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Highlights

What are the main findings?

e Across heterogeneous school, after-school and community settings, youth participatory
video tends to support engagement, belonging, agency, skill development, critical
reflection and psychosocial learning among adolescents and young people.

e At the same time, the evidence base is small-scale, predominantly qualitative
and geographically uneven, and PV’s empowering effects are shaped by struc-
tural constraints, power asymmetries and the partial institutional recognition of
youth-produced narratives.

What are the implications of the main findings?

e Participatory video emerges as a structurally distinctive but context-dependent socio-
pedagogical tool that can be integrated into school and community programmes to
address relational and psychosocial risk factors linked to disengagement and early
school leaving.

e  Future work should develop shared implementation frameworks, design more in-
clusive PV programmes (especially for disabled and highly marginalised youth)
and conduct longitudinal mixed-methods studies to clarify the conditions under
which PV can move from promising practice to evidence-based, institutionally
embedded intervention.

Abstract

In recent years, concerns about youth mental health, school disengagement and terri-
torial inequalities have renewed interest in arts-based, participatory educational prac-
tices, including participatory video (PV) and youth-led filmmaking. This scoping review,
conducted and reported in accordance with the PRISMA-ScR guidelines, maps empiri-
cal studies employing PV or youth-led filmmaking with adolescents and young people
(approximately 9-24 years) in school, after-school and community-based programmes,
focusing on engagement, belonging, psychological well-being, agency, empowerment and
socio-emotional skills. A structured search was conducted in four electronic databases
(Scopus, Web of Science, PubMed, PsycInfo) and complemented by manual screening
of reference lists, yielding nineteen peer-reviewed articles in English using qualitative,
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quantitative or mixed-methods designs in which PV was a central component. Narra-
tive thematic synthesis suggests that PV can create “third spaces” for expression and
co-authorship, support participation and voice, strengthen trust, self-efficacy and relational
competences, and foster school connectedness. At the same time, the literature points
to limitations linked to structural constraints, power hierarchies and partial institutional
recognition of youth-produced narratives. Overall, the review indicates that participatory
video is a promising but context-dependent approach for supporting protective factors
associated with school disengagement and early school leaving and outlines implications
for integrated school-community interventions and future research on longer-term impacts.

Keywords: participatory video; thematic synthesis; youth agency and empowerment;
school disengagement; community-based programmes; adolescents and young people

1. Introduction
1.1. Adolescent Mental Health and Well-Being in the Post-Pandemic Period

Adolescent and youth distress has become a salient public concern in the post-
pandemic period, with growing evidence of heightened anxiety, social withdrawal, reduced
well-being, and educational disengagement among minors. The scale of this phenomenon
is global: the UNESCO Global Youth Outlook [1] reports that more than 50% of young
people are affected by mental health problems before the age of 25, and that the COVID-19
pandemic marked a systemic turning point in adolescent psychological well-being world-
wide. Similarly, ref. [2] data indicate that the prevalence of symptoms of anxiety and
depression among young people doubled in several countries during the pandemic, with
lasting effects extending well into the post-pandemic period. On a global scale, a system-
atic review [3] encompassing over 96,000 subjects aged 3-24 from 11 countries found a
consistent deterioration in adolescent mental health, with marked increases in depression
and anxiety. Recent HBSC data [4] indicate a mixed but concerning picture: while 54% of
adolescents reported improved family relationships and 42% better school performance,
41% reported a negative impact on mental health and 37% a decline in life satisfaction.
Complementary evidence from Italian clinical work [5] shows that the pandemic intensified
demand for mental health services and that patterns of distress remained unevenly dis-
tributed across gender and socio-economic contexts. These figures, coupled with technical
reports from the Department for Youth Policies [6] and the Italian Ministry of Health [7],
highlight an urgent need to transition from reactive interventions to systemic ‘community
educational pacts’ that integrate school, health, and community-based support structures.
Recent data underscore the urgency of this crisis: in Italy, the proportion of adolescents
reporting poor mental health has risen from 13.8% to 20.1% [8]. On a broader European
level, suicide has become the second leading cause of death among adolescents aged 15-19,
trailing only traffic accidents [9].

1.2. Educational Disengagement, School Dropout and Territorial Inequity

These challenges are not confined to clinical populations: alongside the mental health
dimension outlined above, adolescent distress manifests systemically, in patterns of educa-
tional disengagement, school dropout, and territorial inequity that are shaped by many of
the same underlying vulnerabilities and are visible across the broader ecology of public
schooling, after-school settings, youth centres, and community-based activities. European
evidence [10,11] links school anxiety, poor social skills, and maladaptive coping to height-
ened distress and reduced school functioning, while also showing that students from more
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vulnerable family and social backgrounds are more exposed to dropout risk. This pattern
is well illustrated by the Italian case, where educational disadvantage in metropolitan
areas—particularly in the south of the country, such as Catania, Palermo, and Naples—
intersects with gender, territorial inequity, and complex family backgrounds [12,13]. Similar
dynamics of concentrated disadvantage are documented across other European and non-
European contexts [14], underscoring that this is not a nationally specific phenomenon but
one illustrative instance of a broader, internationally documented pattern. Furthermore,
these systemic failures are mirrored by high rates of NEET (Not in Education, Employment,
or Training) youth, a phenomenon that captures the structural exclusion of adolescents
who are simultaneously disconnected from educational and labour market pathways [15].
According to the UNESCO [16] Global Education Monitoring Report, school completion
rates decline sharply across educational levels, standing at 87% in primary education, 77%
in lower secondary education, and 59% in upper secondary education—figures that reveal
a progressive attrition of learners at precisely the developmental stages most associated
with psychosocial vulnerability and disengagement risk.

1.3. Arts-Informed Practices and Participatory Video

The mental health difficulties outlined above and the patterns of educational disen-
gagement and territorial inequity discussed in Section 1.2 are not parallel or independent
phenomena: they converge, reinforcing one another across the same developmental stages
and often the same disadvantaged contexts. Anxiety, social withdrawal, and reduced
well-being are frequently proximal drivers of school disengagement and early leaving,
particularly where family, socio-economic, and territorial vulnerability compound psycho-
logical distress [17], creating a need for interventions that address relational and psychoso-
cial functioning alongside educational engagement, rather than treating them as separate
policy domains [18]. The recent literature [19] increasingly advocates for the integration
of arts-based and creative pedagogical interventions across educational and developmen-
tal settings. Theoretical frameworks in this field [20]—grounded in self-determination
theory [21], trauma-informed practice, and the Freirean understanding of critical conscious-
ness (conscientisation) as a precondition for meaningful participation [22]—suggest that
such approaches can bypass the institutional barriers often encountered in traditional
educational and social care contexts, reaching young people in non-formal settings where
conventional tools have limited traction. This is consistent with the out-of-school-time
(OST) literature [23], which has long argued that structured, relationally rich activities
outside formal curricula can function as protective ‘third spaces’ [24] that support the exter-
nalisation of emotional distress and the development of social-emotional competencies
and belonging. Longitudinal evidence [25] further links high levels of arts engagement
to academic achievement, graduation rates, and long-term resilience, particularly among
socio-economically disadvantaged youth.

While art therapy has received significant academic attention, the specific potential of
Participatory Video (PV) remains under-explored in applied pedagogical and community
practice. PV can be defined as a youth-centred, arts-based practice in which adolescents are
actively and continuously involved in the planning, filming, and editing of video material
representing their own experiences and contexts [26]. Three features distinguish PV from
other arts-based or media-based approaches, including more traditional modalities such as
art therapy that focus primarily on intrapsychic processes [27,28]: a participatory process
spanning the full production cycle, rather than involvement limited to a single stage;
youth authorship over content, framing, and narrative choices; and collaborative meaning-
making negotiated among participants, facilitators, and audiences [29]. These features also
differentiate PV from digital storytelling [26], which typically centres on individual first-
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person narration using static images rather than collaborative visual production. Central
to this distinctiveness is PV’s emphasis on the co-production of knowledge: rather than
positioning young people as passive subjects of externally defined agendas, PV involves
them directly in shaping what is documented, how it is represented, and what meanings
are drawn from it.

This review examines six outcome domains associated with PV—engagement, belong-
ing, psychological well-being, agency, empowerment, and socio-emotional skills. Engage-
ment follows Fredricks, Blumenfeld, and Paris’s [30] multidimensional model, encompass-
ing behavioural, emotional, and cognitive components. Belonging follows Goodenow’s [31]
concept of psychological sense of school membership, closely related to psychological well-
being—the presence of positive affect and absence of significant psychological distress
in daily functioning [32]. Agency draws on Bandura’s [33] capacity to exert intentional
influence over one’s own functioning, closely related to empowerment as a multilevel
construct spanning intrapersonal, interactional, and behavioural dimensions following
Zimmerman [34]. Socio-emotional skills refer to the five core competencies identified in
CASEL's SEL Framework [35]. These six domains were selected because they correspond
closely to the psychosocial variables identified in the school disengagement literature as
key mediators of disengagement risk [36], and together they offer a theoretically coherent,
non-arbitrary rationale for their joint examination in this review.

These six domains, in turn, give empirical form to the theoretical perspectives intro-
duced above. Agency operationalises the autonomy needs central to self-determination
theory [21], expressed here through Bandura [33]. Empowerment operationalises the
critical-consciousness process central to Freirean pedagogy [22], most directly through
Zimmerman's [34] interactional dimension, concerned with critical understanding of one’s
social and political environment. Belonging and psychological well-being operationalise the
relational and affective gains associated with trauma-informed practice, which is centrally
concerned with reducing emotional distress and strengthening relational safety within non-
formal settings. Engagement and socio-emotional skills operationalise the developmental
gains attributed to out-of-school-time programmes [23] and the protective third spaces
they create [24], associated in this literature with sustained behavioural and cognitive
investment and with the strengthening of social-emotional competencies. Each of the six
outcome domains can therefore be traced back to a specific theoretical mechanism already
introduced in this section, so that the outcome domains examined in this review function
as the operational counterpart of its theoretical framing, jointly grounding the expectation
that participatory video can act as a protective factor against school disengagement and
early school leaving.

Building on this integrated theoretical rationale, the practical value of this
approach [37,38] lies in its capacity to create conditions for sustained participation and
collaborative meaning-making, while offering a structured space for young people to ar-
ticulate experiences of marginality, stigma, and invisibility. In terms of the framework
outlined above, these two processes correspond respectively to the behavioural and cog-
nitive investment associated with engagement and to the relational and affective gains
associated with belonging and well-being. This is particularly relevant for adolescents
whose motivation and school attachment are weakened by anxiety, social disconnection,
or socio-economic disadvantage, fostering a shift from passive or silenced positions to
active forms of authorship, the critical-relational process through which agency and em-
powerment are expected to operate, as outlined above. Furthermore, PV functions [39] not
only as an intervention but also as a robust method for capturing youth perspectives and
informing more responsive institutional practice.
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1.4. Aim and Research Rationale

Despite the growing body of evidence on arts-based interventions, no focused synthe-
sis exists to date on how participatory video and youth-led filmmaking specifically have
been used with young people in educational and youth development contexts, nor on what
is known about their potential to influence engagement, belonging, and other protective
factors relevant to early school leaving and educational trajectories. The present review
therefore aims to map and critically examine empirical studies that employ participatory
video or participatory filmmaking with adolescents and young people, pursuing these
aims through an inductive thematic synthesis (see Section 2.4) rather than a priori cate-
gories mapped onto each aim individually. Specifically, it asks: (1) in which settings and
with which methodological features has participatory video/filmmaking been used with
youth; (2) which outcomes have been investigated, and through which tools and indicators;
and (3) how these outcomes can be interpreted, in light of existing research on arts-based
and out-of-school-time programmes, as potential protective factors in relation to school
disengagement and early school leaving.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Search Strategy

We conducted a structured literature search in four electronic databases: Scopus,
Web of Science Core Collection, PubMed, and PsycInfo. An initial search was conducted
between March and April 2026, identifying 16 eligible studies. Following the first round of
peer review, the search strategy was expanded to capture additional relevant terminology,
and the search was rerun on 29-31 July 2026; the results reported below refer to this
revised search. Both searches were limited to peer-reviewed journal articles published in
English. The original, pre-revision search terms and the corresponding screening results
are reported in full in Supplementary Materials, alongside a comparison with the revised
search. No restriction was applied to the publication date of eligible studies, in order to
capture the full scope of the still-emerging literature on participatory video with young
people in educational and community settings. Because there is no single agreed term
for participatory video with young people, we combined keywords for participatory
video/filmmaking with terms capturing youth and relevant psychosocial and educational
outcomes. We used the following advanced search string (revised terms relative to the
original search are detailed in Supplementary Materials):

(“participatory video” OR “participatory filmmaking” OR “youth participatory video”
OR “youth-led filmmaking” OR “participatory cinema” OR cellphilming OR “participatory
documentary” OR “community video”).

