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ABSTRACT 
Participatory video (PV) is an established practice for enabling 
communities to “speak truth to power” and has been widely 
used by local, national and international Non-Governmental 
Organizations (NGOs). However, the digital media landscape 
has changed dramatically since PV became widely accessible 
with the rise of the camcorder in the 1980s. Current media 
practices have evolved considerably since, yet PV remains 
essentially unchanged. We report on an investigation of current 
PV practices and reflect on these in terms of what the future 
for PV holds. We conducted interviews with staff at a global 
humanitarian network who directly and indirectly engage in 
community story capture; and explore their reflections on 
the potentials and barriers to PV use. We propose a new 
vision for PV that draws on current visual media production, 
consumption and distribution technologies and practices, and 
propose principles on which PV 2.0, a new generation of 
Participatory Video can be founded. 

Author Keywords 
participatory video; International Development; HCI4D; 
ICTD; participatory film-making; object based media; iDocs; 

CCS Concepts 
•Human-centered computing → Human computer inter-
action (HCI);

INTRODUCTION 
There has been increased interest in the use of video to repre-
sent marginalized populations. NGOs have been one sector 
to realize this potential to engage communities in feedback, 
peer-to-peer learning and advocacy activities. Such activities 
are often referred to as Participatory Video (PV), or Partici-
patory Film-making. Like most production methods, PV is 
a resource intensive process. In many contexts, significant 
challenges exist in deploying PV, such as the prohibitive in-
frastructure and skills required to facilitate the process: video 
capture equipment, editing suites and staff skilled in produc-
tion processes. However, over the last two decades, the media 
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production and consumption landscape has evolved rapidly 
and many of the technological and procedural assumptions 
that underpinned the design of PV practices have changed. 
This new landscape blurs the line between consumers and 
producers of content (media), resulting in new challenges for 
NGOs in producing and utilizing digital media. Content is 
consumed across time and space on multiple devices, and con-
tent is repurposed, reused, reformatted and recycled for many 
other purposes. This is a complex and ever changing fabric of 
technologies, practices and processes. Film and video produc-
tion is no longer the exclusive realm of trained professionals 
using prohibitively expensive tools, sophisticated technologies 
and accompanied by insider language. We are living in what 
has been referred to as the age of the prosumer [34], in which 
audiences (not just in Western contexts) are sophisticated con-
sumers of content across different platforms in myriad forms. 
These practices were simply unimaginable at PV’s conception 
in the 60s. For a variety of reasons, PV practice has not evolved 
to reflect the new challenges and opportunities afforded by 
increasingly media-literate, technology-literate populations 
around the world. However, HCI for Development (HCI4D) 
researchers recognize the potential afforded by the increasing 
ubiquity of digital technologies in NGO contexts and the in-
creased media literacy of Development communities as as a 
result. 

The mainstream media industry is placing less focus on linear 
broadcast content, and as content expectations and consump-
tion patterns change, new processes and workflows must be 
developed to meet the production demands of this content. 
Object Based Media (OBM) has emerged as a helpful lens 
through which this new landscape can be understood and de-
signed for. OBM promotes the inherent value of rich meta-data 
which sits alongside content as ‘objects‘ [29]. Representing 
media in this way: as reusable elements of self-describing 
content, reveals opportunities for new consumption models. 
Examples include second-screen content [28], interactive nar-
ratives [21] or interactive documentaries [22, 18] and produc-
tion workflows (such as distributed or time-lagged production) 
[28]. We see a unique opportunity to reinvigorate PV as a core 
practice within this emergent sphere of media. 

In light of the opportunities afforded by OBM and the poten-
tial of PV in this emergent landscape, we present a new vision 
for PV use in NGO contexts: PV2.0. To inform this new set of 
principles for PV, we interviewed both experienced and new 
practitioners from a large international NGO who directly and 
indirectly engage in community story capture. With a presence 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376694 

CHI 2020 Paper CHI 2020, April 25–30, 2020, Honolulu, HI, USA

Paper 565 Page 1

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution International 4.0 License.

https://doi.org/10.1145/3313831.3376694
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


in over 120 countries, the NGO is well known for utilizing PV 
in community engagement with marginalized communities, 
having worked with several established PV facilitators over the 
last two decades. Through our inquiry about the perceptions 
and experiences of current PV practice, our findings indicate i) 
a lack of engagement within the Development and NGO sector 
with broader changes in the media landscape for both produc-
ers and consumers of content, and ii) opportunities for HCI to 
leverage emergent practices and understanding from industry 
to better engage stakeholders in reporting and advocacy of 
issues concerning marginalized communities. We present this 
vision as a reflection on the ethical, cultural, economic and 
institutional challenges currently faced by the organization we 
worked with, drawing out clear principles that PV2.0 should 
enshrine as we move towards Object Based production of PV. 

VIDEO FOR COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
Global video trends highlight the increasing engagement of 
populations from Development contexts with video, through 
social media and digital services such as YouTube. NGOs, 
cognizant of these changes in consumer behavior, are rec-
ognizing the importance of utilizing media in new ways in 
their organizational processes. Participatory Video (PV), is a 
specific application area of this synergy between NGOs and vi-
sual media, which has historically been used by organizations 
within such contexts. 

Modern Video Practices & Trends 
The nature of video consumption worldwide has changed 
dramatically in the last decade. According to GlobalWebIndex, 
92% of internet users now watch videos online each month 
(roughly 4 billion people in early 2019) [16]. By comparison, 
6 billion people around the world have a television set at 
home [16]. Web 2.0 saw the proliferation of social media 
and the shift from media being broadcast by ‘experts‘ to user-
generated distribution and consumption of content [47] as a 
common practice. Video has increasingly been the medium 
of choice for contributors, aided by ubiquitous devices and 
platforms that promote a video-first approach (a phrase coined 
by Mark Zuckerberg in 2017) [24]. 

It comes as no surprise that mobile phones are the most popular 
device for watching videos worldwide [17]. Indeed in the Asia-
Pacific region, consumption on mobile devices accounts for 
74% of all video plays, up 64% in two years. Similarly, in 
Latin America, mobile video views topped 65%, an increase 
of 20% year-over-year and 38% over two years [42, 33]. It 
has been forecast that by the end of 2019, video will make 
up 80% of all internet traffic [42]. Noting these trends, we 
argue that in light of the fundamental shift brought about by 
this changing media landscape, film-making approaches being 
applied in NGO field contexts need to be better prepared to 
address the emergent challenges and opportunities of mobile 
and media literacy. 

