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Community mapping 
 
Chris Perkins University of Manchester 
 
 
Introduction 
 
Community mapping is best characterized as a collaborative mapping exercise, in which local voices 
are articulated, as against standardized modes of mapping, which have historically frequently 
reflected more top-down or expert forms of knowledge. As such it is in theory participatory, inclusive, 
and appropriate to local needs, interests and goals. In theory as well is should be accountable and 
transparent, ethical and sensitive to socio-cultural, political and economic contexts. Frequently of 
course these laudable principles are not always realised.   
 
This bibliography excludes metaphorical use of the term, which has frequently been used to describe 
a technique in the social sciences relating to aspects of a place, but without direct spatial mapping. So 
community mapping documented here represents a series of mapping practices, frequently deployed 
as maps of stakeholder views, which chart local concerns, but with a clear geographic and spatial 
relationship to the place being mapped. This kind of community enterprise has been a fertile ground 
for researchers at the interface between mapping technologies and social and cultural studies of 
communities. The emphasis of this work is frequently less instrumental and technological, than often-
normative direction implied in many studies of Public Participatory Geographic Information Systems 
(PPGIS). As such community mapping frequently sits at the interface between artistic or creative 
endeavor and more political aspirations. 
 
This bibliography starts by introducing standard sources, including historical studies, together with 
descriptions of best practice published in handbooks. As a diverse and multidisciplinary process 
research is reported in journals from many different fields. It then moves on to chart studies of 
methods and technologies deployed in different contexts. A very diverse variety of interests have 
become involved with these kind of community initiative and the core of this bibliography charts many 
of the different directions and emphases taken in these studies, contrasting indigenous mapping 
practices with participatory encounters in planning systems in western and developed contexts, and 
more explicitly protest-oriented mapping, mapping out resistance instead of participation. References 
relating to artistic interventions are introduced, and more technological and data-driven initiatives 
using open and crowd-sourced virtual collaboration are explored.  References to leisure-based 
community mapping is introduced and exemplified with an overview of reading relating to mapping 
made by the cycling community. The bibliography concludes with a consideration of critical studies of 
the practice and research directions involved in the praxis of community mapping.  
 
General Overviews and Histories 
Community mapping has a long trajectory, but this history has never been systematically explored in 
a single authoritative source. The practice grew in popularity towards the end of the twentieth century, 
reflecting a shift away from monopolistic and frequently state-based mapping hegemony. Denis Wood 
2010 offers perhaps the most useful and widely available overview of the practice and its genesis in 
artistic, political, environmental and research endeavors from the mid-twentieth century, in Europe 
and North America. He also charts the emergence of indigenous cartographies, artistic mapping, and 
Public Participatory GIS.  For the UK practical approaches to local activism taken by the arts and 
environmental charity Common Ground are documented in King and Clifford 1985. One of the earliest 
systematic considerations of community mapping was offered by Abberley 1993 in his overview of 
West Coast North American bio-regional mapping – out of this strand emerged various Green 
Mapping practices explored by Parker 2006.  More oppositional forms of what came to be called 
counter-mapping, including indigenous mapping activities, are charted in a theme issue of the journal 
Antipode which focuses on critical cartography (Harris and Harrower 2005). With the development of 
geographical information systems and the widespread use of web-based and socially networked 
technologies has come a profusion of digital mapping solutions, frequently associated with the term 
Public Participatory Geographic Information Systems (PPGIS), and increasingly deploying open data 
and a crowdsourcing of community information (see McCall et al 2015). The social interface of these 



technologies is explored by Shkabatur 2015, but the most useful general introductions to the genre of 
community mapping are Lydon 2003, focusing on Canadian inititiatives, Perkins 2007, with a focus on 
local mapping by local people across different cases in the UK, and Chambers 2005 in the context of 
participatory mapping for development. 

 
Abberley, Douglas, ed. 1993. Boundaries of Home: Mapping for Local Empowerment. Gabriola Island, 
BC: New Society Publishers.  
Introductions to different aspects of bio-regional mapping of the Pacific Northwest, in the era before 
digital technology. 
 
Chambers, Robert. 2005. “Participatory Mapping and Geographic Information Systems: Whose Map? 
Who Is Empowered and Who Disempowered? Who Gains and Who Loses?” Electronic Journal of 
Information Systems 25: 1–11. 
One of the most frequently read introductions to participatory mapping focusing on its history and the 
costs and social benefits of using the mapping in participatory community development contexts.  
 
