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Introduction: The visibility of rurality contributes to optimizing the planning and administrative management processes of the territories by providing contextualized information about the relationship of the inhabitants with the area under study. The objective of this research is to identify the mechanisms of visibility of rurality in Usme, a locality in Bogotá, Colombia.
Methods: A case study was carried out using a mixed methodology. Based on a literature review, conceptual categories that support the visibility of rurality were formulated, and based on them, a perception survey addressed to the peasant leaders of Usme was designed. The survey contained 22 questions that inquired about socio-demographic data, citizen participation, roles of the inhabitants, participation scenarios, conditions, institutions, opportunities for improvement, and the needs and processes of the locality; the questions were multiple-choice with a single answer and open-ended. The survey was sent to 50 peasant leaders, of whom 36 responded (13 men, 21 women, and 2 LGBTIQ), who were residents of low (25), medium (3), and high (8) localities in the rural zone of Usme. Using the ATLAS.ti program, a frequency analysis was carried out for the multiple-choice questions and the textual data, as well as a content analysis of deductive and emergent categories; then, a nomological network on the mechanisms of visibility was constructed.
Results: Findings show that participants understand rurality visibility mechanisms in terms of five dimensions: spaces of visibility, dimensions of rurality, forms of participation, places of participation, and types of impact.
Discussion: The delimitation and definition of the dimensions that constitute the mechanisms of rurality visibility in the borders contribute to the designing of effective strategies to improve the conditions of the inhabitants of this area, as well as their participation in increasing the impact and coverage of the institutions of the territory, aiming to improve the quality of life of the inhabitants of the area. We concluded that, in order for this to happen, it is necessary to have community empowerment and social co-responsibility among the community, civil institutions, and government.
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INTRODUCTION
In recent decades, community participation has led to the development of the concept of citizen agency, which refers to active, responsible, autonomous, self-governing citizens who are aware of their freedoms and rights, possess the necessary knowledge to exercise their power, advocate for their own rights and those of others, give voice to their concerns, and work hand-in-hand with other actors and institutions to improve the living conditions of their communities (Bifulco, 2012; Babu, 2016).
The development of citizen agency among farmers requires the commitment of the educational, political, economic, and social sectors, working on inclusive local, regional, and national agendas in order to promote co-responsibility, commitment, and forms and rules for the participation of farmers. Citizen agency should be part of political leaders’ agendas in order to understand the problematic situations of farmers, coordinate cooperative alliances with the private sector, and formulate and implement solutions. Accordingly, government and civil society institutions should have various channels to promote the recognition of the importance of the knowledge and interests of farmers in terms of their needs and proposed solutions, as well as effective formal and non-formal mechanisms for collecting and communicating information. In addition, the education sector could contribute to the development of agency in rural children and youth through curricula. The economic sector could offer incentives to those farmers who formulate proposals to make visible the tangible and intangible heritage of these communities, along with alternative solutions to their most pressing needs (Bifulco, 2012; Babu, 2016; Gaudin, 2019).
This requires both community empowerment and the social co-responsibility of the community and governmental and non-governmental organizations. These sectors need to work together and drive the development of programs and projects in response to recognized needs and opportunities such as socio-spatial attributes, resources, identity, means of production, shortages, socio-environmental needs, hopes, social networks, and governmental and private organizations available, among others (Ziccardi, 1998; Melo Macías et al., 2016; Gaudin, 2019).
Community engagement and participation contribute significantly to the sustainable development of ecosystems in general but become crucial for farmers in impoverished territories. In developing countries such as Colombia, achieving the sustainability of these territories, which involves the quality of life of their inhabitants, is a challenge for governments and society. Therefore, the promotion and strengthening of community participation are key to the sustainability of these territories, including the quality of life of their inhabitants (Ziccardi, 2004; Barrera, 2009; Cano Malaver, 2017).
Moreover, the construction of effective mechanisms of community participation at distinct levels of management reduces the spatial and cultural gaps of border and rural territories, improving environmental and social sustainability (Ahern, 2011; Barrios-Salcedo and Casas-Matiz, 2019; Chester and Allenby, 2019). This process fosters the efficiency of finite resources and the co-responsibility of the care, conservation, preservation, and strengthening of eco-systemic values among the interactions between collectives and their living space (Fahmy et al., 2019; Han, 2021; Losasso, 2021).
