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ABSTRACT 

 

 This study investigates how smallholding ecological organic farming 

practitioners (SOFPs) learn, adapt, and transform within dynamic socio-ecological 

systems, focusing on the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON) in Phitsanulok Province, 

Thailand, and complemented by case studies in rural Scotland. While transformative 

learning has been widely explored in adult education, existing scholarship reveals 

several key gaps: Transformative Learning Theory (TLT) remains centred on individual 

transformation and insufficiently explains collective, community-based learning; 

studies rarely examine the contextual realities of Thai organic farming networks; few 

analyses consider long-term learning trajectories; and structured models for hybrid 

physical–digital community learning platforms are largely missing. This research 

addresses these gaps by examining how learning occurs beyond formal educational 

systems and how community learning platforms enhance practitioners' transformation 

and resilience. 

 Drawing upon TLT and employing Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT) 

methodology, qualitative data were collected through semi-structured interviews, 

participant observation, and After-Action Reviews (AARs). Findings reveal that 

learning among SOFPs is not a supplementary process but a core mechanism driving 

transformation, resilience, and sustainability in both individual and community systems. 

The study identifies eight interrelated learning components—experience, social 
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learning, reflection, adaptation, emotion, knowledge, action, and reintegration—that 

collectively form a cyclical, hybrid learning process. 

 These findings underpin the development of two integrative models: the 

Hybrid Transformative Learning Model (HTLM) and the Hybrid Integrated Facilitation 

Model (HIFM), which together conceptualise learning as a contextual, participatory, 

and cyclical process connecting ecological engagement, moral commitment, and 

adaptive experimentation. Complementary Scottish cases—including smallholder and 

crofting systems—confirm the universality yet contextual diversity of transformative 

learning. Despite differences in geography and governance, both Thai and Scottish 

practitioners demonstrate learning as an ongoing dialogue between people, place, and 

practice, sustained through community structures and reflective adaptation. The 

integration of physical and digital (“phygital”) spaces further enables collaboration 

between movers and stayers, ensuring continuity and innovation within community 

learning systems. 

 This research contributes to rethinking adult and community education for 

sustainable agriculture by offering a practical framework for designing hybrid learning 

platforms that bridge local and global knowledge systems while strengthening the 

ecological and social foundations of smallholder communities. 
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CHAPTER I 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Rationale and Significance of the Study 

 This research begins with a fundamental question: How can a learning 

platform be developed for smallholding ecological organic farms? The question 

emerged from ongoing observations of the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON), a 

community of practitioners in Phitsanulok Province, Thailand. 

 In recent decades, the dynamics of modern society—shifts in identity, 

discourse, and everyday practices—have increasingly challenged conventional ways of 

living. For smallholding organic farm practitioners (SOFPs), these challenges intersect 

with pressing issues of food safety, sustainability, and community resilience. SKON 

members exemplify these dynamics, representing a diverse group of practitioners 

engaged in small-scale ecological farming while simultaneously negotiating personal 

values, cultural practices, and community expectations. 

 The significance of this study lies in its attempt to understand and strengthen 

the processes through which these practitioners learn, adapt, and strategically transform. 

While previous work on food safety and organic agriculture in Thailand has highlighted 

policy frameworks and production techniques, far fewer studies have examined learning 

platforms as vehicles for community transformation. This research seeks to fill that gap. 

 Recent transformations around the world, including in Thailand’s education 

and learning system, further underscore the urgency of rethinking how communities, 

including smallholding organic farmers, engage in learning. Many scholars identified it 

as three interrelated phenomena that are reshaping the landscape: 

1. Decoupling of skill and qualification – Educational attainment no longer 

guarantees employable skills. Many graduates find themselves in jobs that require lower 

qualifications, while employers increasingly demand demonstrable competencies rather 

than degrees (OECD, 2019, p. 12; UNESCO, 2022). 

2. Decline of public schooling – Public schools face declining enrolment and 

closures, reduced budgets, shifting values among parents and students, and political 
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contestation over curricula. These changes weaken the role of public schooling as the 

central institution of learning (Field, 2000; Hammer, 2019, pp. 317–319, 321–322). 

3. Rise of learning alternatives – The learning market has diversified with the 

emergence of EdTech, entrepreneurs, and international qualifications such as the GED. 

Non-formal and digital pathways are expanding, offering flexible and adaptive options 

for learners (Commission, 2020, pp. 2–3, 6, 12; Green, 2006, pp. 312, 318–319, 322–

323; Schuetze & Casey, 2006, pp. 283–285). 

 At the same time, Thailand’s demographic transition toward an ageing society 

adds another critical layer to this context. By 2030, one in every three Thais will be over 

60 years old (Kantachote & Wiroonsri, 2023; WHO, 2023). This shift places lifelong 

learning at the centre of social development, not only to maintain employability but also 

to ensure active citizenship, community participation, and intergenerational knowledge 

transfer. For smallholding ecological organic farming practitioners, many of whom are 

older adults or retirees seeking supplementary income, the need for accessible, flexible, 

and context-based learning platforms is particularly urgent. Lifelong learning, in this 

sense, was not directly confined to economic productivity. Still, it extends to sustaining 

health, well-being, and ecological stewardship, positioning community learning 

platforms as vital mechanisms for resilience in an ageing society. 

 Together, these transformations illustrate a broader shift away from state-

centred, formal education toward pluralised learning spaces (Brookfield, 1988; Edwards 

et al., 2009; Field, 2000; Illich, 1973; Rogers, 2005; Selwyn, 2013). Within this context, 

smallholding ecological organic farming practitioners (SOFPs) represent not just 

agricultural innovators but also participants in the new ecosystem of community-driven, 

non-formal learning. This research underscores the importance of designing learning 

platforms that are responsive to local practices while aligning with broader societal 

transformations. 

 

Background 

 The term "smallholding" refers to agricultural units that are smaller than large-

scale industrial farms, often managed by individuals or families (Holloway, 2000, p. 

307; 2002, p. 11). In the British context, smallholders are sometimes referred to as 

“hobby farmers” who balance agriculture with other livelihoods (Ilbery & Bowler, 1998, 
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p. 164). Within SKON, practitioners typically farm land ranging from less than 1 

(2.52929 rai) to no more than 25 acres (63.2321 rai). Many pursue farming as a 

supplementary source of income or a lifestyle choice rather than as their primary 

occupation (Charatsari et al., 2022; Naowakate & Sirasoonthorn, 2022c). 

 Earlier research has highlighted that smallholders in Phitsanulok employ 

diverse management models, including culture-based, leadership-based, 

partnership/community-based, and biological-based approaches (Naowakate & 

Sirasoonthorn, 2022a, 2022b). These models reflect not only farming practices but also 

learning processes, values, and community dynamics. From an adult education 

perspective, such practices offer fertile ground for exploring alternative learning models 

that extend beyond formal education to encompass lived, experiential learning. 

 

Pilot Study 

 To establish a more concrete foundation, a pilot study was carefully planned 

and conducted in Phitsanulok Province between November 2022 and November 2023. 

The study included 28 SOFPs from 16 farms, selected through theoretical sampling from 

active SKON participants. Data collection involved constructivist grounded theory 

(CGT) methods, including semi-structured interviews, participant observation, and 

After-Action Reviews (AARs). 

 The pilot study revealed that practitioners learn through both individual 

reflection and group-based negotiation. They frequently participate in SKON’s 

collective initiatives—fresh markets, farm tours, and certification activities under the 

Participatory Guarantee System (PGS). However, despite this collective engagement, 

there remains no well-defined learning platform that integrates individual experiences 

into a broader, transformative framework. 

