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			Abstract 

			In this article I will argue that the online filmmaking and screening initiative Film Geographies is shaping (and has been shaped by) our understanding of what a geographical film is.  It has achieved this by opening up a previously unavailable space for geographers to make and screen films allowing the creation and curation of a growing archive of work that is a significant contribution not just to filmic geographies as a sub field but to the discipline more widely. Film Geographies was established in 2016 as an online digital platform for the making and screening of films by geographers and/or about geography. In the last eight years it has amassed an archive of over 200 short films and over 1200 subscribers from around the world. Film Geographies also collaborates with other disciplines with joint calls highlighting the importance of building networks for film practitioners and researchers within and without the academy. The mostly short films are collected via two annual calls attached to major geography conferences. The online platform screens film online and in cinemas and organises filmmaking training workshops. I argue that the origins of the platform on the margins of the discipline, and diverse elements of the Film Geographies platform, have created much needed accessible film space for geographers to make films, watch films and debate film and filmmaking, enabling participants to shape and influence a range of film-focused and practice-led contributions to the discipline. 
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			Introduction

			Progress in academic filmmaking has been uneven across the disciplines. Unlike anthropology, with its long history of ethnographic and observational filmmaking (de Brigard 1975; MacDougall 1985; Pink 2001, 2012; Grimshaw 2001, 2005) or even sociology’s use of audiovisual technology as a mode of (mass) observation (Casey et al. 2014; Hamilton 2006), the discipline of geography cannot draw on a long history of academic filmmaking. This has made a definition of geographical film harder to discern. It is only in the last decade or so that a sufficient number of films have been produced to allow scholars to more easily assess what a geographical film is, or might be, and what makes a film geographical. 

			In this article I will begin by giving a short history of filmmaking in geography, before going on to developments in the last decade, focusing on the impact of the establishment of filmgeographies.com as an online platform for debate and dissemination of geographical films. Looking back at the way the Film Geographies has developed, I will argue that it is creating a multi-layered film space that makes two significant spatiotemporal contributions to the field of film geography. Firstly, though the way it has provided an annualised and globalised mapping of geographical films, a dynamic and iterative space where films are produced, submitted and screened, allowing scholars and filmmakers to debate film and filmmaking in real time. Secondly, through its collection over the last eight years (and counting) of a significant archive of films, it is creating a historicised film space with content that it is now possible for scholars to map, track and analyse. I will also argue that Film Geographies has created a particular kind of radical film space, shaped by a previous resistance to the assimilation of filmmaking, that is defining a notion of what makes a geographical film for the discipline. 

		
			Geography and Filmmaking

			Geography has always relied on visualization tools in its production of knowledge but has no clear heritage in the realm of filmmaking. Filmmaking could easily have been added to the toolbox as it was in other disciplines. Climbing Mount Everest (Noel 1922) is generally acknowledged to be the first geographical ‘expeditionary’ film. The film documented the first British ascent of the peak by Captain John Noel in the same year as Nanook of the North (Flaherty 1922), credited with being the first anthropological film and also one of the first films to define the documentary genre. Despite this early use of film to document explorer expeditions in the early 20th century, geography did not go on to develop a culture of filmmaking.

			The establishment of a notion of a ‘filmic geography’ has been hampered by the belief that it is the core role of geographers to write about films and filmmaking in the context of space, place and visuality, but not to make them (Jacobs 2013, 2016a). The ‘cultural turn’ of the discipline in the 1980s created the first significant opportunity to examine the role of film and television production, heavily influenced by Berger’s Ways of Seeing (1972) and Mulvey’s work on the gaze (1975). In the following decades geographers went on to explore a gaze that was colonial/sovereign (Gregory 1994), touristic (Urry 2001), or academic (Crang 1997). But when geographers turned their attention to film, calling it a ‘new subfield’ (Lukinbeal and Zimmerman 2006), their approach was largely focused on writing about television and cinema in the context of landscape (Aitken and Zonn 1994; Kennedy and Lukinbeal 1997; Lukinbeal and Zimmerman 2006), thereby setting out limits to the rise of a filmic geography at the exact time they were proclaiming its arrival. When Aitken and Dixon (2006) stated that geography’s relationship with film had ‘come of age’, the idea of a ‘film geography’ was still largely one where film was analysed and written about, not practised. 

