
  
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Image 1:  A member of the Ngiring Datu Cattle Farmers Association waves to the 
camera as his portrait is taken inside the group’s communal kundung in Karang 
Kendal hamlet, Lombok island, Indonesia. Image by Conor Ashleigh/ACIAR. 
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Abstract  
This degree project involves a self-reflective analysis of an Australian Centre for 

International Agricultural Research (ACIAR) funded multimedia series. I produced the 

work in 2017, about the impact achieved in an agricultural research for development 

project, working with cattle farmers in Indonesia. The overarching purpose of this study is 

to examine how I would embed greater participation throughout my filmmaking process if 

undertaken again. The work is published online and comprises of five short films which 

are accompanied by a series of photographs and text story. I chose to examine a 

previously completed project of my own, knowing that it was undertaken with a limited 

Communication for Development (ComDev) perspective that has since been developed 

through my Master’s degree at Malmo University. Through my research, I seek first to 

identify what aspects of the previous filmmaking process were participatory; second, 

investigate if there is a filmmaking process that could be recommended for future use to 

ensure a greater level of participation among people; and third, determine if my donor-

funded multimedia impact stories only serve the public relations outcomes of the 

development industry. 

 

Key Words: Participation, participatory communication, ComDev, donor driven stories, 

filmmaking, cattle farmers, ACIAR, Indonesia, donor driven communications, multimedia 

stories, filmmaking steps,  
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1.Introduction  
1.1 Introduction to my professional practice  

It was more than a decade ago, while working for a local Non-Governmental Organisation 

(NGO) supporting homeless and at-risk youth in Australia, that I became interested in 

photography as a medium to communicate individual stories and experiences that 

highlighted broader social themes. During this period, I began my self-taught shift from 

community development practice to photographic-based visual storytelling. 

 

From early on, I found the degree of power exercised by a photographer in their mediatory 

role to be problematic. I was given a copy of Susan Sontag’s On Photography by an early 

artistic mentor, Dr Mazie Turner. Sontag’s work was confronting, but it also confirmed 

many of my concerns. 

“To photograph is to appropriate the thing photographed. It means putting oneself into 

a certain relationship to the world that feels like knowledge – and therefore like power.”  

― Susan Sontag (1977 p.4) 

 

For many years and in a number of personal projects, photography was the primary 

medium that I used for my storytelling. As a photographer, I tried to be aware of the power 

I wielded in this mediating role, and in small ways I attempted to curb it. For example, 

during one of my long-term projects about South Sudanese refugees growing up in 

Australia which was originally published in the New York Times, I first crowdfunded money 

to facilitate photography workshops and exhibitions of the images taken by Afghan and 

South Sudanese youth whom I had met while working in their communities. 

 

In addition to my personal projects, my work in the development sphere has largely been 

undertaken for a range of local and international NGOs, intergovernmental organisations 

and research institutes. In 2014 I began my transition into filmmaking. A major reason for 

this shift was a belief that video-based communication provided a greater degree of 

interaction during their production and that films themselves presented a multimedia story 

rather than a still image with associated text. 

 

This assumption which underpinned my shift from photography to filmmaking had largely 

remained unchallenged until 2016, when I began studying a Masters in Communication 
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for Development (ComDev) at Malmo University. In undertaking this Master’s degree, I 

was exposed to a range of writers including Thomas Tufte, Nora Quebral, Arturo Esobar 

and Florencia Enghel whose work was crucial in me developing a richer understanding of 

ComDev. This collective experience and the resulting growth of knowledge have provided 

a platform for me to challenge the theoretical underpinnings of my practice over the past 

decade. Moreover, this degree project allowed me to advance one step further by 

providing me an opportunity to critically interrogate my own practice. The work I will 

examine here for my degree project was selected retrospectively, and thus it is not 

grounded in the ComDev theory that I believe informs my current work today.  

 

1.2 The Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research  

The Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research (ACIAR) is an Australian 

Government Statutory Authority that operates as part of Australia's overseas development 

assistance program under the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade. ACIAR was 

established in June 1982 to assist and encourage Australian scientists to use their skills 

for the benefit of developing countries, while at the same time working to resolve 

Australia's own agricultural problems (ACIAR 2018). 

 
ACIAR has commissioned and managed more than 1,500 research projects in 36 

countries covering areas of crops, agribusiness, horticulture, forestry, livestock, fisheries, 

water and climate, social sciences, and soil and land management (ACIAR 2019).  

 

As a funding agency, ACIAR typically invests in bilateral research projects that engage an 

Australian and local research institution. This approach emphasises and invests in the 

strengthening in partnerships and building collaborations between Australia and 

neighbouring countries in Asia and the Pacific. In addition to the research projects, ACIAR 

also builds capacity through a series of research fellowships that support individuals from 

partner countries involved in ACIAR-supported collaborative research projects to obtain 

postgraduate qualifications at Australian tertiary institutions. The program provides the 

researcher with the opportunity of remaining involved in the ACIAR project throughout his 

or her studies, and supporting them in developing the capability of continuing the research 

on their return home.  

 



      

 

 

3 

1.3 Communications at ACIAR 

Based in ACIAR’s headquarters of Canberra, Australia, the Outreach and Capacity 

Building Division is responsible for managing the majority of communications activities 

undertaken by ACIAR. It is important to note that ACIAR doesn’t have any dedicated 

personnel engaged in or activities dedicated to ComDev. If ComDev activities take place 

as part of any of ACIAR-funded research projects it is a result of the researchers leading 

the respective project. The only ACIAR staff I came across who were familiar with the 

concept of ComDev were ACIAR’s General Manager, Country Programs Dr Peter Horne 

and a few of the organisation’s Research Program Managers. 

 

To position ACIAR on a spectrum of institutional adoption and engagement of ComDev, if 

on one end of the scale there are a select few large institutions like UNICEF that according 

to Noske-Turner, Pavarala & Tacchi, (2018 p.12) has “a clearer direction towards 

positioning C4D as a cross-cutting strategy, and efforts to “mainstream” it so that it 

contributes across all program areas.” On the complete other end of the spectrum there 

are organisations like ACIAR that still have no institutional engagement with ComDev at 

all.  

 

1.4 Working as a Consultant for ACIAR  

Since 2012 I have been engaged as a communications consultant by ACIAR, working on 

a range of projects. My engagement has been wide ranging and included producing photo 

and video-based documentation of projects to somewhat more ComDev-related activities.  

The more ComDev-related activities included multimedia stories that communicate 

research impacts as well as delivering communications training and support for 

researchers from partner institutions, ACIAR country managers and ACIAR regional staff. 

This more ComDev related work I was engaged to deliver was not commissioned by 

ACIAR’s Outreach and Capacity Building team but rather by ACIAR’s General Manager, 

Country Programs Dr Peter Horne.  

 

Dr Peter Horne manages the ACIAR Country Managers who operate from offices in ten 

countries: China, India, Indonesia, Kenya, Pakistan, Fiji, Papua New Guinea, the 

Philippines, Lao PDR and Vietnam. The India and Laos offices have regional 

responsibilities for South Asia and Cambodia, Thailand and Myanmar respectively (ACIAR 
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2018). In my observation, it was Dr Peter Horne’s passion for using the tools and 

knowledge of communication coupled with the Outreach and Capacity Building Division’s 

lack of interest that motivated him to commission me to undertake such assignments. 

research projects that motivated him to engage. 

 

1.5 Indonesia Cattle Research Project 

Since 2000, ACIAR has commissioned cattle research projects across eastern Indonesia 

aimed at improving productivity among cattle farmers. The University of Queensland was 

commissioned to lead a research project named ‘Improving smallholder cattle fattening 

systems based on forage tree legume diets in eastern Indonesia and northern Australia’ 

that ran from 2010–2015. The project was led by University of Queensland’s Associate 

Professor Max Shelton who has been researching for more than three decades in cattle 

fattening systems and forage tree legume diets for cattle. Researchers from the University 

of Queensland in partnership with Indonesian researchers from the University of Mataram 

and the Indonesian Agency for Agricultural Research and Development (BPTP) selected 

24 farmer groups from across West Nusa Tenggara (NTB) and East Nusa Tenggara (NTT) 

regions of Indonesia.  

 

The groups were selected from an area of Indonesia where producers of cattle have 

traditionally had low productivity due to poor animal nutrition, especially during the 

prolonged dry seasons that are common in eastern Indonesia. The project set out to 

explore if farmers could increase nutrition of cattle in the region with the eventual aim of 

significant growth in cattle productivity among small holders in the region as a result of a 

cattle farming groups adopting a series of new farming practices. 

 

In his final report to ACIAR, project leader Associate Professor Max Shelton (2017, p. 6) 

states that the project’s overall aim was “to lift rural income by increasing the rate of turn-

off and sales from cattle fattening enterprises through increased use of high quality FTL 

in cattle diets in Indonesia and Australia.”  

 

According to Associate Professor Max Shelton (2017, p.4) the project’s achievements 

included the planting of more than 1 million fodder tree legumes FTL seedlings to support 

cattle fattening and the fattening of more than 2,300 bulls across project sites while the 
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monitoring of live weight gain helped farmers improve their feeding system and improved 

their negotiation power when selling animals to traders. Shelton continues in the report 

(2017, p. 5), “Economic analysis showed that under all measures of profitability, cattle 

fattening using FTLs was profitable in wet season (lower in the dry season) and economic 

returns were far higher than fattening systems without leucaena/sesbania (based on cut 

grass, residues and purchased feeds). Over 30 publications, including peer-reviewed 

journal article were produced by the project.” 

 

The outcomes from this research project were important as they demonstrated firstly the 

successful outcomes from the ACIAR investment and secondly that it was possible to 

observe a successful adoption of new practices among smallholder farmers. This series 

of new practices ensured that cattle diets were made up of more protein-rich food sources, 

meaning that less time and other inputs are needed to fatten cattle before they are sold.  

