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I'm interested in the life that is not lived fully. That is lived on the margins, that is mostly
silenced. In the things that people cannot express even to the people they're closest to, and
in the boundaries between people and how they create their own prisons. I want to feel these
people's lives and learn how to make them "real."
– GMM 2016 Fellow
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I always loved to write stories. In film, I discovered a way to do what I want to do. To be with
people and understand their problems through film. To give the people a voice. People who
– GMM 2016 Fellow
don't have the means to speak, to use film to give them a voice.
Beyond the classroom, emerging and mid-career artists need not only skills and knowledge, but
also guidance, feedback, and connections. In today's workplace, ongoing professional
development is a must however difficult it may be to get one's foot in the door. Difficult in
particular for striving young filmmakers making their way from outside the United States,
Europe, and other well-established creative centers.
Enter Global Media Makers (GMM), a comprehensive filmmaker education program led by Film
Independent (FI) and sponsored by the U.S. Department of State's Bureau of Educational and
Cultural Affairs (ECA). Selected through a highly competitive process, the first cohort of 14
GMM Fellows are mid-career filmmakers from Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, and Turkey.
Qualifying criteria included at least one produced credit; evidence of a strong professional
network in his/her home country; proven capacity to act as an "influencer" post-GMM; and a
demonstrated commitment to socially engaged and culturally relevant work.
In its first year, GMM comprised three Phases currently being implemented over an 18-month
period.
•
•
•

PHASE 1: Planning, Outreach, and Recruitment (December 2015 through April 2016)
PHASE 2: Los Angeles Residency (May 2 through June 6, 2016)
PHASE 3: Post-LA Virtual Mentoring and Follow-Up Visits (TBD)
Program Goals

Foundational objectives for GMM reflect the three mainstays of professional development in
any field or sector: Training, networking, and mentoring. Measurable goals that shaped the
evaluation workplan are both instructional and organizational, namely:
• Goal
Goal 1 – Instructional: As a result of their participation in GMM, Fellows will have
increased their creative and artistic capacity;
• Goal 2 – Instructional: As a result of their participation in GMM, Fellows will have
developed new/enhanced business and media production skills;
• Goal 3 – Instructional: As a result of their participation in GMM, Fellows will have
established new professional networks and mentoring relationships; and
• Goal 4 – Organizational: As a result of their management of GMM, FI will be able to
model replicable practices for cross-cultural media exchanges in diverse settings.
Legislative Intent
As with all ECA programs authorized by the Fulbright-Hays Act, "to increase mutual
understanding between the people of the United States and the people of other countries" is the
primary legislative goal of GMM. Other purposes mandated by the Act include:
•
•
•

To strengthen the ties which unite us with other nations;
To promote international cooperation for educational and cultural advancement; and
To assist in the development of friendly, sympathetic, and peaceful relations between
the United States and the other countries of the world.
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Monitoring & Evaluation: The Research Lab
Recognizing that the prospect of being tested, of having outsiders determine the merit, worth, or
significance of one's work can feel quite threatening, we called our M&E project the GMM
Research Lab.
Lab The name reflected both the purposes of the project and the mission of FI; it
steered clear of unintended overtones; and it fostered a sense of discovery and experimentation
rather than of judgment. It also suggested a participatory process based on continuous inquiry,
which is how we prefer to work.
While there were many intriguing and potentially useful lines of inquiry inherent in GMM, the
Research Lab was primarily interested in measuring – for Fellows – learning outcomes and
attitudinal effects of the program's "specially tailored mentorships, workshops, and master
classes." As presented here, our mixed-methods inquiry process drew on Kirkpatrick's classic
four-level evaluation model.
•

•

•

•

Level 1: Reaction/response
o Questions: What are participants' "in the moment" and cumulative reactions to
program components and overall? Are they satisfied with and enjoying the process?
What do they perceive as successful/not, applicable/not, and effective/not?
Level 2: Learning
o Questions: To what extent has each participant learned what was intended? Allowing
for individual differences and prior knowledge, have participants attained desired
competencies? Are they embracing desirable new values or attitudes? What has
transformed?
Level 3: Changes in practice/behavior
o Questions: To what extent have participants' behaviors and practices changed? Do
participants know how to apply their new learning to their creative work and in their
home contexts?
Level 4: Return on effort
o Questions: Did GMM strategies and activities ensure achievement of high-value,
global goals and objectives? Did GMM "get results" from an organizational
perspective?
GMM Advisory Team: InIn-Country Visits

In March and April of 2016, FI staff and a handful of Lead Mentors – the "U.S. Advisory Team" –
traveled to the Fellows' home countries: Morocco, Egypt, Lebanon, Jordan, and Turkey. The
Embassy-hosted visits were planned to "further [GMM's] understanding of the film and media
landscapes" and to provide opportunities to talk with selected Fellows about what they were
hoping to learn and accomplish through their participation in the program.
A variety of detailed reports from the travelers and Embassy personnel were prepared and
compiled in the weeks following. Along with offering valuable suggestions for workshops and
ideas for return visits, the travelers touched on a number of recurring topics ranging from the
creative passion they shared with their counterparts to the challenges of designing curriculum
for filmmakers from five very different cultures. Five overarching themes cut across the
preponderance of the data regardless of the country or respondent or activity.
•

The Mentor Experience: The experience was robust and immersive, very emotional. It far

•

Filmmakers: "I have stories to tell and I don't know how to tell them." Clearly talented,

exceeded my expectations in terms of the value of the trip.
clearly need support, clearly have obstacles.
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•
•
•

Media Landscapes: In a climate of great change and uncertainty . . . [they] continue to
sustain a vibrant and creative independent film community.
Cultural & Sociopolitical Contexts: What you can say depends on who is in the room.

There are extremely limited ways to access training, to create work.
GMM Programming: There's lot of interest in what we do. Storytelling. Screenwriting.
Creating something bigger and more cohesive for the region.

While in the end the Advisory Team returned with nearly as many questions as they did answers,
the cultural exposure and engagement the trips made possible not only brought different voices
into the GMM network, but also laid the groundwork for highly responsive short- and long-term
planning. Planning that can and should be shaped around the needs, resources, and concerns of
the artists and communities the program was designed to serve. As FI President Josh Welsh
noted: "I would say that if we do future years of this progr
program
am,
am, these trips should be a key piece."
GMM Fellows: The Los Angeles Residency
The fourteen men and women who came to Los Angeles in May, 2016, brought more than
scripts, shot lists, and storyboards: They brought their dreams for futures different from those
they could make back home. What were their expectations? What were they hoping to find,
learn, and accomplish? And most importantly, did they?
In this report, we take a look at their answers to those questions both pre-L.A. and "in process,"
drawing on data collected using paper and online surveys and feedback forms, semi-structured
observations, and informal conversations. We designed our suite of tools (both quantitative and
qualitative) to measure outcomes identified as priorities by GMM and the ECA:
•
•
•
•
•

Effectiveness and Relevance (one-on-ones, workshops and other training sessions,
industry meetings, etc.)
Suggestions for Improvement (programming, logistics, group activities, etc.)
Dimensions of Satisfaction (programming, logistics, group activities, etc.)
SelfSelf-efficacy (capacity to learn and apply, confidence, self-belief, resilience)
Attitudes and Viewpoints (towards the U.S and Americans)

Findings
Effectiveness and Relevance.
Relevance. The Fellows gave consistently strong ratings to hands-on learning
activities and guided practice, master classes with industry experts and working professionals,
and time spent on their individual projects.
•
•

Screenwriting and directing in particular regularly received positive ratings and requests.
Social and cultural activities were understandably viewed as less relevant to goal
achievement; however, in informal conversations and open-ended questions, the
Fellows' expressed appreciation for cultural activities and outings, as well as for
opportunities to practice "soft skills" and explore Los Angeles.

Suggestions for Improvement. The Fellows' most common requests for changes to the
programming were in favor of more doing, with an emphasis on their own projects. Specifically:
•
•
•

I'd like more emphasis put on our individual projects.
I think workshops with more in-depth training in specific areas would be great.
I'd love to get more hands-on practice with the skills we're learning.

Dimensions of Satisfaction.
Satisfaction. Throughout the residency period, Fellows gave high marks across a
range of Dimensions of Satisfaction. They reported that both the content and materials were
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strong; that they felt they understood and would be able to apply what they'd learned; and that
the sessions not only stimulated new thinking and but motivated them to learn more on their
own. They were particularly happy with opportunities to learn about the industry and their craft –
about how it works here, about the experiences of producers and agents, and about new
technologies and how they might use them.
•

•

•

Almost unfailingly, the most-appreciated activities (both multiple choice and shortanswer items) were sessions devoted to screenwriting. Directing Lab activities and oneon-ones also received very strong comments and ratings.
Dissatisfaction was, on the whole, associated with insufficient time set aside for working
on and receiving help with their individual projects.
o By the end of the residency period, though, the Fellows were reporting improved
satisfaction given to learning to work with actors, hands-on practice, and in-depth
training, the number of sessions on screenwriting and story structure, and the
number of opportunities to work on their individual projects
The group Story Labs were mentioned several times as not highly satisfying or useful.
However, this may reflect the Fellows' preference for one-on-ones and project-oriented
training and practice.

Considering the remarkable consistency – across instruments, across types of items, across
response sets – with which the Fellows regularly requested more hands-on activities and
opportunities to work on their individual projects, we believe initial expectations had a strong
influence on these and previous Satisfaction ratings. While they appreciated the richness and
variety of the scheduled activities and learning opportunities, the data show a lingering sense of
mismatch between what they thought they'd be doing and what actually took place. Different or
more pre-trip information regarding the "smorgasbord" nature of the L.A. residency could help
not only to establish more realistic expectations but also to prevent dissatisfaction from getting
in the way of learning and enjoyment.
SelfSelf-efficacy.
efficacy. From Week 3 through the end of the program (the construct was measured in
Weeks 3 and 4/5 only), improvements in Fellows' sense of Self-efficacy ranged from a modest
8.5 percent increase in their confidence that they'll be able to handle challenges back home, to a
robust 32.1 percent increase in their belief that they can use their learning to solve "most
problems."
•

The Fellows came to recognize how much depends on their commitment, motivation,
and hard work. They can see themselves making active choices, persisting in the face of
obstacles, and putting in the necessary effort, relying on the support and encouragement
of not only new colleagues and networks but also of their personal and professional
communities at home.

These gains not only point towards the effectiveness of GMM but also provide support for the
successful realization of longer-term program goals.
Attitudes and Viewpoints. Measured at the end of the residency, changes in Fellows' views of
aspects of American values and culture, daily life, and democracy were entirely positive.
•
•

78.6 percent said it was "Very true for me" that My GMM experience has provided me
with a broader understanding of the United States – the remainder said "True for me."
85.7 percent selected "Very true for me" for I think programs like GMM can help to build

mutual understanding between people from the United States and people from my
country – the remaining Fellows chose "True for me."
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Even more telling were their responses to a set of Retrospective Post-then-Pre items. Asked to
compare their viewpoints from BEFORE the residency to how they felt at the end of the program
(NOW), the Fellows reported improved attitudes and understanding across the complete group
of items. Overall, Positive ratings – the highest on the scale – of their . . .
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

. . . view of the American people improved from 64.3 to 92.9 percent
. . . view of American values and culture improved from 35.7 to 71.4 percent
. . . view of the cultures and values of the other Fellows improved from 57.1 to 78.6 percent
. . . view of daily life in the U.S improved from 35.7 to 78.6 percent
. . . view of U.S. democracy improved from 21.4 to 42.9 percent
. . . view of American media improved from 28.6 to 42.9 percent
. . . view of the United States in general from 57.1 to 85.7 percent

As with all findings based on small sample sizes, these have limitations that should not be
discounted. However, we see much here that is encouraging and supportive of the program's
efforts to achieve a much-desired outcome goal: Fellows will improve their understanding of

and appreciation for both the American people and American values and culture.
Looking Forward
It's late October and the Fellows are back at home working on their projects under the guidance
of their Mentor(s), GMM personnel, and FI's Artist Development and Education Department
staff. Most are readying new drafts for review, while others are preparing treatments and/or
outlines.
In the first few months of 2017, members of the GMM Team will return to the Fellows' home
countries to review and track progress; to provide one-on-one coaching and guidance; to assess
what further support is needed and what resources GMM and FI can contribute; and to offer
panel discussions and workshops for both Fellows and the local filmmaking community. What
those trips will look like has yet to be fully fleshed out; however, by building on the achievements
and findings discussed in this report, as well as on the new cross-cultural professional networks
that have been formed (and are still forming), the program will most certainly continue to deliver
tangible benefits. Benefits not only for each new cohort of Fellows and Mentors, but also for FI
and its enticing vision of global creative partnerships, for the cultural diplomacy mission of the
U.S. Department of State, and for the independent film community at large.

