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Abstract: Participatory planning in community-based education is increasingly 

recognized as a critical strategy to advance equity, learner agency, and context-

sensitive program development. This study systematically synthesizes 

empirical and theoretical literature to examine how participatory planning is 

conceptualized, implemented, and evaluated in diverse community education 

contexts. Using a systematic literature review, 35 peer-reviewed articles 

published between 2000 and 2025 were analyzed from Scopus database. 

Studies were selected based on defined inclusion criteria, and key data were 

thematically reviewed to identify patterns in participatory strategies, enabling 

conditions, and educational outcomes. The findings reveal that participatory 

planning enhances curricular relevance, democratic governance, and social 

inclusion, especially when embedded in authentic and culturally responsive 

processes. It aligns educational practices with community priorities, 

strengthens stakeholder collaboration, and fosters long-term program 

sustainability. However, its effectiveness is often constrained by structural 

challenges, including institutional rigidity, uneven power dynamics, and limited 

facilitator capacity. The review highlights that the success of participatory 

planning is context-dependent and relational, requiring deliberate adaptation 

and sustained institutional support. This study advances an integrative 

framework linking forms of participation with educational impact and 

contributes a cross-contextual synthesis to the literature. It affirms the potential 

of participatory planning to democratize education and calls for further research 

into digital innovations, long-term outcomes, and governance-sensitive 

implementation. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Participatory planning within community-

based education has garnered increasing 

prominence as a transformative strategy to foster 

educational equity, democratize decision-

making, and enhance contextual relevance. 

Rooted in a diverse array of theoretical 

traditions—including Situational Strategic 

Planning, the Third Focus Approach, Cultural-

Historical Activity Theory, and distributed 

leadership—this paradigm emphasizes 

participatory governance, social learning, and 

collective agency(Alexander & Hjortsø, 2019). 

These frameworks argue for a shift from 

bureaucratic, hierarchical models of educational 

planning toward inclusive, dialogic, and 

territorially grounded approaches that recognize 

the knowledge and agency of all stakeholders. As 

international educational discourse increasingly 

centers on lifelong learning, civic participation, 

and the Sustainable Development Goals, 

participatory planning provides an essential 

mechanism for bridging macro-level policies 

with micro-level community realities(Kennedy & 

Tilly, 2022). 

The historical trajectory of community-

based education underscores its deep 

entanglement with emancipatory pedagogy and 

transformative practice. Its origins in popular 

education movements, such as European folk 

schools and Latin American Freirean traditions, 

have laid the conceptual groundwork for 

participatory engagement as both an 
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epistemological and political act (Hasan & 

Nurhayati, 2012; Nurhayati, 2021; Rahmat et al., 

2024; Zhang & Perkins, 2023). In contemporary 

applications, participatory methodologies—

including Participatory Research, Participatory 

Action Research (PAR), and Participatory 

Design—have been employed across various 

educational levels and settings to center learner 

agency and cultivate co-responsibility in 

curriculum development and institutional 

governance (Ngwenya et al., 2021). These 

methods are further validated by real-world 

implementations such as collaborative school 

design projects in South Korea and peer-led 

health education initiatives in Canada, which 

demonstrate the capacity of participatory 

planning to generate context-sensitive and 

socially embedded educational interventions 

(Jung & Kim, 2024). 

Top-down planning models, while 

effective in standardizing implementation and 

achieving rapid scalability, frequently disregard 

the cultural specificity, historical complexity, and 

lived experiences of local communities (Yoshida 

& van der Walt, 2018). In contrast, participatory 

approaches offer the promise of dialogic 

engagement and contextual responsiveness, yet 

they encounter persistent difficulties in achieving 

coherence across scales, ensuring sustained 

facilitation, and navigating institutional 

constraints. Hybrid planning frameworks, which 

aim to integrate the structural efficiencies of top-

down systems with the adaptive capacities of 

participatory models, have been proposed as a 

viable pathway to balance these competing 

imperatives (Petko et al., 2015). Nevertheless, the 

success of such integrative efforts is contingent 

upon the availability of institutional support, the 

competencies of planning agents, and the 

establishment of enabling environments for 

inclusive governance (Hakiman & Sheely, 2025). 