 The findings highlighted three critical insights: 

1. Fragmented practices – Farmers’ approaches to organic cultivation are 

shaped by diverse personal experiences, financial status, local municipality incentives, 

and educational backgrounds, leading to inconsistent practices. 

2. Marketplace as learning space – The organic market emerged as a central 

site of exchange, where practitioners negotiated standards, shared knowledge, and 

developed common practices. 
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3. Need for a collective framework – While SKON fosters collaboration, the 

absence of a structured learning platform limits the long-term sustainability of shared 

practices. 

 These insights suggest that SOFPs are already engaged in forms of collective 

learning. Still, a stronger theoretical and practical framework is required to systematise, 

justify, validate, and expand knowledge forms of practice. 

 

Gap of Knowledge 

 This study addresses a clear research gap: the lack of a systematic framework 

for understanding and supporting learning processes among smallholding ecological 

organic farming practitioners. 

 Jack Mezirow’s Transformative Learning Theory (TLT) provides a valuable 

starting point. His framework, which encompasses frames of reference, communicative 

learning, and discourse (Mezirow, 1991a, pp. 12-14), aligns with many of the dynamics 

observed in SKON. His four learning processes—elaboration of existing perspectives, 

development of new perspectives, transformation of points of view, and transformation 

of mental habits (Mezirow, 1991b, pp. 6-7)—help explain how adults adapt to new 

experiences. 

 However, several limitations of TLT become apparent in this context: 

1. It emphasises individual transformation, with less attention to collective or 

community-based learning (Brookfield, 2000, pp. 144-146; Collard & Law, 1989, pp. 

106-108; Welton, 1995, p. 18). 

2. It provides limited guidance on methodology, particularly in capturing the 

voices and practices of farmers within their socio-cultural contexts (Dirkx, 1997, pp. 

80-82; Taylor, 1997, pp. 55-58; Taylor & Cranton, 2013, pp. 36-39). 

3. Its foundations in earlier forms of grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, 

pp. 1-18) have been critiqued as insufficient for explaining complex, situated practices 

in contemporary society (Charmaz, 2006, pp. 2-5; Clarke, 2005, pp. xxv-xxvii; Merriam 

& Baumgartner, 2020, pp. 111-113). 

 Moreover, these limitations become even more visible when placed against the 

backdrop of Thailand’s shifting education system. As the OECD (2019, p. 12) and 

UNESCO (2022, p. 6) highlight, three significant phenomena are reshaping how people 
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learn: (1) the decoupling of skills and qualifications, (2) the decline of public schooling 

(Field, 2000, pp. 15, 31–32, 49; Hammer, 2019, pp. 317–319, 321–322), and (3) the rise 

of diverse learning alternatives (European Commission, 2020, pp. 2–3, 6, 12; Green, 

2006, pp. 312, 318–319, 322–323; Schuetze & Casey, 2006, pp. 283–285). At the same 

time, Thailand’s transition into an ageing society elevates the importance of lifelong 

learning, not only as an economic necessity but also as a foundation for social 

participation, intergenerational knowledge transfer, and ecological stewardship 

(Chayovan & Knodel, 2019, pp. 8-11; Knodel, 2014, pp. 5-7). Nevertheless, current 

studies on organic farming and adult education rarely address how older adults—many 

of whom are smallholding practitioners—engage in non-formal, community-driven 

learning processes. 

 For these reasons, this research combines TLT with Constructivist Grounded 

Theory (CGT), which emphasises the co-construction of meaning between researchers 

and participants and is well-suited to analysing lived experiences in context (Charmaz, 

2014a, pp. 14-17). By applying CGT to SOFP practices, this study seeks to extend TLT 

beyond its individual focus, situating transformation within community learning 

platforms and contributing to broader debates on lifelong learning in an ageing society. 

Therefore, the study addresses key gaps in current knowledge: TLT’s focus on 

individual transformation does not account for collective, community-based learning; 

existing scholarship rarely examines Thai organic farming contexts; few studies explore 

long-term learning trajectories; and there is a lack of structured models for community 

learning platforms, especially in hybrid physical–digital environments. This research 

makes new contributions through the Hybrid Transformative Learning Model (HTLM) 

and the Integrated Facilitation Model (HIFM), and through an expanded understanding 

of community learning platforms operating across physical, social, and digital spaces. 

These insights advance both theory and practice by explaining how transformation 

occurs collectively, contextually, and over time among smallholder ecological organic 

farming practitioners. 
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Summary and Research Questions 

 This chapter has outlined the rationale, background, pilot study, and theoretical 

gap that underpin this research. The study argues for the development of a 

comprehensive learning platform that integrates the lived experiences of smallholding 

practitioners into transformative, community-based frameworks. 

 The central research questions are: 

1. What are the core elements of transformative learning in the urban 

community of smallholding ecological organic farming practitioners, particularly in the 

case of SKON? 

 This question addresses how SOFPs, many of whom are older adults or semi-

retirees, engage in experiential and collective learning in ways that sustain livelihoods, 

health, and community participation in an ageing society. 

2. How can a community learning platform be developed for transformative 

learning among urban community smallholding organic farming practitioners? 

 This question focuses on designing learning spaces that not only systematise 

fragmented practices but also serve as vehicles for lifelong learning, intergenerational 

knowledge exchange, and ecological stewardship. 

 Concluding statement: 

 This study, therefore, positions the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON) as 

both a local case and a lens through which to understand how smallholding ecological 

organic farming practitioners navigate learning in an era when the decoupling of skills 

from qualifications marks Thailand’s education system, the decline of public schooling, 

and the rise of diverse learning alternatives. At the same time, Thailand’s transition 

toward an ageing society highlights the increasing importance of lifelong learning—not 

only for employability but also for sustaining community participation, 

intergenerational knowledge exchange, and ecological resilience. Against this 

backdrop, the study emphasises the pressing need for community-driven platforms that 

can facilitate transformative, context-based adult learning for both current and future 

generations. 
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Objectives of the Research 

 The objectives of this research are: 

1. To examine adult learning models that support lifelong learning among 

urban community organic farmers. 

2. To develop community-based learning platforms for smallholding 

ecological organic farming practitioners. 

3. To propose learning approaches and modular learning designs that promote 

intergenerational engagement and community sustainability. 

 

Research Definitions 

1. Transformative Learning (Theoretical definition): 

  Transformative learning is a process of effecting change in one’s frame of 

reference comprising habits of mind and points of view so that it becomes more 

inclusive, discriminating, open, and integrative of experience (Mezirow, 1991b, pp. 6-

7,12). 

2. Transformative Learning (Operational definition): 

  Adult learning that facilitates the transformation of problematic frames of 

reference among smallholding ecological organic farm practitioners is delivered through 

a platform that enables practitioners to address dilemmas and adapt practices within 

their communities, with particular emphasis on lifelong learning among ageing 

practitioners. 

3. Ecological Organic Farming (Theoretical):  

 It is a holistic and scientifically grounded approach that integrates ecological 

principles into agricultural systems. It sustains and regenerates agroecosystems through 

biodiversity, soil fertility management, and reduced reliance on external chemical 

inputs, while promoting food security and human well-being (Altieri, 2018, p. 12; 

Eyhorn et al., 2019, pp. 253-254; Gliessman, 2021, pp. 23-25). 

4. Ecological Organic Farming (operational):  

 In this study, ecological organic farming refers to organic farming practices 

that not only promote the well-being of agroecosystems through holistic, scientifically 

grounded methods but also sustain practitioners’ livelihoods through tailored, 

systematic processes that encourage active citizenship. Within the context of SKON, it 
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also serves as a community learning platform, where SOFPs adapt to challenges through 

experiential learning, reflection, and knowledge sharing, thereby linking ecological 

practice with transformative learning and community resilience. 

