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In this chapter, we review and highlight key themes, recurring chal-
lenges, and best practices for participatory video. In particular, we il-
lustrate emerging technologies and future directions based on recent 
examples of projects and platforms that focus on mobile and networked 
media production. Through these practices, methodologies, and tools 
we critically examine notions of participation, socialized learning, dia-
logue, and reflection while considering how ethics, power dynamics, and 
authorship are increasingly being negotiated in collaborative and net-
worked media environments. 

Participatory video has been described as both an approach to work-
ing dynamically with communities toward shared goals and as an open, 
reflexive process of media production. Implicit in both these ideas is the 
notion of empowerment for participants, including ownership and con-
trol of one’s own representation, and the ability to create and manage it. 
Although various authors in this volume have critiqued some of the limi-
tations of this work, what makes participatory video distinct as a meth-
odology is its potential to offer a holistic approach to research and social 
change. More than collaborative production with technical strategies and 
vague goals of promoting engagement, it emphasizes an iterative process 
whereby facilitators work in tandem with communities to plan, produce, 
distribute, and often advocate around a meaningful visual narrative. 

As the various authors in this volume have demonstrated, participa-
tory video is a practice that emerged as an applicable methodology for 
academic researchers engaged in participatory action research, as well 
as professional media makers and community activists. Moreover, as 
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a process it can help to develop social power through encouraging dia-
logue, providing a safe framework in which to negotiate actions, exer-
cising agency through collaborative production, and influencing social 
agendas. Today, with the ubiquity of affordable cameras, networked 
collaboration, and more accessible means of production—including 
mobile devices, cloud sharing, and online editing—participatory video 
production as a practice continues to evolve, spread, and take new forms. 
But tools alone should not be isolated from facilitation and process or 
perceived as a means of empowerment merely by virtue of their ubiquity 
or popularity. Dialogue, intention, and reflection are as important, or 
even more important, to the media-making experience, and goals must 
remain fluid to meet the changing needs of community stakeholders at 
all stages of the process.

Building relationships, establishing trust, and creating positive 
learning experiences while remaining critical about one’s own role and 
the power dynamics at play are values that are often more crucial to the 
project than the objective of completing a film. By working with commu-
nity stakeholders to set clear goals from the outset, both facilitator and 
participants can work together toward shared outcomes. 

Throughout this volume, several issues have been discussed in dif-
ferent ways, as participatory video is used as a form of research, as a 
process of community engagement, and in the technical production of an 
audiovisual text. Relevant themes include participatory video as a con-
tested practice, a form of socialized learning and reflective methodology; 
the complex ethical considerations and power dynamics in producing 
and disseminating participatory video; and the challenges of negotiating 
authorship and collaboration, particularly in networked media produc-
tion environments.

Rethinking Participation, Learning, and 
Reflection with Participatory Video

Practitioners and scholars who have contributed chapters to this book 
have noted the contested interpretations of what counts as participation. 
Video projects sometimes involve community consultation rather than 
community participation, and producers/researchers need to be con-
scious of the difference, and strategic about the benefits and challenges 
of each approach. Similarly, the language used to describe participatory 
video is often unconsciously exclusionary, especially to those with physi-
cal or mental disabilities. As researchers, we need to be more aware of 
implicit assumptions about participation, and we need to reframe our 
understanding of engagement to create opportunities for each partici-
pant to feel supported and included during facilitation.
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Video projects that are designed to be intentionally participatory 
include participants in the creative process, whereas in social learning, 
a context is created in which a group or community can innovate in 
response to mutual challenges. In the latter instance, the process of pro-
duction has beneficial community effects. Project leaders therefore need 
to consider whether social learning is a central goal or only a side benefit 
of their initiatives.

Elizabeth Miller and Michelle Smith (Chapter 21 in this volume) ask 
whether we need a process to meet minimum standards if we are to call 
it participatory, and others suggest we need to look more at the context 
and conditions of participation rather than viewing engagement as an 
end in itself. We also need to understand participatory video as part of 
an historical process in which media production has been used to learn 
about and address social issues. As noted by Chris High et al. (Chapter 
2 in this volume), it is grounded within already existing social move-
ments and transnational networks that are still expanding. The authors 
also suggest considering Alfonso Gumucio Dagron’s (2001) parameters 
for participatory media—that is, projects that are people-driven and 
horizontal, that are owned by the participants and that raise conscious-
ness, that are about the process of dialogue and participation rather than 
top-down campaigns, and that emphasize long-term processes over 
short-term solutions.

