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In the fall of 2015, Dr. Arjun Shankar and Dr. John L.
Jackson Jr. initiated a course entitled Social Change through
Participatory Film at the University of Pennsylvania (Penn).
Three of the coauthors of this article (Lauren Kelly, Neha
Raheel, and Juliet Shen) are Penn students who attended the
course. Building upon several previous courses created by
the Penn-affiliated organization CAMRA, the course was intended as an exploration of the sometimes tense relationship
between the concepts of ethnography, participatory film,
and social justice through the process of making collaborative films. The course brought together a diverse group of
people—including master’s students and undergraduate students from majors such as anthropology, medicine, nursing,
social work, communication, education, and cinema studies.
We placed our Penn students in a single classroom with 12
ninth-grade students from West Philadelphia High School’s
(WPHS) digital media program, taught by Mr. Azim Siddiqui. The student body at WPHS is 97 percent African
American, and the school is located at 49th and Chestnut
Streets, just along the outskirts of the Penn-led gentrification of West Philadelphia. The intended goal of the WPHS
media program is to instill digital-and-media-literacy skills,
including an understanding of filmmaking, website design,
and graphic design, all of which prove useful to students
as they seek work opportunities. The addition of the Penn
students, along with digital tool kits (cameras, tripods, lighting, sound equipment, etc.), provided an applied learning
experience for students to practice these skills.
We designed the course so that Penn students and
WPHS students would work together in small groups with
the sole directive to create a film about social change. WPHS
students would choose the film topics, while Penn students
and course teaching assistants (Debora Lui, Andrew Hudson, and Melissa Skolnick) would help guide the filmmaking process. While this represented some level of imposed
structure placed upon the students, they had little difficulty
brainstorming topics they deemed worthy, including issues
of police brutality, catcalling, and negative representations
of Philadelphia in the media. While the course officially met
once a week on Thursdays, from 10:30 am to 1:30 pm,
students realized that meeting outside of class was a necessity if they wished to complete the film products in the given
time frame.
Over the course of the semester, the Penn and WPHS
students learned the basics of filmmaking and ethnographic
storytelling in order to shape their films. It should be empha-

