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Abstract 
 
Agroecology has been posited as a counter-movement to the negative environmental and 

social effects industrial agriculture proliferates. This research filled a gap in the agroecology 

literature: investigating the role commercialisation and institutions play in the engagement of 

smallholders with agroecology. This was done through semi-structured interviews in 

Pichincha, Ecuador. The ‘rural web’ was used as a tool to identify interconnections between 

different domains of agroecology within the case study.  This paper found that Participatory 

Guarantee Systems and producers’ associations both have potential to improve institutional 

arrangements and market governance within agroecological production. 
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Introduction 
 
The current agri-food system is detrimental to the environment and people. Biodiversity is 

threatened, mostly due to land use patterns shifting towards intensive agriculture and the use 

of high-yield, hybrid and transgenic plants (FAO, 2019; Otero, 2012). Without mitigation, 

the food system’s greenhouse gas emissions could rise by approximately 87% from 2010 to 

2050 (Springmann et al., 2018). Despite, and partially because, the increase in industrial 

farming, there is widespread malnutrition, especially undernutrition of children under five, 

anemia in women, and the obesity epidemic which now affects 40% of adults globally 

(Development Initiatives, 2018).  

 

An estimated 70% of the global population depends on peasants, defined here as poor 

agricultural labourers, for their food (ETC Group, 2017). This is a group of people who lack 

access to resources, markets and services (Rapsomanikis, 2015). Lowder et al. (2016) 

estimate that 84% of farms are operated by smallholders, yet this only accounts for 12% of 

global farmland. This disproportionality grows in poorer countries. In Latin America and the 

Caribbean, the smallholder sector is made up of approximately 15 million family farms, two 

thirds of which have extremely limited access to markets, while 4 million face constraints 

within them (Berdagué and Fuentealba, 2011). Family farming is conditioned by and plays a 

central role in the social and economic contexts of the region.  

 

As the global population grows, so do concerns over future food security. An ‘agrarian 

question’ is posed, in which the balance between intensified production and safekeeping 

nature is questioned (Morgan et al., 2006). There is a call to create more sustainable, resilient 

food systems (Garnett, 2014; Tendall et al., 2015), which is challenged by an agri-food system 

that increasingly domineers production, evidenced by the recent mega-mergers of input 

suppliers, food processors and retailers (IPES-Food, 2017). I pose that agroecology can be a 

counter-movement that responds to these calls. 

 

Agroecology intersects the science of ecological food systems with agricultural practices that 

sustainably manage agroecosystems and a social movement towards autonomy and food 

security for smallholders (Francis et al., 2008, Wezel et al., 2009). The many benefits of 

agroecology as a practice and social movement include improved: biodiversity, 
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environmental stewardship, yields per unit of crop, social equity and food sovereignty 

(Gliessman et al., 2007; Altieri, 2009; Pimbert, 2015). However, the link between 

agroecological production and marketing for smallholders is under researched (Nigh and 

González, 2015). 

 

The economics linking markets and smallholders (Holden and Binswanger, 1998) and more 

recently, market instruments such as ecosystem services (Lockie and Carpenter, 2009) have 

been researched. However, developing access to markets as a form of development that does 

not rely on capitalist, market-based perspectives is not paid much attention (Sheperd, 2007). 

These links are better studied in the Alternative Food Network (AFN) literature (Morgan et 

al., 2006). Therefore, I will use AFN concepts to analyse market approaches in agroecology, 

as well as focusing on linkages and networks through institutions. This contributes to gaining 

more knowledge on different values which stakeholders have regarding sustainable food 

systems (Garnett, 2014). Agroecology is a famous movement in Latin America (Altieri and 

Toledo, 2011), therefore I have chosen Ecuador, whose constitution supports food 

sovereignty (Intriago et al., 2017) as a case study.  

 

Research aims and objectives 
 

My research uses semi-structured interviews to explore the experiences of smallholder 

producers in Ecuador who have chosen an agroecological farming approach (henceforth 

referred to simply as producers). I will explore how these producers’ livelihoods are shaped 

by their involvement with agroecology. To do this, I aim to analyse the extent to which the 

market and institutions influence the engagement of smallholder producers with agroecology 

in the Ecuadorian context.  

 

Three research questions further break down this analysis:  

 

1. How is agroecology perceived and experienced by producers? 

2. What is the nature of agroecological producers’ market interactions?   

3. Do institutional arrangements hinder or support producers’ social capital? 
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To answer these questions, I will firstly review the agri-food literature, focusing on 

agroecology and its relationship to food sovereignty and AFNs. After identifying a gap in the 

literature, I will explain my methodological approach by providing a detailed account of data 

collection and analysis methods. Next, I will present my findings, reflecting on ideas of ‘deep 

agroecology’ and showing how retail and marketing pressures are strong concerns for 

producers. Marsden’s (2010) ‘rural web’ will be used to show the importance of social capital 

and connections with institutions in agroecological development.  Finally, I will conclude by 

presenting ideas for future research and policy.  
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Literature Review 
 
This chapter will firstly discuss the neoliberalised agri-industry paradigm and its negative 

effects on smallholders. Agroecology will be posited as an alternative to mainstream 

agriculture, with an exploration into meanings of agroecology and its links to food sovereignty 

and politics. Through a discussion of agroecological economies and alternative food 

networks (AFNs), I will identify a gap in the literature. Finally, I will demonstrate how a ‘rural 

web’ approach is suitable to bridge together different the role of the market, institutions and 

rural development.  

 
The negative effect of agri-industry on smallholders 
 
Agri-industry, or industrial agriculture, is changing agricultural and rural livelihoods. New 

technologies and dependency on external inputs force farmers to struggle against increasing 

costs (van der Ploeg et al., 2000). Agro-exporting and monocultures transform crop patterns 

and rural landscapes (Rosset and Martinez, 2012) while vertical integration and transnational 

corporations change rural economies (Teubal, 1987; Morgan et al., 2006). Farmers have 

increasingly constrained choices for crop production and markets (IPES-Food, 2017) and 

are dispossessed of land and culture, as traditional knowledge systems are lost (Levins and 

Cochrane, 1993). This is part of McMichael’s (2005) ‘corporate food regime’ that is created 

through ‘accumulation by dispossession’ of smallholders (Harvey, 2003).   

 

International food retailers focus on the Global South as an emerging market with less 

competition than Northern markets (Gehlhar and Regmi, 2005). Supermarket growth in 

Latin America occurred in a fifth of the time similar growth happened in the United States 

(Reardon et al, 2003). Burch et al. (2012) argue that supermarkets and retailers increasingly 

hold power over production standards and prices. Smallholders have difficulty in adapting 

to quality standards (Reardon et al., 2003) and are exploited by international supermarket 

firms (Willoughby and Gore, 2018). 

 

Nation states and international institutions have been complicit in these negative effects. 

Neoliberal policies favour actors who focus on short-term benefits over long-term 

sustainability (Martin and Clapp, 2015). Agribusiness influences legislation, for example 
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Monsanto lobbying in Brazil (Otero, 2012) and the expansion of agribusiness in Argentina’s 

political agenda (Cáceres, 2015). The creation of the World Trade Organization, trade 

agreements, and intellectual property rights show increasing support towards neoliberalism 

(Rosin et al., 2012), while there is decreased support for smallholders (McMichael, 2005). 

Otero (2012) therefore names the current paradigm the ‘neoliberal food regime’.  

 
An agroecological response to agri-industry 
 
Agroecology is conceptualised by actors in different ways. In general, it is touted as the local, 

eco-friendly management of natural resources, but also has merit as a social movement. 

Rosset and Martinez (2012) emphasise how agroecology underpins a ‘re-peasantisation’ of 

land and knowledge through social movements. Gliessman et al. (2007) view agroecology as 

an important aspect of achieving environmental, social and economic sustainability. Duru et 

al. (2015) discuss agroecology as a ‘territorial biodiversity-based agriculture’ in which farming 

systems, social-ecological systems, and socio-technical systems unite stakeholders in the 

management of farm resources, natural resources and technologies. I will use the concept of 

agroecology defined as a: 

 

“farmer-led countermovement against the modern agri-food system based on the 

holistic practices of agroecological food production (local, participatory and action-

orientated) alongside the principles of sustainability and autonomy in food 

production” (Sanderson and Ioris, 2017: 13). 

 
Food sovereignty, social movements and the politics of agroecology 
 
Agroecological social movements are strongly aligned with food sovereignty: “the right of 

peoples to healthy and culturally appropriate food produced through sustainable methods 

and their right to define their own food and agriculture systems” (Declaration of Nyéléni, 

2007). This term was coined by La Vía Campesina (LVC), an international social movement 

that has used the ideas of agroecology and food sovereignty to empower peasants and 

mobilize against agri-industry (LVC, 2019). Food sovereignty has been conceptualised as a 

counter-movement that can connect society with nature (Wittman, 2009), prioritise 

ecological relations over economic ones (McMichael, 2016), and alongside agroecology, 
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bring about structural change in the food system through a bottom-up approach to sustainable 

development (Altieri and Yurjevic, 1991; Altieri, 2009). 

 

LVC also exemplifies the role of gender in combating injustices in the food system, which is 

relevant to agroecology (Viera et al., 2016). The struggle for food sovereignty includes 

“women’s care for the land, the seeds and the ecosystem and their fights against patriarchy, 

the sexist system, and violence” (LVC, 2017). Women make up approximately half of the 

agricultural workforce (FAO, 2018) and therefore are an integral part in supporting 

sustainable agriculture (Siliprandi, 2010) while changing the unequal food distribution 

systems that exist worldwide (Vivas, 2012). 

 

The uptake of agroecology places renewed focus on the role of the state within agriculture. 

Food is increasingly seen as an integral component of development and poverty, despite 

neoliberalisation meaning states intervene less with policy (Pritchard et al., 2016). González 

de Molina (2012) argues that it is important for agroecology to engage with politics as 

agroecological productivity, stability, and autonomy all depend on the state through territorial 

and community planning as well as regulation and redistribution of access to resources and 

land. This necessitates public policies favourable to agroecological principles, yet as 

previously discussed, the agri-industrial paradigm is ever present in agricultural political 

interests.  