Whether participatory video is conceived of as a methodology or a 
movement within a long history of social action, its focus needs to remain 
on skills and values rather than on restrictive methods in order to keep 
the process open and iterative. Although some of the literature on par-
ticipatory video has tended to be uncritical in its citing of the benefits of 
the method while not always addressing its challenges or related ethical 
considerations, we need to be cognizant of the fact that video itself is a 
mediated representation of subjects. Practitioners and scholars in this 
book urge a need for critical reflection on the contexts in which research 
is conducted and distributed.

The videos as actual productions can also be effective as research 
texts, though video is still a limited form of data collection. During con-
tent analysis, researchers need to be aware of what visual data has been 
omitted and consider why certain content might not have been screened 
or shared. Audubon Dougherty (2011) used mobile videos posted online 
as research texts in a study that explores the motivations behind live-
streaming mobile video production for civic engagement. Postulating 
that a more accessible means of production can lower the barrier to 
entry for video producers using mobile phones, she combined a content 
analysis of public videos with qualitative interviews with active produc-
ers. After speaking with producers of educational, journalistic, activist, 
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political, and religious content, she learned that their desire to broadcast 
to a perceived audience is a primary motivating factor for live-streaming 
mobile video production. Instantaneous broadcasting, accessibility, nov-
elty, and ease of use were also considered important incentives. These 
insights would not have been gained if the methodology were limited 
to a close reading of the videotexts, divorced from a broader analysis 
of their contexts of production. Although this was not a controlled lab 
study wherein participants were recruited and asked to produce videos, 
much was learned from a quantitative analysis of existing videos posted 
online. This type of combined approach can be effective as a research 
strategy if the researcher is conscious of the limitations of each method, 
and clear from the outset about desired goals.

Often, research insights can lead to practical solutions and the de-
velopment of new tools and practices. After individual research and 
hands-on projects in the field of participatory video, the co-authors 
worked with a team at the MIT Center for Civic Media (in collaboration 
with the Comparative Media Studies program and The New School for 
Public Engagement) to create Aago, a mobile media application and web 
platform for youth media makers. With the increasing proliferation of 
mobile digital media tools and online video distribution (Castells, 2008a), 
we concluded there was a need for secure, easy-to-use platforms for 
sharing and organizing media content among youth. This was especially 
true in contrast to the inaccessibility, technical difficulty, and expense of 
higher-end camcorders and editing software typically used for participa-
tory video projects with youth. Our project aimed to encourage mobile 
multimedia production by teens, allowing them to create, collaboratively 
curate, and share media narratives using a mix of handheld tools (includ-
ing iPods) and online platforms. 

During the production phase, teens are encouraged to use the Aago 
application to informally capture and tag their content (audio, video, 
or photos), then group it into activities. These clips are represented as 
multimedia data in a fluid form on the device. Creating stories—cohe-
sive narratives—involves piecing together relevant media clips, ordering 
them into a sequence, and adding a timed voice-over. These completed 
stories can then be played back as short videos on the device or exported 
to the web platform for collaborative editing, tagging, and sequenc-
ing. Thus the experience of narrative media creation becomes a mobile, 
individualized process whereas curation is delineated as a networked, 
collective process among young participants who may not be co-located. 
The goal is to allow rapid production, curation, and publication of collec-
tive media narratives among youth through a simple and intuitive tool 
on a platform they are already using daily. When soliciting participation 
from community members of any age, using tools with which they are 
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already comfortable is an effective means of encouraging engagement, 
since the barrier for entry is lower. The Aago mobile application proto-
type has emerged through a series of participatory design sessions with 
young media makers in local community groups in the Boston area. It 
is continually being evaluated in the field through focused youth media 
workshops before it is released as an open source platform for wider 
public dissemination.

