinyan
Animation Dir: Trish McAdam

In Outcry and Whisper W 5HIE (dir. Wen Hai Sifg/[Hi, Zeng
Jinyan B <2#, and Trish McAdam, 2020), me talking to the camera to
save myself from breaking down under surveillance due to memories of
house arrest and the severe pain caused by political and gendered violence.
This repeated self-whispering, a form of video diary, carries the haptic care
and protection of a young women’s privacy, dignity, and strength while

vulnerable, and her desire for kindness and love while in desperation.

I argue for the need to adopt a feminist ethics of care when producing, exhibiting, and critiquing

documentaries about women in contemporary China. This article promotes equal power relation-

ships among documentary participants, and the innovation of cinematic language, to deal with the

ethical dilemmas and potential limitations of filming and exhibiting Chinese independent documen-

tary films.

2. Positions of care and feminist solidarity

Filmmaker-scholar Sniadecki encourages us to put ‘care’, along with ‘sense of responsibility’ and

‘humanity’, at the centre of the filmmaker-protagonist relationship, especially in response to the
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documentation of violence, suffering, and injustice in Chinese society at large (Sniadecki 2014,
p. 54, p. 57). Care, a key quality of feminist solidarity, is seen in ground-breaking studies of
Chinese feminist filmmaking, with the first-person camera documenting women’s experiences in
response to the interplay of patriarchal, authoritarian, and transnational power (Marchetti 2020; Yu
2020; Yu and Lebow 2020; Zhang 2020). As Zhang Zhen (5K E.) illustrates in her study (2020),
the veteran filmmaker Wen Hui (3{ ), pioneering dancer, choreographer, and multi-media artist,
has been living under the long term shadow of her ex-partner Wu Wenguang (5 %), and Wen
Hui’s intellectual and artistic contribution to the co-initiated Caochangdi Studio (¥i73 TAE
1), and its noted Folk Memory Project (ER[AIIEIZ5 1511 Xl) has been largely undermined.® In
this context, Wen Hui directed Listening to Third Grandmother’s Stories Wr W59yt £
1 (2012) and Dancing with Third Grandma F1=4595¥kF% (2015). Wen Hui transforms her
‘forgotten’ Third Grandma and her own bodies into an everyday stage, to activate, perform, and
archive autobiographies in reconstructing female kinship beyond the patriarchy as well as healing
Wen Hui’s present and Third Grandma’s past traumas. Women’s expression is centred in these two
documentaries and the protagonists’ family connections re-built through the female experience of
birth, family relation, memory, and everyday life. Haptic care of each other is delivered in Wen
Hui and her Third Grandma’s daily conversations, play, joy, and bodily movement/performance
with domestic stuff, in front of the camera. Therefore, the two documentary films open up intimate-
public space (Zhang 2020), a new kind of cinematic social spaces beyond the public, semi-public,
and the private (Berry and Lii and Rofel 2010; Robinson 2010; Robinson 2012; Edwards 2015a).

In Hooligan Sparrow, which is about the feminist fight against child sexual abuse and political
haunting of activists (Marchetti 2020), the young New York-based Chinese filmmaker Wang Nanfu
did not include her filmmaking experience in the early editing drafts (Zeng and Tan 2019, pp. 126-
133). In the end, she presented her filmmaking process as one storyline of the film, a documentation
of the self’s feminism awakening, a witnessing and testimony of her homeland’s local feminist
activists’ fight against rape culture and dysfunctional government systems, as well as a feminist
activist and cultural broker between realms of activism and art, China and world.* On-screen, she is
the feminist filmmaker as the protagonist. Off-screen, she managed to not only bring the film story
to the world, but also bring the teenage protagonist Yaxin ( ff ik ) — daughter of protagonist Ye
Haiyan who has been repeatedly censored, forcibly evicted from her home, and prohibited from
traveling internationally as state punishment for her activism (Ye 2021, pp. 153-156) — to the US
for middle school study. Afterwards, Wang Nanfu edited short videos to advocate for the release of
then imprisoned lawyer Wang Yu ( 1=5% ) and amateur filmmaker Huang (activist Deng Chuanbin
[ XB & M ], aka Huanghuang [ $& 52 ], named Huang in the film), who are part of the feminist

activism in Hooligan Sparrow. The feminist fight, of the protagonist ‘mine’, protagonist ‘hers’, and
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protagonists ‘theirs’, become a fight of ‘ours’ with support and care to each other, on-screen and

off-screen, in solidarity (Marchetti 2020).

The haptic visual representation in Wen Hui’s documentaries centres care in women’s expression,
as well as the minjian (among the people, non-official, non-institutional, see Veg 2019) construction
of history and female kinship. The filmmaker’s commitment to her protagonists’ life and feminist
activism in Hooligan Sparrow demonstrates the ethics of feminist solidarity. The title Hooligan
Sparrow is taken from the protagonist Ye Haiyan’s pen name. Ye Haiyan’s video confession in Ai
Weiwei’s interview appeals to the interviewer and audiences by reclaiming women’s autonomy,

though suffering from gender based violence.

3. Protagonist’s position of confession and appeal

Ai Weiwei’s Interview with Ye Haiyan on August 26, 2010 (The Interview for short) was made
in a context in which ‘there were many controversies about her [Ye Haiyan] and I wanted to
understand her’, stated Ai Weiwei.” The documentary was released on YouTube on 3 June 2013,
during Ye’s detention in the midst of protesting against the child sexual abuse documented in
Hooligan Sparrow. The two were screened together in the ‘Desiring China’ series for an enriching
representation and discussion of Ye Haiyan, enquiring into gender-based violence, sex, sexual
capital, desire, and documentary representation (Zeng 2016a). The Interview is a talking head-style
video documentation. Ye Haiyan is sat on a chair in Ai Weiwei’s Beijing Studio, facing the camera
which is in a fixed still position. Ai Weiwei’s interview questions are presented via subtitles, which
makes Ye Haiyan’s talk similar to a personal monologue. Ai Weiwei’s interview questions invite
Ye Haiyan to introduce herself; explain her divorce and perception of marriage and aging; share
other women’s similar experiences of sexual violence; recall her gender awakening process; detail
sex work payment and strategies; discuss her single parenting practice; discuss explicit attitudes on
discrimination against women; tell stories of violence against sex workers and police response; and

explain her advocacy for legitimatizing sex work and the state crackdown on sex workers.

In The Interview, Ye Haiyan narrates and reflects on her life history of lived experience fighting
against the stigmatization of sexual violence victim. She details her identity as a sex worker, an
activist advocating sex workers’ rights, and a ‘slut’ who is a pioneer of sexual liberation and
enjoying sexual pleasure. She sees herself a self-motivated activist speaking for other sex worker
‘sisters’ who experience sexual violence and discrimination, a self-educated NGO worker who is
capable of civil organizing and independent thinking, and an open-minded independent woman who

liberates herself in all dimensions. In telling her experiences of openly transforming herself into a

147



sex worker, she recalls a question from a Hong Kong sex worker activist: ‘Can you accept yourself
as a sex worker? If you cannot accept yourself as a sex worker, how do you pursue your anti-
discrimination work?’ (my translation). She explains that in order to do a campaign for sex workers
who come from poor families and work under violent and insecure environments, she started to do

sex work and publicly announced herself a sex worker.

In my 2016 interview with Ye Haiyan, Ye said that she is more than an admirer of Ai Weiwei,
who is her ideal type of man for a romantic partnership. She also openly said as a playful ‘joke’
that one day she might sleep with Ai Weiwei, a way of ‘retweet[ing]’ A1 Weiwei’s jester artist
role (see [Callahan 2014] on Ai’s jester’s role, and see [Qian 2014] on ‘retweet’). The Interview,
somehow, is Ye Haiyan’s nuanced video love letter to Ai Weiwei. Sharing her self-understanding
of the separation of mind and body while doing sex work (Ning 2002 and 2004 and 2006), this is
a message about her ability to keep her self-autonomy, and her desire to look for a soulmate like
Ai Weiwei. The imagined and actual relationship between interviewer Ai Weiwei and interviewee
Ye Haiyan, pushed Ye Haiyan to present her innermost authentic self during the video interview,
creating intensive appeals to the interviewer and audiences. She became a confessor in this semi-
personal and semi-public video letter, under Ai Weiwei’s gaze — male and powerful in terms of

social position, and desiring for the interviewer’s reciprocal responses.

Nonetheless, Ye’s confession in The Interview is powerful, for it adopts an NGO empowerment
approach and depicts grassroots women’s collective suffering, and their vulnerability to sexual
violence in particular. Her position of appeal is grounded in demonstrating woman’s agency in
recognising female desire, dealing with sexual violence, and establishing their own autonomy.
Though experiencing sexual violence and facing discrimination, a woman like Ye Haiyan is able to
heal, to organise others for self-help and mutual support, to mobilize the public for social change,

and to advocate equality for everyone, girls, women, and sex workers in particular.

The Interview is circulated on the internet as Ye Haiyan has been openly campaigning for sex
workers, women, and children online. Some other filmmakers, to be discussed in next section, have
concerns about the negative impact of their documentaries on their protagonists’ ‘unconventional’

desires and intimate life, and therefore take rigorous control of distribution.