5. Smallholdings (Theoretical): 

 Theoretically, small-scale farming is defined differently across global and 

Thai contexts, but both share a common focus on limited land area, localised 

management, and household-based labour systems. International organisations such as 

FAO, IFAD, and the World Bank generally characterise small-scale farms as operating 

on less than 2–10 hectares (approximately 12.5–62.5 rai), with variations depending on 

ecological conditions and policy purposes (Food & Agriculture Organization of the 

United, 2012; International Fund for Agricultural, 2013; World Bank, 2020). In 

Thailand, practical classifications recognise a wider operational range, from less than 

one rai to 50 rai, and, in some programmes, up to 100 rai for orchard-based or ecological 

farming systems, as reflected in national agricultural surveys and policy frameworks 

(Ministry of & Cooperatives, 2017; National Statistical, 2020). Taken together, these 

perspectives demonstrate that small-scale farming is a flexible, context-dependent 

concept shaped by local agricultural practices, land-use patterns, and socio-economic 

realities. 

6. Smallholdings (Operational):  

 In this research, therefore, smallholdings are agricultural holdings smaller 

in scale than industrial farms, with sizes between under one rai and not over 100 rai. It 

is often managed by families or communities. They emphasise diversified production, 

local knowledge, and sustainable or alternative farming practices such as organic and 

agroecological methods. 

7. Smallholding Organic Farm (Theoretical): 

 A Smallholding Organic Farm in this research refers to a socio-ecological 

learning unit where organic production, local knowledge, and community relationships 

interact. It is defined not only by scale but by its role as a site of continuous experiential 

learning, ecological adaptation, and value-driven practice that supports sustainable 

livelihoods and community resilience (Altieri, 2018; Food & Organization, 2012; 

Gliessman, 2015; Lave & Wenger, 1991). 
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8. Smallholding Ecological Organic Farm (Theoretical): 

 The Smallholding Ecological Organic Farming refers to small-scale organic 

farming practices that avoid all forms of prohibited synthetic chemicals according to 

IFOAM and Organic Thailand standards. These practices are grounded in a holistic 

understanding of ecological systems—plants, animals, and human communities—and 

emphasise sustainability within the local socio-ecological context (Gliessman, 2015; 

IFOAM, 2005; Kotschi, 2007).  

9. Smallholding Ecological Organic Farm (Operational): 

 A Smallholding Ecological Organic Farm in this research refers to a small-

scale farm operating on less than one rai up to 100 rai, using ecological organic methods 

that prohibit all synthetic chemicals under IFOAM, such as Participatory Guarantee 

System (PGS) and Organic Thailand standards. These farms typically practice mixed 

cropping, ecological soil and pest management, small-scale processing, and direct-to-

consumer marketing. They also serve as learning spaces where farmers share 

knowledge, conserve local varieties, and engage in community-based environmental 

stewardship. 

10. Smallholding Ecological Organic Farming Practitioner / SEOFP 

(Operational): 

 Individuals who engage as social actors and agents within smallholding 

ecological organic farming, whether through full-scale farming or specialised aspects of 

the organic farming business. In this study, the SEOFPs are also understood as adult 

learners and community members who co-create knowledge, adapt practices, and 

contribute to the resilience of the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON). 

11. Urban Community (Theoretical): 

 Urban communities are collective forms of interaction that bring together 

diverse actors—residents, institutions, and civil society—to co-design and co-produce 

shared goods and services. They represent the social and institutional components of the 

city, in which collective experiences generate insights into collaboration, participation, 

and resilience (Healey, 1997, pp. 52–56; Forrest & Kearns, 2001, p. 2130).  
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12. Urban Community (Operational): 

 An urban community brings together diverse actors to co-produce shared 

goods and best practices, reflecting the social and institutional dimensions of city life. 

In the twenty-first century, these communities are increasingly shaped by urban-rural 

link culture and digitalisation, spanning both physical commons and digital platforms. 

Such hybrid spaces transcend traditional boundaries, providing flexible opportunities 

for intergenerational and lifelong learning. 

13. Urban Community Learning Platforms (Operational): 

 Urban Community Learning Platforms refer to hybrid physical, digital, 

and social–institutional spaces through which diverse urban actors co-produce shared 

goods, practices, and knowledge. Shaped by urban–rural link cultures and digitalisation, 

these platforms transcend traditional spatial and institutional boundaries, enabling 

flexible, participatory, and lifelong learning processes that support collective resilience 

and adaptive capacity in contemporary urban communities. 

 

Scope of the Study 

1. Scope of theory and concepts: 

 This study draws on Transformative Learning Theory (Mezirow, 1991b) 

and Constructivist Grounded Theory (Charmaz, 2004, 2014b). It explores adult learning 

as a process of reframing perspectives, grounded in lived experiences and contextualised 

within urban community learning platforms, while addressing the challenges and 

opportunities of Thailand’s ageing society and the significance of lifelong learning. 

2. Scope of unit analysis: 

 The focus is on Smallholding Ecological Organic Farming Practitioners 

(SEOFPs). Participants include farmers, entrepreneurs, market actors, consumers, and 

stakeholders engaged in SKON or related organic initiatives, with a particular focus on 

the participation of older adults and retirees who are increasingly entering the organic 

farming sector. 

3. Scope of time: 

 The study builds on pilot work conducted in 2022, with complete data 

collection and analysis scheduled to take place between 2023 and 2025. This research 

is projected to reach completion by 2025. 
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4. Scope of area of study: 

 The primary setting is Phitsanulok Province, Thailand, with a focus on 

SKON and its associated activities. The study contributes to the sociology of education 

and adult learning by examining how practitioners transform knowledge and practices 

through both informal and community learning platforms, situated within the broader 

demographic context of lifelong learning in an ageing society. 

 The best practice of the crofting system in Scotland, UK, includes the use 

of theoretical sampling. The interactive process involves a field trip from 2024 to 2025. 

Organic farms, which included Macleod’s Organic, Laikenbuie Ecology Trust and the 

residents, Black Isle Veg., Glachbeg Croft, Mandala Garden, Ms Emma Stewart and 

Broadley house, retired Horticulturalist and entrepreneur. 

 

Transition to Chapter 2 

 Having outlined the rationale, significance, pilot study, research gap, 

objectives, definitions, and scope of this study, the next chapter turns to the theoretical 

and conceptual foundations that guide the research. Chapter 2 will review the 

development of Transformative Learning Theory (TLT), examine its critiques and 

limitations, and consider its relevance to adult learning in smallholding ecological 

organic farming. This approach shows how TLT expands to address the realities of 

lifelong learning in Thailand’s ageing society and highlights the role of intergenerational 

participation in community-based learning. The chapter will also situate the study within 

the broader framework of Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT), providing the 

methodological and conceptual tools necessary to construct a learning platform that 

reflects both individual transformation and collective community practice. 

  



 

 

CHAPTER II  

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 This chapter reviews the theoretical and empirical literature that informs this 

study on transformative learning and community learning platforms among 

smallholding ecological organic farming practitioners (SOFPs). The review is structured 

to situate the research within three interrelated domains: (1) organic farming and 

smallholdings as socio-ecological practices; (2) transformative learning theory (TLT) 

as a framework for understanding adult learning and change; and (3) community and 

platform-based approaches as mechanisms for supporting collective learning. 