Studying the radical implications of mobile video growth on 
the US cable TV industry, Bentley and Lottridge set out to 
understand how the industry reflected American mobile view-
ing practices and set out design considerations [4]. Similarly, 
we seek to understand the expectations and challenges of PV 

experienced by NGO staff who take part in community en-
gagement activities towards developing a new vision for PV 
that better suits the emergent media landscape. 

Supporting NGO Practices Within HCI4D 
There is a rich history of using video to support NGO Prac-
tices within HCI4D. Kumar et al. collaborated with a rural 
Indian NGO to deliver locally created instructional videos 
about maternal healthcare [27]. They noted that participants 
had to learn many skills beyond video capture and production, 
including the ability to handle sensitive issues, and noted the 
significant time it took to gain such skills [27]. Similarly, the 
educational level of participants has been found to be a key 
factor in participants’ ability to use interfaces to access video 
content [9] 

Indeed the seminal work of Frohlich et al. [15, 14] explored 
the use of mobile phones by marginalized populations to create 
and share audio-visual content, although we note that the cam-
era phones available in 2009, when the author conducted this 
study were limited in their audio-visual capabilities by modern 
standards. This approach of using consumer technologies is in 
contrast to that of Kumar et al., who used professional video 
capture equipment. Frohlich noted the propensity of partici-
pants to embrace mobile and digital storytelling approaches 
but added that this required a very simplified form of story 
and infrastructure [15]. These two examples provide contrast-
ing views of facilitating video-work in NGO field contexts. 
As such, the complexity of the video process and the infras-
tructure available can dictate the amount of on-hand support 
required by participants and how they make sense of the data. 

There are myriad stakeholders within Development includ-
ing NGOs, local volunteers, national and local government 
actors, donors, and community members (beneficiaries). Film-
making as an activity has gained popularity as it helps ad-
dress one of the key concerns within HCI4D research: not 
all stakeholders may be represented equally when reporting 
on interventions that affect them. This is not to say that the 
nature of participation PV affords community members is not 
contested. These are all part of broader debates about partic-
ipant representation, power, and vulnerability [48]. Indeed, 
previous researchers have advocated for an “ethical need to 
acknowledge the messy reality of the PV context” [43], and 
we agree that any new vision of PV needs to acknowledge 
these issues at a fundamental level and be designed to expose, 
support and value these considerations. 

PV: A Rising Star in HCI4D 
Low and Snowden’s Fogo process in 1967, put film-making 
equipment directly in the hands of children [35, 31], capturing 
the challenges of living on Fogo Island, a Canadian island 
in the province of Newfoundland. Since then, a number of 
organizations (NGOs in particular), have seen the potential in 
using PV to enable the communities they work with to tell their 
stories. Participatory Filmmaking is another term that is fre-
quently used to refer to the activities conducted under the PV 
umbrella. Reflecting on these two terms, PV might arguably 
be seen as a misnomer: the video shouldn’t be the focus, it is 
the process of storytelling and the act of film-making that is 
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central to the ethos of what constitutes PV. Other researchers 
have discussed the challenges associated with using PV as 
a medium to engage participants. In Manuel et al.’s work 
[31], PV was used to facilitate the capture of citizen stories 
towards a local neighborhood planning process. Participants 
used PV to shed light on previously hidden narratives, which 
highlighted elements that usually get lost behind when partici-
patory processes rush towards a defined output. An important 
debate within PV has been about how the process is conducted, 
and where the ‘data’ lies. While superficially, the output of 
a PV process is the video, there has been a chorus of voices 
noting that the process of conducting PV can be just as rich 
and yield important findings about the community’s thinking 
and perception of their problems and solutions offered by the 
NGO. PV therefore can support empowerment and agency 
building, within NGO field contexts through the process it-
self. However, it is no panacea, sometimes existing systemic 
forces of oppression are left masked within PV outputs, even 
if they are laid bare by the community in the dialogues and 
discussions in the PV process [39]. 

In response to these and other challenges, Bartindale et al. 
[3] discussed the use of PV approaches with the Red Cross 
movement. They noted that by leveraging the advancements 
in mobile technologies, barriers to entry for video work could 
be significantly reduced. Building on their work, we argue 
that the NGO field context offers a number of complexities 
and real world challenges that are key to a better theoretical 
understanding of the potential and challenges for video work 
in HCI. In the next section, we describe our engagement with 
a global NGO about their staff’s experiences with PV. We 
reflect on their views in light of contemporary video practices, 
critically assessing the benefits and drawbacks of current PV 
approaches. 

CONTEXT 
Over the last three years we have conducted video work with 
various Development organizations including IFRC who are 
increasingly using PV based approaches in their work with 
communities across the world. They are based in over 100 
countries around the world, and are key actors in both short-
term (emergency) and longer-term (development) interven-
tions. The contexts in which they work present a number of 
challenges to the wider adoption and utilization of PV through-
out the network. This motivated us to speak further with their 
staff who are based across the world in various community 
feedback and community engagement roles. In this research, 
we look particularly at how this NGO goes about doing com-
munity engagement work, particularly within the sector of 
Monitoring and Evaluation. This has been informed by previ-
ous research within the CHI community, looking at feedback 
elicitation from communities in general, and project monitor-
ing within International Development specifically. There are 
many motivations for organizations to engage communities 
in project evaluation and feedback gathering. It is vital for 
these NGOs to understand the impact of their programs on 
communities, especially when they are working with them 
longitudinally, particularly as feedback given directly by com-
munities is increasingly seen as more credible and real for 
donors and other stakeholders. 

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) processes help organiza-
tions use “relevant information from past and ongoing ac-
tivities that can be used as the basis for programmatic fine-
tuning, reorientation and future planning” [49]. Without such 
processes, stakeholders do not have an effective heuristic on 
which to base their assessment of the success or failure of 
ongoing activities. In the words of one experienced M&E 
practitioner working for IFRC, video-based evaluation meth-
ods are required if, “from the eyes of the community, if you 
want to see what’s working and what’s not working”. It is an 
oft-repeated sentiment, that rich media such as audio-visual 
methods can be used for a better understanding of community 
relations and values in terms of Development assistance. The 
premise of this paper is to assess this statement in the light of 
the contemporary media landscape, and what new avenues can 
be explored by NGOs when working with communities. 