4. Filmmaker’s position on informed consent and the risk of distribution

Do protagonists really understand the impact on their lives of giving filming informed consent to

filmmakers? Do they understand in what kind of context their footage will be used? Do filmmakers,
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ethnographic filmmakers in particular, clearly know during the shooting process what film they
will make? Lastly, do protagonists really have control over how their footage will be disseminated
(online and offline) in the future? Though commentary on ethical questions is hardly heard from
protagonists directly (except those being edited into films), filmmakers indeed bear these concerns
for protagonists. Filmmakers Yang Lina (The Love Life of Lao An), and Zhang Zanbo (A4 Song of
Love, Maybe) reflected on their documentary ethical dilemmas during the 2016 ‘Desiring China’
series. ® These two films represent love stories and views from the perspective of ‘unethical’ extra-
marital lovers—conventionally social defined. Both filmmakers revealed that they had invited the
protagonists to watch the documentary footage during the editing process to enable the protagonists’
understanding of themselves and the footage. Thus, the filmmakers and their protagonists mutually
developed their documentaries with nuanced and evolving informed consent. Both filmmakers took
rigorous control of screening and chose not to distribute their films in the PRC, in order to reduce
the political and social impact on their protagonists’ personal life. Yang Lina clearly stated in the
after-screening discussion of The Love Life of Lao An that (Chinese Independent Documentary Lab's

transcript, 22 October, 2016):

The film’s protagonists do not mind if I screen the film. However, I am clearly aware that
their understandings about media are different from ours. They are not aware of the power of

dissemination.

While the protagonists choose to show the public their ‘immoral’ positions, they provoke the public
or intend to legitimatise their controversial practices from their own perspectives. This perspective
often contradicts the interests of the other protagonists, such as the wives of those having
extramarital relations. If the filmmaker acts in the interest of one protagonist, it may have negative
consequences for the other protagonists, or often both. Therefore, rigorous control of distribution
became the filmmakers’ choice, while the protagonists might not even be aware of such an ethics of

carc.

5. Protagonist’s position of prohibiting screening

Privacy conveys the notion of an inner, personal, and family realm (Zarrow 2002, pp. 121-146;
Yuan and Feng and Danowski 2013, pp. 1011-1031), one not allowed to being intervened in
by outsiders, especially for present-day Chinese women in the context of individualisation and
transnationalism (Yan 2003 and 2010; Zheng 2013). Considering privacy matters, the protagonist
of Sister, the sister of the filmmaker, makes it clear to director Hu Xinyu that if Sister is further

screened, he would be in the court.” Family members regarded Hu Xinyu’s filming as casual ‘play’
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wan ( ¥t ).2 They were not aware of Hu Xinyu’s role as a filmmaker and did not know about the
production of Sister, its sequel documentary Family Phobia ZRJZERLE (dir. Hu Xinyu, 2008), and
his ongoing work based on family footage.® For Hu Xinyu, he does not like the camera to be ‘the
eye of the god’ but ‘enjoy[s] the equal relationship in front of and behind camera’ — because
according to Hu Xinyu’s explanation, his protagonists do not know that the footage will be used
for filmmaking. He admits that this way of dealing with documentary filmmaker-protagonist
relationship might be a ‘moral’ question from a new generation’s perspective. But for the ‘old one
like me working in the human realm’, Hu says that he cares about creating a film as a piece of art.
He claims neither the filmmaker nor the film has a standpoint. He calls his private cinema ‘drawer

films’ ( #iJiE HL5Z ), not for distribution now but to be watched in the future.

Sister details tensions of in a mother-daughter relationship, when a teenage daughter who used
to live with her Chinese father and Japanese step-mother in Japan and China, is newly arrived in
the US to live with her mother and American stepped father. The mother protagonist’s memories
of experiencing long-term domestic violence and its consequence in her previous marriage were
triggered in dealing with these mother-daughter relational conflicts. Sister indeed brings about
healing and redeeming—a correction of actions according to new and modern family values: the
American husband decides not to keep silent anymore, expressing care and love for his wife, ‘[I]
worship[s] this woman’ in his words, in a conversation with the daughter in the manner respecting
her as an interlocutor who can reason. The daughter clarifies that she wants mutual understanding
and recognition from her mother as a daughter, not as an appendage of the father who used to abuse
the mother, and that she cares about her mother (e.g. save money), rather than hurting her mother
by mentioning her life experiences with her father and step-mother. For example, she likes the food
cooked by her Japanese step-mother who is a fulltime housewife, better than the food cooked by
her working mother in the US. The mother promises in conversation with her daughter, to let petty
things (and past traumas) go in daily life in this new Chinese-American family, and correct her own

mistakes, if any, in dealing with mother-daughter relationship.

The mother and daughter protagonists redeem their actions on film, healing each other’s pain and
constructing a new mother-daughter relationship with love and care in a transnational context.
Sister inexplicitly reflects the representation of the traditional aspect of patriarchal culture in
modern Chinese and Japanese societies, especially taking the director’s documentary sequel, Family
Phobia, into consideration, in which we see the arguably violent intimate relational practices of
Sister’s extended natal family. Meanwhile, healing and redeeming are mediated by an American
husband in the film, not the Chinese director’s calm (or cold) observational camera. The filmmaker
occasionally conspired with the newly arrived East Asian teenage daughter’s condemnation of her
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mother’s ‘wrong doings’ in front of the camera. The filmmaker provided emotional support to his
niece from a perspective contradicting his sister’s. While the director filmed another fierce mother-
daughter quarrel from a relatively far distance, obviously without protagonists’ awareness, the
sudden enlarged framing of his sister’s face, the shaking of the camera lens, brings to audiences the
sensual trembling of the sister in pain and emotional turmoil, and the sensual feeling of, probably,
the director’s attempt to comfort his beloved sister.'® However, this temporal and rare haptic
gentleness in Sister’s visual representation—such a shot is not seen in Family Phobia with its calm
observational camera—did not change the closure of the protagonist’s decision on distribution.
Considering the risk of the protagonists’ private life being judged by public audiences holding
conventional values regarding domestic violence, family, and intimacy, the mother protagonist
in Sister was determined to ban the film’s screening, backed up by legal means. Off-screen,

reconciliation between mother and daughter is promised by the ethics of care in family practice.

6. Evolving positions of director and protagonist on self-transformation

Documentary film functions as a mirror for the protagonist to see their own self, memory, and
individual/collective trauma (Jin 2013, pp. 209-222). It can also function as a shield for some
protagonists, and at the same time as a sword for other protagonists in dealing with memory
and pain—especially an protagonist’s (un)willingness to engage in self-acceptance and self-
transformation. Tang Danhong, director and one protagonist of Nightingale, Not the Only Voice,
managed to rescreen the film in the 2016 ‘Desiring China’ event. This was after approximately
fifteen years of not screening the
film to ease her pain and to avoid
further tension between Tang and
her parents, though ‘the private pain
is not really private’ (Tang Danhong
in: Zeng and Tang 2021, p. 236). In
the film, Tang Danhong asks for an
acceptable answer from her parents
to explain their abuse of her as a

child. This was during the Cultural

Revolution, when her parents who

were intellectuals suffered from Tang Danhong watching her own self-image in the 2016 ‘Desiring China’
public political violence. The parents screening after about fifteen years of not screening/watching the film. Following
the screening, Tang reposted a poem written in August 2002 with this photo

explalned their own paSt cxperiences (Figure 3) on Facebook, 17 October 2016, to comment on her on-screen image of

in the way that was no different from the Hong Kong screening.
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what Tang Danhong experienced as a child being abused. They defended their family relational
practice and their explanations of their political experiences—which of which were violent in

Tang’s view. The parents were hostile toward the documentary film.

Before travelling to Hong Kong for the screening, Tang wrote on her Facebook account on 21
September 2016:"

There are fleeting moments—such as the dazzling white salt shores of the Dead Sea; the arid,
desolate Negev Desert; a market in Tel Aviv filled with colourful fruits, vegetables, cheese,
salted fish, and olives; the child who pulled on my clothes, asking me to buy a chocolate
egg—that make me both incredulous and grateful that the Danhong Tang, who over ten
years ago shot the film Nightingale, is already dead, or perhaps it’s better to say she is finally

reborn. ..

Do You Know Who She Is?

She is who upon a single human face?

She is what upon a single flower?

She is how in your arms?

She is the light of death getting an erection—
She is what has been cut, sliced disintegrated—
In her own womb—

In the basement of heaven—

I saw you hurdling, pole vaulting.

I saw your blackness and all of your beauty.
Do you know who she is?

She is one of your girlfriends and lovers.

She is I, Danhong—

your cousin or aunt.

She is our family of incest.

Time passed and Tang became a mother herself, living in de-facto exile in Israel. Tang Danhong

recalls her mother writing a memoir and a letter in response to the film Nightingale:

[Blecause I made Nightingale, accusing her of not protecting me, so she wanted to tell me the

sufferings and struggles she went through, to make me understand... (Zeng and Tang 2021, p. 234)
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Through the memoir, Tang realises that her mother had sealed herself in her childhood for self-
protection and the mother’s traumatic memory has had a long-term impact on their family’s
relational practice. In the memoir, Tang’s mother says that as a child during the 1950s Land Reform
movement, she was taken by the Communist Party cadres to search for her own landlord mother, so
that her mother could be persecuted. At the end of more than one month searching without finding
her mother, Tang’s mother witnessed her grandmother’s head being violently cut and robbed from

the tomb by angry cadres, right in front of the eyes of Tang’s mother, then a young school girl.

Right before the ‘Desiring China’ screening, I re-read my mother’s autobiographic text, and
started to understand the relationship between her fate and mine ... She thought everything was
her fault, a sin she was born with. So she cut off her connection with her [landlord] mother and

sisters ... (Tang Danhong in: Zeng and Tang 2021, p. 234)

In the family relational practice, the mother admires her husband so much, looking to him for

protection, and interpreting his domestic violence as a form of love for their child, Tang Danhong.

The year-long before-screening conversation between me (the curator) and Tang Danhong, and the
after-screening discussion between Tang Danhong and her audiences in Hong Kong (Zeng and Tang
2021, pp. 228-237), has channelled Tang into re-dealing with her wounds ‘being perplexed stitched’
by the film’s editing and ending.'” Afterwards, Tang worked on family memory in connection
with political trauma in her ongoing writings and filmmaking, about the stories of Tang herself,
her mother, and her natal aunties (Zeng and Tang 2021, p. 232). Her focus attempts to build a new
female kinship in healing personal traumas and revisiting family history during China’s political
movements since the 1949, from the position of female family members and their lived experience
(Zhang 2020, pp. 7, 10, 12, and 17).