 By synthesising these strands of literature, this chapter identifies the gaps that 

underpin the present study and develops the conceptual framework guiding the research. 

The review begins with the context of small-scale organic farming or smallholdings in 

Thailand, before examining the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON) as a case of 

community-based organic agricultural practice. It then explores transformative learning 

theory, critiques of it, and its applicability to adult learning in the context of organic 

farming. Finally, it examines community learning platforms and related models, 

culminating in the formulation of a theoretical framework for this research. 

 

Organic Farming, Smallholdings, and Ecological 

 Organic farming and smallholdings are closely interrelated concepts that play 

a crucial role in sustainable agriculture and support both urban and rural development. 

1. Organic farming  

  Organic farming is a holistic approach to agriculture that relies on natural 

inputs and ecological processes rather than synthetic fertilisers, pesticides, or genetically 

modified organisms. Its principles emphasise soil health, biodiversity, and 

environmental balance, using practices such as crop rotation, composting, biological 

pest control, and cover crops (FAO, 2018, pp. 3-5; Gomiero et al., 2011; IFOAM, 2005; 

International, 2020, pp. 2-4; Kumar et al., 2023, pp. 1-24; Reganold & Wachter, 2016a; 

2016b, pp. 1-2; Tiwari, 2023, pp. 29-32). The benefits of organic farming extend beyond 

the production of chemical-free food: it promotes environmental stewardship, reduces 
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pollution, conserves water, and supports ecosystem resilience (Gomiero et al., 2011, pp. 

95-124; Lampkin, 1990, pp. 34-39). 

2. Smallholdings 

  Smallholdings also referred to as small farms, family farms, or hobby farms 

are agricultural holdings typically managed by individuals, families, or small groups of 

practitioners on relatively small areas of land. Holloway (2000, 2002) notes that 

smallholdings often depend heavily on family labour and limited mechanisation. They 

frequently adopt diversified farming systems that combine crops, livestock, 

agroforestry, and aquaculture. Smallholdings play a crucial role in global food 

production, particularly in developing countries, contributing to food security, poverty 

reduction, and improved rural livelihoods (IFAD, 2011, 2013; World Bank, 2008; 

World Economic, 2022; Zero Carbon, 2023). 

 

Table 1 Ecological-Area vs Total-Area (Definition for Chapter 2) 

 

Context 
Definition of Small-

Scale Farm 
Key Notes Ecological-Area vs Total-Area 

International 

(FAO) 

Farms operated 

mainly by household 

labour; often < 2 

hectares (< 12.5 rai) 

Smallholders 

vary by region. 

Ecological area often equals total area 

because organic systems are integrated. 

IFAD / World 

Bank 

Smallholders 

typically < 2–5 

hectares (12.5–31 rai) 

Based on labour 

+ limited capital 

The ecological area is typically the 

whole operational area, except when 

mixed systems are present. 

Global 

Agricultural 

Research 

Small-scale can 

extend up to 10 ha 

(~62.5 rai) 

Used in 

agroecology/lan

dscape studies 

The ecological area may be smaller than 

the total area if only part of the area is 

organic. 

Thailand 

(MOAC) 

Small-scale varies by 

crop: < 10–20 rai 

High-value 

crops have 

smaller 

thresholds 

Often, only 30–60% of the total area is 

ecologically significant. 

Thailand 

(NSO 2020 

Census) 

Many small farms fall 

between 0–15 rai 

Based on the 

agricultural 

census 

Census records the total area, not the 

ecological area. 
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Context 
Definition of Small-

Scale Farm 
Key Notes Ecological-Area vs Total-Area 

Thai Organic 

Practice 

(PGS/Organic 

Thailand) 

Organic farms 

typically 1–50 rai; up 

to 100 rai for 

orchards/ecological 

farms 

Recognises 

orchard & 

mixed systems 

Strong distinction: ecological-area is 

only the land actively managed 

organically; total-area may be larger. 

This 

Research 

(SKON) 

Smallholding 

ecological organic 

farms < 1–100 rai, 

depending on activity 

Contextual & 

practice-based 

Ecological-area = organic production 

zone; Total-area = includes forest, 

buffer zones, cultural areas, housing, 

etc. 

 

  In this study, it is important to distinguish between the ecological area and 

the total area. Ecological area refers to the portion of land actively managed through 

ecological organic practices—such as mixed cropping, organic orchards, soil-building 

zones, and integrated plant–animal systems. In contrast, total area refers to the overall 

landholding, which may also include non-agricultural spaces, forested zones, fallow 

land, or areas under transition. This distinction is essential for accurately understanding 

smallholding ecological organic farms, where only part of the total land may be certified 

or managed organically. At the same time, the remainder supports household livelihood, 

ecological buffers, or cultural functions. 

  The linkages between smallholdings and organic farming are notable: 

1. Sustainability: Smallholders are often well-suited to organic farming 

because their scale allows for flexible, low-input, diversified practices such as 

composting and mixed cropping (Bandanaa et al., 2024; Raveloaritiana et al., 2024). 

2. Traditional knowledge: Many smallholders draw on intergenerational 

farming wisdom that aligns with organic principles, such as seed saving and natural soil 

management (Olawuyi et al., 2024). 

3. Community cohesion: Smallholding-based cooperatives, farmers’ 

markets, and community-supported agriculture (CSA) strengthen social ties while 

supporting organic practices (Jouzi et al., 2017). 

4. Economic viability: Organic production provides smallholders with 

access to niche markets and premium prices, thereby improving their livelihoods and 

resilience (Crowder & Reganold, 2015). 
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5. Environmental stewardship: Smallholders contribute to climate change 

mitigation and biodiversity conservation through the adoption of agroecological 

practices (Altieri, 2018). 

3. Ecological Organic Farming (EOF) 

  Ecological Organic Farming refers to an agricultural system grounded in 

ecological principles, in which production processes are designed to sustain and enhance 

the health of soils, ecosystems, biodiversity, and human communities. It prohibits all 

forms of synthetic agrochemicals in order with IFOAM Organic Standards (IFOAM, 

2014) and Organic Thailand regulations (ACFS, 2019). Instead, it relies on biological 

and ecosystem-based processes, including nutrient cycling, soil regeneration, ecological 

pest management, intercropping, and agro-biodiversity conservation, as emphasised in 

agroecological science (Altieri, 2002; Gliessman, 2015). 

  Beyond chemical avoidance, ecological organic farming adopts a systems 

approach that views the farm as a dynamic socio-ecological organism where plants, soil, 

water, animals, and farmers interact in mutually reinforcing ways (Gliessman, 2015; 

FAO, 2018). It is inherently context-responsive, shaped by local knowledge, cultural 

practices, and continuous experiential learning—reflecting adaptive ecological 

management and community-based innovation. Through this integrative orientation, 

ecological organic farming enhances resilience, strengthens food security, and supports 

sustainable rural livelihoods. 

  In summary, smallholdings and organic farming share common values 

related to sustainability, community empowerment, and ecological responsibility. Their 

integration provides a resilient approach to agriculture that benefits both people and the 

planet. In this study, smallholdings are also sites of adult learning, where everyday 

farming practices provide opportunities for reflection, experimentation, and 

transformation. 

 

Transformative Learning Theory (TLT) 

1. History and Critiques 

  Transformative Learning Theory, developed by Jack Mezirow in the late 

1970s, provides a framework for understanding how adults critically reassess and 

change their perspectives. Mezirow defined transformative learning as the process of 
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revising frames of reference—the structures of assumptions through which individuals 

understand their experiences (Mezirow, 1991). 