sized that the course instructors encouraged students with
all levels of filmmaking experience to join the class. Our primary motivation for this approach came out of our lessons
from earlier course iterations, which placed Penn students
in the roles of experts. This model tended to disempower
our high school student collaborators, and only served to
reinforce a much longer tradition of deficiency-based pedagogic practice, a model whereby students are assumed to be
in need of help, while those from the outside are assumed
to have the knowledge necessary to enable better lives.
The decision to place Penn and high school students on
“equal footing” had many consequences, both positive and
negative. One of the most fascinating consequences was observing some Penn students struggle to take on the role of
learner in relationship to students who were younger than
them and whom they may have (either implicitly or explicitly) assumed to be in need of their help (rather than the
obverse). Indeed, one of the elements of the course we remain most proud of is the critical media-viewing sessions,
which were held for three weeks at the beginning of the
course. During these sessions, the Penn and WPHS students
would be shown a film clip and then asked to discuss the clip
from their differing vantage points. These clips ranged in
topic from the cultural appropriation of traditionally black
hairstyles to global connections across communities of color.
In each context, students were forced to grapple with issues
of gender, race, and class as depicted in media, which on
more than one occasion led to students recognizing the ways
in which larger structural forces can influence people’s attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors. Interestingly, the WPHS students were, at least initially, far more comfortable than their
Penn counterparts during these critical discussions, speaking
earnestly about their perspectives and even directing questions toward the Penn students. Ultimately, it was this type
of interaction that destabilized any simplistic notion of who
could (and should) learn from whom and helped orient Penn
students to think of ethnography as a pedagogic process centered around excavating one’s own biases even as they learn
about those whom they are in conversation with.
There are three dilemmas that we would like to highlight
before turning to a discussion led by three Penn students
about their group project, a series of short films entitled
Conversations from the Bench, which focus on the issues of
“catcalling” and street harassment. These dilemmas are: (1)
the ethnographic approach; (2) participation; and (3) social
change.
First, we interrogated the efficacy of ethnography for the
goals of our course. In fact, entering the course, many Penn
students questioned the use of ethnography entirely, challenging its primacy in both framing how we asked our filmic
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questions and how we engaged with our high school participants. Our primary motivation for using an ethnographically
driven approach was the need to educate ourselves about the
context in which we were cocreating our films. As such, students were required to take fieldnotes each week, using these
notes to learn more about their high school collaborators,
discover insights that might be useful for their projects, and
determine appropriate future courses of action. However,
students were especially concerned that this ethnographic
approach would result in an Othering that would derail
their participatory and social-change ideals. How could
we use the immense insight provided by the ethnographic
method while not falling into the traps made apparent over
anthropology’s infamous history? As we critically engaged
with this concern, we relied upon the longstanding literature on reflexive ethnography, attempting to construct a
process founded upon the precepts of ethnographic sincerity
(Jackson 2004). The camera was one means to think through
these concepts, as students were forced to determine when
and how each of them would be in front of and behind the
camera, creating multiple reverse gazes—what Ginsburg
(1995) termed the “parallax effect”—that drove many
students to think through their positions in this particular
school context with these particular high school students.
Second, Penn students grappled with the idea of participatory research and the extent to which this approach was
possible within the framework of our course. We wanted
to understand what participation looked like and if it was an
ideal worth pursuing. Was participation a set of practices or
an orientation toward collaboration? Was it deciding upon a
theme together? Was it working on all tasks together or dividing up tasks evenly across group members? Students were
especially wary of the “tyranny of participation,” a rhetorical move that suggested equal footing between participants
but did little to destabilize the hierarchies that would naturally place them at the center of decision making whether
or not they intended this (Cooke and Kothari 2001). Moreover, students were continuously struggling with their ideals
of participation in relation to the stated goal of creating a
complete film by the end of the semester. Their ideals at
times conflicted with the very pragmatic problems of time
management and those moments in which their high school
collaborators were perhaps less prepared to complete particular tasks. For example, while high school students were
enthusiastic about interviewing, filming, and storyboarding,
they were less enthusiastic about the editing process, and
Penn students struggled to determine how to maintain a
participatory ethos given a quickly approaching deadline.
Finally, the Penn students struggled throughout the
semester with the question of “where” social change resided.
Was it in the process that they and their WPHS collaborators
undertook or in the products they created? As they entered
the course, many Penn students assumed that the goal of the
course was to create documentary films to show to a broad
set of audiences, which, in turn, could bring greater awareness to particular issues facing WPHS students. Beyond the

obvious difficulties of enacting such an ambitious goal in a
single semester, what this mindset reflected was a broader
idea of what social change looked liked. For some Penn students entering the class, social change was predicated on the
quality of the product that they created. However, over the
course of the semester, the course instructors constantly advocated for a different approach to social change that focused
on process over product. In this approach, Penn students were
encouraged to think about how they and their WPHS collaborators were changing throughout their filmmaking process. Had something about their understanding of WPHS (or
West Philadelphia more generally) changed? Had something
about their relationship to filmmaking changed? These micro
changes were the fodder for the reflexive praxis we sought
to undertake (Freire 1970), and some of the students’ most
effective fieldnotes engaged with their own lessons during
each session. In this sense, the project still relied on the
experience of “being there,” which has always had the most
direct impact on how aspiring anthropologists change the
way they see the world in which they live (Borneman and
Hammoudi 2009).
In the end, despite the many limitations of the endeavor,
all four student groups created films that were complete
enough to be shown as part of a film screening that took
place at Penn during the last week of the semester. We
invited members of each team to discuss their film before
a group of more than 50 audience members from both the
West Philadelphia and Penn communities. Teachers, parents, students, and Penn faculty grappled with the same
questions we had discussed throughout the course, wanting
to learn how our process unfolded over the course of five
months. The final screening opened up many new questions
about the life of such projects. Did the project end with
the completion of the films? What constitutes a sustained
relationship with a school community?
The rest of this article energizes the issues articulated
above through the real-time difficulties that three Penn
students (henceforth referenced as “we”) faced as they
worked through the stages of filmmaking: preproduction,
production, and post-production.
PART 1: PREPRODUCTION

