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Here we examine participatory video (supporting a group to make a film

around a specific issue) as a tool to facilitate input of local knowledge and

empower communities in stewardship over their local marine resources. We

draw from the “Voices of the Vezo” project, where researchers collaborated with

a co-management partner organization and local youth to create participatory

videos in traditional Vezo fishing communities in southwest Madagascar. The

project focused on documenting and sharing local knowledge on shifting

social-ecological conditions. Four communities participated in the project with

90 people interviewed and seven short films (7–15min) created. The films

were shared in the communities at public cinema nights and made widely

available online. This paper describes the Voices of the Vezo project’s process

and outputs, examines participatory video’s potential as a tool for community

co-management, and outlines practical challenges and recommendations for

implementing a participatory video project. We found videography to be a

powerful tool for synthesizing local knowledge of shifting social and ecological

conditions, especially where written records are scarce. We also identified

specific examples where gathering and sharing community perceptions of marine

ecosystem decline could foster discussion and action toward locally driven

management interventions. Youth participants in the Voices of the Vezo project

reported gaining knowledge and motivation to address marine management

issues, indicating the potential for participatory video processes to cultivate

local leadership. Finally, for participatory video practitioners, we found important

practical considerations to help minimize biases when supporting communities

with a participatory video process.

KEYWORDS

participatory video, participatory research, Madagascar, fisheries, traditional ecological

knowledge, local ecological knowledge, co-management, community-based

management

1. Introduction

Across the globe, marine coastal ecosystems are declining at an alarming rate

(Beddington et al., 2005; Henson et al., 2017; Eddy et al., 2021). For hundreds of millions

of small-scale fishers in the coastal tropics, this threatens their livelihoods and food

security (Beddington et al., 2005; Barange et al., 2014). Over recent decades, community

co-management has been increasingly used in management of small-scale fisheries
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(Rocliffe et al., 2014; FAO, 2020). Community co-management

moves away from top-down governance and devolves management

to local resource users in partnership with other actors. In contrast

to the more widely used term “community-based management,”

community co-management acknowledges that many local

communities do not have the financial or technical resources

to implement natural resource management independently.

Therefore, management initiatives are undertaken in partnership

with government and/or non-governmental organizations (NGOs;

Cinner et al., 2012). Alongside the co-management partner,

co-management can often involve a diversity of other institutional

linkages with the community from local to international scales,

including the private sector, donors, practitioners, and researchers

(Berkes, 2009; Cinner et al., 2012).

In Madagascar, as in many low-income economies,

scientifically-derived data of the historic and current conditions

of coastal ecosystems and human interactions with these

ecosystems are limited (van der Elst et al., 2009). When supporting

communities to implement resource management, lack of

evidence around ecosystem conditions can hamper ability to make

locally-relevant evidenced based decisions (Christie et al., 2021).

Furthermore, lack of knowledge of the historical conditions may

lead to management decisions that underestimate the recovery

potential (or further decline) of the ecosystem (Plumeridge and

Roberts, 2017). This can have consequences for biodiversity, but

also shift perceptions for the potential services available from the

ecosystem, such as food provision (Klein and Thurstan, 2016;

Pauly and Zeller, 2016). Alongside ecosystem knowledge, it is

critical that co-management plans consider the social-ecological

dynamics of the local context: specifically, how people experience

ecosystem change in relation to their livelihoods and wellbeing.

Gaining an understanding of underlying cultural, economic and

nutritional ties to natural resources is fundamental for effective and

sustainable management (Bennett and Dearden, 2014; Stephanson

and Mascia, 2014).

Local ecological knowledge (LEK) refers to knowledge

constructed not by subject-area experts but by local resource users

and community managers (Berkes, 2009). It can provide in-depth

understanding into both historic ecosystem trajectories (Brook

and McLachlan, 2008) and social-ecological dynamics (del Mar

Delgado-Serrano et al., 2015). Increasingly, under co-management

frameworks, conservation researchers and practitioners are

employing methods which engage LEK to help ensure research

and interventions are locally relevant and serve on-the-ground

needs (McMurdo Hamilton et al., 2021). The collection and

incorporation of LEK can also provide opportunities to develop

local capacity, sense of agency and conservation ethic, together

providing a foundation for resource management in the local

community (Granek and Brown, 2005).

In co-management arrangements, power sharing between local

communities and other stakeholders (e.g., NGOs, government or

private sector) can pose inherent challenges. Nonetheless, these

power imbalances can be alleviated through effective dialogue,

knowledge exchange, and open discussions of issues (Borrini-

Feyerabend et al., 2007; Berkes, 2009). Participatory video (PV) is

a method that promotes the synthesis of community knowledge

by supporting a group to create their own film around a specific

issue. The visual and oral mode of engagement can encourage

marginalized groups to contribute, documenting knowledge and

voices of those in society that are often unrepresented in decision-

making spaces (Tremblay and Jayme, 2015; Mistry et al., 2016a).

New ideas and issues faced by participants in the PV process may

challenge local perspectives and inspire agency over local solutions

(Tremblay and Jayme, 2015; Cai et al., 2019). The PV process can

also cultivate political capacity, empowering participants to “make

their voices heard” (White, 2003). PV films are often shared with

the wider community, external agencies and decision-makers as a

tool to directly communicate local perspectives (Thompson, 2018).

This can help inform management actions that are effective and

relevant in the local social and ecological context (Beh et al., 2013),

as well as the validation and empowerment of local voices and views

on managing resources. For example, in Turks and Caicos, a PV

process used to gather stakeholder perspectives on the local sea

turtle fishery resulted in formal amendments in fishery legislation

(Christie et al., 2014). In the context of ecosystem change, PV

provides a platform to collate local knowledge and can reveal

issues which the researchers may have missed (Calheiros et al.,

2000) and/or are not usually shared between different community

members or cohorts (Mistry et al., 2016b).

In this paper, we describe the process and outcomes of a

pilot PV project titled Voices of the Vezo (VOTV), undertaken

between October and December 2022 in four traditional fishing

communities in southwest Madagascar. We describe engagement

with and outputs from the PV process and then consider its

potential as a tool in conservation co-management contexts.

We also discuss the practical challenges faced during the

VOTV project and make recommendations for co-management

organizations, communities and/or researchers considering using

PV in the future.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Study context

Madagascar is the fourth largest island in the world and

despite considerable natural resources, 81% of people live below

the international poverty line and 33% of the population is

food insecure (World Bank, 2023). Madagascar’s community-based

small-scale fisheries are of major importance for the population

inhabiting the extensive coastline (Le Manach et al., 2012). Over

half of all fishers operate in the Toliara province in the southwest

of the country (Laroche and Ramananarivo, 1995). This region is

largely populated by traditional Vezo fishing communities whose

cultural identity has been strongly tied to the ocean since their

arrival in Madagascar some 2000 years ago (Astuti, 1995). Poor

transport infrastructure, an arid climate and low agricultural

productivity in southwest Madagascar mean there are very few

economic or subsistence alternatives to traditional fishing and

reef gleaning (Harris, 2007). Therefore, the livelihoods of Vezo

people remain highly dependent on the ocean with the small-

scale fisheries sector employing 87% of the adult population and

providing 99% of protein for household meals (Barnes-Mauthe

et al., 2013). In the past two decades, collaborative efforts between
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NGOs and commercial companies have been dedicated to reducing

dependence on fisheries while creating alternative income sources

in the region. This has led to the development of community-based

aquaculture (CBA) of seaweed and sea cucumbers (Eeckhaut et al.,

2008; Ateweberhan et al., 2015, 2018). The products of the CBAs

are sold primarily for international export.

The coastal environment of southwest Madagascar includes

extensive areas of seagrass and mangroves with large areas of

coral reef including the Grand Récif de Toliara, the third largest

reef system in the world. Vezo fishers employ a wide variety

of gear and fishing techniques depending on their target species

(Gough et al., 2009). In general, line, net and spear fishing from

a non-motorized pirogue (open dug-out canoe) is undertaken

by men while women glean in the intertidal area. Gleaning in

this context is primarily walking the reef around the period

of spring low tide to collect marine invertebrates including

octopus, sea cucumber and urchins. Unsustainable fishing activity

is rapidly degrading Madagascar’s coastal ecosystems, driven by

both international seafood export demand (Le Manach et al., 2011,

2012) and a growing population (Brenier et al., 2011). Population

increase has been attributed to coastward migration of inland

communities in response to declining agricultural productivity

(Bruggemann et al., 2012) and high birth rates due to lack of

access to family planning services (Harris et al., 2012). The adverse

effects of overfishing are further compounded by destructive

fishing practices such as poison fishing, beach seining and the

destructive methods of invertebrate collection (Gough et al.,

2009; Andréfouët et al., 2013). Direct pressures are exacerbated

by climate disturbances including coral bleaching caused by

marine heatwaves (McClanahan et al., 2007; Gudka et al., 2018),

and destructive cyclones that reduce coral cover (Carter et al.,

2022).

