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Sammanfattning

Samtidigt som att våra beteendemönster i hur vi konsumerar media förändras i takt med att nya 
medieteknologier uppstår, förändras också sättet media produceras. Filmskapande följer många gånger en 
särskild process (ofta med en tydlig hierarki av specialister inom produktionsgruppen) och berättelsen har 
traditionellt sett berättats från en part till den andre – från producenten/regissören till publiken. Men internets 
intåg har i många avseenden förändrat filmindustrin, vilket har öppnat upp för en ökad dialog mellan dessa 
två parter, vilket har omformat publikens position till en mer medskapande sådan. Detta har resulterat i en 
större demokratisering av filmmediet, där den en gång passiva publiken nu involverar sig mer i den kreativa 
filmskapandeprocessen. 

Crowdsourcing, som redan är vanligt förekommande inom exempelvis produktdesign och serviceindustrier, 
har blivit en alternativ metod för att skapa kreativt innehåll. Med sociala medier som en möjliggörande faktor 
skapas hela filmer endast med hjälp av material inskickat från den framtida publiken. Denna studie ämnar 
svara på problemformuleringarna: “Vad krävs för att framgångsrikt använda crowdsourcing inom 
filmproduktion?”, samt delfrågorna “Vilken roll har sociala medier spelat i skapandet av crowdsourcade 
filmer?” och “Finns det någon framtid för crowdsourcing inom filmskapande?” 

Sex stycken film- och serie-produktioner av olika format har analyserats: två dokumentärer, tre webbserier 
och en TV-show. Denna studie har undersökt hur varje produktion har använt sig av crowdsourcing i dess 
produktionsprocess. Utöver det har en kvalitativ undersökning genom fem semistrukturerade intervjuer 
genomförts, där varje intervjuobjekt har haft nyckelpositioner inom respektive produktion. 

Resultaten visade på ett starkt behov av att ha en redan väletablerad skara av följare eller ambassadörer innan 
man startar en crowdsourcing-kampanj. Sociala medier visade sig också vara en fundamental beståndsdel i 
möjliggörandet av detta, eftersom de skapar en omedelbar tvåvägskommunikation mellan producenten och 
publiken. 

Användandet av crowdsourcing kommer förmodligen att fortsätta, och metoden har fortfarande en ansenlig 
outforskad potential. Med anledning av metodens beroende av sociala medier, kommer fortsatt forskning 
inom området troligtvis att gynnas av att utforska samarbeten mellan filmskapande och interaktiva medier. 
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ABSTRACT 
As our consumption behaviours of media and entertainment 
change in the age of new media technologies, the means of 
production change with them. Filmmaking usually follows a 
set procedure (often with clear hierarchy and specialised roles 
in the crew) and the f low of the narrat ion has 
traditionally followed a one-way direction, from the producing 
part (the producer/director) to the receiving part (the audience). 
But since the arrival of the internet, its disruption of the 
industry has opened up for an increased dialogue between the 
two, turning the receiving part to a contributing one. This has 
resulted in a wider democratisation of the medium, where the 
once passive audience now becomes more involved in the 
creative production process.  

Crowdsourcing, already used frequently in service industries 
and product design processes, has become an alternative 
method of creative content creation. Made possible through the 
use of social media channels, entire films are now being 
created with material submitted by its audience. This study 
aims to answer the research questions: “What is required in 
order to use crowdsourcing successfully in filmmaking?”, as 
well as the sub-questions “What role has social media played 
in the making of crowdsourced films?” and “Is there a future in 
crowdsourcing within filmmaking?” 

Six cases of film and series productions, each of different 
formats, were analysed; two documentary films, three web 
series and one TV show. In this study, the production approach 
for each case has been investigated, in order to see how they 
have used crowdsourcing in their processes. Five qualitative 
semi-structured interviews were conducted and each 
interviewee had held key positions in the making of their 
respective production.  

The findings showed the strong need for having an already 
well-established community in place before undertaking a 
crowdsourced endeavour. The use of social media also appears 
to be one of the fundamentally enabling factors for these types 
of projects, since it provides a platform for an immediate 
dialogue between the two parties.   

Using crowdsourcing in film will presumably continue, but the 
method has still considerable unexplored potential. Because of 
it’s ingrained dependence on social media, future research 
could benefit from exploring interdisciplinary collaboration 
between filmmaking and interactive media technologies.  

Keywords 
Filmmaking, Participatory culture, Crowdsourcing, New media 
technologies, Social media, Online communities. 

1.  INTRODUCTION 
This chapter briefly summarises the premise of the thesis and 
presents both the research questions and the limitations of this 
paper. 

Film and motion pictures have existed since the end of the 19th 
century. However, compared to e.g. music, painting and theatre 
it is a much younger art form, partly because it is so heavily 
dependent on technology (Balázs, 1970). As an art form, 
filmmaking is preeminently a creative process, although it is 
deeply integrated in the economical, technological and social 
aspects of the business as well. The social aspect, in this case 
referring to the exchange between the audience and the 
producer, is a symbiosis that traditionally has been excluded till 
after the release of a movie (Richter, 1950). This is now 
changing thanks to the world wide web, and producers are now 
able to engage with their “costumers” during the actual 
production process (Sawhney et al., 2005). The strengthened 
feedback loop is starting to blur the border between producer 
and consumer, and begins to merge the communication 
platforms with the process itself, which in turn affects the 
creative outcome (Jenkins, 2006a). Not to mention the 
behaviours in media consumption, which have been subject to 
substantial change since the emerging of new media 
technologies (Jenkins, 2003).  

These circumstances give birth to new production practices 
that permeate mainstream film productions (Telo, 2013) as well 
as on an amateur level (Jenkins, 2006a). Throughout history, 
art and culture has evolved through collaboration (Jenkins, 
2003), but when collective participation is applied in a digital 
setting, concepts such as authorship and creative expression are 
being redefined (Literat, 2012). One such form of collective 
participation is referred to as “crowdsourcing”, where a public 
invitation (open call) is announced in order to gather ideas or 
creative content from a larger group of people (the crowd), 
according to Poetz and Schreier (2012). The same authors also 
observe this method to have gathered more attention in recent 
years, since it enables the public to collectively participate in 
the creation of various forms of art, through the use of online 
platforms (Literat, 2012).  

This paper aims to explore in what ways this method can be 
used with fruitful results to produce moving pictures in 
different formats. The following productions, ‘Life in a Day’, 
‘Inside’, ‘The Beauty Inside’, ‘Springsteen & I’, ‘The Power 
Inside’, and ’HitRECord on TV’, will be investigated through a 
case study. All of which, in one way or another, have used 
crowdsourcing in order to produce its work. They will be put in 
relation to a literature study on participatory culture (see 
Background) and its family of subcategories. This study also 
seeks to understand what role social media has played in the 
developing process of each case, and if any future trends can 
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be extrapolated for crowdsourcing in film. Thus, the result will 
be of interest to anyone looking at alternative ways to develop 
media content through new media technologies. Understanding 
media production (in this case film) in the context of online 
participation culture opens up to new insights regarding how 
online communication platforms can be used. 