AND (“student engagement” OR “school engagement” OR “learner engagement” OR
“academic engagement” OR “school connectedness” OR “school belonging” OR “well-
being” OR wellbeing OR “mental health” OR empowerment OR “youth empowerment”
OR agency OR “youth participation” OR “community engagement” OR “social-emotional
learning” OR “socio-emotional skills” OR “life skills” OR “engagement” OR “self-efficacy”
OR identity OR resilience).

AND (youth OR adolescent* OR teenager* OR student* OR “young people”).

We also screened reference lists of included articles and relevant reviews on arts-
based and film-based interventions with young people to identify additional records. The
database searches yielded 35 records in Scopus, 45 in Web of Science, 2 in PubMed and
5 in PsycInfo, for a total of 83 records before deduplication. All references were imported

into Zotero and duplicates were removed, resulting in 52 unique articles for screening.
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Identification

Eligibility Screening

Included

2.2. Study Selection

Study selection proceeded in two stages. First, titles and abstracts of the 52 records
were screened independently by two authors (M.B. and S.C.) against predefined inclusion
and exclusion criteria (see Eligibility criteria below). Clear a priori criteria meant that
agreement between the two reviewers was reached quickly, with very few discrepancies;
any differences in judgement were resolved through brief discussion between the two
reviewers. This screening resulted in 21 eligible articles. One additional relevant article was
identified through manual searching, bringing the total to 22 studies for full-text review.
Second, the full texts of these 22 articles were examined independently by the same two
reviewers; three were excluded at this stage: two were not retrievable despite contacting
the corresponding authors, and one, on closer reading, did not report outcomes within the
domains required by the eligibility criteria. This left 19 studies for inclusion in the review.
The selection process is summarised in Figure 1.

Web of Science (# = 41); Scopus (# = 35); Psyclnfo (# = 5); PubMed (# = 2)

Records identified through database searching (# = 83)

Records after duplicates removed (7 = 52)

Records excluded (7 = 31)
v Different technique, not PV (e.g., digital storytelling) (#= 4)

Records screened by title and abstracts (7 = 52)

Off-topic / unrelated field (»= 18)
Notin the age target (# = 3)
PV present but not central to the study (# = 6)

A4

A

Additional relevant publications identified by

reference sections

(n=1)

Full-text articles assessed for eligibility (# = 22) —

Full-text articles excluded (7 = 3)

Not retrievable despite contacting
cotresponding authors (7 = 2)
Did not report outcomes in the required

domains (# = 1)

Articles included in the review
(n=19)

Figure 1. Flow diagram of study selection process.

2.3. Eligibility Criteria
Eligibility criteria were developed a priori and refined iteratively as familiarity with
the literature increased.

2.3.1. Inclusion Criteria

Studies were included if they met all of the following criteria:

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/ future4030026


https://doi.org/10.3390/future4030026

Future 2026, 4, 26

7 of 37

Population: Adolescents, pre-adolescents or young people aged approximately
9-24 years, described as youth, adolescents, teenagers, or students.
Intervention/focus: Participatory video or participatory filmmaking was a central
component of the project, intervention, or research design (e.g., participatory video,
youth participatory video, youth-led filmmaking, participatory cinema, cellphilm-
ing, participatory documentary, community video), with young participants actively
involved in planning, shooting and/or editing the videos.

Context: School, after-school, out-of-school-time, youth work, or community-based
programmes involving adolescents, where the activities aimed to support learning,
youth development, well-being, participation or empowerment in ways that are rel-
evant to young people’s educational trajectories (e.g., school support programmes,
youth clubs, summer camps, community and health projects with an explicit develop-
mental or educational focus).

Outcomes: The study reported qualitative and/or quantitative outcomes related to at
least one of the following domains: (a) student, school, learner or academic engage-
ment; (b) school belonging or connectedness; (c) psychological well-being or mental
health; (d) agency, empowerment, youth participation or community engagement;
(e) social-emotional skills or life skills.

Study type: Empirical peer-reviewed journal articles using qualitative, quantitative or
mixed-methods designs.

Language: Published in English.

Publication type: Journal articles (excluding conference abstracts, editorials, commen-
taries and opinion pieces).

2.3.2. Exclusion Criteria

Studies were excluded if they met any of the following criteria:

Population: Samples consisting exclusively of adults or higher education students,
without a clear adolescent or secondary-school-age component.

Intervention/focus: (a) Cases in which video was used solely as a non-participatory
teaching or communication tool (e.g., teacher-produced instructional videos, flipped-
classroom materials), with no youth participation in video production; (b) arts-based
or media interventions where participatory video/filmmaking was not clearly identifi-
able as a distinct component.

Context: Projects conducted in health, community development or activism settings
where participatory video was used solely for advocacy, awareness-raising or infor-
mation campaigns, without any attention to young people’s learning, development,
psychosocial outcomes or educational trajectories.

Outcomes: Studies that only described the feasibility, acceptability or process of
participatory video without reporting outcomes related to engagement, well-being,
agency, belonging, social-emotional skills or life skills.

2.4. Data Extraction and Synthesis

For each of the 19 included studies, we extracted key information into a structured

summary table, including authors, year of publication, country/setting, characteristics
of the adolescent or youth participants, study design and methods, description of the
participatory video or filmmaking process, and the main outcomes and findings related to
engagement, well-being, agency, belonging and other relevant psychosocial or educational
domains. Data extraction was carried out in an iterative manner, with the charting form
refined as familiarity with the literature increased. Key characteristics of the included
studies are summarised in Section 3.
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We then conducted a narrative thematic synthesis of the extracted data, following
the broad phases of thematic analysis described by Braun and Clarke [40]: familiarisation,
initial coding, searching for themes, reviewing themes, and defining and naming themes.
We focused on how participatory video/filmmaking was implemented and what kinds
of changes were reported for adolescents and young people. Consistent with established
scoping review methodology [41,42], themes and subthemes were not predefined to map
one-to-one onto the three research aims outlined in Section 1.4; rather, they were allowed to
emerge inductively from the data, and are connected back to those aims in the Discussion.
In practice, we first read and re-read the extracted summaries to familiarise ourselves with
the full range of contexts, processes, and outcomes reported across the 19 studies (famil-
iarisation). We then generated descriptive codes directly from the content of each study
summary, working inductively and close to the specific language and findings reported by
the original authors, rather than applying a fixed coding frame derived from the theoretical
constructs defined in Section 1.3. The eligibility criteria (Section 2.3: encompassing engage-
ment, belonging, well-being, agency/empowerment, and social-emotional skills) served
only to determine which studies and outcomes fell within the scope of the review, not
to predetermine the content, boundaries, or labels of the codes and themes subsequently
generated from the data. These codes were then compared and grouped across studies to
identify candidate patterns that recurred across multiple sources rather than being idiosyn-
cratic to a single study (searching for themes). Candidate themes were reviewed against the
full set of extracted data to check that they adequately captured the range of findings and
were sufficiently distinct from one another, resulting in the merging of some overlapping
candidate categories and the splitting of others into more specific subthemes (reviewing
themes). Finally, each theme and subtheme were defined and named to reflect its core
content and cross-checked against the original study excerpts to ensure the label matched
the underlying data (defining and naming). The resulting four main themes and their
subthemes, and the studies contributing to each, are summarised in Section 3. Although the
four resulting main themes broadly correspond, at a general level, to the outcome domains
that framed the scope of the review, the sixteen constituent subthemes—for example, own-
ership, authorship and legitimacy (Section 3.2.2), co-production of meaning and knowledge
(Section 3.1.3), trust and rapport with researchers or mentors (Section 3.3.2), and skills and
digital literacy (Section 3.4.1)—were not anticipated by, or derived from, the theoretical
definitions used in the introduction, and instead reflect patterns that emerged directly
from close engagement with the included studies. This distinguishes the present synthesis
from a purely deductive, framework-driven coding exercise, while acknowledging that
the six a priori domains legitimately shaped the review’s scope and eligibility criteria
from the outset.

This scoping review was conducted and reported in accordance with the PRISMA
extension for Scoping Reviews (PRISMA-ScR) and mapped onto the PRISMA 2020 report-
ing guidelines; the completed checklist is provided as Supplementary Materials. This
review was retrospectively registered on the Open Science Framework (OSF): Belluzzo,
M.; Caceffo, S.; Amodeo, A.L.; Cervini, A. Youth Participatory Video Across School and
Community Programmes: A Scoping Review of Engagement, Agency and Well-Being
Outcomes. Registered 2 August 2026. https://doi.org/10.17605/OSF.10/2Z3W09.

2.5. Quality Appraisal Method

The methodological quality of the 19 included studies was assessed using the Mixed
Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT) [43], selected for its suitability for appraising a corpus
including qualitative, quantitative, and mixed-methods designs within a single framework.
Each study was first screened against two general criteria (clarity of research questions;
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adequacy of data to address them), then evaluated against five category-specific criteria cor-
responding to its design (qualitative, quantitative descriptive, quantitative non-randomised,
or mixed methods). Consistent with MMAT guidance, no overall numerical quality score
was computed; instead, results are reported narratively, identifying recurring strengths
and weaknesses across the corpus (see Section 3.5 and Supplementary Materials). Quality
appraisal was conducted by a single reviewer and was not used as a basis for excluding
studies, consistent with standard scoping review practice.

3. Results

Nineteen studies met the inclusion criteria for this review. Their key characteristics—
including authors, year, country, participant demographics, methods, and main findings—
are summarised in Table 1.

Table 1. Overview of included studies (N = 19).

Authors Year Population Demographics Methods Key Findings Country
Participatory video supported
16-21 vears: Ethnographic case skill development, trust,
Blazek & Young people from a mixed- enger 1,‘ou . study of a participatory  collaboration, and youth voice;
Hrafovd 2012 deprived urban small fginal wo%kin b/ video project; group it also generated contextual Slovakia
neighbourhood in s . reflections, post-project nowledge about
[44] ighbourhood i roup within a w1d§r flecti pOst-proj k ledge ab
Bratislava, Slovakia. & Ii)uth ou interviews, and neighbourhood life and
y group- evaluation discussions. fostered subsequent
community engagement.
11 participants, aged Participatory action PV expanded awareness and,
Young people involved 16-24 years; research using in some cases, voice, but had
Boni et al ina %gicipa torv video mixed-gender; three participatory video; limited impact on aspiration
[27] T 2020 r};'ect ir}: Qua};t de youth subgroups with ~ data from final videos, and agency due to structural Spain
P cﬁ)le]t Valencia. Spain different educational video-interviews, constraints; it also generated
! s Spam. and organisational facilitator notes, and critical reflection on youth
backgrounds. group discussions. opportunities and local policy.
PV enabled simultaneous
Participatory video engagement and evaluation,
. . within a mixed-methods improved students’
Kségoa; ssifl(c)lrelita;y 1 22 ArlnsatlL:e da?dtsllante(r)rtlaall/e‘ evaluation; purposive understanding of health
Davies participating in a aged 16-18 years; * sampling; one-day PV research, and provided
etal. [37] 2022 school engagement drawn from four/ training, 8 weeks of insights into context, Kenya
T with healt% 1fgesearch co-educational filmmaking, participant aspirations, and barriers to
rogramme schools observation notes, and participation; it was also
pros ’ ’ analysis of video enjoyable and fostered
outputs rapport, confidence, and
co-production of knowledge.
14 school pupils, aged Pargf;g:ts(t);y:sldvi?tﬁver PV revealed that participants
15-16 years; pupils in worksho gs f/ilmin largely viewed greenspaces as
a support programme communitp x,/vorksh(g), boring or unsafe, but it also
Young people with for those at risk of and sc}r’eenin . b transformed perceptions for Scotland—
Eastwood 2023 limited prior underachievement ualitative anal ggis of some young people, United
et al. [45] engagement with local ~ and exclusion; not all qobservational r}:o tes increasing nature connection, Kinedom
greenspaces. were interviewed, but ! confidence, efficacy, 8
the PV process workshop data, empowerment, and
. feedback, films, and . ’
involved the full . pro-environmental
semi-structured .
group. . . behaviours.
interviews.
Autoethnographic case
study of a hybrid Participatory filmmaking
Roma. mierant and Second-generation documentary-fiction enabled co-creation, embodied
Italie;n tegena ors Roma O%lth in Ttalv: film; participatory storytelling, and collective
involved in %he exact sgm le size ar?l,c,l workshops informed by reflection on paperlessness,
Fales [28] 2026 articipator age ranpe are not Theatre of the invisibility and trauma; it also Italy
w%rkshg S ar}: d clea%l S é:cifie din the Oppressed, Freirean fostered agency, collaborative
P ysp pedagogy and authorship and a “third space”

film-making process.

