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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT
Keywords: Agroecological transitions represent strategic pathways for transforming agricultural systems to meet urgent
Endogenous social learning global sustainability goals. These transitions encompass fundamental changes in social-ecological relationships,

Decolonial practices
Co-creation of knowledge
Locally-led agriculture initiatives

knowledge systems, and power dynamics within food systems. However, the mechanisms facilitating such
transitions remain insufficiently understood, particularly regarding the diversity and efficacy of pedagogical
models employed in existing agroecological initiatives. This knowledge gap is especially pronounced within
Global South contexts, especially Latin America, where decolonial approaches hold particular relevance and
tradition within effective agroecology initiatives. Using a decolonial lens, this study explores the pedagogical
models used in community-led agroecological initiatives in Brazil, Colombia, and Peru. Drawing on semi-
structured interviews and workshops (n 140), alongside participant observations, we applied a qualitative ar-
chetypes analysis to examine three community-led agroecology initiatives. We identified three distinct but
interconnected contextual narratives: a. Living Pedagogies; b. Resistance Pedagogies; and c. Hybrid Pedagogies.
Despite these different contextual narratives, they share clear patterns, which allowed us to identify one major
archetype — the South pedagogies archetype. The decolonial pedagogy found can be fundamental to accelerate
agroecological transitions. Traditional communities in Colombia and Peru have preserved and evolved their
agroecology knowledge systems through generations of collective learning, offering profound insights into
sustainable food production that transcend the limitations of Western scientific methodologies. In parallel,
decolonial pedagogies in the Brazilian case were essential to promote urban agroecological transition that started
during the 2000s. These findings inform agroecological transition development based on learning processes that
value multiple ways of being.
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1. Introduction

“If we are truly committed to the work of decolonizing, we must
listen to the silences, that which is not written, and pay attention to
the internal dynamics of communities and how we label their ex-
periences.” (Rodriguez, 2018, p. 33)

Agroecology is gaining a lot of momentum in debates over sustain-
able food systems with the proposition to address systemic limitations of
global industrial agriculture while advancing social-ecological justice’
(Pope et al., 2024; Wezel et al., 2009, Gliessman, 2015; Sarand6n and
Flores, 2014). In this context agroecology is broadly defined not only as
a science or set of agricultural practices, but also as a way of life and a
form of resistance rooted in localized knowledge systems, historical
memory, and sociopolitical struggles (Rosset & Altieri, 2017; Giraldo
and Rosset, 2018a; Giraldo and Rosset, 2018b). Therefore, agroecolog-
ical transitions encompass fundamental transformations in social-
ecological relationships, knowledge systems, power dynamics, and in-
stitutions within food systems (Anderson et al., 2019a; Anderson et al.,
2019b, Feola et al., 2021). However, the mechanisms facilitating such
transitions remain insufficiently understood and theorized (McKay, et al
2024), particularly regarding the diversity and efficacy of pedagogical
models employed in existing agroecology initiatives (Anderson et al.,
2019b; Francis et al., 2013).

Within Latin American contexts, agroecological pedagogies, funda-
mentally grounded in Freirean critical pedagogy” (Freire, 2000), have
emerged as critiques of traditional agricultural education methodologies
as well as of linear and hierarchical knowledge transfer models. These
kinds of decolonial pedagogies constitute theoretical and practical
frameworks that interrogate and deconstruct colonial mechanisms
inherent in contemporary knowledge production and educational
practices (Mignolo, 2011). Their approaches fundamentally challenge
established epistemological hierarchies while seeking to legitimize
knowledge systems historically marginalized by colonial and neocolo-
nial educational paradigms (Quijano, 2000; Maldonado-Torres, 2007).
By explicitly creating epistemological spaces for marginalized knowl-
edge systems, experiences, and ways of being, these pedagogies foster
critical consciousness (Freire, 1970) and advance social-ecological jus-
tice (Zavala, 2013; Tuck & Yang, 2012, Pope et al., 2024). This is of
particular significance within Latin American agricultural contexts,
where numerous community-led agroecological initiatives have
emerged as vital sites of pedagogical innovation and resistance (Rosset
& Martinez-Torres, 2012).

Decolonial pedagogies propose to transcend technical enhancement
of agroecological practices and focus on the social and cultural di-
mensions of sustainable agriculture (Gliessman, 2016; Altieri & Toledo,
2011). They explicitly acknowledge the epistemological value of diverse
local knowledge systems as fundamental components in developing
contextually appropriate agroecological interventions (Pimbert, 2018).
Consequently, Latin American agroecological pedagogies emphasize
experiential learning methodologies, horizontal knowledge exchange
processes, and the systematic integration of Indigenous and peasant
knowledge with Western/North scientific knowledge (Méndez et al.,
2013). Examples of decolonial pedagogical practices include

1 According to Pope (2021), socio-ecological justice integrates environmental
sustainability with social equity, recognizing that ecological degradation and
social inequalities are interconnected issues that must be addressed simulta-
neously. It emphasizes that environmental challenges disproportionately affect
marginalized communities while acknowledging their rights to participate in
decision-making about resource use and management.

2 Paulo Freire’s critical pedagogy emphasizes education as a liberating force
through dialogic learning and consciousness-raising ("conscientizagao"), where
learners actively engage in understanding and transforming their reality rather
than passively receiving information (Freire, 1970). This approach combines
critical reflection with action ("praxis") to foster social transformation.
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incorporating Indigenous knowledge and languages into rural school
curricula, engaging in community-based learning projects and ways of
thinking, and fostering critical dialogues about race, power, and identity
(Zavala, 2013; Gaztambide-Fernandez, 2012). Another example of a
decolonial pedagogy is Chicana feminist pedagogies. These refer to
culturally specific ways of organizing teaching and learning in informal
sites, such as the home, that embraces Chicanas ways of knowing; it
extends beyond formal schooling (Delgado Bernal, 2001). These peda-
gogies interrogate the dominance of Western/North epistemologies,
seeking to recognize and embrace Indigenous, non-Western, and
marginalized knowledge systems (Mignolo, 2011; Santos, 2014).

Moreover, the development of agroecology pedagogies in Latin
America is often closely tied to social movements and grassroots orga-
nizations that advocate for food sovereignty and equitable rural devel-
opment (Martinez-Torres and Rosset, 2014). Notable examples include
the peasant-to-peasant (campesino a campesino) movement in Latin
America and the Landless Workers” Movement (MST) in Brazil; both of
these have established their own educational programs and centers
(McCune et al., 2014). These pedagogies not only focus on technical
agricultural skills but also address broader historical issues of land
rights, rural livelihoods, and biodiversity conservation, which together
reflect the multidimensional nature of agroecology in the Latin Amer-
ican context as both a science and a social movement (Fernandez et al.,
2013).

By examining the diverse learning approaches utilized by
community-led agroecology initiatives in different geographical and
cultural contexts of South America, this study aims to gain a nuanced
understanding of the strengths, limitations, and contextual factors
shaping the decolonial pedagogical models of agroecology. Drawing on
the pedagogical experiences of agroecological initiatives in Brazil,
Colombia, and Peru, this study aims to discern both commonalities and
distinctions in agroecological learning and community-led agriculture
across South America. To do so, we empirically identify archetypes and
narratives of decolonial pedagogies relevant for the agroecological
transition in South America. In this paper, we define archetypes as
recurring patterns that help analyze similar phenomena across different
contexts (Eisenack et al., 2019) and narratives as the stories or collective
accounts that reflects the experiences, values, and identity of a specific
community (Rappaport, 1995). Ultimately, we seek to deepen our un-
derstanding of the learning processes through pedagogical models
emerging from existing empirical, and potentially invisible, cases among
the neglected and marginalized communities of South America.

2. Methodology

To unravel the narratives and archetypes of decolonial pedagogies
underpinning agroecology learning in different cases in Brazil,
Colombia, and Peru, we used qualitative archetype analysis (Fisenack
et al., 2019). This method allows for identification of recurring patterns
of pedagogical dynamics across diverse cases while maintaining sensi-
tivity to contextual nuances (Oberlack et al., 2019).

