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ABSTRACT

Since World War II, nations across the globe have devised many institutions
from local to global level to achieve the best possible governance of resources
to meet development goals. This book is primarily based on my field studies of
Indian villages and slums over the past twelve years in India. But it has gone
further to include cases from other parts of the globe to present a compre-
hensive picture of community participation at local levels.

On the one hand, scholars argued for the engagement of local people for the
success of development projects. On the other hand, some scholars stressed on
the building of democratic institutions that may involve the public through
direct and indirect means. The Word Bank and the United Nations also
considered the importance and need of such local institutional building for the
success of development projects. Thus, local democratic institutions are highly
crucial for developing countries like India, where the majority of the popu-
lation still lives in villages. Since independence, various states of India started
building democratic institutions called panchayati raj institutions (PRIs) run
by the elected members and bureaucrats.

Acknowledging the various forms of participation, and factors that are
discussed by scholars around the globe, I present a conceptual model that
more or less explains community participation at local levels. From the field
work, the study has used two important indicators – attendance and ability of
attendees to speak in the meetings as a measure of their participation and
active participation, respectively. I discuss the socioeconomic factors – income,
age, landholding, embedded social capital in the social networks (whom they
are friends with and seek help), education, gender etc. and power that tran-
scend through these socioeconomic classes that eventually shape up
individuals’ decisions to participate in local governance and in development
interventions through external agencies.

Based on my experience in India, I also discuss the community-centric
institutional arrangement that can potentially help marginalized sections of
people living with and affected by HIV/AIDS. The analysis in the book sug-
gests that with high social capital, elites and brokers are vocal in the open
meetings regulated by village panchayats. At the same time, social capital also
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works as a support system for weaker sections. This way, I highlight the good
of social capital working for the individuals, whereas social capital potentially
working against the collective efforts for the rural poor. Further, the research
finds that the creation of new villages facilitated by the state administration
might help to achieve the attendance level of villagers but active participation
level does not improve. Narratives from the community suggest that villagers
demand for further decentralization, especially of financial powers at the
village level itself. According to them, this may genuinely empower the village
council members that may result in the revival of village committees to meet
the objective of power transfer to villagers. The community reflections echo the
scholarly shift towards treating participation as an end in case of local
governance instead of a means to achieve certain intervention objectives.
Unless the financial decentralization happens at local committees, the devel-
opment intervention by any agency (Government or CSOs) will keep getting
biased outcomes often working against the marginalized sections.
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1

HISTORY AND CONCEPT OF COMMUNITY
PARTICIPATION

INDUSTRIALIZATION OF SOCIETY AND WORRIES OF
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

As a departure point, the book provides a very brief historical overview of the
world development that led to generate great thinkers and literature while
borrowing major contemporary thoughts of various disciplines to explain
community-centric governance. I will initially discuss the modern development
paradigm that ultimately raises the question – are we heading in the right way
of people-centric development? Further, I attempt to answer the question of
learning from the experiences of community and practices in India and that
from select parts of the world.

On the basis of historical written evidence of Hindu mythical literature,
societies were prosperous around the world during the Harappan and its
contemporary civilization. There were many civilizations that flourished well
and vanished. The signs of urbanization can be traced back to even this period.
Expansion of territories was the main concern for people in power. There was
a kingdom-based world increasing over time and space. During the eighth
century BCE, Greek and Roman civilizations arose and they played a key role
in shaping Western philosophy. The earlier philosophers of these civilizations
focused on explaining the whereabouts of the physical world and human soul.
Later, Socrates, Aristotle, Plato and Cicero wrote about Ethics, rules guiding
human life and society (Sedley, D. ‘Ancient philosophy’. Routledge Encyclo-
pedia of Philosophy 1998). During the same period, the world witnessed
religious revolution giving birth to Buddhism, Jainism, Christianity and Islam
alongside existing Hinduism. Religion had a great impact on human society.
The great empire of Ashoka is considered to be the most powerful society of
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that period in the Indian sub-continent. He was a devotee of Lord Buddha and
had done a great deal of work to spread the message of Buddhism across the
contemporary world. Mughals were other emperors who brought major
change in society while following Islam. In Europe, the same was the case with
Christianity. Kings followed either the Protestant or Catholic way of life as
defined in their sacred book, the Bible. Those not following Christianity, e.g.
the Jewish, were considered to be anti-Christians, and many wars throughout
history were triggered due to this reason. An informal practice of social work
existed in the form of providing food, money, temporary shelter, rest houses
etc. for the needy and poor. The British, Dutch and French started expanding
their colonies. Discovery of a new world known as the United States was seen
as a new opportunity for settlement. It was the era of massive expansion of
territories all around the world. The British Empire existed in India, Africa, the
United States and Australia. By the end of the eighteenth century, most of the
colonies were free, but India and Africa remained under colonial rule serving
the interests of the European countries. The invention of metal-based machines
led to the industrialization and strengthening economies of the nations. With
the rise of capitalism and industrialization, the world also witnessed the
transition away from agricultural society leading to a new form of develop-
ment in society. This led social scientists to think of how industrialization and
colonialism were affecting society and what can be the best model of economic
and societal development. Community participation was considered one of the
best ways to achieve the community development that later attained popu-
larity in the last couple of decades of the twentieth century. The popularity has
given rise to multiple meanings and practices of participation in the context of
development.

