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ABSTRACT
This article argues that contemporary Finnish documentary cinema
departs from the paradigm of authentic representations and instead
builds on impossible objectivity. In so doing, the documentary films
discussed in the article engage with a free indirect modality
of expression and foreground multiplicity. This article suggests
that this could open up a new way of understanding the work
of documentary cinema: instead of authentic representations
documentary cinema could be approached as a modality that
expresses and experiments with the underpinning layers of
customary perspectives and habitual speaking positions.
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A group of people stands still on an abandoned road lined by dense spruce forest. The
camera descends from above the trees to eye-level and frames the group standing in
silence, looking into the distance. In another scene, a group of young men spends time
at a playground. They stand in a loosely formed circle and battle each other with
words. The camera is among them, trying to keep up with the verbal flow. Moving
between the outer circle and the middle, it participates in the unfolding exchange. A
third scene portrays an older woman in a garden, sitting under a pergola. On the sound-
track, a male voice tells us that there are a number of spots for unwinding in the garden,
but there is rarely any time to use them. The camera takes off from the ground and rises
above the garden to capture the woman in her surroundings from above in the glimmering
evening light.

These scenes are from three different films shot by the same cinematographer, Heikki
Färm. Along with Marita Hällfors, Färm has established himself as a key cinematographer
in the Finnish documentary film movement of the past decades. Both have worked exten-
sively across documentary and fiction, influencing the formation of Finnish cinema since
the 1990s.1 The first film, Sin – A Documentary on Daily Offences (Synti – dokumentti
jokapäiväisistä rikoksista 1996), depicts silent groups of people in the Finnish landscape
as well as personal confessions. It is one of the first collaborative documentary projects
between Susanna Helke and Virpi Suutari. Playground (Leikkipuisto 2010) is Helke’s
short documentary that portrays a group of first-generation immigrants in the Malmi
suburb of Helsinki. Garden Lovers (Eedenistä pohjoiseen 2014) is Suutari’s theatrical
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feature documentary of couples and their gardens. The films differ in scope and theme,
ranging from morality and diaspora to the tending of plants. Although Helke and
Suutari are known for their collaborations – such as the award-winning feature documen-
tary The Idle Ones (Joutilaat 2001) – the cinematographer is the only explicit connective
element between the three works discussed here.

The films, however, also belong to a lineage of productions that stirs the aesthetic
boundaries of the documentary genre. Instead of abiding to the traditional concept of
documentary as striving to represent reality as authentically as possible, these works will-
ingly expose their means of production and thus construe an entirely different relationship
to the real they discuss. Stella Bruzzi articulates a similar deviation from the canon of faith-
ful representations in what she calls performative documentary (Bruzzi 2006, 2013).2 For
Bruzzi, performative documentary grows out of the self-reflexive tradition of filmmaking
that has often been positioned in the margins of the documentary canon – encompassing
the works of such filmmakers as Dziga Vertov, Jean Rouch and Chris Marker. This
alternative lineage, Bruzzi (2013, 49) argues, does not deviate from the factual premise
of documentary filmmaking, but is ‘a logical extension of that tradition’s aims, as much
concerned with representing reality as their predecessors, but more aware of the inevitable
falsification or subjectification such representation entails.’

Bruzzi’s postulation is particularly interesting for the present purposes as it indicates
and builds on an impossibility within the representational paradigm. Performative docu-
mentary emerges from the desire to produce authentic representations while being fully
aware of the impossibility of this endeavour. Apt contemporary examples of this are the
works of such filmmakers as Nick Broomfield and Michael Moore, who construe their
documentaries as ongoing negotiations between themselves and the reality they seek to
represent. For Bruzzi, this is a performance that signals and works with ‘the impossibility
of the documentary’s cognitive function’ (Bruzzi 2013, 49; see also Bruzzi 2006, 190–191).3

Impossible objectivity, as I define it in this article, echoes the problem of representation
Bruzzi identifies and addresses with the performative. However, the three films discussed
here do not accord with the authorial presence fundamental for Bruzzi’s conceptualiz-
ation. Although the documentaries keenly avow their means of production, the authors
do not step into frame, nor are they heard on the soundtrack in a self-reflexive vocal per-
formance. Instead, the camerawork in each of the three films creates indirect perspectives
that refute objective observation and the concurrent positions of the observer and the
observed. Contrary to performative documentary, which still stays with the factual
premise of documentary representation, these perspectives bypass the desire for accurate
representations altogether. As such, they call for novel conceptualizations of the documen-
tary’s relationship to the real.