There is a notable absence of systematic 

analysis concerning how diverse communities 

conceptualize empowerment, make decisions, 

and navigate planning processes within their 

specific socio-political and cultural contexts 

(Natarajan & Hassan, 2024). Additionally, 

widespread deficits in facilitation skills, 

inadequate policy support, and the lack of 

institutionalized participatory mechanisms 

inhibit scalability and impact (Eshkol & Eshkol, 

2017). While isolated successes exist, there is 

insufficient cross-contextual synthesis of 

participatory strategies and outcomes. Few 

studies systematically compare participatory 

models across different governance 

environments, educational levels, or 

geographical regions. To address these 

shortcomings, this study conducts a systematic 

literature review of participatory planning in 

community-based education, spanning 

publications from 2010 to 2024. The review 

seeks to map the landscape of participatory 

approaches in adult, non-formal, and community 

education, analyzing how participation is 

conceptualized and practiced, the conditions 

under which it succeeds or fails, and the multi-

dimensional outcomes it produces across 

educational, social, economic, and environmental 

domains. Drawing from interdisciplinary 

sources, the review captures empirical insights 

and theoretical innovations that have emerged in 

the last decade, with attention to both global 

trends and locally situated practices. 

 

METHOD 

 

This study employed a systematic 

literature review (SLR) to examine the 

conceptualizations, strategies, and impacts of 

participatory planning within community-based 

education contexts. The SLR methodology was 

selected for its capacity to integrate dispersed 

empirical findings and theoretical insights across 

the fields of education, public policy, and 

community development. It supports the 

identification of patterns, gaps, and conceptual 

advancements in a structured and replicable 

manner(Iswahyudi et al., 2023; Nurhayati, 

Kurnianta, et al., 2024). The review was 

conducted through a structured search of Scopus 

as a major academic database. These databases 

were chosen for their comprehensive coverage of 

scholarly publications in education and related 

disciplines. Keyword combinations included 

“participatory planning,” “community-based 

education,” “non-formal education,” “adult 

learning,” and “collaborative planning,” 

employing Boolean operators and truncation 

techniques (e.g., participat*, educat*) to capture 

a wide range of relevant publications. The search 

was limited to English-language peer-reviewed 

articles published between 2000 and 2025 to 

ensure topical relevance.  

Studies were eligible for inclusion if they 

(1) were peer-reviewed, (2) addressed 

participatory planning or community engagement 

in education, and (3) presented empirical findings 
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or systematic theoretical models. Excluded 

materials included opinion pieces, conference 

abstracts, editorial notes, and studies focused 

exclusively on formal schooling without 

reference to non-formal or community-based 

participation. From an initial pool of 476 articles, 

410 remained after de-duplication. A subsequent 

screening of titles and abstracts yielded 96 

articles for full-text review. After applying the 

inclusion criteria, 35 studies were selected for 

final analysis. Key variables were extracted from 

each article using a standardized protocol, 

including publication details, country of study, 

research design, participatory strategy, 

stakeholder involvement, and documented 

outcomes. The analysis employed an inductive 

thematic approach guided by Braun and Clarke’s 

(2006) framework. Coding was performed 

manually, allowing for close engagement with 

the material and iterative refinement of emerging 

themes. Three core analytical dimensions 

structured the synthesis: (1) the typologies and 

intensities of participation; (2) enabling and 

limiting contextual conditions; and (3) the 

educational, social, economic, and environmental 

outcomes associated with participatory 

processes. Emphasis was placed on the relational 

dynamics between participatory design and 

observed programmatic impacts.  Analytical 

rigor was enhanced through peer-based 

triangulation, wherein interpretations were 

reviewed and discussed among multiple 

researchers to minimize bias and increase 

reliability. Each included study underwent a 

quality appraisal using an adapted version of the 

Critical Appraisal Skills Programme (CASP) 

checklist, focusing on research clarity, 

methodological coherence, validity of findings, 

and depth of reflexivity. Only studies meeting 

minimum quality benchmarks were retained in 

the synthesis. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

This systematic review elucidates the 

complex, multidimensional impacts of 

participatory planning within community-based 

educational contexts, highlighting its potential to 

generate transformative outcomes across 

pedagogical, social, economic, environmental, 

and institutional domains. These impacts, 

however, are not the mere result of participatory 

structures alone; rather, they are contingent upon 

the quality, inclusiveness, and contextual 

integration of participatory engagement. In the 

educational dimension, participatory planning 

has demonstrably increased pedagogical 

relevance, accessibility, and learner engagement. 