Harris, L., and Mark Harrower. 2005. “Critical Cartographies Special Issue.” ACME: An International 
E-Journal for Critical Geographies 4 (1). 
A collection of articles reflecting on the links between critical social science and changing 
technological ways in which communities might map the world. 
 
King, Angela, and Susan Clifford. 1985. Holding Your Ground: An Action Guide to Local 
Conservation. London: Penguin. 
An early guide for local political action including useful advice about practical mapping activities and 
their role in campaigns. 
 
Lydon, Maeve. 2003. “Community Mapping: The Recovery (and Discovery) of Our Common Ground.” 
Geomatica 57 (2): 131–44. 
An overview of the potential of community mapping including what might be learnt from indigenous 
mapping practice in a discussion of initiatives on the Canadian west coast. 
 
McCall, Michael K., Javier Martinez, and Jeroen Verplanke. 2015. “Shifting Boundaries of Volunteered 
Geographic Information Systems and Modalities: Learning from PGIS.” ACME: An International 
Journal for Critical Geographies 14 (3): 791–826. 
Evaluates how Volunteered Geographical Information (VGI) systems and practices perform, in terms 
of governance and participation and argues that newer crowdsourcing might usefully learn from 
lessons of participatory GIS.  
 
Parker, Brenda. 2006. “Constructing Community through Maps? Power and Praxis in Community 
Mapping.” The Professional Geographer 58 (4): 470–84. 
This empirical evaluation of the potential of green mapping as a series of practices focuses on 
inclusion, transparency and empowerment and the ways in which community mapping socially 
constructs local contexts. 
 
Perkins, Chris. 2007. “Community Mapping.” The Cartographic Journal 44 (2): 127–37. 
A concise introduction to British applications of community mapping with case evidence from Parish 
mapping, green maps, artistic maps, open source mapping and cycle mapping, this paper highlights 
the institutional framings for political, social, aesthetic and technological practices.  
 
Shkabatur, Jennifer. 2014. “Interactive Community Mapping: Between Empowerment and 
Effectiveness.” In Closing the Feedback Loop: Can Technology Bridge the Accountability Gap?, 71–
106. Washington DC: World Bank.  
Drawing on evidence for the Map Kibera project this chapter explores how different stakeholders 
might relate to interactive technological possibilities of a current and on-going community mapping 
project. 
 
Wood, Denis. 2010. Rethinking the Power of Maps. New York: Guilford Press.   
In this comprehensive introduction to community mapping Wood explores a diversity of mapping 
practices, providing genealogies and contextual framings to help situate and contrast bottom-up and 



community mappings and set these against the claims of more conventional top-down cartographic 
practice. 
 
Handbooks 
There are several different significant published handbooks introducing potential users and others to 
the practicalities of doing different kinds of community mapping. As such these guidance documents 
vary according to the contexts and methodologies that they are supporting. The earliest guides were 
published as books emphasizing local advice about particular projects, such as Flavelle 1997 with its 
focus on Western North America. Many handbooks have been sponsored by agencies in the non-
governmental sector, and chart the role of different stakeholders in the mapping practice, for example 
Water Aid 2005 focusing on village-based water appraisals for the charity, or Ragan et al 2011 
focusing on mapping to engage the youth sector in the development process.  Other handbooks 
document best organizational practice that has emerged across global networks, which encourage 
local actors to follow a particular way of mapping, such as the Green Map System or the Mapping for 
Change organization.  In addition there are organizations encouraging environmental and community 
action who provide guidance on how local groups can participate in this process, notably from IIED 
(Rambaldi et al 2006), and from CIFOR (Evans et al 2006). Specialist advice about how to use GI 
technologies in humanitarian relief is available from MapAction 2017. Together these guides provide 
useful overviews of different suggested mapping practices and more recent examples are almost all 
available from organizational web sites. 
 
Evans, Kristen, Wil de Jong, Peter Cronkleton, Douglas Sheil, Tim Lynam, Trikurnianti Kusumanto, 
and Carol J. Pierce Colfer. 2006. Guide to Participatory Tools for Forest Communities. Bogor: CIFOR.  
Provides guidance for developing different participatory tools in the context of forest communities, 
situating participatory community mapping in a wider toolbox of approaches for local engagement. 
 