1.1  Research questions 
The research question that will be investigated is: “What is 
required in order to use crowdsourcing successfully in 
filmmaking?” In addition to that the paper aims to answer the 
two sub-questions: “What role has social media played in the 
making of crowdsourced films?” and “Is there a future in 
crowdsourcing within filmmaking?” 

1.2  Challenges and limitations 
Trying to answer these questions have been challenging, since 
there are only a small number of cases of participatory creation 
processes in film, resulting in possible lack of data from a 
limited sample. Moreover, the cases studied have each adopted 
different approaches in their crowdsourcing model, making 
them hard to compare. 

This study is subject to a number of limitations. The featured 
cases are all from the Western English speaking film industry 
and have been selected on a basis of a number of parameters, 
such as size of the production, the received attention of the 
production, and the way they have chosen to work with their 
audience. No commentary on the creative quality of the cases 
will be made. The conducted interviews include only key 
people from each case that have been deeply involved 
throughout the production process. Other stakeholders, such as 
members of the contributing crowd or the audience have not 
been taken into account, as it would exceed the scope of this 
study. 

2.  BACKGROUND 
This chapter begins with a brief account of traditional 
production models within film, followed by a theoretical 
background to the concepts involved in participatory culture 
and crowdsourcing. 

2.1  The processes of traditional filmmaking  
The Western film industry can be hard to define, since it 
encompasses a wide variety of businesses and stakeholders. 
Filmmaking is resource demanding and often characterised by 
tough competition and high risk (von Rimscha, 2009). Even 
though it revolves around telling stories in an audio-visual 
fashion, the processes of story creation, packaging and 
distribution are not always apparent. Traditionally, the process 
of making fiction film can be divided into three parts: pre-
production (planning logistics, setting the schedule, casting 
actors, scouting locations for filming, etc.), shooting (being on 
location and filming the material needed) and post-production 
(editing, sound mixing, visual effects, colour grading, etc.). 
These stages in the production are usually managed and 
controlled by a top-down decision-making team structure of 
(i.e. the director, the producers, studio executives, the 
cinematographer, the editor, et al.) where the team setup may 
vary greatly for each production (Ross, 2011). The process 
usually involves the writer producing a screenplay, the 
producer creating the framework for the production (such as 
financing, recruiting team members, settling deals with 
distributors and other stakeholders), and the director 
interpreting the script, directing actors and overseeing the 
creative process during pre-production, shooting and post-
production (Lindgren, 1948). 

Even though the director is often the creative leadership of a 
project, filmmaking is essentially a collaborative art form since 
it includes a great number of specialist professions that are 
each responsible for their respective department in order to 
realise the creative vision (Tregde, 2013). The hierarchy form 
can be viewed as a spectrum of different forms of authorship, 
where on one end the director has total control (Tregde, 2013) 
and on the other end the decision-making is distributed 
horizontally over each member of the team (Lindgren, 1948). 
Going further on the latter side of the spectrum we enter an 
area where the border between producer and audience is 
beginning to blur, something that is referred to as “convergence 
culture” by Jenkins (2006a) and Deuze (2006), for example 
when the audience is allowed control over the creative content.  

It is important to note that the production processes between 
fiction films and documentaries usually differ. While fiction 
often follows the same production arc, the making of 
documentaries are much more fleeting and non-linear, since the 
story rarely follows a script, but is rather refined during the 
course of the production (Richter, 1950). 

2.2 Disruptive forces of an interconnected 
world 
With film being an extremely technology dependent art form 
there is natural incentive to improve and further develop the 
technical equipment used, not least in the area of computer 
generated graphics (Robbe, 2008). The tools for making film 
have seen a constant improvement since the dawn of motion 
pictures. But recently, trends in other areas of the media 
industry show that the consumption habits and the actual 
production processes are starting to shift in new directions, 
where they sometimes meld into each other (Jenkins, 2006a).  

There is no doubt that the expansion of the Internet as a 
medium has fundamentally transformed entire industries. The 
platforms being used for distribution of different forms of art, 
such as music, video games, TV series and film are now 
accessible almost anywhere in the world (Bhargava and Klat, 
2017). An ever-growing consumer segment has in turn 
increased not only demand but also supply of media content, 
which is largely driven by active participation in media 
systems (Jenkins, 2006a). The Internet, in large extent through 
social media, has become a tool that is being used to 
democratise participation in media industries (especially in 
creation of art) and challenge old approaches by creating a 
springboard for widespread collaboration (Literat, 2012; 
Grove, N.D). Even so, it becomes increasingly harder to stand 
out from the rest when content is being produced in an 
accelerating rate (Bhargava and Klat, 2017) – the once passive 
audience is now taking on the role of the producer (Literat, 
2012). 

2.3  Novel production methods 
In order to understand the term ‘crowdsourcing’ we must first 
delve into the definitions of the related subjects, which 
sometimes get mixed together. Concepts such as “participatory 
culture” and “co-creation” often intersect but are seldom 
identical, and needs to be deciphered before we continue. In 
this paper the person participating in a project will be referred 
to as a “contributor” (i.e. the active consumer) regardless of 
their level of involvement, and the project owner will be 
referred to as the “originator”. 

2.3.1  Participatory culture 
Participatory culture is a phenomenon that has been prevalent 
long before the arrival of the Internet (Brabham, 2011). It can 
be understood as a counter-movement to consumerism – that is 
often dependent on passive spectatorship – and the engagement 
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of the public is what’s important (Jenkins, 2006a). Even though 
it is hard to fully define this phenomenon, Jenkins (2006b) 
makes an attempt to connect some defining characteristics: 
“low barriers to artistic expression and civic engagement”, 
“strong support for creating and sharing one’s creations with 
others”, “members believe that their contributions matter”, 
“members feel some degree of social connection with one 
another” and “some type of informal mentorship whereby what 
is known by the most experienced is passed along to novices”. 

Telo (2013) defines a set of distinctive criteria that need to be 
fulfilled: “unrestricted membership, self-selection of 
participants, distribution of control (decision-making 
processes), spaces of negotiation, transparency, mutual 
recognition”. In short, participation is an open dialogue 
between the producer and the consumer, where the control has 
shifted more towards the latter, on their own terms. This can be 
seen in contrast to i.e. “interactivity”, where the producer hold 
the control, and the communication between the two parties is 
limited to feedback from the consumer (Telo, 2013; Jenkins, 
2006a). 

Together with Internet as a platform, however, the potential of 
participatory culture becomes exponentially elevated, and 
inherits its democratic features and collaborative approach, but 
on a much larger scale (Brabham, 2011). It is not an 
understatement that large parts of the Internet are participatory 
in essence, e.g. Wikipedia, the game modding community, and 
any kind of social media (Jenkins, 2006b). Participatory culture 
has thus evolved, from the proliferated synergies between the 
new media technologies and the culture itself, into a 
consumerism that takes on a completely new form (Jenkins, 
2003). 

2.3.2  Levels of participation 
Participation is a broad term, and in order to understand the 
different nuances, a definition needs to first be established of 
what it means to participate in various degrees. Literat (2012) 
elaborates on how artistic participation can be divided into six 
groups in “The pyramid of participation” (Figure 1). According 
to Literat, “[…] as the intensity of participation increases, so 
does the creative agency of the contributors. Artistic projects 
that allow for a greater level of participation also evidence a 
higher degree of conceptual transparency as well as an 
increased interdependence between the individual 
contributions.” 

