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Sensory digital photography: re-thinking ‘moving’ and the
image

SARAH PINK

This article critically interrogates how we might
understand and theorise the image in relation to theories of
place. The recent ‘sensory turn’ in visual scholarship
suggests a re-thinking of the meanings, materialities and
values of the image through attention to relations between
visual and other sensory categories and to human
perception. However, here I argue for an approach that goes
beyond simply re-thinking images as having sensory
qualities and/or the potential to communicate across
sensory categories. Rather, I reconsider visual production
and consumption through interrelated concepts of
movement and place, thus proposing that any rethinking of
the image in relation to digital media should also account
for these elements. Such an approach offers ways of
understanding the image that go beyond analysing either
its role as a conveyor of dominant discourse in economies of
power or its place as a visual text in a hierarchically
ordered economy of the senses.

INTRODUCTION

The starting point for my discussion in this article is the
suggestion that to understand the photographic image in
the context of digital and locative media, a new paradigm
is needed. This would have to acknowledge the
multisensoriality of images, locate the production and
consumption of images as happening in movement, and
consider them as components of configurations of place.
Such an approach is not only applicable to digital images.
Yet the theoretical turn to movement has coincided with
the emergence of new digital technologies. These shifts
are mutually illuminating in that digital photography
facilitates new ways of consuming in movement, while a
theory of movement invites new ways of understanding
the consumption of photographs. Thus questions of how
digital photographs are implicated in contemporary
mappings of space, and of how dominant or alternative
‘visual discourses’ are experienced, might be re-situated
as multisensory, in movement and emplaced. Most of my
discussion is abstract; however, in applying the
framework to two rather different examples – the digital
photography of Google Street View, and the (now)
historical analogue photography of the Spanish bullfight
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in the 1990s – I suggest how new understandings of
photography and movement might be engaged through
the analysis of digital images.

In doing so, I critically build on existing literatures in
which vision and visual aspects of culture have recently
been (re)situated in relation to other senses, texts and
global flows. Thus, on the one hand, it has been
suggested that the multisensoriality of the image and the
interconnectedness of the visual sense with other senses
should be recognised (e.g. Edwards and Bhaumik 2009).
On the other, it has been proposed that visual media can
be understood as existing and acting as part of nodes in
networks of events (e.g. Mirzoeff 2002). Building on Tim
Ingold’s critique of the anthropology of the senses
(Ingold 2000) and of network theory (Ingold 2008) as
well as on my own book Doing Sensory Ethnography
(Pink 2009), I argue that re-thinking the image through
a phenomenological approach to the senses, movement
and a theory of place suggests a critical response to two
(related) dominant paradigms in the study of visual
culture. First, a theory of multisensoriality undermines
the supposed dominance of the visual (Ingold 2000). It
invites us to understand images as being produced and
consumed as part of the experience of multisensory
environments, and suggests a reconceptualisation of the
ways visual discourses can be classified as ‘dominant’.
Second, a theory of place suggests understanding the
contexts in which images generate meanings in a way
that goes beyond seeing them as cohering as points in
networks. Rather, it suggests they are interwoven in the
continuities of everyday movement, perceiving and
meaning making.

Therefore, in the following sections I make two
comparisons. First, I contrast an understanding of
images as things we stop to make and view with the idea
of photographs as produced and consumed as we move
through environments. This involves understanding the
sensoriality of images as something that is generated
through their interrelatedness with both the persons they
move with and the environments they move through and
are part of. Second, I contrast how a concept of
photographs as mapped points in a network contrasts
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with one of photographs being outcomes of and
inspirations within continuous lines that interweave
their way through an environment – that is, in
movement and as part of a configuration of place. To
develop this discussion, I first outline a basis for
understanding images, the environments of which they
are part, and the processes through which they are
consumed and produced in terms of multisensoriality.
Then, following connections already made between
sensory perception and movement, I suggest that images
are moreover produced and consumed in movement. It
is this very movement that we need to account for in
understanding the constitution of place (see Ingold
2008). It is, I will suggest, only when images are
understood as emplaced as such that we can proceed to
understand their potential to be involved in the
generation of meanings.