7. Positions of representing in politics vs. in arts in a digital era

Most Chinese documentary ethical controversies argue for different interpretations of authorship
(auteur attitude vs. partnership), (informal) informed consent, and new values emerging in the film
in contrast to mainstream values or state ideology (Edwards 2015b; Sniadecki 2015). However, the
internal tensions of film’s position of representation in politics versus in arts in the digital era have
not yet been directly addressed, though film scholar Lii Xinyu’s ( &R ) 2018 article points at the
problem of feminism in discussing the ethical controversy of Wheat Harvest. The notorious Wheat
Harvest controversy (Edwards 2015b; Sniadecki 2015; Li 2018), nonetheless reflects a power

struggle between the filmmaker and distribution participants, and protagonists and their supporters
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(sex workers, sex work NGOs in Taiwan and Hong Kong, feminist groups), on the issue of informed
consent, the invasion of sex workers’ privacy, the endangerment of protagonists’ lives through the
exhibiting of the documentary, and the shifting power dynamics around representing sex workers.
Protagonists of the film have claimed that they did not know Xu Tong was shooting a film (they
mis-understood the filmmaker as a [potential] client) until the documentary premiered in 2009 at
Yunnan Multiculture Visual Festival.”® From my feminist point of view, Wheat Harvest provides a
powerful on-screen portrait of a rural woman (protagonist M) gaining her independence and agency
through sex work on the outskirts of cosmopolitan Beijing."* M’s own subjectivity as a modern
Chinese woman from the bottom social strata emerges through images of her life travelling between
her rural hometown and urban Beijing. However, sex work is illegal in China, and participants are
discriminated against by the public, which poses great legal risks, threats of gender-based violence,
and moral challenges for the protagonists. If protagonists have other choices of work, would they
still choose sex work for financially beneficial sexual pleasure or self-liberation? " Furthermore,
and distinct from Ye Haiyan’s case, the protagonists of Wheat Harvest are sex workers rather than

activists who have multiple identities and income sources.

Despite three requirements from his protagonists—-*deleting online advertisement, prohibiting
screening in mainland China, screening the film for [protagonists]’, (Nii quan zhi sheng 2012) —
Xu Tong, who is famous in director’s statements for discussing his documentary representation
of vulnerable people in Chinese society, or for taking advantages of the vulnerable protagonists
through his voyeuristic camera (Kraicer 2011), continues to screen Wheat Harvest, with support
from some curators, distributors, and scholars in the independent film realm (Li 2018). Though
Xu Tong promised the documentary would not be shown in the PRC and on internet (Lii 2018,
p. 303), later on, the film has been uploaded on multiple internet platforms for public viewing
(still accessible now), such as YouTube, Bilibili, and Sohu Video Channel. Sex work and activist
groups have backed up the protagonists’ prohibition of screenings of Wheat Harvest, by interrupting
offline screening events and a 2011 academic conference at Fudan University, documented
in Li’s article (Lii 2018). Feminists were in fury, for the protagonists’ ‘no’ to screenings as a
principle was interpretated as arguable permission in the name of filmmaking or the academy. Lii
questioned the feminist intolerance of Wheat Harvest based on ‘moral judgement’ or ‘moral trial’
by hostile attitudes, and an unwillingness for open discussion (Lii 2018, pp. 296-308). Back to the
documentary: it is regretful and questionable that director Xu Tong and his supporters refused to
recognise his protagonists’ deep anxiety as connected to sex workers’ off-screen social status on
the social margins, not to mention not showing the documentary to the protagonists. Xu’s rejection
of his protagonists’ requests, partially a reaction toward feminist hostility against the film, is
also reflected in the documentary’s representational strategies and the filmmaker’s arrogant and
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exploitative attitude toward his protagonist’s request in the digital era. For example, it is not a
documentary narrative challenge to remove a protagonist’s detailed home village address from the
film (protection of privacy), not to mention striking the balance between the risk of online streaming

and the desire for distribution.

Furthermore, the tension between sex workers’ subjectivity in Wheat Harvest, and activist groups’
political actions in supporting protagonists’ pleas for banning the film’s screening, illustrates the
aesthetic and political dilemmas of social activism. Ye Haiyan, protagonist of Hooligan Sparrow,
felt relief when the documentary did not receive an Academy Award, which, in her everyday life,
would not relieve her political oppression and isolation (Marchetti 2020, p. 42). Ye Haiyan uses
‘silence’ as a strategy of (self-) censorship (Ristivojevic 2021, pp. 165-169; Ye 2021, pp. 153-156),
a practice of activism with a long-term vision prioritising everyday survival under political isolation
and oppression (Cui 2012, pp. 79-94). Representation of the oppressed in politics, using the political
logic of social activism and the practical goals of worldly life, might partially sacrifice the voice
of the subaltern; in philosophy and in arts (Spivak 1988; Zeng 2013), it is vice versa. The Wheat
Harvest controversy nonetheless invites filmmakers to reflect on their care for their protagonists’
worldly lives. It also urges activists to problematise the political representation of the subaltern,

therefore, to discover and represent the voices of deprived groups, as in arts and in philosophy.

A Poem to Liu Xia was made with the motivation of representing Liu Xia as in arts and in politics.
Liu Xia is, first of all, a forbidden artist (poet, photographer, and painter) in China, and the widow
of Nobel Peace Prize laureate Liu Xiaobo ( XI55 ), who passed away in 2017 while serving his
eleven years prison term for ‘inciting subversion of state power’. Liu Xia had been living under
house arrest since Liu Xiaobo’s last detention in 2008 until her exile to Germany in 2018. However,
over the past decades, she has been mentioned by NGOs, media, and the general public as merely
‘the wife’ of a political dissent, while her own subjectivity has faded and even been erased from
such discourses. I wrote a script and used Liu Xia’s own photography, collaborating with visual
artist Trish McAdam and her 3D animation team, to represent Liu Xia as if she speaks for herself
through her own art, first of all, as a forbidden artist, a victim and survivor of political violence,
and then as the wife of Liu Xiaobo. The decision to use 3D animation was based on controlling
political risks for my interviewees—interview footage became my research material for the initially
proposed feature. The short animation was released on 2015 International Women’s Day online, in
a gallery and at Irish Arts Council events, to deliver a message to Liu Xia that she and her art are
not forgotten, and she is very much being loved and cared about by friends around the world. The
short animation, together with a small camera to facilitate her photography work while under house

arrest, were successfully delivered to her through activist means which cannot be detailed at this
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moment.

The feminist solidarity forged around Hooligan Sparrow and A Poem to Liu Xia on/off-screen, care
and support in particular, manifests in the aesthetic rejection of the violent aspects of social activist
logics, the representation as merely speaking for in politics, and the camera’s intrusion into the

protagonists’ vulnerabilities in real life—all in the name of filmmaking.

8. Tensions between theory and practice

Discussion of documentarian’s positions often triggers tension between filmmakers and scholars
(Kraicer 2011; Sniadecki 2014; Edwards 2015b). This tension reveals feminist questions regarding
1) gendered asymmetries in intellectualism regardless the biological sex of debate participants (Ev-
ans 2009; Kirkpatrick 2019); 2) the suppression of female documentary participants’ voices and the
insensitivity of gendered bias and violence in representing feminine experience; and 3) a duplication
of dominating-being dominated and interpreting/representing-being interpreted/represented relation-
ship in scholar/critic-filmmaker-activist, filmmaker-protagonist, protagonist-activist interactions.
Criticisms of film scholar Lii Xinyu (though biologically a woman), in general reflect the tension
between documentary ethics theory (with masculinity) and practice (with fluidity, individuality, di-
versity, and discontinuity). At the eighth China Independent Film Festival (FPEJN FGEERE)
in 2011, filmmakers felt alienated by scholar Lii Xinyu’s analytic language when discussing the rep-
resentation of subaltern diceng ( J&&/Z ) in Chinese documentary, while filmmakers did not have op-
portunity to speak for themselves on the panel (Kraicer 2011). This tension provoked the directors’
emotional statement ‘Shamans - Animals’ in the form of big character posters ( KR ), detailing
the variety of directors’ positions, in their own language (Kraicer 2011): rejecting the projection
of filming the ‘low’ (diceng) from a superior ‘high’ position (directors’ addressing equal position),
denial of recognising protagonists as mutually creative participants (directors’ dominant attitude to-
ward authorship), and (practitioners’) denouncing the relevance of 1990s and early 2000s’ theoreti-
cal approaches for current discursive documentary practice. At the 2011 Fudan University academic
conference, which planned to screen Wheat Harvest, feminists (the leading voice was Lii Pin [ G4 ],
editor in chief of Feminist Voices [ 2 Z 5 ], exiled to the USA after the detention of the ‘Feminist
Five’ in 2015. See Karl ef al. 2015; Wang 2015) and scholar Lii Xinyu debated on who has the right
to use ‘we’ and attacked the opposite numbers for their (and the filmmaker’s) middle-class repre-
sentation of sex workers (Lii 2018). Their debates on the one hand attempted to open a space for the
reconfiguration of intellectualism, and on the other hand attempted to seize the power of representa-
tion for intellectuals. The film’s sex worker protagonist’s simple, clear, and principle voice of ‘no’
against screening was faded out by the rhetoric of academy and filmmaking, and inaction of specific
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distribution control in the digital era. Lii Xinyu intends to resume ‘class’ and ‘socialism’ theories in
feminist debates and to question ‘Why there is no feminist Chinese female director’ (2018). This is
another example that the communication between certain feminist filmmakers and certain schools of
scholars somehow fail. Practitioners are reluctant to use abstract, grand, or arguably class struggle
concepts in independent filmmaking — often individual, from the perspective of margins and person-
al, and enquiring history in dis-contiguousness (Veg 2019). Nuanced strategies are used by many
female filmmakers and scholars, to deal with the pressure of working in male dominated intellectual

and filmmaking communities (Wang 2021).