The cases in this paper will primarily be centred on the 
Executory group, although the Structural level will be 
mentioned briefly. In Figure 1, one can argue that the 
Receptive level also include some degree of participation 

through the active role one can take as an observer and an 
interpreter of the artwork, however this study only include 
examples that required a higher degree of engagement. The 
levels included in the Executory group revolve around a model 
where the artistic project and its participatory approach is more 
or less predesigned. The contributor follows the instructions of 
the originator and can choose to follow the guidelines in order 
to contribute, or to not participate at all.  

The difference between Engaged and Tokenistic participation 
lies in that the former requires more transparency from the 
originator regarding the scope of the project, while the latter 
have more of an opaque purpose and scope toward the 
contributor.  

The Creative level of participation invites to a larger artistic 
expression and creative freedom to the contributor, although 
the originator still holds the structural control and acts as a 
curator. It is not until we look at the Structural group, where 
openness and collaboration are defining factors, it becomes 
increasingly difficult to distinguish between the contributor and 
the originator. Co-designing crowdsourced art let the 
contributor affect the structure of the artwork and have 
influence over the direction the project may take. However, the 
top level, Co-authored participation takes this one step further 
and enable the contributor to take ownership of a project. On 
this level the internal structure of control and ownership may 
vary greatly, which makes it difficult to define what this 
scenario could look like. Co-authored projects may attain a 
higher risk of entering a territory of legal issues regarding 
rights and intellectual property between the originator and the 
contributor (Literat, 2012). 

2.3.3  Co-creation 
While the characteristics of ‘co-creation’ as a practice overlap 
several of the areas that signifies participatory projects, it is 
regarded as a different concept as it doesn’t always fulfil the 
criteria of a, by Jenkins’ (2006b) defined, participatory 
approach. E.g. participation in co-created projects may be 
restricted to a certain group of people, or have the requirement 
of fulfilling certain goals with the help of its co-creators (Telo, 
2013). According to Simons and Sanders (2009) the term co-
creation differs itself from ‘collaboration’ in the sense that the 
intent of the former “…is to create something that is not known 
in advance”. 

2.3.4  Crowdsourcing 
The term ‘crowdsourcing’ was introduced by the editor Jeff 
Howe in an article in Wired magazine published in 2006 
(Howe, 2006a). The concept can be viewed as a very specific 
form of co-creation, where the creative processes are open to a 
broader collective of people, but managed through a top-down 
approach by the originator (Brabham, 2011). Thus, 
crowdsourced projects are not necessarily participatory in their 
nature (Telo, 2013).  

There are two fundamental aspects of crowdsourcing. The first 
one being, according to Howe (2006), the open call, where an 
organisation or a company outsource a previously in-house 
operated function to a larger network of people and labourers. 
The other important cornerstone lies in the platform where it 
operates – the internet – which is a necessity for it to work, 
when referring to today’s definition of the term. According to 
Brabham (2011) crowdsourcing is still possible in an offline 
environment, however it obviously becomes more difficult to 
attain the same speed, anonymity and reach as on an online 
platform. Through the rise of the internet, a new phenomenon 
has emerged called ‘crowdfunding’, which is a form of 
crowdsourcing but solely in regard to financial accumulation 
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for individual projects (Frith, 2016). However, this subset of 
crowdsourcing will not be discussed further in this paper. 

It is important to understand that crowdsourcing is a method of 
production that is used extensively in other industries, not 
limited to the arts and media. Online businesses have used 
open calls with motivating incentives where they galvanise 
communities to engage in product design for the companies 
(Brabham, 2011). In journalism they have used the 
crowdsourcing method through a different approach to shift the 
traditional relationships between consumer and journalist. We 
can now witness the increasing engagement of the traditionally 
passive newsreader, where they more and more act as the 
producers of news. As Kammer (2013) puts it, the role of the 
journalist is changing to become more of the distributor and 
curator of news instead of the one controlling and producing 
the content.  

In terms of product innovation within consumer goods it is 
shown that the contributors score remarkably higher than the 
professionals when it comes to innovating new designs, seeing 
to customer benefit and coming up with the best ideas, whereas 
the professionals are better at innovating with feasibility in 
mind (Poetz and Schreier, 2012). The continuous feedback 
loop created by crowdsourcing platforms enables an iterative 
dialogue between producer and consumer for improvement of 
products and services, notably in software industries such as 
video games (Sawhney et al., 2005; Lin et al., 2016). An 
effective procedure toward curation in crowdsourcing is to 
hand over the decision-making from the producer to the 
participant community (contributors). Brabham (2011) defines 
this as a “peer-vetted creative production approach” where 
ideas from the contributors are submitted, identified and 
reviewed by the contributors themselves, a form of self-sifting 
network, where the most popular solution gets the most 
support. Evidently, it is shown that crowdsourcing is merely a 
problem solving tool that can be applied to almost any industry 
(Brabham, 2008; Brito, 2008; Haklay and Weber, 2008; Fritz et 
al., 2009), if done correctly and with care for the contributors. 

2.3.5  Controversies on exploitation 
While crowdsourcing is a form of labour outsourcing, the 
contributors responding to the open call are not always being 
compensated for their work. As Literat (2012) points out, the 
method does not inherently imply any financial incentives for 
the contributors, although that has occasionally been the case. 
As pointed out earlier, there are cases where the ownership of 
the work crowdsourced from the contributors is forfeited –
 something that can be viewed as exploitation of labour by the 
‘alpha artist’ (the project originator). Uncertainties regarding 
copyrights and intellectual properties may occur if the project 
has not defined the contributor’s role in the work-chain, which 
then might become sources of conflict (Brabham, 2008; 
Chandler and Kapelner, 2010; Schenk and Guittard, 2011). 

2.3.6  Underlying motivations 
A warrantable question is then why people willingly want to 
participate in crowdsourced projects, even though the 
conditions may be unfavourable to the contributors. In order to 
comprehend co-creation we first need to understand the 
motivations behind ‘the crowd’ of participants and contributors 
(Roig et al., 2013). Jenkins (2006a) repeatedly lifts the concept 
of ‘convergence’ – where today’s consumers are by themselves 
taking a non-passive role in the creation of their media 
landscape. This creates synergies between the producers and 
the consumers, he explains, that build off of each other – and it 
becomes apparent that companies within entertainment, art and 
media need to reinvent traditional models that assume passive 
consumption.  

According to Brabham (2011), studies have mapped the most 
common reasons behind participation (although they may vary 
greatly between different crowdsourced projects): doing just 
for fun, to socialise and build a network, to improve creatively 
and to be challenged, to be a part of something larger and share 
the experience together, to escape boredom, and where 
applicable, to make money. What is imperative to understand is 
that one cannot make people participate in order for them to 
become motivated for a cause – the contributors are already 
motivated when they become part of the cause (Brabham, 
2011). 

3.  METHOD 
In this chapter, the two methods used are described in detail, 
along with an assessment of the obstacles that were 
encountered. 