Film Independent people are AMAZING and GMM is a
milestone in my career that I will always
always refer to.
– GMM 2016 Fellow
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BACKGROUND
Training. Mentoring. Networking. Beyond the classroom, in the field, as they work to embody
personal and cultural meaning through moving images, emerging and mid-career artists need
not only skills and knowledge, but also guidance, feedback, and connections. In a world – and
sector – where navigating relationships is equal in importance to knowing what to do and how
to do it, ongoing professional development is a must however difficult it may be to get one's
foot in the door. Difficult in particular for striving young filmmakers making their way from
outside the mature infrastructure and rich training opportunities available in the United States,
Europe, and other well-established creative centers.
Enter Global Media Makers (GMM), a comprehensive filmmaker education program led by Film
Independent (FI) and sponsored by the U.S. Department of State's Bureau of Educational and
Cultural Affairs (ECA). From the press release launching the program (January 19, 2016):
The U.S. Department of State and Film Independent, the non-profit arts
organization that produces the Spirit Awards, the LA Film Festival and the Film
Independent at LACMA series, announced today that they are launching Global
Media Makers . . . an innovative mentoring initiative that will connect visual
storytellers from around the world with leading U.S. entertainment professionals
through specially tailored mentorships, workshops, and master classes.
Technical stuff I can learn from books, but this kind of knowledge that comes from writers
who have been writing for a long time and know well how to frame their characters and
events and make them ALIVE, this is what I need.
– GMM 2016 Fellow
About the Program:
Program: Connecting Storytellers Around the World
Selected through a highly competitive process that included a nominating process, written
application, submission of artistic work product(s), and either a teleconferenced or in-person
interview, the first cohort of 14 GMM Fellows are mid-career filmmakers from Morocco, Egypt,
Jordan, Lebanon, and Turkey. Six are participating as two-person creative teams, the remaining
eight as individuals. Qualifying criteria included at least one produced credit; evidence of a
strong professional network in his/her home country; proven capacity to act as an "influencer"
post-GMM; and a demonstrated commitment to socially engaged and culturally relevant work.
In Year 1, GMM comprised three Phases implemented over an 18-month period.
•

PHASE 1: Planning, Outreach, and Recruitment (December 2015 through April 2016)
2016)
o Selection and orientation of GMM Fellows and Mentor Team
o In-country visits by Lead Mentors and FI staff (GMM Advisory Team)
o Research Lab (Monitoring and Evaluation) launched

•

PHASE 2: Los Angeles Residency (May 2 through June 6, 2016)
2016)
o Fellows travel to Los Angeles
 Artist Development Labs: Production workshops; story, screenwriting and
creative producing intensives
 Directing Lab: Fellows produce excerpts from their working scripts
 Collaborative Workshop: GMM and FI Fellows produce a short film
 Industry and Media Studio: Master Classes in the business of film, new media,
technologies, and social impact; field trips; panel discussions
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o
•

 Individual Mentorship: One-on-ones; story development sessions; career guidance
 Cultural Engagement: Out and about in Los Angeles.
Research Lab data collection, preliminary review, and documentation

PHASE 3: PostPost-LA Virtual Mentoring and FollowFollow-Up Visits (TBD)
o Fellows continue work on their projects in their home countries
 Virtual Exchange consultations between Fellows and Mentors/GMM/FI staff
o In-country visits by Lead Mentors and FI staff
o Research Lab analyses/syntheses, reporting, and dissemination
Legislative Goals
As mandated by the Mutual Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961, the
U.S. Department of State’s Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs (ECA)
works to build friendly, peaceful relations between the people of the United
States and the people of other countries through academic, cultural, sports, and
professional exchanges, as well as public-private partnerships.
– About ECA: What We Do, https://eca.state.gov/about-bureau

Apart from the laudable goal of supporting the work of mid-career filmmakers and ensuring a
culturally diverse array of stories find a voice and platform, GMM itself embodies the ideas and
intentions that underlie the goals of U.S. cultural diplomacy. "Cultural diplomacy is the linchpin
of public diplomacy; for it is in cultural activities that a nation's idea of itself is best represented.
And cultural diplomacy can enhance our national security in subtle, wide-ranging, and
sustainable ways" (U.S. Department of State, 2005).
As with all ECA programs authorized by the Fulbright-Hays Act, "to increase mutual
understanding between the people of the United States and the people of other countries" is the
primary legislative goal of GMM. Other purposes mandated by the Act include:
•

•
•

To strengthen the ties which unite us with other nations by demonstrating the
educational and cultural interests, developments, and achievements of the people of the
United States and other nations . . . ;
To promote international cooperation for educational and cultural advancement; and
To assist in the development of friendly, sympathetic, and peaceful relations between
the United States and the other countries of the world.
– Pub. L. 87–256, § 101, Sept. 21, 1961, 75 Stat. 527

Note: While somewhat peripheral to our primary task of evaluating the effectiveness of
strategies associated with GMM's three central strands – training, networking, and mentoring –
the Fellows' attitudes towards the U.S., their understanding of daily life in America and the
values that shape our global relationships are important contributors to both their commitment
to work on their projects and their willingness to serve as cultural ambassadors in their home
countries. As such, and as requested by ECA, we've placed a special focus on assessing if and
how GMM might help to shape and/or improve participants' attitudes and viewpoints.
ECA initiatives build connections that engage and empower people, and motivate them to
become leaders and thinkers; to develop new skills; and to find connections that will create
positive change in their communities. ECA incorporates 21st century diplomacy themes –
including entrepreneurship, tolerance, international education and environmental diplomacy –
into effective projects and activities that engage the U.S. and international participants long
after their exchange programs
– GMM 2016 Program Book
programs have concluded.
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Program Goals
As the inaugural GMM grantee, FI as cast a wide, exploratory net in Year 1 of the program. As
described by Jennifer Kushner, FI's Director of Artist Development, "It's an experiment." Guiding
the program's design and operations was a commitment to investing deeply in the development
of emerging and mid-career filmmakers from outside the United States. Investing over the longterm, responding to participants' personal and professional needs while addressing barriers to
achievement they encounter in their home countries.
Offering both encouragement and opportunity, foundational strategies and objectives for GMM
reflected the three mainstays of professional development in any field or sector: Training,
networking, and mentoring (mapped in Table 1, as conceived and presented in original program
documentation).
Table 1. GMM 2016 Objectives and Goals

Objectives:
Objectives: GMM will . . .

Pair Fellows with a team of Mentors in the
entertainment industry for five weeks to
facilitate behind-the-scenes industry access,
to bolster participants' technical skills and
creative narrative development, and to build
foundations for lasting professional
networks.

Support mentor travel to a select number of
countries for continued creative consultation
and follow-on engagement approximately 4-6
months after the Los Angeles portion of the
program.

Establish professional networks linking
Fellows with each other and with
professional leaders in the U.S. entertainment
industry.

TRAINING  MENTORING  NETWORKING

Connect approximately 12-18 talented,
socially-engaged film, video and new media
professionals ("Fellows") from five countries
that have significant Muslim populations with
leading American entertainment
professionals in Los Angeles.

Goals:
Goals: GMM will . . .

Connect Fellows with a range of creative and
business leaders through mentorships

Help visual storytellers acquire innovative
narrative skills, enabling them to create
compelling content for multi-media
platforms.

Develop business skills and connections
necessary to secure film financing and
increase market distribution.
Expose filmmakers to CBOs that either
provide media-focused training for
youth/underserved populations or use film
for social change so they may replicate such
models at home.
Enable Fellows to more effectively harness
the power of visual storytelling to explore the
critical issues confronting their communities.
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About This Report
This report provides an evaluation of GMM processes and progress during Phases 1 and 2
(December 2015 - June 2016) – from the pre-production planning period through the Fellows'
five-week residency in Los Angeles.
We begin with an overview of the Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) strategic frames and
Workplan implemented during the reporting period. Then, we take a look at the interview data
and personal memos covering Mentor and FI staff travel to Fellows' home countries. We turn
our attention next to the Fellows – who they were, where they were from, what they were hoping
to accomplish, and what they thought, learned, and experienced both before and during their
Los Angeles residency. We introduce the methods and instruments developed for the program,
looking for evidence of effectiveness and achievement of outcomes. Finally, we close with
some brief notes on "what's next" for the remainder of GMM's first year of programming.
The focus of our inquiry was primarily on the Fellows: GMM is a professional development
program, and in the end the effectiveness of any training is determined by whether the learners
learned. However, there are many things that directly and indirectly affect the quality of learning
(and teaching) in both formal and informal settings. Did the students enjoy themselves? Did the
instructors? Was the program well managed, and were the participants treated respectfully?
Were their expectations met? Where we have enough – and good enough – data, we've also
addressed questions such as these and others as they arise.

About Kamella Tate Associates, LLC
KTA/LLC is a Los Angeles-based firm providing research, program design, evaluation, and fund
development services to nonprofits in the arts, healthcare, and education sectors. Clients have
included the City of Los Angeles Department of Cultural Affairs, The Music Center, Wallis Annenberg
Center for the Performing Arts, Film Independent, Pew Center for Arts and Heritage, Southern
California Grantmakers, T.H.E. Health & Wellness Centers, Eisner Pediatric & Family Medical Center,
Los Angeles County Arts Commission, and Oregon Shakespeare Festival, among others. KTA/LLC
also offers customized workshops in research methods and program evaluation throughout the U.S.,
working with practitioners, funders, and policy makers.

About Film Independent
Film Independent is a nonprofit arts organization that champions independent film and supports a
community of artists who embody diversity, innovation and uniqueness of vision. Film Independent helps
filmmakers make their movies, builds an audience for their projects, and works to diversify the film
industry. Film Independent’s Board of Directors, filmmakers, staff and constituents is comprised of an
inclusive community of individuals across ability, age, ethnicity, gender, race and sexual orientation.
Anyone passionate about film can become a Member, whether you are a filmmaker, industry
professional or a film lover.
In addition to producing the Spirit Awards, Film Independent produces the Los Angeles Film Festival
and Film Independent at LACMA Film Series, a year-round, weekly program that offers unique
cinematic experiences for the Los Angeles creative community and the general public.
With over 250 annual screenings and events, Film Independent provides access to a network of likeminded artists who are driving creativity in the film industry. Film Independent’s Artist Development
program offers free Labs for selected writers, directors, producers and documentary filmmakers and
presents year-round networking opportunities. Project Involve is Film Independent’s signature program
dedicated to fostering the careers of talented filmmakers from communities traditionally
underrepresented in the film industry.
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THE RESEARCH LAB:
LAB: PROGRAM MONITORING AND EVALUATION
The U.S. Department of State and ECA, along with many other government agencies, use the
term Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) to talk about the tasks associated with asking and
answering questions about process, effectiveness, and impact.
Unfortunately, just speaking those words can end conversations and raise defenses –
especially when combined with other terms of art such as "accountability," "indicators," "data,"
"significance," and "assessment." While we may be completely comfortable with our field's
words, concepts, and methods (all grounded in science), we recognize the prospect of being
tested, of having outsiders determine the merit, worth, or significance of one's work, can feel
tremendously threatening. Moreover, considering the sociopolitical and personal risks GMM
participants face in their home countries, such language could appear to imply intrusive
surveillance and potential punishments.
With these concerns in mind, and taking our cue from FI's use of the term "Lab" to suggest a
(safe) space for exploring and learning, we called our M&E project the GMM Research Lab.
Lab The
name reflected both the purposes of the project and the mission of FI; it steered clear of
unintended overtones; and it fostered a sense of discovery and experimentation rather than one
of judgment. It also suggested a participatory process based on continuous inquiry, which is
how we prefer to work.
Overview and Goals
At the Research Lab, we view M&E strategies as learning-driven, action-oriented approaches for
improving practices and supporting organizational planning and decision-making. Considering
the evolving nature of GMM programs, processes, and policies, we designed our mixedmethods, multi-stage Workplan to be responsive to stakeholder requests while maintaining an
acceptable level of rigor.
Given that Fellows, Mentors, and GMM staff worked together on an ongoing basis to identify
and define specific learning objectives and other essential outcomes, we shaped our evaluation
processes around four goals – three instructional and one organizational.
•

Goal 1 – Instructional
o As a result of their participation in GMM, Fellows will have increased their creative
and artistic capacity;
capacity

•

Goal 2 – Instructional
o As a result of their participation in GMM, Fellows will have developed new/enhanced
business and media production skills;
skills

•

Goal 3 – Instructional
o As a result of their participation in GMM, Fellows will have established new
professional networks and mentoring relationships;
relationships and

•

Goal 4 – Organizational
o As a result of their management of GMM, FI will be able to model replicable practices
for crosscross-cultural media exchanges in diverse settings.
settings

Led by Principal Investigator Kamella Tate, MFA, EdD, the GMM Research Lab included
Secondary Investigator Kenneth Yates, EdD, and Senior Research Analyst Dennis Hocevar, PhD.
Research Assistant Kelly Hagen and GMM staff members also contributed to data collection
efforts.
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Evaluation Workplan and Timeline
Working first with FI during the proposal planning and writing process, Kamella Tate Associates,
LLC (KTA) joined the GMM Team in late 2015 to provide M&E services through the first year of
the program. From building a Resource Bank to administering multiple data collection process
to mapping impact pathways, our five-stage Workplan incorporated both formative and
summative approaches (At-a-Glance in Figure 1).
•

•

Formative assessments (iterative observations of emergent and heuristic measures) of
participant satisfaction, changes in attitudes and values, progress toward goals, and
interim accomplishments; and
Summative evaluations (outcome and output measures) of effectiveness, achievement,
and overall impact of the program relative to identified goals and objectives.