Free indirect perspectives

As noted, Heikki Färm – the cinematographer of the films discussed in this article – works
in both documentary and fiction, which is not unheard of in the Finnish context. Indeed,
the traditional bounds of the genre are frequently transgressed as professionals travel
between modes of expression. In addition, most of the filmmakers and cinematographers
working in the Finnish documentary scene today have at some stage been affiliated with
the Department of Film, Television, and Scenography at the University of Art and Design,
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Helsinki (now part of Aalto University), where artistic expression cutting transversally
across genres was one of the key tenets of the 1990s and early 2000s. One could claim
that this has had a particularly strong effect on the audiovisual expression of Finnish docu-
mentary cinema, where the legacy of art film and even experimental cinema is tangible to
this day.

Over the past two decades, Finnish documentary cinema has embraced strategies bor-
rowed from fiction quite candidly. For example, the affective charge of popular songs has
been channelled into a narrative device (Finnish Blood, Swedish Heart, Mika Ronkainen
2013), animation has become evermore prevalent (The Little Snow Animal, Miia Tervo
2009 and Santra and the Talking Trees, Miia Tervo 2013), and performative self-construc-
tion has been enacted and thematized in documentaries where directors are also the main
characters (Recipes for Disaster, John Webster 2008;My Stuff, Petri Luukkanen 2013).4 In
short, there is a strong general awareness of the conventional limits of documentary rep-
resentation and an even stronger desire to invent cinematic means with which to negotiate
these limitations.5 The blurring of boundaries between documentary exposition and fic-
tional means speaks of the necessity to rethink the relations between the filmmakers,
the subjects of the film and the world they live in.

Patricia Pisters detects a similar situation in contemporary cinema at large. She notes
that cinema has become self-conscious of the limitations and problems in representation,
and hence it has begun to operate as a speech-act in free indirect discourse (Pisters 2006,
175). The awareness that it is impossible to produce wholesome objective or subjective
representations has led to making films that are not reducible to either perspective.
Pisters ties her claim to Deleuze’s (1989, 155) postulation of the time-image, an image
regime where differences between fiction and documentary blur as ‘the whole cinema
becomes a free, indirect discourse, operating in reality’. For Pisters (2006, 185), free indir-
ect discourse opens up a new ethics of the image that maps different speaking positions
and perspectives as well as the blurred boundaries between fiction and reality.

Both Deleuze and Pisters are indebted to Pier Paolo Pasolini’s formulation of free indir-
ect discourse. For Pasolini, free indirect discourse is a question of animating the characters
of a film with the aesthetic vision of the filmmaker: ‘it is, simply, the immersion of the film-
maker in the mind of his character and then the adoption on the part of the filmmaker not
only of the psychology of his character but also of his language’ (1988, 175). Free indirect
discourse is the concurrent articulation of both the author’s worldview and the character’s
world. In this set-up, the film cannot be reduced to either the subjective (the protagonist’s
world) or the objective (an outside view into the protagonist’s world) (1988, 178).6

In Narrative Comprehension and Film, Edward Branigan speaks of point-of-view
(POV) structures in a way that resonates with Pasolini’s description of free indirect dis-
course. Branigan (2013, 44) notes that a POV shot where the camera occupies a position
that cannot be attributed to any human character on screen signifies an ‘impossible space’,
that is, space ‘which can not be justified as existing wholly within the diegesis’.7 These
spaces, Branigan continues, are often comprehended as ‘reported independently by a nar-
rator’ or ‘as a “fact” of some kind’ (Branigan 2013, 161). As such, they interrupt character-
oriented focalization and cause suspense and delays in narrative comprehension. Most
interestingly for the present purposes, an unresolved narrative delay undoes the notion
of the author for Branigan. The infusion of subjective visions with objective ‘impossibil-
ities’ brings to the fore a multiplicity of voices that we are accustomed to sum up as
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‘the author’. For Branigan, the author is a convenient ‘shorthand for a multiplicity that
satisfies our urge to name and make final’ (Branigan 2013, 191).