With the literature study (Background) as a foundation, it was 
concluded that in order to gain a deeper understanding of the 
aspects behind the research question a qualitative study was 
needed. Because of the short quantity of subjects available that 
touch on the topic of this paper, it was anticipated that an in-
depth analysis would generate more satisfactory data than from 
a quantitative method.  

The study was divided into two components. First, a case study 
of a small number of film and TV series productions that have 
in one way or another used crowdsourcing throughout their 
process. The second component consisted of semi-structured 
interviews with key people from each of the studied 
productions. Through these two methods combined, it was 
estimated that enough data would be collected in order to give 
valuable answers to the main research question, and with that 
try to extrapolate other conclusions that would satisfy the sub-
questions. 

3.1  Case studies 
A total number of six productions were chosen – two feature 
films, three web series and one TV series. The common 
denominator was that they utilised some form of 
crowdsourcing during the production, although their 
approaches differed. They were all deemed interesting from an 
academic perspective, not only because of their different 
formats, but also because they all had high-profile stakeholders 
(wide-known brands and/or personalities) attached to each 
project, and the productions have also had good reach in terms 
of spread and awareness. The purpose of using case studies in 
this paper was to gather enough information about each project 
in order to do a data based comparison of the projects, centred 
on a number of key metrics. 

The data for each case was collected through a number of 
online sources, such as the film and TV database IMDB.com, 
the websites of each production (where available), the 
production companies websites, case studies made by 
individuals not connected to the projects, and YouTube 
channels related to the productions. 

3.2  Interviews 
The corresponding interviews was deemed necessary in order 
to understand in detail how each case had worked with 
crowdsourcing during their process. Eleven people that in one 
way or another were associated with the productions were 
contacted through email. Out of those, five people responded 
and were willing to talk about their projects. Each session 
lasted for about 30-60 minutes, and were when needed 
followed up with an email with additional questions. The 
interviewees were all deeply involved in the production of their 
respective case, either as in the role of a producer or a co-
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producer, and were expected to have key insights in the 
production process that would help answering the research 
questions. Two of the five interviewees represent three of the 
cases, which explains the discrepancy in the number of cases 
relative to the number of interview subjects. 

Since every interviewee worked and lived abroad – often in 
another time zone – the interviews had to be held through 
online video and audio calls, such as Skype, Google Hangout 
and FaceTime. Before every interview they were asked for 
permission to record the sessions. Permission was granted for 
note-taking purposes from every single interviewee, which 
proved helpful in order to hold the interview properly. The 
tools used to record each session varied depending on what call 
software was used. The Voice Memos app on an iPhone 6 was 
used to record the Google Hangout and FaceTime sessions, but 
for the Skype sessions a third party software named Callnote 
was used as a Skype plugin. 

A few technical issues were encountered during the process. 
The connection did not always hold a satisfactory standard, 
which might have been due to deficiencies in the WIFI signal 
or the software itself. This was but a minor nuisance, which 
only impacted the audibility to some degree. However, the 
biggest complication was because of the unreliability of the 
recording software Callnote, which for no apparent reason 
suddenly stopped recording in the middle of an interview. 
Because of this, approximately 15 minutes of the interview 
wasn’t documented properly. The missing portion had to be 
partially constructed from memory afterwards. 

The form of the interviews was semi-structured with a set of 
questions that were prepared in advance. The format was 
beneficial to this study since it allowed for deviating from the 
questionnaire when needed, to pursue aspects of each of the 
projects’ processes that were unique to that case. The questions 
(see Appendix 1) were designed to get an overview over the 
production process, especially in regard to crowdsourcing, and 
to gather details that would help in answering the research 
questions. 

4.  RESULTS 
This chapter contains the results of each case study combined 
with summaries of the corresponding interviews. The cases 
(Table 1) are grouped together under five common themes that 
are used to aggregate the results: Case overview, 
Crowdsourcing & production processes, Success factors & 
reach, Challenges with using crowdsourcing, and Observations 
& future predictions. 

4.1  Case overview 
Case A, was directed by Kevin MacDonald and produced by 
Scott Free Productions, LG Corp and YouTube, Inc. (”Life in a 
day”, N.D). The documentary portrays the everyday of human 
life from all around the world, originally consisting of 4,500 

hours of video footage recorded by people from 192 countries 
during one day (July 24, 2010). It was premiered at Sundance 
Film Festival, USA, and then released for free on YouTube and 
later being screened at theatres (”World awaits YouTube's”, 
2011; Macdonald, 2011; ”Life in a day - YouTube”, N.D). For 
this paper, Tim Partridge, the ex-marketing manager for 
YouTube UK and co-producer for Case A, was interviewed. 
The interview was held at 12:00 (CET) January 12, 2017, over 
Google Hangout, and lasted for 28 minutes. 

Case B was inspired by Case A, entirely made out of fan 
footage and archive material that in some way relates to Bruce 
Springsteen and his music. The film was “created for the fans, 
by the fans” and is directed by Baillie Walsh and produced by 
Black Dog Films, Scott Free Films and Ridley Scott Associates 
(”Be a part”, 2012; ”LIVE & EXPERIENTIAL”, 2015). The 
film premiered in cinemas all around the world simultaneously 
(”Springsteen & I”, 2013). The producer of the film, Svana 
Gisla, was interviewed through Skype on January 17th 2017, at 
11:00 (CET). The interview lasted for 30 minutes. 

Case C was created by the online collaborative production 
company HitRECord, with director Joseph Gordon-Levitt and 
producer Jared Geller. Each episode follows a separate theme 
and is created with material from the HitRECord community 
with people from all around the world. The show was shown 
on the cable TV network Pivot, and the first episodes were also 
screened at Sundance Film Festival (Goldman, 2014; 
”Sundance 2014”, 2014; “HitRECord on TV”, N.D.). For this 
paper, Jared Geller was interviewed on December 21st, 2016. 
The interview was 48 minutes long and was held through 
Skype at 19:30 (CET). 

The cases D, E and F were part of a larger branding campaign 
partnership between Intel and Toshiba. The three productions 
were originally created by the advertising agency Pereira & 
O’Dell and were produced together with B-reel and Ridley 
Scott Associates. Every production revolved around a laptop by 
Intel and Toshiba, marketed as a fusion between high-quality 
movies and social media. The projects engaged an online 
audience on social media channels, such as Facebook, 
YouTube and Twitter, to be a part of the stories presented in the 
films (”Inside Films”, 2013). 