This section presents the case descriptions (2.1); the methodological
approach of qualitative archetype analysis (2.2); and the data collection
and analysis details (2.3). As the intersections of oppressions and
decolonial responses can only be fully understood by situated analyses,
especially when dealing with ways of life other than westernized ones,
this study selected cases, categories of analysis, and research methods
based on selected criteria: (i) the focus on the local realities, motivations
and the community views; and (ii) their operational principles/patterns
of decolonial pedagogies potentially revealed as archetypes.

2.1. Comparative cases: The three cases described
This study identifies and compares the pedagogies employed in

community-led agroecology initiatives in Brazil, Colombia, and Peru
(Fig. 1). In these countries, autonomous agroecology initiatives emerge
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Fig. 1. Case study locations in Peru, Colombia and Brazil Map was generated
by the authors and built from Natural Earth (naturalearthdata.com).

out of vulnerable communities, characterized by local contexts and so-
cial positions affected by global capitalism and coloniality (Asante,
2006, Quijano, 2000) with intersecting lines of power and resistance. It
highlights the intensified intersected subordinations and the alternatives
built from their place of marginalization to deal with local socio-
environmental problems, indicating how to tackle the interconnected
systems of oppression from a bottom-up perspective that includes
Traditional Ecological Knowledge in agroecological knowledge systems
(Saylor et al., 2017).

The specific cases examined in these countries share key features:
resilient approaches and alternative knowledge systems centered on
agroecology. The initiatives analyzed demonstrate remarkable re-
sponses to challenging circumstances and have developed innovative,
locally tailored agricultural practices. All case studies self-identify as
practicing agroecology and from the researcher’s perspective adhere to
13 principles of agroecology (Wezel et al., 2020), though they vary in
intensity and focus depending on their specific contexts.

The focus of the study was on including agroecology initiatives
rooted in the logic of the territories, initiated and led by local in-
habitants. The selection of these three cases was deliberate, representing
diverse manifestations of agroecology across different socio-ecological
contexts while sharing the fundamental characteristic of being locally-
led initiatives. Each case was selected based on its potential to illumi-
nate distinct aspects of “territorial” agroecology: the Colombian case
exemplifies agroecological education in post-conflict rural areas, the
Peruvian case demonstrates agrobiodiversity conservation through
traditional farming practices, and the Brazilian case illustrates urban
agroecology in marginalized communities. This diversity allows for ex-
amination of how agroecological principles manifest across varying
cultural, environmental, and socio-political settings. More specific
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information about each case is presented below.

2.1.1. Case 1: The Bucket Revolution and urban agriculture in Brazil

The Bucket Revolution Project (BRP) is a community initiative
originating in the socioeconomically marginalized Comunidade Chico
Mendes, a favela and a black territory in the periphery of Floriandpolis, a
city in southern Brazil. This black territory exemplifies the systematic
concentration of marginalized populations in urban peripheries char-
acterized by insufficient public services and political repression
(Gonzalez, 2020). The community, primarily composed of rural-urban
migrants seeking improved socioeconomic conditions, has grappled
with persistent waste management challenges due to insufficient
collection by the local government, resulting in the proliferation of
disease vectors. A critical juncture occurred in 2008 when two residents
succumbed to Leptospirosis, catalyzing a heightened awareness of the
organic waste crisis (Abreu, 2013). The case is a strong example of the
complex “socio-environmental problems faced by favelas in Brazil, as
the convergence of poverty, poor household infrastructure, social
discrimination, and lack of public services led to inadequate waste
management, resulting in environmental problems and diseases”
(Guimaraes Reynaldo et al, 2023, p. 2142).

In a community meeting together with several organizations, an
initiative to deal with Leptospirosis was then suggested by the health
unit of Monte Cristo. The meeting brought together representatives of
nurseries, schools, associations, and Cepagro (Center of studying and
promoting collective agriculture), an environmental NGO that already
conducted educational actions and composting of organic waste in the
community. The BRP then emerged from a collaborative process with
Cepagro to conduct a composting method based on an Indian technique
studied by the Federal University of Santa Catarina (UFSC) and adapted
to the local climate conditions (called the UFSC method). In 2016, the
partnership with Cepagro came to an end and the BRP achieved certi-
fication as an NGO, embarking on a more autonomous journey. The
project demonstrated rapid community engagement, engaging 95
households within its initial six months and expanding to encompass
150 families by 2021. The BRP’s operational framework centers on the
distribution of receptacles to residences for organic waste separation,
followed by centralized composting at the local educational institution
(Abreu, 2013).

This project serves a dual purpose: it ameliorates public health and
environmental conditions while simultaneously generating nutrient-rich
compost for local horticultural applications, thereby addressing soil
fertility deficits. Urban composting enhances soil health and promotes
local food production, potentially improving food sovereignty and di-
etary diversity (Tornaghi, 2017). The resulting nutrient-rich compost is
used in community and household gardens (Mougeot, 2015), supporting
diverse vegetable and herb cultivation for both consumption and me-
dicinal purposes (Altieri and Nicholls, 2018). These gardens grow
various locally-adapted crops, including root vegetables, leafy greens,
legumes, and herbs, contributing to dietary diversification and agro-
biodiversity — a fundamental aspect of agroecological systems
(Gliessman, 2015). In 2019, the project was awarded as “Outstanding
Practices in Agroecology 2019” by the World Future Council (WFC).

The project’s genesis lies in addressing a complex socio-
environmental challenge, with the primary objectives of mitigating ro-
dent populations alongside enhancing waste management practices and
urban agriculture knowledge systems. The composting process is facil-
itated by a volunteer cohort comprising local students and community
members. The resultant compost is subsequently allocated to commu-
nity gardens or commercialized to external communities, fostering a
circular economy model. Each month 5.6 tonnes of organic waste are
recycled (Abreu, 2013, Bonatti et al 2022, Guimaraes Reynaldo et al.,
2023).

2.1.2. Case 2: Agroecology peasants schools in Colombia
Agroecology Peasant Schools (ECAs) have emerged as a local
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initiative to support local communities, defend territories, promote
sustainable farming practices, and provide alternatives to illegal crops
(Chavez-Miguel et al., 2022). In the Coffee Axis, ECAs formed during
periods of armed conflict to protect farmers’ communities. In this
context, Valle del Cauca saw the creation of the country’s oldest ECA,
addressing agroindustrial toxicity and violence.

The Coffee Axis, Valle del Cauca, and Cauca are three Colombian
regions facing significant land use, armed conflict, and agriculture
challenges. In the Coffee Axis, traditional agroforestry systems are being
replaced by monoculture coffee plantations, while forestry and mining
activities threaten local resources. Valle del Cauca is dominated by
extensive sugarcane monocultures and forestry plantations, causing
environmental and health concerns. Cauca, heavily affected by armed
conflict, struggles with illegal activities such as mining, logging, and
illicit crop cultivation (Chavez-Miguel et al., 2022).

ECAs aim to promote profitable alternatives that enable farmers to
transform illegal productive systems into agroecological ones, while
securing their livelihoods. It is worth mentioning that the profitability of
the illegal crops can act as a disincentive to switch to legal ones pro-
duced under agroecological processes. ECAs across all work to establish
Peasant Reserves (Zonas de Reserva Campesina, ZRC) and gain legal
recognition for them, such as the Indigenous Reserves recognized by the
Colombian State. ECAs enable small groups of farmers to meeting a
given pilot farm or, in an itinerant manner, in the different farms of the
members of the group, to develop a training process simultaneously with
the development of their agriculture activities. Farmers incorporate
learning elements such as the analysis of the productive tasks to be
carried out and the exchange of knowledge related to the best way of
their execution; the study of some relevant environmental and technical
issues or of context; and the analysis of the reality of the community and
work proposals aimed at facing it (Acevedo-Osorio, 2013).

ECAs, in summary, play a crucial role in understanding and
addressing the complex issues of land use conflict, post-war legacies, and
the emergence of sustainable agriculture in the current context of ‘post-
conflict’ by offering support and education to local communities facing
various environmental and socio-economic pressures.