In this context, rural visibility mechanisms refer to the ways in which citizens of rural territories share with civil society and local and national government their values, knowledge, skills, artifacts, and needs and give their voice to validate the existence of their narratives and guide the construction of actions and projects with the help of others who contribute to the purpose of achieving better living conditions for their rural community (Mayntz, 2010).
Therefore, this process demands the analysis of social and institutional relationships and their impact on the agency processes of communities. These self-management processes strengthen and recognize the capacities of popular sectors to modify their habitat and respond to their needs based on their own participation and decisions (Ramírez Miranda, 2014; González, 2015; Benavidez Burgos, 2016; López Santos et al., 2017; Ginés Sánchez and Querol Vicente, 2019).
Rural and border territories maintain historical relationship dynamics that are under-recognized in territorial planning and design. Usually, the capacity of rural inhabitants to act as agents of change is diminished by processes of informality, with a low or inadequate institutional presence accompanied by private promoters. This situation contributes to restricting the conditions of physical and virtual connectivity of these communities and the recognition and prioritization of the needs and requirements of other groups, especially urban ones; furthermore, government development proposals favor general plans that do not address the particularities of these territories (Hart, 2005; Healey, 2003).
In addition, illiteracy, digital illiteracy, and gender inequality present in these communities are conditions that increase the violation of their rights to participate in an informed manner in decision-making processes, along with the possibility of building their own territorial models that respond to their needs and offer sustainability opportunities for the countryside (Casas-Matiz and Ruiz Parrado, 2020).
Thus, it is necessary to consider mediation mechanisms that offer peasant communities opportunities for participation, including processes of literacy and digital infrastructure that make their involvement inclusive, without falling into a mirror gaze that disfigures their own content (Elías and Scotson, 2015).
Visibilization and participation mechanisms are instruments that facilitate the involvement of communities in government actions through meetings that encourage debate within a framework of institutional openness. Their implementation strengthens the agency of communities with respect to both decision-making regarding public policy (Gehl, 2014) and the management of the inhabitant’s recognition and their territory with its characteristics (Gaudin, 2019; Acosta and Ribotta, 2022).
States must guarantee that peasants and other people living in rural and border territories actively participate in the identification of their needs and priorities, as well as in the planning and execution of programs and projects that ensure a dignified life for their communities and guarantee socio-environmental and economic sustainability for their territories.
OBJECTIVE
The objective of this research is to identify the visibility mechanisms of rurality in Usme, a locality in Bogota, Colombia1.
Study type
A case study was carried out using a mixed methodology (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). This research integrated the collection and analysis of quantitative and qualitative data to describe the visibility mechanisms of rurality in Usme.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
Participants
The participants consisted of 36 volunteer farmers, of whom 58% were women and 8% were victims of the armed conflict. Although the sample was not randomly selected, all participants met the inclusion criteria of being over 18 years of age and currently living in the rural territory of Usme (Table 1).
TABLE 1 | Participants’ socio-demographic characteristics.
[image: Table 1]Instruments
A perception survey on rural visibility and participation mechanisms was designed for this study. It consisted of 22 questions: 12 multiple-choice with a single answer and 10 open-ended. This survey inquired about socio-demographic data, the meaning of visibility and participation mechanisms, suggestions for improving community participation, types of participation, roles of respondents, participation scenarios, forms of participation, context of respondents, aspects that strengthen the relationship between the community and government institutions, and the needs and expectations of the community regarding the improvement of conditions for rural dwellers.
Procedure
The research was carried out in three phases.
Phase one
Based on the bibliographic review, conceptual categories were formulated to support the visibility of rurality; this classification was considered to create the perception survey. Furthermore, a reflection on rurality and its innovation approaches was undertaken, addressing the traditional approach to territory habitability and the new forms and dynamics of urban–rural articulation, with the intention of ending this dichotomy. These approaches regarding rurality open up a complex bidirectional space for deliberation on territorial management decisions and productive, human, environmental, and spatial relationships between rural and urban localities; this framework informs comprehensive plans for rural sustainability (MAPA, 2003; Trpin, 2005; Ávila Sánchez, 2015; Berdegué and Soloaga, 2018).