 

Food sovereignty movements fight to change policies to varying degrees of success. There is 

strong opposition from peasant movements to the World Trade Organization and other 

international bodies of governance because of their failure to stop the negative effects of agri-

industry (La Vía Campesina, 1999; Wittman, 2009). Ironically, food sovereignty has been 

accepted by the UN, and integrated into the FAO (Pritchard et al., 2016). Social movements 

in Latin America have made some advances in national governmental food sovereignty 

policies, for example in Venezuela, Bolivia and Ecuador (McKay and Nehring, 2013). The 

policies help provide a legal framework within which agroecology can be fostered but may 

also run the risk of co-option.  
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The diverse conceptualisations of agroecology allow for the corporate food regime, alongside 

the greening of states and corporations, to focus on agroecology’s technical aspects over social 

ones and consequently co-opt agroecology into agri-industry (Holt-Giménez and Altieri, 

2012; Giraldo and Rosset, 2017). At a concerningly quick pace, the FAO, governments, 

multinational corporations and NGOs are benefitting from this selective focus of 

agroecology, giving rise to a ‘false agroecology’ (Giraldo and Rosset, 2017). Institutionalised 

versions of sustainable agriculture, such as Climate-Smart Agriculture, are incompatible with 

agroecological aims because of the use of biotechnology to further capital interests as well as 

development initiatives to control rural landscapes (Pimbert, 2015; Giraldo and Rosset, 

2017). Rivera-Ferre (2018) posits this is a resignification of agroecology into different political 

narratives, within which social movements bear the brunt of having to further a transformative 

agroecological agenda. Agroecology is tip-toeing a line between transformative social 

movement and de-politicised sustainable agriculture. 

 

Discussion of social movements and sustainability has largely ignored marketing. However, 

given the importance of retail within the corporate food regime and the transformative aim 

of agroecology, marketing must not be ignored. The Agroecological Movement of Latin 

America and the Caribbean (MAELA) called for supply chains that are fair, democratic, 

solidarity-based, sustainable and serve society (Ahumada, 2002). In order to enable this, 

agroecological supply chains must be analysed, starting with ideas of local food systems.  

 

There was a general shift towards localism two decades ago, mostly in North America and 

Europe (Niles and Roff, 2008). Wiskerke (2009) states that the mainstream agri-food system 

disconnects producers and consumers, disembeds food from its place of production and 

disentwines supply chain activities through specialisation. He argues an alternative should be 

based on an “integrated and territorial mode of food governance” (371). Localism was 

integrated into eco-economies, with value-adding activities that would lead to stronger 

networks, embeddedness in communities and more efficient use of natural resources 

(Morgan et al., 2006; Horlings and Marsden, 2011; IPES-Food, 2017). 

 

Alternative Food Networks (AFNs) were posited as the way to achieve this while opposing 

agri-industry in rural development, again mostly in the Global North (Renting et al., 2003; 
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Watts et al., 2005; Morgan et al., 2006). There was an increasing focus on “food aesthetics, 

ethics, sociality, purity, naturalness” that countered globalisation and the agri-industrial model 

(Morgan et al., 2006: 71). Within AFNs, Short Food Supply Chains (SFSCs) interconnect 

the multiple actors who engage in production, transactions and consumption (Renting et al., 

2003). AFNs also aim to foster food systems resilient to global food shocks (Wiskerke, 2009). 

AFNs appear to have similar goals to agroecology.  

 

Agroecological supply-chains and Alternative Food Networks  
 

There is little recognition of this similarity within the agroecology literature, evidenced by the 

meagre 4 articles returned from a search for ‘AFN’ within the journal Agroecology and 

Sustainable Food Systems.  Certain parallels and interconnections exist, for example 

Marsden et al. (2000) suggest that successful SFSCs must adapt to their different contexts, 

which is aligned with food sovereignty’s aims for culturally specific food. The contested idea 

of social embeddedness in forms of direct marketing can also be useful for agroecology, as 

social ties do not immediately make food systems just and they may still be beholden to the 

economic interests of wealthier consumers (Hinrichs, 2000).  

 

Some studies have engaged with the idea of SFSCs in agroecology. In Chaparro and Calle’s 

(2016) study of smallholder families in Colombia, they highlight how the peasant economy 

is still significant in size and can supply ecological benefits. Chaparro and Calle look at 

economic and social sustainability in peasant food systems, finding that agroecological 

production was linked to larger production surpluses and self-sufficiency. SFSCs played a 

significant role in farmer income despite variability between systems. Nigh and González’s 

(2015) study of Mexican AFNs found that local markets have a positive impact on 

smallholders due to economic gains, social recognition and visibility of their work. Nigh and 

Gonazalez show how AFNs can emphasise positive traits of agroecology. However, the policy 

environment for AFNs in agro-exporting transition economies has been considerably less 

friendly than that of the Global North (Nigh and González, 2015). Thus, the social weight of 

agroecology and food sovereignty must be integrated into AFNs in the Global South.  
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Marketing is also important regarding the scaling up of agroecological initiatives. If yields 

from pesticide-free farming are enough to feed the growing population (Altieri, 2009), then 

extending SFSCs is essential for the future of agroecology. Scaling up might be perceived as 

an industrialisation of agroecology, but this is highly dependent on the governance of global 

markets (Ahumada, 2002). Changing the barriers to entry for global markets, such as more 

regulated price mechanisms and flexibility in food standards and certification, would allow 

traditional ecosystems and knowledge to be respected (Vogl et al., 2005; Hellin et al., 2008). 

Some of this is already being implemented through alternative certification in Participatory 

Guarantee Systems (PGS), which promote knowledge sharing while allowing for a 

democratic approach to certification and protecting producers and consumers from fraud 

(Nigh and González, 2015; Home et al., 2017).  

 

Agroecology in Ecuador 
 

Agriculture in Ecuador has been characterised by the agrarian sector becoming a part of 

globalised neoliberal production. There is unequal access to land and the process of land 

reform has been protracted and failed to give substantial results (McKay and Nehring, 2013). 

Agricultural land is increasingly focused on agro-exportation and higher yields, yet this does 

not improve prices (García, 2005). Agro-exporting has led to a fall in income for farmers in 

real terms while agri-industrial farms have substantially higher income than smallholders 

(García, 2005). 70% of rural jobs correspond to the agrarian sector, where farmers have had 

to adapt by using more external inputs, sought help from development agencies and NGOs 

or resorted to migration from the rural area (Giunta, 2014).  

 

Agroecology has been an adaptive response by some smallholders. Intriago et al. (2017) have 

conceptualised the history of agroecology in Ecuador by four eras. First, the injustices of agri-

industry grew increasingly clear with rising social discontent. Increasing debates around 

sustainable development followed in the second era, as well as more environmental 

campaigning (Giunta, 2014).  The third phase introduced ideas of food sovereignty as 

characterised by the rise of LVC in 1996. Agroecology also became more social, and there 

was improved technical and academic agroecological education (Intriago et al., 2017). Finally, 
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the last phase is characterised by the implementation of Buen Vivir in Ecuador’s new 

constitution.   

 

To create Ecuador’s new constitution, long consultations were held with civil society and 

grassroot groups through a Constituent Assembly. These groups also carried out food 

sovereignty campaigns and demonstrations (Giunta, 2014). The new constitution of 2008 was 

built on principles of Buen Vivir, or acknowledging indigenous principles and giving rights 

to nature, which implied less capital accumulation and extractive activities (Giunta, 2014). 

The constitution incorporated food sovereignty, creating the “right to safe and permanent 

access to healthy, sufficient and nutritious food, produced locally and in accordance with 

their diverse cultural identities and traditions” (Gordillo, 2013: 17). Another piece of 

legislation, the Organic Law of Food Sovereignty (LORSA), closely follows ideas of helping 

small farmers, supporting traditional knowledge, protecting biodiversity, and having a 

sustainable, participatory, equitable food system (Gordillo, 2013).  

 

Nevertheless, these laws have fallen short in practice (Bravo and Moreano, 2015). McKay 

and Nehring (2013) criticise the Ecuadorian government because of the continued lack of 

redistributive land reform and the convergence of food security ideas with food sovereignty, 

focusing on yields. The legislation is unspecific regarding action and roundly places the power 

of decision-making on the government, ignoring the autonomy of peasants (Giunta, 2014). 

Food sovereignty has been recognised by the government, yet their inaction means they do 

not yet create a positive environment for agroecological transformation.  

 

Again, agroecology has had to be fostered through social movements. A civil society led 

initiative of a locally produced Community Food Basket is exemplary of promoting food 

sovereignty, helping resource poor families and being inclusive of consumers (Sherwood et 

al., 2013), yet this initiative is kept out of government hands (McKay and Nehring, 2013). 

The National Agroecology School and similar educational initiatives were formed in Ecuador 

and have created a space for dialogue as well as mobilizing civic actors (Intriago et al., 2017). 

However, Sherwood et al. (2013: 8) identify that while there is a prosperity of ‘sub-political 

food movements’ there is also a “substantial silent, growing population that has so far proved 
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disinterested or powerless”. Social movements are rising but still need to garner more support 

for agroecology.  

 

This support could be measured by the public’s consumption choices. Agroecological 

production in Ecuador has largely been disseminated through AFNs, as a large amount of 

commercialisation is done through direct markets (Intriago et al., 2017). Campaigns such as 

‘Que Rico Es!’ promote healthy eating and offer a nationwide, extensive and detailed list of 

agroecological retail points (Quericoes.org, 2019). The Future Policy Award winning urban 

agriculture initiative from Quito, Participative Urban Agriculture (AGRUPAR), also uses 

agroecological production to increase food security and incomes (World Future Council, 

2018; Rodríguez and Proaño, 2016). All of this points to an increasing viability of 

agroecological production in Ecuador, which might engage with the ‘disinterested’ 

population. Because of this, agroecological producers, their understandings of agroecology, 

their interaction with retail and governance are of utmost importance to continuing to 

understand engagement with agroecology as a response to the neoliberal food system.  