ECONOMIES, IMAGES AND SENSES

In recent years, across academic disciplines, arts practice
and industry there has been an increasing tendency to
re-situate the visual through a focus on multisensoriality
(see Pink 2006, 2009) and inter-textuality (see Pink 2006,
2007). In anthropology, scholars associated with both
‘visual’ and ‘sensory’ ‘sub-disciplines’ (Howes 1991,
2003; MacDougall 1998, 2005; Ingold 2000; Edwards,
Gosden and Phillips 2006; Grasseni 2007; Edwards and
Bhaumik 2009; Pinney 2009) have (although sometimes
in different ways) sought to establish the visual as
inextricably related to other sensory modalities on the
one hand, and to other types of text on the other.

What is now being referred to as a ‘sensory turn’ in
scholarship can also be seen in recent thinking on the
notion of visual culture. Of course (and as many scholars
have pointed out from different perspectives) no culture
could have been simply visual, nor should the study of
the visual have ever been separated out from other
aspects of culture and modalities of sensory experience.
For instance, W. J. T. Mitchell, in defining the field of
visual culture, has asserted: ‘Visual culture encourages
reflection on the differences between art and non-art,
visual and verbal signs, and ratios between different
sensory and semiotic modes’, and ‘Visual Culture entails
a meditation on blindness, the invisible, the unseen, the
unseeable, and the overlooked; also on deafness and the
visible language of gesture; it also compels attention to
the tactile, the auditory, the haptic, and the phenomenon
of synaesthesia’ (2002, 90). Ella Shohat and Robert Stam
have stressed: ‘The visual is simply one point of entry . . .
into a multidimensional world of intertextual dialogism’
(2002, 22), and Irit Rogoff suggests that ‘visual culture
opens up an entire world of intertextuality in which

images, sounds and spatial deliniations are read onto and
through one another’ (2002, 24). Approaching the visual
specifically through a focus on the senses makes the
implications of a sensory turn more obvious: Elizabeth
Edwards and Kaushik Bhaumik introduce their recently
published reader, Visual Sense, as one that ‘explores
vision and sight as something sensorially integrated,
embodied and experienced’ (2009, 3), thus marking an
explicit shift in the ‘visual culture’ literature.

This emphasis on the senses has implications for the
consideration of power configurations in relation to the
image. Themes of the dominance of vision and the
power of visual discourses are central to visual culture
studies. However, as Edwards, Gosden and Phillips point
out, this ‘emphasis on the defining power of the visual is
paradoxical in relation to countervailing movements that
seek instead to recover and reaffirm alternative
economies of the senses’ (2006, 4). As this comment
implies, there seem to be two possible analytical routes
that the scholar of the visual sense might follow.

A first approach is outlined by Edwards and Bhaumik
through a consideration of the work of scholars who
stress the interrelatedness and interwovenness of
different sensory experiences or modalities. They concur
with David Howes in arguing a position that maintains
that the idea of ‘the discourse of visual culture for vision
nonetheless “retains its sensory dominance through
myriad scattered reflections” [Howes 2003, xii], but aims
to cohere, extend and reintegrate the sensory within
visual discourse’ (Edwards and Bhaumik 2009, 7). This
approach is embedded in the intellectual trajectory of
visual culture studies as it emerged from a nexus between
cultural studies, media studies and art history –
disciplines intensely involved in the analysis of discourse
and power relations, as was the anthropology of colonial
photography in the 1990s (e.g. Edwards 1992). Yet it
departs from this through its attachment to the
anthropology of the senses as developed by Howes (1991,
2003) that seeks to identify and compare how the senses
are hierarchically organised across cultures. This
approach treats the visual as the dominant sensory
modality in modern western cultures, thus elevating
both vision and the image itself, as an object assumed
capable of carrying discursive agency or power, to a
dominant status.

A second alternative approach does not necessarily deny
the relevance of visual images as part of power discourses
and relations, or that visual images might be implicated
in such discourses differently in different social and
cultural configurations. However, recent work by Ingold
(2000, 2007, 2008) and Christina Grasseni (2007)
suggests alternative ways of understanding the visual and
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vision which draw from phenomenology and
understandings of knowing as being rooted in, and
indeed inseparable from, practice, movement and the
constitution of place. Importantly, Ingold has pointed
out that the ‘hegemony of vision’ is itself a construct of
modern western philosophy and is lacking precisely
because it is not rooted in the study of actual visual
practices (2000, 286–7). He has criticised recent
literature in visual anthropology and visual culture for
associating vision with the image, since visual practices
involve much more than simply looking at images
(Ingold 2010). If we thus reject the idea that vision is
necessarily hegemonic, and recognise that its role in
human perception goes beyond the practice of looking at
images, another possibility is implied: that images
themselves do not have the power attributed to them by
a modern western ‘economy of the senses’. Neither do
images exclusively ‘belong’ to the visual sense, and
moreover, the idea that the visual sense is necessarily
dominant is itself questionable. Thus the question
becomes one not of understanding the dominance of
visual discourse, and how digital images might extend,
change or develop this; rather, it is a matter of
comprehending how images and other materialities,
sensory perception, discourses, persons and
intentionalities might cohere to constitute economies of
power and relatedness in specific situations.