Therefore, consideration should be given to traditional methods of organization, expanded production, and innovative processes that provide forms of balanced exchange, contributing to the wellbeing and quality of life conceived by the communities (Barkin and Rosas, 2006; Toledo, 2006). In this context, it is necessary to consider the revaluation of agriculture and external power relations mediated by the agro-industrial context since land, as a productive factor, is in a low position in the dominant power structure and at a disadvantage in decision-making (Machado Cartagena, 2009).
Phase two
Authorization to conduct the study was requested from the open government office of the local mayor’s office in Usme. Once obtained, the researchers contacted 50 rural leaders registered in this office by e-mail, explaining the purpose of this study, requesting their participation in filling out the survey, and asking for their support to send it to other members of the communities in each rural territory. Thirty-six farmers responded to the survey after signing informed consent and personal data authorization forms.
Phase three
The researchers conducted a frequency and percentage data analysis of the sociodemographic data. Then, they used ATLAS.ti (Scientific Software Development GmbH, 2020), a program that allows to codify conceptual categories through text, to perform a textual content analysis of the responses to each of the open-ended questions. Using ATLAS.ti, each researcher thoroughly reviewed each segment of the discourse independently to identify deductive and emerging categories that responded to each question posed. The triangulation technique was used to consolidate the categories, and later, the researchers conducted an analysis of the conceptual relationships between the categories, arranging them in diagrams. Lastly, the names of each category were reviewed in light of the collected data in order to validate each category and its components, generating the results.
According to the aims of the study, four categories were obtained after the data analysis.
Category 1
It focuses on observing the mechanisms of visibilization of the peasants of the locality of Usme in institutional and social aspects. In this category, the mechanisms of visibility and participation are instruments that facilitate the involvement of communities in government actions through meetings that promote debate. The implementation of these mechanisms supports public policy decision-making and requires adjustments to the contexts and communities that use them; in order to strengthen community empowerment, the territory serves as the most appropriate unit of measurement (Gaudin, 2019; Acosta and Ribotta, 2022).
Category 2
It focuses on the analysis of the rural territories (veredas) of the locality of Usme at three levels, namely, highlands, middlelands, and lowlands, to identify their mechanisms of participation in the institutional, social, and private spheres. The differential analysis contributes to the understanding of the processes of occupation and interaction, which become more diffuse as rural populations move away from urban influence, an effect that is the opposite in the low-rural territories because they are more visible and have a greater interaction with urban life and greater proximity to public and private organizations.
Category 3
It seeks to understand the tools that allow farmers in the highlands, middlelands, and lowlands to have a voice in the decision-making processes related to their interests and needs. To accomplish this, the following subcategories were established: differentiated spaces of visibility (public, private, or mixed); differentiated dimensions of rurality (social actors in rural–rural, rural–border, or neo-rural environments); forms of participation (face-to-face and virtual environments); proposed places of participation (farms, villages, rural zones, border zones, and urban zones), and type of impact of participatory processes (negative or positive impact). These subcategories seek to show the differential forms of visibility and participation of rural communities in the territory of Usme. They pursue a territorial planning that considers general processes common to the regional and local territory as well as global and national narratives of competitiveness and sustainability, which, in turn, strengthen local narratives and support the formulation of strategic, comprehensive, and diverse interventions based on the dynamics of social territorialization.
Category 4
It focuses on building recommendations for improvement in accordance with what was identified in the previous points. Figure 1 presents the methodological route and the categorical relationship system implemented.
[image: Figure 1]FIGURE 1 | System of categories and subcategories of the project.
RESULTS
The results show that the participants conceptualized the visibility and participation mechanisms of rurality through spaces of visibility, dimensions of rurality, forms of participation, places of participation, and purposes of participation (Figures 2, 3).
[image: Figure 2]FIGURE 2 | Perception survey participation mechanisms.
[image: Figure 3]FIGURE 3 | Visibility and participation mechanisms within Usme’s rural community.