Data collection and analytics drew on various sources and methods, triangulated when possible
to support validity and reliability. A suite of tools – including fieldwork, group and individual
interviews, scaled and short-answer questionnaires, project materials, and work product reviews
– was developed and deployed at several "critical events" during the reporting period.
Figure 1. AtAt-a-Glance:
Glance GMM Research Lab Workplan

StartStart-January 2016: Stage 1 Research, Design, Development
Resource Bank and evaluation design (Workplan, timeline,
deliverables); assemble extant instruments, studies, and
relevant evaluations

FebruaryFebruary-March, 2016: Stage 2 Establish, Develop, Pilot
Set Research Lab Team; develop measurement pathway and
data collection procedures; design dbases and reporting
forms/formats

AprilApril-Early June, 2016: Stage 3 Implement, Manage
Informal and formal data collection, assessment, analytics,
feedback, and preliminary reporting

JuneJune-October, 2016: Stage 4 Formative Assessment
Analysis and synthesis of process and progress data;
Residency report prepared and presented

AugustAugust-December, 2016: Stage 5 Analysis, Synthesis, Modeling
Thematic analytics across instruments, sources, datasets, and
constructs documentation, and dissemination; Casebook and
supporting materials including Technical and Data Appendices
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Evaluating "What Happened" with Kirkpatrick's FourFour-Level Framework
While there are many intriguing and potentially useful lines of inquiry inherent in GMM, the
Research Lab was primarily interested in measuring – for Fellows – learning outcomes and
attitudinal effects of the program's "specially tailored mentorships, workshops, and master
classes." Such an evaluation cannot rely on a single "right" approach or method, but rather must
be guided by a comprehensive framework best fit to the questions and problems being
addressed. Furthermore, this framework had to allow for the inclusion of both qualitative and
quantitative data from several sources, collected using a variety of instruments designed to
uncover diverse perspectives and encourage personal expression.
Given these considerations, we selected a measurement model that not only fits with our
evaluation philosophy – responsive, sustainable, adaptable – but one that, despite being over 50
years old, is considered the gold standard in assessing the effects and achievements of
professional development programs. Kirkpatrick's Fourour-Level (Kirkpatrick, 1959; Kaufman and
Keller, 1994) is user-friendly, relatively easy to implement and adapt in evolving programs such
as GMM, and supports the collection of all kinds of data across different components.
Here, we've mapped GMM's priority questions, strategies, and outcomes onto the four levels of
evaluation – keeping our focus on, first, the Fellows and second, the program's stated goals for
professional development activities.
•

Level 1: Reaction/response
o Questions: What are participants' "in the moment" and cumulative reactions to
program components and overall? Are they satisfied with and enjoying the process?
What do they perceive as successful/not, applicable/not, and effective/not?
o Indicators and Measures: Self-reported formative and summative ratings using a
variety of survey instruments; observational fieldwork; document review;
formal/informal follow-up inquiries.
o Outcomes: Fellows will report high levels of perceived effectiveness and satisfaction
with project content, processes, and contexts.

•

Level 2: Learning
o Questions: To what extent has each participant learned what was intended? Allowing
for individual differences and prior knowledge, have participants attained desired
competencies? Are they embracing desirable new values or attitudes? What has
transformed?
o Indicators and Measures: Assessment (quantitative and qualitative; pre-post when
possible) of changes in specific content areas, conceptual and/or procedural
knowledge, self-efficacy, attitudes and viewpoints, etc.; demonstration of learning on
performance tasks; reports from GMM staff, Mentors, and others.
o Outcomes: Fellows and Mentors will report improvements in participants' knowledge,
skills, and understanding; Fellows will report positive changes in attitudes toward
aspects of American culture and the United States.

•

Level 3: Changes in practice/behavior
o Questions: To what extent have participants' behaviors and practices changed? Do
participants know how to apply their new learning to their creative work and in their
home contexts?
o Indicators and Measures:
Measures: Web-based questionnaires and/or Quick Takes; staff and
Mentor observational reports; document reviews; other formal and informal
interactions.
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o

•

Outcomes: Work products – completed films or other media projects, finished
scripts, submitted applications for funding, teaching or speaking engagements, etc.
– will demonstrate real-world application of new knowledge and skills in filmmaking
practices. Furthermore, Fellows will report on and express through their creative and
social practice new values, attitudes, and understanding.

Level 4: Return on effort
o Questions: Did GMM strategies and activities ensure achievement of high-value,
global goals and objectives? Did GMM "get results" from an organizational
perspective?
o Indicators
Indicators and Measures:
Measures: "More knowledgeable other" appraisals of work products;
self-reports of ongoing improvements in participants' creative and social practice;
expressions of new attitudes and understanding by other stakeholders as a result of
the program.
o Outcomes:
Outcomes: 1) Expanded relationships and new projects; 2) sustained access to
industry leaders and networks; 3) a lasting professional community of GMM Fellows;
4) evidence of beneficial impacts of projects on local markets and audiences.

As commonly found in professional development programs, the four levels represent
increasingly deep engagement in learning and change processes, as well as progressively
higher rates of goal achievement and longer-term positive effects.
Scope and Limitations
All professional development programs need to be evaluated for their impact, but
not necessarily all at the same time, nor all with the same intensity, and not
necessarily with the same kind of data. (Champion, 2002)
A decision about what to measure is also a decision about what matters. In a program such as
GMM, with multiple interconnected components, multi-lingual participants from diverse cultural
backgrounds, strongly held creative viewpoints, and a high-stakes, high-risk industry, it's
tempting to try to asses every possible topic, interest, and idea. Our scope, however, is bounded
by resources and time – as we've noted above, for the most part we paid closest attention to
the Fellows (via the four-level model) and their experiences. As requested, we've supported
organizational and planning goals prioritized by FI and GMM – data (primarily qualitative) from
those efforts are included here when appropriate and when they complement other sources of
information or findings.
Reporting period. In addition to providing an introduction to the program and the Research Lab,
this report covers the period of December, 2015 through June, 2016: From launch through the
end of the L.A. residency. As such, we'll be looking mainly at M&E activities associated with
Levels 1 and 2 of our four-level evaluation framework (Reaction/response and Learning), with
some mention of ongoing work and possible implications when appropriate.
Limitations. Our access to both Fellows and Mentors has been restricted at times over concerns
about privacy and security for the former, and as a result of heightened sensitivity to the public
profile of the latter. As a result, we were unable to do significant observational fieldwork during
the L.A. residency, and most of our communication with the Mentors has been through FI and
GMM channels. These and other issues have limited our data collection activities. Furthermore,
there are only 14 Fellows: When even two or three fail to submit a completed feedback form or
respond to follow-up questions, we cannot make the strongest claims about our findings – we
can only suggest tantalizing directions for future inquiry.
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ABROAD WITH GLOBAL MEDIA MAKERS
In March and April of 2016, FI staff and a handful of Lead Mentors – the "U.S. Advisory Team" –
traveled to the Fellows' home countries: Morocco, Egypt, Lebanon, Jordan, and Turkey. The
Embassy-hosted visits were planned to "further [GMM's] understanding of the film and media
landscapes" and to provide opportunities to talk with selected Fellows about what they were
hoping to learn and accomplish through their participation in the program.
Traveling in small groups, the Advisory Team spent anywhere from four to nine days in each
country, engaging both socially and professionally with industry and diplomatic colleagues.
They met with filmmakers and students, gave workshops and panel talks, sat for interviews with
local media, visited training programs and schools, and shared ideas and challenges with
potential partners – seeking a sense of the "real world that these filmmakers are living in and
working in." The seven members of the Advisory Team and countries visited in 2016 were:
Morocco and Egypt
• Josh Welsh,
Welsh FI President
• Alan Poul,
Poul Director/Producer, film and television, FI Board Member
• Jennifer Kushner,
Kushner FI Director of Artist Development
Lebanon
• Jennifer Kushner,
Kushner FI Director of Artist Development
Jordan and Turkey
• Maria Raquel Bozzi,
Bozzi FI Senior Director of Education & International Initiatives
• Kelly Thomas,
Thomas Independent Producer/Co-founder of Extraordinary Renditions
Jordan
• Ted Mundorff,
Mundorff President & CEO Landmark Theatres; FI Board of Directors
Turkey
• Karin Chien,
Chien Independent Producer
A variety of detailed reports from the travelers and Embassy personnel (many of which
incorporated quotes from in-country sources and candid observations about working
conditions, political situations, and professional training programs) were prepared and compiled
in the weeks following, including three debrief interviews (phone and in-person); Embassy
cables, notes, and daily itineraries; and comprehensive personal memos and emails. The nearly
100 pages of observations, recommendations, critiques, and discoveries include:
Traveler Debrief Interviews
• Morocco and Egypt: Jennifer Kushner, Alan Poul, and Josh Welsh
• Lebanon: Jennifer Kushner
• Jordan and Turkey: Maria Raquel Bozzi, Ted Mundorff, and Kelly Thomas
Traveler Memos
• Morocco: Josh Welsh, Post-Trip Memo, In-Transit Email; Jennifer Kushner, Post-Trip
Memo
• Egypt: Josh Welsh, Post-Trip Memo; Jennifer Kushner
• Lebanon: Jennifer Kushner, Post-Trip Memo
• Jordan: Kelly Thomas, Post-Trip Memo; Ted Mundorff, In-Transit Memo
• Turkey: Karin Chien, Post-Trip Memo
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Embassy Reports, Notes, and Travel Itineraries
• Morocco: Andy Halus, Director of Dar America/Public Affairs Officer
o Meeting Notes & Observations; Travel Itinerary
• Egypt: Luke Meinzen, Assistant Cultural Affairs Officer
o Meeting Notes & Observations; Background & Current Climate; Travel Itinerary
• Lebanon: Alan Holst, Public Affairs Officer
o Notes & Profiles, Travel Itinerary
• Jordan: T’Errance Favors Assistant Cultural Officer
o Travel Itinerary
• Turkey: Adrienne Bory, Cultural Affairs Officer
o Travel Itinerary
Along with offering valuable suggestions for workshops and ideas for return visits, the travelers
touched on a number of recurring topics ranging from the creative passion they shared with
their counterparts to the challenges of designing curriculum for filmmakers from five very
different cultures.
In this section of the report, we've gathered representative quotes that reflect five overarching
themes – identified in Figure 2 – gleaned through an iterative clustering process. We looked for
"big ideas" that cut across the preponderance of the data, observations, and questions that
arose regardless of the country or respondent or activity.
A note on "disidentification"
disidentification": The pages that follow include analyses of both primary (interview)
and secondary texts (memos and other written materials). To protect the privacy of
respondents and reporters, we have disidentified quotes – removing references to people,
countries, organizations, and other details that might be linked to an individual participant.
Figure 2. Traveling with the U.S. Advisory Team: What happened?

