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Drawing on iterative, empirical work that investigates the conditions of an everyday
hypermediated environment, this paper focuses on experiences of livestreaming from
the Disney Parks in order to think about the embodied and the technological in relation
to the limits of mobility within this configuration of space(s). In doing so, | engage with
longstanding ideas around multiple temporalities (e.g. Kristeva, 1981; Felski, 2000;
Grosz, 2005; Baraitser, 2017), concepts of space (e.g. Lefebvre, 1991; Grosz, 2001;
Merleau-Ponty, 2012; Kinkaid, 2020) and of the body (e.g. Grosz, 1994; Simonsen,
2005; Hansen, 2006; Knudsen and Stage, 2015a), as well as online culture and live
streaming practices (e.g. Burgess and Green, 2018; Mueser and Vlachos, 2018; Taylor,
2023; Ruberg et al., 2023). These ideas come to be framed in this project by an
overwhelming sense of industry that is threaded through enmeshed within neo-liberal
political structures. Yet industry is not often seen here, and instead, these practices and
experiences relating to live streaming are understood as centrally relating to pleasure
and affect. In other words, pleasure works to mask industry — as well as issues around
mobility, power and the conditions of possibility in which these experiences occur — and
therefore, sets out how these experiences come to be framed and positioned,
particularly in terms of the multiple, oscillatory, and fluctuating subject positions of live
streamers.

Central to these issues is an idea of space which is doubly lived: first, as a physical,
tangible space (in thinking about live streamers in the Disney Parks), and second, as a
virtual space (such as Internet streaming sites such as YouTube, for example, which
host the live stream). What | want to argue is that live streaming operates within a kind
of hybrid space that is crucially both physical and virtual. Thinking in this way enables
what Thornham (2018) has argued against the conceptual separation of the real (and
corporeal) and the virtual (see also Grosz, 2001; Walkerdine, 2007). As such, we can
see live streaming not as two separate, discrete spaces, but as transmitting across this
binary and as complexly and powerfully embodied, lived and everyday. That these
experiences are embodied is important here in terms of how they come to be conceived
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of and conceptualised. What | am suggesting here then is that we can think about these
spaces as a vicarious space in which vicarity is underpinned by a sense of mobility and
an investment in the embodied. Vicarious space is implicitly configured through the
technological in relation to video-sharing platforms and within social, cultural, political,
and economic structures and systems which are — ultimately — everyday and mundane.

By positioning live streaming among the mundane, | am asking us to consider how, as a
practice, it is embedded within a set of routine and normative experiences (see Morris,
1988; Seigworth, 2000) that are part and parcel of Internet culture more broadly. In this
context, live streaming is not just a set of protocols that enable (or not) video
transmission, but the material, dynamic and anticipatory points of connection between
streamer and viewer. By foregrounding these connections in this way, | am attempting
to re-politicise what often is left out or forsaken in our imaginings by drawing a line of
critical inquiry between the mundane, live streaming, and embodied vicarious space. At
the same time, there is a further dialectic at play in thinking about Disney — which is
often imagined as magical, as dramatic, and as ‘hyperreal’ (Eco, 1986) — and the
mundane. What | want to say here is that Disney is all of these things, as well as
ordinary and everyday and in recognising this, we also need to note the politics of this
manoeuvre and the implications of this for the (neoliberal) subject. As | have already
said, industry emerges throughout this paper, and it emerges here again in thinking
about Disney as a global media conglomerate. Disney is historically, culturally and
economically significant and holds an immense amount of power, evidenced in their
impact on global culture. By turning to live streaming from the Disney Parks as | do
here, | am pushing for us to think about the conditions which enable these particular
configurations of embodiment, technology, and space that are, of course, framed by and
recursively fed through consumer-capitalism and neo-liberalism among other systems of
power.