Flavelle, Alix. 1996. Mapping Our Land: Community Mapping Handbook. Vancouver: Lone Pine 
Publishing. 
A practical handbook with clear step-by-step guidance on implementing a community mapping 
initiative, focusing in particular on sustainable development issues. 
 
“Green Map System.” 2017. Accessed October 4. https://www.greenmap.org/. 
The umbrella web site for the Green Map System, adopted by 950 communities in 65 countries and 
including links to many resources helpful for developing community-based mapping for sustainable 
development.  
 
MapAction. 2017. Field Guide to Humanitarian Mapping. 2nd ed. Little Missenden: MapAction. 
Accessed September 17. https://mapaction.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/12/mapaction_field_guide_to_humanitarian_mapping.pdf. 
A comprehensive introduction into the field methods and practices deployed in mapping in the 
aftermath of emergencies. 
 
“Mapping for Change.” 2017. Accessed October 4. http://mappingforchange.org.uk/. 
The web site for the London-based Mapping for Change organisation, focusing upon the development 
of community mapping in the UK.  
 
Ragan, Doug, Meghan Muldoon, Jane Bisanju, and others. 2011. Community Mapping Guide-Volume 
3: A Youth Community Toolkit for East Africa. Nairobi: UNHABITAT. 
A guide for people wanting to engage youth in community-based planning focusing on asset mapping 
and evidenced from work in East Africa. 
 
Rambaldi, G. 2015. “Mapping for Change: Practice, Technologies and Communication.” International 
Institute for Environment and Development. https://www.iied.org/pla-54-mapping-for-change-practice-
technologies-communication. 
A theme issue of the IIED Participatory Learning and Action Journal including articles documenting 
tools relating to participatory community mapping using GIS, theoretical articles and reflections from 
practice. 
 
Water Aid. 2005. Community Mapping: A Tool for Community Organising. London: Water Aid. 
http://www.wateraid.org/~/media/Publications/community-mapping-programme-partner-guidelines.pdf 



Descriptions of practice and evaluations of village-based community mapping in East Africa that 
seeks to establish water points. 
 
 
Methods and Technologies  
Early applications of community mapping deploying maps on paper, or crafted as temporary outlines 
on the ground are explored by Chambers 2005, but also charted by Lydon et al 2016.  Deploying 
digital technologies has, however, increasingly emerged as the most appropriate and cost effective 
way of community mapping and a useful overview of best practice in community mapping deploying 
Geographic Information technologies is provided by Forrester and Cinderby 2013. The use of web 
based mapping increased throughout the first decade of the twenty-first century and its potential for 
community involvement in mapping is reviewed by Kingston  et al 2000. Publically and globally 
available coverage in Google Maps is deployed in many community mashups eg Lefer et al 2008, and 
the global spread of GIS has encouraged the emergence of participatory systems described by Dunn 
2007. Forrester et al 2015 show how multiple methods may be appropriate for this kind of analysis. 
Verplanke et al 2016 explore the more recent coming-together of crowdsourcing or volunteered 
geographic information, alongside the participatory deployment of these technologies by communities. 
The Geoweb clearly offers a very active potential for enrolling different local voices in community 
mapping activities, and the architecture used in systems impacts in a significant way on possible 
community outcomes (see Haklay 2016).  
 
 
Chambers, Robert. 2005. “Participatory Mapping and Geographic Information Systems: Whose Map? 
Who Is Empowered and Who Disempowered? Who Gains and Who Loses?” Electronic Journal of 
Information Systems 25: 1–11. 
A systematic overview of pre-digital participatory mapping technologies exploring their varying 
capacities to empower communities, including a participatory hierarchy of community empowerment. 
 
Dunn, Christine E. 2007. “Participatory GIS — a People’s GIS?” Progress in Human Geography 31 
(5): 616–37.  
This article evaluates PGIS as part of a democratization of GIS. It explores the control and ownership 
of geographical information, representations of local and indigenous knowledge, issues relating to 
scaling, web-based approaches and reviews potential technical and academic futures. 
 
Forrester, J., and S. Cinderby. 2013. “A Guide to Using Community Mapping and Participatory-GIS.” 
Available on Line. 
http://www.tweedforum.org/research/Borderlands_Community_Mapping_Guide_.pdf. 
A systematic evaluation of the practical needs when using GI-based community mapping schemes, 
drawing on experience of flood risk management in the UK and community involvement therein. 
 