2.1.3. Case 3: traditional ecological knowledge in Peru

The Peruvian Andes represent one of the world’s most significant
centers of potato genetic diversity and traditional agricultural knowl-
edge (Brush et al., 2015). Indigenous and peasant communities in these
highlands have developed sophisticated agroecological systems that
persist despite modernization pressures and environmental challenges
(De Haan et al., 2010). The physical challenges of the region, including
high altitudes — ranging from 2500 to 4000 m above sea level — alongside
harsh climate conditions and steep terrain, are significant. Native po-
tatoes are the primary staple food in these communities. This resilient
tuber, well adapted to the Andean climate, has co-evolved with the
people who cultivate it.

The Peruvian Andes alone are home to an estimated 4000 varieties of
native potatoes including landraces (native) and conventional/
improved varieties (Tobin et al., 2016). This form of agriculture is
deeply rooted in traditional ecological knowledge, involving everything
from the selection and storage of seeds to planting techniques and the
use and consumption of the various varieties produced. Additionally, it
relies on family labor and cooperative efforts within the community.
Traditional methods include the use of manual tools, the construction of
terraces for planting, and the practice of crop mixing. Although some
farmers consider themselves agroecological, they report using minimal
amounts of agrochemicals on their farms.

Specifically, the case study from Peru is situated within what Giraldo
(2025) defines as “historical agroecologies”. This concept highlights
Indigenous and peasant communities whose agricultural practices are
not recent adaptations to agroecological principles, but rather expres-
sions of long-standing biocultural systems that have endured through
centuries of colonial, capitalist, and extractivist pressures. These
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communities engage in infra-political tactics, rooted in traditional
ecological knowledge, communal governance structures, and relational
ontologies, that enable the preservation of agrobiodiversity. The Peru-
vian case involves Indigenous actors who self-identify as agroecologists
and custodians of agrobiodiversity. In this sense, the Peruvian case not
only fits into current agroecology principals (Wezel, 2018), but recog-
nizes its historical agroecologies as legitimate and foundational ex-
pressions of agroecology.

2.2. Analytical framework

Via an archetype analysis, this study focuses on the identification and
representation of recurring patterns (Moallemi et al., 2022), here ag-
roecology pedagogies patterns, while avoiding the pitfalls of over-
generalization and ideography. A key characteristic of archetypes is
their non-universal and non-exclusive nature. This flexibility allows for
a more nuanced understanding of complex systems, such as the one
explored here: learning systems of agroecological initiatives. Conse-
quently, identified archetypes may manifest across various analyzed
contexts and countries (Vaclavik et al., 2016).

The archetype analysis follows three key steps (Sietz et al., 2019): (i)
identification of attribute configurations; (ii) development of an
analytical framework explaining the relationships between attributes;
and (iii) compilation of representative cases where these relationships
hold. To implement the first two steps, this study developed an analyt-
ical framework illustrating the examined attributes and their in-
terrelationships (Fig. 2 and Table 1).

The analytical framework considers multiple factors based on alter-
native learning structures, that investigate who participates in the
learning process, as well as which kind of sources of knowledge and
spaces are used, among others, as presented in Fig. 2 and Table 1.
Therefore, to identify and characterize pedagogical archetypes, this
study developed a comprehensive analytical framework comprising
seven categories/attributes: (i) context/driver of learning, (ii) content
and sequencing, (iii) methods and processes, (iv) sources of knowledge,
(v) knowledge channels and learning spaces, (vi) participants, and (vii)
central narratives and relational learning outcomes.

These categories (Fig. 2 and Table 1) were derived from the elements
of seminal studies by Freire (2000), Juarez Collazo & Hindrix (2023),
and Bonatti et al. (2024), then cross-checked with a review of literature
on pedagogical model components, with particular emphasis on
decolonial pedagogies and critical pedagogy principles from Mignolo
(2011) and Santos (2007). Our theoretical approach draws on both
Freirean critical pedagogy and decolonial theory in a complementary
framework that recognizes their distinct yet interconnected contribu-
tions to understanding learning in agroecological contexts. Critical
pedagogy, as developed by Freire (1970), provides the foundation for
analyzing how communities develop critical consciousness (con-
scientizacao) through dialogue-based, problem-posing education that
enables learners to identify and challenge oppressive structures within
dominant agricultural systems. Decolonial pedagogical approaches,
informed by scholars such as Mignolo (2011) and Quijano (2000),
extend this analysis by specifically addressing the coloniality of
knowledge, being, and power, emphasizing the need to center Indige-
nous and local epistemologies that have been systematically marginal-
ized by colonial matrices of knowledge production. In agroecological
settings, these frameworks work synergistically: critical pedagogy illu-
minates how communities engage in transformative learning processes
that challenge industrial agricultural paradigms and develop food sov-
ereignty consciousness, while decolonial theory reveals how these same
communities assert epistemic resistance by reclaiming and revitalizing
ancestral agricultural knowledge systems.

Our resulting framework (its categories) directly corresponds to
some core principles of agroecology knowledge co-creation, encom-
passing: a. context-driven learning that emerges from territorial speci-
ficities (Wezel et al., 2016); participatory methods that privilege
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Fig. 2. Framework for the integration of decolonial principles and Corresponding Analytical Indicators of decolonial pedagogies.

horizontal knowledge exchange (Rosset et al. (2011); knowledge
democratization that validates diverse epistemologies; inclusive partic-
ipation across multiple stakeholder groups; transformative outcomes
that build both technical capacity and critical consciousness; and
emergent narratives that reflect community-generated understandings
of agroecological practice (Rivera-Ferre, 2018).

This multifaceted approach allows for a nuanced clustering of attri-
butes as well as pedagogy pattern recognition across the three cases
studied. It also facilitated a deeper understanding of the potential unique
pedagogical characteristics employed in each context. By systematically
applying these categories, the study was able to discern subtle distinc-
tions and commonalities among the learning approaches, thereby illu-
minating the complex interplay between learning methodologies and
their sociocultural contexts.

The categories of analysis (Table 1) are classified into open, closed,
and semi-open levels in accordance with qualitative research methods
(Miles & Huberman, 1994; Saldana, 2016). These levels primarily vary
in terms of flexibility, theoretical alignment, and use of pre-designed
answers. Open categories provided flexibility to identify novel themes,
being the most challenging with our extensive datasets (Braun & Clarke,
2006). Closed categories provide a clear structure, facilitating efficient
coding, but may overlook themes outside the predetermined answers
(Saldana, 2016). Semi-open categories balance structure and openness,
combining the advantages of both, with potential consistency challenges
(Miles & Huberman, 1994).

2.3. Data collection and analysis

Data collection for this study was based on semi-structured in-
terviews (Brinkmann and Kvale, 2015), participant observation (DeWalt
and DeWalt, 2011), and focus groups (Krueger and Casey, 2014)
(Table 2). This triangulated approach, combining individual perspec-
tives, observational data, and collective insights, aims to enhance the
validity and reliability of the research findings (Creswell & Plano Clark,
2017).

The semi-structured interviews, lasting an average of about 60 min,
were conducted with the key informants in the participants’ mother
tongue (Spanish or Portuguese), audio-recorded, and transcribed
verbatim with participants’ informed consent (Kvale & Brinkmann,
2009). This interview format allowed for consistency while also main-
taining flexibility to explore emerging themes (Galletta, 2013). The
questions were divided into main subsections connected with the

categories of the framework (Fig. 2; Table 1) and general information of
the initiative, such as the community problems and their context. The
interview guide consisted of open-ended questions designed to elicit in-
depth responses.

Participant observation was utilized to gain in-depth insights into
daily practices and social dynamics within the initiatives (DeWalt &
DeWalt, 2011). Participant observation was carried out by two re-
searchers over approximately two months in each case. Here, re-
searchers assumed the role of participant-observer, systematically
documenting social interactions, community dynamics and behavioral
patterns, and significant events through field notes. Following stan-
dardized protocols for ethnographic documentation (Patton, 2015),
field notes were written both during and after observations, including
descriptive observations and reflections.

Focus groups facilitated collective knowledge generation and served
as a platform for collective discussions to enhance the credibility of the
research findings (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). These were conducted using
different mediation techniques to adapt to the cultural settings of each
case. These sessions, lasting approximately 90 min, were facilitated
using a pre-developed discussion guide aligned with the research ob-
jectives. Sessions were audio-recorded, and transcribed verbatim with
participants’ informed consent.