The Mentor Experience
The experience was robust and immersive,
very emotional.
It far exceeded my expectations in terms
of the value of the trip.

Cultural & Sociopolitical Contexts
What you can say depends on who is
in the room.
There are extremely limited ways to
access training, to create work.

Filmmakers
"I have stories to tell and I don't know how to tell
them." Clearly talented, clearly need support,
clearly have obstacles.
Media Landscapes
In a climate of great change and uncertainty . . .
[they] continue to sustain a vibrant and creative
independent film community

GMM Programming
There's lot of interest in what
we do. Storytelling.
Screenwriting. Creating
something bigger and more
cohesive for the region.
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The Mentor Experience
The experience was robust and
immersive, very emotional.
It far exceeded my expectations in
terms of the value of the trip.

The Mentor Experience asks "what happened?" from
the perspective of the travelers. What they expected,
what they found; who they met and where they went;
what meaning they discovered; and what new
perspectives, impressions, and purposes their travels
led them to consider.

REPRESENTATIVE RESPONSES
I expected to be gathering
information in a somewhat neutral
way in terms of seeing, "Here's what
the filmmaking infrastructure looks
like. Here are the people who are
interested in coming, here's the
cultural context in which they make
their films." . . . But I think what I
had not anticipated was the extent
to which there was an emotional
component.
component

I felt most keenly the sense of danger in which the
artistic community is operating.
People really did want to talk and ask questions. I
think that could have been because of our saying,
"We're from outside,
outside you can say anything to us."
Whereas in their own cultural hierarchy,
hierarchy it might be
more difficult to express themselves freely.
freely
We can't tackle anything without the Embassy.
Embassy

A very strong emotional component in terms of what the filmmakers and those who hope to
empower them want in their own countries and what they are not getting.
getting That ended up
being the most important, the most informative experience for me during the trip.
The trip provided us with direct access to a lot of people
in film and television and I feel we walked away with a
good understanding of the state of the industry today.
[We're] exposing them to a method . . . but they're going
to take that and make their own new thing that reflects
their own culture . . . [we'll] expose them to certain
techniques and methods and craft that can inform what
they do and give them ideas for new ways to do things.
It all boils down to the story.
story Everybody from
their own point of view was saying the
problem is with the script.
script "We have no
story." And I found that shocking as I asked
"what do you mean?" And then I realized
that there are no written storytelling
traditions.
traditions Somebody said, "You guys,
Americans grow up writing, you are told to
write. Nobody here has told us to write."
write

Delightful – and surprising –
was when we met high school
age students in the community
center. These ended up being
the most precious moments . . .
and I realized the value of
meeting them and the value for
the program, part of the
program, of giving back.
back

My surprise was the warmth of the people
that we ran into . . . [the] level of friendship
was high. Very, very pleasant place to be.
We got such an immersive experience, we
got to meet with all different kinds of people
and institutions . . . [The Embassies]
Embassies are real
allies in this program in terms of fostering
community.
community

I feel like we really got a very clear sense of what the actual landscape is.
The real world that these filmmakers are living in and working in.
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Filmmakers
"I have stories to tell and I don't know
how to tell them." Clearly talented,
clearly need support, clearly have
obstacles.

Filmmakers: Who are the screenwriters, directors, and
producers GMM is looking to inspire, teach, and
support – not just the Fellows, but other "makers" in
the countries visited by the Advisory Team? What are
they interested in, what do they need, and what are they
trying to say in their stories and images?

REPRESENTATIVE RESPONSES
Their thirst,
thirst and the fact that they were so
excited just that people who work in film in
the United States had traveled all the way
there, had come to speak to them about the
Big Question: How do we tell our stories?
They're not going to know exactly what the
program is offering until they're in it . . . I
don't know if what they say they want and
what they're going to get is going to line up
afterwards . . . We're exposing them to
people and ideas, but we can't know what
their takeaways are going to be from those
experiences. I think they're going to get so
much, and some of it they won't know what
to do with yet.
yet

They don't know what to
watch.
watch They don't have
any kind of curation in
that.

There is a great hunger to learn and to tell
personal and meaningful stories among the
young people . . . but there is a lack of
training in the craft of storytelling.
storytelling Students
are primarily trained in technical skills and it
doesn’t seem like aspiring directors and
auteurs have much opportunity to hone their
craft.
craft
Most of them came out of an interest and
passion and curiosity for storytelling in film.
film
The sense I got of "please
please help us."
us The need
that came from the students.
I felt the kids were very motivated.
motivated Hungry
for information.
information

I don't think they have a lot of
access or exposure to
American independent
cinema. They see the big
American exports, but there's
not a knowledge of the kinds
of stories being told in the
independent scene.
It would be really interesting
to create a dialogue,
dialogue to be
able to expose them to that.

[They were] very
inexperienced and really
haven't had much training
on the film making side
but they were attentive
and asked questions.
questions
They really had no
knowledge of independent
film.
film

There [are] going to be deep feelings and passion . . . It was partly enthusiasm and
partly a sense of . . . being thwarted. Being unable to fulfill their desires.
desires.
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Filmmakers want to learn.
learn.
•

They said they really needed help with creative producing.
producing
That they couldn't get enough of that there, and there was
not a strong tradition of that. And they would love to get
some help on that.
•

Incomplete training isn't improving the younger generations. Technically
they are much stronger, they know their technical skills. But I think they
don't have as much of the training in story and writing.
writing
•

•

The topic was storytelling:
storytelling What stories are
worth telling?
telling How does your identity shape/
frame the way you tell a story?

They all especially want to learn about story and improving their story
structure.
structure And they're interested in financing and marketing and how
they're going to get their work out into the world.
world

Needs

They have passion for filmmaking
and stories that
that matter.
Desire to learn.
learn. Willingness.
Willingness.

•

Need for training opportunities

•

Need for mentorship – especially in
script development

•

Need for expertise in craft and
storytelling

•

Need to learn how to collaborate

•

To improve [my] screenplay

•

Need help with story/script development

•

•

Need help with documentary producing

•

Need for more people with expertise to
teach and mentor

To learn about the whole process of
filmmaking / producing, from beginning
to end

•

Need to meet people in the field,
field not just
study theory

To learn new ways of making
independent films

•

To learn about micromicro-budget
filmmaking,
filmmaking so [I] can make films more
leanly and more quickly

•

To work with experienced screenwriters
and producers on developing [my] script

•

To develop [my] script for the U.S.
market and find a U.S. co-producer

•
•

Need training in story development

•

Need help with creative producing

•

You guys need to create your own Film
Independent!
Independent!

Wants

Students bemoan the lack of mentorship,
mentorship their inability to distribute independent film, the
unlikelihood that major production companies will take a risk with young, unproven writers,
writers
and the lack of independent production companies and facilities.
facilities
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Media Landscapes
In a climate of great change and
uncertainty . . . [they] continue to
sustain a vibrant and creative
independent film community.

The Media Landscapes
Landscapes of each country and the region
generally is the backdrop to all of GMM's plans and
activities. What will enable the program to thrive and
effect change? What networks and professional
communities are already in place that GMM can
partner with and support? What's missing/needed?

REPRESENTATIVE RESPONSES

A COMMUNITY OF FILMMAKERS
•

It's very hard to have community because of the all the political pressures,
pressures but the
filmmakers all know each other. And they help each other.
other

•

A really tight knit community that's doing really interesting work there.

•

I can see a direct path from impact in the program here to how it can disseminate out to
their community and how we can interact with . . . the people involved in the
independent film world.

•

There is a strong community of independent filmmakers (although some of them don't
like the term 'independent') . . . We met the key players in that community. But it's
clearly in a precarious position at the moment, given the current political situation.
situation

•

[The] interactions between the filmmakers from different countries are going to be
valuable – they don't get that many chances to do that in their countries.

FUNDING AND DISTRIBUTION
•

•

Opportunities for funding and distribution . . . are very few. The independent film
community could benefit greatly from more entrepreneurship in both areas . . . [they
have to] rely too heavily on state funding and state directing contracts, which can
directly impinge on freedom of speech and political freedom. Hopefully by showing . . .
filmmakers new funding and production models, they can implement new pathways to
sustain creative freedom.
freedom
There's no way to actually raise m
money
oney. Cinema is seen as something that you just have
oney
to get government funds for.
o No banks that finance films; no clear financing route;
route distrust of crowdfunding

•

They are not able to operate as a nonnon-profit,
profit and it is nearly impossible to accept foreign
funding.
funding

•

Smaller filmmakers have also been slow to embrace new models,
models like crowdfunding

•

To make and distribute an [art] film against James Bond is difficult.

•

Political instability and a stagnant economy have led producers to shift budgets toward
safer investments in TV serials.
serials

•

Filmmakers generally fund their films from government funding, crowdfunding, and
friends and family.
family It is not easy to finance an indie film so directors often do only one
feature every four years. They face a lot of piracy and a lot of competition.
competition
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THE INDUSTRY

WRITERS and PRODUCERS

•

A bleak production demand.

•

The industry is clearly in crisis right now

•

"The Industry is limping,
limping and we're having
major setbacks."
setbacks

•

They are not allowed to publicly advertise
their workshops and events as there are
dangers to holding these kinds of
discussion-promoting gatherings.

•

•

No funding,
funding no outlets;
outlets cinemas are
prohibitively expensive and rare;
rare film
professionals are not trained in directing
or writing.
The outlook for documentary
documentary films is even
more dire.

•

A common theme is the lack of
writers.
writers This includes TV writers.
[There is] very limited theatrical
success that can be achieved with
independent film.

•

The region's bottleneck is in script
writing.
writing We don't have collaborative
writing in the Arab world.

•

There are no writing workshops.
workshops They
focus on quantity not on the quality of
scripts.

•

Biggest problem . . . is that there are
no qualified producers,
producers and directors
are producing their own films.

SHARED NEEDS, COMMON CHALLENGES
•

Need for collectives

•

Need for marketing,
marketing audience engagement and distribution

•

Censorship/self-censorship
– "Censorship is prevalent."
Censorship
prevalent
o

"It's the elasticity of the [censorship] rules that make it so difficult to predict . . . you
don't know where the [limit] is until you bump into it."

•

There is the talent but not the understanding of how to do it

•

Employment
o

•

Not enough viable opportunities to sustain a career for actors, writers, directors

Funding/producing
o

No crowdfunding

o

Independent financing is difficult

o

"Funding has started to dry up, and the traditional business model is under threat."
threat

•

Piracy is a big problem

•

Struggling cinema culture
o

"Smaller companies cannot compete with the economies of scale."
scale

•

Political and social issues

•

Lack of distribution opportunities

By the end, what I kept thinking was, "You guys need to create your own Film
Independent!
network."
Independent! You need that organically created network."
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Cultural/Sociopolitical Contexts
What you can say depends on who is in
the room. There are extremely limited
ways to access training, to create work.

Cultural & Sociopolitical Contexts frame everything
that GMM is trying to accomplish in a part of the
world that continues to see tremendous upheaval and
conflict for many decades. The program aims to build
bridges and nurture talent, and context is critical to
developing effective and sustainable entry points.

REPRESENTATIVE RESPONSES
"We have to accept that at any time
everything we built could be destroyed and
we have to start again."
You're meeting with actual people in their
homes, and you see they're trying to tell
their stories while they're living in this
particular political climate.
climate

The entire region is rere-mapping . . .
The experience that [Fellows] have when they
come here has to be tailored . . . to what
they're going to go back to on the ground.
ground
[It's] a very unstable,
unstable risky framework

Are we going to be causing problems for people there? Are they going to get in trouble?
trouble Are
they going to become "questionable people" in a way that they weren't before?

Constrained
Restricted
Tense
Complex

[There's] a lot of concern over the growing conservatism of [the country's]
politics, and its tightening censorship . . . things are getting worse,
worse and
people are scared and angry.
angry

[There are] concerns about [the
culture] becoming more traditionally
Muslim,
Muslim and fears of further
infringement on women's rights

Censorship . . . is
getting worse, and
will continue to do so.