			It’s possible that one impediment to exploring filmmaking processes was related to an oft noted assumption that geography and visuality were indivisible (Driver 2003; Rose 2001, 2022). The discipline was referred to as the ‘eye’ of history (Cosgrove and Daniels 1988) — why add a camera when an eye was enough? Crang (1997, 359) for example, noted how geographers paid more critical attention to the ‘representations of landscape than the practices that create these representations.’ The absence of filmmaking for geography was a missed opportunity not only to add an important methodology to the discipline, but also to examine the spatiality of film, to reflexively explore our dependency on the visual (and aural), and to better understand how geographical research produces and creates knowledge about place and space. 

		
			Making Space for Film(ic) Geographies

			While not a filmmaker herself, Doreen Massey was one of the few geographers who saw and was attracted to the spatial possibilities of film and filmmaking as a pathway to different kind of thinking space for geography (see Pratt and Jacobs 2018). Film connected theories of representation to politics and space, and Massey was excited by the transformative potential of film as a vehicle to effect meaningful change. It probably helped that she was based at the Open University (OU) for so much of her career (1982-2016), home to BBC TV studios that produced teaching material (Weinbren 2015), so that she was often in front of the camera even if not behind it. In an exchange with Lury published in Screen in 1999, Massey ruminated on the possibility of film ‘to criticise or reorder our geographical imaginations of the world’, suggesting one of the key reasons film could do this was the ability to render visible things that remain unseen in a global context (Lury and Massey 1999, 233). She identified the key spatial characteristics of film that made this possible: “Precisely because of its mobility, its ability to travel, to make new juxtapositions, new cartographies […], film has the potential powerfully to present this other aspect of our spatial world as well” (Lury and Massey 1999). But without a material or conceptual location within the discipline for academic filmmaking to grow and develop, geographers interested in filmmaking had to look outside their discipline for inspiration and training, relying on handbooks and theoretical contributions from those working in film and cinema studies, anthropology and sociology (Dawkins and Wynd 2010; Dancyger 2011; De Jong et al. 2012; Hamilton 2006; Kydd 2011; Knoblauch 2012; Hampe 1996; McClane 2013). 

			The Film Geographies initiative was created on the edges of the formal academic establishment, not from choice but from necessity. In 1998, around the same time Massey was writing about the transformative potential of film and Gillian Rose was asking how geography was visual, I (a prospective PhD student who would be supervised by Doreen Massey in the same OU geography department that Rose would later join) asked the then Head of Department if I could submit my thesis as a film. Or at least part of it. I was told this was possible in theory, but the actual process never materialized and my PhD remained solely a prose text. By 2004, now a post-doctoral fellow, I was able to obtain funding from research councils covering the humanities and social sciences to make films. Yet within my discipline, there was little interest shown and no opportunities to share or discuss films or the process of making a film. One of my films (Sinai Sun, 2006) was screened at the anthropological Margaret Mead Travelling Film Festival in 2007, but no such avenues existed in geography. 


			It wasn’t really until the 2010s, when geography took a digital turn (Ash et al. 2018), that the potential of filmmaking gained traction. By then, more geographers were embracing filmmaking methodologies — see Garrett’s use of ‘videography’ (2012), Gallagher on experimental sound (2011), Bliss on digital storytelling (2011), and Parr (2007) on the potential of collaborative filmmaking. With the rise of interest in non-representational theories, Lorimer wrote about the potential of the moving image to explore the ‘more-than-human’ (2010), while in 2011 Cutler established the film club Passenger Films (Cutler 2012) that until 2017 screened selected films with invited speakers at cinemas and other locations in London, providing a space for geographers to gather and debate key issues using filmic representations as a starting point. Perhaps most influential at that time in the discipline in relation to research methodologies for global development was the growing popularity of participatory video (Kindon et al. 2007; Milne et al. 2012). The first major geographical conference sessions on the rise of filmmaking in the discipline were held at the UK’s Royal Geographical Society-Institute of British Geographers (RGS-IBG) and the American Association of Geographers (AAG) in 2011. The AAG session in particular garnered interest from feminist and queer filmmaking geographers and geographers from the global South, and several papers were developed into a special edition on the rise of filmmaking in the discipline for the journal Area (Baptiste 2015; Collard 2014; Kindon 2015; Jacobs 2016a, 2016b; Vasudevan et al. 2015).