Case D was directed by D.J. Caruso and premiered online on 
Facebook during the course of an 11-day period where each 
episode was released separately. The story revolves around a 
mysterious kidnapping of a girl named Christina Perasso who 
gets locked in a room with nothing but a laptop. She tries to 
escape her captor by asking for help on social media. In 
between each episode the audience was invited to engage live 
with the story and help Christina solving the mystery so she 
can escape, and one member of the audience also starred in the 
series through an online casting call (Karpel, 2011; “Intel® and 
Toshiba”, 2011; ”Creative CS”, 2012; ”Inside”, N.D.). Case E, 
directed by Drake Doremus, consisted of six episodes, released 
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# Name of production Format Release year Country of production Total length

Case A Life in a Day Feature documentary 2011 United Kingdom 95 min

Case B Springsteen & I Music documentary 2013 United States 2 h 4 min

Case C HitRECord on TV TV variety show 2014-2015 United States 2 x 8 episodes of 22 min 

Case D Inside Web series, dramatic thriller 2011 United States 8 episodes of 2-7 min

Case E The Beauty Inside Web series, drama 2012 United States 6 episodes of 6-7 min

Case F The Power Inside Web series, comedy adventure 2013 United States 6 episodes of 6-8 min

Table 1. Production information of each case



online through social media over six weeks. The story revolves 
around a character named Alex who wakes up every day in a 
different body. Because of the nature of the main character, 
people from anywhere in the world were invited to audition for 
the role as Alex, which eventually resulted in 26 different 
people who starred as Alexes in the series (“Intel and 
Toshiba’s", 2013; Abbott, E. et al., 2014; “The Beauty Inside”, 
N.D.) The final instalment of the Toshiba/Intel productions – 
Case F – was directed by Joseph Gordon and Will Speck. Like 
the previous productions, this was also divided into six 
episodes, aired on Facebook once every week for six weeks. 
The main premise of the story is the threat of an invasion of 
aliens that looks like moustaches, which can only be stopped 
by the main character, Neil. The audience was invited to 
participate in the story as either part of the alien team (wearing 
moustaches) or the guarding human team (Nudd, 2013; "The 
Power Inside", 2014; “The Power Inside”, N.D). 

Two interviews were held for the Intel and Toshiba 
productions. Henry Arlander, West Coast Managing Director of 
the advertising agency Pereira & O’Dell, as well as the account 
director for every production in the series, was interviewed on 
January 9th, 2017, for 41 minutes through Skype. Pelle 
Nilsson, COO for the production company B-reel in North 
America and the executive producer for Case D and E, was 
interviewed for 44 minutes on January 13th, 2017, through 
FaceTime Audio. 

4.2  Crowdsourcing & production processes 
According to Partridge (personal communication, 2017) the 
idea behind Case A was to demonstrate that user-generated 
content is an essential culture of YouTube. YouTube had 
previously done a series of competitions where anyone could 
upload footage, with submissions counting between a few 
hundred up to several thousands. Rather than going in-depth in 
any specific person’s life, YouTube wanted to show the breadth 
of the world we live in, and tell the story of one day around the 
globe. YouTube took Scott Free Films on-board, who in turn 
hired Kevin MacDonald to direct. He wanted to build the story 
around three questions that he wanted the contributors to 
answer: “What do you love?”, “What do you fear?” and “What 
do you have in your pocket?” 

With the YouTube platform at their disposal the team posted a 
public open call to the whole community, which was 
announced around the world through TV interviews and social 
media, where they encouraged anyone to send in footage 
recorded on one specific day, Saturday, July 24th 2010 
(Macdonald, 2011). According to Partridge (2017), the first 
filtering process was conducted by a team of researches who 
watched all the footage that was sent in, and then ranked the 
material. The remaining 200 hours of high quality footage was 
then used to craft the story. It became evident that the film was 
going to tell the story of a day. The people whose material was 
used in the film was credited in the film as co-directors 
alongside the Academy Award-winning director. 

Gisla (personal communication, 2017) describes the production 
process as similar to Case A. With the help of a PR company 
they sent out an open call, through Bruce Springsteen’s 
website, his social media channels, and various music mediums 
online, where they announced the start of the production and 
the opportunity to send in video submissions that might be part 
of the film. The production team didn’t shoot anything 
themselves, but instead they relied entirely on the ca. 300 hours 
of footage they eventually received from the fans. Apart from 
submitting video material the fans did not have any part in 
decision-making, which was entirely up to the director and the 
producer to figure out a story through the vast amount of 
random footage. Gisla (2017) remembers the communication 

with the contributors as enjoyable, since they were already 
very dedicated and loyal to Mr Springsteen. The idea was to 
release the film at the same time across the world as a 
communal event, just like a concert, and it became a shared 
moment for the fans.  

Geller (personal communication, 2017) explains that every 
production they do (such as music, books, commercials, etc.) at 
HitRECord is crowdsourced through their community that they 
have been building for several years. Part of his role in the TV 
show was to bridge the gap between working with crowds and 
working with television. The community worked together, 
collaborating, to create an inclusive show, where the idea was 
to offer the opportunity to laugh, cry and think in every 
episode. Each episode had its own theme, which was partially 
decided by the community, and used by the production team as 
a guide when assembling the episodes. The community had a 
hierarchy structure where so called ‘resident artists’ took on 
larger responsibilities in terms of assembling the submitted 
material, which then the director and producer curated into a 
coherent episode.  

When using open calls to gather content, the producers posted 
through social media to reach out to around 12 million people 
and get people hooked by providing opportunities for artists to 
be a part of their projects, says Geller (2017). The HitRECord 
website was used as a studio for the community and a central 
hub in the interaction between producer and contributor. The 
organisation infrastructure was fine-tuned in order for them to 
compensate every artist whose work was featured in the show’s 
episodes. $400,000 per season was paid to the contributors of 
the show. To create such a platform took a lot of resources and 
effort, but enabled them to have it working on an international 
level, both legally and financially. According to Geller (2017), 
the company focuses on “technology (providing the tools), 
community (a team that manages and help direct the 
conversation), and creative (how to develop the format from a 
creative standpoint).” 

According to Arlander (2017), Pereira & O’Dell worked 
together with Toshiba and Intel to come up with the idea 
behind the first film in 2011, which was derived from 
combining what their target audience used their computers for 
the most: entertainment and social media. This was when the 
concept of crowdsourcing started to gain popularity, especially 
in advertising. B-reel was part of developing the story and the 
production for both Case D and E. 

All the episodes of Case D were already produced when the 
first one aired on Facebook, but the producers created the 
illusion that the audience could influence the story and move 
the narrative forward through their interactions on social 
media, Nilsson (2017) says. During the production of Case D 
and E they left gaps within the story, which they later filled 
with the interactions with the audience as the episodes were 
released. The story for Case E lent itself to have the audience 
star in the film as the role of Alex, since his appearance 
changed everyday. For Case F the participatory approach 
wasn’t as woven in as the previous productions, but the 
audience could play minor roles in the series and also have 
their appearances changed into an alien species through a 
smartphone app that was developed specifically for the 
promotion of the series. 

4.3  Success factors & reach 
The video for Case A got 12 million views on YouTube, and a 
total of 40 million views for the whole YouTube channel. The 
film was trending on Twitter during the premiere at Sundance 
Film Festival. It was distributed by National Geographic in the 
US and shown in theatres grossing a lifetime total of $252,788 

!6



worldwide (Box Office Mojo, N.D), although from YouTube’s 
perspective the aim was never to make money, but rather as a 
statement of the power of the platform (Partridge, 2017). Scott 
Free Films sold the rights to TV channels around the world and 
on DVD. The film has in turn spurred new film projects with a 
similar approach that instead focuses on individual countries, 
such as Britain, Italy and Israel (Ide, 2014). 

During the premiere, Case B was shown on 2,200 screens 
globally for one night only, and a second theatre round showed 
it on ca. 800 screens. It was then released on DVD, iTunes and 
a number of television stations around the world. Gisla (2017) 
mentioned that the film did not go with profit, although they 
did break even. 