ISSUES AND BARRIERS
•

You need authorization to shoot – it’s illegal to shoot in the
street without permission

•

Language – some feel that everyone should learn English

•

Female filmmakers are afraid to speak out about social
issues
Fear to talk about issues

•
•
•

Economic and religious
eligious forces
Government scrutiny

[There is] tremendous
anxiety in the face of
tremendous uncertainty.
uncertainty

There are a lot of
stories young
filmmakers want to
tell but they don't
have a personal or
institutional history in
their own country to
draw on.
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GMM Programming
There's lot of interest in what we do.
Storytelling. Screenwriting. Creating
something bigger and more cohesive
for the region.

Global Media Makers has committed to a long-term
vision of engagement, mentoring, training, and
networking in the regions the Advisory Team visited.
What do local filmmakers – whether novice or mature
– say they need and want? What resources and
support can GMM provide "on the ground"?

REPRESENTATIVE RESPONSES
I just thought "This program is
going to be great."

Everyone we met with was interested in learning
more about GMM and had enthusiastic reactions
to the program when we explained what it was.

Everywhere we went we asked the question, "What would be of interest and of help to you
when we come back and do workshops?" And we got a wide range of answers. One recurring
one was just help with storytelling,
storytelling with screenwriting.
screenwriting

I found myself having thoughts beyond Global Media Makers, imagining
partnerships that we could do . . . Maybe we create a conference in one
of the countries.
countries.

[GMM curriculum needs to work for]
Fellows from all five countries.
countries Clearly
they're going to be different from one
another.

Students
Students need
handshands-on
workshops

We can't fulfill every need. It's figuring out
what is a need that we want to address in
these follow-up visits. Something that's
unique and impactful.
impactful

It's not a oneone-sizesize-fitsfits-all workshop that we take back to all the countries.
There is a certain level of
"workshop fatigue." Where
these workshops are
brought in, someone does
a masterclass, great, but
it creates this kind of
incomplete experience
that doesn't really make a
difference . . . it doesn't
really help someone
develop a project in a
tangible way.
way

Before we went, we thought, "W
"We'll go and have
some screenwriting labs." I think it needs to be
even more basic.
basic. It needs to turn around that
idea that "we have no stories." I refuse
refuse to
believe that. It needs to start at helping them
unearth those stories and not necessarily in
the form of the way you write a screenplay.
I think it should start with how you find stories and
workshopping those stories in any way, shape, or
form.
form.
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SUGGESTIONS: WORKSHOP TOPICS
•

Script development,
development including rewriting and working w/ mentors: "How to write a strong
script"
o "Giving it time"
o Visual storytelling
o Theme, character, visual style

•

Producing and financing:
financing Why be a producer?
o Filmmakers learn what a creative producer does, and the producer's role during each
phase of the filmmaking process. Emphasis on collaboration.

•

Directing
o Working with actors

•

Creating content for the web and reaching an audience through the web

•

Best practices in hiring your crew

•

Training in the showshow-runner model of US television.

•

How to create a culture of mentorship and filmmaker collaboration.
collaboration

•

Why make films?

SUGGESTIONS: CASE STUDIES & SESSIONS
•
•

Screenings of American independent films
A case study on micro
micro--budget filmmaking

•

Bring film festival directors from the US to the Arab region to show them what’s going on
in the arts.
arts
o Americans don’t understand and appreciate what’s happening in the region.
o Arab films should be included in any international categories.

•

A session dedicated to entrepreneurial DIY filmmaking strategies.
strategies

•

A session with a top screenwriter in which they discuss practices such as outlining,
character development, collaborating with other writing partners.

•

A session about interactive, digital, new
new VR platforms – there's little emphasis, and
perhaps access, to new storytelling technologies.

•

A session with a festival consultant or sales agent who can explain festival strategy and
North American festivals to the filmmakers.

•

A session with a production
production company experienced with coco-productions [in the region] . . .
give the filmmakers the other perspective,
perspective what it's like on our side of the table. What
materials we look for, what industry challenges to be aware of.

Bringing people here and sending them back and creating a . . . small
mentoring program that hopefully will build – I think that's really where we
need to be, where the community needs to go.
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Discussion
The seven Advisors represent only a small proportion of the full GMM Team – seven out of a
group of nearly sixty staff, Mentors, guest artists, managers, and support personnel. The
overseas visits were as much about fact-finding as they were about exploring and absorbing –
as deeply as time and circumstances allowed – the environments and contexts that have
shaped the lives and projects of the soon-to-be-arriving Fellows. The Advisors went with modest
expectations but returned with fresh thinking about what GMM was going to be able to
accomplish in Year 1, along with ideas about what the program might be able to become in the
future.
Some of what they reported on was purely logistical: Who did they meet, when, and where?
What events did they attend or workshops did they teach? How many people and from what
organizations were at the panels, dinners, screenings, and other activities?
Beyond the what-we-did details, however, were the more interesting insights into the legacy,
achievements, practices, and challenges that distinguish the media landscapes in which they
traveled. Not to mention the countless ideas they had about what GMM could offer both in L.A.
and during return visits in late 2016. Questions they asked throughout their travels included:
•
•
•

Who are the influencers? Who might be a voice for either established or up-and coming
professional networks?
What are the barriers to expressive and creative media functioning effectively in the
country or region?
What's missing and what's really needed in terms of training, guiding and mentoring
young professionals, building long-term relationships, working cross-culturally, etc.?

"What would be of interest and of help to you when we come back and do workshops?"
•
•

Who could be a partner moving forward, a country consultant, a host for workshops and
discussion groups?
What's available and in place that can "provide an opportunity for dialogue on shared
issues" and help GMM to "cultivate lasting professional networks"?

They also had – unexpectedly, in many cases – deep personal and emotional responses to
meeting colleagues struggling to work in settings and conditions than are rarely encountered in
the U.S. In places where hope and desire are too-often partnered with fear and despair. Where
the obstacles for filmmakers are not just financing and distribution, but rather are extremely
restrictive social, political, cultural, or religious norms and laws.
While in the end the Advisory Team returned with nearly as many questions as they did answers,
the cultural exposure and engagement the trips made possible not only brought different voices
into the GMM network, but also laid the groundwork for truly responsive short- and long-term
planning. Planning that can and should be shaped around the needs, resources, and concerns of
the artists and communities the program was designed to serve. As FI President Josh Welsh
noted: "I would say that if we do future years of this program
program,, these trips should be a key piece."
The interactions between the filmmakers from different countries are
are going to be valuable –
they don't get that many chances to do that in their countries . . . I think that's going to be
great, to be able to bring them together.
– GMM 2016 Mentor
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WITH THE FELLOWS IN LOS ANGELES
I might feel free after making this film.
– GMM 2016 Fellow

The fourteen men and women who came to Los Angeles in May, 2016, brought more than
scripts, shot lists, and storyboards: They brought their dreams for futures different from those
they could make back home. What were their expectations? What were they hoping to find,
learn, and accomplish? And most importantly, did they?

I love this story because it is coming
out of a personal need to live in a
country where we are respected, a
country who does not keep pushing
us to seek a foreign country and
pack and leave the minute we can!
– GMM 2016 Fellow

In the sections that follow, we take a look at their
answers to those questions both pre-L.A. and "in
process," drawing on data collected using both
written and online surveys and feedback forms
and semi-structured observations. We're most
interested in the Fellows' perceptions and
experiences – their reports of discoveries,
changing attitudes, and new knowledge and skills;
their critiques of program activities; and their plans
for the future.

We start with a brief but telling glimpse at their pre-visit perspectives before moving on to an
examination of process and progress data collected during the five weeks of programming in
L.A. – focusing much of our attention on measurement at Level 1 (reaction/response) and Level
2 (learning), while also watching for the unexpected insight or surprising result.
On Their Way
Motivation:
Motivation: Why is it important? In addition to managing a
myriad of travel arrangements and paperwork, the
Fellows were asked to complete a preliminary survey
designed and administered by the FI-GMM team. Most of
the survey's questions were concerned with the projects
they would be working on while in L.A. – asking things
such as "what is the external goal," "what is the
protagonists' flaw," and the like – but there was also one
that invited them to consider one of our key constructs of
interest: Motivation.

It connects with the theme
that was aching in my heart
for some time now,
now, which is
"identity crisis" and being
confused about who you are.
– GMM 2016 Fellow

"Why is it important to you to
to make this film? Why do you love this story?"
story?"
Their answers were charged with personal feeling and self-reflection. They told stories of how
their projects related to not only their day-to-day lives but to the social, political, and cultural
struggles they face in their countries and region.
Through this unique project, we are
advocating for a better and peaceful
coexistence among different religions,
ethnicities, races, gender, and orientation.
– GMM 2016 Fellow

It is important for us to make this film
because it speaks to personal
preoccupations in the social and political
environment we’re living in here.
– GMM 2016 Fellow
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Without making any claims about
the efficacy of word clouds as
analytical tools, we do think they
make excellent starting points for
discussion and reflection. Figure 3
illustrates the relative prominence
of the most common words in the
Fellows' answers to "Why is it

important?"
Note the prominence of STORY and
PERSONAL – a propelling intrinsic
force for artistic creativity is the
need to embody one's experience
of life, of living, in a transformative,
aesthetically compelling form and
discipline. When placed alongside
the other stand-outs – PEOPLE,
PEOPLE
Figure 3. Why is it important
important??
BELIEVE,
BELIEVE EXPRESS,
EXPRESS and MAKING
(with FILM being a given) – we see a creative self-awareness on the part of the Fellows that is
mirrored in their statements of purpose and work samples. They know the value of what they
have to say, and also know the work is a job of making. Sprinkled throughout are other
influencers: CHARACTERS,
CHARACTERS VALUES,
VALUES BELIEFS,
BELIEFS QUESTIONS,
QUESTIONS COUNTRY,
COUNTRY all of which are further
indicators of the strongly felt, powerful motivators that drive the first cohort of GMM Fellows.
Expectations:
Expectations: What are you looking forward to? The Research Lab also administered a QUICK
TAKE prior to the Fellows' arrival in L.A. – a simple online form seeking brief phrases (limited to
Tweet-length) describing their expectations, their hopes for what they would do and achieve in
the upcoming week and months.

"What three things are you MOST looking forward to as
you're getting ready to join us in L.A.?"
L.A.?"

New knowledge
and skills
“Learning new ways
of seeing old ideas."

Successful achievement of their project goals
topped the Fellows' lists of hopes – but their
responses went beyond wanting to complete their
films. We've grouped them together under three
themes, illustrated in Figure 4. On the whole:
•

“Meeting talented
people and
working together."

Creative
collaborations

Exploring
Los Angeles
“Walking around
and discovering
the city."

Figure 4. What
What are you looking forward to?

The Fellows came to L.A. ready to participate
fully in whatever was put before them.
• They are open to and actively seeking
new experiences and artistic challenges.
• They are interested in connecting with
new colleagues and building creative
relationships.
These small windows into motivations
and expectations allow us to frame and
understand better the Fellows' reactions,
ideas, requests, and critiques throughout the
program. For now, though, we're off to L.A.!
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Weekly Reflections
Given the densely scheduled and highly mobile nature of GMM's L.A. programming, along with
limitations placed on research activities, we elected to deploy a series of online Weekly
Reflective Feedback Forms to collect data from the Fellows on our constructs of interest. Each
Week's form was designed both to stand on its own as a process-monitoring tool, while also
connecting to and overlapping the other Weeks' similar-but-distinct forms. On an ongoing basis
throughout the residency period we pulled, analyzed, and compared individual datasets,
preparing and distributing Research Briefs to the GMM Team as appropriate.
In the following pages, we draw from and expand on those Briefs to describe our methods,
procedures, and instruments. We then analyze, synthesize, and present findings associated with
Level 1 and 2 of our evaluation framework: Reaction/response and Learning.
Learning Where useful, we
have collapsed together topics or items from more than one form – either to highlight results
that cross over the entire L.A. residency or to compare responses from same or similar items.
We close with an overview of essential findings and notes on what might happen next.
Methods
From questions about relevance and satisfaction to those measuring changes in self-efficacy –
along with asking for suggestions for improvements – the Weekly Feedback Forms sought data
that would provide a comprehensive overview of the Fellows' experiences during the L.A.
residency. Some items were repeated in every form; others only once or twice, depending on
what we'd learned the week before and what questions needed to be answered during the
measurement period. The majority of the items were program- and process-oriented, with an
additional section focusing on attitudinal constructs of interests included in Weeks 4/5 (aka
Final Feedback Form).
Procedures
Our simple administration protocol used both online and paper formats. Data was managed and
analyzed using Excel and EZAnalyze, along with as-needed statistical tools embedded in the
online platform.
•

Weeks 11-3 (one
(one form per week):
week): An invitation email and link to a web-based platform
(LimeSurvey) was sent to all 14 Fellows on Saturday at the end of each week. Email
ticklers were sent to non-respondents on Monday and Tuesday of the following week,
and each form was closed before the next week's was activated.
o Week 1: 13 forms were submitted for a response rate of 93 percent
o Week 2: 11 forms were submitted for a response rate of 79 percent
o Week 3: 10 forms were submitted for a response rate of 71 percent (70 percent is
our cut for usability with such a limited number of potential respondents)
 The low response rate combined with the timing of the last three
submissions was far less than ideal, and we would not recommend
referencing these data in isolation. They merely hint at perceived changes
and new experiences that affected the Fellows in Week 3

•

Weeks 4 & 5 (one form): The Final Reflective Feedback was administered in-person to 13
Fellows just prior to his/her exit interview with GMM staff. One Fellow couldn't be
scheduled for either meeting before leaving for home, and an online version was
prepared for him to take at his earliest convenience.
o Weeks 4 & 5: 14 forms were collected for a response fate of 100 percent.