Prior to the commencement of the project, our class of
Penn students met on a weekly basis to discuss some
of our preliminary thoughts and ideas about participatory
filmmaking and social change. Reading canonical ethnographic texts and watching ethnographic and documentary
films, we began to think deeply about power relations and
the insider/outsider dichotomy. A perfunctory analysis of
our positionalities would reveal that we were outsiders; as
privileged Penn students, we represented an elite culture
that positioned us “outside” the WPHS community we were
collaborating with. However, following Narayan’s (1993)
call to view the anthropologist in terms of “shifting identifications,” we began to problematize the insider/outsider
dichotomy (671). For instance, one of the Penn students,
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Neha, wrote in her weekly fieldnotes: “My identity as a
Pakistani woman who can relate, generically and experientially, to issues of street harassment positions me in a way
that facilitated rapport with the interlocutors. Despite my
foreignness, I am able to relate to the experiences of the students. Particularly, the more time that I spend with them,
and in Philadelphia, the more I am able to understand the
ways in which female presence on the street is negotiated.
While I will never fully become an ‘insider,’ I am no longer
a complete ‘outsider’ either.”
Understanding the ways in which the anthropologist is
simultaneously native and foreign (Jackson 2004), we began
to transcend our initial paralysis about the Otherness that
our presence in the WPHS classroom entailed. However,
a second hurdle arose as we began wondering how this reflexivity would translate in the field, outside of the field
(e.g., in our fieldnotes), and in the final product. Did the
acknowledgement of our own subjectivities beyond reified
social categories (Jackson 2004) extend only to the process
of making the film, or were there ways to critically engage
with our own presuppositions in the final product as well?
Moreover, what was our role as Penn students in the creation
of this film? As a group, we entered the school brimming
with ideas about topics for the film. However, we chose
to settle on street harassment and pressures faced by young
women—an idea that the WPHS students (all themselves
young women) suggested and in which they were deeply interested. Embroiled in the moment of excitement, we three
Penn students immediately settled on the topic and began
to tease out the details of the film. Upon later reflection,
however, we questioned the implications of our privileging the voices of the WPHS students. Prior to going into
the high school, we had been struggling with the notion of
“participation” and what it entailed—were we filmmakers
or participants? Were those two roles antagonistic? In the
brainstorming session, it appeared as if we had been filmmakers/researchers first, and collaborators second. In other
words, privileging the students’ voices meant that we had
silenced our own.
However, as the project unfolded, the richness of the
topic afforded us the space to incorporate multiple opinions and a diverse set of experiences. We discovered that in
working on the film, we were never solely ethnographers,
collaborators, participators, or facilitators. Instead, we were
all four at once. Moreover, sometimes these identities came
naturally to us (e.g., Juliet naturally assumed the role of
the documentary filmmaker and the person with the most
technical know-how), while in other roles we were a little more performative and deliberate in our actions (e.g.,
sometimes Neha had to push herself to actively insert her
viewpoint on camera). Nonetheless, we began to focus our
attention on “the quality of relations” that we strove for “with
the people we [sought] to represent in our text” (Narayan
1993, 672). By building honest and authentic relationships
that were based on a mutual desire to understand a complex issue, we were able to navigate our experiences in
the field.
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Reaching Toward Social Change while Navigating
Participation