Forrester, John, Brian Cook, Louise Bracken, Steve Cinderby, and Andrew Donaldson. 2015. 
“Combining Participatory Mapping with Q-Methodology to Map Stakeholder Perceptions of Complex 
Environmental Problems.” Applied Geography 56: 199–208. 
Explores the potential of multiple methods approaches to analyse stakeholder statements relating to 
flood risk management, by assessing the potential of combining Q methodology with PPGIS.  
 
Haklay, Muki. 2016. “GeoKey - Open Infrastructure for Community Mapping and Science.” Human 
Computation 3 (1): 143–59.  
Focuses on an example of infrastructure as a critical influence on the potential of one technological 
approach to community mapping. 
 
Kingston, R., S. Carver, A. Evans, and I. Turton. 2000. “Web-Based Public Participation Geographical 
Information Systems: An Aid to Local Environmental Decision-Making.” Computers, Environment and 
Urban Systems 24 (2): 109–25.  
Explores the potential of the web and online GIS as tools for enrolling people into planning systems 
with evidence from UK developments. 
 
Lefer, Theodore B., Matthew R. Anderson, Alice Fornari, Anastasia Lambert, Jason Fletcher, and 
Maria Baquero. 2008. “Using Google Earth as an Innovative Tool for Community Mapping.” Public 
Health Reports 123 (4): 474–80. 



Explores how Google Earth can be used by non-specialists in a community based analysis of health 
and disease. 
 
Lydon, Maeve, Ken Josephson, and Weddy Brawer. 2016. Mapping Our Common Ground: A 
Community and Green Mapping Resource Guide. 3rd ed. Victoria BC: Common Ground. 
A regularly revised description of methods appropriate for community mapping, with a detailed focus 
on practical needs for the production of paper-based maps, and with wide case evidence from the 
collaborative Green Map Project. 
 
Verplanke, Jeroen, Michael K. McCall, Claudia Uberhuaga, Giacomo Rambaldi, and Muki Haklay. 
2016. “A Shared Perspective for PGIS and VGI.” The Cartographic Journal 53 (4): 308–17. 
Explores some of the principles by which local spatial knowledge can be deployed in PGIS and VGI, 
highlighting similarities and differences in terms of access, ownership, trust, validation and 
applications.  
 
 
Indigenous Mapping and Counter-Mapping 
The term counter-mapping was first coined by Peluso 1995 as a short-hand label for indigenous 
peoples’ mapping struggles against colonial and outside forces, but arguably the foundational text 
relating to indigenous mapping and the deployment of maps to reassert local claims is Brody 1981. 
Many of these maps are published on the web or as atlases eg Toledo Cultural Council 1997.  Sletto 
2009 provides a useful overview of the very diverse contexts in which it is carried out, and Chapin, 
Lamb and Threlkeld 2005 also offer a balanced and comparative overview.  This literature that has 
grown apace since the around 2005, but a preponderance of research has focused on North 
American examples, following on from Murphy’s work. Other notable examples include the Australian 
aboriginal mapping explored by Turnbull 2007, and the mapping for conservation charted by Harris 
and Hazen 2005.  At times this counter-mapping is painted as participatory and empowering, eg in 
South African rural context described by Panek 2015, whereas in other contexts the tensions of the 
process are explored eg in the community mapping of African herds-people described by Hodgson 
and Schroeder 2002, or by Wainwright and Bryon 2009 in Nicaragua and Belize. 
 
 
Brody, Hugh.  1981.  Maps and Dreams,  Vancouver: Douglas & McIntyre. 
A masterful charting of the maps made by indigenous Indian peoples of British Columbia to depict 
their hunting and trapping economy, but also their dreams of other lives, set against white mans’ 
attempts to claim and control. 
 
Chapin, Mac, Zachary Lamb, and Bill Threlkeld. 2005. “Mapping Indigenous Lands.” Annual Review 
of Anthropology 34 (1): 619–38. doi:10.1146/annurev.anthro.34.081804.120429. 
A systematic overview of the genesis, methodologies and practices in counter-mapping that contrasts 
often well-founded and technologically driven initiatives in North America with resource-poor 
programmes in the global south.  
 
Harris, Leila M., and Helen D. Hazen. 2005. “Power of Maps:(Counter) Mapping for Conservation.” 
ACME: An International Journal for Critical Geographies 4 (1): 99–130. 
Reviews the power geometries of local mapping initiatives as an important force in conservation 
struggles. 
 