Apart from being broadcasted on television, Case C was 
distributed on both Netflix and iTunes, according to Geller 
(2017). A few episodes were released for free on YouTube. The 
first season won an Emmy Award for “Outstanding Creative 
Achievement in Interactive Media”. 

Case D, E and F were primarily published on social media, 
such as Facebook and YouTube. Case D had over 15 million 
views in the US and 35 million views in China, along with 7 
million interactions on Facebook (Arlander, 2017). The series 
also became a global trending topic on Twitter under the 
hashtag #SaveChristinaPerasso (The Inside Experience, 2012). 
Case E had 69 million views worldwide, and Case F had 74 
million views. The amount of views was counted from every 
platform (Arlander, 2017). Case E was awarded a Daytime 
Emmy Award in 2013 and a Korean feature film was made 
based on the story. 

4.4  Challenges with using crowdsourcing 
Partridge (2017) described the project as an enormous creative 
risk, since no one knew if they would get the necessary amount 
of high-quality footage that would be interesting enough. The 
team was also having doubts if they would be able to craft 
anything from the submitted material. It then turned out that 
the biggest challenge was sifting through the enormous 
quantity of material they received. 

Gisla (2017) recalls the production process as scary since they 
were supposed to create a film without shooting any footage 
themselves, so they had no idea how the fans would react. The 
effort of pre-selling the film to distributors was hard since there 
was no material from the start, such as a script or any reference 
to what the film would look like. She makes a comparison to 
Case A, where they had an arc for the storyline already set 
(morning to night), while this project didn’t have any initial 
narrative thread. The team came across a number of technical 
problems, such as varying frame rates, screen aspect ratios and 
bad sound quality on the submitted material. Logotypes and 
brands in the footage also created challenges in terms of rights 
clearances.  

One of the most challenging aspects for Case C was that there 
was no model for how to create a show like this on such a large 
scale, says Geller (2017). Although the community had set 
hierarchies in place, online platforms call for transparency. 
This requires open and honest environments that inspire people 
to contribute, and not discourage them to try, even though 
some things will be of lesser quality. The show was going to 
take new creative risks. The production process differed a great 
deal from a regular TV production, since the material comes 
from hundreds of thousands of people from all around the 
world. 

Nilsson (2017) tells about the audience being smarter than the 
producers had estimated as the episodes of Case D unfolded in 

real-time, which then forced the producers to create more 
content live. A great challenge was to create the opportunity for 
the audience to choose among all of the possible choices of 
where the story can go. This requires an incredibly complex 
matrix of different choices and that will force you to produce 
an enormous amount of material. According to Arlander (2017) 
there was a lot of trial and error during the process, since a 
production of this format had not been done before. 

4.5  Observations & future predictions 
During the editing of Case A they realised that it is indeed 
possible to crowdsource film from people all around the world, 
says Partridge (2017). This was further proved after the 
successful releases of ten similar country specific films. He 
believes that it probably was easier to make that kind of film 
and have the same impact with such an idea back in 2010, 
since it wasn’t as much noise on the internet as it is today. He 
says that using crowdsourcing in film works well for 
documentaries, since there is an intimacy that can be captured 
more easily when people are recording themselves compared to 
when there is a whole film crew present. Partridge is more 
sceptical toward narrative and fictional film. He says that no 
one has really cracked how to create drama or comedy with 
this method, but suggests that crowdsourcing can be used to 
find talented artists rather than as a method of production. 

Although the participants in the film contributed with their 
footage, they did not get paid for their work. Partridge thinks 
that the contributors who took part in the film rather saw it as 
an opportunity. He says he doesn’t have any strong thoughts on 
the subject and doesn’t remember it being an issue, but he can 
see that questions may rise around that. 

The process for Case B was an endurance test in terms of 
constantly communicating with the fans. “It’s their film at that 
point, they’re part of your crew in a sense, so you have to be 
very respectful, communicative and inclusive.”, Gisla (2017) 
says. The lack of control is something you have to accept when 
crowdsourcing a film. The film was more about the fans 
themselves than Mr Springsteen, she remarked. 

The budget did not have room to pay for the work of the 
contributors, but she was mindful of not taking advantage of 
the fans and their work. Instead, the team offered “soft” 
compensations to the contributors, such as promoting them in 
local news outlets and making them the stars of the premiere. 

Gisla (2017) looks forward to a bright future for crowdsourced 
film. “Now everyone is a filmmaker, we’ve all got cameras in 
our pockets and everybody knows how to use them”, she says. 
One of the most important factors in crowdsourcing is how you 
craft the open call, because that will define what the 
contributors will submit. Especially when producing fiction 
film, which she thinks is possible to do, although it becomes 
“[…] problem-solving before the problem comes – you need to 
foresee every single issue you could have.” There needs to be 
story arc for those kinds of productions, which in turn becomes 
an oxymoron to crowdsourcing. Although the advertising 
industry is already using crowdsourcing successfully in film, 
such as for brands like Sainsbury’s and iPhone. 

Geller (2017) explains that the crowdsourcing format invites 
for a larger collection of perspectives than one would get in the 
exclusive industry of Hollywood, which results in a lot more 
interesting content. He notices that it is easier to get people to 
contribute through project-specific call outs, rather than 
generically asking people to be a part of a community. Without 
knowing the exact percentage, he is sure that the amount of 
contributors was but a small fraction of the actual audience. So 
in order to produce two seasons worth of content they needed 
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thousands of people contributing, which can only be achieved 
by reaching out to millions of people. Their use of social 
media, to connect with contributors and artists, has therefore 
been essential during the production of the show, Geller (2017) 
says.  

He sees a direct correlation between the relatively scarce 
amount of crowdsourced films and the young age of the 
internet, implying that crowdsourcing, as a method for film 
production could not have been done before the internet. The 
reconciliation on how we work together in our society hasn’t 
yet been realised on a global scale, even though HitRECord is 
trying to do their part. Although, he observes a trend where 
people want to be more involved and a part of the conversation 
– which is something that becomes apparent in politics right 
now. The challenge is how to channel that momentum to create 
trust and to get people to collaborate. 

According to Arlander (2017), one of the key take-aways is to 
be clear with what you want from the audience and have 
something that the audience feel is relevant, so that they will 
find it interesting to engage with the brand. The value 
exchange is important, and if someone submits a video entry 
that eventually ends up in the production (e.g., as in Case E), 
they can later say that were part of an Emmy award-winning 
production. He believes there is a future in crowdsourced film, 
and takes YouTube as an example, where the audience and the 
content creators are in constant dialogue with each other. What 
distinguished Case D, E and F was the budget and resources to 
produce that kind of entertainment on a larger scale. 

The most important aspect, according to Nilsson (2017), is to 
have a great story. But, he adds; if you have interesting 
technologies in addition to that, you might get some attention, 
which will motivate people engage with it. He observes that the 
video games industry is moving closer towards film (and not 
the other way around, due to the conservative traditions in the 
film industry), and predicts that the border between film and 
games will continue to blur. Although he thinks there is a 
future for it, it is clear that crowdsourced film requires a 
greater effort during the production and demands a lot more 
from the audience than traditional film, for better or worse. 
Since these crowdsourced productions follow a non-linear 
approach in terms of both production and storytelling, they 
require the expertise from directors, writers and tech 
professionals. Nilsson (2017) cannot recall a crowdsourced 
fiction feature film that really broke through. 