text.

embodied performance;
reflective analysis of the
filmmaking process

for resistance and
representation.
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Table 1. Cont.
Authors Year Population Demographics Methods Key Findings Country
Community members, 125 focus erou
service providers, rocus group Qualitative evaluation PV increased awareness of
participants aged . P
partner agency 12-80 vears: 76 ke of the multi-country women’s rights and gender Liberia
representatives and inforymanté age dy Through Our Eyes equality, stimulated dialogue, South
Gurman project team members 18-65 year%‘ participatory video reduced the culture of silence Sudan
etal. [46] 2014 1r.1\{olved ina mixed-gender, drawn project using 18 focus arognd GBY, engouraged Rwanda
participatory video ] . groups and 76 key reporting and service use, and
. . from five post-conflict . . ) . . Uganda
intervention on sites in South Sudan informant interviews; was associated with reported Thailand
gender-based violence Usanda, Thailand ’ grounded theory attitude and behaviour change
in conflict-affected ~sanda, ! analysis of transcripts. among both men and women.
settings Liberia and Rwanda.
Participatory visual The process foregrounded
research followed by children’s perspectives on
participatory being new at school,
. . film-making; five supported collaborative
Hanna & Migrant learners in a Small group of . - .
. . . 90-min research meaning-making, and showed South
Kucharczyk 2021  primary school in Cape  migrant learners aged : . . . . .
. sessions and two 90-min  that participatory film-making Africa
[38] Town, South Africa. 9-10 years. . . . .
film-making sessions, can capture experiences of
with child-led directing, inclusion and help schools
shooting, acting and reflect on migrant learners’
iterative editing. needs.
Participatory filmmaking gave
Boys and young men, Ethnographic case participants a platform to
from primary-school  study of a participatory = voice concerns and challenge
Traditional Qur’anic age to the early 20s; docudrama; 13 months  stigma but also exposed them
Hoechner 2015 students (almajirai) in nine participants in of fieldwork, with data to suspicion and risk; the Nigeria
[47] Kano, northern the film project, from fieldnotes, project fostered pride and &
Nigeria. drawn from rural and  script-writing materials recognition, yet could not
urban Qur’anic and discussions during  resolve structural inequalities
schools. the filmmaking process. and sometimes encouraged
the downplaying of poverty.
. . Participatory video opened
. . Reflexive analysis based . -
. . . L2 on one interview with a s 1s
involved inthe Tking foms Puvirmimag, O one nterview witha YUt SRELE 008 e
Action! participatory Quebec; the article p p Y health and structural violence;
video project in does not give a full researcher and it affected audience
Lamb [39] 2021 . . supporting project . Canada
Northern Canada, with sample size or understanding, revealed
olic audienc,es detailed age documents; focus on a emotional reacéions and
irl?lcluci’ing a public breakdown i;g’l the participatory video showed the need for cuilturally
h screening and its policy ) :
ealth nurse. text. offects safe, affectively attuned public
‘ health policy.
P:r,:lecﬁf;t(/)%i;g::ili;to_ Youth described digital media
};ver oie year withg as a “double-edged sword”: it
Indigenous youth from workshops, interviews, creastlilxlzoiltoogr?g Ic‘xi)trll;if:rl\(;rll(’in
Loebach Le%mox Isl};nd First 11 initial participants, scripting, filming and but als}(l) increased drama &
etal. [48] 2019 Nation, Prince Edward ages 13-19 years; editing; mixed self-consciousness and ' Canada
‘ ! 8 males and 3 females. collaborative and . . .
Island, Canada. . . relationship strain; the process
reflexive qualitative . . .
X . . also built skills, confidence,
analysis of discussions . .
ownership and community
and youth-produced .
. capacity.
films.
Reflexive single case
study over 14 months,
combining contextual . . .
omgpepe ey it Tatapuen noaking
identified by school pupils; the text does participatory design and a research Conllmunity'
i . workshops, . / Scotland
McAra teachers as vulnerable  not provide a precise . creativity supported agency, .
2016 . . . . semi-structured United
[49] and at risk of falling final sample size or ) - self-empowerment, autonomy -
interviews, an Kingdom

out of education after
compulsory schooling.

age breakdown
(approximately
15-17 years).

activity-based focus
group, and
participatory
filmmaking using direct
animation.

and more egalitarian
participant-researcher
relations.
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Table 1. Cont.
Authors Year Population Demographics Methods Key Findings Country
) . Mixed-methods
e N =23; Feronale. 15 feasibility study with High feasibility
Youth participating in (65.2%) o 2
E . . o). o pre/post surveys (73% attendance, >75% rated
a participatory video Male: 8 (34.8%); 56.5% (intention not to smoke) excellent); themes: active
production program Black/African, 34.8% - ! ! )
Park et al. . . . . o semi-structured engagement, personal growth,
2017 for adolescent smoking  Latino/Hispanic, 8.7% . . . US.A.
[50] . . . interviews (n = 14), community health advocacy;
prevention ata White/Caucasian; attendance checklists; significant increase in
community summer mean age 1095y 8 twice-weekl 60—11‘111,1 in?ention not to smoke
camp- (SD 1.43), sessions proﬁucing (p <0.016)
4th-8th grade. anti-smoking videos.
Films covered
Participatory action mtergener(;artllzgiaéll;nowledge
Santhal (indigenous) N=10 research; film training lants/insects/rodents
youth trained in ‘ l_ le: workshops; thematic f plat . k‘l,I
participatory (3 female, 7 male; content analysis of oraging/preparation skills,
Rao et al. : . ages 18-25 years . . . nutritional benefits .
2022 filmmaking to 49 films; interviews . . . ¢ India
[51] except 1 aged 45); I, . sustainability; shifted to
document local foods o o with filmmakers; . e L.
o from Jamui district, cultural revival/modification
and nutrition ; . 4 focus group . .
Bihar, India. . . - and gender equity; audiences
knowledge. discussions with
) valued relevance, suggested
viewers. :
themes, supported practice
revival.
Case study with Video enabled global
Children in a global N =27 (10-14 years); participatory connectedness but needs
education program Australian primary workshops; critical literacy/listening
exchanging school students and child-to-child video spaces; challenges: Australia
Royds [52] 2015  participatory videos Timorese peers; no interviews (n = 72), development meta-narratives, Timor-
between Australia and detailed ranking activities intercultural difference, Leste
Timor-Leste (plus Sri gender/ethnicity (n = 24 charts), privilege awareness;
Lanka/Vietnam clubs). breakdown in text. researcher interviews prioritised confidence/skills
(children/teachers) over awareness.
Youth-attuned
Marginalised youth in Project 1: participatory Videography renders youth
videography projects; 30 families/youth; videography; visible, fosters educative
Tilleczek rural Canadian youth Project 2: N =12 humanities-infused experience/social analysis;
& Loebach 2015 with mental health (14-20 years, praxis; cinéma vérité challenges power hierarchies, Canada
53] issues; Mi’kmaq secondary school), documentary (Project 1);  builds skills/agency; tensions
o (Aboriginal) youth Mi’kmaq First Nation, workshops, in veracity (incomplete truth),
exploring mental Prince Edward Island,  storyboarding, training, but enables cultural
health/technology. Canada. ethics via Mi’kmaw production/decolonisation.
Ethics Watch (Project 2).
N =45 total; STEM
students N = 20
(higher ed, many e . g
Students, teachers, remote/underserved); Irgzsliteattalrii,e Dl%i::;s:iz;g:} E)OV)Isr:rr:Cga'ge
mentors in EdTech teachers N =15 Phenorrlfenological barriers: coi)ynec%iv— v
Tripon Men.tor PI'O]e.Ct (secondary schools); Analysis (IPA); ity /infrastructure/digital .
2025 (service-learning mentors N =10 . . . . Romania
[54] . . semi-structured literacy; mentorship builds con-
STEM/EdTech for (university . . . .
interviews + fidence/community /reduces
underserved staff/educators); L. . . .
L. . participatory video; isolation; supports SDG4
communities). diverse urposeful samplin equity/inclusion.
geographic/tech purp ping: quity '
contexts, Romania
focus.
Participatory action Physical agthlty
. conceptualised as
research (PAR); . .
multifaceted and grounded in
19 youth aged 8-18 youth-produced . A
. L. . cultural identity; five
(7 boys, 12 girls); participatory videos, . s
. : . subthemes identified
Tang & Indigenous youth plus 11 focus group unstructured interviews, . . Canada
; . s . (respecting elders, passing on
Jardine 2016  (Yellowknives Dene participants and community focus knowledee, inclusiven (Northwest
[55] First Nation 9 evaluation Toups, semi-structured Owledge, INCIUSIVENESS, Territories
group

respondents from the
wider community

evaluation interviews,
research journals;
qualitative thematic
analysis (NVivo)

land, traditional practices);
videos sparked community
dialogue and concrete
follow-on actions (e.g., more
inclusive cultural camp)
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Table 1. Cont.

Authors Year Population Demographics

Methods

Key Findings Country

Youth aged 13-21
Haynes & S across 3 villages
Youth in disaster-prone
Tanner 2015 communities (Eastern Samar),
[56] gender-balanced
where possible

Action research,
mixed-methods;
youth-led participatory
video, multi-scale
screening/advocacy
workshops (community,
municipal, provincial),
pre/post questionnaires,
focus groups

PV effective for building youth
knowledge/confidence and
communicating risk to
decision-makers;
adult/facilitator involvement
in scripting and editing greater ~ Philippines

than initially planned; concrete
local-level change achieved
(e.g., mining moratorium), but
limited uptake at
municipal/provincial level

28 girls aged 13-19,
Jefferis & . across 4 groups
Black South African . h
Theron 2015 adolescent girls . (children’s home,
[57] informal settlement
%2, township school)

Community-based
participatory video
(CBPV); draw-and-talk
method, collaborative
storyboards, video
production, reflective
group discussions

CBPYV foregrounded resilience
as a context-specific,
co-constructed process
(supportive peers, family, social
workers, faith); increased
participants” awareness of
protective resources;
engaging/enjoyable method;
but limited follow-through into
concrete social change
post-dissemination, and girls
showed difficulty reflecting on
abstract resilience mechanisms

South
Africa

From the analysis of the included studies, four overarching themes and associated

subthemes emerged, which are presented in the following sections. Across the reviewed

literature, participatory video (PV) refers to a youth-centred visual and arts-based approach

in which adolescents or young people are actively involved in planning, filming, and often

editing video materials that represent their experiences, perspectives, and contexts. In this

review, PV is understood not simply as a method of data collection or communication, but

as a participatory process that can support engagement, voice, belonging, psychosocial
development, and critical reflection. The four main themes, their subthemes, and the

studies contributing to each are summarised in Table 2 and are discussed in turn below.

Table 2. Themes, subthemes and contributing studies identified across the included studies.

Theme Subthemes

Description

Studies Contributing

Active engagement in the process.

This subtheme captures how participatory
video can generate active and sustained
involvement, with young people engaging
concretely in the media-making process and
showing willingness to take part across
sessions.