Sociocultural anthropology is “at once the most resolutely
academic and the most fiercely anti-academic of disciplines”
(Ingold 1996, 1). As such, it contains dual impulses: the
intrinsic value placed on the production of knowledge and
the application of this knowledge toward creating change
(Ingold 1996). Conversations from the Bench presented us with
a unique opportunity to combine these two seemingly diametrically opposed impulses in anthropology. In our initial
conceptualizations of the project, the film was meant to inspire social change on two levels. First, the product of our
collaboration, the film, was intended to promote awareness
about the gendered experiences of street harassment. Second, the process of creating the film was intended to allow
the high school students to nuance their perspectives on catcalling and gendered narratives of street harassment (such
as blaming catcalling on the way women dress). In doing
so, however, we were often faced with several limitations
that positioned the production process at odds with the final product. While we all agreed about wanting to create
a media piece that looked visually appealing and created a
lasting impact, we struggled with our definitions of social
change. As such, Juliet asked in her field notes: “How do
you document and observe, without intruding or affecting?
What role do you have in the lives of the people you are
documenting?”
In responding to these questions, we faced initial hiccups
during the brainstorming session. For instance, there was
a lot of debate about who the intended audience of our
final product would be. While we, the Penn collaborators,
wanted to expand the audience of the video to include male
students, there was some hesitation from our three WPHS
students who felt that their male counterparts would be
indifferent to the product we would create, and hence, no
social change would be achieved. For the Penn students,
social change primarily entailed a change in the mindset of
the young women with whom we were working; the change
that we would engender in audiences of our final product
would, thus, be an added bonus. For the WPHS students,
however, the goal was to impact those who watched our
product. While these goals were not mutually exclusive, the
different priorities ascribed to each goal sometimes resulted
in tensions in the group. At one meeting, for example,
progress was halted because we had to revisit a lot of issues
and decisions that had actually been decided. Reflecting on
this experience, Neha wrote:
Thinking about my frustration, later on, however, made me realize
that this is the “process” we were speaking about during our initial
discussions—it is messy and chaotic to make a product with 6
people in one group (three of them being teenagers) and it is
hard for everyone to be on the same page, all the time. However,
maybe part of the way we’re all changing (the students and me) is
in learning to give each other’s perspective the time it deserves,
especially when it clashes with our own.

On a different occasion, when the team was preparing
for a shoot, Juliet was trying to explain the mechanics of
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the equipment to the WPHS students. However, two of the
girls refused to listen and were instead focusing on applying makeup as they prepared to be “on camera.” Despite
the fact that we were working on a project related to body
image and catcalling, patriarchal and gender norms were
always present in the room. We realized that our actions,
both off and on camera, would reinforce and/or capitalize on the issues that we were working to address. Our
project was not meant to be a critique of others but was,
first and foremost, an introspective endeavor. Social change,
for us, became increasingly about self-reflexivity and questioning our own assumptions in the process of making our
film.
For example, we found out early on that we had vastly
different views about street harassment than some of the
WPHS students in our group. During our initial discussions,
the WPHS students often told us that it was almost always
a woman’s fault if they were harassed, that what mattered
most was how a woman dressed and “carried herself” in front
of men. We challenged this notion during discussions, but
more importantly, we wanted to explore these questions in
the course of our project. Our goal as collaborators was not
to change the opinions of the WPHS students to those of
our own but to encourage a process of reflection when such
events occurred in their daily lives.
PART 2: PRODUCTION

Our group first had to decide upon a style for our film.
Rather than creating a public service announcement about
street harassment, or interviewing only the members in our
group, we wanted to engage multiple and opposing voices
in a conversation about the topic of street harassment. This
meant engaging people both female and male of various ages
about the topic.
During the conception of our film project, we made
the decision to use a bench where we would conduct our
interviews throughout the video series (hence the title Conversations from the Bench). We constructed by hand one red
bench for outdoor scenes and used preexisting benches when
filming in other locations (i.e., the gymnasium). We thought
of the bench as a proverbial “talking stick” intended to be a
device to create a consistent physical and symbolical space
for safe conversation in the different settings in which we
filmed. As a group, we worked with the students to brainstorm the questions they wanted to ask the two groups.
These questions can be found in Appendix 1.
In the production of episode 1, the Penn students’ roles
were mostly technical in nature (filming and sound), but we
did occasionally ask some interview questions. Because the
high school was the WPHS students’ environment, it felt
most natural to let them take the lead on producing, interviewing, and directing. However, this also produced some
complicated negotiations regarding participation. Were we
merely filming students’ interactions? Were they learning
the requisite filmmaking skills while they learned interviewing skills? Ultimately, we followed our WPHS students’ lead