My question for filmmakers, critics, scholars, protagonists, and activists encountering documentary
ethics controversies is what and how to provide specific techniques of care (as in worldly life and
as in cinematic language) to documentary participants in practice, situated in relation to specific
cases and contexts, rather than generalising abstract concepts as the tools of problem solving
and theorising.’® As a feminist scholar, I am aware that the cancelling of gender categories
and the ambiguity of gender in visual arts and in theory could be used as a strategy to critique
essentialism. In doing so, biologically different humans do not need to perform their behaviour
according to gender norms (as ideally stated by Judith Butler). However, documentary film is an
art involving real people in real life who are sustained with an ethics of care. People are the ends
of documentary filmmaking rather than tools of the art. Furthermore, historical and contemporary
social structures of intellectualism cannot deny gendered relations with knowledge by not ‘seeing’
gender (Evans 2009). Mary Evans' provoked question ‘Can Women be Intellectuals’ has pointed
out the institutional ‘marginalisation of women and the feminine in intellectual traditions’ (Evans
2009, p. 39). So it is in the documentary realm. My feminist approach toward the question is to
further open up as many public spaces and alternative spaces as possible, and to problematise the

relationship between gender and theories of documentary ethics.

9. Toward a feminist positionality

This article has analysed the different positions of documentary filmmakers, protagonists, scholars,
and activists in dealing with desire, privacy, self-transformation, violence, trauma, memory, the
vulnerability of social groups on the margins, as well as tensions between theory and practice. A
feminist approach of care, support, and solidarity will serve future documentary relational practices
and representation strategies, thus democratising the filmmaking process—documentary as a
method of social investigation—and equalising the relations between filmmakers and protagonists,
as well as scholar-filmmaker and activist-protagonist relations. This article promotes a feminist

positionality, respecting protagonists equally as filmmaking partners, even if their voice might be
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low; mutually developing protagonist’s subjectivity on-screen and documentary authorship in de-
facto collaborative filmmaking; centring care and support if violence will further penetrate into the
protagonist’s everyday life due to the making and distributing of the documentary film; situating and
contextualising theories rather than directly applying theory to a specific case study. On the issue of
representational strategies, as a filmmaker and writer, I believe all the limitations of documentary
shooting and editing can be transferred into potential elements for the innovation of cinematic
language. This feminist positionality responds to the classical question of ‘Can the Subaltern
Speak?’ (Spivak 1988), by advancing the representation of the social margins, women in particular,

both as in arts and as in politics.
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Notes

1 The series was curated by me (then a PhD candidate in Gender and Sexuality) and my PhD advisor Professor Sik Ying
Ho, Department of Social Work and Social Administration, the University of Hong Kong (HKU). It was organised by the
Chinese Independent Documentary Lab (CIDL, Hong Kong, 2014-2020) and sponsored by several film and university
bodies: HKU, the University Service Centre for China Studies at the Chinese University of Hong Kong, CNEX (Chinese
Next and See Next) Hong Kong, and CCFD-Terre Solidaire (Paris). The series transcript and editing was sponsored by
the China Media Project, HKU.

2 Words from curators in the 2016 ‘Desiring China’ catalogue. Related citations from Chinese are translated by me,
except those with additional explanations.

3 For discussions on how women’s cultural/intellectual work being shadowed, undermined, and arguably erased by
their male partners, see (Evans 2009; Kirkpatrick 2019). This dimension is to be further discussed in the section on the
relationship between theory and practice.

4 The role of ‘broker’ is discussed regarding Ai Weiwei’s position as an activist and artist (Callahan 2014; Cheek 2014).
Ai Weiwei serves as the inspiration for Wang Nanfu’s filmmaking and transnational activism (Marchetti 2020).

5 Personal communication, 15 April 2021. Ai Weiwei purchased Ye Haiyan’s belongings which were abandoned by the
police during her forced eviction in 2013 after Ye’s protest, and made a “Ye Haiyan’s Belongings’ 2014 Brooklyn Museum
installation.

6 Zhang Zanbo also reflected on The Interceptor from My Hometown H —FgEIE™ (2012), which documents a
local government official intercepting hometown petitioners in Beijing in the context of a dysfunctional legal system.
‘Petitioning is a phenomenon dating back to dynastic times in China, when any subject theoretically had the right to
petition the emperor if he or she felt an injustice had been perpetrated by officials in their local area’ (Edwards 2015b,
p- 145). The practice of interception, arbitrarily along with violence, is widely accepted in Chinese context as an extra-
legal means of achieving the government’s pressing political agenda: stability maintenance (Lee and Zhang 2013). For
example, Ai Weiwei’s 2013 documentary Stay Home =H§ depicts local government officials living with the woman
protagonist Ximei—an HIV/AIDS patient and activist—to stop her petitioning. Male officials even sleep on the same bed
kang (}0) as her. The protagonist interceptor in Zhang Zanbo’s documentary offers details of interception and his own
criticism in the documentary, which might have a devastating impact on his life and work, including public criticism of
the unethical and extra-legal practice of interception, and government punishment for his ‘private’ criticism on the widely
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practiced interception. Edwards’ article discussed ethics issue in the documentary Petition _[-1j (dir. Zhao Liang #X5%,
2009). On-screen petitioners mother-daughter relationship, and the tension between traditional Chinese womanhood and
woman petitioners’ quest for modern citizen rights (e.g. director Feng Yan’s [{% ] 2007 documentary Bing Ai F7%), are
discussed in my book (Zeng 2016b).

7 Hu Xinyu’s explanation to me (the curator) for why Sister could not accept the invitation to be part of the 2016
‘Desiring China’ series.

8 Hu Xinyu, personal communication, 16 April 2021. This is the same source for the quotations that follow in this
paragraph.

9 Except Hu Xinyu’s brother knows he is making film and his sister knows of the documentary film Sister.

10 Filmmaker Zhao Liang said in an after-screening discussion of Petition, his extra-ordinary enlarged framing of an
aged petitioner’s face and another sickness’ legs and eyes, is the filmmaker’s ‘gentle touch’ of his protagonists when they
are in pain and difficulty. An audience member argued that the enlarged framing of the protagonists’ cruel reality is the
cruelty of the documentary camera in reproducing suffering and the cruelty of filmmaker in representing his relationship
with the film’s protagonists. CIDL’s after-screening transcript, 25 July 2015.

11 Consent for using her two Facebook posts for this article is given by Tang Danhong. I am grateful to poet and artist
Tan Boyden. He translated Tang’s two posts from Chinese into English for this article.

12 Poet Zhai Yongming’s words, cited in (Zeng and Tang 2021).
13 See discussions in (Edwards 2015b; Sniadecki 2015; Niiguan zhi sheng 2012).
14 For discussions on sex worker’s agency, see (Ding 2008 and 2012; Ding and Ho 2012)

15 Sex liberation and sex work rights advocator Ye Haiyan has given accounts of the complexity of representing female
sexuality and the identity politics in advocating for sex workers. See (Zeng 2016a; Ye 2021).

16 Technique is a term used by Michel Foucault in relation to the study of the Greek ethos of care. See (Foucault 1988b
and 1988a and 1999; Heubel 2010).
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SOAMEBIE, FEBRTRMEFAREL, HEOA | :
AN A B BEROTI (2007) , EERE
FOEEARSHIERE, MR, B | e R
PEAARTAPEEN (Rofel 2007) , BT 1.

&
NOV / 2016 mwf,_:,mm
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HFERPERHAMEINENMEEK (Ho and Tsang 2012) , AE5 LHRIAMN (1ER. 01
57 FEEMEREARTKRE) ER T TANENRLERE XNPEERTNEE (F) ERE
XNE. BEHEREMEZBUEHETN. SEZXMIIXTHRENEFENREMR (Rofel 2007;
Ho and Tsang 2012) , X—RIIRMMBIEICHAEERIT TSN WEEE IS ERIRISSE
M MARYELEE, MAMEMNRAAN—TRMNNE, ARS LR “BEBSEBHHKNZ B FRL
HHR". ? ARRXER, BHNEFIIRENMIRETERAFZSEZENNAXER, TFEAR
THNRS FIENMEI (representation) BUAH, RAGHRIBEF, X2 THEFENNA, KX
FRAMTNBEHIRRNAE,

B 1990 KRR, A THRBEZUNRE (AANERZN& M) M (FEAEETXIXN/ 2
AP PRHESIR) ZMEE AR ERPEMIZLRF (Yu and Lebow 2020) , 22T, ZEEIRFA.
EFRNLRFEIERIN, EERANRTREALZENFES PR, 2R RARTE EZMAER M.
MR L RIRRA R 52 A SREX R REME AT AN, MR T /\MLRF / LXK aX/\HBEHRF, 84
FEITIET (LA 50 98) (Women Fifty Minutes, §3&: A, 2006) (Bao 2019) HHIES)L
FE KR (BAEXE)Y (We Are Here, §&: ®FF5HAk, 2015) (Bao 2020) HAYES)LLAXIT
12, ACREFERAHHER, WHePRELRKAEPRNE, X GG E8HE:

1. REAZM—RIFRME, Nightingale, Not the Only Voice, §3&: B, 2000

2. B%, The Love Life of Lao An, S3&: 70, 2008

3. 7R, A4 Song of Love, Maybe , Ti&: sKEER, 2010

4. TitR#k, Hooligan Sparrow, S58: T EMK, 2016; FEIATHAR (20104 8B 26 MHEH: (G7ilEk)
BISRIE) Ai Weiwei’s Interview with Ye Haiyan on August 26, S3&: X R7AK, 2013