 

1.6 Producing Multimedia Impact Stories for ACIAR 

In 2017 I was hired by ACIAR to produce a film about the recently completed projects in 

Indonesia with small holder cattle farmers. ACIAR leadership and the project’s lead 

Indonesian researchers selected the group for me to visit as part of the work. While a brief 

was never formally developed, through our in-person discussions it was agreed that I 

would produce a series of multimedia stories aimed at communicating the impacts of the 

research project to non-scientific audiences. These audiences included the Australian 

general public, Australian and Indonesian policy makers, Australian and Indonesian 

researchers and Indonesian cattle farmers. During the planning for this engagement, I 

suggested a multimedia series instead of a single long film. The benefit of a multimedia 

series, I believed, is that each chapter could be easily viewed and, dependent on the 

webpage layout, also include photographs and text. The multimedia-rich storytelling page 

I built for the launch of this work was the first of its kind for ACIAR when it launched two 

years ago.  
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Image 2: A photo of Hardiyanto washing a pregnant cow in a stream of Karang Kendal Hamlet, Lombok 

Island, Indonesia. The photo was chosen by myself as the banner image from the multimedia series I 

produced ‘Transforming Cattle Farming in Lombok.’ The series was made after spending time with one 
of the cattle groups that were part of the ACIAR funded cattle research project ‘Improving smallholder 

cattle fattening systems based on forage tree legume diets in eastern Indonesia and northern Australia’. 

Image: Conor Ashleigh/ACIAR. 

 

Here is a link to the webpage where the stories were published. The series was titled 

‘Transforming cattle farming in Lombok’ and was published on 6 November, 2017 on 

ACIAR’s exposure account. It is noted that in 2019, ACIAR decided to change the url 

name of their Exposure account from the automatically applied ‘Exposure’ to ‘Reachout’. 

The multimedia page comprised six chapters that followed a chronological order of context 

of cattle farming and challenges farmers faced before the project through to the 

documented impacts resulting from the projects adoption.   

1- Cattle farming in Indonesia 

2- The challenges for cattle farmers in Indonesia 

3- Introducing ACIAR’s cattle project 

4- Cattle sales proving project’s success 

5- The manure business, an unexpected benefit 

6- Hardianto’s dream for his daughter Fauzia 
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In total, ‘Transforming cattle farming in Lombok’ comprised five short films, 33 photos with 

captions and a 1100-word article.  

 

‘Exposure’ is a multimedia platform that can be used to publish media-rich stories with 

ease. It is popular among many development organisations and donors who, like ACIAR, 

do not have the capacity to produce similar content on their own websites. As part of the 

post-production work associated with the project, I also set up ACIAR’s Exposure account 

and built the ‘Transforming cattle farming in Lombok’ multimedia page. Since that first 

story, ACIAR has used the platform regularly with more than 120 stories published in the 

past 26 months.    

 

1.7 Karang Kendal Hamlet 

The Karang Kendal Hamlet is a small village located on the Northwest coast of Lombok 

island, Indonesia. Lombok is an Indonesian island east of Bali and west of Sumbawa – 

part of the Lesser Sunda Island chain – and has a population of roughly 3.3 million people. 

 
Figure 1: Map of Lombok Island (Google Maps 2019). 

 

Karang Kendal Hamlet is home to the Ngiring Datu Cattle Farmers Association, one of the 

24 cattle farmer groups selected for this research project. The Ngiring Datu Cattle Farmers 

Association were clearly one of the lead groups throughout the project as they were 
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chosen by Indonesian researchers and ACIAR representatives for my visit at the end of 

the project.  

 

 
Image 3: Husband and wife cattle farmers and members of the Ngiring Datu Cattle Farmers Association 

prepare to mix cuttings of high protein tree legumes (FTL) with regular fodder in in Karang Kendal 

hamlet. Image by Conor Ashleigh/ACIAR. 
 

1.8 Informed Consent 

Informed consent was recorded individually from all the cattle farmers from Ngiring Datu 

Cattle Farmers Association who took part in the filming process. As part of the consent 

gathering process, an explanation was given to the group on how the stories, photos and 

videos recorded may possibly be used across multiple mediums namely physical (print), 

digital (online) and screen (television/projection). After the group explanation, I filmed with 

a smartphone as my colleague Dr Nurul Hilmiyati spoke individually to each farmer in local 

Lombok dialect and asked for their verbal permission to take their photos, videos and 

interviews. All farmers gave consent to take part. 
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2. Research aims and question 
Looking back to move forward, how would I embed greater participation throughout my 

donor-funded multimedia stories?  - A case study from a cattle research project in 

Indonesia. 

 

The ultimate aim of my research is to examine how would I embed greater participation 

within my donor-funded multimedia stories? 

 

The study thus aims to answer the following sub-questions: 

● What aspects of the previous filmmaking process were participatory? 

● Is there a filmmaking process that could be recommended for future use that 

ensures a greater level of participation among participants? 

● Are my donor-funded multimedia impact stories only serving the public relations 

outcomes of the development industry? 

 

The key concepts I am exploring in my degree project include:  

• participatory communication 

• filmmaking process 

• donor funded communications 

• stories 

 

2.1 Limitations  

A major limitation I now realise in hindsight is that my decade of experience working as a 

photographer, filmmaker and communications specialist hasn’t been easy to translate 

from practice into research. Perhaps naively I thought that my undertaking a degree 

project that sought to critical reflect on my own practice would allow for an easy transition 

from practitioner to writer, this hasn’t been the case for a few reasons. Firstly, because I 

realise my practice hasn’t been informed by a strong theoretical ComDev framing and 

secondly it is difficult to consistently maintain a degree of separation to critically evaluate 

one’s own practice. 

 

A second limitation is my lack of Indonesian language knowledge. As an Australian that 

lives between Australia and Iran, I know the importance of understanding and 
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communicating in another language. Fluency in another language in my opinion isn’t just 

about one’s ability to communicate, it is also importantly about the ability to listen and to 

understand the cultural context of how and what people are saying. This quote from 

Dingwaney and Maier (1995, p.3) describes well what is taking place through the process 

of translation “It is more complex than replacing source language text with target language 

text and includes cultural and educational nuances that can shape the options and 

attitudes of recipients. Translations are never produced in a cultural or political vacuum 

and cannot be isolated from the context in which the texts are embedded.” My lack of 

Indonesian language meant that I had to rely on Indonesian researchers to assist with 

translation when working with farmers and also in the transcribing all of the interviews and 

group discussions that were conducted with the project participants. During the filming trip 

I was accompanied by two senior Indonesian researcher’s Dr Tanda Panjaitan from BPTP 

and Dr Dahlanuddin from UNRAM. We discussed at length the importance of accurate 

translations and I believe they understood the concept however I also note that they had 

their own long-term relationships with the farmers and their own experience as 

researchers working on the project which inevitably informed their role as translators.  

 

Another set of limitations related to this project concerns the production of the initial 

stories. For example, the selection of the group was made between Dr Peter Horne, the 

General Manager of Country Programs for ACIAR, and lead Indonesian researchers from 

the project, Dr Tanda Panjaitan from BPTP and Dr Dahlanuddin from UNRAM. It is 

understandable that they selected a group that demonstrated in an exemplary way the 

adoption of new farming practices introduced through the project; however, choosing a 

shining star group also comes with many shortcomings such as their ability to speak on 

behalf of a group or overshadow other experiences which might vary from their own. My 

lack of ability to be critical of the research project throughout the project is another part of 

the limitations relating to the production of the multimedia series.  

 

My detailed notes recalling the filming from 2017 were only first recorded in their entirety 

approximately a year after the filming took place when I decided to focus on the project 

for my degree project. At the time of filming I only recorded my regular filming related 

notes which weren’t sufficient for the level of enquiry included in my degree project. 

Another limitation was my lack of supervision and this is why I haven’t included a name of 

a supervisor on the front page of my degree project as it would be misrepresentative of 
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having any academic support through this process. I did received supervision during my 

first semester of attempting my degree project however due to a lack of commitment to 

my degree project at the time I only used two hours of supervision for one skype call and 

two rounds of emails with comments with my assigned supervisor. Due to the university’s 

policy on supervision I have not been able to access any other supervision after the first 

semester. After undertaking multiple iterations of this degree project without any academic 

guidance engage I consider my lack of supervision the greatest limitation of my degree 

project. 
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3. Literature Review  
In this literature review I aim to contextualise my Degree Project within the field of 

Communication for Development by unpacking concepts most relevant in answering my 

research question. By developing a theoretical framework now, I am able to position this 

project within the literature presented. This complex task of engaging in critical self-

reflexivity isn’t easy and I concede there will be a great deal of relevant concepts of the 

field that aren’t engaged with here.  

 

The Key Areas explored in this literature review are: 

- Development and its dilemmas  

- Communication for Development 

- Doing good or looking good? 

- Participatory Communication 

- Participatory Filmmaking 

- Participatory Processes  

 

3.1 Development at a glance  

Development is an extremely layered and historically rooted concept. Despite all the 

writing on and around development, it still lacks a clear, solid or abiding definition. 