Empirical evidence supports the notion that 

community-informed curriculum development 

and pedagogical strategies are more responsive to 

local epistemologies and learner realities (Wood 

& McAteer, 2023). The implementation of 

Participatory Action Research (PAR) 

frameworks, such as the Community Research 

Fellows Training (CRFT), has not only improved 

learning outcomes but also deepened participant 

agency and cognitive engagement (McGowan et 

al., 2015). Similarly, decentralized school 

governance models in South Asia have led to 

measurable increases in enrollment and 

reductions in dropout rates (Mozumder & Halim, 

2006), while programs like GEAR UP in the 

United States have effectively integrated familial 

and communal aspirations into postsecondary 

preparation (Jenkins & Bolshakova, 2024). 

The social ramifications of participatory 

planning are equally significant. Methodologies 

such as the Concerns Report Method (CRM) 

have facilitated grassroots agenda-setting and 

civic empowerment (Arellano et al., 2015). 

Broader participatory architectures have 

strengthened community networks, increased 

ownership over local initiatives, and improved 

civic solidarity (Newell et al., 2020). 

Participatory urban design projects in Canadian 

contexts exemplify how community agency can 

be institutionalized through inclusive governance 

structures (Nasca et al., 2019). Comparable 

results have been documented in Latin America, 

where participatory elements in Social 

Investment Funds (SIFs) correlated with higher 

community engagement, enhanced institutional 

trust, and improved educational access (Heinrich 

& Lopez, 2009). Economically, the integration of 

community voices within educational planning 

has catalyzed collective efficacy and broader 

social development. Evidence from Bangladesh 

illustrates that participatory school management 

simultaneously advances educational equity and 

socio-economic mobility (Mozumder & Halim, 

2006). In parallel, SIF-based interventions have 

shown that community-driven planning enhances 

the legitimacy and uptake of public service 

provisions, laying foundations for localized 

economic empowerment (Heinrich & Lopez, 

2009). Environmental sustainability has also 

benefited from participatory educational 
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planning. Localized planning processes in 

Canada have incorporated community input to 

shape spatial and environmental design, resulting 

in increased investment and long-term 

stewardship (Newell et al., 2020). Children’s 

involvement in urban safety initiatives in South 

Korea further illustrates how participatory 

methodologies can foster ecological awareness 

and civic responsibility from an early age (Jung 

& Kim, 2024). 

Regarding learning outcomes, community 

engagement has emerged as a foundational 

enabler of academic persistence and 

achievement. Trust among educators, families, 

and community actors is consistently identified 

as a precondition for improved literacy and 

numeracy (Fauzi & Nurhayati, 2025; Ibrahim et 

al., 2018; Kobayashi & Ogawa, 2025; Nur’aeni et 

al., 2023). Participatory school governance—via 

School Management Committees and Parent-

Teacher Associations—has demonstrably 

improved educational performance in under-

resourced settings (Álvarez-Álvarez, 2017; Latif 

et al., 2023; Nurhayati et al., 2023; Suharyat et 

al., 2023). Supplementary teaching models, 

community-led tutoring, and volunteerism in 

African contexts have also yielded significant 

learner gains (Khairunnisa et al., 2024; Prastowo 

et al., 2025; Ratnawulan et al., 2025; Sanfo, 2020; 

Taniguchi & Hirakawa, 2016). 

From a design perspective, participatory 

co-creation methods—such as PAR, co-design, 

and collaborative curriculum development—

have facilitated psychological empowerment, 

learner motivation, and iterative innovation 

(Ding et al., 2024; Quinn, 2015; Tuhkala, 2021), 

2021; Quinn, 2015; Ding et al., 2024). Teacher 

participation in instructional design has enhanced 

pedagogical alignment, increased professional 

efficacy, and supported sustainable practice, 

particularly within Professional Learning 

Communities (Law et al., 2017; Munggarani et 

al., 2025; Musa et al., 2024; Musa & Nurhayati, 

2024; Nurhayati & Musa, 2025; Suwartono et al., 

2025). Digital inclusion efforts—ranging from 

accessible platforms and gamified participation 

tools to youth-led design sprints—have been 

instrumental in bridging equity gaps (Dindler et 

al., 2024; Wakil & Dalsgaard, 2013). 

Sustainability of participatory efforts is enabled 

by institutional adaptability, stakeholder 

integration, and iterative learning structures. PLA 

frameworks provide flexible architectures for 

continual feedback and local knowledge 

integration (Labbé et al., 2015; Makrakis & 

Kostoulas-Makrakis, 2023; Subakti et al., 2022). 