Hodgson, Dorothy L., and Richard A. Schroeder. 2002. “Dilemmas of Counter-Mapping Community 
Resources in Tanzania.” Development and Change 33 (1): 79–100. 
A critical examination of tensions implicit in four counter-mapping projects in East Africa which 
highlights the dilemmas emerging in contested mapping contexts between different stakeholders. 
 
Panek, Jiri. 2015. “How Participatory Mapping Can Drive Community Empowerment–a Case Study of 
Koffiekraal, South Africa.” South African Geographical Journal 97 (1): 18–30. 
A village based study of the potential of OpenStreetMap and Google-based participatory mapping. 
 
Peluso, Nancy Lee. 1995. “Whose Woods Are These? Counter-Mapping Forest Territories in 
Kalimantan, Indonesia.” Antipode 27 (4): 383–406. 



Explores the politics of land and forest rights in Indonesian Borneo and the potential of sketch maps 
to reclaim territories. 
 
Sletto, Bjørn. 2009. “‘We Drew What We Imagined’. Participatory Mapping, Performance, and the Arts 
of Landscape Making.” Current Anthropology 50 (4): 443–76. 
A Gramscian critique which argues for studying local performed complexity of mapping practice and 
against reducing debates over counter-mapping to a binary opposition between bottom-up and top-
down views. 
 
Toledo Cultural Council . 1997. Maya Atlas: Struggle to Preserve Maya Land in Southern Belize. 
Berkeley, Calif.  : Emeryville, Calif.: North Atlantic Books. 
One of the most read examples of a counter-mapping atlas, highlighting Mayan land rights in Belize. 
 
Turnbull, David. 2007. “Maps Narratives and Trails: Performativity, Hodology and Distributed 
Knowledges in Complex Adaptive Systems–an Approach to Emergent Mapping.” Geographical 
Research 45 (2): 140–49. 
Argues for a performative and cognitive approach to encounters between different knowledge 
traditions such as local and indigenous mapping and its relations to state mapping projects, in an 
Australian context. 
 
Wainwright, Joel, and Joe Bryan. 2009. “Cartography, Territory, Property: Postcolonial Reflections on 
Indigenous Counter-Mapping in Nicaragua and Belize.” Cultural Geographies 16 (2): 153–78. 
Highlights the potential of counter-maps to rework colonial social relations, drawing on Latin American 
evidence, but cautions against naive views of their empowering potential. 
 
 
Participatory Planning 
The role of maps in participatory planning in western democracies can be traced back to the 1960s 
but it was not until the publication of guides such as King and Clifford 1985 that local activists in 
communities really began to map what they valued. The emphasis of most published work in this field 
is practical and normative and focuses on how maps might allow authorities to enroll local voices into 
their policy making: a strongly positive review of this history is provided by Panek 2015.  Studies of 
different approaches have been carried out in most European counries and across North America, 
with notable examples from the UK (Wood 2005), Ireland (Fahy and Ó Cinnéide 2009), and the USA 
(Thompson 2015), focusing on fields such as transport planning, environmental issues, land use 
planning, retail developments and industrial zoning amongst many other themes. These initiatives 
increasingly involve what has been termed Public and Participatory Geographical Information 
Systems (PPGIS), and a vast profusion of material has been published about technological innovation 
in this area, largely extolling its virtues as a tool to empower an informed citizenry. Dunn 2007 
provides a useful overview of this material and its different capabilities and potentials are reviewed by 
Brown and Kyttä 2014.  Critics of the capacity of these initiatives to really empower include Wood 
2010. Increasingly attempts are being made to incorporate more qualitative information into these 
community mappings, including emotional mapping of Czech towns, see Panek and Pashto 2017, 
and childrens’ health perceptions charted by Wridt 2010. 
 
Brown, Greg, and Marketta Kyttä. 2014. “Key Issues and Research Priorities for Public Participation 
GIS (PPGIS): A Synthesis Based on Empirical Research.” Applied Geography 46 (Supplement C): 
122–36. doi:10.1016/j.apgeog.2013.11.004. 
A meta-paper comparing 40 empirical studies of urban and environmental PPGIS and summarizing 
emerging practices and research priorities. 
 