As a means of data collection, older technologies and practices—in-
cluding observation, diary studies, and field notes—can supplement any 
multimedia strategy. In addition to content creation, for example, content 
analysis can be a collective and reflective process, as discussed by Nitin 
Sawhney (Chapter 11 in this volume), when we are examining case stud-
ies of youth media narratives, human rights video, and visual illness 
narratives; and this can lead to much richer insights from the participants 
and content creators, which are invaluable for pedagogical assessment, 
research, advocacy, and personal health outcomes. Although visual pro-
duction projects have the potential to raise social issues and represent 
communities, producers need to prioritize relationships over results, and 
recognize that research findings can change as group members either 
establish trust or experience conflicts.

Ethics and Power Dynamics of Producing 
and Disseminating Participatory Video

Many authors in this volume have suggested that an ethical code is 
needed to highlight inclusion strategies and best practices in production 
and community engagement. From a production perspective, protecting 
vulnerable subjects is paramount, as is getting written or verbal consent 
from subjects. With certain populations, gaining informed consent can 
be challenging, but it is a crucial part of the process for transparent, mu-
tually beneficial engagement, and for establishing a sense of control for 
all parties. Similarly, reaching consent is necessary at the final stage of 
media projects so that there is collective approval during various stages 
of the film (and especially in its final cut), as well as of its depictions, in 
some cases, of participants and the broader community. Giving partici-
pants the opportunity to review footage and to make editorial decisions 
throughout the process can be challenging in practice, but helpful in 
verifying information and avoiding conflicts later on in the process. 

Miller and Smith (Chapter 21 in this volume) have provided useful 
principles for guiding and negotiating distribution strategies, addressing 
not only the fate of the film but the health of the community engagement 
process after the media text has been publicly released. Discussing recep-
tion, Sara Kindon, Geoff Hume-Cook, and Kirsty Woods (Chapter 22 in 
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this volume) advocate for an awareness of ethical issues surrounding 
the screening and distribution of audiovisual material as well as par-
ticipants’ involvement and representation at those public venues. This is 
also a relevant consideration for distribution of content in online spaces; 
guidelines for extended engagement with one’s audience and methods 
for mediation of feedback in the digital space would be useful.

In a report on video technology for human rights for the advocacy 
group WITNESS,1 Sameer Padania et al. (2011) point out that ethics for 
remixed, nonlinear media need to be updated since these formats often 
differ from earlier types of media in their production, storage, consump-
tion, and distribution. The authors suggest integrating ethical guidelines 
into web and mobile applications, 

providing links at appropriate points in the mobile and online user flow 
to downloadable, mobile-ready video guides, supporting users to deal 
better with (informed) consent, protecting safety and security of those 
filmed and those filming, and vicarious trauma for those filming and 
those watching. (p. 27)

Working with vulnerable subjects always necessitates an ethical ap-
proach. One such example of a collective and wide-scale participatory 
video project is Mobile Voices (VozMob2), both a platform and a program 
for immigrant and/or low-wage workers in Los Angeles. It began as a 
collaboration between the Annenberg School for Communication and 
Journalism at the University of Southern California and the Institute of 
Popular Education of Southern California. In the project, participants 
were invited to create stories about their lives and communities through 
videos, photos, and audio clips that were captured on mobile phones and 
published onto a web platform for wider dissemination and discussion 
within and beyond the community. Though the project is not entirely run 
by its users, participation is understood as a community effort in which 
contributions come from voluntary translators, community organizers, 
web developers, MMS hackers, funders, and technology partners. In this 
project, ethical considerations come into play for project leaders who 
are maintaining a web presence and promoting the project externally, 
particularly when the visual footage—although produced and controlled 
by subjects themselves—can include representations of vulnerable popu-
lations. As noted earlier, one solution to these types of dilemmas is to 
articulate the goals of the project in advance and work with participants 
to design a distribution and legal strategy to support those goals.