[37,44,50,54]

Collaborative planning, filming and
editing.

1. Engagement, participation and

This subtheme refers to the shared
organisation of the participatory video
process, where planning, filming, and

editing are carried out collaboratively rather
than being led only by adults or researchers.

[37,38,45,49]

co-production

Co-production of meaning and
knowledge

This subtheme reflects the role of
participatory video in helping young people
produce knowledge about their own lives,
experiences, and contexts, while also
constructing shared meanings through the
filmmaking process.

[37,38,44,51]

Enjoyment and sustained
participation.

This subtheme highlights the enjoyable and
motivating character of participatory video,
which can support continued participation
by making the activity feel engaging,
creative, and worthwhile.

[37,45,54,57]
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Table 2. Cont.

Theme Subthemes

Description

Studies Contributing

Youth voice and self-expression.

This subtheme concerns the capacity of
participatory video to provide a platform for
young people to express their perspectives,
narrate their experiences, and communicate
issues that matter to them.

[38,44,47,48,51,52]

Ownership, authorship and
legitimacy.

This subtheme captures the importance of
young people having authorship over the
content, form, and direction of the videos
they make, which supports a sense of
ownership and legitimacy.

[27,28,39,47,51,53]

2. Agency and empowerment

Confidence, autonomy and
self-empowerment.

This subtheme refers to the strengthening of
confidence, self-belief, and personal agency
that can emerge when young people learn
new skills, produce media, and see their
ideas taken seriously.

[39,45,47,48,50-52]

Resistance to silence, stigma or
invisibility.

This subtheme describes how participatory
video can make marginalised, hidden, or
stigmatised experiences visible and create
space to speak about topics that are often

silenced.

[28,39,46,47,52,53]

Peer collaboration and teamwork

This subtheme reflects the collaborative
relationships that develop among
participants during participatory video
work, including teamwork, mutual support,
and joint problem-solving.

[47-50]

Trust and rapport with researchers
or mentors.

This subtheme refers to the trust and rapport
that can emerge between young participants
and adult researchers, facilitators, or
mentors, helping create a safer and more
supportive process.

[37,48,49,54,56]

3. Belonging, connection and
relational support

Community connection, civic
engagement, and cultural identity.

This subtheme captures how participatory
video can strengthen connections between
young people and their wider community,
including forms of civic engagement,
audience dialogue, local relevance,
and—where salient—the grounding of
community connection in cultural identity
and intergenerational knowledge.

[39,46,51,52,55,56]

Sense of
belonging/inclusion/reduced
isolation.

This subtheme describes how participatory
video can support inclusion and belonging
by helping young people feel seen,
connected, and less isolated within school,
peer, or community contexts.

[45,49,53,54,56]

Skills and digital literacy.

This subtheme refers to the development of
practical and transferable skills, including
media production, communication, digital

literacy, and problem-solving abilities.

[48,50,52,54]

Confidence and self-efficacy.

This subtheme highlights the growth of
confidence in one’s ability to act, create, and
participate successfully, often strengthened

through guided practice and successful

completion of media tasks.

[45,48,49,52,54]

4. Psychosocial learning and

critical reflection
Critical reflection on local realities,

policy or social norms.

This subtheme concerns the reflective
dimension of participatory video, where
young people examine their own realities,
question dominant narratives, and become
more aware of social, cultural, and
contextual conditions.

[27,37,51,52,57]

Emotional reactions, well-being and
protective awareness.

This subtheme captures the emotional
dimension of participatory video, including
how the process can surface difficult
feelings, support emotional expression, and
contribute to psychosocial well-being.

[28,39,48]
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3.1. Engagement, Participation and Co-Production
3.1.1. Active Engagement in the Process

Across the reviewed studies, participatory video is consistently conceptualised as
a process capable of fostering active and sustained forms of engagement, rooted in par-
ticipants” direct involvement in creative and decision-making activities. Engagement is
not framed as passive attendance or compliance, but as an embodied and situated form
of participation that unfolds through doing, interacting, and reflecting. Park et al. [50]
demonstrate that participatory video production can effectively engage adolescents by
involving them in the creation of health-related messages, fostering motivation and in-
vestment through hands-on activities. In this context, engagement is closely linked to the
opportunity to actively contribute to content that is meaningful and relevant to participants’
own lives. Similarly, Blazek and Hranova [44] show that engagement emerges through
evolving relationships, diverse motivations, and shared experiences, highlighting its rela-
tional and processual nature. This includes, for example, the development of reflexivity,
the experience of frustration, and the emergence of other important active social skills.

This processual dimension is further supported by Davies et al. [37], who show that
participatory video can simultaneously function as a tool for engagement and inquiry.
They highlight specific indicators of engagement, such as students” welcoming attitudes
towards educators and their requests to use the equipment beyond the scheduled ses-
sions. Furthermore, by involving students in the exploration of health research through
filmmaking, the process enables them to connect their own experiences and aspirations
with broader research themes, thereby deepening their involvement. Engagement, in this
sense, is intertwined with meaning-making and exploration. Davies et al. [37] situate
these dynamics within the broader paradigm of School Engagement with Health Research,
SEHR [58], emphasising how participatory video aligns with forms of ‘deeper engagement’
that go beyond one-off or transmissive activities. Within this framework, engagement is
understood as a reciprocal and dialogic process, in which students are not merely recipients
of knowledge but active contributors to the exploration and interpretation of research. Par-
ticipatory video supports this shift by enabling sustained interaction between researchers
and students, allowing young participants to steer discussions, reflect on their own experi-
ences, and co-produce situated understandings of health research and its relevance to their
lives. In this sense, participatory video operationalises a form of engagement that is both
relational and context-sensitive, offering insight not only into what students learn about
health research but also into the social, educational, and personal conditions that shape
how such engagement is experienced and sustained.

Finally, Tripon [54] situates active engagement within digitally supported and men-
tored learning environments, emphasising how the integration of STEM educational tech-
nologies, service learning [59] and participatory video can sustain participation over time
by involving students in a genuinely learner-centred methodology. Engagement is there-
fore reinforced not only by creative practice but also by the development of transferable
soft skills and competencies that remain available to participants over time, supporting
continuity and sustained involvement beyond the immediate context of the project.

Seen as a whole, these studies suggest that active engagement in participatory
video is best understood as a dynamic, relational, and context-dependent process, in
which participants become actively involved through action, shared experience, and
meaningful contribution.

3.1.2. Collaborative Planning, Filming and Editing

Another central feature of participatory video processes is the collaborative structuring
of all stages of production, including writing, planning, filming, and editing. Rather than
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following a linear or researcher-led model, these processes are characterised by shared
decision-making and distributed responsibility.

Davies et al. [37] show that participatory video projects in educational settings involve
students in all phases of production, from selecting topics to shaping narratives and pre-
senting outputs. This collaborative involvement allows participants to contribute not only
to the execution of tasks but also to the conceptual framing of the project. Similarly, ref. [49]
highlights how collaborative design approaches enable participants to work together in
developing ideas, negotiating roles, and co-producing outcomes, transforming the research
process into a space of shared practice and interaction. In this context, collaborative de-
sign is grounded in participant interaction and in the process of generating situated and
relational knowledge [60,61].

Hanna & Kucharczyk [38] further illustrate how participatory filmmaking with mi-
grant learners can support collaborative engagement by enabling participants to co-direct
and shape the storytelling process. Through this collaborative work, participants are able
to express their experiences while simultaneously negotiating meanings with others. This
reinforces the role of collaboration as both a methodological principle and a relational
process. In this case, filmmaking is also evidenced as a valuable participatory medium for
younger participants [62], enabling them to engage collaboratively and generate shared
meanings through storytelling.

In a different context, Eastwood et al. [45] show how collaborative filmmaking activi-
ties can support group-based exploration of local environments, with participants working
together to document, interpret, and represent their natural surroundings. Here, collabora-
tion is closely tied to shared inquiry and collective engagement with place. In particular,
encountering and directly filming wildlife in green spaces led to highly positive well-being
experiences; participants reported that the participatory video process was enjoyable and
that it positively influenced their cooperation and collaboration within the project.

Overall, collaborative planning, filming, and editing emerge as core mechanisms
through which participatory video redistributes creative and epistemic authority, enabling
participants to actively shape both process and outcomes while fostering shared responsi-
bility and interaction.

3.1.3. Co-Production of Meaning and Knowledge

Beyond collaboration at the level of tasks, participatory video processes function as
sites of co-production of meaning and knowledge. In these contexts, knowledge is not
extracted from participants but generated through collective engagement, interpretation,
and representation.

Blazek and Hrariova [44] emphasise that participatory video produces situated and re-
lational forms of knowledge, grounded in the lived experiences of participants and shaped
through their interactions with researchers and practitioners. Meaning is constructed
through the process itself, as participants reflect on their experiences and negotiate how
these are represented.

Davies et al. [37] similarly show that participatory video can function as a tool for
co-producing knowledge about students’” contexts, aspirations, and barriers. By engaging
participants in the creation and discussion of films, the process allows for the emergence of
insights that are closely tied to participants” own perspectives and lived realities. In this
sense, knowledge production [63] is embedded in participation in arts-based tools and
in the active process of meaning-making by participants, rather than being derived from
external analysis.

Hanna and Kucharczyk [38] further demonstrate how collaborative filmmaking en-
ables participants to articulate experiences of inclusion, exclusion, and migration, con-
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tributing to shared meaning-making within educational contexts. The process allows
participants to bring forward perspectives that might otherwise remain marginalised, while
also engaging in collective interpretation.

Rao et al. [51] extend this understanding by showing how participatory filmmaking
with Indigenous youth supports the documentation and transmission of cultural knowl-
edge, particularly in relation to food practices and sustainability. Importantly, this process
not only preserves knowledge but also opens it to reflection and discussion within the
community of youth.

These studies suggest that participatory video enables a shift from knowledge extrac-
tion to knowledge co-production, in which meaning emerges through relational processes
of narration, discussion, and interpretation.

3.1.4. Enjoyment and Sustained Participation

A final dimension of engagement concerns the role of enjoyment and positive cooper-
ation in sustaining participation over time. Although the included studies often use these
terms loosely, it is useful to distinguish enjoyment from related but conceptually separate
constructs. Enjoyment refers to the intrinsic, affective experience of pleasure during an
activity itself, consistent with flow-based accounts of optimal experience [64]. Motivation,
as introduced above through Self-Determination Theory [21], refers to the psychological
drive underlying engagement, rooted in autonomy, competence, and relatedness. Interest
denotes a distinct cognitive—affective orientation toward a topic or activity, which can
develop over time from situational triggers into an enduring individual disposition [65].
Satisfaction, by contrast, reflects a more evaluative, retrospective judgement of an experi-
ence relative to expectations, rather than the affective experience of the activity itself [32].
While these constructs frequently co-occur and reinforce one another within participatory
video processes, they are not interchangeable, and the studies reviewed below report on
them with varying degrees of precision.

Davies et al. [37] report that participatory video was experienced by students as
engaging and enjoyable, contributing to sustained participation throughout the project; the
authors frame this primarily in terms of enjoyment and motivation, linking the affective
quality of the activity to participants’ continued involvement. Park et al. [50] describe
adolescent participants as expressing satisfaction and interest in the process, particularly
when working collaboratively on topics that resonate with their own lives—here, the
emphasis is more evaluative (satisfaction with the experience) and topic-driven (interest),
rather than a description of moment-to-moment affect.

Eastwood et al. [45] further demonstrate that participatory filmmaking can transform
participants” engagement with their environments, describing the experience as enjoyable
and meaningful; in this case, enjoyment is linked not only to the activity itself but also to
the experience of discovery and engagement with place. Tripon [54] situates enjoyment and
motivation within digitally supported learning environments, highlighting how interactive
and collaborative approaches can sustain participation over time, again treating enjoyment
and motivation as related but distinguishable drivers of continued engagement. Jefferis and
Theron [57] similarly found that participants described the process in explicitly positive and

i

affective terms—as “very fun,” “exciting,” and enjoyable—with this enjoyment visually
evident in participants’ engagement during filming and playback sessions; here again, the
reported construct is closer to enjoyment (affective, in-the-moment) than to satisfaction or
interest as defined above.