METHODOLOGY 
We conducted interviews with experienced practitioners with 
a view to understanding their perceptions and experiences of 
the use of PV in humanitarian work. To ensure a robust dis-
cussion about PV and its nuances, we concentrated on those 
with previous experience of PV methodologies. While the 
larger goal of our study was to re-imagine PV in the light 
of new and emerging media practices (such as Object Based 
Media), our concern was to maintain a focus on the essen-
tial qualities of PV as a tool for community expression - as 
originally conceived. We were mindful in aligning our ques-
tions and subsequent discussion onto current and past experi-
ences of PV, rather than inviting specific reflection on PV in 
relation on wider contemporary consumer use of video (be-
yond the realm of current PV practice itself). Participants 
represented personnel who had either used PV in the field 
(either through commissioning it, or being involved in the 
process), were familiar with it’s use within the organization 
(e.g. using the resulting media), or had specifically expressed 
an interest in using it within their regional portfolio. The 
wide range of career backgrounds (many had worked for other 
NGOs previously) and current roles within the organization 
brought diverse perspectives on the potential and challenges 
of using PV. Participants consisted of one water, sanitation 
and hygiene (WASH) Officer [P1], seven M&E staff [P2,P4-
P7,P9,P10], three IT & systems staff [P3,P13,P14], three com-
munity engagement officers [P8,P11,P13], one logistical staff 
member [P15] and one branch manager of a regional NGO 
chapter [P16]. Five were based in the Asia-Pacific region [P1-
P3,P5,P6], four in the Southern Africa region [P13-16], three 
were headquarters-based (Geneva, Switzerland) [P8,P11,P12], 
two in the Middle-East North Africa region (MENA) [P7,P9] 
and one staff member each were based in Eastern Europe [P4] 
and South America [P10]. 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted and recorded via 
Zoom1. Our collaborator, a senior M&E staff member based 
at IFRC headquarters brokered introductions with the partici-
pants through the global network. Participants were introduced 
to the project via email, where they agreed to anonymously 
sharing their views on PV, its potentials and challenges with 
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the research team. Over a three month period, participants 
were interviewed on their previous PV experience, the types 
of approaches they had used, the challenges they had faced 
using PV in their role and their current and historical moti-
vations for using PV. Of the 16 participants, 10 participants 
were interviewed in pairs. Each interview was transcribed 
verbatim, and the set was analyzed with an inductive coding 
approach [46]. A code-book was generated from the first three 
transcripts that were analyzed, which was refined by using 
code categories to thematically organize similar codes. This 
was then used to code the entire data-set, refining the code 
categories throughout the process. 

FINDINGS 
Our analysis yielded six themes relating to: (i) PV relation-
ship to traditional data collection methods (and how its value 
as data was unrealized); (ii) dispute as to the credibility and 
practicality of PV in its current incarnation; (iii) the different 
ways that PV can mediate interactions between stakeholders; 
(iv) how to innovate within organizational and financial con-
straints; (v) motivations for using PV; and (vi) strategies for 
innovation within the constraints of the organization. 

The Unrealized Potential of PV as Data 
PV, as both a medium and a process, was consistently referred 
to as form of data collection that could represent the complex-
ities of rich field contexts in ways that traditional methods 
qualitative and quantitative methods could not. Participants 
repeatedly referenced the agency, creativity and sense of own-
ership that it affords the communities that they work with. PV 
was described as coming from “the people who have been 
affected... so its not [just] stories” [P13]. 

As well as the “more human touch” [P4] of the medium, it is 
seen as having an immutable quality, that when “circulated 
more than a hundred times, you still have the [same] first-
hand information” [P13]. Our participants were consistent in 
their beliefs that “video should not be seen as the only way 
of doing it” [P5]. In fact they expressed a subtle awareness 
that PV was a form of data (and data collection) that is not 
enmeshed with their current organizational practices, and that 
as such, it offered an alternative to traditional qualitative and 
quantitative data collection (such as interviews and surveys). 
Participants noted that PV could be “pretty fun, especially for 
youth and that people nowadays feel quite excited to use” [P8], 
with one senior practitioner describing how he “could see that 
the people can speak freely, they can tell their concerns, give 
their input, they can complain” [P1]. However, noting that 
PV was analogous to the open-ended survey question, which 
were increasingly less common due to it being “very hard to 
systematize and to analyze this kind of data” [P10], there was 
reticence at being able to use this video as ‘usable’ data. 

That is not to say that everything shared openly by communi-
ties are uncritically accepted by project staff. We did not find 
an NGO equivalent of the common aphorism "the customer is 
always right". 

Indeed, some saw the issues a community might raise during 
PV as something to be managed: “we have to set these kind 
of boundaries, that ’if you make this video please just focus 

on the scope of the project alone”’ [P1]. But the frankness of 
responses and critical engagement elicited from communities 
was identified as something of value, and that they should be 
sensitive to: “so they did not always do videos on disaster 
risk reduction, they felt like doing videos on poverty and... 
Because they felt ’my main issue is I’m poor, it’s not disaster 
risk reduction, I don’t even understand what that is anyway!”’ 
[P8]. Thus PV allows beneficiaries to talk about their life 
circumstances using video as an opportunity for advocacy 
and facilitating more aid (or continued intervention) for them-
selves. There is a wide awareness on the part of the evaluation 
staff as to the potential benefits of using PV in this way: “even 
if not part of our project... it is a good thing because we then 
have evidence we can refer to other organizations or stakehold-
ers” [P1]. However, despite recognizing PV as having unique 
qualities over alternative methods, our participant responses 
were tempered by the need to consider its use in the context 
of the traditional repertoire of data collection. Using videos is 
valuable to engage participants who would otherwise find the 
concepts challenging [52]. Indeed, discussions of the value of 
PV was entangled with a wariness to champion any data col-
lection method over any other. This entanglement is reflected 
in accounts of practice, with many participants describing how 
first-hand video accounts are used as a light touch complement 
to their everyday methods of data collection; with snippets of 
PV outcomes being selected to add authenticity and credibility 
to standard reports: “we include some of the things that people 
say in the PV evaluation, to make more strong the data that 
you are presenting. You are putting voice to the data” [P10]. 
The underlying sentiment is that multimedia outputs such as 
video are useful for enriching other forms of ‘real’ data that 
were collected. Moreover, many of our participants expressed 
concern that the videos themselves actually constituted an 
under-utilized source of data. 

Bridging Qualitative and Quantitative data 
This under-utilization was often characterized in relation to 
their ability (or lack of) to systematically analyze the videos: 

“we’re not very well-versed in the methodology of how to an-
alyze it... with mobile data, questionnaires, these are things 
that we have used, tried and tested” [P6]. Though traditional 
data collection approaches might have certain weaknesses, 
the staff’s familiarity with them meant that they were more 
comfortable using them. 