Some slight methodological adaptations, in terms of method se-
quences and additional data collections, were necessary to adapt to the
specific context of each case while maintaining a consistent overall
methodological framework (Smith et al., 2022; Johnson and Lee, 2021).
In Brazil, we first conducted a focus group discussion with 10 women
from the community to investigate collective community issues. Second,
15 semi-structured interviews were conducted, including 6 women from
the community and 9 individuals from external institutions (4 women
and 5 men). Third, participant observation was carried out during
community and institutional meetings. The total sample size for the
Brazil case was 25 participants (20 women and 5 men).

The Colombia case involved research conducted across seven
schools. In this case, we first conducted semi-structured, but also
included unstructured exploratory, interviews (n 30) (Galletta, 2013),
six focus group discussions to investigate community and agriculture
issues in conflict settings (n 65) (Morgan, 1997), and participant
observation (DeWalt and DeWalt, 2011). The total sample size for the
Colombia case was 95 participants (45 women and 50 men) who were
engaged in regional agroecology networks and schools.

In Peru, data collection methods included semi-structured interviews
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Table 1 Table 1 (continued)
C'onceptual Matrix: Description of analytical categories and indicators related to established (or not) methodology and b. varying based on process stage
Fig. 1. guides the learning process (Joyce etal ~ sometimes).

Decolonial principles

- Cultural context and meaningful universe (Freire, 2000)
- Recognize and embrace marginalized knowledge systems (Mignolo, 2011)

- Power structure critique (Santos, 2014)

- Epistemological pluralism (Escobar, 2012)

SHORT DESCRIPTION AND GUIDING
QUESTIONS

INDICATORS

3. Category: Context/Drivers of learning (open)

The context or driver that trigger the
learning process. This driver usually
comes from a crisis or disturbance as
suggested by Folke et al. (2003).
Agroecological learning emerges from
specific territorial challenges, aligning
with what Wezel et al. (2016) describe
as “territorially-based agroecological
transitions”.

Guiding questions: What context or
event triggers the learning process?
What are the drivers of learning?

As an open category, there were no
predefined indicators. Instead, the focus
was on identifying recurrent sentences,
words, and central topics that emerged
organically from the local descriptions
through an inductive approach.

4. Category: Content and sequencing (semi open)

Content: The subject matter to be taught.
Sequencing: The order in which
content and activities are presented (
Shulman, 1986; Gagné et al. 2005). In
agroecology context it can be linked
with what Altieri and Toledo (2011)
describe as contextually-responsive
knowledge development.

Guiding questions: What was learned
about in the agroecological practices?
How was the content organized? Has
the content defined from the
beginning? In which order it was
presented/used?

5. Category: Participants (closed)

Learner characteristic: Participants
backgrounds (Tomlinson, C. 2014,
Alves,et al., 2022)

Key questions: Who participated? Is the
focus of the collaboration on
community members or on formal
institution representatives?

Indicators: a. Structured and sequential:
Follow a predetermined order and
framework.

b. Unstructured and adaptive:
Developed and organized flexibly based
on specific needs and contexts.

Indicators

a. Community Members: farmers, and/
or individuals belonging to a community
defined by i) People sharing a common
living area (neighborhood, town, city),
with varying levels of participation in
local activities; ii) Cultural Identity:
Groups in specific regions sharing
cultural backgrounds, languages,
traditions, or ethnicities, often with
common heritage (James et al., 2012);
iii) Support Networks: Communities
functioning as social support systems (e.
g., some Favelas/Slums), where
members offer mutual emotional,
practical, or social assistance.

b. Education Institutional
Representatives, acting on behalf of
established organizations of education,
including: university and schools.

c. Individuals acting on behalf of
established organizations in society,
including: Government officials,
Corporate spokespersons, Non-profit
organization leaders, and delegates from
other entities with recognized authority.
These representatives advocate for their
institutions’ interests, implement
policies, and perform specific societal
functions (James et al., 2012).

d. Multiples (the process involved a, b
and c)

6. Category: Methods and mediation processes development (semi-open)

Teaching methods: Strategies and
techniques for delivering the content.

Mediation Process Development:
Defined as the extent to which a pre-

Indicators: a. Experiential learning
(learning by doing) b. Structured
methods c. Hybrid approach (includes a.

2015). It could be reflecting what
Rosset et al. (2011) term “horizontal
methodologies” in farmer-to-farmer
agroecology networks.
Key questions: Was there a
methodology planned/organized from
the beginning of the process? Was the
process spontaneous, evolving through
organic interactions among
participants over time? Who was it
decided/selected?
3. Process Initiation: Who started it?
(Professional, external agent, or
community members)
4. Facilitation Leadership: Who led the
process? (Professional, external agent,
or community members)
5. Methodology Timing: Was it defined
at the outset or developed along the
way?
6. Methodology Flexibility: Did it
undergo changes or adaptations during
the process?
7. Category: Learning space (closed)
Spaces or physical infrastructures used to
learn, and to exchange knowledge. In
some contexts, learning spaces can
promote different ways of learning and
therefore foster specific pedagogical
typologies.

Key questions: Where do they learn? In
which physical space do the actors
share and build knowledge? What are
the most used spaces for learning
activities? Do the learning spaces
influence the learning process?

Indicators

a. Household: domestic setting
organized to be a learning environment.
This needs supportive space and
resources at home to use during
community meetings.

b. Communitarian spaces: these are
shared learning spaces within the
community, often semi-formal (e.g.,
NGO programs, church study groups,
cultural centers). They offer
supplementary education or skill-
building.

c. School: formal education settings
recognized by the state or educational
authorities. Schools are central to
structured learning and typically the
main closed learning environment.

d. external/other spaces: structured
learning environments outside the main
community or formal public school
system. May be specialized, temporary,
or privately run.

6. Category: Sources of knowledge, knowledge channels (closed category)

Sources: Materials and tools used to
support teaching and learning (Fraser,
2012).

Knowledge flow: channel and direction
of knowledge.

Key questions: Which sources of
knowledge are used? Are they material
or non-material/oral?

From where does the knowledge flow?
Which material did they use? Are there
books, and or guidelines? Other
sources?

Indicators

Channels: a. Multiples, b. extensionist to
farmer, farmer to extensionist, c. farmer-
to-farmer/neighbor to neighbor, d.
multiples

Sources: a. books/material, b. oral c.
virtual

7. Category: Central narratives (open category)

Narrative: story or collective account that
reflects the experiences, values, and
identity of a specific community. It
serves as a framework for
understanding a participant’s past,
present, and future aspirations
(Rappaport, 1995). These are dynamic
constructs that evolve over time,
influenced by changing circumstances
and power dynamics (Hammack,
2008) “Central narratives” relates to
what Rivera-Ferre (2018) describes as
the “cultural dimension” of

As an open category, there were no

predefined indicators. Instead, the focus
was on identifying recurrent sentences,
words, and central topics that emerged
organically from the local descriptions.

(continued on next page)
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Table 1 (continued)

agroecology.

Key-questions: What are the current
sentences, or words, related to a
specific learning topics? Are there
central topics when participants
describe the community, problems and
learning process? How they related to
agroecology?

8. Category/attribute: Relational learning outcome (semi-open category)
Relational learning outcomes are Indicators: a. Enhanced critical
resources generated through social thinking: Evidenced by questioning
network and collaborative exchanges power structures, living conditions, and
that cannot be produced by individual ~ roles in natural resource management.
entities alone. It emerges from This involves self-reflection, problem-
collective action and shared learning solving, and considering alternative
experiences. realities (Cundil and Rodela, 2012;
Craps and Maurel, 2003; Young, 1995).
b. Increased environmental knowledge:
Manifested through new skills,
behaviors, products, and relationships.

(n 10) conducted on guardians’ farms (chacras), participant observa-
tions carried out during farm visits and peasants’ fairs, as well as focus
groups. The sample size for the Peru case was 10 participants (6 men and
4 women), all farmers from the Association of Native Potato Guardians
of Peru.