According to Pieterse (2010), however, the term ‘development’ in its present sense dates 

from the postwar era of modern development thinking; and while there have been many 

contesting theories that challenge the dominant paradigm of development, Escobar (1995 

p.23) writes “it is important to emphasize the break that occurred in the conceptions and 

management of poverty first with the emergence of capitalism in Europe and subsequently 

with the advent of development in the Third World.” Escobar’s point reinforces the rather 

sobering reality that, from the beginnings of development up until today, much of the 

dominant practice remains framed and implemented from a deeply problematic and 

explicitly Eurocentric worldview. Adding to the discussion on development is Manyozo 

(2012, p.3) who cites American philosopher, Frankfurt (1988), for his unforgiving 

assessment of the field of development, writing that “the whole history of development in 

general is littered with this unequal relationship and has often ended up with ‘bullshit’ 

approaches to development”.  
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While it is easy to be overwhelmed by such largely despairing depictions of development, 

Wilkins & Enghels (2013 p.167) provide a reframing that offers a way forward for engaging 

with the fundamentally problematic core of development`` 

“If we problematize development assistance as a complex process, we can then 

recognize that some interventions improve conditions in substantial ways without 

disregarding shortcomings such as, for example, unrealistic timelines, abrupt 

termination of funding, poor planning, interventions disrespectful of cultural conditions, 

or a narrow focus on projects and individuals at the expense of attention to social 

processes.” Wilkins & Enghels (2013 p.167) 

 

Wilkins & Enghels (2013) analytical assessment of development encourages a 

constructive critique aimed at inviting reflexive insight and building towards broader 

structural reform on and around development.  Therefore, the major lesson for me from 

my reading on and around development and its dilemmas is to not entirely dismiss a 

system, but instead find ways to actively seek to revise it by participating in it. Therefore, 

in my Degree Project, I have taken steps to critically reflect on my initial methods chosen 

for producing stories of impact. 

 

3.2 Communication for Development 

Just as it is difficult to suggest a single definition for the broader notion of development, it 

is similarly challenging to put forward one for Communication for Development that 

captures the breadth of perspectives encompassed by the field. A useful starting point is 

Nora Quebral’s who almost 5 decades ago first described ComDev at University of the 

Philippines College of Agriculture symposium in Los Baños in 2917. Quebral’s (2011) re-

articulation of ComDev is one of the best descriptions “the art and science of human 

communication linked to a society’s planned transformation, from a state of poverty to one 

of dynamic socioeconomic growth, that makes for greater equity.”   

 

As time has gone on and ComDev has become more contested, singling out a working 

definition that is representative of the entire field has become quite a feat.  Melkote and 

Steeves (2015, p.74) position ComDev within the broader mechanism of development, 

“development communication has evolved according to the overarching goals of the 
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development programmes and devcom theories during each historical period.” To build 

on Melkote and Steeves positioning of DevCom within development, Manyozo offers an 

additional characterization of ComDev that is helpful in understanding some of the key 

characteristics that contribute to the fields diversity, “development communication is a 

group of method-driven and theory-based employment of media and communication to 

influence and transform the political economy of development in ways that allow 

individuals, communities, and societies to determine the direction and benefit of 

development interventions” (Manyozo 2012 p.9).  

 

During earlier iterations of my degree project I focused heavily on Manyozo’s (2012) three 

approaches to ComDev, participatory communication, media for development and media 

development.  At the time I was trying to make sense of my work in relation to ComDev 

by situating it between two of Manyozo’s approaches, participatory communication and 

media for development. As a result of further reading and critical feedback, I have come 

to understand that Manyozo’s (2012) three approaches to ComDev on the one hand 

offered an easy way for me to categorise my project from Indonesia within the field of 

ComDev, however on the other hand these groupings have not been beneficial in 

prompting greater critical reflection on my practice.  

 

As I continued reading more on ComDev I began to understand that there were significant 

swathes of other literature that was more suited to prompting me down a more critical path 

of self-reflection. These other sections are explore further in the following sections of this 

literature review. 

 

3.3 Doing good or looking good? 

According to Noske-Turner, Pavarala and Tacchi (2018 p.1) to date a great deal of writing 

relating to the practice of ComDev within institutions suggests that the most significant 

barrier to practices of ComDev is confusion between communication as Public Relations 

(PR) and communication for development functions (e.g. Quarry and Ramirez 2009; 

Gumucio-Dagron and Rodriguez 2006). As I noted in an earlier section of my degree 

project 1 there were no staff from the organisation’s communications team that I had ever 

talked with that knew of ComDev and there was certainly no emphasis at an organisational 

level. While these reflections are purely anecdotal, they are important in contextualizing 
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the institutional misunderstanding as noted by Noske-Turner, Pavarala and Tacchi that I 

have experienced within the organization. 

  

Building on this point, Enghel & Noske-Turner (2018 p.1) describe the way organisation’s 

communicate as falling under two major categories, firstly to do good via communication 

for development and media assistance, and secondly to communicate the good done, via 

information and public relations. At first glance these two appear to be quite opposite but 

as Enghel & Noske-Turner (2018 p.1) suggest “instances in which both purposes are 

combined have remained under-researched. Little is known about how they overlap in 

practice, and therefore about how to address the tensions and contradictions that may 

ensue from this overlap.” These competing realities of doing good or looking good are 

very relevant to my practice in general and specifically the work produced with the 

Indonesian cattle farmers that is being reviewed for this Degree Project. 

 

Enghel & Noske-Turner (2018 p.2) depart from the idea of ‘looking good’ as just a short-

hand for PR and branding but rather note how c4d practitioners, who it is implied are 

‘doing good’, broach the matter of making their practice look good or become visible. 

Enghel & Noske-Turner (2018 p.2) continue “this means working with an awareness of 

decision makers’ expectations in terms of both the types of c4d strategies, and their 

demand for visible and tangible results in particular forms.” For relevance to my degree 

project I would suggest that this point of ComDev practitioners working with the awareness 

of how they can look good, can also be broadened to include in my case communications 

specialists that while not communicating on or around a ComDev activity but are tasked 

similarly with having to make a research project in the Indonesian cattle farmers instance, 

look good. 

 

During the earlier iterations of my Degree Project I was keenly focused on trying to position 

my work within the field of ComDev and attempted to do so using Manyozo’s (2012) three 

approaches to ComDev. However now after ongoing reflection I have decided that the 

most important part of this Degree Project is not trying to work out the position of the prior 

work within ComDev but rather how I, and other communications practitioners, could 

undertake more future production with a greater ComDev focus.  
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3.4 Participatory Communication 

Within the field of ComDev, participation is understood both as a method and as an 

outcome and similar to other major concepts explored in this literature review, the 

understanding of participation is broad. Despite the variations in how participation is 

characterized or tiered, it is understood to be linked directly to the mediation of power.  

Today participatory communication is a crucial part of ComDev, however it wasn’t that 

long ago that the notion was fighting for acceptance within development more broadly.  

 

Melkote (2020 p.75) suggests this shift began in the 1970s as the concept of development 

grew to embrace more types of change guided by different paradigms, theories, 

disciplinary influences, geographical considerations and methodologies. Melkote (2020 

p.75) continues “I believe that this was the first major interdisciplinary encounter in 

devcom, bringing together the positivist and the interpretive paradigms; they are the 

guiding forces of the modernization and participatory models, respectively. To understand 

how thinking has moved beyond the diffusion or participation duality of previous thinking, 

Ramírez & Quarry (2019 p.4) refer to Waisbord’s (2001) genealogical tree of theories, 

methods, and strategies of communication for development (Figure 2). It represents the 

two major branches of communication: the dominant paradigm which includes social 

marketing and entertainment education, in contrast are the critical responses to the 

dependency theory including participatory approaches, social mobilization. 

 
Figure 2:  Waisbord’s (2001) genealogical tree of theories, methods, and strategies of communication 

for development. 
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Certainly if Waisboard’s genealogical tree reproduced today would have a significant 

number of new authors added to the upper branches including, but not limited to Tufte 

and Mefalopulos, who will be discussed in depth shortly. Before moving on to the relevant 

concepts of participation for my theoretical framework, it is important to first stop and 

acknowledge work of Paulo Freire. 

 

I personally knew of Freire’s (1970) Pedagogy of the Oppressed in the context of 

Liberation Theology, a progressive people-centred theology within Catholicism that was 

formalised with the writing of Peruvian priest Gustavo Gutiérrez in his book A Theology of 

Liberation (1971). It has been nice to re-engage with Freire’s work in the context of 

ComDev and appreciate his critical contribution to the participation discourse. Tufte (2005) 

emphasises how Freire’s early writing on participation has been crucial to the shifting 

development landscape at a time where the notion of participation was just starting to 

seriously emerge. Tufte (2005 p.167) writes “Paulo Freire himself had no deep 

understanding of, or interest in, the mass media, as he made plain in an interview that I 

conducted with him in 1990 (Tufte1990). His main orientation was to face-to-face 

communication and small-scale group interaction. However, Freire had a clear 

understanding of the need to deal with the power structures of society, and the need for 

the marginalized sectors of society to struggle to conquer a space for their critical reflection 

and dialogue.”  Others built atop of Freire’s writing, including the academic works of British 

development researcher Robert Chambers (1983) and Colombian development 

researcher Arturo Escobar (1995) who also pushed for critical thinking and concern about 

people’s participation. 

 

“The more people participate in the process of their own education, and the more 

people participate in defining what kind of production to produce, and for what and why, 

the more people participate in the development of their selves. The more people 

become themselves, the better the democracy.” Paulo Freire (1990 p.145) 

 

Freire’s writing on participation doesn’t explicitly form part of the theoretical framework of 

my degree project however I believe it is important to contextualise participatory theory 

early origins with the writing of Freire which is visualised in Waisboard’s genealogical 

communication tree. 
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The quest for participation in development programs and projects has long existed while 

in recent years it has gained voice and become a stronger concern Tufte and Mefalopulos 

(2009 p.3). The mainstreaming of participation within development has only taken place 

more recently however rather interestingly much of the theoretical literature on typologies 

of participation has been derived from Arnstein’s (1969) influential “ladder of participation”, 

which is shown below in Figure 3 xxx 

 
Figure 3: Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of participation. 
 