Taken together, these findings suggest that enjoyment—alongside the related but
distinct constructs of motivation, interest, and satisfaction—is not merely an incidental

outcome but an integral component of participatory video processes. By fostering positive,
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engaging, and meaningful experiences, participatory video supports sustained participa-
tion and reinforces the relational and experiential dimensions of engagement.

3.2. Agency and Empowerment
3.2.1. Youth Voice and Self-Expression

Across the reviewed studies, participatory video consistently emerges as a powerful
medium for enabling youth voice and facilitating processes of self-expression. However,
rather than being understood as a simple act of “giving voice”, these processes are better
conceptualised as the creation of conditions in which young people can articulate, negotiate,
and perform their perspectives within socially and culturally situated contexts.

Participatory video allows young people to move from being represented to actively
representing themselves. This shift is particularly significant for marginalised groups
whose experiences are often filtered through institutional, adult-centric, or deficit-oriented
narratives. Rao et al. [51] emphasise that participatory filmmaking creates spaces in which
marginalised participants can articulate their own perspectives and challenge dominant
representations, thereby repositioning themselves as active agents in the production of
knowledge. Similarly, Hanna and Kucharczyk [38] highlight how participatory video fore-
grounds the “voices of marginalised groups”, allowing participants to express experiences
that might otherwise remain silenced or misrepresented.

This dimension is also supported by earlier work highlighting how participatory
visual methods enable young people to articulate personal and social experiences through
self-directed narratives. Blazek and Hranova [44] show that participatory video creates
opportunities for young people to construct and communicate their own meanings, partic-
ularly in relation to identity, everyday life, and social positioning, reinforcing the role of
media production as a site of situated self-expression.

At the same time, voice is not merely expressive but relational and dialogical.
Loebach et al. [48] show how digital storytelling enables youth to reflect on their experiences
in relation to broader social and technological contexts, suggesting that self-expression
is intertwined with processes of interpretation and meaning-making. In this sense,
voice is not pre-existing but is constructed through the participatory video production
process itself.

However, the literature also cautions against an uncritical celebration of “voice”.
Royds [52] argues that participation in media production does not automatically guarantee
that voices will be heard, recognised, or taken seriously, particularly in contexts shaped by
unequal power relations. A key challenge, therefore, is ensuring that young people’s voices
and stories are not only expressed but also listened to and responded to [66,67]. Similarly,
Hoechner [47] demonstrates that participants may strategically adapt their narratives to
align with perceived expectations, revealing how expressions of voice can be shaped by
structural and relational constraints.

Taken together, these findings suggest that participatory video enables youth voice
not as a fixed outcome, but as a situated and negotiated process of self-expression that is
shaped by context, power, and relational dynamics.

3.2.2. Ownership, Authorship and Legitimacy

A second crucial dimension of agency concerns issues of ownership, authorship, and
the legitimacy of participants’ contributions. Participatory video challenges traditional
research hierarchies by redistributing not only expressive capacity but also control over
creative and epistemic processes. Ownership is particularly salient in relation to the pro-
duction and circulation of visual materials. Loebach et al. [48] describe how participatory
frameworks can include explicit recognition of participants’ rights over their films, includ-
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ing control over how and whether these are shared. Such practices are especially important
in research involving Indigenous or marginalised communities, where historical patterns of
extraction and misappropriation have shaped relationships to research and representation.
Ensuring participant ownership thus becomes both an ethical and political act.

Authorship, in turn, extends beyond technical production to encompass the authority
to define narratives and meanings. Tilleczek and Loebach [53] argue that videography
“with, for, and by youth” opens up possibilities for repositioning young people as legitimate
contributors to social analysis, rather than passive subjects of research. This repositioning is
critical in challenging dominant epistemologies that often marginalise youth perspectives.

This redistribution of authorship also has a critical and political dimension. Fales [28]
frames participatory filmmaking as a feminist and decolonial practice that challenges
dominant regimes of representation by repositioning participants as legitimate narrators
of their own experiences. Similarly, Boni et al. [27] emphasise that participatory visual
methods can disrupt traditional hierarchies of knowledge production, enabling participants
not only to contribute content but to actively shape the epistemic framing of research.

However, the legitimacy of participants’ authorship is not always fully realised.
Hoechner [47] highlights how participatory projects may still retain underlying power
asymmetries, particularly when researchers or facilitators or viewers maintain control over
key aspects, such as editing or dissemination. Haynes and Tanner [56] report a similar ten-
sion in a youth-centred disaster risk reduction project: although designed to be youth-led,
the process ultimately involved more adult assistance with script development and editing
than initially planned, illustrating how authorship in practice is often negotiated between
young people and adult facilitators rather than fully devolved. This is evident, for example,
in the limited control participants may have over how audiences receive and interpret the
stories presented. In such cases, the appearance of participation may coexist with limited
actual ownership.

Moreover, legitimacy is a matter not only of internal project dynamics but also of
external recognition. As Lamb [39] illustrates, participatory video can enable participants
to “speak back” to policy processes, yet the extent to which these contributions are acknowl-
edged or taken up by institutional actors remains uneven. Overall, ownership, authorship,
and legitimacy emerge as central yet complex dimensions of agency, requiring careful
attention to both internal practices and broader socio-political contexts.

3.2.3. Confidence, Autonomy and Self-Empowerment

Participatory video processes are frequently associated with increases in confidence,
autonomy, and broader forms of self-empowerment. These outcomes are not understood as
abstract psychological states, but as relational and practice-based developments emerging
through active involvement in creative and collaborative processes. Park et al. [50] identify
personal growth and development as key outcomes of participatory video production, high-
lighting how participants gain confidence through mastering new skills and contributing
to meaningful projects. Similarly, Eastwood et al. [45] report that participatory filmmaking
can enhance self-efficacy, confidence, and empowerment, particularly when participants
are involved in creating content that reflects their own experiences and concerns.

These processes can be understood through frameworks such as Self-Determination
Theory [21], which emphasises the role of autonomy, competence, and relatedness in
fostering intrinsic motivation and behavioural change [50]. Participatory video directly
engages these dimensions: participants exercise autonomy in decision-making, develop
competence through technical and creative skills, and experience relatedness through
collaborative work.
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Autonomy, in particular, is central to the experience of empowerment. Rao et al. [51]
show how allowing participants to determine the content and direction of their films
fosters a sense of control and ownership over the process. This autonomy is not merely
individual but embedded within collective practices, where participants negotiate decisions
and responsibilities. Haynes and Tanner [56] similarly found that youth participants gained
confidence and a stronger sense of self-efficacy through the process of researching, filming,
and directly engaging with government officials and decision-makers—an experience many
described as unusual and empowering, given limited prior opportunities for young people
to interact with authorities in this capacity.

However, empowerment is neither uniform nor guaranteed. Hoechner [47] cautions
that participants may navigate complex social constraints that shape how they engage with
the process, suggesting that empowerment should be understood as partial, situated, and
contingent. Similarly, Lamb [39] highlights how emotional responses—such as discom-
fort or vulnerability—may coexist with empowerment, complicating linear narratives of
positive transformation.

At the same time, the relationship between participation and empowerment remains
complex. Royds [52] cautions that participatory media practices do not automatically lead
to meaningful empowerment, particularly when structural inequalities are not addressed
or when participants’ contributions are not fully recognised. This highlights the importance
of distinguishing between perceived empowerment and structurally sustained agency [68].

Overall, confidence, autonomy, and self-empowerment emerge as dynamic and rela-
tional processes that are co-constructed within participatory practices, rather than as fixed
or universally experienced outcomes.

3.2.4. Resistance to Silence, Stigma or Invisibility

Finally, participatory video can function as a site of resistance against silence, stigma,
and invisibility, particularly for individuals and communities whose experiences are
marginalised within dominant social narratives. Several studies highlight how partic-
ipatory filmmaking enables participants to address sensitive or stigmatised issues, such
as health, violence, or social exclusion. Gurman et al. [46] demonstrate how participatory
video can “break the silence” around gender-based violence, facilitating dialogue and
contributing to shifts in attitudes and behaviours. Similarly, Lamb [39] shows how partici-
patory visual practices can reveal what might otherwise remain hidden—what Ahmed [69]
conceptualises as “secret places of pain”—thereby creating spaces for recognition and
response. In this regard, Fales [28] further conceptualises participatory filmmaking as a
space of resistance that enables participants to confront dominant narratives and reclaim
representational authority, particularly in contexts marked by marginalisation, gender
inequality, or epistemic injustice. Through this lens, visibility becomes not only expressive
but politically transformative.

In this sense, participatory video operates not only as a medium of expression but
as a political and affective practice that makes visible what is often excluded from public
discourse. Tilleczek and Loebach [53] argue that videography can render young people’s
experiences visible in ways that written or institutional forms of knowledge often fail to
achieve, thereby contributing to a more nuanced understanding of their social realities.

At the same time, resistance is not without risk. Making experiences visible may
expose participants to new forms of vulnerability or reinforce existing power dynamics.
Hoechner [47] notes that participants may strategically navigate what to reveal or conceal,
highlighting the tension between visibility and protection. Moreover, as Royds [52] ar-
gues, visibility does not automatically translate into recognition or change. Haynes and
Tanner [56] provide a concrete illustration of this uneven translation: while youth-produced
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films successfully prompted local-level action in one community (a village-level morato-
rium on mining), advocacy at higher levels of government yielded far more limited results,
with the provincial governor failing to attend the final screening and no further policy com-
mitments secured—underscoring how political context and institutional receptiveness, not
the participatory process itself, often determine whether visibility leads to change. Without
structures that enable listening and response, acts of expression may remain unheard or
politically ineffective.

Taken together, these findings suggest that participatory video can enable forms of
resistance to silence, stigma, and invisibility, but that such resistance is contingent on the
broader relational and institutional contexts in which these practices are embedded.

3.3. Belonging, Connection and Relational Support
3.3.1. Peer Collaboration and Teamwork

Across the reviewed studies, participatory video consistently functions as a relational
practice that fosters peer collaboration and collective engagement. Collaboration is not
limited to task-sharing but constitutes a central mechanism through which participants
negotiate meaning, build relationships, and develop a sense of collective identity.

Blazek and Hratiova [44] show that participatory video with young people developed
through a complex web of relationships in which collaboration among participants was
itself a significant part of the process, generating not only the final video product but also
shared experiences of interaction, trust, and mutual engagement. In their account, the
collaborative nature of participatory video contributed to the development of collective
involvement and to the production of situated knowledge grounded in young people’s
lived realities.

Filmmaking processes inherently require coordination, discussion, and joint decision-
making, creating structured opportunities for teamwork. Loebach et al. [48] describe
participatory filmmaking as a collaborative cultural process in which youth engage in
shared storytelling, collective problem-solving, and mutual learning. Similarly, McAra [49]
highlights how creative collaboration enables participants to explore group dynamics
while developing strategies for social self-empowerment, suggesting that teamwork itself
becomes a site of learning and relational development.

Peer collaboration [70] also facilitates the development of social and communicative
competencies. Through negotiation of roles, responsibilities, and creative choices, partic-
ipants are required to listen to others, manage disagreements, and co-construct shared
outcomes. This process contributes not only to the production of the film but also to the
strengthening of interpersonal skills and group cohesion.

At the same time, collaboration is not inherently harmonious. Differences in confi-
dence, experience, or social positioning may shape participation within the group, poten-
tially reproducing existing inequalities. As Hoechner [47] notes, participatory settings can
reflect broader social hierarchies, requiring facilitators to actively support inclusive and
equitable forms of collaboration.

Overall, peer collaboration and teamwork emerge as foundational elements of partici-
patory video processes, enabling both the production of shared outputs and the develop-
ment of relational competencies.

3.3.2. Trust and Rapport with Researchers or Mentors

A second key dimension concerns the development of trust and rapport between
participants and researchers, facilitators, or mentors. Trust is not a precondition but an
emergent and fragile achievement that develops over time through sustained interaction,
mutual recognition, and ethical engagement.
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McAra [49] provides a detailed account of how trust gradually develops through
prolonged engagement, shared experiences, and relational consistency. Initial interac-
tions are often characterised by uncertainty or distance, but over time, these evolve into
more open and collaborative relationships, enabling deeper levels of participation. This
process highlights the importance of temporal continuity and relational investment in
participatory work.