Everything revolves around how engaged the audience is in the 
story. That is why video games and television series are so 
successful today, Nilsson explains (2017); the audience spend 
numerous hours investing emotionally in the characters and 
watching the story unfold. Nilsson shows great interest in how 
we will tell stories in the future in relation to the rapid 
technological development. He envisions new ways of 
storytelling that can come from both virtual and augmented 
reality. 

5.  ANALYSIS & DISCUSSION 
Here, the results of this paper are put into context with the 
findings from the literature study in order to elaborate around 
the research questions. 

5.1  Why haven’t we seen this before? 
Crowdsourcing is a relatively new method in filmmaking, 
compared to how long the art form has existed. In order to 
identify any trends we need to look back and understand why 
this method hasn’t been applied until recent years. Partridge 
(2017) recognises a lot of uncertainty involved in the 

production, possibly even more compared to non-
crowdsourced film productions, because of the extra layer of 
lack of control when outsourcing content creation. Arlander 
(2017) speculates that a lack of resources might have been an 
impeding factor for previous productions. According to Geller 
(2017) there is a correlation between new methods of media 
production and the age of the internet. Crowdsourcing on a 
larger scale has been made possible thanks to the expansion of 
the world wide web. Now, he says, it is a matter of finding how 
to collaborate with this network that we have available. 

5.2  Why use crowdsourcing in filmmaking? 

5.2.1  Creative process vs. problem solving 
Literat (2012) proclaims that artistic creativity is different from 
innovation and intelligence. The question that still stands is if 
applying collective intelligence consequently creates collective 
creativity in an artistic sense – when artistic taste is subjective, 
can “the wisdom of the crowd” indeed be translated to a 
creative context? Since ‘crowdsourcing’ can be viewed as a 
problem-solving tool at its core (Brabham, 2008), one can 
argue if such an approach is at all fitting in artistic processes 
where the end creative result isn’t regarded as a problem to be 
solved, to begin with. Rather, it might be to combat problems 
that emerge during creative processes that this method can be 
used beneficially – such as lack of diversity, lack of inspiration, 
and even lack of resources (Brabham, 2011). However, 
crowdsourcing may also risk becoming the root of new 
complications, such as ensuring the quality of the contributing 
work (Gisla, 2017; Partridge, 2017; Geller, 2017). 

5.2.2  A contradictory approach 
As for the creative process, one could argue that filmmaking is 
more focused on the actual end result (the finished film) rather 
than the process, compared to i.e. theatre (continuous 
repetitions before each new show), music (every live 
performance is unique) and video games (software updates 
even after the game release). This can be viewed in direct 
contrast to the method presented in this paper, where 
participatory culture recognises that “[…] the act of 
contributing to an appealing process can be much more 
important than its final outcome […]” (Telo, 2013). 

5.2.3  Tendencies in transparency  
Applying the previous model , “The pyramid of 
participation” (Literat, 2012), to the cases in this research 
reveals a pattern in terms of on what level each case involve 
their audience (contributors), although their approaches have 
differed, see Figure 2. They all meet the criteria of the 
Executory group, having set formats by the curators 
(originators) and fostering generative participation, but without 
any structural influence by the contributors.  
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Case D, E and F each follow a predesigned and highly 
structured model, which is significant for Engaged 
participation. These cases allow the contributors insight into 
the project scope, with the exception of Case D, who is 
considered Tokenistic since the contributors have no 
knowledge of the final product.  

The three remaining cases (A, B and C) are all associated with 
a higher level in the pyramid. Literat (2012) explicitly 
mentions ‘Life in a Day’ as an example of Creative 
participation, where the alpha artist acts as a curator. For this 
level, the criteria of artistic contribution are less strict and the 
emphasis weighs heavily on the dialogue between originator 
and contributor, and the diversity of expression. None of the 
examples border on the Receptive and Structural levels, 
possibly since the former cannot be considered a form of 
crowdsourcing, and the latter assume a much higher degree of 
influence by the contributors on the scope and the end result. 

5.2.4  Power dynamics 
Telo (2013) argues that contributors are often treated as 
“privileged target audience” as they in reality have a very 
limited influence over the end result. This can in large be 
confirmed by looking at the cases presented in this paper, such 
as admittedly creating the illusion of influence (Nilsson, 2017). 
Gisla (2017) recognises that the contributors for Case B had no 
decision-making power at all, while she, simultaneously, also 
experienced a lack of control in regard to the quality of the 
submitted material.  

It appears that surrendering of creative control by the originator 
(alpha artist), in various degrees, is an essential part of 
successful crowdsourcing, and the role may start to resemble 
that of a curator (Literat, 2012). The spectrum of control may 
move further away towards the other end, where it gets 
increasingly difficult to discern the difference between the 
originator and the contributor – e.g. as for “peer-vetted creative 
production approach”, as mentioned earlier (Brabham, 2011). 
Nevertheless, this method, which bears several similarities as 
the Structural levels of participation, is not present among our 
cases. It remains undetermined if further surrendering of 
control by the originator, can be of successful use. 

As different media experiment with new web-enabled 
production methods, one can observe a democratisation of 
artistic involvement that removes cultural, social and economic 
barriers of entry (Literat, 2012). This results not only in more 
diversified content, but in a shifting of power, from e.g. 
Hollywood, to a global community (Geller, 2017). This value 
exchange should be understood and made clear to the audience 
when experimenting with new methods (Arlander, 2017). 

5.3  Lessons for the future 

5.3.1  Necessities for a successful production 
The results gathered in this thesis show that each of the 
presented cases can be considered successful examples of 
crowdsourcing in film. With that in mind, certain recurring 
notions can be distinguished that will be of help in answering 
the research questions. According to Arlander (2017) a 
crowdsourced project needs to feel relevant to a potential group 
of contributors, such as by having an engaging story (Nilsson, 
2017), in order for it to capture interest.  

A well-defined open call – some form of public announcement 
that gives a clear picture of what’s needed from the contributor 
– is of critical importance as well (Howe, 2006b; Gisla, 2017). 
Geller (2017) stresses the necessity to establish and nurture a 

strong community, preferably long before announcing the open 
call. A key aspect of creating an engaged crowd lies in the 
fostering of social relationships between the contributors and 
the originator, but also in-between the contributors themselves 
(Sawhney et al., 2005; Brabham and Phillips, 2011). This 
aligns well with the originator’s need for trust from the 
contributors, which correlates to a project’s level of 
transparency (Brabham, 2011; Gisla 2017; Geller, 2017). 

In order to create and sustain any community a communication 
platform needs to be in place. When looking at each of the 
cases presented in this paper, the need for a two-way 
communication channel (i.e. social media) is constitutive 
(Geller, 2017; Arlander, 2017; Partridge, 2017; Gisla, 2017). 
Such as Case C, using both social media as well as their own 
community website to create dialogue; Intel and Toshiba using 
nothing but social media (Facebook, YouTube and Twitter), 
both to reach out to their contributors and distribute the series; 
as well as Case A where one of the main producers is an actual 
social medium; YouTube, Inc. It becomes clear that social 
media isn’t just enabling the crowdsourcing process – it is a 
fundamental part of the process. 