Arnstein ladder of citizen participation has informed the foundation of Pretty’s (1995) 

typology of participation, illustrated below. 
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Figure 4: Petty’s (1995) typology of participation. 

 

Arnstein’s model and associated approaches such as Petty’s typology of participation are 

not without criticisms. Collins and Ison (2006) contended that the hierarchical model of 

“participation as power” embodied in the Arnstein approach is unaccommodating in 

complex contexts where both the nature of a particular problem and the potential 

resolution are uncertain. They suggest that it may be more effective to adopt a broader 

concept of social learning in such circumstances. While there is validity in the critiques 

from Collins and Ison (2006) and if considering a more detailed analysis of participation, 

such as part of a development project’s evaluation than it would be wise to consider a less 

normative approach. However, in light of the limited length of this degree project I will 

adopt Petty’s (1995) typology of participation to evaluate the degree of participation 

throughout the filming project in Indonesia and also propose a process that could aim to 

engender more significant participation through a filming process.    

 

Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009 p.6) explore how participation can be used by development 

organizations, ranging from international agencies to civil society organizations. Tufte and 

Mefalopulos (2009 p.6) propose four key ways participation can be used: 
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- Providing basic services effectively 

 Mechanisms of public or private service provision, including health, education, 

transport, agricultural extension and water, entail strategies that are affordable and 

inclusive even of marginalized groups. 

- Pursuing advocacy goals 

Collection of data from ordinary citizens feeds their voice into policy formulation 

processes. A key element to achieve this input is support of civil society and local 

governance initiatives, such as popular participation in public budgeting and 

individual and community empowerment programs that strengthen the voice of 

marginalized groups. Furthermore, advocacy has grown significantly in recent 

years as an NGO activity. 

- Monitoring progress towards goals 

These activities include self-reporting schemes and direct community involvement 

in monitoring processes. 

- Facilitating reflection and learning among local groups 

Opportunities for dialogue, learning and critique become central elements in 

evaluating a projector program. 

 

The two most relevant for this degree project are participation in pursuing advocacy goals 

and in facilitating reflection and learning among local groups. By reviewing my donor-

funded multimedia impact stories I seek to understand what from my process was 

participatory and then how I would suggest a new process for future work that could be 

embedded with a higher degree of sincere participation. Facilitating reflection and learning 

among local groups is the fourth way participation can be used within a development 

project according to Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009). The participatory workshops I held with 

the farmers from the earlier filming fall under this category and while these classes of 

participation won’t be broken down any further they’re worth noting.  

 

Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009) build on Pretty’s (1995) typology of participation with their 

own revised version that is divided into four main categories.  
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- Passive participation 

It is the least participatory forms would see ‘primary stakeholders of a project 

participate by just being informed about what is going to happen or has already 

happened.’ 

- Participation by consultation 

It involves an extractive process whereby stakeholders provide answers to 

questions posed by outside researchers or experts. As such, this consultative 

process keeps all the decision-making power in the hands of external 

professionals who are under no obligation to incorporate stakeholders’ input.  

- Participation by collaboration  

This form of participation involves groups of primary stakeholders forming to 

participate in the discussion and analysis of predetermined objectives set by 

the project. It incorporates a component of horizontal communication and 

capacity building among all stakeholders—a joint collaborative effort. 

- Empowerment participation  
It takes place in a way where primary stakeholders are capable and willing to 

initiate the process and take part in the analysis. This leads to joint decision making 

about what should be achieved and how.  
 

Tufte and Mefalopulos typology of participation presented above are clearly not static and 

have various “gradations” (Arnstein,1969; Hickey and Mohan, 2004; Willis, 2005).   

 

The first two forms of participation, passive participation and participation by consultation 

provide minimal to no active participation on the part of the participants. On an initial 

reflection on a number of my previous projects, I can identify instances where I have 

unknowingly employed these tokenistic forms of participation and understood them to be 

providing a high degree of participation for those taking part. For some ComDev 

practitioners they may see minimal to no active participation as necessary in certain 

contexts however in my own practice it is difficult to imagine how I could knowingly use 

these approaches and believe they’re ensuring any significant degree of participation. The 

third approach, participation by collaboration, promotes access to decision-making 

processes for the participant but this does not usually result in dramatic changes but rather 

provide an active involvement in the decision-making process about how to achieve it. I 
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see this approach as the most common way I have used participation in my work. 

participation by collaboration is not entirely locating people in the role of decision maker 

on all matters however it is still engaging them to make a number of decisions throughout 

the process. The fourth approach empowerment participation is where primary 

stakeholders are able to initiate the process and take part in critical analysis which leads 

to joint decision making about what should be achieved and how. 

 

Empowerment participation as proposed by Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009) is the gold 

standard of participation in my opinion. At its core the approach seeks to initiate 

meaningful change for a participant by creating a horizontal dialogue where they occupy 

all crucial roles along the decision making continuum, this ensures that they’re 

participation isn’t within the confines of a predetermined project or set of outcomes. 

Reflecting on my own practice and considering the intended outcomes of empowerment 

participation, I am uncertain if I have ever used this approach with any proper outcomes. 

While a number of the theorists mentioned here describe participation and its applications 

as existing on a continuum, according to Huesca (2003 p.13) there are some “scholars 

critical of traditional development communication research embraced participation 

virtually as an Utopian panacea for development.” This end of the spectrum that Huesca 

refers to (2003 p.13) as having conceptualized participation as an end in and of itself, isn’t 

being engaged with as part of this literature review due to its limited value in helping me 

address my research question. If this degree project had afforded a greater scope for 

unpacking literature via a larger word count, I would have been interested to explore in 

more detail some of the scholars that Huesca clearly believes to be utopian in their views 

on participation.  The choice of those included here are pragmatic to provide me a 

framework for answering my primary and secondary research questions. 

 

As described above, the theoretical field of participation is broad.  

I have chosen to use Tufte and Mefalopulos typology of participation in order to answer 

my research question and cite the pair however I do note the lineage of the concept from 

Petty (1995) who coined it and took inspiration from Arnstein (1969). By using Tufte and 

Mefalopulos (2009) typology of participation I plan to critically assess the work I produced 

with the Indonesia cattle farmers and place it along the spectrum of participation that 

ranges from passive participation, which is nothing more than top-down tokenistic 
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stakeholder engagement through to my gold standard empowerment participation which 

aims to be nothing less than a catalyst for transforming communities and individuals. 

 

3.5 Participatory Filmmaking 

The term ‘participatory video’ has been used broadly and applied to many different types 

of video projects and processes. One of the earliest recorded uses of participatory 

filmmaking was by the American documentarian Robert J. Flaherty, who made Nanook of 

the North (1922). Over the past 80 years there have been significant and wide-ranging 

contributions to the field of participatory video. According to Cain (2009 p.87) while taking 

into account the various and diverse contributions there is broad consensus, however, 

that there was a definitive moment when the various elements came together and 

‘participatory video’ was born (White, 2003; Crocker, 2003; Satheesh, 2005; Wiesner, 

1992; Kennedy, 1989; Lansing, 1989; etc.)”.Cain continues (2009 p.87) “this moment 

occurred when Canada’s NFB Challenge for Change program conducted its Fogo Project 

in the remote Fogo Island off the northeast coast of Newfoundland in 1967. The outcome 

of this project was to define a filmmaking process and its principles that became known 

throughout such varied spheres as development communication, visual anthropology, and 

psychological therapy as the ‘Fogo process’. Perhaps the key characteristic of the Fogo 

process is that it took the idea of ‘film as a tool for change’ one step further by identifying 

process as more important than product. Embedded in that process were the principles of 

participation, representation, reflexivity, advocacy and empowerment.  

 

From its rich origins the field of participatory video (PV) includes according to Cain (2009 

p.2) practices including community video, video advocacy, and indigenous media. The 

ways that participatory video has been applied across the world has varied, Cain (2009 

p.2) lists “community development; training and education; therapy; community 

organization and mobilisation; political and social activism; advocacy; cultural 

preservation; mediation and conflict resolution; role-modelling; exposing social injustice; 

lending voice to the ‘voiceless’; empowering women behind the camera; and for use by 

illiterate communities (Ogan1989; White 2003).”  

 

The field of participatory video is undoubtedly vast and, according to Baselga (2015), only 

a few scholars have actually tried to define participatory video. Two researchers who are 
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often single out for the quality of their work and their studies of participatory video as a 

process for capacity-building and community empowerment are Shirley White (2003) and 

Lunch & Lunch (2006). Through my reading I have found this participatory video definition 

from White (2003 p.64) as one of the most compelling, “a tool for individual, group, and 

community development. It can serve as a powerful force for people to see themselves in 

relation to the community and become conscientized about personal and community 

needs. It brings about a critical awareness that forms the foundation for creativity and 

communication. Thus, it has the potential to bring about personal, social, political and 

cultural change.” 

  

Jay Ruby, in his book Speaking for, Speaking about, Speaking with, or Speaking 

Alongside (2000), notes that “cooperative ventures turn into collaborations when 

filmmakers and subjects mutually determine the content and shape of the film” (2000, p. 

208). Ruby presents a series of pertinent questions when querying whether or not a video 

or film project qualifies as a true collaboration.  

“Was there an equitable division of labour? Was decision-making shared? Was 

there collaboration at all stages? Was there technical involvement by the subject-

community? Who initiated? Who raised and controlled funds? Who operated the 

equipment? Who was concerned with completion? Who controlled distribution? 

Who travelled with the film for screenings?” (Ruby 2000, p.208-209) 

 

I return to Ruby’s questions in my degree project conclusion to gauge if my degree project 

could be considered a true collaboration from his perspective. In addition to the important 

practice related elements of participatory video, Stuart offers a bird’s eye view description 

of how participatory video should have at its heart the intention of aiming to affect broader 

social or political shifts through its production and dissemination. 