Considering the difference sizes of the cases, purposive sampling was
used to select farms and interviewees based on their involvement and
experience with the agroecological initiatives under investigation
(Patton, 2015). As this study utilized a case-based methodological
approach, each agroecological initiative constituted a distinct unit of
analysis. The Colombian case encompassed multiple schools within a
regional agroecology network, effectively comprising several sub-cases
within the same initiative, while the Peruvian case focused on farmers
practicing agroecology within a single geographic region. This meth-
odological decision resulted in different sample sizes between Colombia
(n = 95) and Peru (n = 10), which represents a limitation regarding
statistical comparability. However, the research prioritized contextual
understanding of each initiative rather than direct cross-national sta-
tistical comparisons.

The sampling designs aim to engage deeply with the respective
communities and generate a profound understanding of their dynamics,
agriculture methods and learning process, social networks, and moti-
vations (Wilson, 2023; Tongco, 2007). In Brazil, local gatekeepers
facilitated interactions at the slum (Favela Chico Mendez). In Colombia,
local gatekeepers assisted in accessing regional agroecology networks
and schools in the conflict zones of Coffee Axis. In Peru, interactions
were facilitated by different local gatekeepers, including the Interna-
tional Potato Center (CIP), Grupo Yanapai, and the Association of Native
Potato Guardians of Peru (AGUAPAN).

The data analysis followed a two-phase approach combining content
analysis and network analysis. In Phase 1, content analysis was con-
ducted using the categories and indicators as guiding codes through
NVivo and MaxQDA software platforms. The analysis was performed by
an interdisciplinary team comprising agronomists, geographers, social
scientists, biologists, and pedagogues, who analyzed the collected data
according to the established categories (Tab. 1).

The team evaluated both the presence and intensity of factors in the
data, using a standardized scale where 3 indicated strong presence, 2
medium presence, 1 low presence, and O indicated absence. The in-
tensity (3 = strong, 2 = medium, 1 = low, 0 = non) has been calculated
by the recurrence of the topic in the narratives in a peer-review process
of the codes. Additionally, they examined relationships between factors
and identified potential attribute clusters. Regional variations in soft-
ware usage were observed: Peru utilized NVivo software (Bazeley and
Jackson, 2013) with data synthesis in Microsoft Excel spreadsheets
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(Meyer and Avery, 2009), while Colombia and Brazil employed
MaxQDA for qualitative data analysis (Garcia et al., 2023; Radiker and
Kuckartz, 2020).

To ensure analytical rigor, peer training sessions were conducted to
calibrate understanding of analytical categories and variables across the
research team. The coding process was carried out by a minimum of two
independent researchers working in parallel, with regular exchanges to
discuss and compare findings for validation. When discrepancies arose,
they were resolved through reference to operational definitions and,
when necessary, consultation with additional reviewers. This systematic
approach ensured consistency and reliability in the data analysis
process.

3. Results

The three cases of agroecology initiatives share common character-
istics and patterns, particularly in their community-centered structures
and dynamics. These are centered on community members/farmers,
emphasizing experiential learning with content tailored to specific
needs, and relying on oral communication channels, such as neighbor-
to-neighbor and farmer-to-farmer oral channels. These communica-
tions happen in communitarian spaces, resulting in an enhancement of
environmental knowledge and other related outcomes.

Each of the three cases does not represent a different pedagogical
model, but rather demonstrates a singular pedagogical archetype oper-
ating across diverse contextual narratives. The results revealed essential
common pedagogical elements and some recurring patterns that enable
the characterization of one unified pedagogical model (the archetype),
despite its implementation in varying socio-ecological and cultural
contexts (contextual narrative). As shown in Tables 3 and 4, there are
nuances among the cases and they differ in some characteristics,
particularly their narratives and contexts (Tables 2 and 3).

Regarding “Methods” (Tables 3 and 4), Peru and Brazil exhibit
similar methodologies, predominantly employing informal, peer-to-peer
knowledge channel mechanisms and eventual workshops facilitated by
both internal and external actors, but mostly internal. In contrast,

Table 2
Summary of data collection methods and sample size.
COUNTRY METHODS SAMPLE GENDER PARTICIPANTS
SIZE DISTRIBUTION

Brazil e Focus group 25 20 women, 5 e 10 women from
discussion (1) men the community
o Semi- (focus group)
structured e 6 women from
interviews the community
(15) (interviews)
e Participant e 9 individuals
observation from external

institutions (4
women, 5 men)

Colombia e Semi- 95 45 women, 50 Participants
structured and men engaged in
unstructured regional
exploratory agroecology
interviews networks and
(30) schools across
e Focus group seven schools
discussions
(6)
o Participant
observation

Peru e Semi- 10 4women, 6 men  All farmers from
structured the Association of
interviews Native Potato
(10) Guardians of
e Participant Peru
observation
e Focus

groups (1)
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Table 3

Distribution and intensity of indicators revealing shared patterns (in blue) across
the cases. *Intensity values: 3 = strong presence, 2 = medium presence, 1 = low
presence, 0 = none.

CATEGORY INDICATOR INTENSITY*
PERU COLOMBIA BRAZIL
Content and Structured content and 0 3 1
sequence sequential
Unstructured/ 3 3 3
according to needs
Participants Community members/ 3 3 3
Farmers
Extensionists 2 1
Formal educational 0 2 1
representants
Non-Educational 1 1 1
institutions
representants
Methods Experiential learning 3 3 3
(learning by doing)
Structured methods 1 2 1
Hybrid approach 1 2 1
(varying based on
process stage).
Learning spaces Household 3 1 2
Communitarian spaces 3 3 3
School 0 1 1
Sources of Material (books, etc.) 1 2 1
knowledge, Oral, face-to-face 3 3 2
Knowledge Virtual 0 2 1
channels Extensionist-to-farmer, 1 0 0
farmer-to-extensionist
Farmer-to-farmer/ 3 3 3
neighbor-to-neighbor
Multiples kinds of flow 2 1 3
Relational Enhanced critical 2 3 3
outcomes thinking
Increased 3 3 3
environmental
knowledge
Other outcomes 3 3 3

Colombia implemented a more diversified approach, integrating both
formal and informal educational strategies. This hybridization in
Colombia suggests a more institutionalized approach to agroecological
education compared to its counterparts.

For “Learning Spaces and Materials” (Tables 3 and 4), while all three
countries utilized communitarian centers and spaces, the specific
structures varied significantly. Peru and Brazil emphasized community-
wide spaces, with Peru incorporating culturally significant local struc-
tures such as the “Centro de Interpretacién de la papa nativa.” Colombia,
however, demonstrated a more complex infrastructure, leveraging a
network of formal educational institutions, including schools, alongside
community spaces. This multi-tiered approach in Colombia indicates a
different degree of integration with formal education systems.

This study also revealed that “Learning spaces” (Tables 3 and 4)
associated with entertainment and arts consistently serve as effective
platforms for knowledge exchange on agroecological practices and
identity development. In all cases studied, events such as festivals, fairs,
theater performances, and graffiti exhibitions facilitated informal
learning about sustainable agriculture. These venues not only provided
opportunities for sharing agroecological knowledge but also strength-
ened participants’ cultural and agricultural identities.

In the analysis of “Knowledge Sources,” the epistemological foun-
dations of agroecological learning differed across the countries accord-
ing to the collected data. Peru predominantly relies on oral traditions
and local ecological knowledge, which emerged from belief systems of
local communities due the sacred and intrinsic values of nature. In
contrast, Colombia and Brazil exhibited a more heterogeneous knowl-
edge base, incorporating community knowledge, academic input, and
NGO collaborations (Tables 3 and 4).
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Considering the “Participants” category, while farmers/community
members constituted the primary participant group across all countries,
Colombia displayed a more diverse demographic. In some schools, the
inclusion of university students from the local territory and commer-
cially engaged farmers in Colombia indicates a broader stakeholder
involvement, potentially facilitating knowledge exchange between ac-
ademic and practical domains (Tables 3 and 4).