Pasolini’s insistence on the concurrence of the objective and the subjective, and Brani-
gan’s exposition of impossible space speak of a multiplicity of visions and voices that are
often silenced in the desire to articulate the work of the documentary in terms of accurate
representations. Even performative documentary, despite the significant advances it pro-
poses, shuts down multiplicity by remaining within the bounds of distinguishable perspec-
tives – the observer and the observed – and their factual premise. Impossible objectivity,
on the other hand, refers to documentary filmmaking that invests in mutually inclusive
perspectives, impossible spaces and narrative delays, the hallmarks of free indirect per-
spectives. Here, documentary cinema is less concerned with representation and more
involved in working with the malleable boundaries between reality and fiction. In what
follows, I will map the work of free indirect perspectives in three documentary films
and show how these perspectives operate in reality.

Wide-angle confessions

Sin is a documentary film about moral principles and breaches. It is based on and struc-
tured around the seven deadly sins – pride, wrath, envy, lust, greed, sloth and gluttony –
articulated in the film in first-person monologues and in text form. The textual segments
are superimposed on, for example, shots of gleaming water and accompanied with a high-
pitched string score that gives out a sensation of piercing clarity. In one occasion, the text
associated with the glimmering light reads: ‘A relative told me to stop eating, she said I
looked like a pig. When I lost weight she said I looked so terrible I must have cancer.’

The daily offences the documentary deals with have either been committed by the pro-
tagonists or against them. The stories are uncomfortably funny, and sometimes strikingly
harsh: A nurse talks about children being tied down to keep them out of mischief. A father
in his forties reveals that he would like to spend time away from his family and a young
boy says that after he has been away from his twin brother for two hours, he no longer
remembers him.

The personal nature of the confessions is in prominent contrast with the visuals of
the film. The confessional first-person monologues are given directly to the camera in
photographic compositions where the camera stays still. Only one person speaks at a
time, yet they are rarely alone. The deeply personal sins are accounted for in the pres-
ence of other people who remain quiet. Shot mostly in narrow interiors, the confessions
are crowded by people who either look directly to the camera or turn their heads away.
For example, in a conference room with a group of men gathered around a table, one
reveals that he had a phobia of elevators and used to climb the stairs to his eleventh
floor office, telling his colleagues it was because of his blood pressure. The setting
suggests the men sitting around the table in their business attires are the colleagues
the man mentions, but this is never confirmed. The men sit in silence, looking directly
to the camera.

The confessions are punctuated by lengthy pauses before and after people start telling
their sins to the camera. These somewhat awkward moments give a sense that the confes-
sions are rehearsed, which is further emphasized in the occasional glances to the sides of
the camera. It is as if the confessors were waiting for a sign to start speaking. On occasion,
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some of them stumble with the rhythm of their accounts, revealing that they speak from
memory, not spontaneously.

Indeed, the first-person accounts have been purposefully written for the film and
rehearsed in the manner lines are rehearsed for a fiction film. In gathering material for
the film, the filmmakers placed ads in daily newspapers and distributed questionnaires
at schools, in workplaces and in private mailboxes. They received over 500 sheets of
material on daily offences and met with hundreds of people who shared their sins.
Based on their research, Helke and Suutari selected a handful of people to give their
accounts to the camera. The chosen individuals agreed to share their offences in the
highly choreographed set-up outlined by the filmmakers.8

The two most striking visual qualities of this set-up are wide-angle and deep focus
shots. The mundane spaces of daily offences – kitchen, living room and office – are
shot with a wide-angle lens that emphasizes the differences between the background
and the foreground within the still life compositions. The confessors are often in promi-
nent foreground positions, while the background opens up as an expansive space occupied
by the relatives or acquaintances of the confessor. The confessors appear as voices from a
chorus in the composition. Although they share the scene with others, they are singled out
and their distance to the others is magnified with the wide-angle lens.