On different occasions participants equated the output of a 
PV process with both qualitative and quantitative data and 
made reference to ongoing debates about the validity of analy-
sis of such: “There’s a lot of [confusion] in past qualitative 
data collection, where people converted it to quantitative so 
the analysis is wrong. Unless there is a really good statis-
tician who can analyze video data” [P6]. Concerns about 
methodological rigor raised issues around a lack of appro-
priate training, recognizing that existing practitioners “don’t 
know how to use NVivo, ATLAS, and then yet they analyze like 

’Ten percent of people from this room say this, they like this 
very much’ it’s completely wrong, they can’t say that!” [P6]; 
and the resource constraints that ultimately determine what 
can be done in monitoring and evaluation activities in the field: 

“do we have the capacity to do this analysis of all the videos 
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that come through?” [P12]. There is a concern that over-use 
of PV may lead to a volume of qualitative data for which they 
lacked the capacity to analyze and report on effectively. 

The concerns around PV are also focused on whether relying 
on a qualitative approach may yield more biased data. One 
respondent worried about the effects of Participant Response 
Bias [11] if PV were employed for their projects: “this is my 
assumption, but they can get excited and give socially desir-
able [answers] or response bias” [P5]. Similarly, concern on 
bias was centered around the perceived credibility of qualita-
tive approaches, unless they were facilitated by an external 
organization: in essence auditing the project: “And we didn’t 
want to be the ones really driving this on our own because we 
felt that it would totally bias what they would report on.” [P8]. 

This highlights a cultural clash within an organization which 
is moving towards “becoming a data-driven organization”, as 
they progress to harness more quantitative data in their pro-
cesses. The use of qualitative methods might create more work 
for practitioners, as “stakeholders will still demand quanti-
tative information”. This means that practitioners who try 
to use non-quantitative data will end up creating more work 
for themselves, in having to ‘convert’ the data back to the 
quantitative data that would be appeciated by the rest of the 
organization. As such, the organization is keenly aware that 
the community representation on PV outputs are “just snap-
shots and they’re not necessarily representative of the whole 
community...its just one perspective” [P8]. There are some 
open questions remaining then about how the strengths of PV 
fit into the organizational narrative and challenges about how 
to use data that it generates. This is one of the key reasons 
why practitioners are reluctant to endorse PV above other data 
collection approaches, as “ultimately quantitative data is what 
appears in our reports...that’s what donors want to see, that’s 
what our office wants to see” [P5]. These are not deficien-
cies within PV methodologies but rather that PV practice is 
fundamentally at odds with the organizational culture of data 
collection and analysis. 

Participation in Practice 
Different levels of concern about the role of PV facilitators 
are reflected in our participants views on the credibility of 
claims to participation. Some viewed PV as just video-work 
that is done as a group activity, in which the contribution re-
sides in the ability to enable “a group of people [to] share 
their ideas, their knowledge, their experiences, their lessons 
learned”. Yet one practitioner, who had previous experience 
facilitating participatory evaluation excercises, reflected on 
how editing communities’ videos, and helping communities to 
make their video, calls into question the ‘participatory’ nature 
of PV: “you’ll also need to encourage them a little bit to finish 
their videos and by doing that you actually influence their 
process. So I don’t know if it can be a hundred percent partici-
patory” [P8]. Another expanded on how an issue in their video 
practice (not PV) was that the editing and post-production is 
done (geographically) away from the communities who are 
actually represented: “the communities are not involved in 
that process of organizing the information and the ideas that 
they are presenting” [P10]. For this participant, “that’s the 

most powerful part of the PV evaluations that they do and they 
produce their videos and they select what they say and for me 
that is very, very important” [P10]. 

Aspects of how participation is managed and controlled, and 
the role these play in mitigating the goal of PV to ‘speak truth 
to power’ [32], were a concern for a number of participants: 

“you’re trying to empower them to do their own thing...then 
afterwards you come and say ’oh no, not that story actually...”’ 
[P8]. Participants reported that organizations are understand-
ably very careful in ensuring that communities don’t say some-
thing incendiary about other stakeholders, particularly local 
and national government. Many expressed a sense of ‘complic-
ity’ in curating the presentation of communities in a particular 
light to other stakeholders: “that’s what we do on a daily 
basis when we take videos of them and then we go to our 
government and say ’give them money because they’re poor’ 
or whatever” [P8]. As such, practitioners were very aware of 
the tension of perception in their practice, and the role they 
play in representing a community to other stakeholders. 

Social, Cultural and Political Realities 
Tensions surrounding management and control of the process 
and data extend to the fact that the community “does not 
control who is actually going to watch that video” and have 
no control over who the organization promotes or shows the 
videos to. In one case, a MENA-based practitioner recounted 
an interaction with a community member: “we told him ’this 
video is going to be aired in Canada and it will not be shown in 
[country]’ and he said ’OK fine, as long as it does not show in 
[country] it’s fine”’ [P3]. This was an experience encountered 
by our participants who had worked in in regions with political 
and social conflict. Another practitioner described a context 
she had worked in: “you wouldn’t want to be a journalist 
in that country and say anything that’s not supportive of the 
government” [P8]. In such contexts, questions exist as to 
PV’s utility and adaptability to the context and its claim to 
‘speak truth to power’, highlighting the lived experiences of 
communities and beneficiaries to a wider audience. To address 
such concerns, practitioners include safeguards: “you need to 
strike a balance because you don’t want to put communities 
into trouble” [P11]. 

Communities with local security and conflict issues pose simi-
lar challenges. A South American-based practitioner described 
their experience of working in one such an environment: “if 
your organization is not well-recognized in these communities, 
it can be a risk for your staff to carry these kinds of devices” 
[P10], and the need to “coordinate with key people from the 
communities, community leaders, to say to the community 

’this organization is coming, and collecting this information’ 
in order for the communities to identify us and the environment 
can be more safe for us” [P10]. Another talked of the chal-
lenges of working within refugee contexts, and how “the main 
challenges would be anonymity of people who are afraid of 
showing their faces or of being recognized. Because of the sen-
sitivity of the Syria crisis” [P9]. Here PV’s claimed qualities 
of authenticity and directness, and the medium itself (video), 
can pose a very real risk to the very members of communities 
it seek to ‘empower’. 
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Challenges pertaining to the nature of participation of women 
and girls on PV were described: “in a lot of the countries... 
[there are regions where] females will never ever participate” 
[P5] when it comes to using video for data collection, be-
cause of cultural views around female representation. This 
MENA-based practitioner noted that “in the rural regions not 
many women would like to show their faces” [P9]. Such views 
were not seen as a fundamental barrier to using PV, but as 
cultural norms that needed to be navigated, and practitioners 
developing creative practices to address them. For example, 
one explained “if a woman has a very interesting story to 
tell then maybe she can tell it through her voice... people, 
who don’t want to show their faces, we can take the pictures 
from the back” [P9]. Another described working with a mar-
ried couople: “she was standing in the back, and she was 
talking through the mic but we were showing her husband 
and showing the project that she was talking about” [P9]. 
While our participants described how the benefits of using PV 
outweighed the processes required for adaptation, they were 
aware that “it’s not ideal and it’s not aesthetically fine” [P9]. 