 
‘Rural Webs’ and the connection between institutions, networks and agroecology 
 

An intersection exists between agroecology, social capital, institutional arrangements, political 

goals and markets which has not been thoroughly investigated in the literature. One possible 

way to evaluate this intersection, regarding more sustainable food systems, is through 

Marsden’s (2010) conceptualisation of the ‘rural web’ (see Figure 1). Marsden (2010) 

identifies newly localised and interconnected agri-food chains and networks as a driver for 

rural development in the eco-economy. The eco-economy: 

 

“consists of complex networks or webs of viable businesses and economic activities 

that utilize the varied and differentiated forms of ecological resources in more 

sustainable and ecologically efficient ways” (p. 226) 
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Figure 1. ‘Conceptual model of the rural web.’ (Source: Marsden, 2010) 

 

Therefore, Marsden’s ‘rural web’ can shed light on how agroecological practices are 

integrated into economic activities. This web allows deeper analysis of the interrelationships 

and interactions that shape the rural space, as new activities, such as AFNs and other local 

initiatives, have the potential to create a synergy of mutual reinforcement, especially through 

rural-urban connections (Marsden, 2010). The rural web assesses the different components 

of the eco-economy, as well as showcasing the multifunctionality of agri-food initiatives, which 

must be fostered through the supportive interaction of the domains of the web. This allows 

for agroecology to be viewed in a wider economic context that can measure its capacity to 

oppose agri-industry. Table 1 shows the domains which make up the rural web and their 

links to agroecology, as per this literature review.  
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Table 1. Six domains of rural development. 

 

Domain Components (Marsden, 2010) Connection with agroecological 
literature  

 
Endogeneity  

 
The degree to which rural economies are 
(i) built upon local resources, (ii) organized 
according to local models of resource 
combination, and (iii) strengthened through 
the distribution and reinvestment of 
produced wealth within the local/regional 
constellation 
 

 
Agroecology manages internal 
inputs for agriculture and uses 
local, ancestral knowledge 
(Altieri, 2009), yet little is 
known of wealth production. 
 

Novelty  New insights, practices, artefacts and/or 
combinations (of resources, technological 
procedures, bodies of knowledge, etc.) that 
carry the promise that specific 
constellations function better 
 

Agroecology promises a 
connection between agriculture, 
the environment and food 
sovereignty (LVC, 2019) 

Social capital  The ability of individuals, groups, 
organizations or institutions to engage in 
networks, cooperate and employ social 
relations for common purpose and benefit 
 

Agroecology is considered a 
participatory approach that 
unites stakeholders (Sanderson 
and Ioris, 2017; Duru et al., 
2015) 
 

Market 
governance  

Institutional capacities to control and 
strengthen existing markets and/or to 
construct new ones 
 

Agroecology incorporates the 
peasant economy and AFNs to 
a certain degree of autonomy 
(Nigh and González, 2015; 
Chaparro and Calle, 2016) yet 
fairer markets are needed 
(Ahumada, 2002). 
 

New 
institutional 
arrangements  

New institutional constellations that solve 
coordination problems and support 
cooperation among rural actors 
 

Participatory Guarantee 
Systems (Home et al., 2017), yet 
largely a gap in the literature. 
 

Sustainability  Territorially based development that 
redefines nature by re-emphasizing food 
production and agro-ecology and that 
reasserts the socioenvironmental role of 
agriculture as a major agent in sustaining 
rural economies and cultures 

Agroecology as ‘territorial 
biodiversity-based agriculture’ 
(Duru et al., 2015) 
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Methodology 
 
The following chapter justifies the use of semi-structured interviews, details where and how 

data were collected and describes the process of analysis. I will also discuss the role ethics 

played regarding in field work. 

 
Semi-structured Interviews 
 

Qualitative research provides direct insight into what is happening in the world (Silverman, 

2011). Semi-structured interviews were used to understand how agroecological meaning is 

constructed (Viera et al., 2016), but also to “investigate the interplay of complex decision 

criteria” (Davies et al., 2002: 420) regarding marketing and the impact of institutions. There 

was a small amount of market observations noted in a field diary, yet I did not deem this 

information relevant to the research. However, some of it is noted below to contextualise the 

findings. Interviews were the most adequate method as the logistical constraints of finding 

respondents (see below), as well as the personal nature of some of the questions, would not 

allow me to organise focus groups (Longhurst, 2010).  An ethnographic approach might have 

created a narrower focus but would not illustrate differences between agroecological groups 

necessary for my research (Palmer, 2001). This was also an opportunity to thoroughly and 

rigorously conduct research and analysis of one method.  

 

The interview guides were constructed around the three research sub-questions, following 

underlying concepts from the literature review (Galletta and Cross, 2013). I followed Galletta 

and Cross’ (2013) guidelines on starting with open-ended questions and asking for final 

thoughts in the concluding segment of the interview (see Appendix 3). The questions were 

related to most of the concepts from Marsden’s (2010) ‘rural web’. Therefore, I was able to 

gain exploratory insight into the perceptions of respondents (Crouch and McKenzie, 2006) 

as well as being able to generate data built from the participant’s experiences. 

 
Case Study, Sampling and Data Collection  
 

The case study was chosen following the previous discussion of Latin America as a focal 

point of the agroecological revolution (Altieri and Toledo, 2011), including increasing 

practice of agroecology in Ecuador (Intriago et al., 2017). This led me to conduct my research 



 21 

in the Pichincha province of the Ecuadorian highlands, where the research would most 

benefit from my local knowledge of the area. As the research analyses the role of marketing, 

the starting point was the hub of commercialisation in Pichincha: the capital city, Quito. I 

also visited the neighbouring city of Cayambe to carry out some interviews.  

 

Valentine (2005, p. 113) suggests having an “illustrative sample” when choosing interview 

candidates. This informed my choice to use farmers’ markets as a starting point for 

recruitment. This was a form of purposive sampling, as these respondents would have rich 

knowledge of marketing (O’Keeffe, 2016). To find markets, I used online resources such as 

news articles (El Telegrafo, 2015) and the website Quericoes.com, which has an extensive 

list of agroecological markets and stores in Ecuador. I also observed my own surroundings 

as I travelled through Quito, and found areas left out from the internet. ‘Illustrative sampling’ 

was also attempted by finding markets in different socio-economic areas of Quito. This 

facilitated showing different experiences of commercialization in Pichincha and finding 

underlying commonalities and discrepancies. While all interviews took place in Pichincha, 

the producers’ farms and gardens were in various places around Ecuador (see Table 2).  

 

‘On site recruiting’ was used to enlist interview candidates (Secor, 2010). I attempted contact 

through social media, websites or telephone numbers, but this proved largely ineffective. 

Instead, I visited markets to approach potential interviewees in person. Following Valentine 

(2005), I used recruiting ‘via questionnaire’ to gain basic knowledge of candidates and discern 

whether they fit my candidate criteria, as well as giving them information sheets of my project. 

I was extremely cautious to avoid interfering with traders’ work. Respondents were either 

producers that sold agroecological products or part of an organization that was involved with 

agroecological commercialization (see Table 2).  
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Table 2. List of participants. 

  

Pseudonyms Association Farmland Participates in Direct 

Marketing 

Role in Production Transitioned from 

Chemical Production 

Producers (P) 

P1 Private Company Amazonian Region Yes Producer No 

P2 Avocado Association Andes Region No, but previously did Supervises production No 

P3 BioVida Andes Region Yes Producer Yes 

P4 BioVida Andes Region Yes Producer, Head of Association No 

P5 None Andes Region Yes Producer Yes 

P6 None Andes Region Yes Producer, Market Representative Yes 

P7 None Andes Region Yes, runs independent stall Producer No 

P8 None Coastal Region Yes Intermediary No 

P9 AGRUPAR Quito – Urban Yes Producer No 

P10 Argelia Alta Quito – Urban Yes Producer, Head of Association No 

Non-Producers (NP)    

NP1 -  -  -  Market Administrator -  

NP2 AGRUPAR -  -  AGRUPAR Director -  

NP3 DAG Pichincha -  -  Director of Fair Commerce -  
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Producers 

I only approached one or two candidates in each market and overwhelmingly received 

positive responses. I continued the process of visiting markets, but quickly reached a point 

of ‘theoretical saturation’ (Flowerdew and Martin, 2005) with producers. Representatives or 

coordinators of producer associations were subsequently approached, as they had greater 

insights regarding interactions with other institutions. The research process ended when I 

again reached the process of saturation.  

 

Non-Producers 

Approaching members of organizations was more difficult and was done via email and phone 

calls. These respondents were two government officials and one market administrator. 

Government respondents were extremely helpful in giving a different perspective of 

institutional arrangements from the public sector while the market administrator had more 

insight into problems specifically regarding the market space. This follows Viera et al.’s 

(2016) approach of using non-producers to contextualise the wider backdrop to producers’ 

interactions. 

 

 

When conducting interviews, Longhurst (2010) states the primary importance of participant’s 

comfort. Nine interviews were conducted at workplaces, either markets (producers) or offices 

(members of organizations). Two interviews were arranged at the producers’ place of 

residence, one took place inside my car at an arbitrary location and another at a community 

garden. Participants and I signed consent forms, which had been translated into Spanish, 

before beginning the interviews. Interviews were audio-recorded on my iPhone. I agreed not 

to identify participants, so pseudonyms have been used in this report. Interviews were in 

Spanish and lasted, on average, 45 minutes.  

 
 
Transcription, Coding and Data Analysis 

 

All interviews were transcribed in Spanish and analysed. Transcribing was an initial activity 

that allowed me to become intimately familiar with my data (Castleberry and Nolen, 2018). 

As I decided to undertake a thematic analysis approach, I did not use a ‘verbatim’ method 
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for transcription (Braun and Clarke, 2006; Halcomb and Davison, 2006). Nevertheless, 

transcription led me to recognise some naturally occurring patterns, given the consistencies 

of human interaction (Saldana, 2009). This was further examined through coding.  