2.2. Study sites

The PV workshops took place in four villages located

between 135 km and 150 km north of the regional capital of

Toliara (Figure 1). Three of the villages: Ampasilava, Tampolove

and Andavadoaka (estimated populations 300, 500, and 2,200

respectively) were in the Velondriake Locally Managed Marine

Area (LMMA). The Velondriake LMMA was established in 2006

and now includes 32 villages along a 45 km stretch of coastline.

Velondriake operates in a co-management arrangement, governed

by the Velondriake Association (VA), an elected association of

community members, with support and technical backstopping

provided by marine conservation NGO Blue Ventures. Initially,

the LMMA operations were financed by ecotourism activities

however in recent years this has been replaced by donor funding

(Gardner et al., 2020). The VAmanages temporary fishery closures,

seven permanent no take zones and gear-based prohibitions (see

Gardner et al., 2020 for further information on Velondriake). The

fourth village, Ambatomilo (estimated population 700), was in the

Manjaboake LMMA, directly south of Velondriake. Manjaboake

was established in 2010. It is managed under a similar co-

management arrangement as Velondriake and includes temporary

fishery closures and gear-based prohibitions. A permanent no- take

zone was implemented in 2023 in Manjaboake LMMA, after the

VOTV workshops (Blue Ventures, personal communication).

2.3. Community partnerships and
co-production

Establishing trust between participatory video practitioners and

the community is essential in participatory video projects (Harris,

2009; Wheeler, 2009). VOTV was undertaken in collaboration with

the NGO Blue Ventures. Blue Ventures has been working in the

southwest Madagascar since 2003 with a local headquarters in

Andavadoaka employing around 25 local residents. Blue Ventures

maintained an uninterrupted presence has allowed it to become

an enmeshed and active constituent within Velondriake, fostering

trust and acceptance with the local communities. The partnership

also provides the VA a vehicle to pursue legal procedure (e.g.,

ratification of local by-laws—the dina) and overcome social norms

and dynamics (e.g., family ties, fear of retribution or witchcraft)

which otherwise may prevent them from applying rules (a detailed

assessment of the co-management partnership between the VA and

BV can be found in Gardner et al., 2020).

The Blue Ventures Andavadoaka office has a dedicated

outreach team responsible for building community connections

and creating educational materials around health and

environmental issues, often using film and radio. Blue Ventures’

long-standing relationship with the communities was vital to the

success of the project. The community members’ familiarity with

Blue Ventures and pre-existing level of trust was instrumental in

obtaining permission for the PV workshops from the village chief

(the fokotany) in each of the participating villages and finding

participants willing to take part in the project.

The VOTV project team comprised both researchers and

local employees of Blue Ventures and was co-led by authors A.

Carter and S. Maniry Soa. The project was initiated by A. Carter

following 2 years of social ecological research focused on the

region. The idea was subsequently developed through a series of

consultations with Blue Ventures staff including S. Maniry Soa,

which involved refining research questions, selecting sites, and

adapting the participatory video process to the local context. All

participatory video workshop activities were conducted in the Vezo

dialect and later translated into English.

2.4. Ethical considerations

PV raises complex questions around confidentiality, data

ownership and gaining consent from anybody filmed as part of

the participatory process (Bali and Kofinas, 2014; Mistry et al.,

2015). We endeavored to be adaptive and reflective in our approach

in the context of different communities facing varying issues and

challenges which may intersect the PV process (Mistry et al., 2015;

Fisher et al., 2021).

In each village, the fokotany was approached and presented

the project to get their consent. Each PV workshop started with

a discussion of ethical issues with agreement that the participants

would have access to the raw footage, own copies of the film
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FIGURE 1

The location of the communities which took part in the Voices of the Vezo participatory video project and the boundaries of the Locally Managed

Marine Area in the region. Inset shows the location of the study region in southwest Madagascar.

and that all films would be available in the public domain. It was

also emphasized to the participants that they were free to fully or

partially withdraw from the activity at any time (Mistry et al., 2015).

The ethical discussion was delivered verbally and confirmed with a

signature from the participants. Before filming, participants were

trained in the importance of consent when conducting interviews,

ensuring the interview subjects were fully aware of the projects

goals and outcomes and of the public dissemination of the material

(Bali and Kofinas, 2014). Participants were directed to obtain verbal

consent for each interview.

The VOTV process was reviewed internationally (School of

Geosciences, University of Edinburgh; Reference Number 2022-

666) and in-country (Blue Ventures). Institutional ethics guidelines

do not exist in Madagascar; however, Blue Ventures has its own

established ethics review process developed from a community

ethics committee and two decades of experience working in the

region. Blue Ventures has a Memorandum of Understanding with

the VA that permits it to collate and share results related to the

LMMA and an Accord de Siège with the Madagascar Government

permitting it to carry out research.

2.5. Equipment

Filming was carried out exclusively with the iPhone 12 Max

Pro using the application Filmic Pro. The choice of a smartphone

was deliberate as, although technology access in the study region is

generally low, a considerable number of community members own

smartphones. This enabled the participants to quickly understand

the camera controls due to their familiarity with the technology.

The large size of the smartphone screen made it possible for all

participants to view it simultaneously. In addition, each group

was provided with a tripod and rig to hold the smartphone, a

directional microphone with a windscreen, and a pair of over-ear
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headphones. Large paper and sticky notes were used during the

group editing stage.

2.6. Participants

We refer to the youth that took part in the PV training and

made the films as “participants.” In each village, six to eight

participants (aged between 20 and 30) took part in the workshop.

Those chosen to participate was determined by the leader of the

local youth group and/or the village president. A total of thirty-one

participants took part in the workshops, including eightmen and 22

women. In the study region, youth group is a term used to describe

a community group made up of the younger generation (around

30 and under) engaged in outreach and education activities around

community issues. All participants received an honorarium based

on local norms as compensation for their time.

2.7. Participatory video workshop

We held a PV workshop in each of the four participating

villages. The PV workshops took place over 3 to 5 days. Workshops

included training the participants in camera and interview skills,

recording footage for the film, footage reviews, group editing and

feedback session where participants reflected on the PV activity.

2.7.1. Training and filming
The workshops started with a brief overview of the project,

which was followed by training in camera and interview techniques,

facilitated through various games and role-play activities. Camera

training commenced with basic instruction on camera and

microphone controls, and subsequently focused on framing

techniques (Figure 2A). Participants were also taught the role

of “B-roll” (cutaway footage) in providing visual interest and

contextualization for the interviews. The camera equipment was

deliberately handed over to the participants at the outset of the

session to promote a sense of ownership of the project (Lunch and

Lunch, 2006).

Prior to commencing the filming, the PV workshop facilitators

engaged the participants in a discussion on the topic of marine

ecosystem change and how this is impacting Vezo communities.

While the VOTV team had an a priori interest in environment

change, the participants were encouraged to discuss any issues

of interest to them within this topic. This approach helped

support the participants to construct their own narrative on the

issue, highlighting what they deemed important and interesting.

To promote a comprehensive understanding of community

perspectives and knowledge, we encouraged participants to

interview different social groups in the community, including

community elders, youth, and an equal number of men and

women. Interviewees were selected by the PV participants though

a combination of targeted key informant interviews (for example,

where the group identified a community leader, elder or resource

user they wanted to include in the film) and opportunistic selection,

as the group walked around the village.

For the filming in each village, the workshop participants were

divided into two groups of four to five individuals and filmed

for 2 days (Figure 2B). A facilitator provided support to each

group during the initial interviews, assisting the participants whilst

they became familiar with the equipment and filming techniques.