This second position invites a different way of seeing how
both the visual is related to the other senses and how
power discourses attached to images (both analogue and
digital) work. I next outline a theory of multisensoriality
before suggesting how an understanding of images as
produced and consumed in movement is better served
by a theory of place than by one of networks.

THE IMAGE IN A MULTISENSORY WORLD

I have noted how visual culture scholars are rethinking
the image by acknowledging its relation to other senses.
Yet there is not absolute congruence between the
positions I cited above. While Mitchell calls for a
semiotic approach with a focus on synaesthesia, Rogoff
focuses on intertextuality and readability, and Edwards
and Bhaumik write of sensorial integration. These are
not the same thing. I now elaborate further on how
phenomenological and bio-neurological understandings
of the interconnected senses critically advance a notion
of multisensoriality.

Elsewhere (e.g. Pink 2009, forthcoming c), I discuss how
theories of multisensoriality emerging from
phenomenological anthropology and neurological
studies are increasingly compatible. Together, these

provide a convincing basis for re-situating the image in a
context of multisensoriality. I repeat them here to
contextualise the discussion. The work of the
philosopher Maurice Merleau-Ponty is influential in this
respect; significantly, Ingold draws our attention to his
understanding of the body as ‘not a collection of
adjacent organs, but a synergic system, all of the
functions of which are exercised and linked together in
the general action of being in the world’ (Merleau-Ponty
1962, 234, cited in Ingold 2000, 268). Merleau-Ponty’s
ideas are used by Ingold (2000) and the anthropological
filmmaker David MacDougall (1998) to emphasise the
interrelatedness of vision and sound and vision and
touch respectively. Similar arguments are now being
promoted by scholars working in neurosciences, in that
‘the five senses do not travel along separate channels, but
interact to a degree few scientists would have believed
only a decade ago’ (Cytowic 2010, 46). Indeed, as
neurobiologists Newell and Shams had previously
reported, scientific research also indicates that ‘our
phenomenological experience is not of disjointed
sensory sensations’; it is rather, they write, ‘of a coherent
multisensory world, where sounds, smells, tastes, lights,
and touches amalgamate’ and our sensory modalities
‘combine, substitute, or integrate’ (Newell and Shams
2007, 14–15). These arguments suggest that the notion
of multisensoriality conceived as such offers a viable
route for re-thinking the image in terms of place.

RE-THINKING MOVING IMAGES OR, HOW DO
IMAGES MOVE?

One of the first ideas invoked by the idea that images
move is the distinction between the ‘still’ and the
‘moving’ image, which is essentially concerned with the
content of images and the use of different media. Instead,
my interest is in understanding how images, as products
of and participants in wider environments, are both
produced and consumed in movement. As Alan Radley
and his co-authors point out regarding their work with
homeless people, still photography can be ‘anything but
still’ in that ‘using cameras involves people in a fair
amount of movement in order to take photographs’
(Radley et al. 2010, 37; see also Pink et al. 2010).

Other ideas of images in movement are also relevant
here. The idea that images move has conventionally
referred to the trajectories or biographies of images.
Studies of photographs as material culture have
recognised their mobility (e.g. Edwards 2003; Edwards,
Gosden and Phillips 2006; Edwards and Bhaumik 2009;
Pinney 2009). That the meanings of such moving images
are contingent on what Arjun Appadurai has called ‘the
social life of things’ (1986) as they move through
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different contexts is widely acknowledged. Thus images
are in movement as material or digital ‘things’ that travel
from one locality to another.