 

Proponents of coding emphasise the iterative nature of the act and the several steps or cycles 

that must be taken in refining codes (Cope, 2010; Saldana, 2009). For my research, I followed 

Braun and Clarke’s (2006) guidelines to coding and further analysis. Table 3  is adapted to 

my own process from their checklist for ‘good thematic analysis’ and illustrates the coding 

process (points 2 – 5). The particularly challenging aspect of coding was the iterative nature 

of it, as this required critical thought through which I was made an active part of the research 

process (Braun and Clarke, 2006).  

 

Table 3. Process of transcription, coding and analysis (adapted from Braun and Clarke, 2006) 

Process No. Criteria Difficulties 

Transcription 1 Data has been transcribed to appropriate level of 
detail. 

Lengthy process 

Coding 2 Each transcript has been given equal attention. A small 
sample was read first, and potential codes identified. 
Sample was expanded, while continuing to thoroughly 
read each transcript and adapt codes. Transcripts were 
read through again. 

Lengthy process 

 3 Themes were generated through a thorough, inclusive, 
comprehensive and iterative process: 
(Agroecology as a lifestyle, agroecology as a response 
to the green revolution, experiences characterised by 
struggle and empowerment, lack of commercialisation 
infrastructure, producers ‘teaching consumers’, 
Participatory Guarantee Systems, social capital, 
governmental support)  

Lengthy process 

 4 Most relevant extracts for each theme were collated. None 

 5 Themes are internally coherent, distinctive and 
cohesive. 

Some overlap 
between themes 

Analysis 6 Data were interpreted rather than just paraphrased None 

 7 Analysis and data match each other – extracts illustrate 
claims 

Some lack of 
literature 

 8 Analysis is organised around research questions None 

 9 Balance between analytical narrative and extracts None 

 
The abovementioned themes were subsequently analysed by linking them to the research 

questions and connecting them to previous findings in the literature, so that they were 

“embedded within an analytical narrative” (Braun and Clarke, 2006: 93). The extracts of data 
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assembled by theme were heterogenous and wrought with contradictions, as is common in 

qualitative research because of its reflection of real life (Silverman, 2006; DeLyser, 2010). 

The presence of contradictions required critical reflection in the creation of an argument 

(Davies et al., 2002) and created diversity within themes (Braun and Clarke, 2006), as 

evidenced by the following chapter.  

 
Positionality 

 

Reflexivity and acknowledgement of researcher positionality is essential in field work (Bravo-

Moreno, 2003). In showcasing participants’ experiences, researchers must be aware that their 

voices are heard through us (Cloke et al., 2004). It is important to consider the conditions in 

which interviews are held, and what social and cultural factors have influenced these settings. 

As this research was done in my own cultural background, this was not a case of cross-cultural 

research. Nevertheless, other ethical questions must be addressed.  

 

I was a young woman entering new territories, ones I might not usually frequent. However, 

respondents usually saw me as a ‘vessel-of-diffusion’ once I introduced myself as student 

from a foreign university (Holstein and Gubrium, 1997, cited in Cloke et al., 2004). While 

this motivated respondents to be interviewed, it might have affected their responses. Having 

spent most of my life in Quito, it was easy to recognise which markets were in more 

prosperous areas. As these places were interview settings, it is important to acknowledge how 

I perceived them as a researcher. A companion often drove me to interviews and in some 

cases was present during the interview, with the respondents’ consent. This might have also 

affected responses.   

 

Furthermore, power relations were at play in several interview scenarios. One of the 

participants chose to remain completely anonymised, because this respondent was aware of 

how easy it is to take advantage of those who lack a high level of education. In contrast, I had 

to recognise my own bias when interviewing producers of a higher economic level. This was 

not because I was more amenable to them, but because I believed that their problems could 

not be as difficult as for the other producers. Recognising this is important, as it could have 

led to me miss important points that were raised in these interviews.  
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Limitations 
 

This research does not represent, nor can one generalize from it, the thoughts of the 

agroecological community in Pichincha. Although the research illustrates the experiences of 

one group of producers, it also excludes other experiences. One group excluded is producers 

that practise chemical free farming by necessity, not by choice, as those in my sample do. 

These could also be more vulnerable producers who could benefit most from research, but 

they were not included in my sample as I focused on established places of commercialization. 

 

It was difficult to have in-depth interviews when producers face time constraints and were 

being interviewed at their workplace, leading to discussion that was not as long as I would 

have hoped. After reaching a point of saturation in my interviews, I would have liked to 

interview other actors in the supply chain to have a better representation of market structures, 

such as intermediaries in shops. However, I could not manage to schedule any interview 

before I left the country.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 27 

Results and discussion 
 

This chapter is organised according to my three research questions. The first question offers 

a backdrop to the rest of the analysis, as well as contributing to understandings of the 

importance of agroecology in producers’ lives. This helps explain different perceptions of 

agroecology from a producers’ perspective (Giraldo and Rosset, 2017). The second question 

informs of the relationship between producers and agroecological markets through the 

concepts of AFNs, governance and certification. The last question further investigates the 

role of institutional arrangements, after which I will adapt Marsden’s (2010) ‘rural web’ to my 

results and determine which domains significantly construct an agroecological web. The next 

chapter will summarise the findings in the context of my research aim. 

 
Research Question 1: How is agroecology perceived and experienced by producers? 
 

Similar to varied conceptions of agroecology in the wider literature (Wezel et al., 2009) 

respondents had multiple ideas about what agroecology means to them. Two common 

themes throughout were the importance of health, of both humans and the environment. 

Several respondents cited personal incidents of exposure to agri-chemicals that led them to 

stop chemical usage. The AFN literature often focuses on consumers’ demand for healthy 

and ‘clean’ food (Higgins et al., 2008; Niles and Roff, 2008), yet the negative effects of 

chemical usage are far more detrimental on producers, especially those in developing 

countries (Wilson and Tisdell, 2001). Other producers were more focused on protecting 

‘mother nature’ from the negative effects on the environment, such as to biodiversity and soil 

health, which are well researched (Altieri, 2009; Springmann et al., 2018).  

 

As somewhat of a departure from the literature, the interviews provided a deeper 

understanding of what agroecology means to producers as part of their lifestyle and 

philosophy, as well as how agroecological experiences were characterised by struggle but also 

a degree of fulfilment and empowerment. 
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Perceptions of Agroecology 
 

The respondents embedded agroecology into their philosophies in two different ways. The 

first was encountering it as an all-encompassing lifestyle. P7 framed this as a ‘system of 

alliances’: 

 

“I have a contract with my cows. I take care of them and they take care of me. That’s 

agroecology. I go to the organisms and ask them, ‘what do you want?’ They say, ‘don’t 

poison me.’ That’s first. Don’t compact the earth and give me abundant food and 

organic material. And what do the organisms give me? They give me fertility and soil 

balance.” 

 

P7 went on to explain that this also applied to workers on his farm. P8 mentioned that 

agroecology was a “way of life”, emphasising that: “we don’t contaminate the water, we don’t 

contaminate the earth, we don’t give people products that make them ill.” Agroecology was 

perceived as a socio-ecological system strongly opposed to pesticide usage, following Duru et 

al. (2015). As P5 put it: “What agroecology proposes is generating life. It’s against killing, the 

word ‘kill’ doesn’t exist. What the other agriculture does is kill.” These statements show how 

agroecological thought was integrated into these producers’ personal philosophies. This 

showed a new perspective, which can be aligned to Viera et al.’s (2016) ‘deep agroecology’, 

in which producers re-contextualise their relationship with nature by implementing their 

belief system in a farming practice.  

 

Following P5’s thoughts, the second way producers embedded agroecology was through 

strong condemnation of other forms of agriculture. NP2, speaking of the future of 

agroecology, mentioned that “there is resistance to various questions that have to do with 

traditional agriculture, or if it’s coming from Monsanto” as a result of increasing availability 

of information. This reflects criticism against the types of agriculture that became the norm 

after the Green Revolution (Altieri, 2009; Horlings and Marsden, 2011). P3 also had similar 

comments: “I’m no longer going to the [agri-supplies] stores to tell them I have a problem 

and ask what to do. They were taking money from me. I mean, money and money.” This 
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reflects the backlash of ways the current agri-industrial paradigm exploits small producers 

(Giunta, 2014) and how they escaped the ‘agricultural treadmill’.  

 

For several respondents this was not simply a criticism of the disadvantages the Green 

Revolution brought, but a way of romanticising and idealising practices pre-dating the agri-

chemical boom (see Table 4).  Clearly, there is a distinct way of remembering the past that 

influences how producers encounter agroecology, again reflecting a ‘deep agroecology’ 

perspective. It seems that the producers, who for the most part grew up in smallholder farms, 

have a strong connection with their agricultural forebears. In contrast, P2 and P8 are not 

directly producers and did not share these thoughts.  

 

Table 4. Producers’ perceptions of agriculture before the Green Revolution.  

 

P1 “Everything was chemicals. But now they’re reacting because of so much 

disease (…) Going back to [agroecology] would be very good, because we 

can. With ancestral knowledge, we can go back to agroecology” 

P3 “It’s not just producing, selling, but it’s recovering the life our ancestors left 

to us. Our elders, our grandparents, they didn’t produce with the Green 

Revolution, the agro-toxics and so many things” 

P4 “Agroecology is (…) rescuing everything that was before: healthy work, with 

no chemicals, using organic soil, using what we’ve always had.” 

P5 “Before, our ancestors practiced agroecology, organic agriculture, and they 

lived in better conditions. There was less pollution, less disease and now 

they say it isn’t possible.” 

P6 “Before we didn’t get sick from anything. I was close to chemicals and I 

was getting poisoned. I ended up in the hospital.” 

P7 “The natives during the times of Huasipungo had perfect lands. 

Sustainable, biological, permaculture, with phenomenal fertility, diversity, 

everything. That was destroyed in 10 years like a bomb.” 

P9 “I have three experiences. There was no chemical usage and production. 

There was a time when chemicals came, there was more production and 
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more sales, but it was damaging too (…) And third, lastly, it’s taking back 

the earth. Recovering everything people put to one side.” 