During the 2-day workshop, both groups met for regular footage

review sessions. These sessions allowed the facilitators and

participants to evaluate the footage and encourage peer-review

within and between groups, promoting a sense of community

ownership while also improving video and interviewing skills.

Additionally, the facilitators utilized these sessions to identify areas

where further training and guidance could enhance the quality of

the videos and interviews.

2.7.2. Editing
The PV groups began the first stage of editing the films using

a storyboard technique on a large sheet of paper (Figures 2C,

D). Unlike editing on a computer, this approach allowed and

encouraged the entire group to participate in the editing process

without requiring knowledge of editing software. Through this

technique, the PV participants determined the sequence of the

interviews and selected the parts of the interviews that should be

included in the film. They also determined which B-roll footage

should accompany the interviews. The authors completed the final

stage of editing by using the storyboards created by the participants

as a guide to edit the films on a computer. Adobe Premier Pro

software was used for all editing.

2.7.3. Workshop feedback
After each workshop, we held a feedback session with the

participants to gather their thoughts on their main learnings and

takeaways from the PV process. The discussion was open-ended,

with no strict format, and each participant was encouraged to share

their opinion.

2.8. Translation and analysis

We transcribed and translated 90 interviews that were

filmed during the VOTV participatory video activities (including

interviews that were not in the final edits of the films). The

data collected through the interviews is substantial, however an

extensive quantitative and qualitative analysis of the interviews

go beyond the scope of this paper. To provide context for our

discussion, we present a synopsis of key themes in the interviews.

We do not present a critical analysis of these themes with reference

to existing literature. Our coding approach was to assign subject

codes, similar codes were grouped into parent codes to identity

key themes (Gibbs, 2007; Fisher et al., 2021). All analysis was

undertaken in NVivo (Version 12, QSR International Ply Ltd).

2.9. Voices of the Vezo outputs

During the four PV workshops, over 90 interviews were

recorded. From the raw footage seven films of seven to 15min
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FIGURE 2

Photos from the Voices of the Vezo participatory video workshops: (A) Camera and interview training with the workshop participants, (B) a

participatory video group interviewing a fisher, (C) example of a storyboard created during group editing, (D) VOTV facilitator and workshop

participants working together on the group edit.

in length were produced (two films from each community with

exception of Ampassilava where the participants requested to

combine their footage into one film).

The outputs of the VOTV project included two phases. The

initial phase was a debut community showing of the film which

happened within 2 days of the PV workshops. In each village, the

community showing was held in a public space on a large screen

using a projector (Figure 3). Audience numbers were ∼200 people

in Tampolove and Ambatomilo, ∼100 people in Ampassilava, and

∼50 people in Andavadoaka.

The second phase of the Voices of the Vezo included facilitating

sharing of VOTV films with other Vezo communities, stakeholders

and a wider audience. Films were subtitled in English and made

publicly available on social media platform Facebook, YouTube

and a dedicated website www.voicesofthevezo.org. Facebook was

selected as it is the most popular social media platform in the study

region. At the time of writing (September 2023), the films have

combined views of over 400 times on YouTube and over 1,000

engagements (likes, shares, comments) on Facebook.

3. Results

3.1. A synopsis of the Voices of the Vezo
interviews

The interviews in the VOTV films document a wealth of local

insights of marine ecosystem change and related consequences for

FIGURE 3

Creation of a temporary community cinema for the showing of the

VOTV participatory video film in Ampasilava.

the local social-ecological system. Supplementary Table S1 presents

a summary of codes and themes.

Changes in the marine ecosystem and catch declines were a key

theme discussed in nearly all the interviews undertaken for VOTV.

Many people provided evidence for catch declines by comparing

the weight of catches in the past and now. Fishermen reminisced

at the ease of filling whole pirogues with fish on a single fishing

trip, equivalent to catches of between 500 kg to 1,000 kg, noting
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nowadays, this is rare. Women primarily discussed catch decline in

the context or decreasing invertebrate catch, particularly octopus.

A decrease in the biomass and species richness in the nearshore

environment was emphasized by many community members.

People explained how, in the past, it was possible to get a good catch

close to the beach, but this is no longer possible. Due to the decline

in the nearshore environment, fishers now travel further away to

deep water to fish.

The drivers causing catch declines was another key theme

throughout the VOTV interviews. The most referenced driver was

the modernization and increase in the amount of fishing gear.

Elders and adults spoke of the past only using lines and hafotse

nets, made from the bark of a local tree species. Compared to the

past, people now own more fishing materials including modern

nets, spearguns and masks and fins. The destruction of coral

during gleaning was the second most referenced driver for marine

ecosystem change. Corals are broken to catch octopus that are

hiding underneath them. People also discussed the occurrence of

other destructive fishing techniques including poison fishing (laro)

which is prohibited in the Velondriake and Manjaboake LMMAs.

Prohibited activities were always discussed in general or as activities

that others were responsible for, however individuals/groups were

not identified as being responsible. Some interviewees blamed

the “younger generation” for using destructive fishing techniques,

such as breaking corals during gleaning. Increasing population

was also identified as a driver for catch declines as more people

are fishing and gleaning. In the villages located in Velondriake,

many community members attributed a decline in the marine

resources to the increase in the number of children going fishing

and gleaning. Community perception is that the age children start

fishing has decreased in recent years. Children were not identified

as a driver for catch declines in Ambatomilo. Less frequently

mentioned drivers of change that were mentioned in the interviews

included the creation of no take zones preventing good catches,

diving at night and the sound of boat engines marine life.

Many interviews included discussion of the social consequences

of catch declines. Several community members expressed concerns

for the future and the impact of declining marine resources on

their livelihoods and food security. Some people discussed an

eagerness to move away from a livelihood reliant on fishing or

gleaning but recognized that there were few other opportunities.

Community members in each village talked about how in the

past Vezo were also farmers. Several attributed a decrease in

rainfall over recent years to farming no longer being a viable

livelihood. In Tampolove and Ambatomilo, seaweed farming was

a key interview topic for women in the community. While

seaweed farming was identified as an important source of income,

several community members expressed concern about outbreaks

of seaweed disease affecting production. In Tampolove, where

there is sea cucumber aquaculture site, sea cucumber faming

was recognized as an important source of income. Improved

education was recognized as a pathway to help people find

alternative livelihoods.

Many of the interviews discussed the potential of different

solutions to help better manage marine resources. Marine reserves

were the most referenced solution, although it was not always

clear if people were talking about temporary fishery reserves or no

take zones. In Ambatomilo, where there was no permanent no-

take zone at the time of filming (November 2022), at least five

people identified implementing a permanent reserve as a solution

to improve the health of marine resources. In Andavadoaka,

Ampasilava, and Tampolove people expressed concerns about the

rules of temporary fishery closures not being followed. In particular,

they identified the theft of octopus during periods when the fishery

is closed as a reason that octopus catch has declined during periods

when the fishery is open. Stopping the use of destructive fishing

and gleaning techniques such as poison fishing, breaking corals

and using small size nets were also referenced as solutions to help

sustainably manage the marine resources.

Finally, several of the interviews included themes of culture

and traditional beliefs. This included stories about the origin of

each village and ceremonies including offerings to the ancestors

and food sharing rituals. Some interviewees discussed taboo areas

which would prevent people accessing certain areas on land and in

the sea. When discussing traditional ceremonies and beliefs, many

individuals noted their decline in current times.

3.2. Workshop participants feedback

The feedback sessions with participants revealed various

themes related to the acquisition of knowledge and skills. The

participants most frequently reported gaining new knowledge

about the ancestral roots of their village, traditional fishing

practices, and the transformations that have occurred in the marine

ecosystem over the previous generation.

As a Vezo, it is good to learn about this. We learned about the

elders’ stories and how the marine ecosystem was in the past, it is

good to have knowledge of the past.

Participants acknowledged that the PV project had provided

a platform for discussing community issues and sharing stories

with elders. For example, one participant explained she enjoyed

“learning about the stories of the past” and she was “happy to

talk to people in the village.” The VOTV films were recognized

by the participants as an effective way to gather and document

marine ecosystem change and local knowledge in a way that is

accessible to the wider community and future generations. Many

participants expressed satisfaction in gaining new skills in filming

and interviewing.

We have gained knowledge about the marine ecosystem we can

share with our children and grandchildren.