The confessional mise-en-scène, then, is decidedly one where perspectives blur. The
accounts given to the camera belong to the confessors, yet they are animated by the film-
makers’ vision. The film gathers momentum in-between the first-person accounts and the
chosen camera angles, personal offences and the laconic style with which they are deliv-
ered. This accords the documentary with free indirect speech-acts operating in reality.

More precisely, the perspectival distortion creates a feeling of uneasiness to the docu-
mentary. The stiff and solemn articulation combined with the deep focus of the shots
articulates a confessional space that – despite the personal tenor of the confessions – is
strikingly collective. This is emphasized further with slow tracking shots in outside
environments where crowds of people are scattered in the landscape. They stand in multi-
layered arrangements, often facing the other way from the person standing next to them.
In these scenes, the people we see never speak. Or if their mouths move, their voices are
not heard (Figure 1).

The depth of field and the wide-angle framing of the confessions functions as a free
indirect POV shot in the documentary. According to Pasolini, this is a shot where the aes-
thetic vision of the filmmaker ‘shades into’ the dominant state of mind of the protagonist.
Here, the filmmaker in a way speaks indirectly through the first-person singular articula-
tions of the film’s protagonist. For Pasolini, the free indirect set-up forms a pretextual
dimension of cinematic expression, one that circumvents the narrative constitution of
cinema. Most importantly, the free indirect POV shot is, following Pasolini, the shot
that speaks most readily to the protagonist’s relationship to reality (Pasolini 1988, 179–
185).

In the documentary context, it is particularly noteworthy that the shading of world-
views into one another is a ‘mutual contamination’ (Pasolini 1988, 180).9 In Sin, the
mutual contamination goes as far back as the film’s initial method of gathering material
for the script and choosing protagonists for the film. The perspectival fusion began to
take form in scriptwriting and found its expression in the confessional still lives. In
these scenes, the anonymous first-person accounts voice a wider moral condition –
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expressed in the depth of field of the wide-angle frames. In other words, by ‘allowing the
camera to be felt’, Sin expresses a shared complicity in everyday offences (see Pasolini
1988, 183).

Beyond the frame

Susanna Helke’s Playground portrays a group of six young men in the Malmi district of
Helsinki. Five of them are first-generation immigrants who were very young when they
arrived in Finland. The youth have barely any first-hand knowledge or memories of the
customs of their countries of departure – Vietnam, Kosovo, Angola, Somalia and Cambo-
dia – their world is the grey concrete suburbia a train-ride away from the city centre.

The group meets at a playground where they battle each other with words. Ethnic back-
grounds, cultural customs, stereotypes, worldviews and religious beliefs are thrown into
the mix without much regard for political correctness. In a frantic discussion on how
they landed in Finland and met each other, Soksan, a Cambodian, is named ‘cappuccino’.
One announces that Shorty came from Angola with Circus Finlandia and Huan travelled
from Vietnam with a hot air balloon. WhenMakke, the only one of the boys who was born
in Finland, is asked of his origin, he replies timidly from under his hood: ‘I’ve always been
here.’ This ignites a short but heated exchange where the others tell him off. Soksan
declares that Finns are originally from Hungary, which Huan contests by announcing
that Finns came from Sweden.