		
			Yet this growth of filmmaking in the discipline risked stalling without a space for both publishing and screening the films that would generate greater visibility and debate. At that time no high-rated journal would accept films unless distilled to a series of photographs as part of a 7000-word text (Jacobs 2013, 2016). With all that (albeit low resolution) audiovisual equipment available at the AAG, it seemed like an international conference would be a good place to start. I had already joined the Media and Communications Specialty Group in 2011 but it took me until 2016 (with my colleague Joseph Palis from the Specialty Group) to work up the courage to ask the conference organisers if they would add ‘films’ as an option to their paper presentations. They politely declined but said there was nothing to stop us from organising a film session as long as we didn’t mind holding it outside of the main conference timetable. From that moment on, nearly all our organising and networking took place outside of formal channels, and was largely unfunded. In the cartography of the discipline our position at the margins of the anglophone centre was made clear. After putting out a call for films on mailing lists, I set up a googledoc system for collating submissions and a website to host the films, registering the domain filmgeographies.com. Other interested geographers came forward and the website was developed with the help of web designer Matteo Bontempi and geographer Giovanna Ceno from Italy. Our first call received over forty-five submissions, many from women and many from beyond North America and Northern Europe.

			Making Space for Film Space

			Film space has been written about in many different contexts. In ‘L’espace au cinéma’ Gardiès (1993) identifies four key spaces of cinema. Two are related to the audience — the physical location of the audience and the ‘viewer space’ of interpretation — while two are focused on the filmmaking process — ‘diegetic’ space and narrative space (Lévy 2013). 

			Referencing Lefevre’s Production of Space (1991), Massey has argued that space is ‘precisely the sphere of the possibility of coming across difference’ and ‘film is fantastic at portraying this aspect of intense and unexpected juxtaposition, which is a characteristic of space, and of cities in particular’ (Lury and Massey 1999, 232). Created on the margins and inspired by the idea of Massey’s thinking about space, Film Geographies approaches its own film space as the product of spatial relations that can occur in a multiplicity of different spaces often at the same time. While we started as an informal initiative, we do now have a small pot of money and a partial formal structure has come through the establishment of a Film Specialty Group at the AAG, with its own constitution and bylaws. We also get funding from Queen Mary, University of London (QMUL), and other sources for screenings and workshops. Elsewhere the development of Film Geographies is still very much embedded in the idea of film space as a political space to affect change, and as an iterative process, relying on the unpaid labour of its supporters and shaped by its dialogical relationship with the filmmakers and films that are submitted. After that it is the format, genre, and method used by the filmmakers who submit their films each year that determines the content of the film space on offer. 

		
			Arguably the absence of any pre-established process for filmmaking in the discipline of geography has facilitated some freedom to develop a new set of feminist, decolonial practices and values, which informs our process from putting out calls for films, selecting the films and publishing the films online, and/or screening, as shown in the following outline of the film space of Film Geographies.

			Film space is an Inclusive and Accessible Space

			Putting out the Call – Establishing our calls through the AAG has helped ensure that Film Geographies has an international reach, though there is more work to be done. While still firmly in the anglophone academy, the AAG is the largest annual conference for geographers worldwide, so it attracts people from all over the world. Co-founder of AAG Shorts and co-chair of the AAG Film Specialty Group Joseph Palis is based in the University of Philippines Diliman, and a significant proportion of our film submissions and subscribers come from the global South. To remove any financial barrier to participation, there is no charge to submit a film or watch a film and there is no requirement to register to attend a conference to have your film screened. Expensive equipment is not necessary, and films made with smartphones are welcome. While geography is an integral part of Film Geographies, the platform actively seeks out interdisciplinary and community collaborations: for example in 2021 we ran a joint call for films with researchers and textile practitioners at the AHRC funded Stitching Together network to explore the relationship between making textiles and making films.