Increasingly, we are seeing a shift in the way developers are creat-
ing multimedia applications for mobile phones and tablet devices; they 
are aiming to provide features that support on-the-go production while 
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protecting the privacy of both subjects and media creators, particularly 
vulnerable populations in the context of human rights advocacy. Se-
cureSmartCam is a project that focuses on developing secure mobile 
applications that ensure that the video, metadata, and other personal 
identifiers of those in front of and behind the camera can be better man-
aged, or anonymized before wider dissemination. Developed through a 
collaboration between WITNESS and the Guardian Project,3 the creators 
were motivated to create a service to support ethical filmmaking by 
citizen journalists at a time when lawmakers are still negotiating how to 
legislate new technologies and the practices they support:

So far, policy discussions around visual privacy have largely centered 
on public concerns about surveillance cameras and individual liberties. 
But with automatic face-detection and recognition software being incor-
porated into consumer cameras, applications (apps) and social media 
platforms, the risk of automated or inadvertent identification of activists 
and others—including victims, witnesses and survivors of human rights 
abuses—is growing. (Padania et al., 2011, p. 19)

In response to this need, their new mobile application ObscuraCam 
seeks to provide automatic and manual face distortion capability; offer 
an auto-syncing option to upload images to the cloud; redesign metadata 
based on human rights standards to incorporate consent, intent, and 
encrypted geo-location data; and include a panic button, so to speak, to 
wipe all images from the mobile device in case of confiscation or other 
compromising circumstances. Though the project is still in development, 
it represents an early attempt to create mobile multimedia applications 
that actively support and encourage ethical video production by human 
rights defenders. Here the emphasis is not strictly on the production of 
video but on curation of its details through assessing, monitoring, and 
changing content prior to export. Once shot, the mobile video footage 
can be uploaded from the device to the internet with the details of its 
production embedded, in effect preserving critical information as the 
video is circulated online.

When exploring complex embedded power relations, facilitators 
and communities must understand that participatory video projects can-
not alone produce social change, but are able to create an environment 
in which those issues can be explored safely. The relationship between 
the facilitator, participants, and audiences needs to be examined to gain 
a broader understanding of engagement. To assume that so-called em-
powerment is embedded in all forms of ethnographic or participatory 
methodologies would be naïve; although people are given a chance to 
speak, this does not mean that internal or external power dynamics have 
been improved or altered. 
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Facilitators, consultants, and educators need to gain a sense of the 
power dynamics within organizations or communities in order to design 
a participatory video strategy that is both sensitive and helpful. They also 
need to design citizen media projects as expressions of agency, as sug-
gested by Bronwen Low et al. (Chapter 3 in this volume), to challenge or 
at least acknowledge traditional social relations of power. These authors 
have suggested that participatory video methodology can offer a repo-
sitioning of the researcher and the researched as equal participants both 
behind and in front of the camera. This is not to say that the responsibili-
ties of each stakeholder need to be equal, but that each person’s contribu-
tion is valued and respected.

Audubon Dougherty (2011) ran M-Generations,4 a hands-on mobile 
video production project with Kenyan adults and teens in which power 
dynamics became a key concern. A Kenyan community leader had ar-
ticulated his concern about a perceived cultural divide between recently 
immigrated adults and their children now being raised in the United 
States. This project originated in response to that concern, as a way for 
young and old participants to learn about one another’s lives through vi-
sual narratives, but without the learning curve and accessibility hurdle of 
using professional camcorders for production. Ironically, letting partici-
pants direct their own video production was not as successful as having 
the facilitator provide each individual with concrete feedback, shooting 
assignments, and more strategic guidelines after engaging with the 
group in content analysis of their emerging video work. A more strategic 
methodology would have been helpful in outlining project facilitation 
methods, but instead, she took an ethnographic stance by prioritizing 
trust building over project outputs, and sought to iterate her method in 
response to participants’ needs as the workshops developed.

By far, the most important part of the process was not navigating 
technical platforms or teaching the dynamics of mobile production but, 
rather, building relationships with both the young and older participants 
and gaining trust from the Kenyan community. This involved sitting 
through many hours of church services in Swahili and Kikuyu, playing 
with children, drinking tea with the adults, and communicating regu-
larly with youth participants and their parents. Having known the com-
munity leader before beginning the project, the author realized that his 
personal endorsement was critical to the project’s success. And yet, this 
endorsement was a double-edged sword in terms of power dynamics; 
because of the community leader’s support, the author feared that some 
participants might have felt compelled to take part in the project when 
they otherwise would not have volunteered. This reflects the tricky nego-
tiations we often face as facilitators. In this context the author strove for 
transparency, acknowledging her relationship with the person in charge 
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and discussing her motives for the project with all the participants. While 
the group did complete a final film that was screened to community 
members, as had been decided at the outset, the real value of the experi-
ence for all involved was in learning about one another and engaging in 
a meaningful intergenerational exchange.