27

Instruments
The Reflective Feedback Forms measured various outcomes identified as priorities by GMM
and the U.S. Department of State: Effectiveness, relevance, satisfaction, perceptions of learning,
self-efficacy, and attitudes and viewpoints towards the U.S and Americans. General notes:
•

•
•

All four forms opened with a multiple-choice question on Effectiveness and Relevance.
Fellows were asked to select the three sessions that were the most effective and
relevant to their goals and projects during the reporting period.
Weeks 1, 2, and 3 also had a multiple-choice item requesting Suggestions for Improvement.
We coded scaled and multiple choice items to load randomly so as to decrease bias 1)
resulting from prior exposure to the instrument, and 2) associated with the order in
which items are presented.

Below we offer more detailed descriptions of the instruments and response sets, as well as
some discussion of week-over-week adjustments and the research underlying several of our
choices. Those of a less scholarly mindset might want to skip to the Findings subsection.
Weeks 1 and 2.
2 Except for one item we removed as it was vague and lacked discriminate validity
(Item9 I was fully involved during this week's session and activities), the Feedback Forms for
Weeks 1 and 2 were the same: A mixed methods questionnaire with 21 (or 20) items.
•
•
•

Effectiveness and Relevance
o Multiple choice (1 item): Fellows could select more than one response.
Suggestions for Improvement
o Multiple choice (1 item): Fellows could select more than one response.
Dimensions of Satisfaction
o Extent of agreement (14 items): 6-point scale, Strongly Disagree => Strongly Agree;
each item accompanied by a Comment box.
o Short-Answer Text (4 items)
 Most/least useful
 Most valuable for learning
 Want to know more about
 Anything else?

Week 3. We introduced several new items designed to measure two constructs: Self-efficacy
and Improved Satisfaction with program activities previously noted as less-than-optimal.
•
•

For SelfSelf-efficacy,
efficacy we modified the widely used General SelfSelf-Efficacy Scale to reflect GMM
learning goals and expectations.
For Improved Satisfaction,
Satisfaction we pulled the five items that received the lowest ratings in
Weeks 1 and 2, and altered the response categories to measure changing/increasing
levels of "more" – e.g. I'm a little more satisfied.

Finally, we adjusted the short-answer and multiple choice items to reflect findings from the first
two weeks of the program to complete Week 3's mixed-methods, 17-item questionnaire.
•
•
•

Effectiveness and Relevance
o Multiple choice (1 item): Fellows could select more than one response.
Suggestions for Improvement
o Multiple choice (1 item): Fellows could select more than one response.
SelfSelf-efficacy
o Scaled (7 items): 4-point scale, This is somewhat true for me right now => This is
absolutely true for me right now; each item accompanied by a Comment box.
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•

Dimensions of Satisfaction
o Improved Satisfaction
 Scaled (5 items): 4-point scale, I'm a little more satisfied => I'm totally satisfied;
each item accompanied by a Comment box.
o Short-Answer Text (3 items)
 Most/least useful
 Want to know more about
 Anything else?

Weeks 4/5. The Final Feedback Form
retraced some of our earlier inquiries but
with a twist: We adapted the language to
press the Fellows towards summative
assessments of our key constructs.

Fiction can enable you to express humor
and affection at the level of unsaid things.
things.
– GMM 2016 Fellow

We also built in nine new questions designed to measure changes in Fellows' Attitudes and
Viewpoints – about, of, and towards the U.S. Two were embedded in the Self-efficacy items
("How true for you?" ratings), with the remaining fashioned as Retrospective Post-then-Pre
items. The latter attempts to measure changes in views and attitudes about how a respondent
feels at the end of a program – NOW – relative to BEFORE his/her participation (further
discussion in the Findings subsection).
•

While we adjusted the scales used to measure Satisfaction and Self-efficacy from Week
3 to Weeks 4/5, the duplication of some items allows us to analyze perceived changes in
both of these important constructs – as well as to examine differences over time.

In total, then, the Final Feedback Form had 31 primarily scaled items that not only summatively
circled back to all of our constructs of interest, but also used a retrospective model to find out if
participating in GMM resulted in improved attitudes towards the U.S. – towards American
values, citizens, and institutions.
•
•

•

•

Effectiveness
Effectiveness and Relevance
o Multiple choice (1 item): Fellows could select more than one response.
SelfSelf-efficacy
o Scaled (7 items): We replaced response language used in Week 3 to indicate change
(e.g., ". . . right now . . .") with a new 4-point scale that reflected a final, end-ofprogram assessment (Not true for me => Very true for me). All seven items remained
the same.
Dimensions of Satisfaction
o Improved Satisfaction
 Scaled (13 items) For Week 3, we asked if their level of satisfaction had
changed; for Weeks 4/5, we sought an end-point rating of program components.
The eight new and five from Week 3 used a 4-point scale, Dissatisfied =>
Satisfied.
o Short-Answer Text (1 items)
 Anything else?
Attitudes and Viewpoints
o True For Me
 Scaled (2 items): 4-point scale, Not true for me => Very true for me
o Retrospective Post-then-Pre (7 items): 4-point scale, Negative => Positive and No

Change
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Findings
Rather than slog through the minutiae of the data gathered and analyzed on a weekly basis, in
the next subsections we've prepared a synthesis and discussion of findings related to each of
our constructs of interest. By necessity, this approach leaves a significant amount of interesting
information on the cutting room floor. For those who wish to dig more deeply, please contact
Film Independent to request the presentations, Appendices, weekly Research Briefs, and
datasets prepared during the first few months of programming.
Effectiveness
Effectiveness and Relevance.
Relevance. Given a menu of each week's sessions, Fellows were asked to pick
their top three – as seen in Table 2, where we've compiled and sorted by frequency of selection
(if two answers in the top three were selected the same number of times, we've included both –
hence, 14 sessions rather than the expected 12 over 4 weeks). There were seldom any sessions
that at least one Fellow failed to rate as effective and relevant; for our purposes, however, we're
interested here in what the majority appreciated and valued overall.
Table 2. Weekly "Most
"Most Effective and Relevant"
Relevant" Sessions Selected by GMM Fellows
relevant
nt to what I want to accomplish
The three sessions this week that were most effective and releva
in the GMM program were: (select no more than 3)
# of
times
selected

% of
total
selected
(80)

Wk 4: Industry/Media Studio Distribution & Marketing (Bruno, Gonda, Mundorff, Rubin)

8

10.0%

Wk 4: Individual Meetings with Mentors and Industry Leaders

7

8.8%

Wk 2: Artist Development Lab Screenwriting Intensive (Swicord)

7

8.8%

Wk 1: Industry/Media Studio Field Trip Mirada Studios: Storytelling Across Platforms

7

8.8%

Wk 3: Industry/Media Studio Field Trip FOX Studios Tour and Sneak Preview (Utley)

6

7.5%

Wk 3: Individual Meetings with Mentors and Industry Leaders

6

7.5%

Wk 2: Directing Lab Master Class (Podeswa and Hemingway)

6

7.5%

Wk 1: Creative Producing Lab The Art of Pitching (Howard)

6

7.5%

Wk 4: Artist Development Lab Crafting your Story in Post: Editing Master Class (Mirrione)

5

6.3%

Wk 4: Creative Producing Lab A Conversation with Effie T. Brown

5

6.3%

Wk 2: Artist Development Lab Screenwriting/Story Structure Master Class (Ray)

5

6.3%

Wk 2: Directing Lab Rehearsal Workshop (Podeswa)

5

6.3%

Wk 1: Directing Lab Workshop Casting Session

4

5.0%

Wk 3: Directing Lab Production Day

3

3.8%

Answer
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As we saw in our weekly reviews of these and related data, the Fellows gave consistently strong
ratings to hands-on learning activities and guided practice, master classes with industry experts
and working professionals, and time spent on their individual projects.
•
•

Screenwriting and directing in particular regularly received high ratings and requests.
Social and cultural activities were understandably viewed as less relevant to goal
achievement; however, in informal conversations and open-ended questions, the
Fellows' expressed appreciation for cultural activities and outings, as well as for
opportunities to practice "soft skills" and explore Los Angeles.

Suggestions for Improvement. The Fellows' most common requests (Table 3) for changes to
programming were in favor of more doing, with an emphasis on their own projects. Specifically:
• I'd like more emphasis put on our individual projects.
• I think workshops with more in-depth training in specific areas would be great.
• I'd love to get more hands-on practice with the skills we're learning.
Table 3.
3. Suggestions for Improvement as Rated by GMM Fellows
What changes do you think would improve the sessions you attended this week? (check all that apply)
# of
times
selected

% of total
selected
(93)
93)

Weeks in
which
selected

I'd like more emphasis put on our individual projects.

25

26.9%

1, 2, 3

I think workshops with more inin-depth training in specific areas would
be great.

17

18.3%

1, 2, 3

I'd love to get more handshands-on practice with the skills we're learning.

13

14.0%

1, 2, 3

I'd like more time to watch professional directors working with
actors, DoPs, designers, etc. *

8

8.6%

3*

I'd like to get more one-on-one feedback on my screenplay and
project. *

7

7.5%

3*

It would help if you would clarify the learning objectives for the
workshops & master classes.

6

6.5%

1, 2

I want more opportunities to interact with the experts leading Master
Classes and other sessions.

4

4.3%

3

I'd appreciate more feedback during our hands-on activities.

4

4.3%

1, 2

It's a lot to take in! I'd think you could reduce the content covered
during each session.

4

4.3%

1, 2

I can't think of anything right now.

2

2.2%

1, 2

I'd really like more time to ask questions and share ideas with each
other.

2

2.2%

1, 2

I'd like a little more information about what we need to prepare
beforehand.

1

1.1%

1

Answer

* New in Week 3 (had these been included in Weeks 1 and 2, they would likely have been selected even more often)
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Table 3 shows the Fellows' most-requested improvements during the weeks this item appeared,
compiled and sorted by frequency. The top three – individual projects, in-depth training, and
hands-on practice -- accounted for nearly 60 percent of their total selections (on a weekly basis,
these three accounted for as much as 75 percent of the total). Considering they were new
options in Week 3, the number of times "more time to watch professionals . . . " and "more oneon-one feedback . . . " were checked is also striking.
Dimensions of Satisfaction.
Satisfaction. In Weeks 1 and 2, we set about to measure Satisfaction through
first, a question group that asked the Fellows to rate their level of agreement with a collection of
statements (14 in Week 1, 13 in Week 2), and second, a set of open-ended questions. Both types
(quantitative and qualitative) were meant to prompt their thoughts and feelings about matters
as varied as engagement, logistics, pacing, and understanding – broad indicators of how
satisfied the Fellows were with GMM activities during the reporting period.