Effective participatory models are increasingly 

augmented by ICT tools, system dynamics 

simulations, and multilevel facilitation structures 

to respond to institutional complexity (Shange et 

al., 2025; Stave et al., 2019). The role of multi-

sectoral alliances—including universities, state 

actors, and civil society—has proven critical in 

sustaining educational initiatives and scaling 

participatory innovations (Leal Filho et al., 2025; 

Singha, 2024). Within adult learning contexts, 

participatory planning has reinforced mutuality, 

critical inquiry, and adaptive expertise. The 

integration of participatory scenario planning 

(PSP) and Youth Participatory Action Research 

(YPAR) has promoted transformative praxis 

among marginalized populations, enabling them 

to influence programmatic and policy-level 

changes (Giovanelli et al., 2020). Participatory 

design environments have enhanced adult 

educators’ reflective and inclusive teaching 

practices, fostering equitable learning conditions 

(Ngwenya et al., 2021; Nurhayati, 2024; 

Nurhayati, Tersta, et al., 2024; Ratnawulan et al., 

2025; Safuri et al., 2022; Tiarawati et al., 2023). 

Nonetheless, the literature reveals 

persistent structural and procedural barriers. 

Power asymmetries within communities, 

differential facilitator capacities, and institutional 

inertia often constrain the effectiveness of 

participatory initiatives (Hakiman & Sheely, 

2025; Nasca et al., 2019). Additionally, access to 

digital technologies and inclusive design 

methods remains uneven, disproportionately 

excluding low-literate or technologically 

marginalized populations (Ahmad et al., 2024; 

Kalenda et al., 2022; Nurhayati et al., 2025; 

Susanti & Nurhayati, 2024). The reviewed corpus 

substantiates that participatory planning—when 

contextually embedded, equitably facilitated, and 

institutionally supported—can generate robust 

educational and developmental outcomes. 

Crucially, it is the depth, deliberativeness, and 

adaptiveness of community involvement—not its 

nominal presence—that determines the 

transformative potential of such planning 

frameworks. These findings constitute the 

empirical and conceptual foundation for 

subsequent theoretical elaboration and policy 

innovation aimed at advancing sustainable, 

community-responsive education systems. 
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Discussion 

This systematic review synthesizes a 

growing body of empirical and theoretical work 

affirming that participatory planning constitutes 

a dynamic, multifactorial approach capable of 

reshaping the landscape of community-based 

education. The review reveals that the realization 

of participatory benefits—across educational, 

social, economic, environmental, and 

institutional dimensions—is predicated upon 

context-specific conditions, the quality of 

facilitation, stakeholder alignment, and the 

adaptability of supporting institutions. These 

findings corroborate conceptual models 

positioning participatory engagement as 

contingent rather than deterministic. 

Crucially, the literature underscores the 

pedagogical efficacy of participatory planning 

through its capacity to enhance curricular 

relevance and learner agency. By incorporating 

community-driven epistemologies and centering 

local knowledge, participatory approaches 

interrupt traditional, technocratic modes of 

educational delivery (Wood & McAteer, 2023). 

These insights lend empirical support to 

theoretical frameworks advanced by Freire 

(1970) which conceptualize participation not 

solely as a procedural mechanism but as an 

epistemic and political reorientation. Within this 

paradigm, participatory education emerges as 

both an emancipatory praxis and a vector for 

epistemological justice. 

Socially, the review elucidates how 

participatory frameworks function as vehicles for 

cultivating civic trust, solidarities, and 

community cohesion. Participatory 

methodologies, when enacted with fidelity, 

deepen social capital and amplify community 

agency (Arellano et al., 2015; Newell et al., 

2020). Empirical evidence from disparate 

geographies—including Honduras, Canada, and 

Uganda—consistently demonstrates that 

communities engaged substantively in planning 

processes exhibit heightened commitment to 

educational investment and stronger 

accountability mechanisms (Heinrich & Lopez, 

2009; Kobayashi & Ogawa, 2025; Nasca et al., 

2019). However, these outcomes are highly 

sensitive to the integrity of participation. 

Superficial or symbolic engagement often 

reproduces disaffection and institutional mistrust. 