However, there is another way of understanding images
as moving: they form part of a world in which we are
continually moving forward and which is the very source
of their production and the environment of their
consumption. This latter formulation belongs to the
theory of place-as-event, which I elaborate below. The
idea of moving forward, temporally and/or in an
environment producing and/or consuming images, is in
one sense a question of human-image relations. To give a
sense of how we might progress forward with images,
Christopher Pinney’s notion of ‘corpothetics’ (sensory
corporeal aesthetics) provides us with particularly
interesting insights into how images might at once be
understood as having sensory qualities (Pinney 2009,
420), and be associated with potentialities. Discussing
uses of devotional images amongst rural images
consumers in India, Pinney suggests that here villagers
engaged ‘with images as the sources of future
interventions’ (2009, 418). However, Pinney suggests
that corpothetics is a more widespread practice,
applicable also to other practices that ‘stress mutuality
and corporeality in spaces as varied as those of religious
devotion and cinematic pleasure’ (2009, 420). Taking
Pinney’s points as an inspiration, the idea that we might
therefore ‘go forward with an image’ is highly pertinent.
Pinney contrasts corpothetics and aesthetics, in that if
the latter separates ‘image and beholder’, then
‘“corpothetics” entails a desire to fuse image and
beholder’ (2009, 422). Thus, seeing image and person as
having intertwined trajectories of movement invites us
think of the image as something with which we might
move forward. This principle might be extended not
only to consider how existing images are implicated in
corporeal relationships through which persons can
continue to move forward (in both physical
environments and affective and imaginative domains),
but also to think of the circumstances of their
production as being ‘in movement’.

FROM NETWORKED VISUAL EVENTS TO
EMPLACED IMAGES

Above I have suggested that images are multisensory and
can be understood as being produced and consumed in
movement. What remains is the question of how they
converge with other things to produce meanings, and as
such, how they become implicated in dominant (or
resistant) discourses.

In visual culture studies Mirzoeff ’s notion of the ‘visual
event’ offers a way of situating the image that

acknowledges its mobility and implicates it in discourse.
Mirzoeff ’s concept of the event is drawn from the work
of Michel Foucault, following Foucault’s suggestion that
‘the problem is at once to distinguish among events, to
differentiate the networks and levels to which they
belong, and to reconstitute the lines along which they are
connected and engender one another’ (Foucault 2000,
116, cited in Mirzoeff 2002, 6). He proposes that ‘the
event is the effect of a network in which subjects operate
and which in turn conditions their freedom of action’
(Mirzoeff 2002, 6). While Mirzoeff focuses on publicly
represented events, mainly involving war and conflict, if
we follow W. J. T Mitchell’s definition of visual culture,
the idea of the visual event might be taken to encompass
more than such public ‘media events’. As Mitchell puts it,
‘Visual Culture is not limited to the study of images or
media, but extends to everyday practices of seeing and
showing, especially those that we take to be immediate or
unmediated. It is less concerned with the meaning of
images than with their lives and loves’ (2002, 91).
Mirzoeff ’s idea of a ‘visual event’ usefully invites us to see
visual images, their production and their interpretation
(whether as public ‘media events’ or as events of
everyday life) as intensities of things and activities, and
as implicated in wider and interconnected sets of
processes. However, other recent scholarship offers ways
of understanding this type of interrelatedness in different
ways. As Radley et al.’s (2010) example inspires me to
suggest, the visual event is not a point on a network that
is connected to other points; rather, it is along everyday
and performative routes or narratives that people,
cameras, photographs and researchers’ trajectories
become interwoven. Thus, in what follows, I explore the
implications of going beyond the network principle
towards a theory of place that accounts more closely for
how images are produced and consumed in movement.
Drawing on the work of Ingold, I outline how recent
developments in spatial theory allow us to think beyond
the idea of a visual or media event by accounting for
movement as a constituting element of place, and of the
meanings of images. This perspective enables us to think
of images as being produced and consumed in
movement and of ‘the visual sense’ being part of
(multisensory) perception in movement. Indeed, as I
elaborate below, the thinking that informs such an
approach contests the notion of network itself.