  Key components of Transformative Learning Theory (TLT) include 

disorienting dilemmas, in which experiences disrupt or challenge an individual’s 

existing beliefs; critical reflection, through which underlying assumptions and values 

are questioned and re-examined; rational discourse, involving dialogue with others to 

test, negotiate, and validate emerging interpretations; and ultimately perspective 

transformation, whereby learners adopt more inclusive, reflective, and integrative 

worldviews that reshape how they understand themselves, others, and their socio-

ecological contexts. 

  Mezirow (1978, 1991) described ten phases of transformative learning, 

beginning with a disorienting dilemma and progressing through critical reflection, 

discourse, and ultimately reintegration into life and action with a transformed 

perspective (Mezirow, 1991b, pp. 6-7,12,168-169). Subsequent scholars expanded the 

theory to highlight dimensions that Mezirow underemphasised: Taylor emphasised 

methodological and empirical limitations; Cranton stressed the role of authenticity, 

relationships, and context; and Kegan underscored the emotional, cultural, and social 

processes that shape transformative learning (Cranton, 2006, pp. 19-21; Kegan, 2000, 

pp. 48-52; Taylor, 1997, pp. 34-36). 

  Critiques of Transformative Learning Theory (TLT) note that it tends to 

overemphasise individual cognitive processes while underplaying the social and cultural 

contexts that shape learning (Taylor, 2008, pp. 8-12). The theory also provides limited 

methodological guidance for conducting research in community-based or non-formal 

settings, making its application challenging in practice. Moreover, TLT is grounded in 

Western assumptions about rationality, autonomy, and discourse, which may not fully 

align with or adequately capture the learning experiences of culturally diverse groups 

such as Thai smallholding farming communities. 

  Furthermore, the critiques of Transformative Learning Theory (TLT) 

highlight several limitations. Scholars argue that it overemphasises individual cognitive 

processes while underplaying the social and cultural contexts in which learning occurs 

(Taylor, 2008, pp. 8-12). The theory also provides limited methodological guidance for 

conducting research in community-based or non-formal settings, which restricts its 
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practical applicability. Moreover, because TLT is grounded in Western assumptions, it 

may not fully account for diverse cultural contexts such as Thai organic farming 

practices and communities. Further critiques suggest that Mezirow’s ten-step model 

implies a linear, stage-based progression, whereas transformative learning often unfolds 

in cyclical or recursive ways (Clark & Wilson, 1991; Taylor & Cranton, 2013). The 

theory also privileges rational-critical reflection and discourse, thereby neglecting 

affective, embodied, or spiritual dimensions of learning (Dirkx, 2006). Others note that 

TLT does not sufficiently address issues of power, inequality, and politics that influence 

who can participate in transformative processes (Brookfield, 2012). Finally, the theory 

tends to neglect the practice-based and experiential dimensions of learning, focusing 

more on mental reframing than on learning through embodied action (Illeris, 2014). 

Consequently, its applicability remains limited beyond formal or non-formal education 

contexts (Lange, 2019). For these reasons, this study applies TLT alongside 

Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT) (Charmaz, 2014c, pp. 12-13, 27-33, 239-240), 

which emphasises co-construction of meaning and situates learning in specific cultural 

and social contexts. 

2. Rationale for Using Transformative Learning Theory (TLT) 

  The decision to use TLT as a primary analytical framework is grounded in 

its strong resonance with the empirical learning processes observed among smallholding 

ecological organic farming practitioners (SOFPs) in the Songkwae Organic Network 

(SKON). 

  Perspective transformation is central to learning within SKON, where the 

process extends far beyond the acquisition of new techniques to include the 

reinterpretation of experiences, the reshaping of assumptions about farming, risk, 

livelihood, and nature, and the reconstruction of personal and collective meaning 

systems—an alignment that reflects Mezirow’s concept of frames of reference and 

meaning perspectives (Mezirow, 1991b, 2006; Mezirow & Taylor, 2009). Moreover, 

Transformative Learning Theory (TLT) is particularly suited to this context because it 

integrates the emotional, identity-based, and action-oriented dimensions of learning: 

SOFPs often navigate emotional dilemmas, ethical tensions, and significant shifts in 

identity as they transition from chemical-based to ecological organic systems, and TLT 

explicitly acknowledges emotional struggle (Dirkx, 2006), identity reconstruction 
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(Illeris, 2014), and value-informed action (Brookfield, 2012; Mezirow, 2000)as core 

elements of transformation. Finally, TLT aligns closely with the lifelong and iterative 

nature of SOFP learning, which unfolds across changing markets, shifting policies, and 

varying life stages; its emphasis on continuous, cyclical transformation (Cranton, 2016; 

Mezirow & Taylor, 2009) resonates strongly with the patterns of reflection, 

experimentation, and reintegration observed in the SKON context. 

Thus, TLT offers a theoretically robust and empirically grounded lens for explaining 

how SOFPs’ learning moves beyond technical skill acquisition towards more profound 

transformation in values, identities, and practices. 

3. Relation to Communities of Practice and Activity Theory 

  Although TLT is used as the primary framework, this study also engages 

with complementary perspectives, including Communities of Practice (CoP), Situated 

Learning, and Cultural–Historical Activity Theory (CHAT), particularly when 

analysing community structures and hybrid learning platforms. 

  Communities of Practice (CoP) and Situated Learning: Lave and 

Wenger’s (1991) concept of Situated Learning and Wenger’s (1998) formulation of CoP 

explain how learning is embedded in participation, shared practices, and identity within 

a community. These approaches are relevant to SKON in that: 

  SOFPs learn through mutual engagement, shared repertoires, and joint 

enterprises (Wenger, 1998); 

  Newcomers learn from more experienced practitioners through forms of 

legitimate peripheral participation (Lave & Wenger, 1991). 

  However, CoP and Situated Learning tend to emphasise participation and 

practice structures more than deep cognitive and emotional transformation. They pay 

comparatively less attention to critical self-reflection, disorienting dilemmas, and 

identity-level change (Hodkinson et al., 2008). For this reason, CoP is used as a 

supporting framework in this study, particularly in sections on community learning 

platforms, rather than as the main analytical lens. 

  Cultural–Historical Activity Theory (CHAT / Activity Theory): Activity 

Theory, as developed by Engeström (1987, 2001), offers a systemic understanding of 

human activity, highlighting how tools, rules, communities, and divisions of labour 
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shape practice. While this is useful for examining organisational or institutional change, 

it is less suited to capturing: 

• the subjective meaning-making processes of individual practitioners, 

• the emotional and moral dimensions of transformation, and 

• identity reconstruction in the context of ecological farming. 

  Thus, CHAT is acknowledged as a relevant but secondary theoretical 

resource; it informs the background understanding of socio-technical systems but does 

not drive the core analysis of SOFPs’ transformative learning. Can be summarised in 

the table belows. 

 Comparison of TLT, Communities of Practice, and Activity Theory in 

Relation to SKON. 