Equally significant is the role of design 

infrastructure and leadership modalities in 

mediating participatory success. Studies centered 

on Participatory Learning and Action (PLA) and 

ICT-mediated planning frameworks reveal that 

sustained and meaningful participation 

necessitates institutional architectures capable of 

iterative engagement, local adaptation, and multi-

stakeholder coordination (Makrakis & 

Kostoulas-Makrakis, 2023; Stave et al., 2019). 

This is particularly salient within adult learning 

environments, where heterogeneity in learner 

biographies, constraints, and expectations calls 

for high relational competence and context-

sensitivity in planning processes (Ngwenya et al., 

2021). 

The literature further identifies trust and 

power as pivotal mediating constructs in 

participatory processes. Across nearly all studies, 

trust emerges not only as a prerequisite but also 

as a product of participatory interaction (Ibrahim 

et al., 2018). However, endemic asymmetries—

whether along lines of class, gender, or 

institutional authority—frequently compromise 

the equitable distribution of voice and influence. 

This reinforces the critical facilitative function, 

whereby planners are required to surface and 

navigate power differentials, engineer 

deliberative spaces, and foster authentic 

stakeholder dialogue. Despite the evidentiary 

richness of current literature, several 

epistemological and methodological lacunae 

persist. First, longitudinal evaluations examining 

the sustainability of participatory interventions 

are sparse, limiting our understanding of long-

term impact. Second, there remains a dearth of 

integrative mixed-methods studies capable of 

triangulating qualitative narratives with 

quantitative measures such as learning outcomes, 

empowerment indices, or institutional 

responsiveness. Third, the implications of digital 

participation—especially in contexts marked by 

infrastructural scarcity—are underexplored 

(Ampatzidou et al., 2018; Wakil & Dalsgaard, 

2013). These limitations suggest fertile ground 

for future investigation. A recurrent tension 

within the reviewed literature pertains to the 

dialectic between local autonomy and external 

facilitation. While endogenous leadership 

enhances ownership and cultural fit, it frequently 

necessitates exogenous resources, technical 

expertise, or legitimating alliances. The 

emergence of hybrid governance models—

balancing grassroots agency with cross-sectoral 

collaboration—offers a pragmatic response, yet 

also invites critical scrutiny concerning 
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dependency and cooptation (Leal Filho et al., 

2025; Singha, 2024). 

Taken holistically, this review positions 

participatory planning as a non-linear, 

negotiated, and contextually inflected practice. 

Its efficacy is not attributable to formulaic 

application but to the strategic orchestration of 

cultural resonance, institutional flexibility, 

facilitative capacity, and iterative learning. The 

geographic and sectoral heterogeneity of the 

studies—from rural education initiatives in 

Malawi to urban design processes in North 

America—illuminate both the plasticity and 

contextual boundedness of participatory 

approaches. Future scholarship must therefore 

engage with the political economy of 

participation, critically examine digital tools for 

democratic engagement, and develop robust 

evaluative frameworks that capture the dialectics 

of process and impact. The transformative 

promise of participatory planning in community-

based education is empirically substantiated yet 

pragmatically constrained. Its potential to 

democratize learning, redistribute epistemic 

authority, and scaffold contextually grounded 

knowledge production is clear. However, 

realizing this potential demand institutional 

willingness, theoretical sophistication, and an 

ethical commitment to shared ownership and 

reflexive practice in educational design. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

This study synthesizes current literature on 

participatory planning in community-based 

education, demonstrating its potential to enhance 

curricular relevance, learner agency, social 

cohesion, and sustainability when tailored to 

local contexts and supported by inclusive 

facilitation. These outcomes depend on the 

authenticity and depth of stakeholder 

engagement, rather than the participatory model 

alone. Rather than a fixed model, participatory 

planning is a flexible, context-responsive practice 

shaped by institutional, political, and cultural 

dynamics. Its effectiveness hinges on skilled 

facilitation, institutional commitment, and shared 

decision-making. Persistent challenges—

including power imbalances and weak policy 

frameworks—continue to limit its transformative 

potential. This review contributes an integrative 

framework linking participation levels to 

educational outcomes and offers cross-contextual 

insights to inform practice. It also addresses the 

fragmentation in participatory planning literature 

by unifying diverse empirical findings. Future 

research should examine the long-term effects of 

participatory approaches, assess digital 

engagement tools, and explore implementation 

across varied governance settings. The study 

affirms that participatory planning remains a vital 

mechanism for democratizing education and 

advancing inclusive, community-driven reform. 
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