 

“people at the grassroots are at the very bottom of society’s information hierarchy. They 

need to communicate their needs and concerns to people at all levels and to receive 

many kinds of information but particularly from others whose experience is relevant to 

their situation. This is a prerequisite to their full participation in society.” (Stuart, 1989, 

p. 10) 
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Stuart’s description of what participatory video should aim to achieve on a broader level 

is an important reminder of what such a process should ideally aim to achieve. In regard 

to how to achieve such an outcome, the book Time to Listen, Hearing People on the 

Receiving End of Aid from Anderson, Brown and Jean (2012) emphasises that good 

communication is first grounded in a strong process of listening with limited levels of 

assumptions or expected outcomes from encounters. 

“These are not insignificant questions. Listening is challenging. It takes time and 

energy, it demands attention and receptiveness, and it requires choices. Listening at 

both the interpersonal level and the broader, societal level is a discipline that involves 

setting aside expectations of what someone will say and opening up, instead, to the 

multiple levels at which humans communicate with each other.” (Anderson, Brown and 

Jean 2012 p.7) 

 

Lunch and Lunch lead their own NGO InsightShare based in the UK but working globally 

by engaging participatory video practitioners across the world. According to their own 

website’s homepage (InsightShare 2020) “InsightShare has delivered more than 350 

projects over 20 years in more than 60 countries, and are leaders in the participatory 

media field.” After watching a number of the films facilitated by InsightShare I then read 

their InsighShare’s (2006) publication A Handbook for the Field. This easy to read 

handbook presents the organisations decades of experience facilitating participatory 

video projects with practitioners and communities across the world.  As described in their 

own words (InsightShare 2006 p.12) in a nutshell, PV, as practiced by InsightShare, works 

like this:   

1- Participants (men, women and youth) rapidly learn how to use video equipment  

2- Facilitators help groups to identify and analyse important issues in their community 

by adapting a range of Participatory Rural Apraisal (PRA)-type tools with 

participatory video techniques (for example, social mapping, action search, 

prioritizing.) 

3- Short videos and messages are directed and filmed by the participants. 

4- Footage is shown to the wider community at daily screenings. 

5- A dynamic process of community-led learning, sharing and exchange is set in 

motion. 

6- Completed films can be used to promote awareness and exchange between 

various different target groups.  
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7- Participatory video films or video messages can be used to strengthen both 

horizontal communication (e.g. communicating with other communities) and 

vertical communication (e.g. communicating with decision-makers). 

By learning about the rich history and coming to appreciate the depth of participatory video 

practice today I clearly realise that the work I produced in Indonesia cannot be considered 

participatory filmmaking.  Lunch and Lunch (2006 p.10) describe the different between 

documentary making and participatory filmmaking well “whilst there are forms of 

documentary filmmaking that are able to sensitively represent the realities of their subjects' 

lives and even to voice their concerns, documentary films very much remain the authored 

products of a documentary filmmaker.” One of the aims of this degree project is to propose 

a future process that is more able to be embedded with participation throughout the 

process. I hope to be able to derive aspects from participatory filmmaking literature and 

InsightShare’s process where possible in this regard. 

 

3.6 Donor funded development 

Donor Funded Projects (DFPs) according to Ribeiro (2009), are usually conceived due to 

the need of development shortcomings, in theory they are meant to complement the 

services and programs offered by national governments. These projects reach 

communities through various means and funding pathways including Government Aid 

Programs such as Australian Aid previously known as AusAID, International Financial  

Institutions  (IFIs),  United  Nations  (UN)  Agencies  that provides grants through 

government, UN institutions, NGOs, and Community Based Organizations (CBOs). 

 

Most donors consider community participation in projects an essential ingredient for 

development and their eventual sustainability after the project cycle (Ribeiro 2011). 

However, given the complexity of funding, implementation and political contexts, varying 

results are expected between the theoretical underpinning or log frame for a project and 

what actually takes place. Buskens (2010 p.19) suggests that while the development field 

is mindful of the need to acknowledge and strengthen the agency of the beneficiaries of 

development, it is the agency of other parties that define its discourses and practices. This 

point made by Buskens (2010) is pertinent and something I have seen time and time again 

in my own decade of working for development agencies. While development practitioners 

are well aware of the short comings of their specific project or the large structural 
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limitations of their organization, the practical reality is that the structural shifts needed 

inside a project or the large-scale change needed at the organisation or development 

community level are easily identified but remain decisions made by a very select few.   

 

Anderson Brown & Jean (2012 p.35) note that one of the common trends among the 

development sector today is the “adoption of business principles and practices among 

development providers in the context of a broad pro-privatization climate has had a 

number of serious consequences”, they continue “They talk about “value for money,” 

“results based management” and, as noted above, “deliverables.” For myself, and 

undoubtedly other practitioners working in the development sector today, this commercial 

business orientation with donor funded projects is nowadays commonplace. Wilkins 

(2008) makes links between this commercial orientation of development and the increase 

of projection of success. To use Enghel & Noske-Turner (2018 p.2) description as noted 

earlier in the literature review, this falls under much of the ‘looking good’ that many 

organisations are increasingly fixated upon and is an area of my literature review that has 

less scholarship that many of the other key concepts explored. 

 

On reviewing the Living Proof campaign funded by private donors Bill & Melinda Gates 

Foundations and ONE, Wilkins & Enghel (2013 p.179) note that much of  

“our communication research in development focuses on how communication works 

for social change in the implementation of programs, privileging applied over critical 

work. But, as is evident in this case study, the public relations aspect of development 

as an industry merits our critical scrutiny. This approach to development is not just a 

matter of public relations for aid expenditures, it also endorses technological optimism 

in the power of digital media and individual actions. As in many emerging and privatized 

development enterprises, success can be considered beyond specific project 

outcomes, toward promoting the latent values that legitimate the agenda of private 

global industry in the service of the neoliberal project.” 

 

This point from Wilkins and Enghel (2013) raises a serious question of my practice and 

the work in question that was produced with the Indonesian cattle farmers which is, the 

work I am undertaking is it in fact only serving the public relations outcomes of the 

development industry?  
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4. Study Design   
 

4.1 Study Design Selection Background 

Over the various iterations of my degree project, I have had to make tough choices 

regarding what data to include and subsequently analyse to answer my research 

questions. Figure 5 below (Ashleigh 2020) illustrates the shift in inclusion and exclusion 

of several methods over my various degree project iterations. The primary reason for the 

exclusion of the rich quantitative and qualitative data from farmer workshops is twofold. 

Firstly, limited length of the degree project does not allow for a critical exploration of the 

richness captured. Secondly, over the iterations of my degree project, the farmer 

workshops became less relevant in answering my new research question. Appendix 1 

included an overview of the methods and data collection involved in the farmer workshops 

that has been excluded in the third iteration of my degree project.  

The final methods include self-reflective journaling, content analysis and a comparative 

analysis, allowing to adopt a thoroughly reflexive approach to answering my research 

questions. According to Mruck & Breuer (2003, p.3), researchers    are    urged    to    talk    

about    themselves, “their    presuppositions, choices, experiences, and actions during 

the research process. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Study design and selection over three iterations of degree project (Ashleigh 2020). 
 



      

 

 

29 

  4.2 Final Study Design 

The final study design is outlined below in figure 6 (Ashleigh 2020). 

 
Figure 6: Final Study design and research methods used in final degree project (Ashleigh 2020). 
 

 

4.3 Limitations of Study Design 

As noted earlier in the limitations section, the reflections included as part of the Self-

reflective Journaling method have been detailed and documented for this degree project, 

approximately 9 months after the filming was completed. I understand that this is not 

considered journaling; however, in absence of a more appropriate term I have settled on 

describing the process I am using the method of ‘journaling’. I am confident that my 

recollection of the filming process from pre-production through to final publishing is 

accurate, despite being documented after filming was complete.  
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5. Methodology  
5.1 Methodology Outline 

As noted in the earlier study design chapter, the methodological make up has 

developed and grown over the multiple iterations of my degree project. 

To answer my research questions, I used the following methods. First, a self-reflective 

journaling activity to describe my filming process used with the cattle farmers in 2017. 

Second, a content analysis to develop a step by step filming process. Third, a 

comparative analysis between the 2017 filming process and a future proposed 

process.  
 

5.2 Self-reflective Journaling 

According to Connelly & Clandinin (1990), journals written by participants or researchers 

in practical settings constitute a source of narrative research. Bashan & Holsblat (2017) 

emphasise how reflective journals comprise a vital part of documenting the practice of 

different professions, such as nursing, and in fields such as musical education, business 

administration, psychology, and education. While filmmaking as a profession is not given 

as an example by Bashan & Holsblat (2017), they explain the value of the method aimed 

at improving practice or learnings, which I strongly believe applies in my case. Bashan & 

Holsblat (2017 p.2) continue “through reflection, students become aware of their thoughts, 

positions, and feelings in relation to learning and to the learning community 

(Farabaugh,2007).  

 

In Table 3, I detail my filming process used during my time filming with Indonesian cattle 

farmers in 2017.  At the time of filming I had never articulated my filming as a process.   

 

5.3 Content Analysis 

A content analysis stands apart from other kinds of social science research, in that it does 

not require the collection of data from people. According to Krippendorff (2004 p.18), it is 

“a research technique for making replicable and valid inferences from texts (or other 

meaningful matter) to the contexts of their use”. He also describes it as “an empirically 

grounded method, it transcends traditional notions of symbols, contents and intents and it 

has been forced to develop a methodology of its own.”  
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The content analysis is a way to meaningfully engage with information from texts, images 

and voices. Like all methods, it has limitations and Krippendorf (2004 p.40) make note of 

“Heisenberg's uncertainty principle tells us, acts of measurement interfere with the 

phenomena being assessed and create contaminated observations; the deeper the 

observer probes, the greater the severity of the contamination.” I include this criticism to 

illustrate that I am conscious of the perceived limitation of being both the researcher 

undertaking the content analysis, and the writer that has prepared my own account of the 

2017 filming process. I want to emphasis that the recount detailed in my data analysis 

chapter was recorded before a content analysis was decided upon, and then utilized as a 

method to answer my research questions.   