Motivation for PV use 
There are varying motives for using PV as a medium among 
M&E practitioners. Some use it simply because “some donors 
require stories” [P4]. However, there is an acknowledgment 
that the reporting of projects has to cater to multiple stakehold-
ers and multiple hierarchies when working across regions. As 
such, there are a variety of perceived benefits of using medi-
ums that are accessible to a variety of stakeholders. From the 
perspective of an M&E employee based at IFRC headquarters: 

“As the donor or person sitting back here in [HQ] that’s what 
you want; real life happening and not just the written report” 
[P8]. For donors, listening to the views of community mem-
bers is an important as part of the feedback process: “it is more 
justified to say ’yes, I gave my money to support these people 
so let us listen to their feedback”’ [P4]. Donors and project 
commissioners even went as far as to suggest this as opening 

“two-ways communication between us, the project implementer 
and the community” [P1]. Lest this be seen as a victory for 
participatory ethos per se, the staff member adds that “I’m 
not saying a breakthrough or something like that but it will 
enhance what we already do at the moment” [P1] as the cur-
rent opportunities for this two-way communication are limited. 
If the community members wanted to speak with stakehold-
ers such as government officials or donors, they “have to go 
through several layers to speak with” them. Nevertheless, this 
is a positive step in building bi-directional communication 
channels as it serves the agendas of “not only for the organi-
zation supporting that change and the back donor but also for 
the community themselves” [P8] to see changes over time in 
their situation and how their needs are being met. 

An Ongoing Community Voice 
Many participants identified opportunities for ongoing and 
continuous use of video within their roles: “it could be in-
teresting to capture a flavor of what people felt like at the 
beginning of the project” [P8]. The use of external evaluators 
was a less favourable option for many, as the process’ outputs 

“could be shaped by the evaluator’s perspective from [HQ]”. 

They saw the data as being more reliable when the commu-
nity was fully behind the data collection approach. As the 
community were playing a key role in PV approaches, it was 
considered more reliable than “an outside person recording 
them” [P10]. Giving communities increased agency within 
data collection strategies was seen as a priority. Some evalua-
tion personnel saw PV as an approach that enables community 
members to give them the information they need to receive. In 
a way this is perhaps with a view to outsourcing data collection 
to communities, which is also seen as a means of getting more 
reliable stories: “they are probably going to feel more free to 
speak and give us more information.” [P10]. Time-sensitive 
assistance was also perceived to be possible with the use of 
PV, as the communities could potentially learn to use PV and 
then help Development organizations by sharing timely in-
formation, which in turn, could help shape the the assistance 
provided. This raises a dichotomy with a significant critique 
of Development work, that the personnel capturing data are 
detached from the communities they serve: “we just sit in our 
offices, we plan the things which doesn’t even fit them” [P15]. 

Accountability Towards Communities 
Communities are the arbiters of a successful evaluation. In 
fact, in many of the contexts our participants work in, com-
munities expect to be partners in the decision making process 
and “also want to be involved [and] consulted” [P10] rather 
than being seen as passive recipients of development relief. 
It is important that the community sees the output of the PV 
process having a real and practical impact for them, otherwise 
the efforts put by them into the process would be not as benefi-
cial: “I think the community has to see that the video has taken 
them to something” [P11]. Participants see the importance of 
building trust between the community and the organization by 
delivering outcomes after the video work has gone through the 
organization’s evaluation and decision-making channels. The 
organization also needs to make sure there is strong communi-
cation with partner communities about the remit of their work 
and how they can help communities achieve their own targets. 

Innovating Within Organizational Constraints 
Organizational Dynamics 
A number of practitioners noted that when building capacity in 
their organization for new approaches, particularly participa-
tory approaches, “younger... fresh, brand minded, open” [P4] 
individuals from the organization were prioritized. Picking 
such motivated people was seen as important for piloting new 
initiatives as they “would be an amazing champion” for any 
new initiative [P11]. With motivated personnel on board, the 
approaches would see greater traction and be passed onto more 
people. This is an important factor in resource-constrained 
organizations who often have limited budgets for training and 
capacity building. Once you have “the right [communica-
tion] person who ’gets it”’ [P12], approaches can be taken 
up within local chapters with limited resources - where key 
personnel will maintain momentum within the organization 
and promote change. The corollary is that there are others 
who are “resistant to the change” as they are used to “col-
lecting information on paper or in a verbal way”, so “you 
need to talk a lot with them to try to convince of the benefits to 
have this kind of [approach]” [P10]. Staff are perceived to be 
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“struggling with data inputting fatigue” as they are required 
by numerous internal processes to enter information through 
different channels, which according to one practitioner ([P5]) 
results in lack of consolidation and inconsistency of data. 

Training, Human Resources and Sustainability 
It has been noted that there is a high turnover of staff within 
organizations across the Development sector [40], something 
which our participants confirm as prescient to their context. 
Frequently, participants mentioned the effects of this in their 
own work and how they support capacity building across the 
various tiers in their organization. Some practitioners “involve 
the regional team in the implementation” [P10] to offset the 
loss of organizational knowledge which happens when losing 
team members. Often organizations don’t have robust proce-
dures in place to prevent organizational knowledge or capacity 
depleting due to constant turnover: “we don’t have too much 
time for handovers and some of the things we think are minor 
but in the end they are really crucial” [P14]. This also applies 
to the processes that are often not taken into consideration 
when rolling out new approaches: logistical operations such 
as translation and organizing training events. 