In terms of feedback on the PV process, some participants

expressed that they found it difficult to create questions for the

interviews and would have welcomed more support from the

facilitators at this part of the workshop.

4. Discussion

There are common challenges which arise within co-

management arrangements in small-scale fishing communities,

potentially undermining their ability to deliver desired social

and ecological benefits. These challenges include lack of evidence

concerning the social (Cinner et al., 2012) and ecological conditions
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(Granek and Brown, 2005; Fidler et al., 2021), the integration

of local ecological knowledge in decision-making (Moller et al.,

2004; Ullah et al., 2023), issues related to trust between local

stakeholders and external organizations (Fargier et al., 2014),

difficulty in fostering local participation and sense of ownership

(Carr and Heyman, 2012) and the inability to influence external

broad-scale forces which exert direct or indirect pressure on the

marine ecosystem (Granek and Brown, 2005; Long et al., 2019;

Gardner et al., 2020). From the standpoint of local stakeholders,

management partners and/or other collaborators, participatory

video could provide a relatively low-cost and accessible means

to help address these challenges, while directly engaging local

community members (Bali and Kofinas, 2014; Bartindale et al.,

2019; Mistry et al., 2021).

4.1. Participatory video as a tool for
co-management

Failures in the communication process can lead to tensions

and adversarial relations between fishing communities and co-

management stakeholders (Kaplan and McCay, 2004). Challenges

emerge in how to communicate knowledge across different groups

and synchronize different knowledge types such as local ecological

knowledge and scientific assessments (Linke and Bruckmeier,

2015; Stefanoudis et al., 2021). Videography is a powerful tool

to document community knowledge in traditional cultures as it

aligns with approaches of storytelling for teaching and learning

(Mistry et al., 2016a). In Vezo society, storytelling is an important

method of passing knowledge between generations (Astuti, 1995).

However, even in remote societies, technology is superseding

oral traditions with digital culture reducing opportunities for

knowledge transfer through oral traditions (Scroggie, 2009). In

regions where literacy and a culture of written documentation

is low, a decline in oral knowledge sharing risks the knowledge

being permanently lost. Participatory video films provide an

alternative audio-visual method of communication, knowledge

transmission and documentation (Bali and Kofinas, 2014). For

example, the VOTV films record stories of traditional beliefs and

ceremonies which the interviewees identified as becoming less

common. Furthermore, insights of historic ecosystem and social-

ecological conditions provide documentation of conditions during

2022 and may serve as evidence for future comparisons. Within the

framework of co-management arrangements, PV films can be used

for documentation and to communicate important issues between

local resource users and co-management stakeholders. Beyond

the co-management context, PV films can serve as educational

resources, communicating local narratives that highlight the issues

confronted by local communities.

The integration of local knowledge into co-management

decisions can increase legitimacy of local management decisions

(Friedlander and Gaymer, 2021; Funk et al., 2022). This is

particularly the case where official fisheries data are lacking (Ullah

et al., 2023). In Madagascar the status of fisheries is highly

uncertain, demonstrated by the fact that catch reconstructions have

been calculated as twice the volume reported by national fisheries

agencies (Le Manach et al., 2012). However, the LEK of Vezo

people of fish communities, species composition, seasonal trend

and fishing grounds has been well documented by other authors

(Astuti, 1995; Brenier et al., 2011; Langley, 2012; Lemahieu et al.,

2018). PV can rapidly collect up-to-date LEK and share it widely

with the community, offering a practical approach to gathering

and assessing current social-ecological contexts while reflecting

the community’s current perspectives. Moreover, the community-

driven process helps ensure the issues that are discussed in the

PV films are likely to reflect the issues that community members

consider most important. A benefit of recording this information

through audio visual methods is that it can be directly shared back

with the community creating a more transparent process for the

implementation of management measures.

Co-management requires inclusive consultation processes

that prevent management decisions that could further ostracize

marginalized groups (Béné and Neiland, 2004). A key motivation

for using participatory research methods is to encourage

engagement from groups of society whose knowledge and

viewpoints may otherwise be overlooked (Mistry et al., 2016b). The

VOTV films included interviews with members of all cohorts of the

community, including women and youth who, within the current

co-management paradigms, remain more likely to be left out of

decision-making spaces (Gardner et al., 2020). VOTV also engaged

Vezo youth in making the films. The engagement and contribution

of youth in small-scale fishery socio-ecological systems is often

overlooked, despite making up a significant proportion of the

workforce (Fry et al., 2021). In societies where decision-making is

dominated by more affluent or experienced members of society,

youth participation in decision-making is more likely to be

obstructed (Kolding et al., 2014). Feedback from the VOTV

youth participants included increased knowledge of the marine

ecosystem, motivation to share this new knowledge and motivation

to create films about other issues. The VOTV participant feedback

indicates that PV, as several authors have found, can be effective at

building agency and empowering participants to make their voices

heard (Christie et al., 2014; Tremblay and Jayme, 2015; Fisher et al.,

2021).

The successful implementation of conservation measures and

resource management commonly require a shift of perception

from local communities, particularly where reliance on resources

is high. Through PV projects communities can be faced with

narratives that challenge their own viewpoints which can encourage

modified behaviors (High et al., 2012). For example, in a PV

project in Malawi, farmers changed their perception of the

value of composting and were encouraged to try new methods

(Cai et al., 2019). Community perception in Velondriake is

the principal determinant of spatial planning and resource

management strategies (Gardner et al., 2020). Permanent reserves

were determined by fishers perception of the opportunity cost

of excluding fishing in key fishing grounds (Cripps and Harris,

2009) and mangrove conservation was defined by willingness of

community to set area aside for conservation (Rakotomahazo et al.,

2019). In the VOTV films, the dominant interview themes which

emerged (e.g., the impact of destructive fishing techniques and

small mesh net sizes) indicate the success of awareness raising

schemes undertaken by co-management partners, Blue Ventures.
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However, destructive fishing cited as a main driver of catch

decline implies prohibited activities are still occurring. Community

members referred to the implementation of reserves and stopping

destructive fishing as methods to improve fish catches, potentially

indicating a willingness to maintain or enhance management

measures. In this light, PV provides the opportunity to systematize

perceptions in a format accessible to the community, encouraging

the mobilization of pre-existing knowledge and collective learning

which could help change perceptions in the favor marine resource

management (Tremblay and Jayme, 2015).

Finally, crucial pathways to establishing marine co-

management include partnerships between the fishing

communities and the partner organizations (government

decision-makers, NGOs, universities). These partnerships must

promote “local champions” and nurture information sharing and

trust (Domondon et al., 2021). Activities undertaken with natural

resource users which incorporate trust-building can increase

communication and willingness to adopt sustainable levels of use

(Meinzen-Dick et al., 2018; Norström et al., 2020). In the months

following VOTV, the community in Ambatomilo voted to create

the first no-take zone in the Manjaboake LMMA. Discussions

about the creation of the no-take zone had started before VOTV,

however local reports indicate that support shown for the creation

of a no-take zone in the Ambatomilo VOTV films prompted action

for its implementation (Maniry Soa, Pers Comm). Our research

design does not allow us to infer causation or understand details

of how VOTV may have influence local management decision in

Ambatomilo. However, our findings align with observations from

other authors that PV films could help prompt critical discussions

which influence future policy (Christie et al., 2014).

4.2. Participatory video: practical
challenges and considerations

PV is a dynamic research process that comes with practical

and ethical challenges (Mistry et al., 2014; Fisher et al., 2021). A

central motivation for researchers undertaking PV is to understand

issues that are most important to the local community (Park, 2006).

Therefore researchers/facilitators must provide enough instruction

and guidance around the subject matter to enable the project

while minimizing the introduction of external biases (Bartindale

et al., 2019). During the VOTV project, we found it was a delicate

balance between providing enough information for the participants

to feel confident in the activities whilst not influencing the

overall outcome. For example, while we provided training around

the context and motivation of the films, we avoided suggesting

explicit questions for the participants to ask during interviews.

However, one participant expressed to the facilitators they struggled

to formulate questions independently. Furthermore, filming is a

technically challenging endeavor, particularly when outdoors. PV

facilitators aimed to provide enough filming support to ensure

there was usable material but avoid influencing the interviews.