Trust is also closely linked to ethical practice. Participatory approaches that emphasise
respect, autonomy, and shared decision-making contribute to the development of rap-
port by positioning participants as valued contributors rather than subjects of research.
Loebach et al. [48] underscore the importance of establishing equitable relationships, partic-
ularly in research involving Indigenous youth, where historical experiences of exploitation
necessitate careful attention to trust-building and relational accountability.

The presence of mentors or facilitators can further support this process. Tripon [54],
in the context of participatory video within educational settings, highlights how men-
torship provides both technical guidance and emotional support, helping to create safe
and inclusive learning environments. These relational supports are particularly signifi-
cant in contexts where participants may experience marginalisation or limited access to
supportive networks.

However, trust remains inherently precarious. Power asymmetries between re-
searchers and participants may persist, shaping the extent to which participants feel able to
express themselves openly. As highlighted by relational ethics frameworks [49], trust must
be continuously negotiated and cannot be assumed.

In sum, trust and rapport are central to the effectiveness of participatory video pro-
cesses, shaping both the depth of engagement and the quality of relational experience.

3.3.3. Community Connection, Civic Engagement, and Cultural Identity

Participatory video frequently extends beyond the immediate research group to foster
connections with broader communities and stimulate forms of civic engagement. The pro-
duction and circulation of films create opportunities for dialogue, reflection, and collective
action within local contexts.

Several studies highlight how participatory video enables participants to engage with
community issues and communicate their perspectives to wider audiences. [51] shows how
films produced by youth were screened within local communities, generating discussion
and raising awareness about cultural practices and social challenges. Similarly, Gurman
et al. [46] demonstrate how participatory video can facilitate community dialogue around
sensitive issues, such as gender-based violence.

These processes position participants not only as creators but also as community
actors. By producing content that addresses shared concerns, participants contribute to
the construction of collective narratives and the mobilisation of community knowledge.
Lamb [39] further emphasises the potential of participatory video to engage with policy
processes, suggesting that visual narratives can create spaces for dialogue between com-
munities and institutional actors. Tang and Jardine [55] provide a further illustration of
this civic dimension: following a participatory video project on physical activity with
Yellowknives Dene youth, community screenings culminated in a collective vote on which
health-promotion initiatives to prioritise, translating the research process directly into
community decision-making. Civic engagement in this context is both communicative
and performative. The act of producing and sharing films becomes a form of participa-
tion in public discourse, enabling participants to articulate positions, challenge dominant
narratives, and advocate for change. In some cases, this sense of community connection
was explicitly grounded in cultural identity and intergenerational knowledge. Tang and
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Jardine [55] found that Indigenous youth participants came to understand community
connection and civic participation through the lens of Dene cultural teachings, with elders
and traditional practices framed as central resources linking individual engagement to
collective belonging.

However, the extent of community impact is variable and context-dependent. As
Royds [52] cautions, participation in media production does not automatically lead to
meaningful engagement or social change, particularly if there are no mechanisms for
listening or response. Overall, participatory video can foster community connection and
civic engagement by creating spaces for dialogue and collective reflection, while also
highlighting the importance of broader structural conditions in shaping impact.

3.3.4. Sense of Belonging, Inclusion and Reduced Isolation

A final dimension concerns the role of participatory video in fostering a sense of be-
longing, inclusion, and reduced social isolation. These outcomes are particularly significant
for participants who experience marginalisation, exclusion, or limited opportunities for
meaningful social connection.

Participatory processes create environments in which participants can feel recognised,
valued, and connected to others. Eastwood et al. [45] report that participatory filmmaking
can enhance feelings of belonging and connection, particularly through shared creative
activities and collaborative engagement with local environments. Similarly, Tripon [54]
highlights how participatory and collaborative learning environments can reduce feelings
of isolation, especially in remote or underserved contexts.

The sense of belonging emerges not only from participation itself but from the rela-
tional and affective dynamics of the process. Shared experiences, collective achievements,
and mutual support contribute to the development of group cohesion and social connect-
edness. McAra [49] illustrates how these dynamics evolve over time, as participants move
from initial disengagement to a stronger sense of inclusion within the group.

Importantly, belonging is closely linked to recognition. Being able to express one-
self, be heard, and contribute to a shared project can counter experiences of invisibility
or marginalisation. Tilleczek and Loebach [53] argue that participatory videography can
render young people visible in ways that challenge their marginalisation within educational
and social systems. At the same time, inclusion is not automatic. Structural inequalities,
group dynamics, and facilitation practices may influence who feels included and who re-
mains marginal within participatory settings. This highlights the need for careful attention
to relational and contextual factors in fostering inclusive environments.

Overall, participatory video processes can contribute to a sense of belonging and
reduced isolation by creating spaces of recognition, connection, and shared experience,
while also requiring critical attention to the conditions that enable or constrain inclusion.

3.4. Psychosocial Learning and Critical Reflection
3.4.1. Skills and Digital Literacy

Across the associated studies, participatory video is consistently described as a setting
in which technical, communicative, and reflective skills are learned through practice rather
than transmitted in a purely instructional and frontal manner. The acquisition of skills is
therefore inseparable from participation itself: young people learn by planning, filming,
editing, presenting, and discussing, and these activities often foster broader forms of digital
literacy grounded in use, interpretation, and collaborative production.

Loebach et al. [48] show that digital storytelling offered Indigenous youth opportu-
nities not only to produce films but to engage with digital media in a more reflexive and
agentic way. The process required the development of technical competencies linked to
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filming and media production, while also opening space for more critical engagement with
the role of technology in personal and community well-being. In this sense, digital literacy
was not limited to instrumental familiarity with media tools but extended to the capacity
to use them as vehicles for narrative construction and social reflection.

A similar emphasis on media practice as learning is found in Royds’ study [52], where
participatory video exchanges in global education contexts supported children’s commu-
nicative development, confidence in expression, and capacity to engage with mediated
representations of other lives and places. Royds’ [52] analysis suggests that the educational
value of participatory video lies not simply in producing content, but in the combination
of media-making, interpretation, and critical listening. Digital literacy here is tied to the
ability to navigate mediated communication across cultural and social difference, rather
than to technical proficiency alone.

Tripon [54] places these processes within the broader frame of educational technology
and inclusive learning, showing that participatory and mentor-supported digital work can
foster practical competencies in the use of digital tools while also strengthening participants’
ability to learn, collaborate, and communicate in technologically mediated environments.

Blazek and Hramova [44] similarly emphasise that participatory video can support the
development of multiple skills through collaborative production, including communicative,
organisational, and creative capacities. Importantly, they show that such learning emerges
within the relational and intersubjective dynamics of the process itself. Skill develop-
ment [71] is not an isolated outcome but part of a broader participatory process in which
young people develop leadership, research, and social skills while actively producing
knowledge and improving the conditions that affect their lives.

Taken together, these studies suggest that participatory video can support psychosocial
learning by fostering situated forms of skills acquisition and digital literacy. These are
best understood not as decontextualised competencies, but as socially embedded and
meaning-oriented practices that emerge through collaborative media-making.

3.4.2. Confidence and Self-Efficacy

A second recurrent dimension concerns the extent to which participatory video pro-
cesses foster confidence and self-efficacy. Across the studies mapped onto this subtheme,
these outcomes are not described as abstract personal traits but as forms of perceived capa-
bility that emerge through action, recognition, and successful participation in meaningful
collective tasks.

Eastwood et al. [45] provide one of the clearest articulations of this process, showing
that participatory video in nature-engagement settings could increase confidence, efficacy,
and empowerment among young people who had previously shown limited connection
to local greenspaces. Their analysis suggests that confidence emerged not simply from
being present in the project, but from experiencing oneself as capable of acting, interpreting,
and contributing within an unfamiliar domain. Self-efficacy, in this sense, was linked to
transformative encounters with place, activity, and collective production.

Loebach et al. [48] also identify confidence as an important outcome of participatory
digital storytelling. Through the making of films, participants developed not only technical
familiarity but a stronger sense of their own capacity to communicate experiences and
perspectives. The film-making process allowed participants to reposition themselves as
active creators rather than passive users, thereby reinforcing confidence in their ability to
act meaningfully within mediated environments.

McAra [49] frames these developments through the relational dynamics of collabora-
tive creative practice. In her account, confidence emerged gradually as participants came
to trust the process, the researcher, and one another and as they experienced themselves as
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capable contributors to a shared project. Self-efficacy was therefore closely tied to relational
safety and to the experience of being taken seriously within a collaborative setting.

Royds [52] similarly associates participatory video with increased confidence, par-
ticularly in children’s willingness to engage with others, express ideas, and take part in
mediated exchange. At the same time, Royds’ [52] discussion is useful in showing that
confidence does not emerge in a politically neutral space; it is shaped by how children are
positioned within broader narratives of development, culture, and global inequality.

Tripon [54] extends this discussion by showing how confidence and self-efficacy can
be strengthened in participatory digital learning environments supported by mentorship.
Participants describe gaining assurance not only in the use of digital tools but in their
ability to collaborate, persist, and contribute. In this respect, self-efficacy is supported both
by the mastery of concrete tasks and by the relational scaffolding provided by mentors.

Overall, the studies suggest that participatory video can foster confidence and self-
efficacy by creating conditions in which participants experience competence, recognition,
and meaningful involvement. These outcomes are relationally and contextually produced,
rather than simply residing within the individual.

3.4.3. Critical Reflection on Local Realities, Policy or Social Norms

Participatory video also functions as a medium through which participants critically
reflect on local realities, structural conditions, and dominant social norms. In the studies
associated with this subtheme, reflection is not presented as a detached cognitive exer-
cise but as an interpretive process rooted in lived experience, collective discussion, and
visual narration.

Boni et al. [27] offer a particularly important contribution here by analysing participa-
tory video through the capability approach [72,73]. Their findings show that the process
expanded participants’ awareness and, in some cases, their capacity for voice, even where
more transformative forms of agency remained constrained by structural factors. What is
especially relevant is that the project enabled young people to reflect critically on aspira-
tions, social opportunities, migration, education, and youth policy. Reflection therefore
took the form of heightened contextual awareness, even when the ability to convert this
awareness into change remained uneven.

Royds [52] similarly emphasises that participatory video can stimulate reflection on
intercultural difference, development narratives, and the assumptions through which
children interpret other people’s lives. Crucially, the article [52] argues that the value of
these processes lies not only in enabling expression but in creating spaces for critical literacy
and listening. Reflection here is directed not merely outward, toward social issues, but
inward, toward the categories and imaginaries through which participants make sense of
inequality and global relations.

In Rao etal.’s work [51], participatory filmmaking supports reflection on food practices,
culture, sustainability, and gendered social arrangements within Indigenous communities.
The films created by participants did not simply document local knowledge; they also
opened discussion about what should be preserved, revived, or changed. Critical reflection
thus emerged through the act of representing one’s own environment and then subjecting
that representation to collective discussion with audiences and community members.

Davies et al. [37] also show that participatory video can deepen reflection on local
realities by enabling students to explore health research in relation to their own aspirations,
constraints, and everyday contexts. The films and discussions produced insights not
only into students’ views of science and research but into the broader complexity of life
circumstances shaping participation. The method was therefore valuable precisely because
it enabled context-sensitive reflection rather than abstract evaluation. However, the capacity
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for critical reflection is not uniform across participants or contexts. Jefferis and Theron [57]
found that adolescent participants often struggled to articulate the underlying mechanisms
connecting concrete events portrayed in their videos to their own resilience, even with active
researcher support; the authors suggest that this may relate to the developmental stage
of participants and to schooling contexts that do not consistently foster critical or abstract
thinking. This finding tempers the assumption that participatory video processes reliably
translate into deep reflective insight, indicating instead that the depth of critical reflection
achieved may depend on participants” developmental readiness and prior exposure to
reflective or critical pedagogies.

Taken together, these studies indicate that participatory video can foster critical
reflection by making local realities narratable, discussable, and open to reinterpreta-
tion. It supports not only awareness of context but also a more reflexive engagement
with policy, inequality, and social norms, even where material possibilities for change
remain constrained.