P10 “This agriculture is from before, it’s not recent, this is going back to what 

we had before, rescuing practices and knowledge from our ancestors.”  

 

This could have an impact on future generations’ involvement with agroecology. As Latin 

America has historically seen high rates of urbanization (Gilbert, 2004) and rural livelihoods 

in the South are increasingly diverging from smallholder farming (Rigg, 2006), there is a 

possibility that this ‘ancestral’ connection will be missing from future generations. This is 

exemplified by P8. Despite her strong reverence of the benefits of agroecology, she explained 

that no one in her family was willing to take up production when her father, one of the 

producers for her market stall, passes away.  

 

Agroecological Experiences 
 

Practising agroecology has not been an easy shift for producers. Many producers said starting 

agroecological production was difficult because they initially operated at a loss, were 

‘desperate’ over the size or quality of new produce and felt disbelief by others in their 

practice. Another difficulty was time constraints between participating in an association and 

managing production, most strongly felt by the presidents of associations: “Now that I’m 

president I have to organize my time so that I don’t even waste one minute (…) Everything 

takes time and that’s where it gets complicated” (P4). This gives a personal dimension to the 

macroeconomic struggles against agri-industry and standards discussed in the literature 

review, as well as reflecting struggles in transitions to organic farming (see Darnhofer et al., 

2005, Lamine, 2011). As P9 put it: “With the demands [of agriculture] some people who 

don’t like it have left [the group] (…) but the people who like it, we stay”. My findings 

demonstrate that difficulty exists in transitioning to agroecological production, which may be 

reflected in a lack of producers willing to engage in agroecology. 

 

70% of producers were women, giving a gendered aspect to this analysis. P9, speaking of her 

experience with AGRUPAR, said: 
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 “This organization has helped us so, so, so much. Especially women. It’s even helped 

us with our self-esteem, knowing we are capable of doing important things, because 

this is important. To [the organization] we’re the head of our households (…) We 

were hidden, very invisible, but now we know we’re important. (…) I know that I can 

produce, I can teach the next generation, I can leave a legacy.”  

 

P10 mentioned that the self-sufficiency as well as the extra income she gained from producing 

eased the burden of her labour as a housewife. She also gained financial and technical skills 

from running her association. P3, when asked about the advantages of agroecology said:  

 

“The advantage is that I always cared for my family, for my children, I didn’t have to 

work anywhere. I didn’t become a public servant (…) I didn’t leave my children to 

work in some company. I always worked with my children and they’re studying now 

because of that.” 

 

This endorses Datta and Gailey (2012), who found women entrepreneurs felt more 

empowered because of increased incomes, greater entrepreneurial skills, and contributions 

to their families. There seem to be positive impacts for women in agroecology and potential 

for empowerment through roles in associations, which contradicts Vieira Botelho et al.’s 

(2016) findings of the exclusion of women in agroecological production. However, the role 

of gender inequality is not engaged with critically in the agroecology literature (Siliprandi, 

2010; Young Park et al., 2015) and necessitates greater understanding of gender beyond the 

scope of this research. Nevertheless, the fulfilment and empowerment show that agroecology 

can be a worthwhile livelihood strategy, increasing human and social capital. 

 

Research Question 2: What is the nature of agroecological producers’ market 
interactions?  
 

As was explained in the methodology, my research stemmed from approaches to direct 

markets. This frames the following discussion of retail in agroecology, as all but one producer 

currently participated in direct marketing. Producers’ interactions with markets were 

characterised by a close connection to consumers, but also by pressure and constraints. The 
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important role of Participatory Guarantee Systems (PGS) is highlighted as significant to 

commercialisation.  

 

Direct Marketing in Agroecology and Producer-Consumer Relationships 
 

Two producers involved with agroecology the longest, P7 (35 years) and P5 (22 years) spoke 

of growing demand for agroecological products, which follows the increasing demand of 

organic produce (Obach, 2015). P7’s experience has also led him to believe there is only one 

type of worthwhile marketing:  

 

“Supermaxi1 received our products, how amazing. But we retired after two years. 

They left us with our truck full of produce three times. (…) We would never give our 

produce to an intermediary ever again. They take all your hard work, take 50% of the 

cut and condition your production.”  

 

The new role of supermarkets as regulators of the food chain (Burch et al., 2012) has pushed 

producers to look for different alternatives through AFNs in order to capture more economic 

value from their production (Morgan et al., 2006).  

 

Direct marketing led to a significant finding: producers perceived their relationships with 

consumers as characterised by their role of ‘educating the consumers’ (see Table 5). This 

reflects the AFN literature, which often showcases proximate producer-consumer 

relationship (Selfa and Qazi, 2005; Holloway et al., 2007). Agroecology, through the use of 

AFNs, incorporates actors in the supply chain and allows for an exchange of knowledge 

(Opitz et al., 2017). Furthermore, in her views of direct marketing, P6 explained: “The 

country and the city understand each other now. It’s not like before when I was just myself 

and that’s it. Now we understand each other, especially with my customers.” This echoes 

Wittman’s (2009) views of ‘re-connecting town and country’ and of agroecology transforming 

local food regimes in order to strengthen food sovereignty.  However, Hinrichs (2000) warns 

that the power relations in SFSCs may still lie with the wealthier consumers that frequent 

farmers markets. 

                                                        
1 Supermaxi is a subsidiary of Ecuador’s largest supermarket company. 
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Table 5. The producers’ role of educating the consumers in direct marketing. 

 

P1 “My parents didn’t have any of the ailments that are common nowadays. 

My wife and I are the same, because we’re consuming something that is 

ecological. So I tell the people who buy from me, I’m always telling them.” 

P10 “A producer can be the intermediary, because we produce and we know 

how and we tell the client, but an intermediary doesn’t.” 

P8 “The thing that has worked best for me is the farmers’ market, because I 

like contact with people, I like telling them what it’s about, why we dedicate 

ourselves to agroecology. [The difference with supermarkets] is that 

people like to talk, to share recipes, it’s really, really nice.”  

NP1 “There should be many agroecological producers, so they can teach 

people how to eat healthy.” 

NP3 “We want the consumer to know the reality of the producer. To mention 

(…) their experiences, so they can see how the product is managed, what 

goes into it, what the water is like, (…) so that the consumer can be excited 

and say, I’m consuming something good.” 

P7 “We need direct marketing. In this type of agriculture, we want the 

producer and consumer to be closer. You make the consumer aware, you 

talk and it becomes a meeting point.” 

 

Other marketing strategies existed for producers, such as box schemes and selling to organic 

stores. P1 partially sold to an exporting company and P2 sold organic avocados to 

supermarkets, explaining this reduced waste and made commercialisation easier. Dubois 

(2018) states that there are many different types of proximities which AFNs can embody, and 

that these are not necessarily competing against each other, but can be complementary.  

 

Certification, Expansion and Participatory Guarantee Systems 
 

Respondents mentioned that their products carry a price premium, as is typical of organic 

produce (Parrot and Marsden, 2002). However, organic production is now largely part of the 

corporate food regime and enforces strict quality standards and certification (Johnston et al., 
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2009). Respondents’ general attitudes regarding certification are shown in Table 6. 

Certification can help protect both consumers and producers from fraud in the agri-food 

system (Hamilton and Zilberman, 2006) and as P2 and P5 note, is important in the expansion 

of AFNs outside a direct marketing environment (Higgins et al., 2018). Disregard from P8 is 

aligned with views of TPC usually measuring standards set by the Global North, as well as 

being expensive (Home et al., 2017). TPC can be a bureaucratic market barrier for small 

farmers (Binder and Vogl, 2018). 

 

Table 6. Non-certified producers’ attitudes towards Third Party Certification.  

 

The rejection of TPC and the importance of certification are therefore two key motivating 

factors for the rise of Participatory Guarantee Systems (PGS). In a PGS, producers, 

consumers and other stakeholders “who share a vision of mutual responsibility, integrity, 

horizontality, trust and ecological farming” participate in the guarantee process (Binder and 

Vogl, 2018: 2). This was how P3 described the PGS process:  

 

“The NGO helped us train promoters, train overseers and then we were elected into 

an ethical committee (…) we go from plot to plot, seeing if the guidelines are met. We 

have identification cards which are signed by consumers, by the technicians and the 

university that is helping us with research.”  

 

Disregard for certification Lack of certification Desire for certification 

“I won’t give $4,000 to a 

person to come audit me 

when I’m the agronomist, 

when I’m the one who plants 

and it’s my word that counts.” 

(P8 quoting her father) 

“There are customers that ask 

for certification, they want to 

know if it really is 

agroecological. And we don’t 

have any document to show 

them.” (P6) 

“We need [certification] to be 

able to market at a much 

wider level and even for our 

processed products” (P2) 

  “If we want to grow a little 

more, reach another type of 

market, then we’d have to get 

certified, right?” (P5) 
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As a marketing strategy, the five respondents who used PGS found them to be positive and 

effective, similar to experiences in Peru and Mexico (Nelson et al., 2016; Binder and Vogl, 

2018). P5 stated PGS made consumers more aware of agroecology while P4 mentioned that 

her PGS would be scaled up by combining it with other associations. Some PGS rely on 

NGO involvement, as is the case with Biovida’s certification, yet this type of support has been 

reduced in Ecuador (Bravo and Moreano, 2015). Clark and Martinez’s (2016) study of 

alternative certification in Ecuador warned of this changing institutional factor in the long-

term sustainability for alternative certification.  

 

The problem of marketing infrastructure and the role of government  
 

Producers face strong problems within commercialization, mostly related to municipal 

governance, where support is lacking. P3 discussed how her association struggled to gain the 

permit for their market grounds, and that this situation was insecure: “[The government] 

could say that this is a cultural area at any moment, and that it’s not for a market. They could 

kick us out. And I don’t know where we’d go.” P6 had similar concerns as she believed a 

regime change would influence the permits for her market space. According to NP1, a 

market administrator: “when the city council wanted to help us [find a market space], they 

wanted us to say that they had created the market, but that was a community initiative.” 