			Faction and Fiction are welcome – Although attitudes are changing, a positivist approach that to produce knowledge as truth, academic films should be documentaries still lingers. Yet while the distinction between documentary and fiction might be a disciplinary or a categorical distinction, it is not ontological. By accepting any format or genre of film, we are encouraging filmmakers to think beyond the idea of film as a document and have amassed a diverse range of filmic styles over the years, including the excellent Nepalese ‘coming of age’ drama Kabita (2019) by Dikshya Karki and Alice Salimbeni’s collaborative parody By Bike She Lives (2020)

				
			Films not Features- Keep it Brief – There are three main categories — completed shorts, work in progress and student shorts, with a fourth category of ‘community-led’ film coming in 2024. We ask that films are no more than twenty minutes with an ideal of about five minutes. This is partly for practical reasons – it means we can screen as many films as possible in one ninety-minute session and short films also work better in the classroom and online. By encouraging short films, we are better able to build capacity and work with scholars who might not have a lot of funding or filmmaking experience. The longer the film the harder it is ensure the narrative holds and elements connect, and the more time and money is needed, the more privilege required to make a film happen. The minority of academics who make feature-length films are able to do so because they have reached a level of tenure sufficient to access the funds to pay for production teams to achieve their aims. Making a short film is cheaper and easier, you can use your phone, you don’t need tenure or a large grant. The Student Short film by Mark Ball Pick Up (2019) tells a fascinating and complex story in under 3 minutes.

			Building Capacity through Peer Review – This is a challenge. While traditional peer review takes place during the writing process, nobody wants to change a film once it’s gone through full production. We do offer a work in progress review, but it is more likely that our feedback will feed forward into the filmmaker’s next films. Our current review panel is largely self-selected and includes academics from geography, sociology and film studies based in the UK, USA, Germany, Italy and the Philippines, as well as people who work in the film industry from the UK and Portugal. The filmmaker answers three questions: 1. What did you set out to make a film about?; 2. What methods did you choose?; 3. What challenges did you experience? After watching the film reviewers are tasked with assessing: 1. How closely did the filmmaker(s) get to achieving their aims?; 2. Does the style and approach to filmmaking match their objectives?; 3. Should the film be screened? Reviewers are not obliged to only choose films that are technically impressive but can accept a film if they consider it offers some insight into our relationship with the world.


			Accessibility and Ownership — Filmmakers who have their films selected need to own the copyright as they are asked for permission to screen their films and host them on the Film Geographies website for a minimum of three years. Selected films are screened in a major US city for the AAG in March or April and in a UK city in late August for the RGS-IBG. At the moment there are no plans to single out films for special awards. Filmmakers are welcome to attend the screening, but it is not considered essential as funds for visas, travel and registration are only available to a minority. When the conference ends the selected films are made available to stream via the Film Geographies website. 

			Impact, Training and Engagement – Funding from QMUL’s Centre for Public Engagement has allowed us to organise public screenings in the UK, US, Egypt and the Philippines. Other online screenings take place without funding, or at the invitation of members from around the world to give seminars or workshops. Different funding bodies including the AAG, the UK Office for Students, Queen Mary Westfield Fund, Centre for Public Engagement and the London Arts and Humanities Partnership have allowed us to offer free 3-5 day filmmaking training workshops (in collaboration with Vitor Hugo Costa at Metafilmes) for staff, students and community organisations. 

			Conclusion

			The establishment of Film Geographies was aimed at creating a space for geographical films. The years of positioning the filmmaking geographer, especially women and scholars of colour, as someone existing on the margins of the discipline has left its mark and constitutes a heritage of the geographical film which has shaped the interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary approaches of many films that we receive. Film Geographies has made a start at mapping out the film spaces that already exist and at offering support to scholars who are looking to create new spaces. Each call for films issued by Film Geographies creates a new collection of films, highlighting how scholars are researching themes such as climate crisis, the housing crisis, migration, war and conflict, racism, feminism, trans justice, decolonisation and social justice. Over time, it is possible to map the changes in focus. 