Regarding “Relational Outcomes and Narratives,” all countries re-
ported strengthened community support, improved development of
identity, and enhanced environmental knowledge. Peru focused on
biodiversity preservation and the revival of traditional agricultural
practices. Colombia uniquely emphasized the restoration of farming
identity and agroecology practices. Brazil developed a more critical
consciousness towards governmental policies and historical oppression,
suggesting a more politicized approach to agroecological education.
While a narrative of persistence and historical struggle was common
across all three countries, nuanced differences emerged. Brazil’s
emphasis on narratives of exclusion and the ongoing fight against
marginalization suggests a more confrontational stance compared to the
persistence-focused narratives in Peru (Tables 3 and 4).

3.1. Archetype and its contextual narratives

This study proposes a major archetype that encompasses these
shared characteristics, while identifying distinct contextual narratives
that capture the nuanced differences among the cases (Fig. 3). In this
context, general findings reveal the main archetype is named the South
pedagogies archetype. The designation “South pedagogies archetype”
transcends the mere geographical local of the cases, instead representing
an epistemological positionality aligned with Santos’ (2014) conceptu-
alization of “Epistemologies of the South.” The choice of the term ac-
knowledges knowledge systems that have emerged from contexts of
resistance and social struggle, reflecting what Escobar (2016) terms
“other ways of knowing and being.” North and South are then under-
stood as metaphorical concepts representing power relations rather than
geographical locations (Mohanty, 2003). The further analysis of the
diverse attributes of each case suggests three distinct pedagogical
contextual narratives:

a. Living Pedagogies, emerging in a context of rural isolation,
prioritizing experiential learning, oral channels of communication
mainly based on day-to-day rationalities, and traditional and Indigenous
knowledge;

b. Resistance Pedagogies, emerging in a urban context of exclusion
while concentrated on the empowerment and mobilization of commu-
nity members against oppressive structures based on critical thinking;
and

c. Hybrid Pedagogies, which integrate agroecology into traditional
and non-traditional educational frameworks such as alternative rural
schools integrating multiple actors. This last archetype draws upon the
principles of critical pedagogy and integrates agroecology into not just
educational frameworks but also formal and informal school formats
while maintaining aspects of the aforementioned archetypes.

These contextual narratives, while not mutually exclusive, represent
predominant approaches observed in each case. Therefore, these
contextual narratives are not pure; rather, they interface and overlap in
complex ways across the three countries (Fig. 3). The networks pre-
sented in Fig. 3 reveal the main patterns associated with the 3 cases.

The three representations in Fig. 3, based on Table 3, illustrate the
identified and quantified attribute configurations for each case. This
figure serves an illustrative purpose, highlighting the categories that
exhibit the highest and lowest intensities across the three cases. These
network patterns are important to our subsequent classification of ty-
pologies and the identification of core shared elements, which are pre-
sented in Fig. 4 and elaborated on in the discussion section. The shared
elements among the cases are the core of the South Pedagogy archetype
and are based on the intersections found in this analysis.
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Table 4

Qualitative summary of results to open, semi-open, and closed categories; including predominant indicators identified.
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CATEGORY

PERU CASE

COLOMBIA CASE

BRAZIL CASE

1. Context/ Drivers
of learning

2.Content and
sequencing

3. Participants

4. Methods and
mediation
processes
development

5. Learning space

6. Sources of
knowledge and
knowledge
channels

7. Relational
learning outcomes

8. Central narratives

Attachment to Values (Loss of native
agrobiodiversity, Erosion of traditional practices,
Sense of purpose, Food security)

Agrobiodiversity conservation; peasant and
Indigenous identities; knowledge systems

Community: mainly Indigenous farmers

Neighbors-to-neighbors, informal, workshops with
external and internal actors

Households and communal farming areas;
(Pachamamagq Samaynin- Centro de Interpretacion de
la Papa Nativa= Center of interpretacion of native
potatos). Peasants Markets /Fairs promoted by the
municipalities as a formal structure for the exchange
and commercialization of agrobiodiversity.

Oral material mostly.

Communitarian support, Yinni (Oral material
mostly), Environmental knowledge, Seeds (rescue
biodiversity and practices potatoes and otros
quinoa),

Cultural Identity

Recurrent words: persistence: “persistencia en lo que
hacemos” (we persist in what we do™), history of
campesinos, importance of their knowledge

Selfish Elites / Common threats (Forced
displacement, Land distribution, Agro-toxic
environment, Products certification, Monopoly
resistance, Threats to water resources)

Rural reconstruction after long-lasting conflict
(Buen vivir as an endogenous development
alternative; Indigenous and peasant identities
reconstruction of the social fabric and the historical
memory lost in times of conflict; Connection
rural-urban)

Community member: mainly family farms. In one
case, university students but people/youth who
were from the territory.

Farmers who commercialized their products
Multiple: Farmer-to-farmer, Farmer-to-students.
Formal and informal: Workshops, knowledge
interchange events

Schools (linked and non-linked to formal
educational systems offered by the State.
Universities

Community centers

Open spaces

Agroecological Markets

Multiples

Multiples and non-hierarchical, community,
university students and NGOs.

Self-generated content (Based on the needs: “ahora
necesitamos bio pesticidas™)

Know how local, Minga Oral material mostly.
Identity. “Volver a ser orgulloso de ser campesino”
(back to be proud of being a paysant).
Environmental knowledge.

Critical thinking approach

Recurrent words: resistance, history of campesinos,
“conocimiento local para los locales” (local
knowledge to the locals), organization, association.

Weak Institutional Arrangement
(Community health, Organic waste
management, Food security,
Environmental awareness)

Urban agriculture, composting

Mainly community members, urban
farmers.
Led by women

Neighbors-to-neighbors, informal,
workshops with external and internal
actors

Communitarian center and overall
community space

Multiples and non-hierarchical,
community, university students and NGOs

Identity (black lives matter, feminism, nds
por nos), critical approach to government
and oppression.

Environmental knowledge — mention of
circular economy, food sovereignty;
respect for the environment; waste cycle;
community empowerment.

Recurrent words: resistance, exclusion,
fight against oppression, resistance

By examining similarities in importance and the co-occurrence of
networks’ components—evidenced by consistently high-intensity pres-
ence across all three cases—we observe that experiential learning
emerges as a common feature in terms of pedagogical methods. This is
accompanied by a strong presence of unstructured and needs-based
content sequencing. All three cases also demonstrate that the learning
spaces are primarily communitarian, predominantly involving partici-
pation from community members and farmers. Other categories with
high intensity include enhanced critical thinking and increased envi-
ronmental knowledge, both of which are considered relational outcomes
of the learning process. However, the networks structures exhibit slight
differences among them, mainly due the high integration of their com-
ponents in the Brazilian and Colombian cases, while the Peru network
shows two clusters.

“Living Pedagogies in Peru case”: This South pedagogy archetype
emerged in a contextual narrative that emphasizes experiential learning
and deep community engagement. It is most prominent in the Peruvian
case, where informal, community-based, and neighbor-to-neighbor
knowledge exchange is prevalent. The pedagogies are characterized by
their embeddedness in local contexts, utilizing communitarian centers
and culturally significant spaces as primary learning environments (e.g.,
“casa de Dona Irma” in Peru). Therefore, these initiatives generally take
place in non-formal educational spaces, such as households, community
gardens, and settlements. The reliance on oral traditions and local
ecological ancestral knowledge in Peru exemplifies this approach,

fostering a strong connection between learning and lived experience.

“When I was a child I ate native potatoes of different flavors, when I grew
up I realized that the new varieties that are appearing, the improved ones,
no longer have the same flavor. For that reason I have returned to work in
the fields, to recover those varieties and that is my motivation, and I hope
that in a few years there will still be native potatoes, that they will not
disappear, because they are inherited from our grandparents” (Anony-
mous, 2021, interview by the authors).

“ To maintain these varieties (of native potatoes), they must be protected
from diseases. The seeds must be properly conserved. To plant is not only
to think technically, you also have to coordinate with the earth, with the
Pachamama (mother earth), with those around us, many wisdoms that
have to be shared with the neighbors around us. That is my responsibility
with the potato. “ (Anonymous, 2021, interview by the authors).