The project that resulted in the documentary film Playground started out as a fiction
film with non-fiction elements. The aim was to create a film where the youth would

Figure 1. A group of people stands still on an abandoned road lined by dense spruce forest – Sin. Cour-
tesy of Kinotar Oy.
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play fictional characters based on their own lives. The script that Helke co-wrote with Jan
Ijäs incorporated events that had occurred to the boys in real-life circumstances. During
the scriptwriting process, over the summers of 2007–2009, Helke and Ijäs spent hundreds
of hours with ‘Malmi Rats’ – a self-imposed name for the group – interviewing the boys,
discussing with them, and filming their interactions.10

To this day, the fiction film that was to be called Malmi murderaz has not been com-
pleted. The Finnish Film Foundation did not endow the project with sufficient production
funds – perhaps because moving between documentary and fiction is less desirable from a
funder’s point of view – and thus it has been put on hiatus. The documentary film Play-
ground emerged from the interrupted fiction film process. It is a significantly smaller
project, a kind of homage to the ‘Rats’ who were denied a shot at stardom.

The documentary, however, still basks in the process that started out as a fiction film.
Helke notes that she was initially attracted to the group because of their flamboyant verbal
acrobatics – something that she wanted to use in Malmi murderaz (Helke 2008, 61). The
documentary takes this element as its lead and offers a stage for the boys’ verbal extrava-
ganza. Interestingly, on this stage, the roles the boys were to play in the fiction film sneak
in. The quick-witted and pointed dialogue is undoubtedly theirs, but on occasion its deliv-
ery feels rehearsed – as if the boys were now playing themselves in the documentary. The
line in-between is, admittedly, impossible to keep (Figure 2).

In the playground scenes, the camera participates in the group by moving with it. It
lurks on the outskirts and wedges its way into the circle, trying to catch what each one
says. The boys often speak from off-screen as phrases bounce from one person to the
next, forming a serial account of immigration that cannot really be reduced to any one
person. Voices speaking from beyond the frame bring a sense of collectivity to the film.
The lightly moving camera is on eye-level with the group mimicking a perspective that
could be attributed to one of them. The frame moves constantly, panning from one
close-up to the next, or the point of view shifts with quick edits. It is as if the frame

Figure 2. ‘Playground battles’ – Playground. Courtesy of For Real Productions.
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had adopted the frantic movements of the film’s subjects and shaded into the pace of their
exchange. Indeed, whereas the group’s behaviour in front of the camera entangles with the
fiction film process in a free indirect manner, the camerawork adopts the mindset of the
group it documents.

The hectic exchanges are complemented with playground scenes that arrange the
young men and their environment in yet another way. In these scenes, they run around
and wrestle in the playground. The skies are cloudy and the whole scene is draped in
the grey tones of late autumn evenings, emphasized by a melancholic violin score. The
scenes unfold in slow motion, making the playful actions somewhat otherworldly. In
these instances, the ‘Rats’ take over the soundtrack and account for their first encounters
with each other and their new country. The accounts, however, do not narrate the events
displayed on screen – in the manner of Jean Rouch’s Moi, un Noir (France 1957) – but
open them up to a past that was before the young men found themselves at a playground
in the Finnish suburb.

The two visual perspectives – one adapting the boys’ mindset, the other taking a step
back and presenting them in slow motion – constantly reach beyond what is captured
in the frame.11 By moving within the group, the camera establishes a connective tissue
between the boys as opposed to focusing on and documenting their individual lives.
The connective camerawork entangles with a collective immigration story established in
the boys’ freestyle verbal exchange. The scenes in slow motion, combined with the
group’s more solemn accounts on the soundtrack, open the frames of the playground
up to a past that conditions how the youth are in the present. Both visual perspectives
– in relation to a multiplicity of voices – propose a free indirect method of storytelling,
where ‘the camera is constantly reaching a before or an after in the characters’ (Deleuze
1989, 154).

Magical realism

Garden Lovers begins with close-ups of plants covered in snow in the dim blue light of a
winter evening. Inside, a woman works with plants that fill up the room. In another
room, a man sits at his desk and plants seedlings. Outside, a greenhouse still surrounded
by snowy fields is being repaired. Music starts and the playful brass tones lead the way
from the wintery opening to summer. Now, the camera hides behind the branches of a
magnolia bush, taking in the sharp details of the white flowers. In the background,
behind the branches, a couple walks toward the bush. They are out of focus until
they reach it and begin smelling the flowers and talking about them. The camera
then slides out from behind the branches to capture the elderly couple now in focus
in the frame.