Week 1
The Fellows gave high marks across a range of Dimensions of Satisfaction. They reported that
both the content and materials were strong; that they felt they understood and would be able to
apply what they'd learned; and that the sessions not only stimulated new thinking and but
motivated them to learn more on their own. They were particularly happy with opportunities to
learn about the industry and their craft – about how it works here, about the experiences of
producers and agents, and about new technologies and how they might use them.
•
•

There were both positive and negative comments about the group Story Labs and
YouTube field trip – overall, the mix on those was about even.
Dissatisfaction was associated with the quantity and pace of the training; insufficient
opportunities to work on their individual projects; and the group Story Lab sessions.

Week 2
The Fellows appear to have settled into the program, the schedule, and their projects. They
offered many favorable and upbeat comments, and even their less-than-positive responses
were shaped as suggestions and ideas. Almost across the board, they reported more satisfying
experiences and a greater sense of learning and doing what they'd come to L.A. to learn and do.
•

•

The highest rated sessions (both multiple choice and short-answer items) were the
Screenwriting Master Class and Screenwriting Intensive (Swicord and Ray), along with
several Directing Lab activities led by Jeremy Podeswa. One-on-ones also received
strong comments in the short-answer items.
The group Story Labs were mentioned several times as not highly satisfying or useful.
The Fellows' wide variety of experience; cultural backgrounds and values; education,
skills, and knowledge; and creative interests and intentions – combined with language
challenges – suggests that the model of instruction for these sessions might be
reconsidered in future iterations of the program.

WeekWeek-overover-Week Change
In Figure 5 (next page), we've charted the mean ratings on Dimensions of Satisfaction for both
weeks (deleting Item 9 as noted above) alongside variances over reporting period.
•
•

The observed mean – i.e., the average change across the whole question group -- on the
13 scaled items (Strongly Disagree => Strongly Agree) improved over half a point.
The exception was Item 8: The group work and collaborative approaches used this week
were beneficial to my learning. Ratings for this item, while still high (4.36), remained
statistically the same week over week. This may reflect the Fellows' preference (stated
elsewhere) for the one-on-ones where they get to work on their own projects.
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Figure 5. Weeks 1 & 2 Dimensions of Satisfaction: Mean Ratings and WeekWeek-OverOver-Week Change
Week 1

Change

Week 2

Item1 The activities this week really
motivated me to learn more about the topics
on my own.

4.54
5.09

Item2 The skills and strategies I learned this
week are relevant to what I want to
accomplish.
Item3 The pace of this week's activities
worked well for me.

4.62
5.27

Item6 I feel I accomplished my goals this
week.

Item10 The sessions this week got me
thinking about things differently.
Item11 I was comfortable with the amount of
information presented at each session.
Item12 Overall, the content and materials for
this week's sessions were great.
Item13 Overall, my understanding of the
content of this week's sessions was
excellent.
Item14 Overall, the sessions this week met
my expectations.

Observed Scale Mean

4.77
5.27

+0.50
10.6%

3.77

Item7 I am confident I will be able to apply
what I learned.
Item8 The group work and collaborative
approaches used this week were beneficial to
my learning.

+0.80
20.5%

4.38
4.82

Item5 My learning was enhanced by the
materials and resources provided.

+0.66
14.2%

4.73

3.92

Item4 I can see several ways of incorporating
what I learned this week into my work.

+0.55
12.2%

+0.43
9.9%

4.73

+0.96
25.4%

4.77
5.00

+0.23
4.8%

4.38
4.36

-0.02
0.5%

4.46
5.09

+0.63
14.1%

5.09

+0.94
22.6%

4.15

4.62
5.18

+0.57
12.3%

4.77
5.18

+0.41
8.7%

4.38
5.18
4.45
5.00

+0.80
18.2%
+0.55
12.4%
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As hoped, by the end of Week 2 the Fellows were digging in and giving themselves over to the
GMM "experience." They were working well together, enjoying themselves, and beginning to
build a sustainable community of colleagues and collaborators.
The second week worked great for me, I started to raise up to the amount of information and
enjoyed going in depth in each topic. I find everyone is so kind and helpful and generous.
– GMM 2016 Fellow

Week 3
In Week 3, the five items we introduced to measure improvements in Dimensions of Satisfaction
allowed us both to provide "how's it going?" feedback to GMM staff and to establish a baseline
for our summative evaluation in Weeks 4/5.
•

•

•

The Fellows appear to have experienced some growing pains in Week 3 (Figure 6).
Midway through the program, their responses show lingering low satisfaction with the
types of activities and opportunities they consider important.
Improved satisfaction with both hands-on practice and time spent learning to work with
actors were scored lower than the scale mean, while the highest rated item – The
number of workshops providing in-depth training in specific areas – scored only slightly
above the scale mean at 2.80.
The observed mean (the average rating across all items) was 2.40 – slightly lower than
the theoretical scale mean (the average if the distribution was perfectly normal) of 2.50.
Figure 6. Week 3 Dimensions of Satisfaction: Mean Ratings,
Ratings, Response set, and Scale

Item9 The amount of time and focus put on our
individual projects.

2.50

Item10 The number of workshops providing indepth training in specific areas.

2.80

Item11 The amount of time we've been given for
hands-on practice with the skills we're learning.

2.20

Item12 The number of sessions on screenwriting
and story structure.

2.50

Item13 The amount of time we've been able to
spend learning to work with actors.

2.00

Observed Scale Mean

Response Set

2.40

Scale

I'm a little more satisfied.

1

I'm fairly satisfied.

2

I'm much more satisfied.

3

I'm totally satisfied.

4
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Weeks 4/5
As noted previously, in Weeks 4/5 we added eight new Dimensions of Satisfaction items to the
five from Week 3 and adjusted the response set so as to collect end-of-program responses.
Figure 7 shows the significantly higher satisfaction ratings the Fellows reported across all
questions and topics – including a nearly 40 percent increase in the observed scale mean.
Figure 7. Weeks
Weeks 4/5 Dimensions of Satisfaction: Mean Ratings,
Ratings, Response Set, and Scale
Item2 The relevance of activities to my
professional development.

3.64

Item3 The variety of experiences and
opportunities.

3.79

Item4 The number of sessions on screenwriting
and story structure.

2.86

Item5 The amount of time and focus put on our
individual projects.

2.79

Item6 The management of program logistics (e.g.,
travel/lodging, local transportation, hospitality).

3.93

Item7 The pace of the Los Angeles program.

3.36

Item8 The amount of time we've been given for
hands-on practice with the skills we're learning.

2.79

Item9 One-on-one meetings with mentors and
industry professionals.

3.29

Item10 The number of workshops providing indepth training in specific areas.

3.21

Item11 The variety of cultural engagement
activities.

3.71

Item12 Assistance I may have needed with
language interpretation.

3.29

Item13 The amount of time we've been able to
spend learning to work with actors.

2.58

Item14 The length of the Los Angeles program.

3.71

Observed Scale Mean

Response Set

3.30

Scale

I'm a little more satisfied.

1

I'm fairly satisfied.

2

I'm much more satisfied.

3

I'm totally satisfied.

4
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All the observed averages are above the theoretical mean (2.50) for the entire set of questions,
with many programming characteristics receiving the highest marks. From management of
logistics to the variety of experiences and opportunities; from the length and pace of the
program to the relevance of the training offered – these ratings frame beautifully the design and
implementation of GMM.
By way of further illustration, we've charted a comparison between the ratings on equivalent
items from Week 3 and Weeks 4/5 in Figure 8 – showing the progress made in the last three
weeks of programming and uncovering improvements across the board. Led by greater
satisfaction with the amount of time spent learning to work with actors, the Fellows also
approved of more hands-on practice, in-depth training, sessions on screenwriting and story
structure, and individual projects.
Figure 8. Weeks 1 & 2 Dimensions of Satisfaction: Mean Ratings and WeekWeek-OverOver-Week Change
Week 3

Change

Weeks 4/5

2.86

Observed Scale Mean

+0.59
0.59
26.6%

2.20
2.79

2.80

Item10 The number of workshops providing indepth training in specific areas.

Item13 The amount of time we've been able to
spend learning to work with actors.

+0.29
0.29
11.4%

2.50
2.79

Item5 The amount of time and focus put on
our individual projects.

Item8 The amount of time we've been given
for hands-on practice with the skills we're
learning.

+0.36
0.36
14.3%

2.50

Item4 The number of sessions on
screenwriting and story structure.

3.21

2.00

+0.41
0.41
14.8%

+0.58
0.58
29.2%

2.58

2.40
3.30

+0.90
0.90
37.6

Considering the remarkable consistency – across instruments, across types of items, across
response sets – with which the Fellows regularly requested more hands-on activities and
opportunities to work on their individual projects, we believe initial expectations had a strong
influence on these and previous satisfaction ratings. Perhaps because much of the application
process focused on their plans and projects (requirements for work samples, cast and crew
bios, financial plans, script or treatment, etc.), they expected their time in Los Angeles to be
similarly focused. While they truly appreciated the richness and variety of the scheduled
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activities and learning opportunities, the data show a lingering sense of mismatch between
what they thought they'd be doing and what actually took place. Different or more pre-trip
information regarding the "smorgasbord" nature of the L.A. residency could help not only to
establish more realistic expectations but also to prevent dissatisfaction from getting in the way
of learning and enjoyment.
I love the fact that spending a month meeting each other daily created a network and
possibility for future collaboration not just with Film Independent, but with the other Fellows.
– GMM 2016 Fellow

SelfSelf-efficacy.
efficacy. The construct of perceived self-efficacy . . .
. . . reflects an optimistic self-belief (Schwarzer, 1992). This is the belief that
one can perform a novel or difficult tasks – or cope with adversity . . .
Perceived self-efficacy facilitates goal-setting, effort investment, persistence
in face of barriers and recovery from setbacks . . . [It] is an operative
construct, i.e., it is related to subsequent behavior and, therefore, is relevant
for clinical practice and behavior change. (Schwarzer and Jerusalem, 1995)
Developing self-efficacy – the confidence that one can solve problems and overcome obstacles
-- as a result of participating in GMM is a high-value program goal. The construct also underlies
the expectation that Fellows will return home and 1) finish their projects, and 2) serve as future
"influencers" in their countries and regionally.
•

As an example, the successful accomplishment of Level 3 goals (Changes in
practice/behavior, see Evaluation Design and Workplan) will rely on the Fellows' capacity
to apply what they've learned. Their belief that they will be able to do so – i.e., their sense
of selfself-efficacy -- is a strong, forward-looking indicator of what they can and will be able
to accomplish after they return home.

Weeks 3 and 4/5.
4/5. Concurrent with our introduction of questions measuring Improved
Satisfaction, we also added a set of seven scaled items assessing Self-efficacy – using ratings
from Week 3 as a baseline and from Weeks 4/5 as indicators of change. The response set for
the former leaned towards a formative, in-process perspective, the latter towards a summative,
end-of-program response (Tables 4 and 5).
Table 5. Week 3 SelfSelf-Efficacy Response Set

Table 5. Weeks
Weeks 4/5 SelfSelf-Efficacy Response
Response Set

Response Set

Scale

Response Set

Scale

This is somewhat true for me right
now.

1

Not true for me.

1

This is true for me right now.

2

Somewhat true for me.

2

This is very true for me right now.

3

True for me.

3

This is absolutely true for me right
now.

4

Very true for me.

4
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From Week 3 through the end of the program (Figure 9), improvements in Fellows' sense of selfefficacy raised all means above the theoretical scale mean of 2.50. From a modest 8.5 percent
increase in their confidence that they'll be able to handle challenges back home, to a robust 32.1
percent increase in their belief that they can use their learning to solve "most problems," the
gains 1) point towards the effectiveness of GMM and 2) provide support for the successful
realization of longer-term program goals.
Figure 9. Weeks 3 & 4/5 SelfSelf-Efficacy:
Efficacy: Mean Ratings and WeekWeek-OverOver-Week Change
Week 3

Change

Weeks 4/5

Item15 GMM has given me the understanding
I need to overcome barriers and make my
project happen.

2.70
3.21

Item16 I think GMM has helped me become
more resourceful and able to handle
unforeseen situations.

2.80
3.36

Item17 I think what I've learned will make it
easy for me to stick to my plans and
accomplish my goals.
Item19 Thanks to what I've learned here, I
know I'll be able to solve most of the
problems with my project.
Item20 I know getting my project made
depends on me, and now I have the tools and
skills that will help me move forward.
Item21 GMM has given me the confidence to
handle whatever comes my way when I'm
back home and working on my project.