We observed that the presence of the facilitator would sometimes

influence on the willingness of community members to give an

interview. Some community members expressed they were eager to

share stories with “outsiders” while others seemed more reluctant

to speak while the facilitators were present. To minimize causing

bias in the interviews, facilitators only accompanied participants

for the first 1 to 2 h filming until they were more familiar with the

equipment. After this, participants collected video material on their

own with regular footage reviews with the facilitators to identify

filming or technical issues. We found issues could usually be

addressed with a small amount of additional training or instruction.

Filmmaking in collaboration with communities is also time

intensive. In VOTV, most of the workshop participants were

women. This was not planned by the VOTV team and is likely

because there is an expectation of men to go fishing (Barnes-

Mauthe et al., 2013). On one hand, we recognize this as a positive

outcome of the project in that it provided a training opportunity

and platform for voices of a more marginalized group in Vezo

society (Gardner et al., 2020). On the other hand, the films made

by only women may not capture a broad range of perspectives of

the community. The timing of the workshop and filming activities

was also an important consideration to ensure the films represented

balanced viewpoints. In Ambatomilo, we postponed the workshop

as the original timing clashed with the local seaweed farm harvest.

This clash would have excluded the women of the group from

an entire morning of training which could potentially reinforce

existing power dynamics.

PV has been used as a tool to present knowledge and

perspectives of groups that are often underrepresented in decision-

making (Milne, 2016). This rationale was discussed with VOTV

workshop participants during the training phase. The VOTV

facilitators encouraged the participants to endeavor to include

members of all groups of the community in their films. This was

achieved with varying levels of success with some of the films

having a broader representation of community members than

others. The issue of representation is likely to be a key challenge

in any PV project with potential solutions differing depending

on the local social and cultural context (Bartindale et al., 2019).

PV will not erase power imbalances in the community, however,

facilitators can have significant influence on reducing existing

power differentials (Packard, 2008). Ongoing reflexivity at each

stage of the process is required to recognize and respond to power

imbalances and potential exclusion of marginalized voices (Pruitt,

2021). For example, during the training stage facilitators can work

with participants to create a list of people in the community they

plan to interview. The list could be based on social groups and

therefore could provide the opportunity for the facilitators to work

with the participants to consider the inclusion of groups that might

otherwise be overlooked before the start of the filming.

Furthermore, a consideration in any PV project is the

potential of conflicting interests or the inclusion or exclusion

of sensitive material or viewpoints that could further exacerbate

marginalization or power dynamic issues (Bartindale et al., 2019).

In the VOTV films, a common theme of interviews was the

occurrence of destructive fishing techniques indicating these

prohibited activities are still occurring in the LMMA. This has been

previously acknowledged by Gardner et al. (2020) who discusses

the challenges BV and the VA have faced in successfully applying

rules under the LMMA dina. We suggest that the framing of the

VOTV films played a pivotal role in encouraging many community
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members to openly discuss the occurrence of prohibited activities.

The films centered on the drivers of change in themarine ecosystem

rather than focusing on the community members themselves,

reducing the potential for blame or identification. Minimizing

the potential of PV to have negative social consequences will be

reliant on context as opposed to universal PV guidance (Pruitt,

2021). In this vein, partnership with facilitators who have a deep

understanding of the community dynamics is essential.

Lastly, in this paper, our primary objective was to conduct a

review and offer guidance on the process of PV where external

parties are seeking to engage with communities. However, it is

important to emphasize this process should be adapted to suit the

needs of the local context. It is important to understand prior to

the project where local groups may already be leveraging media

as a means of local communication and education. For instance,

in the same region as the Voices of the Vezo project, the second

author, with other colleagues, has effectively utilized film andmusic

as powerful tools for health education and the implementation of

new marine management measures (Blue Ventures, 2022). This

in-depth understanding of how video media is used within the

local context offered invaluable insights when designing the VOTV

process. Where there is the opportunity to do so, collaborating with

local media experts will help ensure the process is relevant to local

media engagement and culture and likely strengthen the overall

impact of the project.

5. Conclusion

This paper has demonstrated the potential of participatory

video as a tool in conservation co-management arrangements.

A key and transferable finding is the potential for PV to

promote transparency and collective learning and empower

marginalized groups in the stewardship of marine resources.

Through synthesizing local perceptions and knowledge of complex

social-ecological systems, PV can be used as a tool to support locally

relevant marine management measures and document historical

knowledge during times of rapid change. As conservation scientists

and practitioners, we must continue to develop strategies that

encompass the sharing of information and resources with local

resource users and promote local leadership in the communities in

which we work. Participatory video offers an excellent opportunity

for an interdisciplinary and collaborative method of engagement

in a conservation co-management context, supporting small-

scale fishing communities and other natural resource dependent

communities in their efforts to sustainably manage the natural

resources on which they rely.

Data availability statement

The datasets presented in this article are not readily available

because participants were only asked to consent to AC and Blue

Ventures in sharing data. Enquiries about data should be directed

to amber.carter@ed.ac.uk.

Ethics statement

The studies involving humans were approved by University

of Edinburgh GeoSciences Research Ethics & Integrity

Committee. The studies were conducted in accordance with

the local legislation and institutional requirements. The

Ethics Committee/Institutional Review Board waived the

requirement of written informed consent for participation

from the participants or the participants’ legal guardians/next

of kin because of the high prevalence of illiteracy among

the population in the study region. Instead, informed oral

consent was obtained from participants. Written informed

consent was obtained from the individual(s) for the publication

of any potentially identifiable images or data included in

this article.

Author contributions

AC: Conceptualization, Formal analysis, Funding acquisition,

Investigation, Methodology, Resources, Writing—original draft,

Writing—review & editing. SM: Conceptualization, Investigation,

Methodology, Project administration, Resources, Visualization,

Writing—review & editing. JA: Data curation, Investigation,

Project administration, Writing—review & editing. PA: Writing—

review & editing, Methodology. AT: Supervision, Writing—review

& editing. AW: Supervision, Writing—review & editing.

Funding

The author(s) declare financial support was received for

the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding and support for this research was provided by

NERC through an E4 DTP studentship (NE/S007407/1) at

the University of Edinburgh, Blue Ventures Conservation

and the Scientific Exploration Society (2022 Sir Charles

Blois Award).

Acknowledgments

We are extremely grateful to the communities of Andavadoaka,

Ampasilava, Tampolove, and Ambatomilo in southwest

Madagascar for their participation in the project. We thank

the youth groups for their active and enthusiastic involvement.

Special thanks to Valerio Sandry, Antony Manirisoa, and

Chiara Scacchetti for their help during the participatory video

workshops. George Bic Manahira, your knowledge and support

was greatly appreciated. We also acknowledge the support

from Blue Ventures team in Andavadoaka and the helpful

guidance and input of Al Harris, Matthew Judge, and Martin

Muir at various stages. Finally, we extend our gratitude to the

reviewers for their constructive comments which helped improve

the paper.

Frontiers inHumanDynamics 10 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fhumd.2023.1266066
mailto:amber.carter@ed.ac.uk
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/human-dynamics
https://www.frontiersin.org


Carter et al. 10.3389/fhumd.2023.1266066

Conflict of interest

SM and PA are employed by Blue Ventures.

The remaining authors declare that the research was conducted

in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that

could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the

authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated

organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the

reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or

claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or

endorsed by the publisher.

Supplementary material

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found

online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fhumd.