5.3DshEE f (EIXEN 4 Poem to Liu Xia, T38: Trish McAdam, 2015, E&RENIF F R
RHER

5o, AXBEFMITIEH (HIE) (Sister, SIE: I F, 2007) Kk (£HK) (Wheat
Harvest, Si&: fRE, 2008) FISIKMLRFCERE, BMHBLRERABTEELSENZRIRE
TEZFRFIRIE (Sniadecki 2014, 2015 ; Edwards 2015b; LG 2018)

BELRRZ25&F (BEA, EREALR, M MNEMEZ ) #TREMENIE, FHAKPEM
ML FE A PRCENEFR T ITIETE, WeHNIEAEE: EREALERIRR. BEPRARE
MAEEE; AMBEREMNE; BEAN (FREALR) WERERREDHSFDRRD; I
RIMRER N REMERFTRHNE F#HTRITNRRNCERE,; URNEFERILTMAREIENX
X RO, XETSHPRBILERAES5EMIINERME, UK EBSERO. AR,
KER, MR “FA” thigfAFgy “TNEEN” AEAFRIFASR [McDougall and Hansson 2002, 3-24
m]) . EENAMGELRFPHNBEIEM, AXAINEXN A RERE, ETMAINSEN. X
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MEAMELEATNEN, UEBHZANCERR
FE. BEAUIAXTRETROEEHEN (Evans 2009, 29-40 1)
WS EBRRNEF AN RERT (A0 (EK) NEESFIN) .

1, IMEZNEXMAXFTEESEN. BHE
MRS TR R E I
IMEXMAEZEBISICILE

(reasoning) A, FIAXMSRMLRFBFESSENEZR,

BLEFRRZ5BNMUEMERNE, BERNEECRFFNZECEIHKRMIFZZMIL (Nash

2012, 318-331 ™) ., ®BID

. REAR
ERRZ5EMRARE ZEXTEICENED

AR T AR A RIS R ERILL R /RN EX T, 1)
R EANAMBBEMIGKRIIMGH R, NETHERINR
S58REAAMNTRNIGEER, BERITEHRERLEAXNE
ol 4) AR AMS B A B RETRAEHR

REEREANRTES (ER) H%EIE; 2) &
HAEMPEERE; 3)
AR NETEAREERRI T
5) MIERR D FIIHH RNBUAN S
EIt5 XH 2 ERIFER R RBERFE .
RO FRBMERS FNREFTRERXAR,
T EAMEHHITINEEL LR H1EHE

E/
=

2 AM
85

BOIANNEGIE. B, TS THREXRTXMEN
LERAP, BULERBINEXPXMEE, &
NBERELERABES5BEZETAZERN L
BFEXRR, URBEIERIESNEIFTRLES
ERI L0 5% A EIRAY SRR B HIES IR
AIEEIBEIAIBRA!.

XS EMEXBEILT

FA. FELENME (UP Sniadecki) HRIFEA]
B R SRER” M AN RERR
58 REARXRRIHRLN, 555025 ILEITHE.
RAEHRRNEN . BENALENENE S

(Snaidecki 2014, 54, 57 T1) ., *K, EX
TINEXFAEN— PR BREA, TUERERR
FXBENRBEEARTEER, BEETE—

MRS LEFRHFZ5E0NIE. ERAXEAEEUREEREDN BN
FE" RIESNTPHMRERRICE, AXEXN AL
REA. FEMINENENRNILIHH

EABBRRENZKBHAR, tLEEEXN
TESHNEN, FEMBLTRAE
SHEITIE,

TARNXKIMMEEIE, M

#, ELbRE — R LE BB

, MEMBRAMIH RN ZAEX EHEI (Spivak 1988) ; 6)

0UTCh: n.eﬁ iisﬂl Pia‘

A film directed by WEN Hai and ZENG lJinyan
Animation Dir: Trish McAdam

£ (WY 5 HIEY (Outery and Whisper, SH&: [HI, &S MR
Trish McAdam, 2020) #, AN EELAFHIE, APESRT
H'H(W PRI LA R G 22808 52 I BOA R 1 B B 1 L L A

T, KRR R E T BIE, AR HIC R, RIS — M5
B"JE% ZPEBIRR AL, BRI ) BRI SRR, DAR Wb (5 48
BN ERAZINEE, (EAAREE, BRE SRR
M R ENA KRB, FE LN E GENRELE S0,
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AMRIALR LN RIN, T REBENRNNEZRH (Marchetti 2020; Yu 2020; Yu and Lebow
2020; Zhang 2020) , 7ESKEMIFARH (2020) , XE, EABRREBREA, TEEER. #OR
SEBEARZAR, KELERHNEIHERSCENAEZ T, XENEG TEEREZERNE
ENCIZIHT R BB M ZATM—EREML. ° EXMERT, XBESET (F=NiHd ENEE)
(Third Grandma’s Stories, 2012) 5 (FM=91H#kE) (Dancing with Third Grandma, 2015)
XERM “HETHNT = NinAM B SN BERE T —THENES, BIRE. XRENEFEEEM
FEMEBARINE 2L EEXR, BaRXZMENMN=NNEENEH. KEREEX
MEPLERAPFETERERI, EALNEEXRBIXMNEE. REXR. iCiICNEEEES
M—RINZREUERE, XENZMPERLIINBEENE. Y. IARSKRERGENEAK
hfE / RIEPR, ZEBEENFUATEXIR, FELb, XFMEBPLRAHEIET —MERNLHTE (Zhang
2020) , —MEBHAH, FAHMUANHINEBERE LS =E (Berry and LU and Rofel 2010;
Robison 2010; Robinson 2012; Edwards 2015a) .

CRtE#RD) RITINEXME)ILERENNE RISBXEHNRNBUAFTE (Marchetti, 2020) ,
FRONANVNEFSEZAIBEMAREERECHBETIFLHMARZIEF (Zeng and Tan
2019, 126-133 11) ., /&%, WIEACHBEBEIREATHN—FRILHKEN, XENFEEA
INEXBHERENCE, RN AL LXNEGENRI BT XAHNBR R ERNNILE, &
RUNMEXENREZASHZEN . FESHFREHITXUNE, ‘RS L, SERFENERHE
ARNEREXBEZA ERE T, EEMAXAINMERREZHRETE T HR, B8+ LS R —
FARMBRNZIL, ATIRNEARENNET], HBRZIWES, HRTHERD, ®E
IEEPFRARIT (Ye 2021, 163-156 T1) —HEIEEIRPE, ZfF, TBMRETENM, HITEK
HRREENRINEFNULREZAR (EVERALBER, XBRERE, FHRAR) , WIES
57 (RiR#E) ARNENER, FAEAR B ‘M R ta (1" EXRAFRAT “HAIN”
nE, ARENIMEEIFRE, H4%—0 (Marchetti 2020) .

NELRAFPEEMBNZGBEIRXTEPEMNRIA L, EWTHENNLMESI AN RE"
(EARZEW, IFEEHH, ENMEE, I (Veg 2019) ) . BEATE (MIERK) AXNEALNE
EMLZNESGENRIRAN, B T RINEXBELEE, Rl “REHR" HEE EALMERNE,
£ 2010 &£ 8 A 26 B MBRERIRIL) —FHE, REMESRELER TRSETHINRESN, it
AECARARIR IR EMOME LR B ENE A, 7 RIHENWR,

FARMBRSERIIG
XARAME, (2010 F 8 B 26 AXMHIEHRRRY) (B (Rih) ) BE KT (HEHR) BRZSF,

BT R METR T#HT, ° XELRHA T 2013F 6 A 3 HTE YouTube &%, HETIHEHE
EX CRiR#) LR L EREMBINE, A THITERX - AMHITEFENBINRE, “I5

166



MPE"RMAT—ERR T XMBLRF, #—FRITETHINRD. M. HEX. RENLTE
FBIMFWE (Zeng 2016a) , (Rih) B—HBIMRNAINLCRR, HERLEIRARILRT
EZEF L, BXNEEAHNREN. XRRNORBEENEIFEEM, XEFHERAKIE
EUFPTAMB., XRARRIBEAS | SHBRIMBEEN A BRBNESENLIBRNEENE
B PEEHMIMEENMRANZN; EIZaItRIREETRE; FEN A TFRRAMRE: 19
ICHPE RN BREBEFENED; 1N REEIMRISE; HRsE TIEENRNNERIRN;
RRAE TFEAN ERMER S TIFENITE,

FECR S, HERARHRE TS ERNZEESANMENFNEFL WFENE T BSHNS
MIMFEE. EREIEENANEDR, ERIGEULREZMREN 237, twANEESE—T
RRENRENR, HEMEBERAMRMAETIE “BEIFRM)” 721E: B—TEFZRTHREIER
MALRTEAR, EBHTREAR/NMIEE; B—TEEANRN, EETEEHLBHTEHCSH
MWLM, EHRECSAFEZANMTFENZON, tEIZE—UFBMLIEEENRAEH:
REETEERRBCE—TMIFSE, (WR) REBCHITEBIER, REAFERINEIIFE
ROIRAR?  (3'657) , ITEHERRR, N THEFBLRERARE. ERNVMNAREIME T IIFNMT
EEMERS, HRMEIE, AAFEMBCEMIAES.