3.4.4. Emotional Reactions, Well-Being and Protective Awareness

A final dimension concerns the affective and psychosocial significance of participatory
video, particularly its capacity to surface emotional responses, engage questions of well-
being, and foster forms of protective awareness. Across the studies associated with this
subtheme, emotions are not treated as secondary by-products of participation but as integral
to how participants learn, reflect, and relate to difficult realities.

Lamb [39] places affective learning at the centre of her analysis, showing how partici-
patory video can provoke emotionally charged forms of engagement in relation to colonial
legacies, Indigenous health, and policy dialogue. Particularly important in her account is
the idea that participatory visual work can make difficult feelings visible and shareable,
creating conditions for recognition, friction, and learning. Emotional reaction is therefore
not opposed to reflection; rather, it becomes one of the means through which reflection
takes shape. This is especially relevant in understanding how participatory practices may
foster forms of protective awareness around harm, inequity, and vulnerability.

Loebach et al. [48] also link participatory digital storytelling to well-being, though in a
more ambivalent way. Their work shows that digital media are experienced by youth as
both supportive and problematic, contributing at once to connection, creativity, strain, and
self-consciousness. Participatory filmmaking becomes valuable precisely because it offers a
structured space in which these ambivalences can be voiced, interpreted, and shared. In
doing so, it supports not a simplistic notion of well-being, but a more reflexive psychosocial
awareness of how media, relationships, and mental health intersect.

Fales [28] extends this emotional dimension by framing participatory filmmaking as a
political and reparative process rooted in trauma, invisibility, and embodied expression. In
her account, the participatory development of the film created space for confronting anxi-
eties, unspoken pain, and conditions of symbolic erasure associated with “paperlessness.”
Emotional expression is therefore not simply cathartic but tied to processes of recognition,
resistance, and re-narration. The work suggests that participatory film can support protec-
tive awareness by enabling participants to externalise and collectively process experiences
that might otherwise remain unaddressed or silenced.

Taken together, these studies suggest that participatory video can support psychosocial
learning not only through skills or reflection, but through its affective force. By creating
spaces in which difficult emotions, vulnerabilities, and tensions can be expressed and
made meaningful, it can contribute to well-being and to forms of awareness that may be
protective at personal, relational, and collective levels.
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3.5. Quality Appraisal

Full MMAT results for all 19 included studies are reported in Supplementary Materials.
Of the 19 studies, 17 were categorised as qualitative and two as mixed methods [50,56]; no
quantitative descriptive or quantitative non-randomised studies met the inclusion criteria.

The majority of qualitative studies (n = 12) satisfied all five MMAT criteria, re-
flecting clearly stated research questions, adequately triangulated data collection meth-
ods, and findings that were transparently derived from, and substantiated by, the
data [27,37,45-49,51,52,54,55,57]. Among the remaining five qualitative studies, the most
common area of uncertainty related to criterion 1.3 (Whether findings were adequately de-
rived from the data) and criterion 1.5 (coherence between data sources, collection, analysis
and interpretation), most notably in three pieces framed as reflective or theoretical accounts
rather than empirical studies addressing pre-defined research questions [28,38,53]. These
three studies also failed, or only partially met, the MMAT screening questions (51-52), as
none reported a formal research question or a systematic data collection protocol, drawing
instead on personal reflection, secondary sources and selected participant quotations gath-
ered informally. A further two qualitative studies showed more circumscribed limitations:
Blazek and Hranova [44] did not fully specify the analytic procedure underpinning its
themes, and Lamb [39] relied on a comparatively narrow, single-informant dataset sup-
plemented by secondary published material, limiting the adequacy of its data collection
methods (criterion 1.2) relative to the primary research question.

The two mixed-methods studies showed more variable quality. Park et al. [50] met
most MMAT criteria, with an adequately justified rationale for the mixed-methods design
and well-integrated qualitative and quantitative strands, although divergences between
the two components were not explicitly discussed (criterion 5.4). Haynes and Tanner [56],
by contrast, more clearly illustrated the difficulties frequently encountered by mixed-
methods studies in this field: qualitative and quantitative components were reported
largely in parallel rather than analytically integrated (criterion 5.2), and the quantitative
instrument (a pre/post questionnaire) was not described in terms of its reliability or
validity (criterion 5.5).

3.6. Comparative Synthesis of Results by Evaluation Domain

To provide a more direct comparison of results across the included studies,
Supplementary Materials S3 reports, for each of the 19 studies, the specific findings iden-
tified within each of the four evaluation domains derived from the narrative thematic
synthesis (engagement, participation and co-production; agency and empowerment; be-
longing, connection and relational support; psychosocial learning and critical reflection; see
Table 2 for the corresponding subthemes). Because not all studies addressed every domain,
a dash (-) indicates that a given domain was not identifiable as a distinct finding in that
study’s original analysis.

4. Discussion

The reviewed studies reveal a diverse but identifiable landscape of implementation, ad-
dressing the review’s first aim regarding the settings and methodological features through
which PV has been used. PV projects have been conducted across a diverse range of
contexts—summarised in Table 1—but a set of recurring methodological features was
consistently shared: participants were actively involved in planning, filming, and editing
their own videos; the process unfolded over multiple sessions or extended periods of time;
and facilitation was typically designed to be non-directive, with adult roles shifting from
instructors to co-inquirers or mentors. These features align with the broader principles
of participatory action research [74] and youth-centred pedagogies [75], in which the re-
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distribution of creative and epistemic authority is understood as both a methodological
and political act. Notably, the included studies also reflect significant methodological
heterogeneity in terms of design: most relied on qualitative approaches with only a small
number incorporating mixed-methods or quantitative elements.

With respect to the review’s second aim—the outcomes, tools, and indicators through
which PV has been investigated—the findings suggest that PV represents a structurally
distinctive and theoretically coherent approach to addressing several of the psychosocial,
relational, and educational challenges affecting contemporary adolescents and young peo-
ple. The four cross-cutting themes and associated subthemes presented in Table 2, together
with the tools and indicators recorded in Table 1, capture this breadth directly: rather than
targeting a single, narrowly defined skill or behaviour, PV consistently appears to generate
changes across multiple, interrelated dimensions of young people’s development. This
multi-dimensionality mirrors what researchers in the field of out-of-school-time (OST)
programmes [23] have described as the “bundled” nature of youth development outcomes,
whereby gains in one domain—such as confidence or collaboration—tend to reinforce and
amplify progress in others, such as motivation or sense of belonging.

These four outcome domains converge to articulate PV as a socio-pedagogical practice
capable of activating protective processes with direct relevance to school disengagement,
early school leaving, and social marginalisation, thereby addressing the review’s third aim.
Critically, this disengagement is not a uniform process [36] but is mediated by psychosocial
variables—including perceived belonging, self-efficacy, and the quality of relational support
within educational settings—that are precisely the dimensions targeted by PV practices.
Furthermore, longitudinal evidence [76] indicates that arts engagement and participation
in OST creative programmes can serve as meaningful protective factors, reducing external-
ising behaviours, fostering prosocial development, and strengthening the socio-emotional
competencies that underpin sustained school participation. Taken together, these con-
verging lines of evidence position PV as an approach whose thematic scope—self-efficacy,
authorship, collaboration, critical reflection—maps directly onto the multidimensional risk
and protective landscape of youth marginalisation and school disengagement.

The agency and empowerment identified above reflect what Self-Determination
Theory [21] describes as the fulfilment of basic psychological needs for autonomy and
relatedness, both of which are necessary preconditions for intrinsic motivation and pos-
itive educational trajectories. The belonging and relational support emerging from PV
processes speak directly to the pivotal role of school connectedness as a buffer against
disengagement [77,78]. Particularly noteworthy is the evidence that PV can activate critical
reflection on local realities, structural inequalities, and social norms, fostering a form of con-
textual awareness that Freire [22] described as conscientisation, an essential precondition
for meaningful participation and social transformation.

The three studies added through the revised search strategy (Section 2.1;
Supplementary Materials) were incorporated throughout the existing thematic structure
rather than requiring new themes, reinforcing the agency and empowerment and critical
reflection themes with evidence from new geographic and cultural contexts, and informing
the quality appraisal and practice implications discussed later in this section. Notably, Tang
and Jardine’s [55] findings on Indigenous youth prompted an extension of subtheme 3.3.3
to explicitly incorporate cultural identity and intergenerational knowledge as a dimension
of community connection, illustrated by their work with Dene youth in Canada. That the
broader thematic structure remained stable despite this expanded evidence base, while still
accommodating a substantive refinement at the subtheme level, indicates convergence and
robustness in the original synthesis, rather than an absence of influence from the newly
included studies.
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Beyond this broadly convergent picture, closer comparison across the included studies
reveals several contextual factors that appear to condition when and how PV outcomes
are realised, rather than PV producing uniform effects across settings. First, the depth of
critical reflection achieved appears to depend on participants” developmental readiness
and prior exposure to reflective pedagogies: Jefferis and Theron [57] found that adolescent
participants struggled to connect specific events portrayed in their videos to broader pro-
cesses of resilience, even with active researcher support, suggesting this outcome is not an
automatic by-product of the participatory process. Second, the psychosocial benefits of
PV are not uniformly positive: Loebach et al. [48] describe well-being-related outcomes as
ambivalent, with participants reporting connection and creative benefit alongside strain
and self-consciousness associated with digital media production. Third, and most con-
sistently across the corpus, the translation of PV’s relational and psychosocial gains into
durable institutional or structural change is strongly conditioned by political and organi-
sational context rather than by the participatory process itself: Boni et al. [27], Royds [52],
Hoechner [47], Haynes and Tanner [56], and Jefferis and Theron [57] each report instances
in which heightened awareness, voice, or local advocacy did not culminate in concrete
institutional follow-through, despite practitioner and participant enthusiasm. Finally,
methodological rigour varies appreciably across the corpus: a subset of included studies
are framed as reflective or theoretical accounts rather than empirical investigations address-
ing pre-defined research questions [28,38,53], and the two mixed-methods studies show
limited integration between qualitative and quantitative components—differences that
should be taken into account when weighing the relative strength of evidence contributing
to each theme.

It is also worth noting that several included studies are authored by researchers directly
involved in designing or facilitating the participatory video projects under review, and a
number of them explicitly advocate for the wider adoption and scaling of PV practice rather
than adopting a primarily evaluative stance. This pattern is consistent with the broader eval-
uation literature on early-stage, small-scale interventions, where practitioner-led qualitative
studies tend to foreground positive process outcomes. It does not undermine the credibility
of the findings reported here, which are grounded in structured data extraction and quality
appraisal; however, it should be read as a characteristic of the current maturity of the
evidence base (predominantly qualitative, small-scale, and often practitioner-authored)
rather than as evidence that PV is uniformly or unconditionally effective, a point developed
further in Section 4.2.

4.1. Implications for Practice and Recommendations

The findings of this review suggest that participatory video holds considerable, yet
still under-realised, potential as a structured pedagogical tool for supporting youth en-
gagement, agency, belonging, and psychosocial well-being and, by extension, for indirectly
addressing the psychosocial and relational risk factors most closely associated with school
disengagement and early school leaving. Given that this evidence base currently comprises
19 studies, is predominantly qualitative and small-scale, and spans highly diverse cultural,
institutional, and geographic contexts, the recommendations below should be read as
provisional and indicative directions grounded in recurring patterns across the reviewed
studies, rather than as definitive prescriptions; more comparative and mixed-methods
research is needed before firmer implementation guidance can be offered. With this caveat
in mind, translating PV’s potential into sustained and effective practice is likely to require
pedagogical intentionality, institutional support, and the development of shared frame-
works that can guide implementation across diverse educational and community settings.
The following recommendations in Table 3 are directed at practitioners, educators, youth

https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/ future4030026


https://doi.org/10.3390/future4030026

Future 2026, 4, 26

29 of 37

workers, and policymakers working across formal schooling, after-school provision, and

community-based youth development.

Table 3. Summary of key recommendations for practice.