Ingold’s work invites us to place movement at the centre
of human perception. He proposes that ‘knowing, like
the perception of the environment in general, proceeds
along paths of observation. One can no more know in
places than travel in them’ (2000, 229). While such
approaches are not yet so embedded in visual cultures or
visual anthropology literatures, they represent
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assumptions that are influential in the anthropology of
knowledge (e.g. Harris 2007). Following this paradigm,
once knowing and meaning become situated in
movement, rather than at the stopping points in
networks, the notion of network is rendered
problematic, thus offering a critical perspective on the
notion of the networked visual event. Ingold’s (2008)
perspective indicates how a focus on movement in and as
part of an environment might contradict the idea of a
network of interconnected nodes (or visual events).
Noting how ‘network thinking’ ‘allows for the possibility
that, with any pair of connected entities, each can play an
active part in the ongoing formation of the other’,
Ingold, however, critiques this understanding of relations
as ‘mutually constitutive’, whereby ‘there can be no
mutuality without the prior separation or
“over-againstness” of the parties to the compact’ (Ingold
2008, 1805–6). He proposes instead not understanding
discrete things as being connected to each other in a
network, but thinking in terms of lines, that ultimately
constitute what he refers to as a meshwork:

Beginning with the line, there is initially no
inside or outside, and no boundary separating
the two domains. There is, rather, a trail of
movement or growth.

Every such trail discloses a relation. But the
relation is not between one thing and another –
between the organism ‘here’ and the
environment ‘there’. It is, rather, a trail along
which life is lived (Ingold 2006, 13). Neither
beginning here and ending there nor vice versa,
the trail winds through, or amidst, without
beginning or end. (Ingold 2008, 1805; original
italics)

Thus:

This texture is what I mean when I speak of
organisms being constituted within a relational
field. It is a field not of connectable points but
of interwoven lines, not a network but a
meshwork. (Ingold 2008, 1805)

Ingold suggests that place might be conceptualised as an
entanglement (2008). Thus, the ‘event’ where
photographs are produced and consumed becomes not a
meeting point in a network of connections but an
intensity of entangled lines in movement.

Applying these ideas to the idea of a visual event, we are
thus invited to re-conceptualise a visual event as not
necessarily a public media event connected to a network
of other events; rather, the visual-place-event might be
conceptualised as an everyday intensity, whereby images
are made, carried, consumed, move forward and open

up potentialities with perceiving embodied persons as
part of specific environmental configurations. This does
not, however, mean that images, ideologies and
dominant discourses do not coincide and, with human
agencies and subjectivities, also cohere and move
forward together. The difference I am suggesting is that
we should understand this not as happening as an
intersection of nodes in networks, but in terms of a
meshwork (Ingold 2008) of moving things. This invites
the next question, of how might we conceptualise the
movement of images, and their meaning in movement.

The understanding of images as being in movement
developed in the previous section requires us to consider
how in fact they might be understood in terms of a wider
theory of a world in movement and how they might be
emplaced. It is of course not only images that move; as
Doreen Massey stresses, persons, ‘migrant rocks’ and
continents also move (Massey 2005, 130–42) leading her
to ask the question: ‘if everything is moving, where is
here?’ (2005, 138). Massey’s question is leading to a
theoretical rendering of ‘place’ that enables us to
comprehend the ‘here’ in terms of what she calls the
‘event of place’ (2005, 140). However, the notion of event
proposed here is rather different from the networked
‘visual event’ that frames the visual cultures analysis
outlined by Mirzoeff (2002). For Massey, then, like
Ingold, the making of place is contingent on movement.
Defining place as ‘the coming together of the previously
interrelated, a constellation of processes rather than a
thing’, it is something temporary, and, as she points out,
‘[t]he elements of this “place” will be, at different times
and speeds, again dispersed’ (Massey 2005, 141).