£ 2016 FXMTHBMRAKIER, HBFKR, MANNBIRKRNERFE, IRKRESMIERPIF
BB, WiEF “GixX” W, B—RMABESMIERKRLR, XB—MEEL (retweet) ” RFKM
ZARKIEERE (Callahan 2014; Qian 2014) , (Xip) EEMEE LAIUEERHERELAX
RARRIRINER ., BT D ZHXIMIE TIER 500 BAERE (Ning 2002, 2004, 2006) , #fEAT
BCBHRNREEEMNGER, RASKREGIRRIENISHEE, RiFEXRKRNFEHETE
Fie 2 BRI AR, REMSREVUIRIFPENEEAOKEINER, MMXIRIEE
AR F=H 7 58ZUIFR, EIRARWENT, BECEREAHSBENBSHRAT, MEXETF
PAEAFRIISERRER T —MBEEARFENERNNERE.

RER LALLM, HBRAE (Rih) FREBRRENE, ANERA T IRBFARER S NAIEL,
R TEERRENENES, TEHRMNEEXNERNNNMESS. HERNIFRIIILETRTRK
MEINMRMERE, LEERNHMNET B ENHENBENE. G BRXFNRIERMERS T IERE
AR, BN ER, FEARMARITEDNED, BRARHTHEIEE, BEAATSE,
AERXZ. KENETFEN ZZR T FHL.

HTHERENEAFAMIFE. GRMILESINGE, CRIF) ARLEM ZRE. XTRT,
AERRNERMNEZR, —EEZABLY “FEMN” RENFEBEEFNCRENEARNERE
ERETNG, ELEEHR FRETT,
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BEANILYT: MBRESR1TRE

LFREARM], EEENTREBEZARBRBOMERZNMIINEFITE~EQMENE? £
AMIZE TRECHEGSBATHARNIEE? BFA, I$HRREEEFA, EHETEHE
TERMAEMIDSMENT F2EEN? &E, ©FAHFEALNENEERT B SN GEII
B (B ERET) ZE1E? 8RLEKAEAQFELEEEESSICEGANITIE RTHRIE
B SAEBEH T FIIER) , BELBR ARIAT R EALEHT T XEER. BEADRM (&
=) ) FMskEE ( (REh) ) 7£ 2016 & “IBMHE" RIENFRETLERHANCERIE, ° XMED
LRRBMNEGEN L “TEEN” IBINTRERNBRBNMENS., MAUBPZAEE, th/ (1E
BRI RRPEBIE T EALMERBRNZ G, MNMEEALTHBEZEGTNES. B, BEXM
HMWHMIBERENTMER, BEAMEALRBOETLRE . XFALBR AL BT HIAR,

ERAEFERMAITER, WBDBIANERMSELT EALNAEFNTN, HHNE (BR)
AIBRfE1TieRERFAR T (CIDL BIIERAS, 2016 10 B 22 H)

RESBEAHRANERER, ERBRRBEMNN THREERSEASBAVEGBE,
BRI MERENNE,

AR EAMNEEODARBRECS “NERN” LA, it/ thiIMESHAERBEARIEEHN
it / 1B FINEITAEEN, IMURFESEMEZ R EALNMmBZE, LEMABLEE X
REEIMENEF . MREZAM—TEREALNNZEER, WAESMNEMEALNERME,
FEEEFERE. ElIt, mREFLRTRA-LEBZANGEE, MEHREARMIATEERERIRE
XFRRMMERE,

FARWILLG: FIERER

BRA—EEERT —TAEN. TANMKRENHEE (Zarrow 2002, 121-146 TT; Yuan and Feng
and Danowski 2013, 1011-1031 71) , X@— PMAAFRIIATIRIS, 15512 S TEMRH
BEE XHNERE TAENP I E X FRRARINE (Yan 2003, 2010; Zheng 2013) , tEl
PRFARE, (WEME) MEALR, LR A SIERMFAMEE, PBRERR, MRSEMEIR (GEEY ,
EHAEIR, N FHEBIRE, HMFNRAAAMEREERE ‘Tt 9, & thIHREERRFER
— PN EEANSH, BAMEtNLRA (JHEY . (RERIRY (Family Phobia, $3&: ¥,
2008) KAt IETE# THE T RESRMFIEITR.° MNAFFERR, thAERIBEIEA" L FHHIRE
Mme “EXZRGNAIENTEXR"—RIBEHAFTFNRE, MNEALHAMEXLEELSHAT
FAPRER T XMIENTE, mFEIA, EES—KNBRLRE, IMUBLRFBEANMEALX
RIAXATREFE “BER7 B, BXNF “GEXFEAXTEITIEZFENEAN", HFFHRMBEX
DR IEBRRZEIEMA—MZ R, EMRBRZANBEESEI, HARFIEMNFAARZGIRN “WH
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BEF", TEANTIERT, MENTEERNE.

(PHERY FHiER T —REKNB IR R, XMBEHRIER T ZA—EEHARMPE. SHRRER
ENBARBEFN—1TEERLE, FREIEE, SHRBENEERRTFIE—EEFTNER.
FELEXERLZRAZPRE, FARFENEALERN—REBEPRBEZHRER DANCICHKIRET .
(PHEE) MAEER TARmMRE—/ £ —-RINETHNNAREMERNREITH: EELKIR
EABREIUA, ESRZANEFR, RANEFHORONER, B “BEFEXITXAN, hEE
BLZEN—TFFABRMIFFAIMNEBERRINIEE, ZILRHERR, twHEEFEIZILEIEEN
ERIIAR, MARFAIRE (BREFEE) NER, X OBE (B8 , mAIFED
RS REMNBBNEZZHRKGERE, O, wRERNBFLBHMORY), RABE—T=2
RREEE, BRSO RYEEAERE TFNEFEMNTZ, BEESZILINRIEFHE, X
THNEEEEARENEREEES, TiEXENE (ARIENEIR) , AEBRECELERYK
KEPHHEIRS I,

BZMEAREXNLHE, AEERNERT, RENXHMTENANES, WERNEIXR. (B
9H) RIMTHAHEMBALZHOERRER, FH2ESFENRIICERR (REMBE) £,
BAINERRERENENEERRERBTRNIABTSRANERXRAEN. FN, BRNMIER
A PREERREREN, MIFFESETR (3L8) BMTERX, EHREXE, SEBRS
S5RNRTOZERERMEEFEN “HRTH” . HEEM—TSHEENNRBLZNAEENMTE
FERRBTHERZE, RZMAR. BN, B—THFRESEMNEBXIZNESHES —17HANNER
FW—EARAZREEIALNRERRENBER T, SERANASWEEEIREFTORBES, RE&
MIFRRD, EMRAZEIEBEBEEMBEE RS, UEAEESERCNBERRE—IEEYL
BALBMOFREE, © AT, (BE) PXMEEEFERMTER—RUUNREEH B E (R
ERNERE) REFEIOMEURELPEI—OHREREEALBBERIERTIRE, BRIE
CHTAEREHESERIRERN . RENEZRXAFBEAWSHARITH, (HE) FF
FEARNROCHEEZEFRELZHRRTHER, EREI, MREXANIHMEEMSERLLZE
ROFNRE.

REWIY: RRAMSBEEZAGREE

LERATUMEN—EHRF, iILEARFIES. ST A / &EEI5H (Jin 2013, 209-222 T1) ,
FERBICIZBEENEREFR, ERUERE—LEALNERE, WrlgEREME AR S—A 5]
XML (1) BRESZSERTBRETNEAL. BEAE, (RESIAEH—MRE) NSERR
HWREFEAQNZ—, REE 2016 FH “IBRPE" ENPEMMRXTBLRA . ELZE], XEER
RAE 15 FRBEAFNM, RERATHEEMBINES, BRttMREZEINXRE—T &K,
RE “TABHEBHFAEMNFAR” (Tang Danhong in Zeng and Tang 2021, 236 T1 ), fE825 M,
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FEFSERBHARBAM— TR IRZNER, KERE) L ENBRXGNMNER., AXHAES
HilE), BAMIRDFRRBER T AHRBIAR]. KEERTHNIENZR, SHEREABERN
— T ERFEEFTNERRETATE. IBREENEALEHLNE CHREESAHF —EREF
BER, IMEHLZRNN. WHREXZXELREATH 7 ER.

FERIEERSIMRBNEN 28], BFHBTF 2016 & 9 A 21 HTEMA Facebook Ik L&, ™
BLkrE, LLAEEAERBENER, TRUSNAZRIVE, BHiDERR. T, BailE

IR RIER 17, IIMENRABERIIO R W ENZF .. BRI GENKE, TZEIHH(R
) N TERBERET, B RHETEE,

TERLI+HFE AR/ MEL G, BFHBIE20165F “BEMHE" FRMAIE B CNEG, G RE, BFHET20164F
10H17H7EFacebook L#% T—E 5 T200248 AR 51X sk I A (E3) , DAPFISHIAE & BN A IR TE R

(REE L2 D)

IR —3K AR EA9TE?

IR — it LR A2

MR AR AR ERE?

IR IE T EEFIE—
IEWEDEIN, WoEN—
EECHFE—
ERENMTFE—
BB, #F—k

BN TIRNEBEN2ERIZE
RAE I 2 NS ?

R IRNEAMNZRPH—T
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RABHR—
UESESTEAEe
SRIELENER

ETEE, BEASECHRTEE, EURIIZERTEE. BEABEIZH, MNEFES T —2AE
IERM—EERENER (RE) : “EEEABHET (BE) , ERMETRIPR, ANBESIFE
iR HERFES, EiEEME......" (Zeng and Tang 2021, 234 T1) , BEMEIZFE, ERBE
REIMAEFERN T BERP, EEFNEIEECHARE, SFENEBEICICRMIREXRTE
TRER, FELIZFEP, BREFER, 7 20 tte 50 FRANLBUEF, RN xF, wE™
RN TEHFTESTHECHRERESH LI BENMERE, BT —TZAMZERIZENER
T, BABNEEFREER, RN TEESMMINERT THESNL, MANMERE—1E
MNZZFE, “EIBERPE MRE], RERXTBENXREBEMXF, FRAIEtNGES KN
BIBHNXR.... —EUNBECMEEN—Y), SN, £MAEFE. WEHeE TS5 8ENENA
HExAR...... ” (Tang Danhong in Zeng and Tang 2021, 234 T1) , EXEXZP, BFIEERHE
HA R, HARFbAORIP, FHIEMHRERNDBRAXNMIINZFERBN—ME.