Negotiating Authorship and Collaboration 
in Networked Media Production

Quite often, community-produced video projects have obligations to 
satisfy funders or nongovernmental organization agendas; the degree 
to which the community owns and controls the process can be in ques-
tion as the project advances, so setting clear roles and responsibilities 
from the outset is important. Conflicts of interest can be identified and 
addressed early through a results-based planning approach, working 
backward from desired results to the assets and infrastructure required 
to achieve them. 

Research and funding institutions often do not recognize shared au-
thorship, so decisions about ownership and intellectual property need to 
be finalized before seeking funding. The same is true for dissemination 
and copyright strategies in a changing online environment. Verbal or 
written contracts are important to negotiate at the outset of any project 
so that shared goals can be articulated, responsibilities are understood, 
and stakeholders feel valued and acknowledged for their individual 
contributions.

Regarding the changing nature of copyright and collaborative pro-
duction, Patricia Aufderheide (Chapter 27 in this volume) explains that 
creators must look beyond settled law in this nebulous area if they wish 
to engage in participatory video projects. They need to gain an under-
standing of their own rights and avoid unnecessary self-censorship, and 
to this end, codes of best practices—such as the Documentary Filmmakers’ 
Statement of Best Practices in Fair Use—can be extremely useful. Although 
as Max R. C. Schleser (Chapter 25 in this volume) notes, collaboration 
can account for increased agency in a digital environment, fear and 
misunderstanding of legal frameworks have, at the same time, hindered 
participatory production in the digital era. As noted in WITNESS’ re-
port, “Although there is near universal rejection of any further statutory 
regulation of content, self-regulation of content may soon emerge in the 
internet and social media industries in the U.S. and EU” (Padania et al., 
2011, p. 22).

In a case study by Arvid Engström, Mattias Esbjörnsson, and Oskar 
Juhlin (2008), a prototype application was used by video jockeys (VJs) at 
a dance club to mix live video and visuals through interaction between 
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the musicians and participants. The authors wanted to learn how their 
media production fit into various forms of social interaction and explore 
the potential of adding new forms of live media production. They created 
an application, SwarmCam, which supported the VJ performance by 
making it a collective effort to which club visitors could contribute with 
their own live video footage in real time by using their phones. While 
visitors were filming, the VJ could apply basic effects on the streams in-
dividually, using live image-processing tools in the mixer interface, and 
the output video was displayed on screens in the performance space. The 
video footage was crowdsourced, so ownership and control were key is-
sues. The remixed images were the result of a joint effort between club 
visitors and VJs, and the real-time streaming made both the media and 
the experience ephemeral rather than archival. 

However, the research team concluded that they needed to create 
feedback mechanisms between visitors and VJs, allowing guests to pro-
pose specific shots and VJs to respond to those suggestions and visually 
direct participating videographers. Because visitors’ video footage was 
mixed and displayed publicly in real time, the incentive for participa-
tion in the project was high. The context of engagement was a controlled 
environment in which entertainment was a priority; project developers 
understood this context, made the means of production readily available 
to visitors, and designed their prototype to support interaction around 
those conditions.

Rapid advancements in information and communication technolo-
gies are allowing global networks of people and data to connect on a 
massive scale (Castells, 2008b). The boundaries between physical and 
digital space are disintegrating as web-enabled technologies become 
embedded in our everyday lives and affect our communication, pur-
chasing, and learning behaviors (Gordon and de Souza e Silva, 2011). To 
address the needs and desires of this increasingly globalized and net-
worked culture, new projects and platforms are emerging that support 
dispersed collaborative production. With cloud computing enabling the 
online storage and access of visual and textual data, opportunities that 
represent nuanced forms of participation and advocacy for community 
and viewer engagement have arisen. More online hosting services are 
supporting the distribution of high-bandwidth digital media, and the 
next step is thinking about how to create specific contexts on top of these 
environments for shared media production (Jesse Shapins, personal com-
munication, July 7, 2011). 