 

Table 2 Rationale for using Transformative Learning Theory (TLT) as the 

primary analytical framework for SOFP learning in SKON, highlighting 

its alignment with perspective transformation, emotional–identity 

dynamics, lifelong trajectories, and hybrid community platforms 

 

Dimension Transformative 

Learning Theory 

(TLT) 

Communities of Practice 

(CoP) / Situated Learning 

Activity Theory 

(CHAT) 

Main focus Transformation of 

meaning perspectives 

and frames of reference 

(Mezirow, 1991, 2000) 

Learning through 

participation in shared 

practices and communities 

(Lave & Wenger, 1991; 

Wenger, 1998) 

Systemic activity, tools, 

rules, and contradictions 

(Engeström, 1987, 2001) 

Unit of analysis Individual and 

collective meaning-

making 

Community, practice, and 

participation 

Activity systems 

Role of 

reflection 

Central: critical 

reflection is core 

mechanism of change 

(Mezirow, 1991; 

Taylor, 2008) 

Mostly implicit; reflection 

embedded in practice, not 

theorised deeply 

Appears via 

contradictions and 

expansions, not 

primarily as personal 

reflection 
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Dimension Transformative 

Learning Theory 

(TLT) 

Communities of Practice 

(CoP) / Situated Learning 

Activity Theory 

(CHAT) 

Role of emotion 

& identity 

Strong: emotions, 

dilemmas, and identity 

shifts are crucial 

(Dirkx, 2006; Illeris, 

2014) 

Limited explicit treatment 

of emotion; identity framed 

as participation in practice 

Emotion and identity are 

often backgrounded; 

focus on structure and 

mediation 

Fit with SKON 

data 

High: aligns with 

observed emotional, 

reflective, and identity-

based learning of 

SOFPs 

Partial: useful to describe 

community learning, but 

does not fully explain deep 

transformation 

Limited: helpful for 

understanding systemic 

aspects, but less suited to 

lived experiential change 

 

Community and Learning Platforms 

1. Community Development 

  Community development refers to a participatory and collaborative process 

through which groups mobilise their capacities to address shared needs and pursue 

sustainable futures. Core principles include participation, collaboration, capacity 

building, and long-term sustainability (Bhattacharyya, 2004, pp. 9-12, 28-30; 

Christenson & Robinson, 2011, pp. 12-18, 122-125). In agricultural settings, community 

development fosters networks of shared knowledge, strengthens local economies, and 

promotes environmental stewardship through cooperative learning and collective 

problem-solving (Flora et al., 2015, pp. 105-112, 243-250; Pretty, 1995, pp. 125-133, 

163-170). These principles frame the conditions under which smallholding farmers 

engage in shared practices and mutual support. 

2. Community of Practice (CoP) and Professional Learning Communities 

(PLC) 

  Wenger’s concept of Communities of Practice (CoP) highlights how 

individuals learn through shared practices, mutual engagement, and joint enterprises 

(Wenger, 1998, pp. 72–85, 95–102, 162–163). CoPs emphasise informal, situated 

learning that emerges from lived experience and ongoing interaction. In contrast, 

Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) are more structured collectives designed to 

enhance professional practice through explicit goals, planned activities, and systematic 
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reflection (DuFour & DuFour, 2010, pp. 9–11, 57–62, 230–232). Both models are 

relevant for SOFPs: CoPs reflect the organic, experiential learning within networks like 

SKON, while PLC elements appear in formal training, certification processes, and 

university-supported initiatives. Together, they illustrate how learning occurs across 

both informal and formal community structures. 

3. Community in the 21st Century 

  Contemporary communities operate as hybrid socio-digital formations in 

which physical interactions and digital participation are deeply interwoven. Learning is 

no longer confined to bounded physical spaces but distributed across physical–digital 

ecologies that enable “anywhere–anytime” engagement (Castells, 2010, pp. xxxi–

xxxiii; Selwyn, 2014, pp. 2–5; Wenger et al., 2009, pp. 1–3). Such hybrid communities 

integrate embodied, place-based practices with digitally mediated communication, 

creating phygital spaces where social learning, identity work, and collaborative 

problem-solving occur simultaneously (de Freitas, 2020; García-Peñalvo, 2021). 

  For SOFPs, this hybridity is not merely technological but epistemic and 

relational: ecological practices grounded in lived experience, observation, and 

community participation intersect with digital spaces used for knowledge exchange, 

market coordination, collaborative troubleshooting, and sustaining communal support. 

The result is a hybrid learning ecology in which situated ecological knowledge, peer 

mentoring, and adaptive organic practices are enhanced—not replaced—by digital 

interaction. This blended ecosystem enables SOFPs to negotiate challenges, innovate 

practices, and strengthen community resilience across both physical and digital 

domains. 

4. Sociocultural Learning Processes 

  Modern communities’ function as hybrid socio-digital formations, where 

physical interactions and digital participation are deeply interwoven. Learning in the 

21st century is distributed across physical–digital (hybrid) ecologies, enabling 

“anywhere–anytime” engagement through platforms, networks, and shared knowledge 

systems (Castells, 2010; Selwyn, 2014; Wenger et al., 2009). These hybrid spaces create 

not only new modes of communication but also new sociocultural learning 

environments in which knowledge is co-constructed. 
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Drawing on Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory, hybrid learning ecologies provide 

expanded Zones of Proximal Development (ZPD), where learners can move beyond 

their current capabilities with support from More Knowledgeable Others (MKO)—

whether in-person (experienced farmers, mentors, community leaders) or digitally 

mediated (online groups, expert networks, digital marketplaces). For SOFPs, ecological 

knowledge, market strategies, and problem-solving skills emerge through collaborative 

interaction, where hybrid physical–digital participation enables continuous scaffolding 

across contexts. 

  In this way, hybrid communities become dynamic, multi-sited learning 

systems, where situated ecological practices, peer mentoring, and digital knowledge 

exchange intersect. The result is a hybrid learning ecology that supports adaptive 

organic practices, strengthens community resilience, and expands the sociocultural 

processes through which SOFPs learn, innovate, and sustain their livelihoods. 
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Figure 1 Hybrid Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) for SOFPs: 

A physical–digital learning ecology where More Knowledgeable Others (MKO) 

provide scaffolding across on-farm, community, and online spaces. This hybrid 

ZPD enables SOFPs to integrate ecological practice, peer learning, and digital 

knowledge exchange, leading to adaptive transformation and strengthened 

community resilience 
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Figure 1 (Cont.) 

 

5. Permaculture Ethics and Design Principles 

  Permaculture, developed by Mollison and Holmgren (1978), offers design 

principles rooted in ecological ethics: earth care, people care, and fair share (Holmgren, 

2002, pp. 1-5; Mollison & Holmgren, 1978, pp. 3-5). These principles align closely with 

Wenger’s concept of Communities of Practice (CoPs), which emphasise situated 
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learning, mutual engagement, and shared repertoires (Wenger, 1998, pp. 72-85). 

Permaculture thus provides both a philosophical framework, grounded in ethics, and a 

practical framework, through design principles, for community-based transformative 

learning. 

6. Learning Platforms: Physical, Digital, and Social Dimensions 

  In this study, a learning platform refers to an integrated socio-technical 

environment that supports interaction, knowledge exchange, and coordinated action 

across three interconnected dimensions: 

1. Physical dimension: Farms, markets, community sites, and training 

spaces where embodied, ecological, and practice-based learning occur. 

2. Digital dimension: Online infrastructures—including LINE and 

Facebook groups, live-streamed demonstrations, digital marketplaces, and shared 

knowledge repositories—that extend learning beyond geographic boundaries and 

support asynchronous communication. 

3. Social–normative dimension: The norms, values, expectations, and 

rules that structure participation, trust, legitimacy, and role distribution within the 

community (e.g., organic standards, PGS norms, mentoring roles, and reciprocal 

obligations). 

  Together, these dimensions form hybrid learning platforms that organise 

how SOFPs access knowledge, collaborate, experiment, and sustain community-based 

transformations. These platforms function as dynamic interfaces between ecological 

practice, digital participation, and social regulation—supporting the adaptive learning 

processes underpinning smallholding organic farming within SKON. 

 

Platforms for Adult Learning 

 While Section 6 (page 24) explains the structural dimensions of platforms, this 

section focuses on how platforms enable adult learning, particularly transformative and 

emancipatory processes. 