The Living Pedagogies emphasizes experiential learning and com-
munity engagement as central ways of acquiring and interchanging
agroecological knowledge. In addition, Living Pedagogies emphasize the
importance of the exchange of intergenerational knowledge between
different participants and communities alongside the creation of hori-
zontal learning networks. These networks facilitate the exchange of
experiences, the dissemination of successful agroecological innovations,
and the strengthening of bonds of solidarity between farmers.

In essence, Living Pedagogies come from farmers as active subjects in
the construction and application of agroecology, building situated
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Brazil

Colombia Peru
Selfish Elites Structurated and sequential
Structured methods
Structurated and sequential
Structured methods
Non-Educational representants 3
;
School Structured methods, Educational representants)’ y5n_Educational representants)
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@ Contents sequencing @ Drivers @ Learning spaces
Degree * 0 . 1 . 2 . 3 Category ® Methods ® Outcome @ Participants

® Source of knowledges

Attachment to Values

Fig. 3. Comparative Analysis of the 3 cases — plotted using the intensity of each category defined by experts’ knowledge, where links suggest relations between the
characteristics and their indicators.
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ystems
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Traditional ancestral
knowledges
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TRANSFORMATIVE LEARNING

Fig. 4. Core shared elements (nucleus) of South pedagogy archetype and its expanding intersections with different contextual narratives, demonstrating the dynamic
relationship between foundational principles and their contextual applications.
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knowledge based on their voices, experiences, and centrality in the
learning process. It presents an approach to organizational structure and
dynamics, leveraging both formal (peasant markets) and informal net-
works to facilitate interaction and information flow. By placing less
emphasis on hierarchical roles for actors, the model promotes a more
collaborative and adaptive environment, exemplified by practices such
as mingas—a form of free, Andean collective agriculture work system for
social purposes (Mayer, 2018). This approach encourages shared re-
sponsibilities, collective decision-making, and mutual support, fostering
stronger community bonds and agroecological practices.

“Resistance Pedagogies in the case of Brazil”: This South peda-
gogy archetype emerged in a contextual narrative of resistance,
empowerment and mobilization of community members. While ele-
ments of resistance are present across all three cases, it is particularly
salient in the Brazilian case. Here, the educational approach embraces a
critical consciousness toward governmental policies and historical
oppression. The narratives of exclusion and the ongoing struggle against
marginalization in Brazil underscore this pedagogical orientation
(Freire, 1970). These pedagogies aim not only to promote agroecological
knowledge but also to cultivate a sense of agency and collective action
among participants who live in the peripheries. This second archetype
identified in this research, Pedagogies of Resistance (Dickmann and
Stanqueviski, 2019), which have their roots more closely related to so-
cial movements and links to community problems as exemplified by
these quotes:

“Existing is resisting” (Anonymous, 2020, interview by authors).
[The BRP] “has the advantage to be happening in a territory of resis-
tance”, “with the intention to occupy and resist to transform realities
inside the community” (Anonymous, 2020, interview by authors).
“(here) it is a territory of resistance because even though the people are
full of problems, they are always smiling, always having fun, always
reinventing themselves, they are always searching.” (Anonymous, 2020,
interview by authors)

“In Revolugao’s learning, we’ll always put the focus on community
problems so that the people who come to a course can think about it
together with us and we’ll apply it here in the community to give them
feedback so that they understand that: ‘Look, I'm valuing the person who
came, who thought with us collectively and I'm also applying that idea
that could have remained only in theory....... and then this construction is
collective.... because we think up a project here, but we’ll adapt it to each
reality. Now if we go to another community and there it’s this and this...
we’ll have to adapt... and always have models for us to use... decentralise
even.” (Anonymous, 2020, interview by authors)

The quotes stress the potential of the community to conduct the
important task of taking theories into a practice of resistance, parting
from this social technology to articulate, strengthen, collectively trans-
form, and bring improvements to the territory (Guimaraes Reynaldo et
al, 2023). In this context, agroecology is presented not only as a set of
sustainable agricultural practices but also as a political and economic
alternative to the absence of public services, the violent presence of the
state in the community and the capitalist industrial agricultural model.
The learning processes are closely linked to debates on issues such as
land concentration, the oppression of the favela as a vulnerabilized
black territory, the rights of marginalized peoples, and the protection of
community food sovereignty.

Despite the university’s involvement in developing composting
techniques and the implementation of composting practices on the
school grounds, the case study also reveals complex and conflictive re-
lationships with formal educational institutions. The local school di-
rector and some teachers interviewed were very critical of the initiative
and its presence in the schoolyard and the community. At the same time,
the coordinators of the BRP contested the lack of engagement of the
school with the community and denounced the gap between the aca-
demic and the popular languages.

The methodologies employed in this case include political training
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workshops, Theater of the Oppressed (Boal, 1985), culture circles, and
other participatory approaches that stimulate critical reflection and
collective action. The facilitators act as educator-militants, committed to
the cause of social transformation and the empowerment of black
communities. A crucial aspect of Pedagogies of Resistance is the link
between the theory and practice of agroecology and broader social
struggles. Agroecological practices are presented as tools of resistance
and autonomy in the face of the dominant sociopolitical model. The
social mobilization intends to face the subordination of the community
while fostering social equity and justice.

“Hybrid Pedagogies in the case of Colombia”: Representing the
most complex integration of agroecological principles into educational
frameworks, the case of Colombia, offers a nuanced approach to agri-
cultural education that merges formal and informal pedagogical stra-
tegies. The case of ECAs stands out as an example of this hybrid model,
demonstrating the potential for synergistic relationships between
diverse educational institutions, social cohesion, and community-based
learning environments.

»9

“Agroecology is not a technique or technology but a ‘propuesta de vida’”,
meaning a pro-posal of life, “which emphasizes not only on the envi-
ronmental, but also historical-cultural, biophysical and socioeconomic
aspects of peasant lives” (Anonymous, 2020, during Focus Group
Discussion conducted by the authors).

“We not only care for the environment but above all for the community
and the family. Agroecology starts with the family and is essential for
enabling community sovereignty. In isolation, a farmer cannot carry out
AE transformation, because AE is a collective process” (Anonymous,
2020, interview by authors).

The Peasant Schools model leverages an intricate network
comprising traditional schools, universities, and community spaces,
thereby creating a multifaceted learning ecosystem. Some school models
break with traditional models while some follow them by using school
structure and books but keeping critical thinking as a key element. By
integrating these varied educational contexts, the model facilitates a
more holistic understanding of agroecology, encompassing both theo-
retical foundations and practical applications rooted in local realities.

The context-specific methodologies employed by Escuelas Campesi-
nas de Agroecologia (ECAs) facilitate the integration of diverse episte-
mological frameworks into collective learning systems, subsequently
enabling the dissemination of this synthesized knowledge to broader
social contexts through established social networks.

4. Discussion

This diversity and complexity of the contextual narratives suggest
that agroecological learning and the South pedagogy archetype is not a
monolithic practice but rather a context-dependent endeavor that re-
quires not just tailored approaches to effectively address local needs and
conditions, but also a close link to specific biocultural contexts (Burke
et al., 2022).

Rather than representing country-specific models, the findings reveal
an existing archetype and contextual narratives that may exist across
various areas in the studied countries and potentially beyond, aligning
with the concept of ’situated agroecologies’ proposed by Méndez et al.
(2013).

The South pedagogy archetype demonstrates multi-layered in-
teractions between people and nature alongside the diverse models of
resistance to poverty, inequality, and social exclusion (Fig. 4). In this
context, the findings also reveal connections between the three
contextual narratives observed and the specific colonial legacies present
in each case study, particularly in relation to territories historically
linked to the enslavement and subjugation of Black or Indigenous pop-
ulations. This relationship underscores the enduring impact of colonial
practices on contemporary spatial and social dynamics in these regions
(Quijano, 2000). It also reflects and connects to Emergent Narratives,
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and democratization of knowledge reflecting what Rivera-Ferre (2018)
describes as the “cultural dimensions” of agroecology, where local ways
of knowing and describing ecological relationships gain legitimacy.