		
			An initial overview of the 200+ films received by Film Geographies shows us how many geographical films have chosen to examine existing inequalities, marginality and outlier status in their choice of subject matter but also in their choice of methodology (Jacobs and Salimbeni 2024). Geographical films look at people’s relationship to their environment in an excitingly diverse range of ways, experimenting with different filmic approaches, such as adopting a community-led placed-based filmmaking process (as in the series of award-winning short films exploring the relationship between urban and natural heritage made by made by young residents of Al-Khalifa in Cairo Urban Dreams (2021-3)), or reflexively examining the role of the researcher and the representational meanings of film space in their contributions. Notable examples include Neto’s Withering Refuge (2021), an exploration of researching the experience of refugees living next to mines in Zambia, and Sanogo’s The Lower Main Street Rastaman (2020), where she uses Glissant’s concept of opacity to examine her discomfort in approaching research subjects in South Africa, or Duru’s A Walk Down the Shore (2018), a narrative tour of different sites of male violence in Istanbul. By looking back at over eight years of film curation at Film Geographies, we can really start to see the multiplicity of stories coming together to produce ‘a geography of film that emphasises the relationship of people to place, where landscape is given agency and becomes more than a passive background for human interaction’ (Pratt and Jacobs 2018, 286/7).  

			Making an academic film today is far more likely to be accepted by mainstream geography, as shown by the growing number of articles on film in research practice, some of which have been written by Film Geographies reviewers and filmmakers (Ernwein 2020; Lukinbeal and Sommerlad 2022; Loi and Salimbeni 2022; Roberts 2020; Jacobs and Salimbeni (2024); Thieme et al. 2019). Now that most journals are online, they are increasingly able and willing to accept films (for example, Beyond the Text) or film excerpts and some are even are starting to support production costs. See for example the Antipode Film Project (2023). Situated on the margins of the discipline, Film Geographies remains imperfect, underfunded and reliant on unpaid labour. But perhaps the margins have become more central (hooks 1984) and, aided by the digital turn (Ash et al. 2016) as well as the increasing ubiquity of video driven material in higher education, the next years will see the boundaries of the discipline being redrawn to be even more inclusive of filmmaking in the academy

		
		
			ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

			I would like to thank the reviewers of this article for their patience and valuable feedback. I would also like to thank all the filmmakers who have submitted their films to Film Geographies and the reviewers who volunteer their time. In particular I wish to acknowledge the support of the Centre for Public Engagement at QMUL and AAG Film Geography Specialty Group especially co-founder of Film Geographies Joseph Palis, filmmaker and social media expert Heather Davis, filmmaker Vitor Hugo Costa and artist Emily O’Mara for all their help with Film Geographies communications and visual identity. Thanks also to the Academic Quarter team for the care and the proofreader for their attention to detail.

			
				
			References

			Abdul Nasser Kamal, Mohamed, Hana Ayman Mohamed, and Jomana Walid Abdul Ghani, dir. 2023. Tok Tok. Video, filmgeographies.com, 05:42 mins. https://www.filmgeographies.com/video/cities/tok-tok/ 

			Ahmed, Aya Mohamed, and Omar Mohamed Ahmed, dir. 2023. Fry Day. Video, filmgeographies.com, 05:44 mins. https://www.filmgeographies.com/video/cities/fry-day/ 

			Aitken, Stuart C., and Deborah P. Dixon. 2006. “Imagining Geographies of Film.” Erdkunde 60 (4): 326–36. http://dx.doi.org/10.3112/erdkunde.2006.04.03

		
			Aitken, Stuart C, and Leo E. Zonn. 1994. Place, Power, Situation and Spectacle: Geography of Film. Rowman & Littlefield, U.S. https://doi.org/10.3112/erdkunde.2006.04.03

			Bakhtin, Mikhail. 1981. “Discourse in the Novel.” In The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essays, edited by Michael Holquist and translated by Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist, 259-422. Austin: University of Texas Press.

			Ash, James, Rob Kitchin, and Agnieszka Leszczynski. 2018. “Digital Turn, Digital Geographies?” Progress in Human Geography 42 (1): 25–43. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132516664800   

				
	
				
			Baptiste, April Karen. 2015. “Can a Research Film Be Considered a Stand-Alone Academic Publication? An Assessment of the Film Climate Change, Voices of the Vulnerable: The Fishers’ Plight.”Area. 48 (4): 463–71. https://doi.org/10.1111/area.12194  

				
	
				
			Ball, Mark, dir. 2019. Pick Up. Video, filmgeographies.com, 02:41 mins. https://www.filmgeographies.com/video/cities/pickup/ 

			Berger, John. 1972. Ways of Seeing. Edmonton, Alta.: The Schools.