This has interesting implications for the image. First, it
suggests that images are inevitably produced and
consumed through the event of place and that they are
produced, viewed and become meaningful in movement
– not at points in networks, but as they move in
meshworks. This means that cameras, photographers,
video makers, subjects, collaborators, any element of the
environment that is bound up together in this process –
these are all implicated in the constitution of the image
and the place. What it is important to recognise here is
that the event of place will be, as Massey puts it,
‘dispersed’. It cannot be repeated, and neither is it
preserved in the photograph or video recording, which
itself will likewise, at its own speed, continue to move.
Therefore, as I have argued elsewhere (Pink forthcoming
a), when we show images, this does not involve taking
people ‘back’ (as in playing ‘back’ video, for example),
but entails a process of movement forward. As Massey
has pointed out in relation to the idea of persons actually
travelling ‘back’ to a ‘place’: ‘you can never simply “go
back” . . . When you get “there” the place will have
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moved on just as you yourself will have changed’ (2005,
124). Images, thus, are not ‘of ’ places or things. They
cannot be, as they are not independent of place and they
are contingent on encounters with things. But rather,
they are inevitably and unavoidably in places: they are
produced by moving through and not over or on
environments, and they are not stopping points so much
as outcomes of and in movement. This means making a
shift in thinking from the commonsense idea that a
photograph represents a static moment and thus is a
photograph of a place, to the idea that it is in place and in
movement. One way to think about this is by considering
the mapping practices of aerial photography. An example
of how one might think differently is to consider how,
for instance, aerial photographs might on the surface
seem to represent a static surface. Yet when one resituates
the photograph in terms of it being an outcome of and
simultaneously part of a series of intertwined processes,
it can be conceptualised quite differently. Accordingly it
does not involve static mapping, but rather is a complex
coming together of humans and technologies in
movement. Moreover, while initially we might think of
these images as being produced of the environment by
looking down at it, there is also another way of thinking
about this. If we maintain ‘place’ as an abstract concept
that refers to the idea of place as event, we can (following
Massey’s [2005] definition) think of these as created
through the coming together of humans, skills,
discourses, cameras, and other technologies and
processes. Although the discourse/ideology of such
images might be read as one that understands the surface
as mappable – that can be rendered static – the images
themselves actually belie this principle because they are
created in, and as such could be said to stand for,
movement, within the event of place. In this sense visual
events are not so much static nodes in networks. Rather,
they are created through movement, they stand for
movement and they are viewed in movement. They are
part of a world that is always in forward motion.

MOVING IMAGES: SOME EXAMPLES

How might we then apply these ideas to understanding
images that are part of the everyday lives and worlds of
real people? There is not space here to expand on this in
great detail. Instead, I develop two contrasting examples
to examine some selected ways this conceptualisation of
the image might work. I examine the historical analogue
example of Spanish bullfighting photography in the early
1990s, before digital media became mainstream, and the
very contemporary digital case of Google Street View.
These examples are interesting to consider alongside
each other because they have historical and technological

points of contrast, and because a notion of movement is
applicable to each in different ways.

First, to sum up, on the basis of the discussion above, I
suggest the following: photographs are part of
multisensory environments and experienced through the
interconnected senses; they are produced in and by
movement, they are not static, and do not stand for static
surfaces but always represent environments they were
part of; when we view or ‘consume’ images they cannot
take us ‘back’ but are part of new ‘constellations of
processes’ (Massey 2005), within a ‘meshwork’ (Ingold
2008); we become corporeally and sensorially engaged
with them (Pinney 2009) and move forward with and/or
in relation with them; images (as produced and
consumed) thus become intertwined with the
trajectories of moving perceiving bodies engaged in
continuous perception in a specific environment; and
they are both emergent from, and implicated in the
production of, the event of
place.

Early 1990s Spanish bullfight photography was produced
and consumed very differently from Google Street View
images. Such photographs were taken using analogue
cameras with fast black-and-white film (for the very
speed of the performance) and zoom lenses, and serious
amateur and professional bullfighters sought to produce
sets of images that followed set conventions, as well as
that extra-special moment that happened only
occasionally. From 1992 to 1994 I did anthropological
research about the Spanish bullfight, and as part of this,
practised as a keen amateur photographer. I interpreted
the bullfight, which was (and still is now) extricable from
the media context in which it exists, as a media event,
combining television, video, photography and print
media (Pink 1997), and now the Internet. I have more
recently re-interpreted my earlier work of the live
bullfight through a theory of place. There I argue that
‘the bullfight as place-event is each time reconstituted
through the convergence of an intensity of things in
process, emotions, sensations, narratives, persons and
narratives. They are sufficiently similar to previous
bullfights to be recognisable as the same event, but they
actually constitute a new place-event. The performance
of the bullfight is thus much more than embodied. It is
better interpreted as part of a complex ecology of things’
(Pink forthcoming b). Here I continue this task by
considering the implications of the discussion above for
reinterpreting bullfight photography as a component of a
place event.