HISTORY AND ORIGIN OF THE TERM PARTICIPATION IN THE
CONTEXT OF DEVELOPMENT

There are multiple views of participation. Participation is simply to have a part
or a share in something (Oxford Dictionary). The word originated in the late
fifteenth century from the Latin word participat that means ‘shared in’. To talk
of participation in a broader sense, we must look at the conceptual and
practical implementation of ‘participation’ with regards to its wide social
context. I am using the term social to refer to the entire human and non-human
component that relates an individual with the individual’s surroundings in a
society. The surroundings shape and get shaped by one’s action every time and
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result in a multidimensional relational complex social setting in which a per-
son aspires to grow and develop – the development that people visualize for
themselves, their families, communities and nations. The term development is
a popular word among academicians, development agencies and countries
around the globe. As a verb it means to grow, become more mature and
advanced (Hornby & Cowie, 1993). There are various views and definitions to
explain the term. One can define it by tracing it historically, social scientists
may pose their social development theories, and economists may give their
own version. But everyone agrees to one common characteristic of develop-
ment, i.e. ‘change’ which is desirable and leads to the path of (debatable)
progress. However, it is debatable who decides the progress and what is
‘desired’ progress? The stages of changes, growth or advancement of organs
can be understood in the wider concept of development in Biology. Is it also
applicable to Societies: the institutions, culture and relations? Do the countries
with ‘developed’ tag present a mature, advanced society and Asian, Latin
American and African Societies are underdeveloped (Pawar, 2014)? This is
highly debatable. For the purpose of this book, the meaning of development is
improvement in quality of life.

In the beginning of twentieth century, the world saw a major collapse in the
leading economies and societies underwent major transition. Production
declined, markets were down and resources started becoming scarce. Then
came the Economists with their major concerned for economic growth of a
nation and improvement in the life of the poor. The United States and Russia
were the two powerful countries that adopted capitalism and socialism views
of development. In order to remain economically strong and powerful the new
ideas for development and reconstruction of the world was required. European
countries including the United States and Russia had to play a big role in it.
Having witnessed intensive industrialization and urbanization, the two were
considered to be the indicators of development and this led to the establish-
ment of new paradigms of development. It is argued that the reason of poverty
is lack of entrepreneurship, low income and low savings; countries with a big
population are poor because their large amount of production goes towards
feeding the population. Thus these countries considered themselves as devel-
oped and others as underdeveloped referred to as Third World.

In the present world, it may or may not be facilitated by the external
agencies such as government and international donors. Harrod-Domar argued
that due to increase in marginal propensity to save, the part of outcome is
invested to production thereby continuing growth process. Till the 1940s this
model was operational on developing countries. Till the beginning of the
twentieth century, sociology was leading alone in developing the theories of
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human development. It is in only the 1950s that Economics began to develop
theories to explain development (Hettne, 1983).