			Bliss, Elaine. 2011. “‘Placing’ emotions through digital storytelling: exploring new methods in geography.” Te Kura Kete Aronui Graduate and Postgraduate E-Journal 4.

			Casey, Emma, Fiona Courage, and Nick Hubble. 2014. “Special Section Introduction: Mass Observation as Method.” Sociological Research Online19 (3): 129-135.https://doi.org/10.5153/sro.3448

			
			Collard, Rosemary-Claire. 2014. “Electric Elephants and the Lively/Lethal Energies of Wildlife Documentary Film.” Area 48 (4): 472–79. https://doi.org/10.1111/area.12133 

			
			Cosgrove, Denis E., and Stephen Daniels. 2012. The Iconography of Landscape: Essays on the Symbolic Representation, Design, and Use of Past Environments. Cambridge England; New York: Cambridge University Press.

			Crang, Mike. 1997. “Picturing Practices: Research through the Tourist Gaze.” Progress in Human Geography 21 (3): 359–73. https://doi.org/10.1191/030913297669603510.

								
			Cutler, Amy. 2012. “Passenger Films.” passengerfilm.wordpress.com. Accessed May 1, 2024. http://passengerfilms.wordpress.com/

			Dancyger, Ken. 2011. The Technique of Film and Video Editing: History, Theory, and Practice. New York: Focal Press.

		
			Dawkins, Steve, and Ian Wynd. 2010. Video Production: Putting Theory into Practice. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: New York: Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.5040/9781350389953

			de Brigard, Emilie. 1975. “The History of Ethnographic Film.” In Principles of Visual Anthropology [1995], edited by Paul Hockings, 13-44. Berlin, Boston: De Gruyter. https://doi.org/10.1515/9783112415405-004

			De Jong, Wilma, Erik Knudsen, and Jerry Rothwell. 2014. Creative Documentary. Theory and Practice. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315834115

			Karki, Dikshya, dir. 2019. Kabita. Video, filmgeographies.com, 23:12 mins. https://www.filmgeographies.com/video/kabita/

			Driver, Felix. 2003. “On Geography as a Visual Discipline.” Antipode 35 (2): 227–31. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8330.00319 

			
			
			Mclane, Betsy A. 2012. A New History of Documentary Film. New York, NY: Continuum. https://doi.org/10.5040/9781501340222

			Ernwein, Marion. 2020. “Filmic Geographies: Audio-Visual, Embodied-Material.” Social & Cultural Geography 23 (6): 779-796. https://doi.org/10.1080/14649365.2020.1821390 

			Flaherty, Robert, dir. 1922. Nanook of the North. Pathé Exchange, June 11, 1922.

			Gardies, André, Alfonso Pinto, and Bertrand Pleven. 2019. L’espace Au Cinéma. Editora: Paris: Klincksieck, Dl.

			Gallagher, Michael, and Prior, Jonathan. 2014. “Sonic geographies: Exploring phonographic methods”. Progress in Human Geography 38 (2): 267-284. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132513481014

				
			
			Garrett, Bradley L. 2010. “Videographic Geographies: Using Digital Video for Geographic Research.” Progress in Human Geography 35 (4): 521–41. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132510388337 

				
			
				
			Gregory, Derek. 1994. Geographical Imaginations. Cambridge MA and Oxford UK: Blackwell.

			Grimshaw, Anna. 2001. The Ethnographer’s Eye. Ways of Seeing in Ethnography. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511817670 

			Grimshaw, Anna. 2005. “Eyeing the Field: New Horizons for Visual Anthropology.” In Visualizing Anthropology, edited by Anna Grimshaw and Amanda Ravetz, 17-30. Bristol, UK; Portland, Or: Intellect. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv36xw2x9.4

		
			Hamilton, Peter, ed. 2006. Visual Research Methods. SAGE Publications Limited. https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446263754

			Hampe, Barry. 1997. Making Documentary Films and Reality Videos: A Practical Guide to Planning, Filming, and Editing Documentaries of Real Events. New York: Henry Holt And Company.