Bullfight photography involves photographing a moving
human-animal combination, from a seemingly static
position (see Thompson 2010 for an Actor Network
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Theory analysis of this relationship). Yet the bullfight
photographer, whether sitting in the stalls or at the
ringside (if a professional), is never absolutely still. More
relevant here, though, is that their visual practices can
also be understood through a metaphor of movement.
This shows how the ‘visual’ practice of photographing is
interdependent with the other senses, and involves
something akin to ‘corpothetics’ (Pinney 2009). The
demands on bullfight photographers are high; they need
to produce certain images expected by highly
knowledgeable and critical viewers, who use the
photographs to (re)view the bullfight as a skilled
performance and experienced event. Therefore, as I
wrote in 1997, ‘some aficionados suggest that the
specialist photographers exhibit greater bullfighting
spirit than the toreros – it is they who capture more fully
the beauty of the event (for example, de Cordoba 1990,
11)’ (Pink 1997, 95). The importance of the bullfight
photographer’s capacity to ‘know’ the performance was
explained by one critic as follows: ‘Some people think
that an indispensable condition for being a good taurine
photographer is to have been a bullfighter, or at least to
be a practical aficionado’ (de Cordoba 1990, 11, in Pink
1997, 96, my translation from Spanish). The bullfight

photographer is meant to know what it is to move like a
bullfighter, to be able to feel her or himself into the
moves made by the performer, and, importantly, to take
the photograph at the right moment and be able to
anticipate performer and bull’s next move.
Photographing the bullfight is thus a sensory embodied
practice, in which the photographer uses her or his own
practical experience to become corporeally engaged with
the movement of bull and performer. She or he might be
sitting in the stalls, or leaning over the barrier, but is
simultaneously in movement, both through the narrative
of the performance and because her or his own actions
are intertwined and moving forward with those of the
bullfighter-bull.

What can this analysis of analogue bullfight photography
tell us more generally about dominant visual discourses?
There is indeed a dominant discourse through which the
bullfight is represented photographically. Yet, given the
above, is it fair to understand this as a visual discourse?
And to what extent is it discursive? Bullfight photography
is impossible if one cannot sense what it feels like to
perform with a bull. Bullfight photographers do not
simply create visual images that conform to set aesthetic

FIGURE 1. A matador seen with the bull in the final sequence of the bullfight, Madrid, Spain, 2008. Photograph by Marcus Obal.
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standards. Rather, these images are only possible because
they are part of the photographer’s movement with the
performance, her or his corporeal engagement with it.
Within bullfighting culture there is a dominant
(masculine) mode of understanding and experiencing
the performance, which is deemed the correct way to
experience it. Yet this is a multisensory skilled practice,
learnt through practical experience in training.
Photographs that correspond with this discourse are the
outcomes of the ways in which such skill enables the
photographer to move forward through the
performance. Photographs that do not correspond with
the conventions are understood as representing
alternative (feminine) and, to bullfight aficionados,
‘wrong’ ways of experiencing the performance (Pink
1997). Viewing the performance as a photographer is
therefore not simply a visual practice. Neither is the
practice of viewing bullfight photographs. Bullfight
photographs are what MacDougall (2005) calls
‘corporeal images’, in that they invite viewers to
appreciate both the embodied knowing of the
photographer and that of the bullfighter as they move.
The more general implication of this is that both
producing and viewing images are corporeal practices.
Rather than being simply the conveyors of visual
discourses, they are embedded in, and engage and evoke,
movement and all the senses, and as such, situate
photographs as part of the multisensory event of place
rather than within a visual event.

The relationships between Google Maps and Google
Street View images (see http://www.google.co.uk/help/

maps/streetview/behind-the-scenes.html for details and
photographs of how the images are produced) provide a
contrasting example, which brings movement to the fore
in a different way. Here, images produced along a route
in a way that makes the movement of the camera explicit
can be viewed from two different perspectives. Google
Street View images are taken as the camera passes
through an environment attached to a moving vehicle,
taking 360-degree pictures at determined intervals. Yet
when viewed digitally on a computer screen, they give
the viewer the impression or sensation of being able to
smoothly traverse or turn in a street. There are two ways
to think of Google Street View images. The first is as a
network of stopping points on a map when viewed from
above, as they can be when viewing with Google Maps
from the mapping perspective of ‘above’. The second is to
understand them as the outcome of a moving digital
camera on its way through an environment, that
represents a route through, and indeed that becomes a
component of, an environment. The first possibility
emphasises static points, while the second stresses the
experience of movement along a line. Google Street View

images are produced in movement – not as a series of
connected points in a network that are zoomed down to
for the purpose of photographing. They can, moreover,
be consumed through the experience of movement across
the screen, and it is here that the question of the
interconnected senses becomes most central.