Dunn, Christine E. 2007. “Participatory GIS — a People’s GIS?” Progress in Human Geography 31 
(5): 616–37. doi:10.1177/0309132507081493. 
This article evaluates PGIS as part of a democratization of GIS. It explores the control and ownership 
of geographical information, representations of local and indigenous knowledge, issues relating to 
scaling, web-based approaches and reviews potential technical and academic futures. 
 
Fahy, Frances, and Micheál Ó Cinnéide. 2009. “Re-Constructing the Urban Landscape through 
Community Mapping: An Attractive Prospect for Sustainability?” Area 41 (2): 167–75. 



An short examination of how a community map bringing together different stakeholder views of 
Galway in Ireland might inform local planning policy. 
 
King, Angela, and Susan Clifford. 1985. Holding Your Ground: An Action Guide to Local 
Conservation. London: Penguin. 
This British text introduces a lay audience to ways a community can take action in the face of 
standardized and outside planning practice. 
 
Pánek, Jiří. 2016. “From Mental Maps to GeoParticipation.” The Cartographic Journal 53 (4): 300–
307. doi:10.1080/00087041.2016.1243862. 
Charts the history of participatory mapping arguing that these maps increasingly signal a shift in 
power structures and a democratisation of mapping.  
 
Pánek, Jiří, and Vít Pászto. 2017. “Emotional Mapping in Local Neighbourhood Planning: Case Study 
of Příbram, Czech Republic.” International Journal of E-Planning Research (IJEPR) 6 (1): 1–22. 
Describes the implementation of a web-based tool for the collection and visualisation of emotion-
based and subjective information on maps. 
 
Thompson, Michelle M. 2015. “Public Participation GIS and Neighbourhood Recovery: Using 
Community Mapping for Economic Development.” International Journal of Data Mining, Modelling and 
Management 7 (1): 24–38. 
This paper explores how post-disaster recovery can be facilitated by PPGIS with case evidence from 
public involvement in mapping in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina. 
 
Wood, Denis. 2010. Rethinking the Power of Maps. New York: Guilford Press.  
Includes as sustained critique of PPGIS which claims that the practice is ‘scarsely GIS, intensely 
hegemonic, hardly public and anything but participatory’ p160. 
 
Wood, Justin. 2005. “‘How Green Is My valley?’ Desktop Geographic Information Systems as a 
Community-Based Participatory Mapping Tool.” Area 37 (2): 159–70. 
A comparative study of artwork and GIS mapping extolling the virtues of the digital as a means of 
enrolling local people into decision-making. 
 
Wridt, Pamela. 2010. “A Qualitative GIS Approach to Mapping Urban Neighborhoods with Children to 
Promote Physical Activity and Child-Friendly Community Planning.” Environment and Planning B: 
Planning and Design 37 (1): 129–47. 
Explores the use of qualitative spatial analysis of relationships between children's perception, the built 
environment, and social factors impacting children's mobility, leisure, and recreation in a 
neighbourhood of Denver Colorado.  
 
 
Protest Mapping 
Situationist mappings of Paris in the 1950s and 1960s, with their psycho-geographic and artistic 
encounters with the city, showed the potential for individuals to create new urban maps, in opposition 
to accepted ways of seeing the city and are described by Pinder 1996. This powerful potential of 
maps to serve as vehicles for advancing social justice is summarized by Krupar 2015. Overtly political 
protest mapping by the short-lived Detroit Geographic Expedition, championed by Bill Bunge and 
Gwendolyn Warren from 1969-1970, is explored by Morris and Voice 2015 and has been an 
influential force encouraging what has emerged as counter-mapping and critical cartography (see 
Crampton and Krygier2006). Subversive cartographies and protest maps from community activists 
seeking to deliver critical alternatives are explored by Wood and Krygier 2009, Counter-Cartographies 
Collective, Dalton and Mason-Deese 2012, and by Firth 2014. Radical community-led alternatives are 
charted in web sites such as Monde Diplomatique and in atlas publications such as Bhagat and Mogel 
2008. 
 
Bhagat, Alexis, and Lize Mogel, eds. 2008. An Atlas of Radical Cartography. Los Angeles, Calif: 
Journal of Aesthetics and Protest Press. 
Ten politically engaged maps and texts from community activists, architects and artists revealing 
hidden agendas and subverting conventional notions to promote social change. 
 