Par t ic ipator y Rural Development

Leonard Hobhouse coined the term ‘social development’ to represent planned
development of society (Midgley, 1995). Thus began the planned intervention
in various sectors, viz. education, health, livelihood, water and sanitation etc.
The next problem before the planners was selection of methodology and tools
for proper interventions. Until the 1960s people were considered to be helpless
and needy. With this perspective governments followed a top to bottom
approach by designing and implementing subsidy based programmes that
administrators thought ‘good’ for people. In contrast to other developing
economies, e.g. Africa and the Caribbean, Indian academicians feel that
external exploitation has caused much more economic problems for India
(Girvan & Girvan, 1973). Similar thoughts gave rise to participatory approach
in a bottom-up direction by involving communities. Here came the concept of
‘participation’ in the late 1950s for the first time as confirmed by Stiefel and
Wolfe (1994, p. 21). However, in the Rural Development context the term was
used in the 1970s (Mpolokeng, 2003).

Participation primarily aims to provide good design for development pro-
jects, improves the service delivery mechanism, thereby improving the
coverage of target beneficiaries. In other words, it enables a more just distri-
bution of public resources and helps in reducing corruption (Mansuri & Rao,
World Bank, 2012). Of late, the development paradigm has shifted to making
the growth inclusive and participative, as the fruits of earlier development
models have failed to address some of the critical issues that have been
haunting the planners, thinkers and political leadership for quite some time.
These issues could be summarized as the issues of mass hunger, poverty,
malnutrition and regional disparities. Post-World War II to the late twentieth
century, the term participation was debated as a method (means) to achieve
project objectives and as an end to achieve participation of disadvantageous
(empowerment) (Arnstein, 1969; Chambers, 1983; Cohen & Uphoff, 1977;
Economic Commission for Latin America, 1973; Guijt & Shah, 1998; Mohan
& Stokes, 2000; Okley, 1991; Paul, 1987). With the World Bank (WB) pro-
moting the comprehensive development paradigm, the participative literature
took what scholars call the deliberative democratic turn. It resulted in much
detailed literature on critic and support of participation (Crook, 2003;
Chambers, 2007; Hickey & Mohan, 2005; Kothari, 2001; Kanji &
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Greenwood, 2001; Lane, 2005; Mayoux, 2001; Mansuri & Rao, 2009;
Parfitt, 2004; Stiglitz, 2002; Wald, 2014; Williams et al., 2003). It was argued
by the comprehensive development school that project participation largely
promoted and supported by civil society organizations (CSOs) can only ach-
ieve limited success and without the democratic participation the local political
institutions cannot be made more accountable, open and transparent, the
desired change will not be realized on the larger scale. It was also advocated
that the engagement of people required structural changes and need of sus-
tainable participatory institutions.

Consequently, institutional reforms and institutional building supported
and promoted by the government and CSOs was crucial as the second wave of
participation to promote pro-poor participation (WB, 2004). Academic works
and practices developed in the last two decades point towards the convergence
of participatory community development programmes and the participatory
democratic institutions resulting in participatory governance as a space where
bottom-up and top-down interests negotiate at the local level. As a result,
many developing countries have focused on improving local self-governance
mechanisms through public participation.

Martin Ravallion (2012) has mentioned in his foreword in a study by
Mansuri and Rao (2012):

The World Bank alone has invested about $85 billion over the last
decade on development assistance for participation. However, some
observers feel that policy making in the area is conceptually weak,
that project design is informed more by slogans than careful
analysis. There have also been questions about whether
participatory development effectively reduces poverty, improves
service delivery, and builds the capacity for collective action.
Some observers also find that participatory projects are complex
to implement and deeply affected by context, and are thus unsuited
for large development institutions such as the World Bank.

The joint effort by government and non-government agencies represents a
‘top-down’ strategy for institutional reform and includes identified target
groups in the development process (Mohan & Stoke, 2000).

At a local level, building decentralized local governing agencies to achieve
community participation is one of the top priorities of development inter-
ventions (Mansuri & Rao, 2012). However, building such institutions requires
careful consideration of local polity and social conditions. Indeed, some
thinkers argue that powerful local elites influence community participation
processes, often working against the interests of socially marginalized groups,
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and it is believed that marginalized groups would want to replace the domi-
nant elite class (Cooke & Kothari, 2001; Hickey & Mohan, 2005). This
approach echoes the Marxist perspective of conflict between ruling and
deprived social classes, which can ignore individual-level psychological fears
and costs involved in such conflicts, especially in the context of open meetings
in developing countries such as India. In India, local elites often control the
participatory process and local governing councils, and often, their formal or
informal consent is required for any external intervention. Hence, conceptu-
alizing participation without engaging the local political dimensions will result
in an incomplete assessment of community engagement at local levels.