2023.1266066/full#supplementary-material

References

Andréfouët, S., Guillaume, M. M. M., Delval, A., Rasoamanendrika, F. M. A.,
Blanchot, J., and Bruggemann, J. H. (2013). Fifty years of changes in reef flat habitats
of the Grand Récif of Toliara (SWMadagascar) and the impact of gleaning. Coral Reef.
32, 757–768. doi: 10.1007/s00338-013-1026-0

Astuti, R. (1995). “The Vezo are not a kind of people”: identity, difference, and
“ethnicity” among a fishing people of western Madagascar. Am. Ethnol. 22, 464–482.
doi: 10.1525/ae.1995.22.3.02a00010

Ateweberhan, M., Hudson, J., Rougier, A., Jiddawi, N. S., Msuya, F., Stead, S. M.,
et al. (2018). Community based aquaculture in the western Indian Ocean: challenges
and opportunities for developing sustainable coastal livelihoods. Ecol. Soc. 23, 17.
doi: 10.5751/ES-10411-230417

Ateweberhan, M., Rougier, A., and Rakotomahazo, C. (2015). Influence of
environmental factors and farming technique on growth and health of farmed
Kappaphycus alvarezii (cottonii) in south-west Madagascar. J. Appl. Phycol. 27,
923–934. doi: 10.1007/s10811-014-0378-3

Bali, A., and Kofinas, G. (2014). Voices of the Caribou People: a participatory
videographymethod to document and share local knowledge from theNorth American
human-Rangifer systems. Ecol. Soc. 19, 13. doi: 10.5751/ES-06327-190216

Barange, M., Merino, G., Blanchard, J. L., Scholtens, J., Harle, J., Allison, E. H.,
et al. (2014). Impacts of climate change on marine ecosystem production in societies
dependent on fisheries. Nat. Clim. Change 4, 211–216. doi: 10.1038/nclimate2119

Barnes-Mauthe, M., Oleson, K. L. L., and Zafindrasilivonona, B. (2013). The
total economic value of small-scale fisheries with a characterization of post-landing
trends: an application in Madagascar with global relevance. Fisher. Res. 147, 175–185.
doi: 10.1016/j.fishres.2013.05.011

Bartindale, T., Varghese, D., Schofield, G., and Tsukamoto, M. (2019). “Our story:
addressing challenges in development contexts for sustainable participatory video,”
in Proceedings of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(Glasgow, UK: ACM), 1–12. doi: 10.1145/3290605.3300667

Beddington, J. R., Kirkwood, G. P., Pauly, D., Watson, R., and Alder, J. (2005).
Global trends in world fisheries: impacts on marine ecosystems and food security.
Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B. 360, 5–12. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2004.1574

Beh, A., Bruyere, B. L., and Lolosoli, S. (2013). Legitimizing local perspectives
in conservation through community-based research: a photovoice study in
Samburu, Kenya. Soc. Nat. Resour. 26, 1390–1406. doi: 10.1080/08941920.2013.
805858

Béné, C., and Neiland, A. E. (2004). Empowerment reform, yes... but empowerment
of whom? Fisheries decentralization reforms in developing countries: a critical
assessment with specific reference to poverty reduction. Aquat. Resour. Cult. Dev. 1,
35–49. doi: 10.1079/ARC2004007

Bennett, N. J., and Dearden, P. (2014). Why local people do not support
conservation: Community perceptions of marine protected area livelihood
impacts, governance and management in Thailand. Mar. Policy 44, 107–116.
doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2013.08.017

Berkes, F. (2009). Indigenous ways of knowing and the study of environmental
change. J. R. Soc. New Zeal. 39, 151–156. doi: 10.1080/03014220909510568

Blue Ventures (2022). Art and media as tools to teach traditional Vezo knowledge
and sustainable management of marine resources. Blue Ventures. Available online
at: https://blueventures.org/art-and-media-as-tools-to-teach-traditional-vezo-
knowledge-and-sustainable-management-of-marine-resources/ (accessed July 22,
2023).

Borrini-Feyerabend, G., Pimbert, M., Farvar, M., Kothari, A., and Renard, Y. (2007).
Sharing Power. Learning by Doing in co-Management of Natural Resources Throughout
the World. London: Cenesta, Tehran (IIED and IUCN/CEESP/CMWG).

Brenier, A., Ferraris, J., and Mahafina, J. (2011). Participatory assessment of the
Toliara Bay reef fishery, southwest Madagascar. Madagascar Conserv. Dev. 6, 60–67.
doi: 10.4314/mcd.v6i2.4

Brook, R. K., and McLachlan, S. M. (2008). Trends and prospects for local
knowledge in ecological and conservation research and monitoring. Biodiv. Conserv.
17, 3501–3512. doi: 10.1007/s10531-008-9445-x

Bruggemann, J. H., Rodier, M., Guillaume, M. M. M., Andréfouët, S., Arfi, R.,
Cinner, J. E., et al. (2012). Wicked social-ecological problems forcing unprecedented
change on the latitudinal margins of coral reefs: the case of southwest Madagascar.
Ecol. Soc. 17, 47. doi: 10.5751/ES-05300-170447

Cai, T., Steinfield, C., Chiwasa, H., and Ganunga, T. (2019). Understanding
Malawian farmers’ slow adoption of composting: Stories about composting using a
participatory video approach. Land Degr. Dev. 30, 1336–1344. doi: 10.1002/ldr.3318

Calheiros, D. F., Seidl, A. F., and Ferreira, C. J. (2000). Participatory research
methods in environmental science: local and scientific knowledge of a limnological
phenomenon in the Pantanal wetland of Brazil. J. Appl. Ecol. 37, 684–696.
doi: 10.1046/j.1365-2664.2000.00524.x

Carr, L. M., and Heyman, W. D. (2012). “It’s About Seeing What’s Actually
Out There”: Quantifying fishers’ ecological knowledge and biases in a small-scale
commercial fishery as a path toward co-management. Ocean Coastal Manag. 69,
118–132. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2012.07.018

Carter, A. L., Gilchrist, H., Dexter, K. G., Gardner, C. J., Gough, C., Rocliffe, S., et al.
(2022). Cyclone impacts on coral reef communities in southwest Madagascar. Front.
Mar. Sci. 9, 753325. doi: 10.3389/fmars.2022.753325

Christie, A. P., Amano, T., Martin, P. A., Petrovan, S. O., Shackelford, G. E.,
Simmons, B. I., et al. (2021). The challenge of biased evidence in conservation. Conserv.
Biol. 35, 249–262. doi: 10.1111/cobi.13577

Christie, P., Campbell, L., m., and Armada, N. (2014). “Stewardship in tropical
small-scale fisheries,” in Governance of Marine Fisheries and Biodiversity Conservation
(London: John Wiley and Sons, Ltd.), 332–345. doi: 10.1002/9781118392607.ch23

Cinner, J. E., McClanahan, T. R., MacNeil, M. A., Graham, N. A. J., Daw, T. M.,
Mukminin, A., et al. (2012). Comanagement of coral reef social-ecological systems.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 109, 5219–5222. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1121215109

Cripps, G., and Harris, A. (2009). Community Creation and Management of the
Velondriake Marine Protected Area. London: Blue Ventures Conservation.

del Mar Delgado-Serrano, M., Oteros-Rozas, E., Vanwildemeersch, P., Ortíz-
Guerrero, C., London, S., and Escalante, R. (2015). Local perceptions on social-
ecological dynamics in Latin America in three community-based natural resource
management systems. Ecol. Soc. 20, 24. doi: 10.5751/ES-07965-200424

Domondon, P. R., Tirona, R. S., Box, S., and Pomeroy, R. (2021). Pathways
to establishing managed access and networks of reserves. Mar. Policy 130, 104580.
doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2021.104580

Eddy, T. D., Lam, V. W. Y., Reygondeau, G., Cisneros-Montemayor, A. M., Greer,
K., Palomares, M. L. D., et al. (2021). Global decline in capacity of coral reefs to provide
ecosystem services. One Earth 4, 1278–1285. doi: 10.1016/j.oneear.2021.08.016

Eeckhaut, I., Lavitra, T., Rasolofonirina, R., Rabenavanana, M. W., Gildas, P., and
Jangoux, M. (2008). Madagascar Holothurie SA: The first trade company based on sea
cucumber aquaculture in Madagascar. SPC Beche-de-Mer Inf. Bull. 28, 22–23.

FAO (2020). The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture 2020: Sustainability
in Action, The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture (SOFIA). Rome: FAO.
doi: 10.4060/ca9229en

Fargier, L., Hartmann, H. J., and Molina-Ureña, H. (2014). “‘Marine areas of
responsible fishing’: a path toward small-scale fisheries co-management in costa rica?