Virpi Suutari’s documentary film tells the stories of seven couples and their gardens. As
the couples work on and talk about their gardens, they also account for their relationships
and longings. The lush green surroundings are a site where loss and death meet with reju-
venation and dreams in the natural cycle of days and seasons. From a wild urban oasis to
meticulously groomed rose bushes, the gardens take many shapes and functions for their
inhabitants: for some, gardening has a therapeutic purpose, for others, it offers an inside
track to the stunning variations of flora and fauna. For all of them, it is an all-encompass-
ing lifestyle and, perhaps, a modality of love.
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The documentary abides to a perspective that brings a dreamy, enchanted quality to the
film. Many of the couples are introduced with establishing shots where the camera lurks
among plants and moves closer to the gardeners with childlike, timid curiosity. The
camera in constant, ever so slight movement captures the couples in their respective para-
dises that they tend to with love. The magical sensation is enhanced with high-angle shots
where the camera retracts to capture the couples and their gardens from a distance, above
their houses and tree hedges. Shot in wide angle, these perspectives give the space an out-
of-the-ordinary feel (Figures 3 and 4).

The establishing shots are paired with still portraits where the couples talk about their
relationships to the camera. The portraits resist traditional talking head frames and instead
let them speak in, for example, high-angle shots where the couples look up as they talk.
Often the accounts begin already in the establishing shots and continue over to other
tracking shots after the portraits, uprooting the personal and connecting it with the land-
scape and other people in it. Or, on occasion, the camera stays with the gardeners for so
long that they begin telling convoluted stories where the real and the imaginary fold into
one another. This happens with the two older gentlemen interviewed in the film: one walks
through his garden explaining how he has a mutual understanding with the animals that
come through. All of a sudden, he changes his style of telling and begins describing a
hunting scene in the present, as if actualizing imaginary actions in words. The other
man sits in a chair, eyes closed. This time the storytelling takes place on the soundtrack
while the camera frames the man’s face. On the soundtrack, he describes a scene of hyp-
nosis where he is the female gorilla Gurg in the Congo. His storytelling brings the African
jungle to the garden, making them mutually inclusive.

The perspectives that capture the lush beauty of the gardens with transitions in focus,
scale and camera angle align the documentary with magical realism. Combined with the
moments where the improbable and the everyday are combined in speech, the documen-
tary depicts a reality where the everyday is tainted with the magical. As the documentary

Figure 3. An enchanted frame of paradise – Garden Lovers. Courtesy of Made.
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moves freely from eye-level to airy high-angle shots and from the details of flora and fauna
to the Congo, it suggests that the real is replete with possible worlds.

In literary fiction magical realism is often coined to the matter-of-fact depiction of
magical happenings, but in documentary cinema the stakes are somewhat different.
Works that draw on impossible objectivity acknowledge the inexplicable in the everyday
and show how perspectives – be they visual or auditory – entangle freely with the magical,
the imaginary or the fictional. In this way, they address multiplicity in the makeup of the
real and create space for a multitude of voices and visions. The ethical impetus of magical
realism is precisely in creating ‘space for interactions of diversity’ (Parkinson Zamora and
Faris 1995, 3; see also Bowers 2004, 16).

The work of the documentary

The three documentary films discussed in this article are acutely aware of the impossibility
of producing accurate representations of their subjects. Sinners, immigrants and gardeners
do not lend themselves to a clean observational slate, but call for alternative modalities of
expression. The films share a starting point with the performative documentary, where the
shortcomings in documentary authenticity are negotiated by way of the author’s presence,
but depart from the performative in favour of a multiplicity of voices and visions that fold
into one another in a free indirect manner.