Counter-Cartographies Collective, Craig Dalton, and Liz Mason-Deese. 2012. “Counter (Mapping) 
Actions: Mapping as Militant Research.” ACME: An International E-Journal for Critical Geographies 11 
(3): 439–66. 
Reviews the 3Cs autonomous and critical mapping of campuses, tracing its subversive genealogy 
through other irruptions of protesting and counter-hegemonic  cartographies. 
 
Crampton, Jeremy W., and John Krygier. 2005. “An Introduction to Critical Cartography.” ACME: An 
International E-Journal for Critical Geographies 4 (1): 11–33. 
Develops examples of theoretical and practical aspects of critical cartography, charting the 
emergence of newly critical ways of doing community mapping vis à vis more established 
orthodoxies. 
 
Firth, Rhiannon. 2014. “Critical Cartography as Anarchist Pedagogy? Ideas for Praxis Inspired by the 
56a Infoshop Map Archive.” Interface: A Journal for and about Social Movements 16 (1): 156–84. 
An exploration of the utopian possibilities that emerge from anarchistic and practical approaches to 
community mapping as a pedagogic critique evidenced from a hard copy archive of British protest 
maps. 
 
Krupar, Shiloh. 2015. “Map Power and Map Methodologies for Social Justice Culture & Society.” 
Georgetown Journal of International Affairs 16: 91–101. 
A paper offering an overview of the genealogies of power in mapping and charting how the medium 
might be deployed to advance social justice. 
 
“Le Monde Diplomatique: Maps - English Edition.” 2017. Accessed October 4. 
https://mondediplo.com/maps/. 
A long-running web source of alterative and critical mapping relating to the arms trade, crime, 
demography, the economy, energy, the environment, health, inequalities, international relations and 
migration and refugee issues.  
 
Morris, D, and S Voice. 2017. “William Bunge, the DGEI, & Radical Cartography.” Jacket 2. Accessed 
October 3. https://jacket2.org/commentary/william-bunge-dgei-radical-cartography. 
Brings together the history, tactics, output and context for one of the foundational influences relating 
to subversive cartographies. 
 
Pinder, D., 1996. “Subverting Cartography: The Situationists and Maps of the City.” Environment and 
Planning A, 28(3): 405-427. 
Reviews the significance of the radical art and political group, the Situationist International, exploring 
the emergence of psycho-geographical mapping during the 1950s and 1960s, which underpin and 
continue to influence contemporary subversive mapping. 
 
Wood, Denis, and John Krygier. 2009. “Maps and Protest.” In International Encyclopedia of Human 
Geography, edited by Nigel Thrift and Rob Kitchin, 436–41. Oxford: Elsevier.  
A useful brief overview of different contexts in which counter-hegemonic mapping is published.  
 
 
Open Source Community Initiatives and Volunteered Geographic Information 
Technology-led community participation in everyday mapping activities has developed in the years 
since early experiments with the Geoweb (see Haklay et al 2008) into what has been termed the 
Volunteered Geographic Information (VGI) services. The most comprehensive overview of this field 
are the various chapters available in Sui et al 2012. OpenStreetMap, best summarized in its wiki 
available at https://wiki.openstreetmap.org/ and in the monograph from Ramm et al 2010 is the most 
successful and widespread example of these crowd-sourced mapping platforms, developed by a 
community coming together to make their own map of the world, and deliver an open and free 
alternative to national or multinational proprietary data. The early years of the project are introduced 
by Haklay and Weber 2008 and a plethora of largely technical evaluations have been published, with 
future research priorities summarized by Neis and Zielstra 2014.  This technical literature has recently 
been complemented by more critical and social studies of community participation such as Perkins 
2014, or Gerlach 2015. Other crowdsourced mapping outcomes focus less on building a systematic 
coverage, and more on specific events, by adding data in mashups with open map backdrops or 
frameworks. Notable in this field has been the emergence of crisis mapping, supporting better 



responses to hurricanes, earthquakes, pandemics or civil emergencies and charted by Roche et al 
2013. A critical literature relating to these mapping communities is also emerging, for example Turk 
2017. 

 
Gerlach, Joe. 2015. “Editing Worlds: Participatory Mapping and a Minor Geopolitics.” Transactions of 
the Institute of British Geographers 40 (2): 273–86. doi:10.1111/tran.12075. 
This article focuses on the everyday taken–for-granted practices through which mapping communities 
come together to make vernacular and shared mapping. 
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