 A platform for adult learning is an environment—physical, digital, or hybrid—

that enables adults to engage in collaborative inquiry, critical reflection, and 

transformative action (Ansell et al., 2022, pp. 10-13). Such platforms democratise 

access to information, build social capital, and stimulate innovation within communities 
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(Fleer, 2019, pp. 35-38; Illeris, 2014, pp. 23-26). In Illeris’ model, adult learning 

integrates cognitive, emotional, and social dimensions; therefore, effective platforms 

must support thinking, feeling, dialogue, and social engagement simultaneously. (Illeris, 

2014, pp. 23-27,139-142).  

 However, when applied to context-specific situations, learning platforms may 

also need to integrate biophysical constraints—reflecting the environmental, ecological, 

and resource realities of particular places—so that learning is grounded not only in 

social interaction but also in ecological sustainability and lived practice (Capra, 2002, 

pp. 34-40; Sterling, 2001, pp. 22-28). 

1. Contextual and Biophysical Integration 

  In agricultural contexts, platforms must also incorporate biophysical and 

ecological constraints, grounding learning in the realities of soils, climates, ecologies, 

and local resource systems (Capra, 2002; Sterling, 2001). This ensures that adult 

learning is not abstract but deeply embedded in lived practice, ecological feedback, and 

local sustainability challenges. 

2. Types of Adult Learning Platforms Relevant to SOFPs.  

  These include: 

• On-farm demonstrations: Real-world spaces where farmers 

experiment, observe, and adapt methods based on ecological conditions (Cooreman et 

al., 2021, pp. 300-302).  

• Digital learning hubs: Online environments in which farmers 

exchange dilemmas, problems, and solutions through collaborative communication 

(Misanya et al., 2023, pp. 7-9). 

• Organic markets as learning spaces: Interactive sites where farmers 

and consumers negotiate standards, values, and product meanings (Smith & Marsden, 

2004, pp. 181-183). 

• Entrepreneurial and hybrid shops: Commercial–learning hybrid 

spaces where farmers acquire business skills, expand networks, and engage society 

(Marsden & Morley, 2014, pp. 42-45). 

 



  27 

3. Adult Learning Principles Embedded in Platforms 

  Across these examples, learning platforms embody key adult-learning 

principles: 

• Inclusivity and participation (Freire, 2000). 

• Critical reflection and dialogue (Brookfield, 1987). 

• Holistic integration of cognitive, emotional, and social elements (Illeris, 

2014). 

• Action-oriented and practice-based learning. 

• Collective responsibility and shared knowledge creation. 

4. Function of Platforms in SOFP Learning 

  Thus, platforms for adult learning serve as mechanisms of empowerment: 

they enable SOFPs to negotiate challenges, make informed decisions, co-create 

innovations, and strengthen community resilience. They provide the structures through 

which transformative learning becomes possible and sustainable in smallholding 

ecological organic farming. 

  Together, these learning platforms illustrate how agricultural knowledge is 

produced and circulated across physical, digital, and hybrid spaces, creating 

opportunities for innovation, dialogue, and adaptation. In fact, the integration and 

hybridisation of those concepts in the SKON context. The platforms embody critical 

adult learning principles: inclusivity, participation, critical reflection, and shared 

responsibility (Brookfield, 1987, pp. 7-11; Freire, 2000, pp. 72-74; Illeris, 2014, pp. 23-27). 

 

Gaps in Knowledge 

 Research on adult learning in smallholder organic farming often draws on 

Transformative Learning Theory (TLT), which provides valuable insights into how 

individuals change their frames of reference through critical reflection. However, when 

applied to the realities of smallholding ecological organic farming in Thailand—

particularly within community networks such as the Songkwae Organic Network 

(SKON)—TLT alone cannot fully explain how learning unfolds across collective, 

community-based, and hybrid (physical–digital) environments. These limitations reveal 

several significant gaps in the existing literature. 
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1. The literature review reveals several gaps: 

1.1 Conceptual gap: Transformative Learning Theory (TLT) offers 

insights into individual perspective transformation, but it does not sufficiently address 

collective or community-based learning processes, which are central to smallholder 

farming networks. 

1.2 Contextual gap: In Thailand, organic farming practices and networks 

such as the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON) face distinct challenges—including 

fragmented practices, limited institutional support, and unstable markets—that remain 

underexplored in adult learning scholarship. 

1.3 Temporal gap: Few longitudinal studies examine how smallholders’ 

learning trajectories evolve, particularly in relation to shifting markets, changing policy 

frameworks, and the lifelong learning adaptations required in the context of Thailand’s 

ageing society. 

1.4 Practical gap: Existing studies often highlight dilemmas, reflection, 

and adaptation, but rarely propose structured, sustainable frameworks for community 

learning platforms that can support ongoing transformative practice among 

practitioners. 

1.5 Spatial gap: The transition from farm-based to non-farm-based 

learning spaces remains underexplored, especially in relation to how urban and digital 

environments expand the boundaries of agricultural knowledge. 

2. New Contributions of This Study 

  This research addresses the above gaps and contributes new theoretical and 

practical knowledge in several ways: 

  2.1 Hybrid Transformative Learning Model (HTLM) 

   The study introduces a new conceptual model that extends TLT beyond 

the individual to the community and network levels. HTLM integrates: 

• experiential learning, 

• practice-based learning, 

• social learning, and 

• digital participation. 

   This hybrid model better reflects how learning actually occurs in 

smallholder organic farming contexts. 
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  2.2 Integrated Facilitation Model (HIFM) 

   The research proposes a practical, operational model that explains how 

mentoring, coaching, facilitation, peer support, and digital tools work together to sustain 

transformation. This addresses the practical gap by offering a structured, functional 

framework for community learning platforms. 

  2.3 Community Learning Platforms for Ecological Organic Farming 

   The study contributes a new conceptualisation of community learning 

platforms as interconnected physical, social, and digital environments. This explains 

how knowledge is co-created, circulated, and reinforced within networks like SKON—

an area insufficiently developed in existing literature. 

  2.4 Expanded Understanding of Non-Farm Learning Spaces 

   This work reconceptualises urban, market-based, and online spaces as 

legitimate learning environments. It highlights how digital and urban spaces enable: 

• asynchronous learning, 

• emotional connectivity, 

• market-based feedback loops, 

• and wider participation beyond geographical constraints. 

   This is a major extension of traditional learning theories in agriculture. 

  2.5 Longitudinal Learning Trajectories 

   Through fieldwork and grounded theory analysis, the study reveals how 

smallholder farmers’ learning trajectories shift over time and how practitioners adapt 

across life stages, market changes, and policy transitions. This contributes a temporally 

grounded understanding of transformative learning, which has been lacking. 

 

Research Method Frameworks 

 The research method frameworks provide the structural foundation for this 

study's inquiry. They guide the process of linking research questions with appropriate 

strategies for data collection, analysis, and interpretation. Given the complexity of 

smallholding ecological organic farming and the community learning processes within 

the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON), no single method can adequately capture the 

interplay of individual, social, and contextual dynamics. Therefore, this study draws on 

complementary frameworks that ensure methodological coherence while remaining 



  30 

flexible to emerging insights. By framing the research process in this way, the study 

establishes a systematic pathway that leads to the conceptual integration outlined in the 

following section. 