As the authors’ visions blend into the first-person confessions of the protagonists, or
when first-person accounts draw on scripts written about their own lives and experiences,
the documentaries no longer rely on a definite distinction between fact and fiction, but
instead acknowledge their crossovers. This, however, is not to say that the films are so-
called hybrid documentaries that use fictional devises in order to provide more accurate
representations of the real. Rather, the films postulate fact and fiction as mutually inclusive
in the realities they deal with. Hence, wide-angle and deep focus portraits, a participatory

Figure 4. A magical high angle shot – Garden Lovers. Courtesy of Made.
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point of view in the crowd, or dreamy backlit high-angle tracking shots are not represen-
tational modalities bordering on fiction, but perspectives that operate in the complex tex-
tures of the real itself.

As the documentaries bypass representational duties, they begin to function in the
modality of invention. The free indirect perspectives in all three documentaries work to
create collective utterances instead of accurately representing groups of people already
in place.12 According to Deleuze (1989, 223), this is a cinema of the speech-act that has
several heads. In the three documentaries, this has to do with substituting subjective expo-
sition for the serial in the film’s expression. The individual life stories of each protagonist
are offered in relation to others with tangentially similar experiences and circumstances.
We do not always learn their first names, and the first-person accounts are often
framed in ways that induce an otherworldly element into the subjective stories. This is
not a strategy that undermines the subjective experiences of the individuals, but a form
of expression that foregrounds multiplicity. We come to know the protagonists as partici-
pants in situations and histories that continue beyond the bounds of their individual cir-
cumstances. Each film arranges the protagonists in a series with others – sinners, ‘Rats’,
garden lovers – thus drawing attention to the connections and disconnections, to the
before and after of each protagonist.

Free indirect perspectives in Finnish documentary cinema, then, turn impossible objec-
tivity into experimentations with multiplicity. These perspectives neither presume nor
claim to convey an objective reality, but postulate a world where the fictional folds with
the factual, where the irrational is fully real, and the magical a solid part of the everyday.
In this setting, the points of view of the author and the protagonist are equally replete with
indirect dimensions that play into how they function. The ethical charge of free indirect
perspectives is precisely in expressing these dimensions, in showing how a chosen point
of view or a verbal account always tends to its own edges, to what came before it and
to what will follow.

This leaves the present discussion with the notion of the documentary. The work of
documentary film has quite systematically been anchored to representation and its
various modalities. The author – albeit a performative participant – has been the final
link in vouching for authenticity, either by being there in person or by choosing the appro-
priate mode of representation. With free indirect perspectives, a different approach
becomes possible: what if the work of the documentary was in experimenting with mul-
tiple visions and voices, and in expressing the underpinning layers of each customary per-
spective and habitual speaking position? By drawing attention to the many visions that
shade into a perspective and the multiple voices that make a speaking position, documen-
tary cinema could claim a territory in creating collective utterances at a time when con-
nective incentives are needed.

Notes

1. In the documentary realm, Hällfors is particularly known for her collaborations with Pirjo
Honkasalo, for example in The 3 Rooms of Melancholia (Melankolian kolme huonetta
2004), and Färm is the cinematographer of such recent works as Steam of Life (Miesten
Vuoro, Joonas Berghäll and Mika Hotakainen 2010) and Auf Wiedersehen Finnland (Virpi
Suutari 2010). Both were involved in Along the Road Little Child (Pitkin tietä pieni lapsi,
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Susanna Helke and Virpi Suutari 2005) and Punksters and Youngsters (Punk – tauti joka ei
tapa, Jouko Aaltonen 2008).

2. Bruzzi distinguishes her take on the performative from Bill Nichols’s postulation of the per-
formative documentary mode in Blurred Boundaries (1994). She notes that Nichols’s prop-
osition comes with the suspicion that performative documentaries ultimately draw more
attention to themselves than the reality they represent (Bruzzi 2006, 186). Nichols’s later
writing is fascinating in this regard, as it takes a stronger stance in finding affirmative
tones for the performative: ‘The world as represented by performative documentaries
becomes, however, suffused by evocative tones and expressive shadings that constantly
remind us that the world is more than the sum of the visible evidence we draw from it’
(Nichols 2001, 134).