Frontiers inHumanDynamics 11 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fhumd.2023.1266066
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fhumd.2023.1266066/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00338-013-1026-0
https://doi.org/10.1525/ae.1995.22.3.02a00010
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-10411-230417
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10811-014-0378-3
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-06327-190216
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate2119
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2013.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1145/3290605.3300667
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2004.1574
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2013.805858
https://doi.org/10.1079/ARC2004007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2013.08.017
https://doi.org/10.1080/03014220909510568
https://blueventures.org/art-and-media-as-tools-to-teach-traditional-vezo-knowledge-and-sustainable-management-of-marine-resources/
https://blueventures.org/art-and-media-as-tools-to-teach-traditional-vezo-knowledge-and-sustainable-management-of-marine-resources/
https://doi.org/10.4314/mcd.v6i2.4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-008-9445-x
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-05300-170447
https://doi.org/10.1002/ldr.3318
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2664.2000.00524.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2012.07.018
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2022.753325
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13577
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118392607.ch23
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1121215109
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-07965-200424
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2021.104580
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.oneear.2021.08.016
https://doi.org/10.4060/ca9229en
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/human-dynamics
https://www.frontiersin.org


Carter et al. 10.3389/fhumd.2023.1266066

Perspectives from golfo dulce,” in Fisheries Management of Mexican and Central
American Estuaries Estuaries of the World, eds. F. Amezcua and B. Bellgraph
(Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands), 155–181. doi: 10.1007/978-94-017-8917-2_10

Fidler, R. Y., Andradi-Brown, D. A., Awaludinnoer, Pada, D., Purwanto, Hidayat,
N. I., et al. (2021). The importance of biophysical context in understanding marine
protected area outcomes for coral reef fish populations. Coral Reef. 40, 791–805.
doi: 10.1007/s00338-021-02085-y

Fisher, J. C., Mistry, J., Pierre, M. A., Yang, H., Harris, A., Hunte, N., et al. (2021).
Using participatory video to share people’s experiences of neotropical urban green and
blue spaces with decision-makers. Geogr. J. 187, 346–360. doi: 10.1111/geoj.12406

Friedlander, A. M., and Gaymer, C. F. (2021). Progress, opportunities and
challenges for marine conservation in the Pacific Islands.Aquatic Conserv. 31, 221–231.
doi: 10.1002/aqc.3464

Fry, C., Arulingam, I., Nigussie, L., Senaratna Sellamuttu, S., Beveridge, M., and
Marwaha, N. (2021). Youth in small-scale fisheries and aquaculture. WorldFish (WF)
Available online at: https://www.worldfishcenter.org/publication/youth-small-scale-
fisheries-and-aquaculture (accessed September 25, 2023).

Funk, L., Wilson, A. M. W., Gough, C., Brayne, K., and Djerryh, N. R. (2022).
Perceptions of access and benefits from community-based aquaculture through
Photovoice: A case study within a locally managed marine area in Madagascar. Ocean
Coast. Manag. 222, 106046. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2022.106046

Gardner, C. J., Cripps, G., Prémesnil Day, L., Dewar, K., Gough, C., Peabody, S.,
et al. (2020). A decade and a half of learning from Madagascar’s first locally managed
marine area. Conserv. Sci. Pract. 2, e298. doi: 10.1111/csp2.298

Gibbs, G. R. (2007). Thematic coding and categorizing. Analy. Qualit. Data 703,
38–56. doi: 10.4135/9781849208574.n4

Gough, C., Thomas, T., Humber, F., Harris, A., Cripps, G., and Peabody, S. (2009).
Vezo fishing: an introduction to the methods used by fishers in Andavadoaka southwest
Madagascar. Blue Ventures Conservation Report. Blue Ventures, UK. Available online
at: https://blueventures.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Vezo-Fishing.pdf (accessed
September 25, 2023).

Granek, E. F., and Brown, M. A. (2005). Co-management approach to
marine conservation in Mohéli, Comoros Islands. Conserv. Biol. 19, 1724–1732.
doi: 10.1111/j.1523-1739.2005.00301.x

Gudka, M., Obura, D., Mwaura, J., Porter, S., Yahya, S., and Mabwa, R. (2018).
Impact of the 3rd global coral bleaching event on the Western Indian Ocean in 2016.
Global Coral Reef Monitoring Network (GCRMN)/Indian Ocean Commission.

Harris, A. (2007). “To live with the Sea” development of the velondriake community
- managed protected area network, Southwest Madagascar. Madag. Conserv. Dev. 2.
doi: 10.4314/mcd.v2i1.44129

Harris, A., Mohan, V., Flanagan,M., andHill, R. (2012). Integrating family planning
service provision into community-based marine conservation. Oryx 46, 179–186.
doi: 10.1017/S0030605311000925

Harris, U. S. (2009). Transforming images: reimagining women’s work through
participatory video. Dev. Pract. 19, 538–549. doi: 10.1080/09614520902866405

Henson, S. A., Beaulieu, C., Ilyina, T., John, J. G., Long, M., Séférian, R., et al. (2017).
Rapid emergence of climate change in environmental drivers of marine ecosystems.
Nat. Commun. 8, 14682. doi: 10.1038/ncomms14682

High, C., Singh, N., Petheram, L., and Nemes, G. (2012). “Defining participatory
video from practice,” in Handbook Participatory Video (Lanham, MD: AltaMira
Press), 35–48.

Kaplan, I., and McCay, B. J. (2004). Cooperative research, co-management and the
social dimension of fisheries science and management. Marine Policy 28, 257–258.
doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2003.08.003

Klein, E. S., and Thurstan, R. H. (2016). “Acknowledging long-term ecological
change: the problem of shifting baselines,” in Perspectives on Oceans Past, eds.
K. Schwerdtner Máñez and B. Poulsen (Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands), 11–29.
doi: 10.1007/978-94-017-7496-3_2

Kolding, J., Béné, C., and Bavinck, M. (2014). “Small-scale fisheries: Importance,
vulnerability and deficient knowledge,” in Governance of Marine Fisheries and
Biodiversity Conservation, eds. S. M. Garcia, J. Rice, and A. Charles (Chichester, UK:
John Wiley and Sons, Ltd.), 317–331. doi: 10.1002/9781118392607.ch22

Langley, J. M. (2012). Vezo Knowledge: Traditional Ecological Knowledge in
Andavadoaka, Southwest Madagascar. London, UK: Blue Ventures Conservation.

Laroche, J., and Ramananarivo, N. (1995). A preliminary survey of the artisanal
fishery on coral reefs of the Tulear Region (southwest Madagascar). Coral Reef. 14,
193–200. doi: 10.1007/BF00334341

Le Manach, F., Gough, C., Harris, A., Humber, F., Harper, S., and Zeller, D. (2012).
Unreported fishing, hungry people and political turmoil: the recipe for a food security
crisis in Madagascar?Mar. Policy 36, 218–225. doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2011.05.007

Le Manach, F., Gough, C., Humber, F., Harper, S., and Zeller, D. (2011).
“Reconstruction of total marine fisheries catches for Madagascar, (1950-2008) (Sea
Around Us),” in Fisheries Catch Reconstructions: Islands, Part II. Fisheries Centre
Research Reports, eds S. Harper and D. Zeller (Fisheries Centre, University of British
Columbia). doi: 10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004

Lemahieu, A., Scott, L., Malherbe, W. S., Mahatante, P. T., Randrianarimanana,
J. V., and Aswani, S. (2018). Local perceptions of environmental changes in
fishing communities of southwest Madagascar. Ocean Coast. Manage. 163, 209–221.
doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2018.06.012

Linke, S., and Bruckmeier, K. (2015). Co-management in fisheries – Experiences
and changing approaches in Europe. Ocean Coastal Manage. 104, 170–181.
doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2014.11.017

Long, S., Thurlow, G., Jones, P. J. S., Turner, A., Randrianantenaina, S. M.,
Gammage, T., et al. (2019). Critical analysis of the governance of the Sainte Luce Locally
Managed Marine Area (LMMA), southeast Madagascar. Marine Policy. 127, 103691.
doi: 10.1016/j.marpol.2019.103691

Lunch, N., and Lunch, C. (2006). Insights into Participatory Video: A Handbook for
the Field. Oxford, UK: InsightShare.