Financial Constraints 
Budgetary considerations we raised as a major factor in de-
ciding to deploy approaches to community feedback within 
Monitoring and Evaluation. As we have established, there 
is a considerable appetite for innovation, however personnel 
are restricted considerably by available resources. Reflect-
ing on video-based approaches, one practitioner commented: 

“we should not be too naive and make sure we have enough 
time and we dedicate enough effort to training people ” [P5]. 
Personnel working in M&E prefer to hire external staff to 
maintain ‘distance‘ between them and the evaluation. This 
in effect creates the impression of having an impartial ’audi-
tor’ to conduct the role. However, this can be prohibitively 
expensive and beyond the budget of many local chapters based 
in resource-constrained environments: “a standard external 
evaluation costs around 35,000-40,000 USD... we had one 
evaluation that cost 100,000 USD” [P6], and unsurprisingly 
organizations struggle to justify such costly approaches. Un-
fortunately, control is ceded to the budget holder about the 
type and depth of evaluation work that can take place. One 
practitioner reflected that depending on “how we sell the tool 
and how the budget-holders like it” [P14], there would be a 
possibility of using video evaluation approaches in their exist-
ing projects. One participant dismissed many new trends in the 
humanitarian sector as impractical for many regions: “Using 
AI & block-chain in logistics... this is all good but they do not 
impress those who cannot have this. I find the concept papers 
very biased towards well-developed NGOs” [P5]. Practition-
ers do not have the luxury of choosing methods simply on their 
own merit; they have to think about the applicability of these 
methods within their unique organizational constraints: “Al-
ready with the basics people are like ‘we don’t have the money’ 
or ‘we don’t have the capacity’ so if you say ‘oh participatory-’ 
they’re like ‘woah!’ ((laughs))” [P11]. Practitioners described 
practices that have emerged in response to working in these 
constraints. One solution could be to use existing tools and 
platforms that do not require financial outlay on the part of the 

organization: “they already use WhatsApp [as an] informal 
way of reporting... would be interesting for us is to formalize 
and to build on that” [P9]. In a country where there was only 
one M&E staff member nationally, regional staff came up with 
strategies to support them when conducting program evalua-
tions. “We 100% rely on external support.. you need to fly in 
people to do the program. There is only one M&E member!” 
[P6]. This participant also suggested how to expand the M&E 
repertoire of other national chapters, suggesting that within the 
organization “internal advocacy is still needed!” [P1]. With 
the help of this internal advocacy, current donors and other 
stakeholders can be shown the merits of new approaches and 
the need to allocate resources to them: “our role is to guide 
the rest of the organization.. showcase different uses of video” 
[P11]. While limited by currently available approaches, they 
nevertheless express an appetite innovative forms of commu-
nity engagement and a desire to set an example for the rest of 
the organization. 

A VISION OF PV 2.0 
Through reflection on the aforementioned themes around PV 
use in NGOs in light of current industry practice, we can 
present the new vision of PV 2.0. Object Based Media (OBM) 
is a key industry practice, emerging in response to the com-
plexities of the new media landscape. OBM can help frame the 
design of production tools, processes and technologies to sup-
port media production within this space. In OBM, each piece 
of video (and audio) is accompanied by rich metadata which 
describes the content [29], together forming an ‘object’. This 
metadata could be anything from the technical specification 
of the camera, to semantic descriptions of what occurred in 
the video. By producing, editing, consuming and distributing 
these media ’objects’, it is possible to support new forms of 
production and consumption scenarios, in which objects are 
assembled into narratives depending on a variety of factors 
[51]. Key properties of OBM can inform our vision of PV: 

Removing Workflow Assumptions: OBM removes many 
of the assumptions of traditional linear production workflows 
which rely on the uni-directional transfer of video content from 
one process to the next. In these new processes, production 
roles are flexible and interchangeable, where consumers can 
be producers and editorial decisions can be made at any point 
in the process. 

Metadata is King: OBM considers all content equal, through 
the application of rich metadata. It is by querying and manip-
ulating these data that new content is shaped and distributed, 
in contrast to the traditional model of ‘cutting’ up videos in a 
destructive editing process which produces a single output. 

Reconfigurability that Supports New Production Scenar-
ios: OBM natively supports emergent forms of consumption 
such as interactive narratives [21], branching narratives (e.g. 
choose-your-own-adventure) [2] and second-screen content 
(e.g. TV show apps) [28]. Individual elements of video can be 
repackaged in myriad forms based on any number of factors 
e.g. personal preference, contextual relevance, or language. 

By developing new practices and processes based on the po-
tential of OBM and the increasingly complex requirements 
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of commissioning organizations, we believe PV 2.0 can be-
come a transformative method of community engagement and 
put forward recommendations on how this can be achieved. 
These recommendations are informed by our reflections on 
the findings, through the lens of OBM. 

Redefining Roles and Process 
Redefining Production Roles 
As our NGO participants attest, the financial investment in 
broadcast equipment for PV using current practices is substan-
tial. Media production technology has advanced considerably 
since the camcorders and editing suites leveraged by the Fogo 
process, or popularized by Lunch and Lunch in the late 90s 
[30]. Contemporary approaches have promoted the use of 
consumer devices and software [3] which allows for lower 
cost of deployment. However despite using everyday tech-
nologies, our participants’ approach was still underpinned 
by the preconceived constraints of linear production pipeline 
they worked within (one could argue that even invoking the 
metaphor of pipelines suggests a linear framing transfixed on 
uni-directional flows of information). 

The traditional PV pipeline assumes roles such as ‘presen-
ters’, ‘producers’, ‘editors’ and ‘consumers’. Yet, there could 
be tremendous value in the community video participation 
space where these distinctions are removed. This is partic-
ularly true in the context of reflective or longitudinal use of 
PV, where facilitators can work on increasing media literacies 
required for each of these roles as part of the group-work that 
is conducted. As these production roles blur, the age of the 
prosumer is dawning upon those who are working in NGO 
field contexts. The thrust of this argument has emerged not 
from visionary ideals of technology creators (whether based in 
the West or otherwise), but rather media praxis of populations 
in Developing contexts, a glimpse of which was shown earlier 
in this paper. We argue that there are ingrained assumptions 
within PV practice about which tasks within the PV produc-
tion pipeline can be done by ‘novice’ communities [10] and 
which tasks are within reach. In PV practice, communities are 
encouraged to engage in the story ideation and video capture 
phases of the pipeline. Some current approaches give selected 
community members additional training or a chance to take 
part in the editorial and curator-ship stages. Fewer approaches 
still involve community members in post-production processes 
(i.e. adding music and titles). Furthermore, these later stages 
are almost always under the tutelage of ‘professionals’. 