3. Elizabeth Cowie’s Lacanian treatment of the documentary, and particularly the productive
impasse she detects in the ‘unrepresentable’, is another way of approaching the impossibil-
ities involved in the representational paradigm. Here, the real is the unrepresentable that
cannot be fully apprehended, but that is nevertheless desired in recordings of reality
(Cowie 2013, 10, 118–134).

4. In recent Finnish documentary cinema, there is also a strand that invests heavily on
emotional speech, particularly in the confessional mode. Visa Koiso-Kanttila’s Father to
Son (Isältä pojalle 2004) and Portrait of a Man (Miehen kuva 2010), as well as Joonas Berghäll
and Mika Hotakainen’s Steam of Life (2010) display men speaking about their emotions for
the camera. The topics range from familial relations to love and relationships, while the docu-
mentaries reflect the stereotype of a quiet Finnish man. Here, the stereotype that Finnish men
do not speak about their emotions is used to construct solid confessional speaking positions.
However, particularly in Steam of Life, the seemingly subjective speaking positions in fact
assume a universalising function where one man’s subjective confession becomes everyman’s
emotion. On the affective politics of confessional speech in Finnish documentary, see Koivu-
nen 2012.

5. In Hanan al-Cinema, Marks (2015, 2–9) notes that the past 20 years of cinema from the
Arab-speaking world has struggled with the impossibility of representation. Colonialism,
authoritarian governments and censorship have made it impossible for filmmakers to
either produce objective visions or adhere to subjective views. This, Marks argues, has pro-
duced a vivid tradition of moving-image works that start from the middle, from the impossi-
bility of representation. Although the Finnish situation is not comparable to the Arab-
speaking world, it is nevertheless interesting that a similar desire to experiment with speaking
positions and visual perspectives is evident in both.

6. Deleuze (1986, 73) notes that Pasolini activates V.N. Volosinov’s (Mikhail Bakhtin) take on
free indirect discourse in his conceptualization. Volosinov (1973, 129) argues that ‘indirect
discourse “hears” a message differently; it actively receives and brings to bear in transmission
different factors, different aspects of the message than do other patterns.’ Scheinman (1998)
uses Bakhtin’s related idea of the polyphonous text in her analysis of dialogic imagination in
Jean Rouch’s Les maîtres fous (1954).

7. I would like to thank Alanna Thain for bringing Branigan’s postulation to my attention. In
her forthcoming book, Bodies in Time: Affect, Suspense, Cinema (University of Minnesota
Press), Thain takes Branigan’s notion of ‘impossible space’ and mobilizes it in an exciting dis-
cussion of time and the ‘impossible objective shot’ in David Lynch’s cinema.

8. All references to the making of the documentary are from the 12th volume of Suomen kan-
sallisfilmografia (National filmography) edited by Sakari Toiviainen and published in 2005 by
Edita and the Finnish Film Archive. The entry for Helke and Suutari’s Sin is available online
at http://www.elonet.fi/fi/elokuva/167061 (accessed 10 October 2015).

9. Pasolini (1988, 185) goes as far as claiming that the pretextual characters – the ones who
speak indirectly in first person singular – have to be analogous to the filmmaker in language,
culture, and psychology. Otherwise the film runs the risk of mythicizing or categorizing them
unethically.
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10. My account of the relationship between the fiction film project and the documentary is based
on a personal conversation with Susanna Helke as well as the synopsis and script of the
fiction film she kindly made available for me (see also Helke 2008, 60–62; Hongisto 2013).

11. In my previous work, I have discussed framing and the documentary from the points of view
of aesthetics, time and becoming (Hongisto 2015) as well as research methodologies in arts
and cultural studies (Hongisto 2013; Tiainen, Kontturi, and Hongisto 2015).

12. In Deleuze’s film-philosophy, this is an issue of ‘inventing a people’. He delineates modern
political cinema as a speech-act in free indirect discourse that is geared to invent a people
when ‘the people are missing’ (Deleuze 1989, 223–224; see also Pisters 2006). Here, invention
aligns with the notions of fabulation and the powers of the false. On these aspects in docu-
mentary cinema, see Hongisto (2015, 65–97) and Hongisto and Pape (2015).
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