 

Government assistance is highly selective, as revealed by the dichotomous experiences of the 

two urban agriculture initiatives studied. P9, from the municipality-sponsored AGRUPAR 

initiative, was extremely content with the state of commercialization, given that she had a 

secure market position, as AGRUPAR has 17 farmers’ markets in Quito. Meanwhile, P10 

said her association received no support from the city council, notably when they lost the 

right to use a mobile food truck to sell their vegetables. Local ordinances can be cause for 

worry, as shown in Castillo et al.’s (2013) urban agriculture study. As for NP1, P10 claimed 

the association would receive help if they joined AGRUPAR, yet they were unwilling to do 

so as they are an autonomous organization.  

 

However, the experience on behalf of the government officials seems equally as bleak. 

Regarding obtaining market spaces, NP3 said: “Going into neighbourhoods has been 
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complicated. It’s taken months to get spaces.” NP3 also said there was heavy competition 

from non-agroecological production, reflecting wider patterns of agri-industry (McMichael, 

2005). Both NP2 and NP3	 emphasised that their organizations did not have extensive 

budgets. These tight budgets show that agroecology and ideas of food sovereignty are at odds 

with policy. While producers wish to maintain their autonomy, they cannot progress without 

governmental support (González de Molina, 2012).  The lack of government assistance on a 

local scale is mentioned briefly by Nigh and González (2015) in noting that peasants in the 

Global South have to work against hostile government policies to further AFNs.  

 

Research Question 3: Do institutional arrangements support or hinder agroecological 
extension? 
 

In this section I will draw largely on Marsden’s (2010) ‘rural web’, focusing on the domain of 

“new institutional arrangements” (see Table 1). This involves the establishment of networks 

and public-private partnerships. New institutional arrangements (NIA) are significant in 

analysing whether the connections between networks are coherent and lead to regional rural 

development, alongside the other domains.  

 

Networks between associations, within associations and some partnerships with government 

were of substantial support, building social capital and strengthening market governance. The 

public sphere was the main point of disconnect for respondents, showing how the 

relationship between agroecological associations and public policies is not as reinforcing as it 

could be.  

 

Agroecological associations, Participatory Guarantee Systems and social capital  
 

Apart from being important to marketing, PGS are also a way for farmers to exchange 

knowledge. This is sometimes referred to as campesino-a-campesino (CAC) or farmer-to-

farmer knowledge transfer (Rosset and Martinez, 2012). P5 mentioned that when producers 

visit each other’s fields for PGS certification they: “take ideas to the producers on how to 

improve their production and the same the other way around.” Binder and Vogl (2018) 

found that CAC was effective because farmers implement new knowledges and practices. 
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This reinforces Altieri’s (2009) ideas that CAC gives farmers a way to solve problems 

together.  

 

Even without PGS participation, both P10 and P6 talked about visiting other farms and said 

they learned about product innovation and other farming experiences from different 

geographical areas of Ecuador. P7 and P5, because of their longevity in agroecology, have 

participated in very extensive knowledge transfer, claiming approximately 30,000 and 10,000 

smallholders in total have participated in their workshops, respectively. Nigh and González 

(2015) mention a similar situation in Colombia as a way to motivate farmers into agroecology, 

as CAC can make farmers excited about agroecological principles and local, communal 

knowledge (Rosset and Martinez, 2012). Parrot and Marsden (2002) claim that using CAC 

is a way of replacing the role of institutions in educating smallholders. CAC seems to create 

connections between groups and build NIA for knowledge exchange throughout the rural 

area.  

 

The experiences of respondents also showed the importance of community within the 

associations. P8 explained that being an agroecological producer was “not only about 

respecting the earth but it also implies another way of relating to others. Helping each other, 

(…) living in harmony, not only with mother nature.” P6, talking about the market, said that 

“we see each other every Sunday, we’re like family. I feel happy.” P3 spoke of her association 

as a team that had difficulties and triumphs, but in the end was a “home”. This is in line with 

García (2005), who identified one of the adaptive activities for Ecuadorian farmers in the face 

of agri-industry was creating co-operatives and argued for greater support for co-operative 

action from government. Creating these connections gives producers greater social capital to 

overcome challenges (Ibrahim et al., 2017). 

 

The feel of community extended to non-producers as well. NP3 spoke of the outreach 

activities that went beyond his division’s strict job description and said relationships with 

producers extended beyond training to a relationship “of support, of partnership, of 

friendship in many cases.” Regarding AGRUPAR’s involvement with poor communities, 

NP2 said: “Food is something that unites us, because everyone has to eat. It’s a daily need. 

So, working with food is a way to build a family, to build community.” Producers reacted to 
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agri-industry by joining co-operative agroecological associations, which Marsden et al. (2000) 

states foster trust, understanding and cooperation which leads sustainable SFSCs. This was a 

mutually reinforced relationship between the public and private.  

 

The Public Sphere and Policy Limitations for Agroecology  
 

The respondents were overwhelmingly critical of public policies regarding agroecology, 

despite Ecuador having a law regarding food sovereignty. The Plurinational and Intercultural 

Conference on Food Sovereignty (COPISA) is now the government agency designated with 

advancing food sovereignty goals through political advocacy, elaboration of public policy, and 

strengthening the Food and Nutritional Sovereignty System (COPISA, 2019). However, my 

respondents did not seem aware of the existence of this group. Criticism came directly from 

government officials, NP2 said: “The national government has an export-oriented view (…) 

so to speak of food sovereignty, closely linked to agroecology, is a minor topic with no 

investment.” NP3 said that the government needed to undergo ‘radical’ change. Several 

respondents complained about an ‘agroecological kit’ which is handed out to peasants free 

of cost. This is among one of Ecuador’s several initiatives that support agribusiness (Giunta, 

2014). The lack of support from the national government diminishes the investment given to 

agroecological initiatives, as shown above regarding market spaces. National agricultural 

policies promoting agri-industry (García, 2005) and the decreased role of the state (Martin 

and Clapp, 2015) disconnect the private and public spheres.  

 

NP2 posited that: “agroecological initiatives have grown at a local or provincial level.” For 

NP3’s, within the Fair Commerce division of the Decentralised Autonomous Government 

(DAG) of Pichincha, the only enabling factor for their interactions is a provincial 

agroecological ordinance. This allows them to grant agroecological certification, help with 

transportation and logistical issues as well as promoting agroecology through training and 

visits while offering commercialisation guidance to anyone using agroecological methods 

(NP3). Clark and Martinez (2016) argue that governmental help is essential in terms of 

creating sustainable PGS, which some respondents mentioned was one of the future policy 

goals they were fighting for. While there seems to be a hopeful future for stronger institutional 
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arrangements at the regional level, competing interests were still at play between the city 

council and associations as mentioned above regarding permits and selective assistance.  

 

Applying the ‘Rural Web’ 

Figure 2. The ‘rural web’ of agroecological marketing and institutions within the case study. 

Note: +/- indicate positive and negative findings within each domain, blue arrows pertain to domains important 

for NIA and orange arrows for market governance.  

 

Marsden’s (2010) rural web, as explained in the literature review, unites the concepts of 

markets and institutions to gauge how they influence smallholders’ engagement of 

agroecology as well as identifying the success of this livelihood strategy and its potential for 

extension. Figure 2 uses the domains of the rural web to showcase some of the most pertinent 

findings and characteristics of agroecological production within the case study.  

 

Market Governance, the ability to strengthen markets, is strongly tied to Novelty and Social 

Capital. PGS has been included in the Novelty domain as an important mitigation towards 

certification standards and a promising marketing strategy. Markets are also tied to Social 

Endogeneity:  
+Strong agroecological 
production underpinned by 
ideas of ‘deep ecology’  
- Need for strong support from 
government and in some cases 
NGOs 

Sustainability:  
+Production respects natural 
environment and biodiversity 
(P5 produces 60-80 products) 
-Production is too difficult for 
some smallholders. 

Novelty:   
+PGS as a new way to 
incorporate consumers, 
producers and other actors 
+Urban Agriculture initiatives 
increase food security Social Capital: 

+Fostered through associations, 
PGS, CAC, including the 
development of human capital 
as well  
+Strong sense of community 

Market governance: 
+Direct marketing is the chosen 
method for many producers 
-Largely constricted because of 
city councils 
-Beholden to certification 
standards 
 

New Institutional Arrangements 
(NIA):  
+PGS connects several 
stakeholders 
+CAC knowledge exchange  
+Support from DAG and 
AGRUPAR  
-Disconnect due to lack of 
funding and hostile policy 
environment 
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Capital due to the sense of community that is fostered through farmers’ markets and the role 

of ‘educating consumers’ that is simultaneously a marketing strategy while strengthening 

internal market networks. Market Governance is also the most restricted domain because of 

the lack of permits and the selective assistance offered by city councils, as reported by the 

respondents.  

  

NIA, which foster cooperation and create solutions to problems, are connected most strongly 

to Endogeneity, Novelty and Social Capital. NIA are highly significant to Novelty due to PGS’ 

potential to unite stakeholders towards a common goal and encourage social capital. 

Cooperation is also furthered because of producer associations and CAC knowledge share. 

Lamine (2011) found that having ‘collective dynamics’ through knowledge exchange and 

support could help in transitions to sustainable agriculture, especially where there is a lack of 

institutional support. However, a lack of cooperation, which obstructs NIA, is directly linked 

to a shortcoming within Endogeneity: the reliance on outside support. This is not to say 

support should be withdrawn, but producers are not yet autonomous and independent, as 

per food sovereignty aims. Regarding the problem-solving aspect of NIA, the DAG of 

Pichincha and AGRUPAR are significant, as they offer technical support and aim to 

strengthen the general wellbeing of producers.  

 

Marsden (2010: 228) also shows that context-specificity is crucial to rural webs, mentioning 

that webs are vulnerable to “state intervention and uneven patterns of demographic mobility.” 