Definition of visibility and participation mechanisms
For the participants of this study, participation mechanisms are defined as the means through which citizens can make informed decisions, allowing them to exercise their fundamental rights regarding processes and projects aimed at improving the quality of life of rural dwellers living in a particular territory.
Visibility spaces in Usme’s rural community
For the participants in this study, the spaces for visibility and participation of the rural population of Usme consist of public, private, and mixed spaces (Figure 4). The former are those provided by Usme’s governmental organizations (local) or external organizations such as the Bogotá Mayor’s Office or ministries. The private spaces are those made possible by individual management, the community in general, political parties, or civil society organizations. Finally, mixed spaces are those that require the co-management of governmental or civil society actors.
[image: Figure 4]FIGURE 4 | Visibility spaces within Usme’s rural community.
Forms of participation within Usme’s rural community
For the participants of this study, the forms of participation in the rural community of Usme are face-to-face and virtual. Face-to-face participation occurs in the rural context of Usme, followed by those occurring in the local district of Usme, while the preferred form of participation reported is a combination of face-to-face and virtual participation (Figure 5).
[image: Figure 5]FIGURE 5 | Forms of participation within Usme’s rural community.
The participants pointed out that these forms of participation are limited by difficulties in physical mobility and a lack of virtual connectivity in rural areas and highlands, especially since they decreased their participation and follow-up on improvement proposals.
Participation purposes within Usme’s rural community
Usme’s rural community participation purposes are evident in the meeting spaces that different society representatives (government institutions, civil society organizations, and community members) make possible in order to identify the resources of each rural territory (culture, ecosystem with its corresponding fauna, and agriculture), as well as in the search for support to establish the characteristics of the rural inhabitants of a territory and the identification of their needs in order to seek solutions that contribute to improving the quality of life of rural inhabitants (young farmers and their families).
Figure 6 shows how participants highlight their paths and what they consider should be highlighted in participation processes for the development of the territory. They pointed out the ecosystem services, the values of peasant culture, and the interdependence relationship with the city as providers of water, air, and food. They observe the resistance processes to urban expansion and highlight the need to take care of the social, cultural, and environmental values present in the territory.
[image: Figure 6]FIGURE 6 | Usme’s rural community participation purposes.
In the case of the participants, their most pressing needs are insecurity in the rural territories, exacerbated by poor public lighting; mobility problems due to scarce transportation services; and the adverse conditions of the tertiary roads that make difficult the transfer and commercialization of agricultural products that their community produces.
Recommendations for improving community participation in rural areas
The participants point out that government institutions, civil organizations, and citizens should open spaces for community meetings to work on issues of interest to the inhabitants that respond to their needs, such as access (transportation), security, and communication. Furthermore, it is essential to showcase the resources available, such as their agriculture and ecosystem characteristics that are specific to a rural territory. In addition, there is a need to determine the type of intervention by the state and other civil society institutions to improve the quality of life in the rural community.
It is also important that farmers’ rights become a reality, with change occurring through programs that support and generate community participation in the execution of projects that aimed at providing development opportunities for the countryside.
They also emphasized that peasants and their families should have the right to live a dignified life with peace and wellbeing, but for this to happen, change is needed through programs that support and generate community participation in the implementation of projects that provide development opportunities for the countryside. They consider that it should improve processes, provide access to timely information, expand calls for rural areas, and include vulnerable people who live on rent, have disabilities, or are elderly. Furthermore, institutions should create their real investment plans with communities, and these plans should be oriented to meet the true rural needs in high, medium, and low areas without the necessity of moving to the urban area according to the degree of importance since each place has distinctive characteristics. Finally, they mentioned the need to encourage interest in young people and adults, manage transportation and connectivity for highland villages, and guarantee spaces and technological tools in the dialog (Figure 7).
[image: Figure 7]FIGURE 7 | Importance of the situation of their path and rural areas.
Regarding the question of what factors should be proposed for improvement in the relationship between communities and public institutions in the locality, the participants highlight the need for institutional articulation and compliance with agreements, as well as differential investment, where projects are born cooperatively and recognize peasant experience. They emphasize the need to strengthen institutional credibility and citizen commitment, especially in young people, through dialog and active participation, respect for community times, and differential recognition of qualified or unqualified peasant human talent. Finally, they seek to strengthen a rural collective network that disseminates useful and truthful information.