Zeega5 is one example of collaborative networked media produc-
tion; it is a browser-based online platform developed by Jesse Shapins, 
Kara Oehler, and James Burns at Harvard University’s metaLAB and 
the Berkman Center for Internet and Society. Zeega supports interactive 
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documentary production, allowing anyone to make highly participatory, 
rich multimedia projects online that draw original and shared content 
from many different sources, including videos, text, audio, data feeds, 
and maps from across the web, via interoperable application program-
ming interfaces (APIs). The emphasis is on extending support for story-
tellers, journalists, and citizens to create multimedia narratives without 
extensive technical backgrounds or resources: 

But its creators are keen to note that Zeega is not merely an online docu-
mentary toolkit. Integral to the project is the ability to bridge physical 
and digital worlds through tangible media such as signs, stickers or 
even networked receipt printers. Zeega will be a community and frame-
work for creative invention, making it possible for people to pioneer 
new forms of storytelling that have not yet been imagined. (Shapins, 
personal communication, July 7, 2011)

Their goal is to support the collaborative creation of participatory multi-
media projects and make them accessible across platforms, including the 
web, mobile devices, and even physical spaces.

Co-authorship and fair use issues are highlighted in this project, as 
participation becomes a digital experience not limited to media producers, 
but inclusive of audiences. Facilitators can create projects that are open 
to public collaboration, limited to a select number of authors, or entirely 
private. As audiovisual data is curated and organized by different users 
through the online platform, the resulting narratives can be promoted 
through physical artifacts—encouraging members of the public to send 
SMS messages to predesignated numbers, which then return a phone call 
with an audio recording about a place. Users are then invited to add their 
own documentation to an existing project about a place or a topic. Viewers 
also have a sense of agency in exploring the final media project, literally 
choosing directions and topics to explore while navigating the interface. 
The resulting experience is therefore highly participatory, in many cases 
reversing the cycle of production and authorship. It requires passive 
engagement by producers whose media content has been incorporated 
(through tacit approval of fair use and redistribution) and active engage-
ment from those capturing or curating content, as well as others exploring 
the edited narrative in online or offline spaces. Although the role of the 
author is changing, as several authors in this handbook note (see Schwab-
Cartas, Chapter 24; Aufderheide, Chapter 27), authorship is also becoming 
more significant, especially in the context of new systems that provide a 
framework through which participation can become meaningful (Shapins, 
personal communication, July 7, 2011).

Clearly, new systems have the potential not just to support existing 
production processes but to enable new participatory practices. Klynt,6 
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an original project by Honkytonk Films in Paris, is a new editing and 
publishing platform dedicated to interactive storytellers. Similar to the 
goals of Zeega, it was designed to help authors create immersive online 
content using the internet as both a distribution and a creative collabo-
ration space. Using the system, which is proprietary and presently in a 
pilot phase, authors can pull in media from distribution channels and 
social networks online and explore new narrative formats through a 
simplified editing interface that also integrates with mapping APIs and 
layered story nodes. 

This emergence of new platforms to support interactivity and on-
line media—whether original content or repurposed media created by 
either amateur or professional producers—represents an emphasis on 
networked collaboration that is only going to grow. Supporting audience 
engagement beyond online comments, “likes,” and media cross-posts 
involves thinking in new ways about what it means to participate and, 
in many cases, acknowledging the viewer as an active contributor to the 
dynamic process of storytelling in networked online environments.

Ensuring that participatory video projects achieve lasting impact, 
however, involves long-range thinking, collaborative planning, and 
assessment strategies. On a technical level, facilitators should consider 
implementing training models that will allow participants to develop 
their production skills in the long term, which might involve leaving 
recording equipment with communities or developing methods for ac-
cessible production, such as mobile phones, small multimedia devices, 
or online editing. 

Video production can also be incorporated into assessment strate-
gies alongside community feedback in an effort to evaluate whether the 
project has achieved its broader social or political goals. The end result 
is, after all, never just a film; it could also include active community 
engagement, a developed sense of personal agency and control over self-
representation, or a successful advocacy campaign.