Therefore, food sovereignty and the state's role in it are underlying forces that allow or block 

the development of this web in agroecological contexts. Food sovereignty is still a strong 

mobilizing force for peasants, and it should not be cast aside as NIA and market governance 

are strengthened. Giunta’s (2014) study in Ecuador found that member organizations of 

LVC, used CAC to sharing ideas about food sovereignty, meaning that the ‘rural web’ can 

also be part of expanding and reinforcing food sovereignty.  
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Conclusion  
 

Industrial agriculture is damaging the earth’s environment and creating undue pressure on 

smallholders, who provide most of the world’s food. Sustainable food systems which manage 

natural resources efficiently and provide better welfare for peasants are urgently needed. 

Agroecology, a sustainable agriculture practice that incorporates social aspects, is a counter-

movement against agri-industry.  

 

As a social movement, agroecology underpins food sovereignty by being a tool with which 

smallholders fight to be free of the constraints posed by the overbearing power of neoliberal 

policies and a controlling retail sector. However, more research needs to be done regarding 

marketing and supply chains in agroecology as well as a focus on the institutions that influence 

agroecological production. This study has aimed to address this gap by analysing the extent 

to which market and institutions influence the engagement of smallholder producers with 

agroecology. This was done in the context of Pichincha, Ecuador through semi-structured 

interviews with agroecological producers, government officials and a market administrator. 

 

Agroecology was firstly contextualised in the producers’ own words. The most significant 

findings were views that followed a ‘deep agroecology’ (Viera et al., 2016) perspective in 

contextualising agroecology as a lifestyle and an idealisation of pre-Green Revolution 

practices. This was significant in noting the strength with which agroecological practices 

become embedded in producers’ lives, yet links were not as strong for those who were not 

directly involved in production. Producers, specifically women, felt a strong degree of 

empowerment due to their involvement with agroecology. Ideas of agroecology were found 

to be strongly aligned with sustainable agriculture and therefore reinforce the possible 

transformation of the food system as supported by agroecology. However, some producers 

struggled to transition to this type of production, showing that it is not an immediately viable 

alternative for all smallholders. Agroecological markets and institutions may hold the key to 

changing this.  

 

Producers engaged with agroecological markets in three significant ways. There was a positive 

connection, comparable to that of AFNs, through direct markets which engaged producers 
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in a role of ‘educating consumers’. Direct marketing is the most common form of 

commercialisation in Ecuador (Intriago et al., 2017). Standards and certification also played 

a big role within agroecological marketing, and PGS were used as alternative certification. 

Certification was sometimes referred to as necessary to expand markets, yet this may allow 

for agroecological products to become part of the corporate food regime through the organic 

market. There is a blurred line in which agroecological marketing may not be completely 

separate from the corporate food regime.  

 

Problems related to commercialization arose mainly due to worries created by lack of 

support from municipal governments in creating secure market spaces for producers. 

Government agencies were found to be somewhat constrained in this regard as well. As this 

project was based on approaching producers who were successfully using direct markets, this 

research missed out on other factors which limit market access, such as “education levels, 

leadership and management skills, proximity to markets,” (Sheperd, 2007: 18 ) However, 

through empowerment and the participatory nature of agroecology, some of these market 

barriers seem to be mitigated.  

 

Assessing the success of a livelihood strategy must include the importance of human and 

social capital (Scoones, 2009), thus producers’ interactions with institutions were analysed. 

The concept of institutional arrangements was borrowed from Marsden (2010) to analyse the 

networks and connections within agroecology in the case study. Producer associations and 

PGS were found to promote CAC and therefore foster human and social capital for 

producers. A sense of community was also strong within associations. However, respondents’ 

felt hindered by the national government and its focus on supporting agri-industry. This was 

somewhat mitigated by initiatives at a local level, yet producers and local initiatives themselves 

are still strongly constrained.  

 

Finally, I applied Marsden’s (2010) ‘rural web’ to analyse connections between my research 

findings. These interconnections showed how agroecology is highly complex, similar to Duru 

et al.’s (2015) ‘territorial biodiversity based agriculture’, many stakeholders and groups are 

intertwined. Two significant linking factors were social capital and PGS. Social capital was 

both fostered by and strengthened markets and NIA. PGS helped confront the certification 
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barrier for markets as well as connecting several stakeholders. Commercialisation concerns 

are a highly limiting factor for agroecological engagement, yet there were several mitigating 

factors identified (PGS, CAC, DAG and AGRUPAR support) mostly through NIA. The 

national government strongly constrains the engagement with agroecology and creates a 

hostile policy environment for its proliferation. However, the interconnections between 

stakeholders form institutional arrangements with the potential to overcome, and possibly 

change, national policies in Ecuador.  

 

More research should be done on how female empowerment can be a driving factor for 

agroecological extension, as women in my case study found highly positive experiences 

through agroecology. The interconnections of PGS as a driver for social capital and 

knowledge exchange should also be further examined. Future policy should strongly 

reconsider the role of agroecology as a future food system and support the role of regional 

and local government groups, as well as increasing support for food sovereignty which already 

exists in Ecuador’s constitutional framework. Lastly, the ‘rural web’ was found to be a positive 

tool which can be used by other researches to analyse rural development.  
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Appendix 2  
 
Original IGS Proposal 
 

Research Question  

 

 

Since the Green Revolution, we have seen a rise in the use of technology that has intensified 

agricultural production (Wezel et al., 2009). This was seen as a response to the problem of a growing 

global population and as solving food security issues (Marsden, 2006). However, there have been 

detrimental effects on biodiversity and environmental conservation (Visser, 1998; Wezel et al. 2009). 

Extensive work has been done on these issues, and one term that encompasses agricultural initiatives 

used for ecological benefits is agroecology (Wezel et al., 2009). This term will be further explored in 

the following section.  

 

This research seeks to take a novel perspective into how the Global South interacts with agroecology. 

Furthermore, this will be done in Latin America, a region that has historically been highly involved with 

agroecology in a legal and grassroots viewpoint (Wezel et al., 2009; Heifer, 2014). I plan to do this 

through the following research question:  

 

Do Quito’s municipal markets promote agroecology? An investigation into the Ecuadorian food supply 

chain.  

 

Therefore, this research does not only aim to look at market trader’s interactions with agroecology, 

but to understand the significance of areas of commercialisation as promotors of agricultural and 

environmental sustainability in Ecuador. While farmer’s markets are seen as an Alternative Food 

Networks in the Global North (Renting, 2003), they are an integral part of Quito, indeed, of Ecuador 

as well. Through interviews with different participatory actors of the market, this research also hopes 

to elucidate power relations within this small segment of Ecuador’s food supply chain. This will 

contribute to literature on agroecology, but from a political ecology perspective, which warrants a rich 

case-study description on a marginalised community.  (  
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Literature Review  

 

The following section outlines the relevant literature that the research builds upon, starting by 

contextualizing the issues agroecology tries to solve and exploring the binary between industrial and 

traditional farming. There will then be a short discussion on how this research interacts with the 

concept of Alternative Food Networks (AFNs) and with smallholder farming, finally turning the focus 

to agroecology itself and the lens through which the research will be looked through: political ecology. 

 

Agricultural Modernisation 

 

The modernising project that agriculture embarked on in the mid-20th century has created problems 

that affect almost all actors within the food supply chain, from farms receiving lower incomes to 

environmental pollution, health problems and lost biodiversity (Wiskerke, 2009). There are two main 

streams that strive to solve these issues, as identified by Wiskerke (2009, pp. 374): the “agri-industrial” 

or “hypermodern” paradigm and the “integrated and territorial agri-food” or “alternative” paradigm. 

These two paradigms show the dichotomy between technology and tradition and between expert and 

local knowledge.  

 

The first of these paradigms is further associated with “disconnecting, disembedding, and 

disentwining” (Wiskerke, 2009, pp. 370). This turns to the social consequences of agriculture’s 

modernisation. According to Watts et al. (2005) using a technocratic and capitalist solution to 

ecological problems would likely exacerbate inequalities already felt within the food system. Similarly, 

Tornaghi (2013) identifies that the urbanisation of the Western world, which is being followed by the 

Global South, relies on nature bein “appropriated, enclosed and compromised”, and leaving 

individuals without agency to farm on their own lands as they are pulled into the globalised capitalist 

system.  

 

This leads to a change in the agrarian systems in the Global South, moving away from smallholder 

farming towards one where larger firms have hegemony (Kirsten and Sartorius, 2002). The Global 

North can then take a backseat while they support more sustainable agricultural systems within their 

borders, but accommodate for importing and supporting the rise of agriculture in in “emerging” 

economies that will not necessarily follow the same environmental guidelines (Marsden, 2006; Watts 

et al., 2005). This, coupled with the disproportionate control of the food retailing and seed markets 
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by large transnationals leaves farmers in the Global South marginalised and excluded from the 

modernisation project (Chandra et al., 2017; Marsden, 2006; Ploeg et al., 2000; Wezel et al., 2009).  

 

 

Alternativeness and Smallholder Farming in the South 

 

 

Literature that focuses on AFNs is relevant to this research insofar as it shows us how the Global North 

has responded to the agricultural crisis described above, couple with food safety scares (Wiskerke, 

2009). This has also been a response to other social and ecological problems, such as resistance 

towards the commodity fetishism of food by using forms of direct selling (Watts et al., 2005; Wiskerke, 

2009). For European and North American farmers, using Short Food Supply Chains (SFSCs), such as can 

be seen in farmer’s markets or box schemes, are a way of avoiding the industrial agriculture system 

(Renting, 2003). AFNs also aim to have regions which are less likely to suffer due to shocks to the 

global food market (Wiskerke, 2009).  

 

Nevertheless, these forms of alternativeness are often not applied in the Global South. AFNs as 

defined above are already commonplace in countries such as Ecuador, where they are not viewed as 

a niche market product or indeed alternative at all. While it is not clear if this is the reason that the 

Global South has been largely excluded from the AFN narrative, I believe links can be drawn to it. 

Smallholder farmers and their interactions in farmer’s markets can perhaps also be a form of 

resistance to industrial agriculture. An example of this is the Kenyan Small Scale Farmers Forum 

defiance towards the monopolistic position of seed companies towards producers by exchanging 

seeds amongst each other (Marsden, 2006).  