Elite capture and brokerage, in principle independent of state and federal
elections, shape the participation of the local community in open village
meetings. Sanyal and Rao (2018) argue that local polity adversely influences
these open meetings following the polls. State election commissions conduct
the polls every five years under India’s Panchayati Raj Institution (PRI) system.
The PRIs involve two stages of community participation, first in elections and
then in open meetings regulated by these elected representatives. However, due
to limited election data, these elected positions in village councils have not yet
been empirically examined. Barrett and Zani (2015) assert that understanding
local governance and voting mechanisms is essential for an inclusive local
democracy. Therefore, because elected representatives regulate these open
meetings, the linkages between participation in elections and open meetings
are an important consideration. I have examined these linkages by assessing
the participation of villagers in electing the council of villages, followed by
understanding the community view of achieving participation in local village
democracy. The book attempts to uncover the locals’ viewpoints (qualitative
data) and occurrences (quantitative information) of their local governance
participation.

In this book, I have first analyzed the recent trends in the development of
community participation and local governance literature by using bibliometric
analysis technique with the help of the bibliometric package in R (Derviş,
2020). The figures from 1 to 8 are a result of my analysis of community
participation and local governance literature. I further discuss the lessons of
community engagement from various communities and explain how the key
indicators of social and economic status (gender, race, class, caste, income)
relate to public engagement in policy and governance matters at local levels. I
will further discuss the mechanisms (local election and open meetings) regu-
lated by states (local governance indicators) that shape the participation at
grassroots levels. With a long history of local (village) governance from the
developing world, India has attempted a great deal to make the system
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pro-poor while making the system participatory, transparent and accountable
with several reforms leading to establishing a nationwide network of PRIs in
1993. Therefore, the writings have built mainly upon the Indian scenario with
cases from other countries. It also attempts to shed light on the community
perspective of public participation at various administrative levels.

TRENDS IN SCIENTIFIC PRODUCTION OF COMMUNITY
PARTICIPATION AND LOCAL GOVERNANCE

Using the keywords ‘community participation’ and ‘local governance’, I have
followed an inclusive approach to conduct all the relevant scientific production
on WoS available (from 1997) till date to uncover the recent trends and the-
matic evolution in the research field. The table in the appendix describes the
bibliometric data used for the analysis.

Countr ywide and Timewise Product ion

Fig. 1 shows top 20 countries around the globe that produce on the com-
munity participation and local governance literature. China finds place among
top 3 from South Asia; whereas, India ranks at 16th place. Despite the fact
that India has the second largest population after China and shares its
northern boundary in the same region of South Asia, the difference in research
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Fig. 1. Leading Countries in Document Production.
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production is not encouraging. The need of improved knowledge building in
the theme under discussion becomes more important in light of the fact that
India ranks low on many development indicators compared to other countries
in the production list.

As far as the focus of scholar community is concerned, the popularity of
research in the field of participatory development in local governance grew
exponentially after 2010 (Fig. 2). This is understood as early participatory
school largely treated the participatory tools as a way of avoiding friction with
local polity and it only began taking deliberate democratic turn in the
twenty-first century (Stiglitz, 2002). Likewise, the top sources of production
located in the global north countries (Fig. 4).

WHO ARE THE LEADING COLLABORATORS?

The United States and the United Kingdom, followed by Canada and
Australia, appear as some of the leading countries that show a collaborative
production of the scientific publications (Fig. 3). No wonder, the continued
thrust on development interventions in the developing countries shows that
these countries have a trend of collaborating with the countries in various
regions, viz. South Asia (India, Indonesia, Nepal), Latin America (Brazil),
Africa (Kenya, Tanzania, South Africa) and Europe (Finland, Sweden, France,
Norway, Spain, Switzerland, Netherland).
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