despite the fact that this meant they did not take on as many
traditional filmmaking roles (i.e., the roles behind rather than
in front of the camera) as we had initially expected. The students chose their female peers in a private and safe space,
the girls’ locker room, where narratives of vulnerability in
scenarios of street harassment emerged. In their recounting,
WPHS students were able to perform their experiences and
receive feedback from their peers who had been in similar circumstances. The space allowed the young women to
openly offer feelings of low self-worth, shame, and fear, as
well as moments of recognition, validation, and empowerment. This intimate gathering was contained, however, by
the bounds of production as the students stewarded their
peers through introductory questions, closing thoughts, and
signing of release forms.
In episode 2, our group took to the street directly outside
of the high school in West Philadelphia, to start spontaneous
conversations with passersbys about street harassment, having to grow up too fast, and women’s dress codes. We
used many of the same questions as the previous episode but
also let conversations develop on their own based on the
participants’ responses. The production roles were more
balanced in this episode, perhaps because the street environment felt more like neutral territory to many of the group
members than the high school. The WPHS students chose
and approached potential interviewees, and the adults acted
as producers, keeping the schedule moving for our very
tight production timeline. As a larger group, we collectively
filmed, recorded sound, and interviewed the participants on
the bench. The WPHS students were now exercising their
perspectives more publicly, navigating a greater breadth of
influences—namely, their status as young female digitalmedia students—in their interactions with members of the
larger West Philadelphia community. “Why can’t we wear
shorts?” asked one WPHS student to a young man she was
interviewing, testing the limits of his rationale that women
in shorts “just want one thing.” Moments later, she and another student joined with him as they tried to understand
what motivated his behavior toward some of the women he
had “catcalled.” Through our probing as a team, allowing
whoever was on the bench to own the moment, we were
able to practice being conscious of others’ voices while also
modulating and reflecting on our own voices.
Researching with the Camera: Conflicts and
Collaboration

From our first group brainstorming meeting we noticed
tension among some of the WPHS students. We were later
informed by their teacher that indeed a few of the members
of our group did not get along with one student in particular, and that he had intentionally placed them together.
Fights between the WPHS students, ranging from mumbled
insults to one narrowly avoided physical altercation, were a
regular part of our meetings. We often spent equal amounts
of time diffusing tempers or discussing interpersonal issues
as we did trying to get production work completed. This
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added additional stress to our project, as our timeline for
completion was already quite short. The conflicts between
group members also brought up questions related to participation and representation within our production process and
finished product. Were we truly representing every group
member’s views on the subject? Was our film reflecting the
messy and sometimes difficult realities of our students’ lives
or just the positive images we wanted audiences to see?
Over time, we found that the best strategy we could
deploy to combat these many conflicts was to focus on the
production process itself. While we knew we could never hope
to change the dynamics associated with students’ complex
social lives, we also knew that each of the WPHS students
were quite invested in completing a film, especially the two
members who otherwise did not get along. We used this
knowledge to our advantage, focusing their attention on
the particular roles they had been given, whether it was as
primary interviewer, audio recorder, or the like. We then
used our production structure to create opportunities for the
group members to work together and reflect on why conflict
might have occurred. We noticed that many of the issues of
contention reflected the themes of our project. Initially there
was tension between two group members due to one calling
the other “errbody’s jawn,” a derogatory phrase describing
a girl who talks to many boys at school. In this moment
we pointed out to them that this was part of the power
and gender dynamics we wanted to explore in the project.
Our hope was that in discussing these topics, the WPHS
students might realize the structural societal forces behind
their implied notions of one another—that is, that women
have historically been portrayed as objects. While it was
hard to discern whether these discussions had an impact on
our WPHS group members outside of our filmmaking time
together, we did notice some changes in their words and
actions on camera. For example, two of the students began
to speak of street harassment in terms of power dynamics, a
concept we introduced to them in discussions early on but
that did not seem to take hold until the process of filming
was finished.
Despite these conflicts, as a group we were able to
identify and agree upon two themes that emerged during
our interviews. The first theme was the reality of escalating
violence toward women and girls that stems from street
harassment, and the second theme was the importance of
fathers in influencing how boys treat women. Importantly,
both of these themes emerged through the process of filmmaking. The camera’s presence structured our dialogue and
the WPHS students’ roles as filmmakers provided them a
powerful position from which to ask the difficult questions in
which they were interested. These new vantage points, both
in front of and behind the camera, allowed the students to
explore types of dialogue that might not have been possible
otherwise.
For example, in episode 1, when we filmed our discussion with male students in the school gymnasium, the camera
heightened the level of gender performance or at least called
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it more directly into view. Fingering their hair and smoothing skirts, the young women remained very conscious of a
sense of male presence, and vice versa, as the young men
“played it cool.” Watching the films during editing, all of
our on-screen gestures had been memorialized. We were
able to remember that on the courtside bench the boys took
turns cradling the basketball, mediating between wisecracks
and their Twitter feeds. The dialogue ebbed and flowed as
vulnerabilities reached a height during the group’s discussion of fathers and their potential to influence their sons’
perceptions of women. In large part, the boys maintained
a tightly sealed front of disinterest to the girls’ concerns,
much to their (and our, as collaborators) visible frustration.
However, it was also clear that the boys were conscious
of and even inviting of the camera, looking directly at the
lens as they spoke. After several failed attempts by our team
to invite perspective-taking among the boys, the exchange
ended on an upbeat chord, somewhat dissonantly rendered.
“If men could respect women,” said one of the boys, “the
world would be a better place.” Even as most of the girls
remained suspect, one of them high-fived the boy for his
declaration—a way of showing gratitude for his time. Seconds later the school bell rang and everyone shuffled out of
the auditorium, pulling themselves from the magnetic camera gaze, but not before shooting a few more hoops. “Film
this! You filming?” said one of the boys as he lobbed the ball
from mid-court.
PART 3: POST-PRODUCTION