B (RRA) NEMABZE#HTT KE—ENMREIXE, UREMBHMESENIRZ EBH—X
BL/51718 (Zeng and Tang 2021, 228-237 T1) , 1LE 85 A EFAM Bt E BB 82 A9BSR 45 /B /0
MBELHES” E0. © 25, EBERNSEMEEZLIEFR, ROTHRSBUEEIHE XK
FEiCiz, XTECS. S EMMAIREIIMNEE (Zeng and Tang 2021, 232 T1) , MTMR
ERRNINAEEZRHE R, twEXEAR T ALHAHIBE 1949 FLRFEBURIGEINRER L
B, EM—MERMFESEXR (Zhang 2020, 7,10, 12,17 TT) .

HFRft: ARSI 5EABRNIIY

AREHRTFHELEANCESNMERETU T MEZNREMRIE: (FEE (BEENES,
B—HMERSBEARPAMAEMELNSERSE) , GEEXN) HMBEAE, UERAFFEENSER
IMEM S EREIRFSEIZFHENEW (Edwards 2015b; Sniadecki 2015) , #AT, 7RI,

T EBEABCAR SIS EZABIMMNIIG 2 BN EKXATNMERERIFIER, MESS
FhNEik. BEPESMMAEL 2018 FHXEFRITIS (ZUR) MWAEESINE, IANFRENZINENX
EHFEF, (EW) A9%IY (Edwards 2015b; Sniadecki 2015; Liu 2018) , R TS REESE
MEGTARSEREALTMMNNZEE (ETESE, SZNEFENMLEFEBFAR, MEK
WNERK) ZERNNE; RS RMERDRRE, JIHETEERANEGIE. BTLRANOBERE
FEEAATESESREEN, UKBSASHIEE-EN—RINNERTHS DR, A
APNERR, BEIZR 2009 FESZELXTEREMN, 7T MEREERERE (M(lz
AHRMABEEARBENER) . ° MNBNZEEXAERE, (ZK) BEHERIT —IRA
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T (EAAM) HIRSER, tBEZEEMRAHTILRBXMBE T RS T MARILAEENE,
ER—TRELZRENIANFERE, MNEREETHERNR 2 NS Z BENRE
FIMH, A, ETEERERIFEN, Z5EREARKM, XEFTARTRT EXRIGERENBL.
EZETURNRANE ( CRIB) RHEFEIFARTHNEBIETEENRS) MBSk
MREARBEMOTIEERE, SN T HREOERBOEFREMNZETENE B BAERE? ©
tesh, S BRARBBERATRNE, (X)) NEAXMIRZHIFEE, MIEAEZESHTK
AFIREENE .

RE (ZW) NEAMIRET =ZRER—"MEN LEL. FHIEXRMEER, (BEALXM) &
R”, ERIUBEFN—LEREA. RITEANZENTIG T, REERUERIR (ZKD) . *HFEN
A SHRRESBBEHFNLCE FFAMER, HERPMAENRR (Kraicer 2011) , LHREBI
Wk, WE—TMBUELIETEAR. BSAREFREXBLRAAETES M LR (LG
2018, 303 11) , EXHFXHERFELEINZTEHRNFEHARME REDARTNUER) , A
YouTube. Bilibili F1#IMANSR. ZHFFHAEALMNRLERIR (KD BETEEEDEIR, RET
N TFMEL THARER R 2011 FEEBRZH#THNEARZN, SMRNXEFRICR TXEIRE (Lu
2018) ., KMNEXNERAAE, AN TER" MREFREAXMNERNL, BEN4EEFEHERIH
R FEARITICHN R X FHITHRMREREITFAIN, SafMRETEENEY (ZR) NFER, 2
BT “ERFIMT 3 EEEHT NENSE, URRZAFIHENER (Lo 2018, 296-308 11) .
EEXTXBLRHANERFER SARRORENE, SEFRENMCOIGENELFRANTHE
ARHRBERSHTEEERBIIMIDEHSMMUERX, BRBRAFEALNRTXELEAH. RE
MNEALMVIFKREELE, —ERE LhEMITZNEXEFNZXEBRZAINARAL, [ 5K
EXEPLRANBMREE L, UERHBFRREZANEALFIEMNRIBINSE. Fa, MEHTH
BREAARZRFMINE (ARFEIPIRT) AFESEFHRNORNSEHER, EARRIRERITHIRERER
RO PR AR 35K 4

Begh, (EZWDY AHETEENERESHESARZHEAQNBREILE FRRNBCE1TZ EHE
EEKNXR, XWIRATERD FRFEENBIEER. EEA (RER) REAFRRBERE
RER, EALMBRBIAEMENNER, EXFHTERBIMEREEEPMESNBCEEBH
ML (Marchetti 2020, 42 T1) . &IEJLF, BTFBUREHIHERITEFRARMN . MEBLAIITH,
HERNMESCHZATBETE, MREARRETEZR, MERDEEFHIIZACUE. HiEH
1B CSTHE” ER—Fh (B3) SHERIKES (Ristivojevic 2021, 165-169 T ; Ye 2021, 153-156 T1) ,
XE—MEBRIZRANITHENEE, MIEBUAIMMIAEE THEEEERESENM (Cui 2012,
79-94 1) , EBUAREH, RIBHSENNBIAEENEAEFNIIERASHEESE, 76k
2EHERARBCHNEEARN: EEEMZAP, FIREREE T REEXZEBARSHATU
B2 AP (Spivak 1988; Zeng 2013) . (ZEW) MR INMIZEERFZARBEBSHEALHBE
ERXIT, EREREEHRITEIEANRERNBCARSNEM, FRELEPILRISEHANEES
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ABFMMIRAEER—EZASTEEX LB,

(BNER) XL AENTMNZAMEGE ERINEMLIE, &%, NEEFERRENZAR (5F
A BRETHER) , BEIEIURMFREEXGIRAVEGE. 2017 F, XRKE “EuEEERK
R WA N E, RAEAEEM, B 2008 EXRKEE—REHEUE, NE-BELTHRE
RS, BF 2018 FRCAHRE, AEEN/ITEE, BRIFBIFER. RIENARRERK, B
FE. MXZRER—TECRRLEN "EF7, MLECSHEREEHRRNL, BEERMZMIERPIR
E. BET7—THIA, 5URZARR Trish McAdam FIthhY 3D shEFAEIE, FAXIENIREIER
XKYwECS, UMEBBEIECHUREFRNECEE, HEARE—UKENZAR, —UBUERD
MERRZEENZEFE, ARTEXNRKNES. SRIBIRIDNRAEERNBIAXR, Bl

IREER 3D shE——RIFISAER N AR IR R M4, XERERE /T 2015 FEFREAR TR
fr, BUMBERE. BRERMNZR=2ZAZAZEINGR, BMNONEERT—MEE: il
R ZRRERES, R RSMARIRIEZNRO, ZBHEER, EE—a/)\BEH,

BT AR INIAR] T e F o, A EMAERRERERTREIE, BERETIRER
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TMEXRAEL, F5AlR (RNEXEN) XM F, & (RtERD) M (BXE) RS LT,
BRERMAMEENAERELZTHEN—MEFINEEEGRNIN—ME, ELN{CABIEBERIM
HITHNE, URELREINNEARIMESBOMEEFTNEA—FEXLHZAELZHIIENRX.

Bt 5L RIKX R

MNEFRREBELINNTREERSIRBEANZEE ZEMNEKRXR (Kraicer 2011; Sniadecki
2014; Edwards 2015b) , X EKXRBR TXNEXWEA: 1) LS5 ESAMHEEM
A, FiIREX, MHRXAMBENETNESR, EEEINATFR (Evans 2009; Kirkpatrick
2019) ; 2) EHIZRMERARZ5ENE S, URERMKELRN43ERMRE DN 3)
TEZEE /IR -BEA -EIR. BEA-FREAL. BREAL - ESRNESF, X5
WXEXATSTRENEFRL. ASTEAENXE, NBREZESHN (RAHLELERMN)
AL, S ERIT (ABEBEMSHREN) SXACEEISM (RER M. MAE. HEMNAR
BELMR) X2 BNRKX R, E201FEE/\BPEMIEEGEL, BRATTEPRELRKFHE
B ANBIN, NZ2ESMRNITEIESEREBE. RR, EMRNMKBEINSEMIRERIN
B EREFRAB SIS (Kraicer 2011) , X EKKX ARSI KR T SENUAFHRIOF X EE “FFiHh
)" BEBR, FECHIESIHAER T S8MMMIILE (Kraicer 2011) : 3EBM—PIRIFHMERN ‘S
N RET#ITRE (SEEKRFENILE) , BEANCHREALEEEGEENSSE (F
FESESES) , UK (MIE) FEEE 90 M 21 tHL MBI AS HRIEUEMNL R LM
XM,
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RN—TEREXFE, FEBRENRTZATNEICH, BUBMERIZEAIFEAE R AT AV —Fp it #) A&
FREXBIREE, XFE—K, EEUNFENALMATELZREFINTRESZE ST (EANKR
- EAFEIRREKM) . AT, LRAZ—TIPRIIEFREIAMNZAK, EXNASEEZMK
EXMEEBERN. AREERATENEN, MARZANIA, I, HEMINEZEHTH
BIREX, Fe@IA “BF” MAIRSINREFS MK ZR (Evans 2009) , FHET (Mary
Evans) 2 “RMEEMAIIRS FIB” X—[@, FHEHAEGIMAERBRERPIENANRLES
Bk t” (Evans 2009, 39 7)., ELFHMEHE WL, BRRX—EIBNZNEXTER,