Domain

Key Focus

1 Structured Pedagogical Frameworks

2 Institutional Integration

3 Group-Centred Practice Design
4 Facilitator Training and Competence

5  Equity and Contextual Sensitivity

6 PV as Dual-Function Tool

7 Cross-Sector Coordination

Develop evidence-informed implementation standards for PV in
educational and youth work settings.

Embed PV within formal and non-formal curricula as a recognised
socio-pedagogical practice.

Prioritise collective and relational dimensions over individual
therapeutic outcomes.

Invest in professional development for educators and youth workers on
PV facilitation.

Ensure PV programmes are responsive to territorial, cultural, and
socio-economic contexts.

Recognise PV as an intervention and as a participatory research method.
Foster cross-sector coordination and recognise the intersectional
applicability of PV beyond arts-based practice.

Develop structured, evidence-informed pedagogical frameworks for PV.

One of the most significant gaps identified in this review is the absence of a shared
reference framework for implementing participatory video in educational and youth
development contexts. While the studies reviewed document a range of promising
outcomes, their methodological heterogeneity and the largely qualitative nature of the
evidence base make it difficult to identify the specific conditions under which PV is
most effective. Practitioners and policymakers would benefit from the development of
practice standards that define core implementation components grounded in evidence
from the reviewed literature.

Integrate PV within formal and non-formal educational provision.

Despite growing recognition of arts-based approaches in educational policy, PV re-
mains largely confined to one-off projects or externally funded initiatives, with limited
integration into school curricula or youth work programmes as a regular, recognised
practice. Institutional embedding—through curriculum design, school-community
partnerships, and after-school programme frameworks—would support greater con-
tinuity, wider reach, and more equitable access, particularly for young people in
disadvantaged or high-risk contexts. European policy frameworks [11] on pathways
to school success provide a relevant entry point for positioning PV as a structural,
rather than supplementary, response to disengagement.

Prioritise the group-centred and social dimensions of PV over individualised thera-
peutic outcomes.

A key distinction emerging from this review is that PV’s strength lies not in its effects
on individual psychological functioning alone, but in its capacity to build collective
processes—peer collaboration, shared authorship, mutual recognition, and commu-
nity connection. This differentiates PV from more traditional art therapy modalities,
which, while valuable, tend to focus primarily on intrapsychic processes. Practice
design should therefore deliberately foreground the relational and group dimensions
of PV: creating conditions for sustained collaboration, distributed decision-making,
and the co-production of meaning, rather than treating the video product as the
primary outcome.

Invest in facilitator training and professional development.

The quality of PV facilitation is a critical mediating variable in determining outcomes.
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Across the reviewed studies, facilitators who adopted non-directive, youth-centred,
and ethically attentive approaches—shifting from instructors to co-inquirers—were
associated with deeper levels of participation, greater trust, and more authentic expres-
sions of voice and agency. Investing in dedicated training for educators, youth work-
ers, and community practitioners on the principles and practice of PV facilitation—
including how to manage power dynamics, support vulnerable young people, and
handle sensitive disclosures—is therefore essential to ensure that the method’s poten-
tial is not diluted by inadequate implementation.

5. Ensure equity and contextual sensitivity in programme design.

The reviewed evidence highlights that PV can be a particularly powerful tool for
young people experiencing marginalisation, stigma, or socio-economic disadvantage—
including Indigenous youth, migrants, Roma communities, and those at risk of early
school leaving. However, this potential is contingent on programme designs that are
genuinely responsive to local cultural, linguistic, and community contexts. Cookie-
cutter implementations that fail to adapt to territorial specificities risk reproducing
the very exclusions they seek to address. In the Italian context specifically, where
educational disadvantage intersects sharply with geography and socio-economic
background, contextually tailored approaches are essential.

6.  Recognise and leverage PV’s dual function as both intervention and research method.
Several studies in this review demonstrate that PV can simultaneously serve as a
youth development intervention and as a robust method for capturing participant
perspectives, generating contextual knowledge, and informing institutional practice.
Practitioners and institutions should be encouraged to build this dual function into
programme design from the outset—using participant-produced films, discussions,
and reflective sessions not only as ends in themselves, but as data that can feed back
into school improvement, service design, and policy dialogue. This positions young
people not merely as beneficiaries of an intervention, but as active contributors to the
knowledge base that shapes provision for their peers.

7. FPoster cross-sector coordination between schools, youth services, and community
organisations.

The ecological contexts in which adolescent distress manifests—spanning school, fam-
ily, peer, neighbourhood, and digital environments—cannot be addressed by any single
institution or sector alone. The most promising implementations identified in this re-
view were those embedded within broader ecosystems of support, involving collaboration
between schools, after-school providers, community organisations, and health services.
Policymakers and programme commissioners should therefore invest in cross-sector coor-
dination mechanisms that enable PV initiatives to connect with and contribute to integrated
local strategies capable of sustaining the relational and developmental gains that PV can
catalyse. Crucially, this cross-sector relevance extends well beyond arts education or youth
work. Within formal schooling, PV holds underexplored potential as a didactic method-
ology applicable across traditional subject areas: it can support the teaching of history
and civic education through the co-production of documentary narratives, geography
and environmental science through place-based filmmaking, health and science education
through peer-produced informational content and cultural and linguistic subjects through
intercultural video exchange. In these applications, PV functions simultaneously as a
content-learning tool and as a vehicle for the social-emotional and participatory competen-
cies documented throughout this review. More broadly, PV’s core principles—participatory
process, distributed authorship, collective meaning-making, and critical reflection—are
transferable across a range of intersecting fields: public health prevention, social work and
community development, participatory institutional research and evaluation, and emerg-
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ing debates around digital ethics and technology use with youth. PV should therefore be
positioned not only as a filmmaking technique but as a socio-pedagogical methodology
adaptable wherever the goal is to foster youth voice, build relational capacity, and generate
contextually grounded knowledge.

Consistent with the caveat set out at the beginning of this section, these converging
benefits should not be read as uniform or guaranteed outcomes of PV practice. Several
included studies explicitly qualify or complicate this positive account. Boni et al. [27] found
that PV’s capacity to expand aspirations and agency remained constrained by structural
factors such as limited social and economic opportunity, illustrating that heightened aware-
ness does not automatically translate into transformative capability. Similarly, Royds [52]
cautions that, across several of the outcome domains reviewed above, participatory media
practices do not straightforwardly produce empowerment, recognition, or social change in
the absence of mechanisms for institutional listening and response. Haynes and Tanner [56]
provide a concrete illustration of this unevenness: youth-led films prompted concrete local
action in one community, yet advocacy at higher levels of government yielded markedly
more limited results, indicating that the translation of PV outcomes into tangible change
is substantially conditioned by the political and institutional context rather than by the
participatory process alone. A related pattern emerges in Jefferis and Theron’s study [57],
where practitioners expressed enthusiasm and intent to act following dissemination of
participants’ videos, but follow-up conducted one year later found that no concrete pro-
grammes had in fact been implemented. Taken together, these findings suggest that the
psychosocial and relational gains associated with PV, while consistent across the reviewed
studies, do not reliably extend into sustained institutional or structural change unless
deliberately supported by favourable contextual and organisational conditions; This is
precisely why institutional embedding, contextual sensitivity, and cross-sector coordination,
addressed respectively in Recommendations 2, 5, and 7 above, are presented as possible
conditions that support impact, not as certain predictors of it.

4.2. Limitations of the Study

Several methodological and substantive considerations shape the scope and inter-
pretation of this review’s findings. The search strategy was restricted to peer-reviewed
journal articles published in English, which reflects standard practice in scoping reviews
but necessarily excludes relevant work published in other languages in which participa-
tory video and youth filmmaking may be well-established fields of practice. This focus
on Anglophone scholarship may underrepresent implementation models and cultural
adaptations documented in the non-English literature, and future reviews would benefit
from extending the search to multilingual databases and grey literature sources. The rela-
tively small number of studies meeting the inclusion criteria (N = 19), together with the
predominance of qualitative and small-scale designs, reflects the current state of the field
rather than a limitation of the review methodology per se. Methodological quality of the
included studies was assessed using the MMAT (Section 2.5; Supplementary Materials),
conducted by a single reviewer and not used to exclude studies or weight their contribution
to the synthesis, consistent with standard scoping review practice. Most qualitative studies
met the relevant criteria; mixed-methods studies more often showed limited integration of
qualitative and quantitative components and unreported psychometric properties of quanti-
tative instruments. The thematic synthesis provides a coherent account of the outcomes PV
can generate and the conditions under which it tends to be implemented, though it does not
permit conclusions about effect sizes or the relative contribution of specific implementation
features. Future research would benefit from mixed-methods and longitudinal designs,
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as well as from the development of shared outcome measures that would enable greater
cross-study comparability and a more cumulative evidence base.

4.3. Future Research Directions

Building on the gaps identified throughout this review, several directions for future
research emerge.

First, the predominance of qualitative, small-scale designs identified in this review—
and confirmed by the quality appraisal reported in Section 3.5—points to a need for more
mixed-methods and longitudinal studies capable of tracking PV’s effects on engagement,
belonging, and school connectedness over time and of examining whether the psychosocial
gains documented here translate into measurable improvements in school attendance,
retention, or attainment. Relatedly, the development and validation of shared outcome
measures specific to PV practice would substantially strengthen cross-study comparability,
given that the tools and indicators currently used vary widely across the included studies
and are rarely psychometrically validated (Section 3.5; Supplementary Materials).

Second, this review’s search was limited to peer-reviewed journal articles in English
(Section 2.1), which likely underrepresents grey literature—such as practitioner and NGO
evaluation reports—and non-Anglophone scholarship documenting PV practice in other
linguistic and cultural contexts. Future reviews would benefit from extending the search to
multilingual databases and grey literature sources, and from incorporating forward citation
searching (the descendancy approach), which was not pursued here.

Third, the findings reported in Section 4 (particularly [27,52,56,57]) indicate that PV’s
benefits are not uniformly realised and are strongly conditioned by structural, institutional,
and political context. Future research should more systematically investigate the conditions
under which PV translates into sustained institutional change, rather than remaining
confined to short-term or project-based gains, including through longer-term follow-up of
the community and policy outcomes that PV projects seek to influence.

Fourth, this review identified only a small number of studies addressing the geo-
graphic and cultural specificity of PV practice, particularly among Indigenous and minority
communities (e.g. Manning et al. [79], excluded from this review’s synthesis but rele-
vant to this broader methodological debate). Future research should pay closer attention
to how PV is adapted to different cultural contexts and to the risk that participatory
methods themselves may reproduce external assumptions about the communities they
seek to represent.

Finally, given the terminological ambiguity noted in this review’s search strategy
(Section 2.1), future studies would benefit from clearer conceptual and operational bound-
aries between participatory video and closely related but distinct practices (e.g., digital
storytelling, community video) to support more precise cross-study synthesis as this field
of practice continues to grow.

5. Conclusions

This review has mapped and critically examined the available empirical evidence on
the use of participatory video with young people across educational, youth work, and com-
munity settings. Despite the heterogeneity of contexts, populations, and methodological
approaches, PV consistently supports engagement, agency, belonging, and psychosocial
learning in ways that align with established frameworks of youth development and are
directly relevant to the risk factors most associated with school disengagement and early
school leaving. These outcomes are not incidental by-products of an arts activity but reflect
the structural properties of PV as a socio-pedagogical practice. At the same time, the review
reveals significant gaps that temper the strength of current conclusions. The evidence
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base remains predominantly qualitative, small-scale, and geographically uneven, with
a marked underrepresentation of non-Anglophone contexts, longitudinal designs, and
standardised outcome measures. Most notably, young people with physical, sensory, cogni-
tive, or psychiatric disabilities are virtually absent from the PV literature. Further research
should therefore prioritise three directions: the development of theoretically grounded
and replicable implementation frameworks capable of guiding practice across diverse
settings; the design of inclusive and contextually responsive PV programmes capable of
reaching the most marginalised young people; and the implementation of longitudinal
and mixed-methods evaluations capable of establishing more robust causal claims about
PV’s protective effects. Only through such a cumulative and methodologically diversified
research agenda will it be possible to move participatory video from a promising practice to
an evidence-based, institutionally embedded response to the educational and psychosocial
challenges facing young people today.
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