			Hassan, Rawan Hany, and Jana Ayman Mohamed, dir. 2023. Pigeon Coop. filmgeographies.com, Cities. Video, 07:13. https://www.filmgeographies.com/video/cities/pigeon-coop/ 

			hooks, bell. 1984. Feminist Theory from Margin to Center. Boston: South End Press.

			Jacobs, Jessica, and Alice Salimbeni. 2024. “Responsive and Responsible Methodologies. Emplacing Care with Collaborative Filmmaking.” Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers/Transactions - Institute of British Geographers 00, e12684. (April). https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.12684 

			Jacobs, Jessica. 2016a. “Filmic Geographies: The Rise of Digital Film as a Research Method and Output.” Area 48 (4): 452–54. https://doi.org/10.1111/area.12309  

				
			Jacobs, Jessica. 2016b. “Visualising the Visceral: Using Film to Research the Ineffable.” Area 48 (4): 480–87. https://doi.org/10.1111/area.12198  

				
			Jacobs, Jessica. 2013. “Listen with Your Eyes; towards a Filmic Geography.” Geography Compass 7 (10): 714–28. https://doi.org/10.1111/gec3.12073 

			Jacobs, Jessica, dir. 2006. Sinai Sun. Short film, 36 mins.

			Kindon, Sara, Rachel Pain, and Mike Kesby, eds. 2007. Participatory Action Research Approaches and Methods. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203933671

			Kindon, Sara. 2015. “Participatory Video as a Feminist Practice of Looking: ‘Take Two!’” Area 48 (4): 496–503. https://doi.org/10.1111/area.12246  

			
			Kennedy, Christina, and Christopher Lukinbeal. 1997. “Towards a Holistic Approach to Geographic Research on Film.” Progress in Human Geography 21 (1): 33–50. https://doi.org/10.1191/030913297673503066.

			Knoblauch, Hubert, Bernt Schnettler, Jürgen Raab, and Hans-Georg Soeffner, eds. 2012. Video Analysis: Methodology and Methods. Qualitative Audiovisual Data Analysis in Sociology. Frankfurt Am Main: Peter Lang.

		
			Kydd, Elspeth. 2011. The Critical Practice of Film: an introduction. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan.

			Lévy, Jacques. 2013. “On Space in Cinema.” Annales de géographie 694 (6) : 689-711.  https://doi.org/10.3917/ag.694.0689

			Loi, Martina, and Alice Salimbeni. 2022. “Understanding and Rethinking Urban Development Models. Visual Interdisciplinary Methodologies at City-territory Scale.” Geoframe, Semestrale di Studi e Ricerche di Geografia 7 (11): 109-112 

			Lorimer, Jamie. 2010. “Moving Image Methodologies for More-Than-Human Geographies.” Cultural Geographies 17 (2): 237–58. https://doi.org/10.1177/1474474010363853  

	
			Lukinbeal, Chris, and Daniel D. Arreola. 2005. “Engaging the Cinematic Landscape.” Journal of Cultural Geography 23 (1): 1–2. https://doi.org/10.1080/08873630509478228 

				
			Lukinbeal, Chris, and Stefan Zimmermann. 2006. “Film Geography: A New Subfield.” Erdkunde
			60 (4): 315–25.	https://doi.org/10.3112/erdkunde.2006.04.02 

			Lukinbeal, Chris, and Elisabeth Sommerlad. 2022. “Doing Film Geography.” GeoJournal 87 (Suppl. 1): 1-9 https://doi.org/10.1007/s10708-022-10651-2 

			Lury, Karen, Doreen B. Massey. 1999. “Making connections.” Screen 40 (3): 229-238.  https://doi.org/10.1093/screen/40.3.229

			MacDougall, David. 1985. “Beyond observational cinema.” In Movies and Methods: An Anthology Vol. 2, edited by Bill Nichols, 274-286. Berkeley; London: University of California Press.

			Massey, Doreen B. 2005. For Space. London; Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publication.