DISCUSSION
The objective of this research was to identify the mechanisms of visibility of rurality in Usme, a locality of Bogotá, Colombia, from the perspective of 36 inhabitants of the rural territory.
The results show that the participants in this study recognize the importance of participation mechanisms for rural communities and validate them as democratic spaces that allow them to learn about the problems of their territory and their communities, although the proposals are not effective all the time and do not always translate into real projects that change and improve their living conditions. They propose that the instruments used for collecting information consider differential values; for example, when referring to rural communities located in territories less close to the city, it is essential to identify the needs of vulnerable populations and strengthen the participation of rural youth. They emphasize that the social and cultural interactions of rural areas, especially in the highlands, are such that the processes of exchange with the city fade and the levels of visibility of the communities are lower. These facts are increased by the insufficient infrastructure of physical and virtual connectivity.
This is consistent with policies related to rural development that promote a non-dichotomous relationship between cities and their rural territories and recognize that the participation and empowerment of communities are the central axis for decentralizing public decision-making (Gaudin, 2019; Valencia-Perafán et al., 2020). This empowerment leads the communities to identify and act actively in the face of their problems and consider them as opportunities that they can work to translate into projects for the integral improvement of their habitat (Pisani and Franceschetti, 2009).
Therefore, understanding and improving the processes of visibilization and effective participation of rural communities require improving the comprehensive management of the territory, the responses to the challenges to design concerted strategies, and the construction of sustainable urban–rural connectivity, both physical and digital, within the framework of an open government policy that recognizes the sense of rootedness of rural inhabitants, their productive experiences, and their search for diversification and commercialization of their products. All these innovative and competitive strategies give rise to spaces that promote emerging, productive activities and an articulation between the countryside and the city, with a transformation of infrastructure that contributes to new forms of mobility and communication (González, 2015), which strengthen the interactions and territorialization processes present there (Ballesteros, 2013).
Rural territories, as shown in this study, are complex, with a diversity of variables and rural actors, private organizations, and local, regional, and national government institutions, which imply a broad and diverse perspective of the needs and opportunities of the countryside and border areas. This approach can lead to the formulation of strategic planning in response to the needs of these populations, considering the characteristics of the territory. The use of a broad perspective makes it possible to generate initial solutions to specific needs that evolve and can lead to the construction of a structure of innovative participation and visibility strategies that support the formulation of dynamic interventions involving an increasing number of variables and stakeholders. However, a general approach such as the one proposed, although not perfect, contributes to providing a range of solutions to most of the problems addressed.
The research of this study did not consider the age or educational level of the participants; we recognize this omission as a limitation to the study since these variables most probably influence the perspective of the participants.
CONCLUSION
We can conclude that although the recognition of rural areas today is proposed by public policy as an open alternative to the socio-environmental capital present there and that its validation is supported by the proposals of institutional and community co-responsibility with the purpose of joint and integral sustainable development, these initiatives require diagnoses, proposals, and concerted and joint actions that are concretized in institutional actions within the territory. In the same way, the mechanisms of participation and visibility that are currently used to know the dynamics of the rural territory of Usme are not enough for a rural population that maintains its community ties and its peasant identity as its distinctive value and that recognizes its peasant struggle to reduce the urban overflow on agricultural areas; hence, the largest number of proposals for improvement in the participation that the current participants propose are based on improving listening and co-creation of spaces, the strengthening of connectivity networks, and contemplating future developments in a multidimensional and integral way, where peasant social capital is one of the pillars of territorial impulse.
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FOOTNOTES
1Usme is one of the 20 districts into which the capital of Colombia, Bogota, is divided. It is located in the southeast of the city and was formerly a municipality in the department of Cundinamarca, which was incorporated into the metropolitan area in 1954. Usme is separated from the main urban area of Bogota and includes several urban neighborhoods and rural areas. It is made up of seven zonal planning units (UPZs), which are divided into neighborhoods, and one rural planning unit (UPR). Usme has more than 120 neighborhoods and 17 rural territories (veredas) (https://www.usme.gov.co).
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