H—BITARAESHARTEMBETE, HHWIMBENEE—BMN (problematise) 43I xR
REEERZEIX R,

BETNE I G

AXDMTEFRHRFE FREAR ZENEDRELERE. 37, BBEE. £7. tlfs. 1212,
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FLENGE, BRSTARKNLERAXRATENBINRE, MMEREHIFEIRREC—CRA
FRA—MUEZBFENDEZ—HEBRANETREAR, & -BRANEDIR -FREALZEN
KEFEMN, PXREINEXNILGMYE, FHEHEEHRENBIZHFRFNEZHREAL, BMEH(]
MEEARERMES: EERANEREARGENBEZHIER, XERREALNEARENCRA
HEE SN UXRPIFRHZHRNZD, BRELRANGEENRITMTENRNDE—TZER
TREALCNBBEEET; BELETRMERFON, MASKHRIEICERNATREESM.,
AEFMRENEBL, FERBEZANER, FINALRARBNBENAMARE, #HrIUEZERE
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B AIFTNBETR, AZASEEEX L, HHENASDEREAEZIENFN —XMR
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e
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F B R PE RS 0, F#ECNEX (Chinese Next and See Next) HICCFD-Terre Solidaire (E2%2) , % 25|
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RS ERIES (B 2 TE S R IESKTE (Marchetti 2020) o
5 MAKI, 20214E4H15H, LARRM L T 201 34E MM HESTI G PS50 6| IR MR F I, HT2014EE & MiE
ViR A (MR YIR) B TR,
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2016b) .
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8 HHTT, DA, 20214E4H16H, IXHEA B S5 SR,
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Abstract
This article briefly introduces and evaluates the ethical issues Chinese independent cinema has
encountered since it was born. I examine the changes in the boundaries of ethics in defining the

concept of ‘Chinese independent cinema’.

Does Chinese independent cinema have its own unique ethics? I think at least it has its own unique
ethical issues. When we have defined the term ‘independent’, independent cinema has set itself up
with corresponding ethical requirements. The connotation of independence in independent cinema has
different meanings in different countries. In the field of Chinese independent cinema, the early concept
of independence was derived from a specific historical background. It meant that the production of
films was no longer dependent on the old television system and the state-run film studios. It developed
its own, new production path, and it also required the subjectivity of the filmmakers. ‘I made an
independent film’ — the question is, is it really an independent film that you made? Can you really call
yourself ‘independent’? Are you praising yourself for the purity of your filmmaking process, your

good motivations, and your ability to make unique works of art?

Therefore, independent cinema does not only require the filmmaker to just be intellectual in terms of
the filmmaker's subjectivity and qualification, but it also requires moral awareness. For the limited
audience of Chinese independent cinema, independent cinema, which emerged in a unique historical
context, must be truthful. It means that it should not endorse certain political ideas but measure and
reset everything based on individual experiences and insights. It must express one’s own unique
experience and individuals’ real struggles — all within a particular historical context. It also requires

the filmmaker's talent, as well as their courage.

The filmmakers’ artistic cultivation, perspicacity, moral awareness, and courage of expression
are significant indicators for Chinese independent cinema, in which ethical issues are very firmly
embedded. China’s unique history of film and television development determines that the independent
film, which emerged around 1990, has an important reference; it has its own enemy, the counterpart

it must oppose and transcend — the film studio or television station. The primary ethical relationship
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behind this is cinema’s adherence to reality. I used to call Chinese independent cinema ‘honest cinema’
(JSEHSY). Although since its beginning independent cinema has developed multiple dimensions,
this very stringent requirement for realism dominated the ethos of independent cinema for a long

time.

Perhaps today, one would use philosophical terminology to discern the relationship between artistic
creation and reality, debating in very profound terms about how unprecedented it is to bind cinema
to reality. But that is how the history of independent cinema unfolded back then. It had a tremendous
cultural impact at the time. And realism still has extraordinary meaning today. Although we cannot

impose it on the filmmakers, we must provide space for its existence.

After its production practices and aesthetics had developed further, independent cinema began to
be treated with more scepticism. The aesthetic issue was also an ethical issue. At the time, people
thought that independent films were too keen on using long takes to present marginalised characters,
the poor, and the vulnerable, such as thieves, prostitutes, and gangsters, which in fact indicated their
lack of care for reality. Today, perhaps it still conveys the interests of male filmmakers, although

caring for the bottom rungs of society is still their principal value.

Independent cinema began to shift gradually. It became more concerned with the ‘mainstream’ groups
in society, with structural issues such as national politics, moving its camera to a certain extent from

the poor, the vulnerable, and the suburbs, to the cities and the so-called mainstream groups.

Later on, after 2010, the primary ethical debates in the field of Chinese independent cinema
mainly related to documentaries. In particular, the emergence of Xu Tong’s (fR&) documentaries
gradually brought about an awakening and a long-term debate on the ethics of Chinese independent
documentaries. The work of other filmmakers, such as Wei Xiaobo (Zi7¢5%), has also been discussed
on various occasions. Can we ‘exploit’ the subject on such a scale and show the privacy of others
to the audience? Of course, some asked, what if everything was done by consent but not by force?
From my point of view, people had previously had some private conversations about independent
documentaries. Still, ethical discussions had not become widespread, and ethical issues were rarely
raised publicly, out of affection for, and in defence of, independent film. In screenings in Hong Kong
and the documentary forum of the China Independent Film Festival (H [EJR 7 5254 FE fE) (CIFF)
in 2011, this issue was brought up, which stimulated extensive discussion. In particular, the 2011 CIFF
established a ‘Real Character Award’” (H.52 A¥%%) (the first one went to Tang Xiaoyan [JF/)MfE] in
Fortune Teller By [dir. Xu Tong, 2009] and Old Mr Tang# JF 3k [dir. Xu Tong, 2011], the second to
Lao Hao in Born in Beijing 54 [dir. Ma Li B5%, 2011]), encouraging film subjects to come to the
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fore and discuss together the ethical issues in documentaries, as well as the ontological issues such as
the relationship between objective truth and represented truth in documentaries. The topic of ethics
has since become more and more public. In terms of practice, the independent documentary circle has
become more cautious when it comes to relevant subject matter and subjects, which in fact indicates

that since then, people have gone through a process of ethical reflection.

Ethical issues in Chinese independent cinema are very complex, especially after independent film
festivals were forced to shut down and independent production became increasingly difficult.
Moreover, many independent filmmakers have extended their works into the (mainstream) theatrical
realm, so the perception of ethics and the sense of self-discipline are also changing. The intervention
of commercial capital and higher authorities has placed the field’s ethical issues in a larger context,
complicating them further. Many issues become increasingly unclear in changing contexts. I suggest
that we do not generalise about the ethical issues of Chinese independent cinema but rather analyse
them in the context of specific cases. We should consider the context of the time, historical change,
and the development of a domestic moral consciousness. In this way, we could obtain constructive

views rather than applying an absolute standard and value to everything.

Appendix: Explanation of the annual ‘Real Character Award’ (Wang Xiaolu, 2011)

The CIFF has created an award for the subjects filmed in documentaries: the annual ‘Real Character
Award’.

We mean by ‘real character’ here is a concept of ‘archetypal character’ (JR% A¥7) that focuses
on documentaries' subjects. The term ‘archetypal character’ is used here in recognition of the
relationship between documentary and reality. This relationship is sometimes inevitable and
ontological and sometimes unethical. When the archetypal character comes and communicates
with us, we can see a reverse intervention. In documentary history, we are familiar with the director
using footage of the subject to complete their intervention or interpretation of reality. Nowadays,
the subject's presence often has the power to deconstruct the director’s work. Of course, this is not

necessarily the case.

The purpose of our annual ‘Real Character Award’ is therefore obvious — above all, we hope it could
deepen our understanding of documentary ontology. Of course, we do not necessarily assume that the
truth, as stated by the archetypal character, contains a higher authority than the truth as interpreted by
the filmmaker. Meanwhile, this does not diminish the subjectivity of the documentary director, nor
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does it deprive their right to subjective expression.

The establishment of the ‘Real Character Award’ is also based on recognising the particular stage which
Chinese documentaries are at. With the development of Chinese independent documentaries over the
past twenty years, more and more ethical disputes have emerged. We do not shy away from the fact
that the ‘Real Character Award’ is intended to balance the filmmaker’s authority in interpreting the

footage. But we do not advocate an overly strict ethic; we want to create an atmosphere of negotiation.

Again, this ‘Real Character’ will bring out more dimensions of reality. We are willing to trace reality
more deeply, to interact and facilitate dialogue with a richer reality. This intention seems to derive
from outside the ontology of documentary. This is not the case. We hope that certain realities can be

more fully expressed and presented. And the archetypal character has that power.

The above is part of our intention. So how do we choose the annual ‘Real Character’ — or the
archetypal character? We want to see if the archetypal character can generate a certain kind of on-the-

spot dialogue. He/she should potentially stimulate aesthetic and social discourse in academia.

We also consider how well he/she is represented as an archetypal character, both in his/her own life
and in the documentary. We sometimes also need to consider the symbolic force he/she has in history
and society, such as their profound representation of a certain aspect of contemporary reality. Of

course, he/she may also be a historical figure.

The award does not encourage the artistic creativity of the filmmaker or the performance of the subject.
It is more about looking at the archetypal character as a medium to expand scholarly discourse, calling

for a warm and caring touch, and inspiring a kind of power to intervene in the present.

Tang Xiaoyan, winner of the first ‘Real Character Award’, as noted below:
We’re inspired by her expression in the film, that is, her courage to live, by the rich social issues
she conveyed and by our doubts about her way of living in the film. Her presence will help explore

the questions of the ontology and ethics of documentary, as well as to indicate our own existential

situation.
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