Online engagement warrants attention as an extension of video 
circulation and longevity. Wendy Luttrell, Victoria Restler, and Claire 
Fontaine (Chapter 10 in this volume), for example, advocate for a “col-
laborative seeing process” whereby youth videos are understood as 
gateways to broader explorations of social issues, contexts, and values 
that are constantly evolving. But, as Pamela Teitelbaum (Chapter 26 in 
this volume) highlights, how can producers and communities support 
that continued evolution, and how can online (and offline) distribution 
extend the engagement experience for both participants and viewers?

Technical developments alone cannot improve a process that is part 
of a continuum of social research and community action; the values 
implicit in participatory video as a practice define its features. Codesign 
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processes, accountability, reflexivity, sensitivity, and agency must con-
tinue to serve as the basis for any future progress in the field.

Looking Ahead: Participatory Media Practices

Despite the ubiquity, portability, and affordability of media capture tools 
and distribution platforms today, not everyone is creating meaningful 
documentaries or engaging in participatory media projects. Although 
participatory media production is not an emerging concept, this era of 
networked communication and collaborative production has had an 
impact on the way filmmakers and researchers approach projects. Pro-
ducers, communities, funders, and facilitators have different agendas for 
collaboration that need to be recognized and adapted within any partici-
patory model. The mainstream media industry is also beginning to em-
brace participatory modes of production, including the incorporation of 
user-generated content into brand campaigns, for better or worse. Film-
makers like Kevin Macdonald7 and George Miller8 have crowdsourced 
video footage for their projects, which represents a growing trend even 
in commercial production to expand authorship beyond the realm of 
professional media makers.

Completing a successful initiative using participatory video as a meth-
odology involves a dynamic and iterative process of engagement among 
project facilitators, participants, their communities, and the viewers who 
respond to and shape the media experience. It requires an articulated 
vision and a measured plan for implementation wherein all members 
are equally valued as critical stakeholders. Successful projects—or even 
productive, transparent experiments—are about understanding and 
acknowledging power imbalances, competing agendas, shared respon-
sibility, and authorship rights in both the production and distribution 
of participatory media.

Currently, we are in a technological moment of immense opportu-
nity, not only in regard to new methods of production but also in terms 
of how we think about partnerships and participation. Participatory 
video practitioners need to work together with technologists to codesign 
tools that not only simplify the media production, curation, and distribu-
tion process but also address critical needs in the participatory process, 
such as cooperative authorship and reflection.

Some predict that media segregation will happen much less, moving 
instead toward time-based videos that layer different types of media to 
provide ”interactive moments” for the viewer within the interface (Shap-
ins, personal communication, July 7, 2011). Mapping interfaces might 
grow increasingly more customizable and therefore more meaningful to 
users; interactive platforms in general could be developed with a greater 
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emphasis on drawing the viewer into a narrower engagement experi-
ence, allowing the viewer to control a visual narrative while presenting 
relevant options for further exploration and learning.

As these new platforms develop, participatory researchers, design-
ers, and media producers need to look for ways to integrate the affor-
dances of improved technologies into cooperative approaches for creative 
engagement that define the participatory process. Practitioners will con-
tinue to redefine what participation means in the context of grassroots, 
codesigned, or collaborative media production as well as in research and 
education. Ethical issues will change in parallel with changing technolo-
gies, and media producers and technologists alike need to be responsive 
to the human concerns about participatory video as a social learning 
practice, including power dynamics, privacy, and authorship in a con-
stantly connected, networked sphere. Working together, media makers 
and communities of interest can continue to emphasize social agency and 
civic action as underlying values of participatory media. If we allow our 
practice to develop organically and critically, not in reaction to but in 
collaboration with emerging technologies and network cultures, partici-
patory video will continue to influence the way we tell and experience 
stories that matter.

Notes

 1. http://witness.org.
 2. http://vozmob.net/.
 3. http://guardianproject.info.
 4. http://mgenerations.com.
 5. http://zeega.org.
 6. http://klynt.net.
 7. Life in a Day. See http://www.imdb.com/title/tt1687247/.
 8. YouTube Map My Summer. See http://www.screenaustralia.gov.au/mapmy

summer/default.aspx.
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