 

As a result of performing a content analysis on the self-reflective account of the filming, I 

then propose a 13-step filming process as part of my content analysis in chapter 6 

 

5.4  Comparative Analysis 

While there are flaws in a comparative analysis, including accounting for variables 

between the two processes, Esser & Vliegenthart (2017 p.3) suggest there is still strong 

value in the approach “comparative research guides our attention to the explanatory 

relevance of the contextual environment for communication outcomes and aims to 

understand how the systemic context shapes communication phenomena differently in 

different settings.”  For the comparative analysis, I contrast the filming process used in 

2017 in Indonesian with a future filming process that I have created as if I was planning to 

undertake the same work again. Then coded the level of participation among the two 

approaches using Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009) typologies of participation, to clearly 

analyse the results and answer my research question. 
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6. Data Collection  
The data collection chapter builds on the study selection and methodological outline that 

has been explained in the earlier chapters. 

 

6.1 Overview of Indonesia Filming Process 

Filming Background  

In May 2017 I was in Indonesia for a two-part assignment. The first portion of the project 

involved delivering a 3-day communications and storytelling training to 20 staff members 

from ACIAR’s Country and Regional offices throughout Asia, the Pacific and Africa. The 

training was part of the annual week long ACIAR’s Country Staff retreat and held in 

Indonesia that year. As part of the hands-on training, the group also had the opportunity 

to visit a nearby ACIAR project site to interact with farmers and practice their interviewing, 

photography and video skills. The site selected for the visit was Karang Kendal hamlet, 

one of the 24 cattle groups that was part of the recently completed ACIAR funded cattle 

project ‘Improving smallholder cattle fattening systems based on forage tree legume diets 

in eastern Indonesia and northern Australia’. For the second part of my assignment for 

ACIAR I would produce multimedia stories about the outcomes of the cattle research 

project for the cattle farmers in Karang Kendal.  

 

Image 4: ACIAR General Manager of Country Programs Dr Peter Horne (centre) talks with ACIAR 
country office staff during a hands-on activity I facilitated as part of the communications and storytelling 

training. Image by Conor Ashleigh/ACIAR. 
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The site selection was made in collaboration between Dr Peter Horne the General 

Manager of Country Programs for ACIAR and lead Indonesian researchers from the 

project, Dr Tanda Panjaitan from BPTP and Dr Dahlanuddin from UNRAM. It is important 

to note that while Dr Peter Horne holds a senior position within the ACIAR, he is not 

representative of a regular donor official. Dr Horne has lived in Indonesia for more than a 

decade leading agricultural research projects; he speaks Indonesian fluently and has 

maintained strong relationships with a significant number of Indonesian researchers, 

farmers and Indonesian Government officials.  

 

In a planning meeting for my work with Dr Peter Horne, Dr Tanda Panjaitan and Dr 

Dahlanuddin, it was emphasised that while all three believe Ngiring Datu Cattle Farmers 

Association represented a high achiever in the project, the group also had a number of 

unexpected outcomes which they wanted me to explore in the films.  

 

During the field trip to Karang Kendal with the 20 staff members from ACIAR’s Country 

and Regional offices we spent three hours with the farmers and followed a planned format 

agreed upon prior between the President of the Ngiring Datu Cattle Farmers Association, 

the Indonesian researchers and myself. 

 
Image 5: Dr Nurul Hilmiati, researcher working for the Indonesian Government Agricultural Research 
Agency BPTP, translates questions and answers between ACIAR staff and Ngiring Datu cattle farmers. 
Photo: Conor Ashleigh/ACIAR 
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Following these activities, all farmers and ACIAR staff joined for a lunch in the communal 

shelter, or kundung as they’re known in Bahasa Indonesian. The lunch packs were 

prepared by a women’s group in the community, relatives of many of the male cattle 

farmers. The well organised presentations from cattle farmers about their newly adopted 

farming practices resulting from the recently completed ACIAR-funded research project, 

the lunch packs prepared by a women’s group in the community, and matching ACIAR t-

shirts were all strong signs of how Ngiring Datu Cattle Farmers Association were well 

rehearsed in hosting visitors. I realise that if viewed in isolation the group’s efforts could 

depict a beneficiary group looking to please a donor. After talking with the farmers and 

Indonesia researchers I learned that the group regularly hosts visiting farmer groups and 

Indonesian government agricultural extension staff from across Indonesia. With this 

context I understood that these activities were in fact part of the group’s steps taken in 

developing a unique business model that has allowed the community to earn extra 

income. 

 

During this first visit to Karang Kendal, I was accompanying the 20 staff members from 

ACIAR’s Country and Regional offices who were putting their new communications and 

storytelling skills into practice. While my major aim was to support the group, I was also 

making firsthand visual observations of the group dynamics among the farmers for 

potential people to interviews as part of my work in the following days. I also asked the 

Indonesian researchers who had worked closely with the group for their thoughts on those 

I had been observing. 

 
Image 7: A group photo with ACIAR staff, Ngiring Datu cattle farmers and Indonesian researchers. 

Photo: Conor Ashleigh/ACIAR. 
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Pre-Production  

When the training was completed, I returned to Karang Kendal as agreed to produce the 

stories of impacts about the ACIAR funded cattle research project. During the two days of 

production, I was accompanied by Dr Tanda Panjaitan and Dr Dahlanuddin the two lead 

Indonesian researchers on the project.  

 

On the first morning of filming myself, Dr Tanda Panjaitan, Dr Dahlanuddin and a group 

of approximately 15 farmers held a 2.5 hour discussion. These discussions built on those 

from a few days earlier when the ACIAR Country and Regional office staff had their field 

trip to Karang Kendal. After re-introducing myself and outlining the purpose of my visit as 

well as the overall aims of the films I would produce we began with a practical activity. The 

activity is something I refer to as ‘story step through’ and is a practical activity that 

demonstrates through practice the key aspects of a narrative arc or story. I break a story 

into three simple steps which are also demonstrated as three physical steps. For the first 

few step throughs I describe the steps of a story, as detailed below, and then once the 

concept is understood I step again telling an actual story.  

 

1- Introduction: the before section of a story or project. I ask people to consider what 

were the old practices, what were the challenges they faced and what were their 

initial thoughts or expectations for the project.   

2-  Body: this is typically the main part of the story in which personal accounts 

emphasise what a project or activity did that led to practice change. It is 

encouraged that people share personal experiences of the project. 

3- Conclusion: this closing part of the story aims to emphasise what have been the 

personal experiences that result from the shift in practice. 

 

After my demonstrations the cattle farmers were asked in pairs to practice the same 

activity but telling their own story of their choice. This activity in pairs so great enthusiasm 

especially among the male cattle farmers. I saw this activity as helping to break the ice so 

to speak between myself and the farmers and it also helped me to mentally note some of 

the various personalities among the cattle farmers. The Indonesian researchers remarked 

to me how quickly the group were able to understand the overall concept of a ‘story’ and 

I attribute this to the simplicity of the story step through activity. 
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The story step through activity is a tool used often in my work with communities around 

the world and I have found it a very simple and effective way for people to learn through 

practice about the key aspects of a story. Referring to Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009) 

typologies of participation I would describe this process as participation by collaboration. 

As it involves the groups in active participation to suggest ideas and practices for stories 

however still within the pre-defined frame of a story that will be produced by me, an outside 

filmmaker. 

 

Following the story step through warm up we moved into a second stage of the activity 

where we asked the farmers to consider their own story of being a member of the Ngiring 

Date Cattle Group and how they’ve grown or changed as a result of their involvement in 

the ACIAR funded cattle research project. Following roughly 10 minutes of personal 

reflection time, the farmers first practiced their story step through in pairs to assist in them 

building confidence. During the sharing, Dr Tanda Panjaitan, Dr Dahlanuddin and I moved 

around listening and observing the stories being shared. After the sharing in pairs, the 

farmers were then invited to share their story step through amongst the whole group. The 

first few farmers to share their stories were active male members of the group who were 

also among those most eager to talk during the field visit for the ACIAR communications 

training. We encouraged a few other farmers including young men and women to join in 

the activity, while others were shyer than the first few it was still positive to see quieter 

group members joining in. The activity was very helpful in identifying other group members 

outside of the leadership who could articulate their experience before the project, what 

they had learnt during the project and what benefit it had brought them.   

 

Based on what was shared in the individual story step throughs, I responded by proposing 

a group-based story step through that captured as many of the various experiences noted 

by individuals as well as the common challenges farmers faced before the project, key 

practices introduced during the project and then finally a number of the personal benefits 

farmers have since experienced.  The Indonesian researchers also began assisting with 

this group-based story step through and after a few more iterations with further input from 

the farmers we reached a group consensus on the key aspects of the story. 

 

With the storyline established and agreed upon the discussion moved to identifying 

farmers interested in being interviewed and take part in the filming. It was more or less 
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assumed that the group leader Murdah would be interviewed so the discussion focused 

on additional cattle farmers. Several male farmers offered to be interviewed but the 

women were less forthcoming. While not initially volunteering, when I asked a few of the 

women if they would like to be interviewed they all agreed. With our interviewees agreed 

upon, I then outlined the main questions we would ask in the interviews to allow the 

farmers some time to consider their answers.  