Throughout the editing process, we Penn students and our
WPHS collaborators negotiated our changing perspectives
with our representation in the film. We gathered with the
WPHS students for several class periods to screen and critique “rough cuts” of the episodes. Although we implored
them to assist directly with editing, they preferred the role of
“executive producers,” which was also more feasible given
the time constraints in the classroom. Among the Penn
students, much of the editing fell to those with the most
experience. Nonetheless, all group members weighed in
on editing choices, from overall content, to sequencing, to
music. We all were very conscious of self-representation
and meaning making, but the WPHS students were notably more so, which was evident in their editorial suggestions. For example, there was a lengthy discussion about the
meaning of laughter in episode 1 after one of the WPHS
students parrots the words of a male peer: “Yerp! Shorty
with the tights!” This sends the whole locker room of girls
into a fit of giggles. “I don’t like the laughter there,” said one
of our student collaborators. “It makes it seem like we’re
okay with that kind of talk.” Another student responded that
perhaps it showed some solidarity among the girls, a group
acknowledgement of both comical disbelief and implicit disapproval. We resolved to keep the laughter in the final cut,
though we shortened its duration.
Most powerful for us was episode 3 (currently in postproduction), a post-hoc reflection of our journey together.
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We sat down with our entire eight-person film crew to discuss the things we had learned about each other and what the
project meant for each of us. As in prior episodes, each of
us took turns appearing on and off camera in different permutations. The inclusion of these meta-process dialogues on
camera enabled ongoing iterative reflection on the knowledge we were uncovering. Each of us was able to define
our positionalities while also acknowledging the dynamics of our group: addressing intragroup tensions, differing
identities, and disparate experiences. As the Penn student
collaborators, we were not invisible researchers but rather
active participants in the project, coming to terms with the
ways in which we were influencing the students and vice
versa. We were not seeking an objective “untainted reality”
of the WPHS students, but instead we remained conscious
of our social relationships with the students, which shaped
our dialogues and on-camera performances. Interestingly, as
previously noted, we found that the WPHS students began
to own language previously uttered by us, the Penn students,
critiquing power relations and challenging views elicited in
our interviews, particularly with the boys. This was a decidedly “dialogic” process (Freire 1970), and the students
appeared to be newly defining and reflecting on their own
perspectives, recognizing the influence that others’ perspectives were having (Worthman 2004). This transformation,
made possible by the richness of our social interactions,
meant being comfortable enough in the filmic space to deconstruct and reconstruct our own ideas. Penn students
were not excluded from this transformation, as we, too,
experienced and acted within a social world to which we
had previously not been privy.
When the time came for the exhibition of our films, the
WPHS students were driving ideas about how they wanted
the series to be influential. Having chosen their peers as the
intended audience, they wanted to invite other (and future)
WPHS students into dialogue by sharing the film. At the
screening event, several of the students felt comfortable
speaking publicly about their perspectives, which reflected
a recognition of the gender and power dynamics at play
in street harassment. Though the WPHS students may not
have identified as social-justice advocates at the start of our
work together, they implicitly assumed advocacy roles when
speaking on behalf of the film. At the screening, one of
the student’s fathers approached our film team to express
his excitement about his daughter’s passion for these issues.
While some feedback about the films was slightly dismissive,
reflecting a view that the students and their peers did not
go far enough in challenging norms, our whole crew felt
great pride in not only the quality of the product we had
made but also in our process. By cultivating an orientation
toward questioning and reflecting, we challenged each other
to speak for ourselves, to start a conversation with others
and to join each other in creating social change.
Finally, our films were also uploaded on Vimeo, and
we created a Wordpress website and Instagram account to
further disseminate and promote the series. Most recently,