 

Agroecology 

 

Agroecology has been studied from three different perspectives. Originally, it was strictly a scientific 

discipline which studied the intersection of agriculture and ecology. However, it has evolved into both 

an agricultural practice and a political or social movement (Wezel et al., 2009). Francis et al. (2003) 

defined agroecology as studying the ecology of food systems, with a comprehensive view of the 

ecological, economic and social aspects of them. In this research, the focus is mostly on agroecology 

as a political and social movement, recognising that part of this movement is the implementation of 

agroecology on a farm scale.  
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Wezel et al. (2009) state that agroecology can be useful for farmers move towards food security as 

well as having sovereignty and autonomy over their crops. It has also been present as a political 

movement within Latin America, for example in the country of Brazil. Here agroecology was a 

response to small scale farmers being excluded from agricultural modernisation as well as concerns 

about environmental degradation (Norgaard, 1984). Agroecology also has a space in Ecuador, with 

principles from the movement included in the country’s Constitution and Food Sovereignty Law 

(Intriago et al., 2017).   

 

Political Ecology 

 

The new economic hegemony of transnationals, the government’s involvement in matters of 

agroecology and the marginalisation of small farmers through “political power, capital accumulation 

and economic hegemony” (Taylor, 2014) are all intertwined issues. I plan to use political ecology as a 

framework which can help understand these power relationships because as Bryant (2015, pp. 6) 

explains, political ecologist are concerned with “how governance and power relate to the movement 

of people, to their presence or absence, and with what political, economic, cultural and ecological 

effects." 

 

Chandra et al. (2017) in speaking of Climate-smart Agriculture also use a political ecology approach, 

by focusing on three specific factors: inequality, unequal power relations and social injustice. They 

argue that there is a need to understand how institutions manage policies and how these can affect 

create or affect existing challenges and vulnerabilities within communities. Therefore, as put forward 

by Tornaghi (2013, pp. 553) with Urban Agriculture I aim to explore Quito’s municipal markets as 

“socio-political regimes, to investigate the role they play in the reproduction of capitalism and their 

role in discursive, political and physical production of new socio-environmental conditions”.  

 

 

Methodology 

 

As this is a novel approach and research concerning markets in the Global South are not common, the 

chosen method for this research will be semi-structured interviews with the different participatory 

actors that interact with the market. Through interviews it will be easier to gain an exploratory 

understanding of the links between the markets, the producers, those in power and environmental 
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issues they might face. This follows approaches within political ecology, as “detailed site-specific 

understandings” are a desired outcome from research (Bryant, 2015). This is especially important as 

many of the traders within the market will be part of a disadvantaged community, and it is important 

that their voices are understood through a qualitative method.  

 

The target population in mind for the interviews will consist of actors from different levels of power 

within the food supply chain. Traders will be approached at markets, i.e. their workplaces, where they 

will be more comfortable. As I am a born and bred Quiteña, I will share a cultural identity with the 

traders, but this does not mean that I will not need to be mindful of my positionality as a researcher 

and indeed, I must be mindful of making assumptions on their behalf. Even though we have a shared 

heritage, there is still a need to be aware of power inequalities and fieldwork ethics (Smith, 2010).  

 

I will also attempt to carry out interviews with elites within this supply chain, namely those who run 

the markets and the policy makers. In Quito, this means contacting the Metropolitan Public Company 

of Wholesale Market (MMQEP). I am familiar with this company as I visited these offices in December, 

2017 to enquire about the possibility of conducting research here, to which I received a positive 

response. However, this is only one of Quito’s 54 markets. Policy makers may be contactable through 

the Directory of Markets, Fairs and Platforms, a subdivision of Quito’s Agency for Coordination of the 

Commercial District. If possible, I will also interview institutions with agro-ecological aims. I will begin 

to coordinate these interviews as soon as I have been granted ethical approval.  

 

I aim to conduct 10 interviews per market, and aim to visit 5 markets, designating a week for each 

market in the months of July and August. The markets will be spatially distributed throughout Quito 

and vary in size. I will aim to visit when the market is less busy. The questions for the traders will 

revolve around three main topic areas. The first will be the role of the market in the traders’ lives (How 

is this market significant in your life? How did you become involved with this market? Do you feel 

there have been less customers with the opening of supermarkets?). The second will be about the 

power relationships within the market (What is the role of the state, private business and consumers 

have in the production of food? What sort of governance is there in place to protect the 

environment/land?). The final topic will include questions about the environment (What do you think 

of environmental issues affecting your community? Do you identify a relationship between helping 

the environment and selling here at this market? Why or why not?).  

  

 



 62 

References 

Bryant, R. (2015). The international handbook of political ecology. 

Chandra, A., McNamara, K. and Dargusch, P. (2017). The relevance of political ecology perspectives 

for smallholder Climate-Smart Agriculture: a review. Journal of Political Ecology, 24(1), p.821. 

Intriago, R., Gortaire Amézcua, R., Bravo, E. and O’Connell, C. (2017). Agroecology in Ecuador: 

historical processes, achievements, and challenges. Agroecology and Sustainable Food Systems, 

41(3-4), pp.311-328. 

Kirsten, J. and Sartorius, K. (2002). Linking agribusiness and small-scale farmers in developing 

countries: Is there a new role for contract farming?. Development Southern Africa, 19(4), pp.503-

529. 

Marsden, T. (2006). Denial or diversity? creating new spaces for sustainable development. Journal of 

Environmental Policy & Planning, 8(2), pp.183-198. 

Renting, H., Marsden, T. and Banks, J. (2003). Understanding Alternative Food Networks: Exploring 

the Role of Short Food Supply Chains in Rural Development. Environment and Planning A, 35(3), 

pp.393-411. 

Smith, F. (2010) 'Working in Different Cultures', in Clifford, N., French, S. and Valentine, G. (eds) Key 

Methods in Geography. London: SAGE, pp. 157-172. 

Tornaghi, C. (2013). Critical geography of urban agriculture. Progress in Human Geography, 38(4), 

pp.551-567. 

van der Ploeg, J., Renting, H., Brunori, G., Knickel, K., Mannion, J., Marsden, T., de Roest, K., Sevilla-

Guzman, E. and Ventura, F. (2000). Rural Development: From Practices and Policies towards 

Theory. Sociologia Ruralis, 40(4), pp.391-408. 

Watts, D., Ilbery, B. and Maye, D. (2005). Making reconnections in agro-food geography: alternative 

systems of food provision. Progress in Human Geography, 29(1), pp.22-40. 

Wezel, A., Bellon, S., Doré, T., Francis, C., Vallod, D. and David, C. (2009). Agroecology as a science, a 

movement and a practice. A review. 

Wiskerke, J. (2009). On Places Lost and Places Regained: Reflections on the Alternative Food 

Geography and Sustainable Regional Development. International Planning Studies, 14(4), 

pp.369-387. 



 63 

Appendix 3 
 
Interview Guide - Producers 
 
Make sure information sheet is clear, answer questions, sign consent forms 
 
Please tell me about yourself (name, role in food production, facts about their land, have a 
small conversation about this so that you can become more comfortable) 
 
Defining agroecology 
 

• What does agroecology mean to you? 
 

• Is agroecology important? (prompts: financially, culturally, environmentally, is it 
important at a local scale, at a national scale or even global? How do they envision 
agroecology in the future?) 

 
• What are some of the advantages and disadvantages of using agroecology?  

o Do you only use agro-ecological approaches for all your crops? 
 
Commercialization 
 

• How do you sell your products? (if there is more than one way, instead of asking the 
following, ask more comparison style questions) 

o Why is this the way you do it? 
o Did any barriers exist for you to do this? (Did you need help for this?) 
o Are there negative aspects to this way of selling your products? 
o Would you recommend this way to other producers? 
o Are there alternatives you have explored or you would explore in the future?  
o Are there methods you have tried before that have failed? 
o Is there any policy in place to help the commercialization of these products? (if 

not, what is missing?) 
 

• (if this did not come up above) Are you part of a Participatory Guarantee System? If so, 
how does this affect your commercialization of your products? 

 
• How do consumers react to your food being agro-ecological?  

 
Power relationships 
 

• What are some of the demands you face as a producer? (prompts – institutions, 
government, consumers, time, family, health, etc. – try to speak about their motivations)  

 
• Have you had any interaction with any organizations recently regarding your production 

of agro-ecological food? (government, NGO, companies, etc.)  
o How would you classify the relationship between yourself and these 

organizations? (are they intermediaries, do they run a market, etc) 
o How would you describe the interactions with these organizations? 
o Do you have any other comments about these organizations? 
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Finally, ask if they have any questions about the research, the use of their answers and if they 
know anybody else involved with agroecology.  
 
 
 
Interview Guide – Authority Figure 
 
Make sure information sheet is clear, answer questions, sign consent forms 
 
Please tell me about yourself (name, role in organization, facts about their organization, have a 
small conversation about this so that you can become more comfortable) 
 
Defining agroecology 
 

• What does agroecology mean to you? 
 

• Is agroecology important? (prompts: financially, culturally, environmentally, is it 
important at a local scale, at a national scale or even global? How do they envision 
agroecology in the future?) 

 
• What are some of the advantages and disadvantages of using agroecology?  

o Do you think all producers should adopt an agro-ecological approach? 
 
Commercialization 
 

• What are the best ways to sell agro-ecological products? 
o Why? 
o What requirements do producers need to sell their products as agro-ecological? 
o What difficulties might producers encounter when it comes to selling their 

products? 
o Is there any policy in place to help the commercialization of these products? (if 

not, what is missing?) 
 

• (If this did not come up above…) Are you part of a Participatory Guarantee System? If 
so, how does this affect the commercialization of farmers’ products? 

 
• How do consumers react to agro-ecological products?  

 
Power relationships 
 

• What are the main concerns regarding the producers’ wellbeing? 
• How would you describe the relationship between the producers and your 

organization? 
• Do you have any other comments about this relationship? 

 
Finally, ask if they have any questions about the research, the use of their answers and if they 
know anybody else involved with agroecology.  
 