Lastly, a potential success factor that hasn’t been stated 
explicitly thus far, but may have served as an undeniably 
significant component for every case, is having a person and/or 
brand of influence or status attached to it (Macdonald, K. 2011; 
Lisi, 2013) – i.e. Joseph Gordon-Levitt for Case C, Ridley 
Scott for Case A, Bruce Springsteen for Case B, and Intel and 
Toshiba for Case D, E and F. 

5.3.2  The unsolved puzzle 
Since crowdsourcing as a mean of production is a relatively 
recent phenomenon, questions regarding translating the process 
to other formats are still left unanswered. Evidently, it is 
proven to work successfully for both documentaries and 
commercials. But formats such as the fiction feature film 
remain a difficult problem to solve (Partridge, 2017). It 
requires incredibly complex matrices of ways the story can go 
(Nilsson, 2017), and the originator needs to foresee every issue 
that the production might encounter in advance (Gisla, 2017).  

Looking at industries outside of media and entertainment, 
Sawhney et al. (2005) argue that significant organisational 
transformation needs to come before in order to adopt 
collaborative product innovation with customers. Such 
commercial models need to be developed further, since they 
are currently subject to an immature market (Banks and Potts, 
2010). At the same time, the media companies still hold on to 
old assumptions about the consumers’ passive media 
consumption (Jenkins, 2006a). But creating new models for 
storytelling will require interdisciplinary cooperation, between 
both creative and technology oriented industries (Nilsson, 
2017). This is admittedly proven successfully by the producers 
behind Case C. They have established their own systems on 
how to build community, not just around a single project but 
also for their whole production model, putting a lot of effort 
into developing the technical, communal and creative aspects 
(Geller, 2017).  

No one has managed to solve the problem of user-generated 
fiction feature films (Nilsson, 2017; Partridge, 2017), and there 
might be reasons for that. According to Literat (2012), the 
deep-rooted conception that artistic sensibility needs to come 
from the vision of one person may serve as an explanation. 
Taking into account the observations of Baldwin et al. (2006) 
on industries in general, the necessary knowledge of the 
complexities of a product, along with a need of costly 
resources, may also result in high entry barriers for consumer 
participation. Perhaps, the solution may not come from the 
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industry at all, if ever, but rather from the audience, through 
their persistent tendency to find new ways of interacting their 
media landscape (Jenkins, 2003). While the answer is yet to be 
discovered, crowdsourcing can work successfully as a way to 
find new talent, rather than producing the end result (Jenkins, 
2006a; Lisi, 2013; Partridge, 2017). 

5.3.3  Future trends 
There is no doubt that co-creation, as an economic model will 
gradually take a more central role in the creative industries, as 
supported by Banks and Potts (2010). When looking at the 
production years for the cases in this paper – Case A (2011), 
Case D (2011), Case E (2012), Case B (2013), Case F (2013), 
and Case C (2014-2015) – the trend is relatively recent. It is 
clear that people participate more actively in their society, 
which is showing not only in media (Jenkins, 2003; Literat, 
2012), but also in the current world of politics (Geller, 2017). 
However, the conditions regarding the new paradigm of 
participation is still being discussed between the originators 
and the contributors, the producers and the consumers, and film 
studios and audience (Jenkins, 2006a). 

Compared to traditional film, crowdsourced projects demand 
more from the audience (Nilsson, 2017), hence it would be a 
mistake to assume that active participation appeals to a 
majority of the audience (Tregde, 2013; Geller, 2017). 
However, Nilsson (2017) is optimistic about the future and 
takes the YouTube platform as a successful example, where 
content creators and audience are in a close and constantly 
reiterating dialogue with each other. Crowdsourcing in film 
will in all likelihood continue in the form of smaller sub-
cultures, fuelled buy a strong fan-base (Jenkins, 2006a). Even 
so, Gisla (2017) states “Now everyone is a filmmaker”, 
referring to the global spread of cheap smartphone cameras. 
The rapid technology advancements seem to enable new ways 
of storytelling, and it is likely that synergies will come out of 
the merging between traditional film and video games 
(Nilsson, 2017). 

6.  CONCLUSION 
This final chapter will present the key take-aways from the 
results and analysis in order to answer the research questions. 

This study has attempted to identify what elements are of 
importance in order to successfully use crowdsourcing as a 
production method in film. From each case study, the most in-
depth material was gathered through the interviews. Even 
though the insights gained in this study largely confirmed what 
was already known through previous research, this paper could 
hopefully provide some insight into the changing landscape of 
audience engagement in media. 

Answering the main research question – “What is required in 
order to use crowdsourcing successfully in filmmaking?” – a 
number of factors can be distinguished through the conducted 
case studies. Apart from inviting the audience to contribute 
through an open call, a project needs to clearly define what the 
value exchange for the contributor is. The cases in this study 
have two characteristics in common that appears to have been 
significant success factors for each case. They have had access 
to a well-established community that has been cultivated long 
before the beginning of the production for each case, and they 
have had a strong brand (person or organisation) connected to 
it that was used to attract attention.  

Additionally, increasing the level of transparency toward the 
audience appears to have a positive effect on their trust and 
loyalty to a project. Surrendering creative control to a 
significant degree appears to be a necessity when using 
crowdsourcing. However, none of the cases allowed the 

contributors any influence on the format structure, so it is 
unclear how the production would turn out if that would be the 
case. 

In an attempt to answer the sub-question “What role has social 
media played in the making of crowdsourced films?” the case 
studies have proved that the use of social media platforms 
forms a constitutive part in both the production and the 
communication with their respective communities. 

Finally, the interviews provided interesting insights to the last 
sub-question, “Is there a future in crowdsourcing within 
filmmaking?” It appears there is still much potential to explore 
in crowdsourced media. As resources for filmmaking become 
increasingly accessible, the once passive audience is starting to 
demand a role in their new media landscape. Crowdsourcing 
will continue to grow as a method of production, but it is still 
uncertain if it is suitable for every film format, e.g., feature 
fiction film. Using co-creation in media as alternative means of 
production have potential to be fruitful, if explored through 
increased interdisciplinary collaboration by integrating creative 
content creation with emerging technologies. 
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8. APPENDICES 

8.1  Interview questionnaire 
• Describe the production process of your project, from idea 

to finished product. 
• Describe your role in the production. 
• What influence does the contributor/co-creators have to the 

film as a whole? 
• What social media channels did you use for these projects, 

and how did you use them?  
• What role has social media had in your project? 
• How do you determine promotion and distribution of the 

film? 
• What are the success metrics of the show?  
• How do you measure the reach?  
• How do you monetise the project? 
• Were there any controversy of the contributors not getting 

payed for their work? 
• What are the mechanics of a crowdsourced/co-created film, 

and what are the challenges? 
• How would you go about if you wanted to make the same 

film today? Anything different? 
• What can normal film projects learn from crowdsourced 

film, and vice versa? 
• What are your thoughts on the future of crowd-sourced film 

and TV productions? 
• Why haven’t we seen more of these productions before? 
• Are there any other user-generated projects you know of? If 

so, which ones? 
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