 

With our interviewees agreed upon the planning moved to preparation for the filming 

related to key aspects of the overarching story identified during the group-based story step 

through. The major activities introduced by the project were quite easy to plan filming for 

as they related directly to the farming practices the group had adopted daily. The filming 

related to visualising the impacts as mentioned by several the farmers was harder for the 

group to envision and it required more suggestions directly from myself and the 

Indonesian researchers. After agreeing on a rough schedule for the interviews and filming 

that would cover the next 1.5 days, we then moving immediately into the production phase. 

 

When I started writing this degree project and reflecting back on the filming process with 

the cattle farmers, I understood the pre-production stage as having the greatest degree of 

participation. Earlier in this section I credited the story step through activity as being 

participation by collaboration (Tufte and Mefalopulos 2009). However on reflection of the 

entire pre-production process and considering Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009) typologies of 

participation, the entire pre-production process can be considered at absolute best be 

considered participation by consultation. Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009 p.6) emphasise that 

participation by consultation is an extractive process whereby stakeholders provide 

answers to questions posed by outsiders and process keeps all the decision-making 

power in the hands of external professionals. The reality is that all actual decision 

making power throughout the pre-production stage remained with me and the farmers 

input was in fact just filling in the blanks of the story that was pre-determined during 

earlier briefing with the Indonesian researchers and ACIAR’s Dr Peter Horne. 

 
Production 

Moving straight into production, I began filming and conducting interviews immediately 

after the pre-production stage was complete. For the farmer interviews I relied on 
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Indonesian researchers Dr Tanda Panjaitan and Dr Dahlanuddin to act as translators 

during the interviews and also translate my requests for filming activities.  Off the pair, Dr 

Tanda Panjaitan has worked more closely with the group throughout the project so he 

naturally took on the more active role from the pair. See appendix 2 for the interviews we 

asked a series of questions)I had prepared in consultation with Indonesian researchers 

Dr Tanda Panjaitan and Dr Dahlanuddin.  

 

The farmers that were interviewed were also followed for the filming of cattle related 

practices. Most of these activities were easy to capture as most naturally took place 

throughout the day. The other major category of activities filmed were those that weren’t 

actually taking place during the two such as selling of cattle to a cattle trader or filming old 

broken kungdungs. These scenes were recreated and the farmers were actively involved 

in suggestions locations and people to play roles. For example, a neighbouring village had 

an old rundown kundung which looked similar to the old kundungs in Karang Kendal from 

the past. The farmers spoke to the local community and explained what we were doing 

and gained permission for us to quickly visit the old kundungs to film a few shots for the 

‘before’ section of the film. Another example of the farmers active suggestion was when 

we were considering how we would highlight the increased profits from cattle sales that 

farmers have experienced. The group suggested another member named Jumashah who 

is also a part-time cattle trader. The group thought Jumashah could act in the role of a 

cattle trader paying money for a cow. Jumashah was willing to take part in the filming and 

agreed to an interview as well. 

 

All the filming and interviews were completed by the second afternoon when the 

Indonesian researchers and I left the community. Before leaving we agreed to share the 

final films with the farmers for them to use and share.   

 

Throughout the production stage the extent of participation was minimal to none and using 

Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009) typology it can be classed as passive participation where 

the farmers are just being informed about what is going to happen.  

 

Post-Production 

Once completing the work, the interviews were transcribed by Fitri Apriliyani a colleague 

at the ACIAR Indonesia office in Jakarta. The interview was then stored in three places, 
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on my computers internal hard drive, on a portable hard drive I own and also in the cloud 

in my dropbox folder. The transcripts are available to download here. 

 

Once I received the transcripts, I began scripting the five films that covered the key stages 

of the project which a particular emphasis on the various impacts that had emerged from 

the project. 

1. The challenges for cattle farmers in Indonesia (Introduction) 

2. Introducing ACIAR’s cattle project (Body) 

3. Cattle sales proving project’s success (Conclusion) 

4. The manure business, an unexpected benefit (Conclusion) 

5. Hardianto's dream for his daughter Fauzia  (Conclusion) 

 

As the key aspects of the overall story had been agreed upon during the planning with 

Indonesian researchers and ACIAR’s Dr Peter Horne and then discussed with the farmers 

during pre-production I undertook the scripting process by myself. After a few reiterations 

of the scripts I shared them for comment via email with a small group that consisted of 

Indonesian researchers Dr Tanda Panjaitan and Dr Dahlanuddin, ACIAR Indonesian 

office team as well as Dr Peter Horne the General Manager of Country Programs for 

ACIAR. The comments from the group were relatively minor which allowed me to easily 

make tweaks and begin editing the films.  

 

The editing of the 5 short films was the longest part of the post-production period and took 

approximately 5 weeks. The films went through a number of rounds of reviews and re-

edits with input from the small group noted above to ensure subtitles were accurate and 

the shots used were representative of technical aspects of the project.  Once the films 

were approved by the small group and then by ACIAR’s communication team in Canberra, 

I prepared the text piece with editing support from ACIAR’s communications team in 

Canberra and Fitri Apriliyani in the ACIAR Jakarta office. Fitri and I chose the photos to 

be used for the website and finally I took on the role of building the exposure page 

‘Transforming Cattle Farming in Lombok’ (ACIAR 2017).   

 

The project was launched on November 6th 2017 across social media and via a personal 

email I shared to contacts within Indonesia and those that I had worked with from ACIAR  

or on ACIAR projects. At the time I didn’t have a way to share the stories with the cattle 
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farming group as smart phones weren’t common in that area of rural Lombok.  I did ask 

Dr Tanda Panjaitan to share the stories with the farmers but didn’t hear any feedback at 

the time. When in Indonesia a year later in 2018, I saw Dr Tanda Panjaitan again and he 

confirmed he had organized a screening of the films with farmers and received a positive 

response.   

 

The post-production of the film editing had no participation or involvement with the farmers 

whatsoever. It is difficult to even apply Tufte and Mefalopulos (2009) passive participation 

to this stage of the process.  

 

6.2 Content Analysis 

Through employing the self-reflective journaling method first I have been able to provide 

a detailed first-hand account of the filming process used in 2017 with the Indonesian cattle 

farmers. Through analyzing the account and searching for elements that could be 

considered steps in the process I am confident of proposing the following process.  
 

Table 1: 2017 filming process with Indonesian Cattle Farmers. 

 

 

Step 2017 filming process with Indonesian Cattle Farmers  Production stage 

1 Project concept developed & engagement of consultant Pre-production 

2 Selection of site/group for filming Pre-production 

3 Decision on what colleagues will work on the filming project   Pre-production 

4 Planning out project’s scope Pre-production 

5 Development of story outline selection of film’s participant and 

preparation of shot list 

Pre-production 

6 Filming and photography according to shot list  Production 

7 Filming of interviews Production 

8 Translating and transcription of interviews Post-production 

9 Logging of footage Post-production 

10 Development and refinement of film scripts until approved Post-production 

11 Film edits and revisions until approved Post-production 

12 Films published online, via social media and/or other platforms. Post-production 

13 Reflection on project and assessment of its success Post-production 
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 6.3 Comparative Analysis   

For the comparative analysis I have a new future filming process (table 3 below) to 

compare the 2017 filming process with. The future filming process is based on my notion 

of what I consider today to be best practice. I recognsie that my idea today of ‘best 

practice’ is informed by my three years of work and multiple projects as a filmmaker since 

the 2017 filming in Indonesia as well as my ongoing critical engagement with ComDev 

literature.  

 

In order to develop a critical measure between the two processes I have colour coded the 

filming steps according to their level of participation as described in Tufte and Mefalopulos’ 

(2009) typology of participation. In addition to Tufte and Mefalopulos’ (2009) four 

categories I have added a fifth quite self-explanatory category ‘absolutely no participation’ 

to ensure that where there is no participation it can be recorded.  

 
Figure 7: Steps in production of Indonesian Cattle Farmer Stories (Ashleigh 2020). 

 

In the two filming processes detailed below in table 2 & 3, I have chosen to include two 

extra categories, the colour coded level of participation as mentioned above and also a 

category that outlines the various people involved in each step. This second category titled 

‘people involved’ helps to clearly emphasise who was involved in each step of the filming 

process.   



      

 

 

42 

Table 2: The filming process used in 2017 with Indonesian Cattle Farmers. 

Step Steps in production of Indonesian Cattle Farmer Stories Production Stage People Involved  Level of Farmer 
Participation  

1 Project concept developed & engagement of consultant Pre-production ACIAR  None 
2 Selection of site/group for filming Pre-production ACIAR & Indonesian researchers None 
3 Decision on what colleagues will work on the filming project   Pre-production ACIAR & Indonesian researchers None 
4 Planning out project’s scope Pre-production ACIAR, Indonesian researchers, 

communications consultant 
None 

5 Development of story outline selection of film’s participant and 
preparation of shot list 

Pre-production ACIAR, Indonesian researchers, 
communications consultant, 
farmers 

Participation by 
consultation 

6 Filming and photography according to shot list  Production Indonesian researchers and 
communications consultant 

Passive  
participation 

7 Filming of interviews Production Indonesian researchers and 
communications consultant 

Passive  
participation 

8 Translating and transcription of interviews Post-production communications consultant and 
translator 

None 

9 Logging of footage Post-production communications consultant None 
10 Development and refinement of film scripts until approved Post-production ACIAR, Indonesian researchers, 

communications consultant 
None 

11 Film edits and revisions until approved Post-production ACIAR, Indonesian researchers, 
communications consultant 

None 

12 Films published online, via social media and/or other platforms. Post-production ACIAR and communications 
consultant 

None 

13 Reflection on project and assessment of its success Post-production ACIAR and communications 
consultant, 

None 
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Table 3. Proposed future filming process. 

Step Steps in future filming process Production 
Stage 

People Involved  Level of Farmer 
Participation  

1 Development of project concept as a response to outcomes of 
stakeholder engagement with ACIAR, Indonesian researchers 
and number of cattle farmers from various groups. 