we entered the films into a local youth film festival and
plan to continue submitting to future festivals. Our videos
have also been recently mentioned on the website Stop Street
Harassment (www.stopstreetharassment.org), dedicated to
documenting and ending gender-based street harassment
worldwide.
While we continue to pay heed to our goal of using film
to create further conversations, we are constantly thinking
about the impact that we had on the WPHS students. In
what ways, if at all, have their perspectives changed in the
long run? Mindful of the need for sustainable ways of maintaining relationships with our collaborators, we currently
have an ongoing dialogue on social media, made possible by
our shared interest in Instagram and Snapchat, where we
still appreciate with admiration, and often fascination, our
similarities and differences.
CONCLUSION

In conclusion, by conceptualizing ethnography as an “active
enterprise,” whereby participating and observing are “dialectically related and interdependent activities,” we were able
to transcend our understanding of ethnographic research
and social change being antithetical to each other (Emerson,
Fretz, and Shaw 2011, 23). Moreover, we were able to understand the intimate connections between the final product
(the ethnographic film) and the collaborative process of creating the film (the ethnographic method) (Emerson, Fretz,
and Shaw 2011). It is within this process that we situate the
social change we achieved by developing relationships with
students at the school that allowed them to become critical
consumers of stories. If reality is produced by “terministic systems” (Carey 1989, 25), there were several realities
that were created by the school, the students, us, and the
one element that brought us together: the camera. These
realities did not always coexist; the students had lives outside of the classroom, which sometimes brought chaos and
conflict into the production process. However, it was in
realizing and appreciating that complexity that we were all
able to be benefactors of the change that we wished to
create.
We would encourage readers to watch the video
series, which can be found at: https://conversations
fromthebench.wordpress.com/. Perhaps more than any textual rendering, the films themselves “show” the dilemmas,
outcomes, and themes that we have briefly touched upon in
this article.
Appendix 1: Interview Questions
QUESTIONS FOR GIRLS

r How does it make you feel when someone catcalls/hollers at you?

r How do respond when someone catcalls you?
r Do you feel like you are supposed to respond, or is it
okay to ignore them? How do they usually act if you
don’t respond and just keep walking?
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r Do you think it’s a compliment, or harassment? What
makes it different?
r Do you think it’s okay for older men to catcall to
young women? Why or why not?
r Do you ever feel afraid? How do you act if you do
feel afraid?
QUESTIONS FOR BOYS

r When you see a girl get catcalled on the street, how
r
r
r
r

does it make you feel? What if it’s a stranger? What
if it’s someone you know?
Do you or your friends ever catcall girls on the street?
Do you think it matters how a girl is dressed when
she’s on the street?
What can you tell about a girl based on how she’s
dressed?
Do you think that boys’ fathers have an influence on
how they treat girls/women? Why or why not?
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