There is a clear need for NGOs to meet the challenges of com-
plex stakeholder requirements of content. Yet, a cautionary 
approach is taken towards innovation of PV methods, as practi-
tioners have made an investment into their current community 
video work approaches. We stress that this is not due to an 
inherent desire to suppress community participation. Rather 
these are pragmatic arrangements in light of perceived con-
straints in communities’ technical skill and media literacy, 
that are required to perform some of these steps. However, 
while this assumption was undoubtedly true in the days of 
non-digital production, in the age of ubiquitous consumer 
technologies, this assumption is less valid. With the marked 
increase in media (and technology) literacy, participants in PV 

processes can spend more time focusing on the act of telling 
their stories effectively and thus produce richer stories, rather 
than being bogged down in complex, technical tasks. However, 
challenges do remain in how NGOs can facilitate such tasks 
among populations with varying media literacies. 

In PV2.0, activities traditionally seen as single-person tasks 
(such as editing on a linear timeline) can become social, group 
based activities in which the editing system acts on behalf of 
the group. Through the use of non-destructive objects, multi-
ple editorial viewpoints can be represented, and participants 
can take ownership over different parts of an edit. Such oppor-
tunities may lie in utilizing companion screens to perform time 
consuming tasks in parallel [8], or leveraging multiple devices 
to allow a richer experience of video consumption [45]. By 
removing assumptions placed on the workflow by antiquated 
technology limitations, we give agency back to the practition-
ers and communities that they work with. This allows them 
to form their own practices and processes to best meet their 
requirements, developed through iterative approaches [12] not 
limited to video. OBM’s foundational emphasis on generating 
rich content metadata supports the recording of provenance, 
contribution and consent. These are key to making use of 
content in PV2.0, enabling organizations to commission data 
that are more authentic representations of communities. 

Redefining the Editorial Process 
Redefining the PV process in terms of re-configurable ob-
jects forces further reflection on the role of the editorial and 
post-production processes normally associated with PV. A par-
ticular tension is the presentation of a ‘final edit’, an artifact 
which is seen as the end result of the traditional media produc-
tion pipeline. Current PV methodologies engage participants 
in performing the roles required to generate this artifact. There 
is a clear, established, and shared understanding of who has 
editorial control of this final edit’s contents (deciding what 
content is/isn’t relevant to the narrative). The content in such 
outputs (e.g. clips and audio) can and does get taken out 
of context, reconfigured after-the-fact by persons who may 
chose to disregard the original narrative and editorial deci-
sions undertaken within the well-defined PV workflows used 
by practitioners. 

Organizations are aware of this significant issue, and the per-
ceived risks associated with such actions: brand reputational 
damage and breakdown in community trust due to misinterpre-
tation of community voice. Worse still, in sensitive contexts, 
media taken out of context can inflame tensions between com-
munity groups and/or political actors. Current PV practice 
dictates that facilitators ensure the community validates and 
approves the final edit before leaving the community con-
text. However, by introducing new processes that produce 
inherently re-configurable content, we need to promote and 
maintain the authenticity of community voice within the media 
outputs of NGO field processes, a driving principle behind the 
rise of PV. There are a number of ways in which these acts of 
maintaining and promoting authenticity manifest themselves 
in practice. There is an implicit trust that underlies the han-
dling of the PV output once the NGO or facilitators leave the 
field. That is, they are committed to represent the community 
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as the community themselves wanted to be represented. In 
other words, the community expects the media content to not 
be used maliciously or to misinterpret community views and 
practices. However, presently, the community have no mecha-
nism for reporting or invalidating their consent over the use of 
the media once it leaves the field context. 

Editorial content is thus concentrated into the hands of profes-
sionals out of a desire to safeguard both the community and the 
message, particularly in sensitive contexts where organizations 
are keenly aware of the do no harm principle [37, 1]. There-
fore, to rethink PV in light of contemporary media practices is 
not to ignore the legitimate concerns about trusting sources, 
authentic representation and participant consent, but rather to 
bring these concerns into dialogue with the way the media 
landscape is changing. In fields such as professional journal-
ism, where trust is based on agreed upon editorial standards 
and reporting mechanisms, flouting these principles results in 
serious ramifications for the publisher and journalist. However, 
where agency is returned to the community in defining and 
capturing their own narrative (in the context of media objects 
that can be reconfigured after-the-fact), we need to be clear 
about how to maintain notions of trusted sources, editorial 
standards and reporting mechanisms that can underpin prac-
tice. A number of prominent PV practitioners and researchers 
have recommended frameworks for such practice and state-
ments of ethics [6, 32, 44, 30]. These ethical guidelines, which 
acknowledge the danger of the mediums that they work with, 
nevertheless exhort the benefits of using them in managed, 
controlled ways. Seeking to rein in the infinite possibilities 
of un-constrained re-use of media objects, narrative [50], se-
mantic [38] or consent constraints [36] could be encoded by 
the community during the PV process. A simplistic example 
of this might be displaying metadata on each object so that 
provenance and context can be scrutinized [13]. However 
we recognize the nuanced requirement to balance audience 
direction and the narrative intent of PV facilitators, NGOs, 
communities [5] and individual participants. 

In PV2.0 where content can be reconfigured and consumed 
in un-imagined ways after leaving the community, we need 
mechanisms to maintain trust and editorial control. These pro-
cesses need to acknowledge that communities do not provide 

‘blanket’ consent to how their content is used, and that they 
have the right to re-vet content presented in new ways. These 
new mechanisms should be based on the native provenance 
information within the metadata produced in an OBM enabled 
workflow [36]. 

The Potential of PV 2.0 
New Consumption Models 
As reported by our participants, commissioners of content are 
increasingly under pressure to produce outputs which meet 
the requirements of multiple stakeholders. However the linear 
production models promoted by current PV practice are not 
suited to delivering multiple narratives in multiple formats to 
multiple stakeholders. Under OBM, video can be compared, 
contrasted and illustrated with or by other data sets. Interactive 
documentaries (iDocs) [22] offer an obvious example of how 
to open up spaces for rich interaction with and interpretation 

of content [18], external data sources [12] and the potential 
to represent multiple authorial voices via different modes of 
participation [19]. The production of an iDoc is predicated on 
rich OBM being produced by the community, and represents 
an evolving document that supports longitudinal deployment 
of PV in a community. As new data is produced or sourced 
by the community or organization, this data is curated and 
included into the iDoc, updating or augmenting narratives 
that are available to audiences. Practical challenges remain 
however e.g. where data is stored, and who is responsible 
for its maintenance; issues which need to be explored within 
PV2.0 workflows. 

In PV2.0 the reliance on a linear production pipeline is re-
placed with a flexible interpretation of narrative consumption. 
This allows communities to produce content that can be con-
sumed by multiple stakeholders (e.g. through an iDoc format), 
whilst maintaining narrative and editorial control over the 
content. Mechanisms for facilitating the co-production and 
semantic narrative of such formats however do not yet ex-
ist. Such processes will need to support co-production and 
continual feedback loops between facilitators, community and 
audience, but will allow for rich dialog between the community 
and external audiences. 