			Massey, Doreen B. 2011. “Landscape/space/politics: an essay.” In Atlas: geography, architecture and change in an interdependent world., edited by Renata Tyszczuk, 90-96. Black Dog Publishing. https://thefutureoflandscape.wordpress.com/landscapespacepolitics-an-essay/ 

			Milne, Elizabeth-Jane, Claudia Mitchell, and Naydene De Lange. 2012. Handbook of Participatory Video. Lanham, Maryland: AltaMira Press. https://doi.org/10.5771/9780759121157

			Mulvey, Laura. 1975. “Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema.” Screen 16 (3): 6–18. https://doi.org/10.1093/screen/16.3.6 

			Neto, Pedro, dir. 2021. Withering Refuge. Short Film, 17:00 mins. https://pedrofneto.persona.co/withering-refuge 

		
			Noel, John, dir. 1922. Climbing Mount Everest. Non-fiction film, player.bfi.org.uk., 83 mins.  https://player.bfi.org.uk/free/film/watch-climbing-mt-everest-1922-online 

			Parr, Hester. 2007. “Collaborative Film-Making as Process, Method and Text in Mental Health Research.” Cultural Geographies 14 (1): 114–38. https://doi.org/10.1177/1474474007072822

				
			Pink, Sarah. 2001. Doing Visual Ethnography: Images, media and Representation in Research. SAGE Publications Limited. Reprinted 2007. 

			Pink, Sarah, ed. 2012. Advances in Visual Methodology. London: Sage Publications Limited.  https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446250921

			Pratt, Geraldine, and Jessica Jacobs. 2018. “Film and Thinking Space.” In Doreen Massey: Critical Dialogues, edited by Marion Werner, Jamie Peck, and Rebecca Lave, 277-288. Newcastle Upon Tyne: Agenda Publishing. 277-288. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctv5cg810.24

			Roberts, Les. 2020. “Navigating cinematic geographies: Reflections in film as spatial practice.” In The Routledge Handbook of Place, edited by Time Edensor, Ares Kalandides, and Uma Kothari, 655-663. Abingdon, Oxon; New York, NY: Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429453267-58

			Rose, Gillian. 2003. “On the Need to Ask How, Exactly, Is Geography ‘Visual’?” Antipode 35 (2): 212–21. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8330.00317 

				
			Rose, Gillian. 2001. Visual Methodologies: An Introduction to the Interpretation of Visual Materials. SAGE Publications Limited. Reprinted 2022. 

			Salimbeni, Alice. 2023. “Urban Piss-Ups. The Collective Filmmaking of Parodic Urban Fables to Study and Contest Gender Spatial Discriminations.” Gender, Place & Culture 30 (12): 1759-84. https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369x.2022.2118242 

			Salimbeni, Alice, dir. 2020. By Bike She Lives. Video, filmgeographies.com, 04:43 mins. https://www.filmgeographies.com/video/by-bike-she-lives/ 

			Sanogo, Fanidh, dir. 2020. The Lower Main Street Rastaman. Video, filmographies.com, 05:16 mins. https://www.filmgeographies.com/video/the-lower-main-street-rastaman/ 

	
			Thieme, Susan, Philipp Eyer, and Alexander Vorbrugg. 2019. “Film VerORTen: Film Als Forschungs- Und Kommunikationsmedium in Der Geographie.” Geographica Helvetica 74 (4): 293–97 https://doi.org/10.5194/gh-74-293-2019.

				
			Vasudevan, Pavithra, and William A. Kearney. 2015. “Remembering Kearneytown: Race, Place and Collective Memory in Collaborative Filmmaking.” Area 48 (4): 455–62. https://doi.org/10.1111/area.12238 

				
				
				
			Weinbren, Daniel. 2015. The Open University: A history. Manchester University Press. https://doi.org/10.7765/9781526101464

		

	OEBPS/image/AQLOGONAT4.png





OEBPS/image/forside27_7.jpg
bo A
¢§,’ ‘ in the New Humanities
%, -

S Articles
R
’%@%Q/‘

Making Space for Film
with Film Geographies

Jessica Jacobs





OEBPS/toc.xhtml

		
		Contents


			
						7 Making Space for film with Film Geographies Jacobs


			


		
		
		Page List


			
						1


						2


						3


						4


						5


						6


						7


						8


						9


						10


						11


						12


						13


						14


						15


						16


						17


			


		
		
		Landmarks


			
						Cover


			


		
	