McClanahan, T. R., Ateweberhan, M., Graham, N., a,. J., Wilson, S. K., Sebastián,
C. R., et al. (2007). Western Indian Ocean coral communities: bleaching responses and
susceptibility to extinction.Mar. Ecol. Progr. Series 337, 1–13. doi: 10.3354/meps337001

McMurdo Hamilton, T., Canessa, S., Clark, K., Gleeson, P., Mackenzie, F., Makan,
T., et al. (2021). Applying a values-based decision process to facilitate comanagement
of threatened species in Aotearoa New Zealand. Conserv. Biol. 35, 1162–1173.
doi: 10.1111/cobi.13651

Meinzen-Dick, R., Janssen, M. A., Kandikuppa, S., Chaturvedi, R., Rao, K.,
and Theis, S. (2018). Playing games to save water: Collective action games for
groundwater management in Andhra Pradesh, India. World Dev. 107, 40–53.
doi: 10.1016/j.worlddev.2018.02.006

Milne, E. (2016). Critiquing participatory video: experiences from around the world.
Area 48, 401–404. doi: 10.1111/area.12271

Mistry, J., Berardi, A., Bignante, E., and Tschirhart, C. (2015). Between a rock and
a hard place: Ethical dilemmas of local community facilitators doing participatory
research projects. Geoforum 61, 27–35. doi: 10.1016/j.geoforum.2015.02.010

Mistry, J., Berardi, A., Haynes, L., Davis, D., Xavier, R., and Andries, J. (2014). The
role of social memory in natural resource management: insights from participatory
video. Trans. Inst. Br. Geogr. 39, 115–127. doi: 10.1111/tran.12010

Mistry, J., Berardi, A., Tschirhart, C., Bignante, E., Haynes, L., Benjamin, R.,
et al. (2016a). Community owned solutions: identifying local best practices for social-
ecological sustainability. Ecol. Soc. 21, 42. doi: 10.5751/ES-08496-210242

Mistry, J., Bignante, E., and Berardi, A. (2016b). Why are we doing it? Exploring
participant motivations within a participatory video project. Area 48, 412–418.
doi: 10.1111/area.12105

Mistry, J., Jafferally, D., Mendonca, S., Xavier, R., Albert, G., Robertson, B., et al.
(2021). Video-mediated dialogue for promoting equity in protected area conservation.
Oryx 57, 325–334. doi: 10.1017/S0030605322000904

Moller, H., Berkes, F., Lyver, P. O., and Kislalioglu, M. (2004). Combining science
and traditional ecological knowledge: monitoring populations for co-management.
Ecol. Soc. 9, 2. doi: 10.5751/ES-00675-090302

Norström, A. V., Cvitanovic, C., Löf, M. F.,West, S., Wyborn, C., Balvanera, P., et al.
(2020). Principles for knowledge co-production in sustainability research.Nat. Sustain.
3, 182–190. doi: 10.1038/s41893-019-0448-2

Packard, J. (2008). “I’m gonna show you what it’s really like out here”: the
power and limitation of participatory visual methods. Visual Stud. 23, 63–77.
doi: 10.1080/14725860801908544

Park (2006). “Knowledge and participatory research,” in Handbook of action
research: Participative inquiry and practice, eds. P. Reason, and H. Bradbury (Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage), 83–93.

Pauly, D., and Zeller, D. (2016). Catch reconstructions reveal that global
marine fisheries catches are higher than reported and declining. Nat. Commun. 7,
10244–10244. doi: 10.1038/ncomms10244

Plumeridge, A. A., and Roberts, C. M. (2017). Conservation targets in marine
protected area management suffer from shifting baseline syndrome: a case study on the
Dogger Bank.Mar. Pollut. Bull. 116, 395–404. doi: 10.1016/j.marpolbul.2017.01.012

Pruitt, L. J. (2021). Participatory video: a new outlook for international relations
research. Austr. J. Int. Affairs 75, 142–160. doi: 10.1080/10357718.2020.1828269

Rakotomahazo, C., Ravaoarinorotsihoarana, L. A., Randrianandrasaziky, D., Glass,
L., Gough, C., Todinanahary, G. G. B., et al. (2019). Participatory planning of
a community-based payments for ecosystem services initiative in Madagascar’s
mangroves. Ocean Coastal Manage. 175, 43–52. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2019.
03.014

Rocliffe, S., Peabody, S., Samoilys, M., and Hawkins, J. P. (2014). Towards a network
of locally managed marine areas (LMMAs) in the Western Indian Ocean. PLOS One 9,
e103000. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0103000

Scroggie, A. M. (2009). Preserving tradition and enhancing learning through youth
storytelling. J. Bhutan Stud. 20, 76–79.

Stefanoudis, P. V., Licuanan, W. Y., Morrison, T. H., Talma, S., Veitayaki, J., and
Woodall, L. C. (2021). Turning the tide of parachute science.Curr. Biol. 31, R184–R185.
doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2021.01.029

Frontiers inHumanDynamics 12 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fhumd.2023.1266066
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-8917-2_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00338-021-02085-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/geoj.12406
https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.3464
https://www.worldfishcenter.org/publication/youth-small-scale-fisheries-and-aquaculture
https://www.worldfishcenter.org/publication/youth-small-scale-fisheries-and-aquaculture
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2022.106046
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.298
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781849208574.n4
https://blueventures.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Vezo-Fishing.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2005.00301.x
https://doi.org/10.4314/mcd.v2i1.44129
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605311000925
https://doi.org/10.1080/09614520902866405
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms14682
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2003.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-7496-3_2
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118392607.ch22
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00334341
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2011.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2018.06.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2014.11.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2019.103691
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps337001
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13651
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2018.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/area.12271
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2015.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1111/tran.12010
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-08496-210242
https://doi.org/10.1111/area.12105
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0030605322000904
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-00675-090302
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0448-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/14725860801908544
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms10244
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2017.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1080/10357718.2020.1828269
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2019.03.014
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0103000
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2021.01.029
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/human-dynamics
https://www.frontiersin.org


Carter et al. 10.3389/fhumd.2023.1266066

Stephanson, S. L., and Mascia, M. B. (2014). Putting people on the map through
an approach that integrates social data in conservation planning. Conserv. Biol. 28,
1236–1248. doi: 10.1111/cobi.12357

Thompson, S. (2018). Take three: filming three participatory videos with displaced
indigenous people from little Saskatchewan first nation and Lake St. Martin
first nation. Int. J. Humanit. Arts Soc. Sci. 4, 168–178. doi: 10.20469/ijhss.4.
10002-4

Tremblay, C., and Jayme, B. (2015). Community knowledge co-creation through
participatory video. Action Res. 13, 298–314. doi: 10.1177/1476750315572158

Ullah, H., Wahab, M. A., Rahman, M. J., Al Mamun, S. N., Kumar, U.,
Rahman, M. A., et al. (2023). Local ecological knowledge can support improved
management of small-scale fisheries in the Bay of Bengal. Front. Mar. Sci. 10, 974591.
doi: 10.3389/fmars.2023.974591

van der Elst, R. P., Groeneveld, J. C., Baloi, A. P., Marsac, F., Katonda,
K. I., Ruwa, R. K., et al. (2009). Nine nations, one ocean: A benchmark
appraisal of the South Western Indian Ocean Fisheries Project (2008–2012).
Ocean Coastal Manag. 52, 258–267. doi: 10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2009.
02.003

Wheeler, J. (2009). “The life that we don’t want”: using participatory video
in researching violence. IDS Bull. 40, 10–18. doi: 10.1111/j.1759-5436.2009.
00033.x

White, S. A. (2003). Participatory Video: Images That Transform and Empower.
Dehli: Sage.

World Bank (2023). The World Bank in Madagascar.World Bank. Available online
at: https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/madagascar/overview (accessed February
10, 2023).

Frontiers inHumanDynamics 13 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fhumd.2023.1266066
https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12357
https://doi.org/10.20469/ijhss.4.10002-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/1476750315572158
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2023.974591
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2009.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1759-5436.2009.00033.x
https://www.worldbank.org/en/country/madagascar/overview
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/human-dynamics
https://www.frontiersin.org

	Participatory video as a tool for co-management in coastal communities: a case study from Madagascar
	1. Introduction
	2. Materials and methods
	2.1. Study context
	2.2. Study sites
	2.3. Community partnerships and co-production
	2.4. Ethical considerations
	2.5. Equipment
	2.6. Participants
	2.7. Participatory video workshop
	2.7.1. Training and filming
	2.7.2. Editing
	2.7.3. Workshop feedback

	2.8. Translation and analysis
	2.9. Voices of the Vezo outputs

	3. Results
	3.1. A synopsis of the Voices of the Vezo interviews
	3.2. Workshop participants feedback

	4. Discussion
	4.1. Participatory video as a tool for co-management
	4.2. Participatory video: practical challenges and considerations

	5. Conclusion
	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	Author contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Conflict of interest
	Publisher's note
	Supplementary material
	References