Methods

In April 2024 | will spend a week ‘going along’ with several live streamers within the
Walt Disney World theme parks. | will observe, reflect, and ask questions — encouraging
those | am ‘going along’ with to do the same. Walk-along methods emerge here as an
experimental method that becomes folded together with the critical issues | am taking
up, which — to reiterate — crucially relate to embodiment, mobility, and a notion of
vicarity. This is important because it, in part, reflects a different way of ‘knowing’
something about the ephemeral, embodied experiences of live streaming | am
interested in and in so doing, challenges differentials of power in data and lead us to
more responsible ways of knowing (see D’Ignazio and Klein, 2020). More than this,
these methods contribute a political shift towards playfulness that invites us to expose
orientations by elevating the relational, sensory, embodied and contingent ways of
knowing and experiencing the space. Here then, | am drawing from ‘rapid ethnography’
(see Millen, 2000; Handwerker, 2001; Vindrola-Padros, 2021), ‘walk-along methods’
(see Kusenbach, 2003; 2016; Walkerdine, 2007; Carpiano, 2009; Rose et al., 2010),
inventive and affective methods (Lury and Wakeford, 2014; Knudsen and Stage,
2015b), live methods (Back and Puwar, 2012), and feminist onto-epistemologies
(Oakley, 1981; Ang, 1996; Skeggs, 1997; Barad, 2007). Taken together, these
approaches enable us to feel our way through complex entanglements of sets of



politics. Indeed, what | am hoping for here, is a sense of research with (rather than on)
live streamers. Yet, there are limits to this ethico-onto-epistemology, of course, and as
such it is important to recognise that in writing up and sharing my work in this way, | am
representing, | am performing knowledge in certain ways. These ways are not natural or
value free; these are my accounts, based on my interpretations, my enactments of my
research.

Speculative Conclusions

This paper focuses on live streaming as a set of experiences that configure
embodiment, technology and space in particular ways that direct a spotlight on to an
idea of vicarious space. In thinking about the conditions of this kind of space, | am
directed to consider the implications for mobility and it is here | turn now in proposing
some speculative conclusions. If Disney is a “middle class kingdom” (Mittermeier, 2019)
then there is an underlying set of politics that which asks us to consider for whom this
space is for. This question absolutely and powerfully relates to concepts choice and
agency. Mobility is necessary in that it enables people to choose pleasure; to choose
Disney. Yet, we can recognise the ways in which class, along with gender, race and
disability intersect and become subsumed within powerful neoliberal politics under a
guise of mobility, and as such, and in configuring live streaming as a vicarious space,
the Internet makes possible certain relations and connections. What | am asking here
then is how is vicarity imagined in terms of embodied subjectivity and agency? And how
should we understand this in terms of the Internet and opportunities for connectivity?

References

Ang, |. 1996. Living room wars: rethinking media audiences for a postmodern world.
London: Routledge.
Back, L. and Purwal, N. eds. 2012. Live Methods. Malden, MA: Blackwell.
Barad, K.M. 2007. Meeting the universe halfway: quantum physics and the
entanglement of matter and meaning. Durham: Duke University Press.
Baraitser, L. 2017. Enduring Time. London: Bloomsbury.
Burgess, J. and Green, J. 2018. YouTube: Online Video and Participatory Culture 2nd
ed. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Carpiano, R.M. 2009. Come take a walk with me: The “Go-Along” interview as a novel
method for studying the implications of place for health and well-being. Health &
Place. 15(1), pp.263-272.
D’lgnazio, C. and Klein, L.F. 2020. Data Feminism. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The
MIT Press.
Eco, U. 1986. Travels in Hyperreality: Essays. San Diego: Harcourt.
Felski, R. 2000. Doing Time: Feminist Theory and Postmodern Culture. New York, NY:
New York University Press.
Grosz, E. 1994. Volatile Bodies: Toward a Corporeal Feminism. Bloomington, IN:
Indiana University Press.
. 2001. Architecture from the Outside: Essays on Virtual and Real Space.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
. 2005. Time Travels: Feminism, Nature, Power. Durham, NC: Duke University
Press.



