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1 Introduction 
The overall aim for this Unit is to deepen participants’ understanding of community and community dynamics that could hinder or promote participation by different segments of the population during the participatory mapping processes. The Unit elaborates on the concepts of community, participation and power dynamics, which are important concepts for anyone who is involved in participatory mapping processes. 
Given how we understand and frame “community”, the manner in which we prepare and engage the communities in the participatory mapping process is greatly influenced by the concept of participation. Our understanding consequently determines whom we end up including or excluding (either by choice or by default) in planning and implementing the entire process. 
Having a well-grounded understanding of these foundational concepts enables us to appreciate that communities are full of power dynamics that require careful consideration if any genuine participatory process is to be realised. 
2 Community complexities 
The overall aim of participatory processes is to increase community participation and, in particular, to involve socially- and economically-excluded people in decision-making processes that affect their lives. The underlying assumption is that participatory approaches empower local people with the skills and confidence to share and analyse their own situation, make decisions and develop actions to change and improve their situation. However, despite all the good intentions of inclusion, it is clear that communities are complex and factors such as class, gender, age, ethnicity, religion and others stand in the way of actualising genuine community participation. 
Experiences show that facilitators of participatory processes have a naïve perception of “community” as being harmonious. As a result, internal dynamics and differences are inadequately understood, despite the fact that an understanding of them is necessary for any participatory process and for benefits to accrue to different groups in the community. The myth of a homogenous and cohesive community is deeply ingrained in the minds of participatory practitioners; what passes as participatory practice therefore hides biases that end up favouring the most powerful and articulate members of the community. 
For example, even though women, youth, children and landless people may be consulted, their opinions count less when the final decisions are made. Participatory approaches have come to be perceived as power-neutral and some practitioners would find it intrusive or culturally inappropriate to facilitate a process that would result in questioning power structures and disturbing the status quo. Perhaps this has to do with the fear that their ability, as outsiders, to be present and see the entire participatory process and its immediate outputs (e.g. a participatory map or a community action plan) depends on how well those in positions of power approve of them and the process. 

It is important, however, to recognise that any given community is characterised by unequal power relations. These could either be reinforced or changed through the participatory processes in which we engage. It is important for participatory approach practitioners to know that empowerment and changing power relations in favour of the marginalised is a central goal of any genuine participatory process. 
It is therefore the mandate of any organisation or individual undertaking a participatory process to create an environment and procedures that facilitate participation by the less powerful people. The composition of groups, choice of venues, seasons and time could determine who participates and the level of participation.

Participatory mapping, because of its focus on natural resources, land use and access to and control of resources, could elicit different and even hostile reactions which could make those who feel threatened (e.g. the landless) withdraw or remain passive. 
Those with power (e.g. landlords) could easily dominate the entire mapping process and even influence the purpose for which the map is to be used, while disregarding the welfare of marginalised people. In this case, it would be important to have a prior understanding of the community as a prerequisite for effective planning and implementation of the process. 
Some critical questions we may need to ask are: Who is who in the community? Who decides who should or should not participate? Who participates and why? Who is left out and why? What needs to be done to ensure that equal opportunities are created and that support is provided for all the segments of the community to participate? 
In conclusion, it is important to resist oversimplifying and over-romanticising the “community”, which over time has become the accepted standard unit of analysis for most participatory processes. It is important to identify and analyse the power dynamics that could exclude some groups.
3 Meanings of Participation 
The word “participation” is widely used and has become a buzz word in development. But what does participation really mean? From a human rights perspective, participation could be understood as the right to participate in decision making and the right to freedom of expression, access to information and freedom of association. Seen from this perspective, participation would entail moving beyond and above the local-level process of consultation to ensure poor people’s participation in broader formal and informal systems of decision making. This would include amplifying and enacting the voices, interests and needs of the poor and empowering them to claim their rights and hold larger institutions accountable.

Below is a typology of participation adapted from the work of Pimbert and Pretty, 1997. 
Passive “Participation”: People participate by being told what is going to happen or what has already happened. It is a unilateral announcement by an administration or programme management without listening to people’s responses. The information being shared belongs only to external professionals.

Participation in Information Giving: People participate by answering questions posed by extractive researchers and/or development personnel using long questionnaire surveys or similar approaches. People do not have the opportunity to influence proceedings, because the findings of the research or development design are neither shared nor checked for accuracy.

Participation by Consultation: People participate by being consulted and external agents listen to their views. These external agents define the problems and solutions and may modify these in the light of people’s responses. Such a consultative process does not concede any share in decision making and professionals are under no obligation to adopt peoples’ views.

Participation for Material Incentives: People participate by providing resources (e.g. labour) in return for food, cash or other material incentives. Much in-situ research and bioprospecting falls into this category, as rural people provide the fields, but are not involved in the experimentation or the process of learning. It is very common to see this called participation, yet people have no stake in prolonging the development activities when the incentives end.

Functional Participation: People participate by forming groups to meet predetermined objectives related to the programme, which can involve the development or promotion of externally-initiated social organisations. Such involvement does not tend to be at the early stages of programme cycles or planning, but rather after decisions have been made elsewhere. These institutions tend to be dependent on external initiators and facilitators, but may become self-dependent.

Interactive Participation: People participate in joint analysis, which leads to action planning and forming new local groups or strengthening existing ones. It tends to involve interdisciplinary methodologies that seek multiple perspectives and make use of systematic and structured learning processes. These groups take control over local decisions, so people have a stake in maintaining structures and practices.

Self-mobilisation: People participate by taking initiatives independent of external institutions to change systems. Such self-initiated mobilisation and collective action may or may not challenge inequitable distributions of wealth or power.

While it may not be easy to say which of these typologies is best, the desire is always to move on a continuum from the most passive to the most powerful form of participation. The broader vision of participation embraced by the influential United Nations Research Institute for Social Development (UNRISD) research programme on popular participation, initiated in the late 1970s, defines participation best:

“The organised efforts to increase control over resources and regulative institutions in given social situations on the part of groups and movements hitherto excluded from such control.” (See Cornwall Andrea Sida Studies No.2) 

In participatory mapping processes, participation has more value if the excluded people see the opportunity for organising to participate in the process and use the outcomes to influence decisions in their favour and change the status quo. 
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