Pre-production ACIAR, Indonesian researchers, cattle 
farmers 

Participation by 
collaboration 

2 Selection of what group(s) will be included for filming Pre-production Indonesian researchers, cattle farmers Participation by 
consultation 

3 Decision on what colleagues will work on the filming project   Pre-production ACIAR, Indonesian researchers, cattle 
farmers 

Participation by 
consultation 

4 Planning project’s scope that would include defining aims and 
objectives for all groups involved in project. 

Pre-production ACIAR, Indonesian researchers, cattle 
farmers communications consultant 

Participation by 
collaboration 

5 Development of story outline, identifying film’s subject and 
preparation of shot list 

Pre-production Indonesian researchers, cattle farmers, 
communications consultant 

Empowerment 
participation 

6 Filming and photography according to shot list  Production Cattle farmers, communications 
consultant, translator/assistant, 

Passive  participation 

7 Filming of interviews Production Cattle farmers, communications 
consultant, translator/assistant, 

Passive  participation 

8 Translating and transcription of interviews Post-production Communications consultant, 
translator/assistant, 

None 

9 Logging of footage Post-production communications consultant None 
10 Development and refinement of film scripts until approved Post-production ACIAR, Indonesian researchers, cattle 

farmers, communications consultant, 
translator/assistant, 

Participation by 
consultation 

11 Film edits and revisions until approved Post-production ACIAR, Indonesian researchers, cattle 
farmers, communications consultant, 
translator/assistant, 

Participation by 
consultation 

12 Films published online, via social media and/or other platforms. Post-production ACIAR, Indonesian researchers, cattle 
farmers, communications consultant, 

Participation by 
consultation 

13 Reflection on project and assessment of its success Post-production ACIAR, Indonesian researchers, cattle 
farmers, communications consultant, 

Participation by 
collaboration 
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6.4 Data Analysis  
Data from the above tables has been synthesised below to assist in answering my 

research questions posed in the degree project. 

Figure 8: Farmer participation during 2017 filming with Indonesian cattle farmers. 

 
 Figure 9: Farmer participation among proposed future filming process. 
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6.5 Discussion   
 

After performing a comparative analysis between the two filming processes, it is clear they 

share almost no similar level of participation. The data analysis aided in clearly 

demonstrating how un-participatory the 2017 filming process was as a stand-alone but 

especially in comparison to my future filming process. I am not suggesting this future 

filming process is perfect, there are still aspects of the post-production stages that have 

no participation for farmers. In relation to the theoretical framework used in my degree 

project, I circle back to Wilkins & Enghels (2013) who suggest that an analytical 

assessment of development encourages a constructive critique aimed at inviting reflexive 

insight and building towards broader structural reform. While Wilkins & Enghels are talking 

about processes of change at institutional levels I believe it still applies to a professional 

practice like mine.  

 

Any filmmaking process employed today has to be at its core contextualized and reflexive. 

A benefit of proposing a future filmmaking process that other filmmakers could adopt, is 

the broadening of indirect engagement with ComDev literature.  My future filming process 

is founded in ComDev and the literature explored is responsible for leading me down a 

constructive path of critical self-reflection. It would have been easier to write off the filming 

process from 2017 as merely a public relations activity, a product of donor-funded 

development and an exercise only seeking to ‘look good’.  However I believe that through 

this  critical self-reflection and engagement with ComDev literature, indirectly the field of 

ComDev remains inclusive of practitioners like myself and as a result remains increasingly 

relevant.  

 

I expect this future filming process continues to develop. An idea for guaranteeing this is 

to ensure the final filming step of reflection is embedded with the perspectives of all 

participants, but most importantly the farmers. The filming process suggested here is 

inappropriate for a filmmaker looking to ensure their process offers an extremely high 

degree of participation such as empowerment participation (Tufte and Mefalopulos’ 2009). 

As noted in the participatory communication section of my degree project, there is a great 

deal of participatory communication literature available including participatory filming 

approaches as suggested by InsightShare’s  founders Lunch and Lunch (2006).  
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7. Conclusion 
 

In this degree project, I have sought to critically reflect on an earlier filmmaking experience 

with Indonesian Cattle farmers, in order to better understand how to embed greater 

participation throughout my donor-funded multimedia impact stories.  

 

Through engagement with relevant literature and drawing on aspects of ComDev theory 

and writing on participatory communication and donor funded development, I have 

outlined a theoretical framework to address my primary and secondary research 

questions.  By evaluating the information from a comparative analysis performed between 

the filming process used with the cattle farmers in 2017 and a newly proposed future 

filming, I have reached the following conclusions. 

 

Through using Tufte and Mefalopulos’ (2009) typology of participation as a measurement 

during the comparative analysis, I have been able to clearly answer my first sub-question, 

that there was almost no aspects of participation embedded throughout the 13 step filming 

process.  

 

Evaluation of the second question indicated the proposed future filming process could be 

adapted by myself and other storytellers and communications professionals, to ensure 

increased levels of participation among people. The proposed future filming process is not 

perfect. In fact, what this degree project has demonstrated is that any future filming 

process must remain cognizant of its unique context and emerging limitations in order to 

ensure it remains highly reflexive.   

 

The third question was the most difficult to address, ‘given that it is largely subjective and 

also because it encapsulates my ongoing challenge in positioning my work within the field 

of ComDev. As outlined in the literature review, the dominant concepts explored in this 

degree project such as development, ComDev and participatory communication are all 

heavily contested with a vast range of theoretical origins and practices informing various 

perspectives within each concept. This breadth was initially overwhelming for me and I 

struggled to position my thinking in a way that enabled me to critically engage with the 

relevant concepts. As a result, my answer to this question has changed.  
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My relationship to Enghel & Noske-Turner‘s notion of looking good or doing good 

summarises my shift in answering this third sub-question. Initially, I had decided that 

certainly my donor-funded multimedia stories were only ‘looking good’ and merely serving 

the public relations outcomes of the development industry. As I continued to read, I 

realized that there were not only hard and fast groupings between the two concepts. 

Enghel & Noske-Turner (2018 p.1) acknowledge how there are “instances in which both 

purposes are combined, have remained under-researched. Little is known about how they 

overlap in practice, and therefore about how to address the tensions and contradictions 

that may ensue from this overlap.” I noted that they pay more attention to ComDev 

practitioners who are predominantly ‘doing good’ but must consider how to ‘look good’ for 

a range of reasons including funding validation and internal organisational politics. I do 

believe this concept can be reversed and applied to projects like mine where the primary 

objective is ‘looking good’ through communicating research outcomes of the cattle farming 

project to non-scientific audiences which also has a secondary outcome of ‘doing good’. 

By answering the three sub-questions, I have developed a strong foundation to also 

clearly respond to the overarching degree project question of how to embed greater 

participation throughout my donor-funded multimedia stories.  I am confident that by using 

the proposed future filming process, adopting a reflective process for assessing levels of 

participation such as Tufte and Mefalopulos’ (2009) typology of participation and ensuring 

increased critical engagement with ComDev literature, I can achieve this goal of a future 

filming process embedded with greater participation.  
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9. Appendices 
Appendix 1: Mixed methods used during farmer workshop 

Table contains the various activities and data collection methods used in the farmer 

workshops. This entire data set was used in this most recent iteration of the degree 

project.  

 

 

 

 

 

Activity Type Data collection 
method 

Description Documentation of 
session 

Film Reviews 
and discussion  

Open ended 
discussions  

- Farmers responded to the five films created 
by the researcher during their previous filming 
trip. 
- Audio recordings of the session were 
transcribed by Dr Hilmiati. 

Audio recording  
and transcript of 
group discussions 
stored here on 
dropbox. 

Photo Voting 
Exercise  

- Farmer photo 
preference 
research methods 
- Open ended 
discussions  

- Farmers voted for three photos that were 
most representative of the change they 
experienced through the project. 
- Open ended discussions reflecting on the 
voting choices. 
- Audio recordings of the session were 
transcribed by Dr Hilmiati 

Photo voting results 
stored here on 
dropbox. Audio 
recording  and 
transcript of group 
discussions stored 
here on dropbox. 

Individual 
Questionnaires 

- Quantitative 
multiple choice 
questions 
- Qualitative 
explantations 

-  A 7-question survey that included ranking 
and multiple-choice questions, as well as 
open-ended explanations. Nine participants 
were asked the questions. 

Individual 
Questionnaires are 
stored here. 

Most 
Significant 
Change 
Activity 

- Qualitative 
explanations 
 

- Participants shared their personal Most 
Significant Change stories. 
- The stories were then framed using the 
sustainable livelihoods framework.  

Photographs of the 
MSC stories and 
transcript of the 
session are stored 
here. 

Storyboarding 
Activity 

- Collaborative story 
of impact 

- Group work to prepare a representative 
story of most significant change based on 
most significant change results experienced 
by the farmers. 

The photographs of 
the storyboard was 
included here. 
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Appendix 2: Ngiring Datu Cattle Farmer Interview Questions 

 

1. Please introduce yourself, where do you come from and how long have you been 
joined this group. 

2. Before the project started what did people do here or how did people raise their 
cattle, can you please explain? 

3. Before what was it like for women cattle farmers, were they regularly involved in 
raising the cattle when the cowshed was still close to house? 

4. What is your memory of meeting the Indonesian researchers and starting to work 
with them at the beginning of the project? 

5. Based off what you learnt through the project, what practices did you change in 
regards to rearing bulls?   

6. Based off what you learnt through the project , what practices did you change for 
cow and the calve being weaned? 

7. What about the cattle fattening, what has changed in this regard and how?   
8. Can you share the difference for cattle here in Karang Kendal now compared to 

before the project? 
 

 