Handwerker, W.P. 2001. Quick Ethnography. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

Hansen, M.B.N. 2006. Bodies in Code: Interfaces with Digital Media. New York, NY:
Routledge.

Kinkaid, E. 2020. Re-encountering Lefebvre: Toward a critical phenomenology of social
space. Environment and Planning D: Society and Space. 38(1), pp.167—186.

Knudsen, B.T. and Stage, C. 2015a. Global Media, Biopolitics and Affect: Politicizing
Bodily Vunerability. New York, NY: Routledge.

. (eds.). 2015b. Affective Methodologies: Developing Cultural Research Strategies
for the Study of Affect. New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan.

Kristeva, J. 1981. Women’s Time. Signs. 7(1), pp.5—-12.

Kusenbach, M. 2003. Street Phenomenology: The Go-Along as Ethnographic Research
Tool. Ethnography. 4(3), pp.455—485.

. 2016. The Go-Along Method. In: Schwanhaul3er, A. ed. Sensing the City: A
Companion to Urban Anthropology. Berlin: Birkhauser, pp. 154—158.

Lefebvre, H. 1991. The Production of Space. Oxford: Blackwell.

Lury, C. and Wakeford, N. eds. 2014. Inventive methods: the happening of the social.
London: Routledge, pp.1-24.

Merleau-Ponty, M. 2012. Phenomenology of perception. Abingdon: Routledge.

Millen, D.R. 2000. Rapid ethnography: time deepening strategies for HCI field research.
In: Boyarski, D., and Kellogg, W. A. Proceedings of the 3rd conference on
Designing interactive systems: processes, practices, methods, and techniques
(DIS '00), 17-19 August, New York, NY. New York, NY: Association for
Computing Machinery, pp. 280-286.

Mittermeier, S. 2019. A Cultural History of the Disneyland Theme Parks: Middle Class
Kingdoms. Bristol: Intellect.

Morris, M. 1988. Banality in Cultural Studies. Discourse. 10(2), pp.3—-29.

Mueser, D. and Vlachos, P. 2018. Almost like being there? A conceptualisation of live-
streaming theatre. International Journal of Event and Festival Management. 9(2),
pp.183—203.

Oakley, A. 1981. Interviewing women: a contradiction in terms. In: Roberts, H. ed. Doing
Feminist Research. London: Routledge, pp.30-61.

Rose, G., Degen, M. and Basdas, B. 2010. More on ‘big things’: building events and
feelings. Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers. 35(3), pp.334—349.

Ruberg, B., Brewer, J., Cullen, A.L.L. and Persaud, C.J. 2023. The Revolution Is
Streaming Live: Cultural Perspectives on the Age of Live Streaming In: J.
Brewer, B. Ruberg, A. L. L. Cullen and C. J. Persaud, eds. Real Life in Real
Time: Live Streaming Culture. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, pp.1-24.

Seigworth, G.J. 2000. Banality for Cultural Studies. Cultural Studies. 14(2), pp.227-268.

Simonsen, K. 2005. Bodies, sensations, space and time: the contribution from Henri
Lefebvre. Geografiska Annaler: Series B, Human Geography. 87(1), pp.1-14.

Skeggs, B. 1997. Formations of Class & Gender: Becoming Respectable. London:
SAGE.

Taylor, T.L. 2023. Broadcasting Our Lives, Broadcasting Ourselves In: J. Brewer, B.
Ruberg, A. L. L. Cullen and C. J. Persaud, eds. Real Life in Real Time: Live
Streaming Culture. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, pp. ix—xvi.

Thornham, H. 2018. Gender and Digital Culture: Between Irreconcilability and the
Datalogical. London: Routledge.



Vindrola-Padros, C. 2021. Rapid ethnographies: a practical guide. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Walkerdine, V. 2007. Children, Gender, Video Games: Towards a Relational Approach
to Multimedia. Palgrave Macmillan.