Writing of the earlier Digital Earth Project initiated in
1998 in the United States by Al Gore and led by NASA,
Lisa Parks describes how this project was intended, ‘[i]n
addition to satellite imagery, . . . [to] include various
forms of visual, oral and written culture, immersing the
user quite literally within an information landscape’
(2002, 281), and quotes Gore’s vision of the user’s
experience which includes her taking ‘the equivalent of a
“magic carpet ride” through a 3-D visualization of the
terrain’ (Gore, quoted by Parks 2002, 281). Parks
identified what she calls the ‘imperialistic potential of the
Digital Earth Project’, and suggested that it ‘should not
only include “objective” maps and satellite images, but . .
. digital diaries, home pages and . . . “personal plots” as
well’ (Parks 2002, 289). These visions are now becoming
a reality which, following Park’s point, could be
interpreted in terms of the dominant mapping discourse
of satellite images taken from above being colonised by
the everyday media productions of people who live in
and go through the environment of the earth. Indeed,
these two forms of production might be understood as
pitched against each other and as creating dominant and
resistant discourses.

While the ‘dominant’ visual discourse can be
characterised as a process of satellite mapping from
above, Google Street View offers another perspective,
which is closer to the metaphor of knowing in
movement. It affords viewers possibilities to use their
existing experiences of environments to sense what it
might be or how it might feel to move through the ‘real’
locality represented on screen. Google Street View
images are not produced by users in the sense described
by Parks. Yet in the kind of scenario she describes,
neither would Google Street View be exempt from being
colonised by alternative digital routes and digital ways of
experiencing. By understanding all of these images
through a theory of multisensoriality and movement, we
are able to go beyond the idea of hierarchies being
contested through the production of alternative visual
discourses, to that of the alternative experiential fields
that are invoked through the consumption of different
types of image. Thus we might, likewise, conceptualise
the way online environments are constituted and
experienced through a theory of place, in that it involves
a ‘constellation of processes’ (Massey 2005) that includes
those of moving through localities and those of moving

http://www.google.co.uk/help
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across a screen, and the multisensoriality that each of
these implies.

IMAGES AND SENSES IN PLACE?

To conclude, I return to the question with which I began
this article – how might we critically interrogate the
issues of the relationship between images and power, and
indeed of the place of vision in hierarchically organised
economies of the senses? I have suggested understanding
the production and consumption of images as something
that essentially involves multisensoriality and movement.
As I have shown through the case studies, it is not that
digital photography involves more movement or that it
involves movement whereas analogue photography did
not. Rather, digital images and the ways in which we can
consume them bring our attention to and invoke the
feeling of movement in new ways. Recognising that the
production and consumption of photographs are
essentially embedded in movement implies a re-thinking
of how images might become the bearers of dominant
discourses and of assumptions that in doing so they
might also engage vision-as-the-dominant-sense.

A theory of multisensoriality, movement and
place-as-event therefore invites a way of understanding
the visual that moves away from the ideas of dominant
visual discourses and the visual event as a node in a
network. Instead it suggests focusing on the routes
through which images are produced and interpreted. It
prompts researchers to ask not ‘to what is the image
connected as its meanings are constituted?’, but rather,
‘with what is it accompanied and intertwined as it is
produced and consumed?’ The examples introduced
above go some way to demonstrating how this approach
can be engaged. Yet my intention in this article has been
to open up new points for investigation rather than to
close the analysis here. Therefore, when considering the
production and consumption of digital images and
seeking to situate them in new configurations of place,
there are new questions that we need to ask. These focus
on examining areas such as: where do we go with images,
and by whom and what else are we accompanied as we
move forward in perceiving, knowing and being? How
do images thus entangled in the sensoriality, materiality,
sociality and discursive narratives of both everyday life
and public media events become implicated in relations
of power? If we remove the assumptions that the visual
sense dominates and that images themselves can contain
discursive power, we might get closer to understanding
how power and domination actually happens and the
roles that images play in this. Thus, my final point is to
argue for a thorough investigation of the wider
implications of theories of multisensoriality, perception
and movement for understanding how we make and

experience digital images. This involves shifting the focus
from asking how these might produce what Parks refers
to as ‘alternative visions in . . . digital domains’ (1998,
289) to how they might produce alternative
phenomenologies.
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