3.00
3.36

2.00

+0.56
0.56
19.9%

+0.36
0.36
11.96%

+0.64
0.64
32.1%

2.64

2.80

+0.27
0.27
9.7%

3.07

+0.23
0.23
8.5%

2.70
2.93

Item22 I am certain that when I get home I'll
be able to use what I'm learning here to
achieve my goals.

Observed Scale Mean

+0.51
0.51
19.0%

3.20
3.50

2.74
3.15

+.30
9.4%

+.41
15.0%

The Fellows came to recognize how much depends on their commitment, motivation, and hard
work. They can see themselves making active choices, persisting in the face of obstacles, and
putting in the necessary effort, relying on the support and encouragement of not only new
colleagues and networks but also of their professional and creative communities at home.
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Attitudes and Viewpoints. We added nine new items to the final Feedback Form (Weeks 4/5),
designed to assess changes in Fellows' "attitudes towards the United States" – two scaled (4points, Not true for me => Very true for me) and seven Retrospective Post-then-Pre.

Scaled Items
The mean rating for Item18, My GMM experience has provided me with a broader understanding
of the United States, was a quite high 3.79.
While a statement like "I feel I have gained . . ." is not an adequate test of an actual gain,
it does indicate the respondent has had an experience of gaining something. The feeling
of having changed, of having expanded one's awareness or, as here, broadened one's
understanding, can be the encouragement needed to go even further next time. Or to go
back home and share one's experience in personal, social, and professional situations.

•

For Item23, I think programs like GMM can help to build mutual understanding between people
from the United States and people from my country, the mean was also high at 3.86.
The belief that an experience or interaction can lead to changes in how people behave
towards each other – that such occurrences can catalyze desired social impacts – is
itself a key motivator for individuals to actually go about making real changes. The
willingness to receive and the action of responding are cornerstones in the development
of valuing (Krathwohl, Bloom, & Masia, 1971/1999), of accepting, preferring, and
committing to a set of purposes, codes, principles, standards, etc.

•

These two items taken together point toward positive attitudinal outcomes of GMM that, while
secondary to the training, nonetheless are crucial to the program's ongoing effectiveness –
revealing ripple effects that support the kind of change-making that the U.S. Department of
State wants to accomplish with its educational and cultural exchange programs.

Retrospective PostPost-thenthen-Pre
The challenges that accompany a pre-post research model were too many and varied to attempt
such an approach with GMM. Instead, we elected to employ the ingenious (in our opinion)
retrospective post-then-pre design to capture changes in Fellows' perceptions of the U.S.
The retrospective post-then-pre design is a popular way to assess learners' selfreported changes in knowledge, awareness, skills, confidence, attitudes or behaviors. It
takes less time, is less intrusive and, for self-reported change, avoids pretest sensitivity
and response shift bias that result from pretest overestimation or underestimation
(Howard, 1980; Lam and Bengo, 2003; Pratt et al, 2000; Rockwell and Kohn, 1989).
Retrospective post-then-pre designs have been shown to align well with interview data while
being convenient for administration in real-life situations. And while self-report protocols are all
susceptible to threats to validity, the more traditional pre-post is no less vulnerable than is the
post-pre to socially desirable responding, inaccurate self-assessment, cultural competency
issues, and concerns over recall (Klatt and Taylor-Powell, 2015).
The language we used for our post-then-pre items reflects reports prepared for the Bureau of
Education and Cultural Affairs (ECA) of the Department of State on similar programs, including:
•
•
•

International Visitor Leadership Program
Edward R. Murrow Program For
Journalists
Citizen Exchange Program

•
•

Professional Exchanges and Training
Program
Building Respect through Internet
Dialogue and Global Education Program
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Fellows were given explicit instructions (Figure 10, with sample item) on how to complete the
items and a demonstration that included an explanation of the scale.
Figure 10.
10. Retrospective PostPost-thenthen-Pre Instructions and Sample Item

VIEWPOINTS: NOW AND BEFORE
Please provide TWO responses for each statement below.
•
•

In the line labeled "NOW
NOW,"
NOW select the answer that describes your viewpoint
TODAY, at the end of GMM Los Angeles.
Angeles
In the line labeled "BEFORE
BEFORE,"
select
the answer that best describes your
BEFORE
viewpoint BEFORE you came to Los Angeles to participate in GMM.
22

NEGATIVE

SOMEWHAT
NEGATIVE

SOMEWHAT
POSITIVE

POSITIVE

NO
CHANGE

NOW
My view of the American people.

1

2

3

4

NC

BEFORE
My view of the American people.

1

2

3

4

NC

Analysis. Flipping the time frames, we first calculated pre-post means for each item, noting
changes both numerically and as percentages.
Table 6. Weeks 4/5: Retrospective PostPost-thenthen-Pre Mean Ratings and Variances
Item
Item24 My view of the American people.

Item25 My view of American values and culture.
Item26 My view of the cultures and values of the other
Fellows.
Item27 My view of daily life in the U.S.

Item28 My view of U.S. democracy.

Item29 My view of American media.

Item30 My view of the United States in general.

Time

Mean

BEFORE

3.571

NOW

3.929

BEFORE

3.071

NOW

3.714

BEFORE

3.500

NOW

3.786

BEFORE

3.071

NOW

3.714

BEFORE

2.786

NOW

3.286

BEFORE

2.786

NOW

3.214

BEFORE

3.429

NOW

3.857

Rating
Change

Percent
Change

+ 0.357

+ 10.0%

+ 0.643

+ 20.9%

+ 0.286

+ 8.2%

+ 0.643

+ 20.9%

+ 0.500

+ 17.9%

+ 0.429

+ 15.4%

+ 0.429

+ 12.5%
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We then ran paired t-tests to determine significance (p < .05) and what we refer to as
"approaching significance" (.06 >p > .05).

•

What does that mean?
o The apparent improvements in Fellows' attitudes and viewpoints may or may not
have been caused by the GMM program. A t-test is used to determine the likelihood
or probability (what we call p) that they were. A statistically significant change is one
more likely than not to be a result of the program. Not definitely! Just more probable.
 A generally accepted standard, p < .05 implies that the probability the observed
changes came about solely by chance is less than five percent.
percent
o "Approaching significance" is a description we use to indicate directionality. We think
we're heading towards a significant relationship but we're not there yet.

The Attitudes and Viewpoints data are displayed together in Figure 11: Each item and its prepost means; the percentage change from BEFORE to NOW; and the measure of significance.
•
•

•
•

Mean scores for every item increased BEFORE to NOW, with the largest gains seen in the
Fellows' views of American values and culture, daily life, and democracy.
Close behind and still significant was their perspective on American media – admittedly
a somewhat vague term and one that might have been confounded by their justcompleted immersion in narrative media and technologies.
Approaching significance were changes in their views of the American people and the U.S.
While moving in a positive direction (and keeping in mind that they stared at a high mean
of 3.5), their views "of the cultures and values of the other Fellows" did not change
enough to be significant. We think it likely they already know or believe they already
know their geographical neighbors quite well, and the lack of measured change simply
indicates they didn't feel they learned anything new even though they very much enjoyed
working together (as has been seen in other data).

Another way of looking at the data is to analyze changes in how many Fellows selected Positive
– the highest on the scale – as their response. Overall, Positive ratings of their . . .
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

. . . view of the American people improved from 64.3 to 92.9 percent
. . . view of American values and culture improved from 35.7 to 71.4 percent
. . . view of the cultures and values of the other Fellows improved from 57.1 to 78.6 percent
. . . view of daily life in the U.S improved from 35.7 to 78.6 percent
. . . view of U.S. democracy improved from 21.4 to 42.9 percent
. . . view of American media improved from 28.6 to 42.9 percent
. . . view of the United States in general from 57.1 to 85.7 percent

As with all findings based on small sample sizes, these have limitations that should not be
discounted. However, we see much here that is encouraging and supportive of the program's
efforts to achieve a much-desired outcome goal: Fellows will improve their understanding of

and appreciation for both the American people and American values and culture.
The GMM cohort was hand-picked for artistic vision, intellectual flexibility, openness to
experience, tolerance, and other characteristics that suggest a leaning toward western
democratic values and ideals. Would the Fellows have been as upbeat about the U.S. had they
been less well taken care of? Had less fun? Been expected to find their own way in a foreign city
(as many students are)? Started the program with less positive views? We think these data point
to important links between how and how well the program operates and who is selected to
participate – links that may be critical to the achievement of priority outcomes such as
"changing hearts and minds" through arts and cultural exchanges.
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Figure 11.
11. Changes in Fellows' Views of Aspects of American Life, People, and Institutions
Before and After Global Media Makers L.A. Residency

Percent Change
BEFORE => NOW

+10.0%

+20.9%

3.93

+8.2%

3.71

3.57

+20.9%

3.79

3.29

3.07

BEFORE NOW

BEFORE NOW

+12.5%
3.86

2.79

BEFORE NOW

+15.4%

3.71

3.50

3.07

+17.9%

BEFORE NOW

BEFORE NOW

3.21

3.43

2.79

BEFORE NOW

BEFORE NOW

My view of the
American
people.

My view of
American values
and culture.

My view of the
cultures and
values of the
other Fellows.

My view of daily
life in the U.S.

My view of U.S.
democracy.

My view of
American media.

My view of the
United States in
general.

Approaching
significance
p = .055

Significant
p = .013

Not significant
p = .218

Significant
p = .013

Significant
p = .029

Significant
p = .028

Approaching
significance
p = .054

Was the change from BEFORE to NOW statistically significant?
If p < .05, the change probably was related in some way to the GMM program.
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Discussion
Throughout this section, we have noted solid levels of satisfaction with GMM activities and
approaches (especially for hands-on and "active learning" sessions and activities); good gains in
self-efficacy and expectancies of success; improvements in attitudes about life in the United
States; and self-reported acquisition of new skills and knowledge. The Fellows also expressed
appreciation for the professional and personal networks they've begun to build through the
program; for the mentoring by industry leaders; and for the opportunities they've had to
collaborate with their stateside counterparts.
During our administration of the final feedback instrument, the Fellows mentioned feeling
hopeful and nervous at the same time. Their month in Los Angeles was for some the densest
period of training, collaboration, challenge, and experimentation they've experienced. Their last
days in the city were as much a closure as they were a launch – the real test of their new
knowledge, skills, and understanding will come when they're back home and applying their
learning to the difficult, everyday work of making a film. The strength of the training, mentoring,
and networking provided by GMM looks to be an excellent foundation for that work to flourish.
LOOKING FORWARD
It's late October and the Fellows are back at home working on their projects under the guidance
(via emails and Skype) of their Mentor(s), GMM personnel, and FI's Artist Development and
Education Department staff. Most are readying new drafts for review by script consultant and
Lead Mentor Ruth Atkinson, while others are preparing treatments and/or outlines. In late
September, a group video call facilitated by GMM staff gathered them together for the first time
since their L.A. residency.
Also in late September, the Mentors attended a breakfast convening where they were asked to
discuss a number of issues. They shared announcements and updates on post-L.A. exchanges
with the Fellows; talked over how their expertise might be leveraged in the future; and offered
suggestions for changes to a variety of program components. Among those were:
•

•
•
•

A longer L.A. Residency, and more tailoring of the curriculum to individuals.
o Additional one-on-ones about specific techniques and their execution.
o Carving out more time for Fellows to work on their scripts.
Expanding/adding sessions on screenwriting; on helping Fellows identify audiences; on
distribution and distributors; and on international coproductions and financing .
Launching a virtual platform to track Fellows' progress over the course of their projects.
Scheduling more meetings with agents and managers, especially those who want to
help them build a career. not just "snap a project."

In the first few months of 2017, members of the GMM Team will return to the Fellows' home
countries to review and track progress; to provide one-on-one coaching and guidance; to assess
what further support is needed and what resources GMM and FI can contribute; and to offer
panel discussions and workshops for both Fellows and the local filmmaking community. What
those trips will look like has yet to be fully fleshed out; however, by building on the achievements
and findings discussed in this report, as well as on the new cross-cultural professional networks
that have been formed (and are still forming), the program will most certainly continue to deliver
tangible benefits. Benefits not only for each new cohort of Fellows and Mentors, but also for FI
and its enticing vision of global creative partnerships, for the cultural diplomacy mission of the
U.S. Department of State, and for the independent film community at large.

Well. I just like doing films! – GMM 2016 Fellow
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