Maintaining Authenticity at Scale 
As the opportunity for producing and distributing higher vol-
umes of media content from communities all over the world 
becomes a reality, the challenges of translation and interpreta-
tion become significant. Aside from the reality: that working 
directly with communities in field contexts necessitates the 
capture of multiple languages and dialects; the fact that this 
content is not curated down into a single output (as in current 
PV practice), means that much more content potentially needs 
to be translated or contextualized. The reconfigurability and 
flexibility of the OBM model operates under the assumption 
that objects can be understood in their entirety at any point in 
the future: to support assemblage of new consumption experi-
ences. However, it is impractical to assume such granularity 
of translation (or transcription) from field PV deployments. 
Thinking in terms of OBM, however, does allow us to con-
sider how to support practical engagement with the process 
of translation. Under the assumption that no content is ever 
destroyed, original audio tracks can be maintained with con-
tent, with translations being added as additional (or optional) 
synced content. This allows for both accurate future transla-
tion, and also for validation of the translation at any point in 
the future. We do acknowledge however, that challenges still 
remain around issues of the ethics of language translation and 
the possible introduction of bias when multiple stakeholders 
are involved in this process. 

In PV2.0, production processes need to be designed with the 
assumption of future re-use of content. Language and trans-
lation are core issues for re-use which need addressing. Ad-
vances in machine learning and automatic translation offer 
potential to bootstrap these processes, however fundamentally, 
media objects need to retain the original content to facilitate 
transparency and authenticity in later reconfiguration. 
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PV Video as Data 
There are core epistemological questions being asked about 
the nature of the data that PV produces. Present day commis-
sioners of PV are recognizing the rich value of video as data, 
and expecting to utilize those videos in ways never envisioned 
by original proponents of PV. As our findings demonstrate, 
the resource intensive nature of PV production methods force 
organizations into using the output for many different purposes 
and audiences (back-donors vs. headquarters). However, these 
audiences have different expectations and requirements of the 
content. PV is being actively used and promoted by these orga-
nizations as ‘data sources’ for reporting, however our partici-
pants intimated that due to lack of established protocols around 
the analysis of PV data, approaches that are currently used 
lack sufficient analytical rigor. While organizations are keen 
to embrace labels such as data driven, the practical constraints 
faced mean that program coordinators feel unsupported in 
utilizing video data for advocacy or project reporting. This is 
perhaps unsurprising as video represents a small proportion of 
the data that NGOs generate and process. 

Strategies to conduct media analysis include using crowd-
sourced annotation, such as used by previous researchers in 
NGO field contexts [20, 23, 7, 41] and working with panels of 
visual analysis experts, leveraging their skills to train and equip 
PV practitioners. Crowdsourcing suggestions, nevertheless, 
are not sustainable in the long term. Under this new assump-
tion that the output of the process (video) will be interpreted 
natively as data, PV2.0 could configure production processes 
to ask different questions of the community in order to create 
video that is more suitable for use as part of this triangulation. 
This could be augmented by engaging the community in per-
forming elements of the analysis - by breaking down the skill 
barriers required in this practice, for example, by enabling 
them to tag content during the production processes. 

Being data driven has become synonymous with the increasing 
use of quantitative data in current reporting practice (no doubt 
driven by a desire to validate and justify their approaches). 
Unfortunately, as reported by our participants, this results in 
video data also being incorrectly turned into quantitative data 
e.g. counting number of people that appeared in a video as 
a measure of project participation. While the visual arts and 
media studies disciplines have studied the inherent value of 
video in depth, practitioners we encountered seemed to not be 
well-versed in such approaches [25, 26]. Instead of consider-
ing how to convert video into data (quantitative or otherwise) 
and risk losing the intrinsic values that video as a modality 
offers analysts, in PV2.0 we see triangulation of video with 
other available data (both primary and secondary data) sources 
being key to building understanding. This, however, requires 
additional contextual information to be included consistently 
as part of the media object creation process, which requires 
increased willingness and rigor on the part of media creators 
(or commissioners). 

Current PV practice places less emphasis on the process of 
production as a valuable data source. In reality, artefacts 
generated throughout the process (e.g. workshop artifacts (sto-
ryboards), group discussions, and unused edits) are valid data 

sources present within the various stages of the PV process 
that are discarded in favor of the ‘final edit’. These data are 
discarded partly due to a lack of procedures for capturing this 
information, but predominantly because their value for the 
organization is not realized. Furthermore, when considering 
how multiple narratives can be captured by the community in 
PV 2.0, there are vital data that exists in the process of how 
and what criteria the community used to arrive at particular 
curatorship decisions. PV2.0 should support practitioners in 
capturing these decision-making process outputs as part of 
its workflows from the start, rather than treating these as sec-
ondary (and invalid) data. These decisions within the creative 
process, made by participants, are key to understanding and 
contextualizing the final output. Key examples include: de-
cisions on what they chose to include in the narrative (and 
explicitly stating what was excluded), who made these deci-
sions (made by community representative or group decision), 
and the process by which they came to make them. These are 
valuable data points that could better contextualize the video’s 
message. Nevertheless, this requires a commitment to PV2.0’s 
methodology on the part of the facilitator, and less rigorous 
applications of the process would still result in ‘less useful’ 
data. 

PV2.0 configures the production process to ask different ques-
tions of the community in order to create video data that is 
more suitable for use as part of data triangulation. Key to 
enabling this process is both capturing the process as data, 
and engaging the community in performing analysis of content 
- by breaking down the skill barriers required in this prac-
tice: for example, by enabling them to tag content during the 
production process. 

CONCLUSION 
We engaged practitioners from a large networked NGO in con-
versations around the potentials, challenges and affordances 
of current Participatory Video (PV) practice in their work as 
International Development professionals within community 
feedback and M&E. Our findings suggested a number of barri-
ers to applying current PV practice including social, economic 
and political realities that shaped the way PV is perceived 
and used in NGO contexts. We found an incongruity between 
emergent practices in the contemporary media landscape and 
media as currently utilized within NGO contexts. In response 
to these realities, we propose a vision for PV 2.0, discussing 
the opportunities and challenges that emerge when reconsid-
ering PV in light of emergent industry practice e.g. increased 
metadata use. We posit that the existing presumptions of low 
media and technology literacies hold little sway when con-
sidering how communities can be empowered to create more 
authentic and meaningful content. 
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