The findings align with, and expand upon, other previously identi-
fied decolonial pedagogies, such as the “pedagogies of home” (Delgado
Bernal, 2001). As Delgado Bernal notes, these pedagogies extend critical
pedagogy discourse by prioritizing cultural knowledge and language,
thus bridging home-based learning with broader societal contexts. This
approach criticizes the diffusion of ’official knowledge’ and dominant
ideologies, a theme resonating across our identified archetypes and
consistent with the work of Apple (2004) on the politics of knowledge in
education. Importantly, again, the contextual narratives are not mutu-
ally exclusive but interface with each other (Fig. 4), reflecting the
complex nature of agroecological knowledge systems described by
Gliessman (2018). They all emphasize actionable knowledge and situ-
ated learning, with practical and experiential dimensions being essential
(Fig. 4). Agroecological gardens, community nurseries, and experi-
mental areas observed in Brazil and Colombia cases serve as living
laboratories where theoretical concepts are applied, tested, and reas-
sessed through action-reflection-action cycles (Nicholls et al., 2016;
Campesina, 2017, Buendia et al., 2023).

The South pedagogy archetype identified here is grounded in the
principles of popular education and Paulo Freire’s critical pedagogy
(Freire, 1970; Giroux, 2011). It relates to agroecological education
based on the peasant-to-peasant horizontal method (Freire, 1970),
which has been disseminated across Mesoamerica and the Caribbean
since the 1970s (Holt-Giménez, 2006), and the political-agroecological
training schools that have been central to La Via Campesina member
organizations since the 1990s (Martinez-Torres & Rosset, 2014). It
values horizontal dialogue and collective knowledge construction in
Global South contexts, echoing the findings of McCune and Sanchez
(2019) in their study of agroecology education in La Via Campesina.

The Pedagogy operating in the contextual narrative of Resistance,
inspired by critical pedagogy and popular education traditions, aim to
raise awareness and mobilize community members around an agenda of
social and political transformation (Dickmann & Stanqueviski, 2019,
Freire, 1970; Rosset & Martinez-Torres, 2012). They emphasize critical
analysis of power structures, inequalities, and injustices within con-
ventional food systems, as highlighted in the work of Holt-Giménez and
Altieri (2013). As the context where it occurs is related to urban
marginalization, inequality tends to be more evident. In this sense, it is
relevant to highlight the persistent exclusion and major underrepre-
sentation of black people in spheres of power and influence in Brazil, like
the educational field, as their access to education was historically denied
and continues to be hindered by social practices and structures such as
systemic racism, racial division of labor, and marginalization
(Guimaraes Reynaldo et al, 2023).

In the Hybrid contextual narrative, the Peasant Schools approach
aligns with the concept of "knowledge dialogues’ or *didlogo de saberes’
proposed by Leff (2011), Santos (2007), and Martinez-Torres and Rosset
(2014), all emphasizing the co-creation of knowledge through the
interaction of academic and traditional wisdom in the reflective and
participatory process fostering both practical skills and a deep under-
standing of agroecological principles.

The findings also highlight the limitations of current formal educa-
tion approaches and underscore the need for more pluriversal learning
systems (Escobar, 2012, Santos, 2007) that support endogenous social
learning systems (Bonatti et al, 2024). This necessitates the decon-
struction of traditional linear models of knowledge generation inherited
from positivist academia, which often tends to ignore the complexity
and potential of other ways of learning, for instance, one based on the
arts (Fals Borda and Mora-Osejo, 2004; Altieri & Toledo, 2011). The
findings of the cases showed complex ways of learning based on enter-
tainment and arts. It is related to the effectiveness of arts-based learning
spaces in facilitating agroecological knowledge exchange and exem-
plifies what Freire (1970) terms “cultural synthesis” — where learning
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occurs through creative dialogue between different forms of knowledge
and expression. These findings resonate with Boal’s (1985) concept of
“aesthetic spaces” as sites of transformation, where artistic expression
becomes a medium for both knowledge transmission and identity
formation.

The findings have significant implications for policy development
and practical implementation, particularly regarding the diverse peda-
gogical approaches emerging from South American agroecological
communities. These pedagogical systems demonstrate the critical value
of diverse knowledge frameworks in addressing sustainability chal-
lenges (Chanza and de Wit, 2021) and offer innovative solutions to
climate change and complex agricultural problems through the inte-
gration of local knowledge systems (Whyte, 2013).

These approaches present opportunities for reverse innovation,
where Global South practices could inform and enhance Global North
implementations (Govindarajan & Ramamurti, 2011), particularly in
European contexts where agroecological approaches often prioritize
technical advancement through formal institutions (Giraldo and Rosset
2018). The integration of these pedagogical approaches into academic
and research institutions could simultaneously strengthen scientific
production while benefiting marginalized rural communities (Diaz
et al., 2020).

The study underscores the central role of local narratives in devel-
oping sustainable food systems (Nyeleni, 2015; Rosset and Altieri, 2017)
and offers valuable insights for emerging participatory initiatives such
as Living Labs, which seek context-specific agricultural solutions
(Schuurman et al., 2016).

Finally, this study acknowledges limitations that warrant consider-
ation. First, the inherent subjectivity in qualitative analysis and diversity
of topics involved in each case may have influenced the interpretation of
the pedagogical archetypes identified. The decolonial perspective pro-
posed perceives objectivity in a positioned way, considering that the
perceptions of all subjects involved in the research process, including the
researchers, are influenced by their social place and are never
completely absent, but should be acknowledged to bring situated ob-
jectivity and, therefore, more academic honesty to the results and the
discussion.

Secondly, the dynamic nature of agroecological education means
that these models are likely evolving. The different sizes of the cases also
present challenges when making comparisons. Future research should
broaden the geographical scope and employ diverse methodological
approaches to validate and refine this archetype and discover others. It
should also question the appearance of this archetype within excluded
populations living in Global North countries, thus improving the
generalizability and robustness of the findings.

In terms of positionality, the team of authors presents considerable
diversity, with the majority originating from the countries under study
and some from the specific areas examined. Five authors are de-
scendants of peasants, including one part-time agroecology farmer,
bringing lived experience that enriches our understanding of local
agricultural systems in Brazil, Colombia and Peru. This connection to the
territories and farming heritages provided insights into the socio-
ecological dynamics explored in our research, while our collective di-
versity of backgrounds enables multiple perspectives that strengthen the
analytical framework applied to our findings.

5. Conclusion

This study reflects on the strengths, nuances, and contextual factors
shaping three distinct learning processes, offering insights into the
effectiveness of diverse pedagogical approaches for agroecology that
value the epistemologies of the South. The research recognizes that
potential agroecological transitions face challenges from entrenched
power structures and the historical erasure of knowledge systems, call-
ing for more than technical adjustments—rather a fundamental reva-
luing of diverse ways of knowing and being is essential. In this context,
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this research responds to the pressing need for a deeper understanding of
pluriversal knowledge systems, epistemologies of the South, and
learning approaches that have emerged organically within the Latin
American context, where agroecological movements have deep and
strong roots.

The growth of agroecology, also as an academic discipline, presents
both opportunities and challenges. While it validates traditional agri-
cultural practices within Western scientific frameworks, it risks
perpetuating colonial knowledge hierarchies if not grounded in
decolonial perspectives. Decolonial pedagogies are fundamental for
accelerating agroecological transitions. As shown in this study, tradi-
tional communities in Colombia and Peru have preserved and evolved
their agroecology knowledge systems through generations of collective
learning, offering profound insights into sustainable food production
that transcend the limitations of Western scientific methodologies. In
parallel, decolonial pedagogies in the Brazilian case were essential to
promote agroecological transition that started recently in the last
decades.

The three contextual narratives that emerged from the South peda-
gogy archetype are intricate and interconnected, defying simplistic
categorization. This study shows how the South pedagogy archetype
serves as a model of resistance to poverty and social exclusion through
agroecology. As research understanding deepens, there is a pressing
need to explore Indigenous pedagogies to unveil additional valuable
approaches to learning that lead to more inclusive educational models
that resonate with diverse learners and address complex global
challenges.

By showcasing the rich knowledge systems and alternative learning
structures present in these three cases, this research provides valuable
insights for policymakers, educators, and practitioners. These findings
can inform the co-creation of strategies that nurture agroecological
systems and transitions, embrace the growing diversity of agroecology
approaches, and navigate the complexities inherent in designing
learning processes that value multiple ways of being.
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