 

Research Conceptual Framework  

 Building on the methodological foundations outlined in the previous section, 

this study develops a conceptual framework that integrates complementary perspectives 

to address the research questions. While the method frameworks provide structure and 

process, the conceptual framework connects theory with practice by identifying the key 

lenses through which the data are interpreted. Specifically, it draws on Transformative 

Learning Theory (TLT), Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT), and community-based 

frameworks to create a holistic analytical model. 

 Theoretical Framework: Transformative Learning and Community Learning 

Platforms for Smallholding Organic Farming Practitioners (SOFPs) in the Songkwae 

Organic Network (SKON). 
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Figure 2 This framework shows how Constructivist Grounded Theory guided the 

analytic process, with Transformative Learning and community-based theories 

used as sensitising concepts, leading from the empirical analysis of SKON 

learning platforms to the development of hybrid learning and facilitation models 

and the reconceptualisation of learning dimensions in ecological, organic farming 

contexts 

 

 The framework integrates Transformative Learning Theory (TLT) and 

Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT) through community-based analytical 

frameworks, including Communities of Practice (CoP), Professional Learning 
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Communities (PLC), and Permaculture. Data from the SKON context informs the 

development of the Hybrid Transformative Learning Model (HTLM), which synthesises 

critical reflection (TLT), community participation (SLT), and adaptive ecological 

knowledge (AKS) into a cohesive model for transformative adult learning. 

 Theories of Transformative Learning (TLT) and Constructivist Grounded 

Theory (CGT) provide the conceptual and methodological foundation for this study. 

This research will adapt the combination of these two theories through community 

frameworks, including Communities of Practice (CoPs), Professional Learning 

Communities (PLCs), and permaculture, which translate abstract ideas into collective 

learning models. The relevance of these frameworks is further contextualised and 

validated within the practices of Smallholding Organic Farming Practitioners (SOFPs) 

in the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON). Ultimately, this process leads to the 

development of an Urban Community Learning Platform, envisioned as an outcome that 

supports transformation, sustainability, and lifelong learning. 

 

Conclusion 

 This chapter has reviewed the literature on organic farming, smallholdings, 

transformative learning, and community learning platforms. This research has identified 

critical gaps—conceptual, contextual, temporal, practical, and spatial—that it aims to 

address. By combining TLT and CGT and situating them within the practices of SKON, 

this study aims to provide a grounded framework for developing urban community 

learning platforms that enable smallholding ecological organic farming practitioners 

to engage in transformative, sustainable, and context-specific learning. 

 

Transition to Chapter 3 

 Building on this conceptual framework, the next chapter outlines the research 

methodology. This study explains how Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT), 

supported by digital ethnography and case study analysis, will be applied to examine 

transformative and community learning on smallholder ecological organic farming 

(SOFP) practitioners. By grounding theoretical concepts in methodological practice, 

Chapter 3 establishes how the study transitions from identifying knowledge gaps to 

generating context-specific insights into SKON and comparable cases.



 

 

CHAPTER III  

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

 

 As established in Chapter 2, this study integrates Transformative Learning 

Theory (TLT) with Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT) and community-based 

frameworks, including Communities of Practice (CoP) and permaculture principles. 

Together, these theoretical perspectives highlight the need for an urban community 

learning platform that reflects the lived realities, practices, and learning conditions of 

smallholding ecological organic farming practitioners (SOFPs). Building on this 

conceptual foundation, the present chapter outlines the methodological approach 

adopted to investigate how such learning platforms emerge, operate, and evolve within 

real community contexts. 

 This chapter explains the philosophical stance underpinning the study and 

provides a detailed rationale for adopting Constructivist Grounded Theory as the core 

methodological framework. It then describes the sampling strategy and case selection, 

followed by an account of the research design and key methodological components, 

including data collection and analysis procedures. Particular attention is given to the 

integration of digital ethnography and cross-contextual analysis as complementary 

strategies that extend understanding of learning processes beyond single physical sites. 

The chapter also addresses issues of validity, trustworthiness, and reflexivity to 

demonstrate methodological rigour, outlines the ethical considerations guiding the 

research process, and discusses the study's limitations. The chapter concludes by 

preparing the reader for Chapter 4, which presents the empirical findings derived from 

the analytic procedures detailed herein. 

 Overall, the methodology is designed to capture the voices, experiences, and 

everyday practices of SOFPs within the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON) through 

grounded and iterative methods, to test and extend theoretical insights from 

Transformative Learning Theory within situated community learning environments, and 

to establish a rigorous yet reflexive process for generating a community learning 

platform that is both evidence-based and sensitive to local context. 
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Research Philosophy and Methodological Stance 

 This study adopts a research philosophy grounded in a relativist ontology and 

a constructivist epistemology, which together constitute the interpretivist–constructivist 

paradigm appropriate for qualitative inquiry. Ontologically, the study assumes that 

reality is multiple, socially constructed, and context-dependent, rather than singular or 

fixed. The experiences of smallholding ecological organic farming practitioners 

(SOFPs) within the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON) are therefore understood not 

as universal truths, but as lived realities shaped by cultural norms, ecological 

interactions, community relationships, and personal histories (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; 

Lincoln et al., 2011). 

 Epistemologically, this study aligns with constructivism, which holds that 

knowledge is produced through co-constructed meaning-making between the researcher 

and participants. Understanding emerges through social interaction, dialogue, reflexive 

engagement, and interpretation rather than through detached observation. This stance 

supports the study’s aim to understand both the individual learning experiences of 

SOFPs and how these experiences are collectively negotiated and shared within the 

SKON community (Charmaz, 2014d; Schwandt, 2000). 

 Within this paradigm, the researcher’s role is not to stand apart as an objective 

observer, but to engage reflexively and relationally with participants in constructing 

understanding. Reflexivity, iterative interpretation, and continuous dialogue with data 

and participants are therefore essential components of the methodological stance. This 

approach recognises that meaning is shaped by the interaction between researcher and 

field, consistent with the interpretivist view that reality is accessed through human 

experience rather than objective measurement. 

 The choice of Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT) flows naturally from this 

philosophical positioning. CGT assumes that theories are not “discovered” but are 

constructed through the researcher's interpretive engagement with participants’ 

narratives, contexts, and actions (Charmaz, 2014b). This makes CGT particularly 

suitable for investigating transformative learning and community processes within 

SKON, where learning is iterative, context-responsive, emotionally embedded, and 

socially mediated. CGT enables the study to capture how SOFPs continuously adapt, 



  35 

reinterpret experience, and co-create knowledge through ecological practice, social 

participation, and digital interaction. 

 Thus, the combination of a relativist ontology, constructivist epistemology, and 

an interpretivist paradigm provides a coherent foundation for employing Constructivist 

Grounded Theory in this study, enabling an in-depth exploration of how transformative 

learning unfolds within the socio-ecological and community-based practices of SKON. 

 

Rationale for Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT) 

 Grounded Theory has long provided tools for generating theory from empirical 

data (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Over time, different strands emerged—the Glaserian 

“classic” approach that emphasises emergent discovery, the Straussian procedural 

coding system, and the constructivist turn advanced by Kathy Charmaz (Charmaz, 2004, 

2006, 2014b). This study adopts Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT) because it 

aligns with the philosophical foundations and analytical goals of this research. 

 From a methodological perspective, this study assumes that knowledge about 

how smallholding ecological organic farming practitioners (SOFPs) learn is constructed 

through experience, relationships, and interpretation, not merely discovered as objective 

fact. Because the learning processes within the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON) 

are deeply embedded in social interaction, emotion, identity, ecological practice, and 

digital engagement, a qualitative approach is required to understand these complexities. 

Quantitative approaches cannot capture the meanings, dilemmas, values, and reflective 

processes that shape transformative learning in this context. CGT therefore provides the 

most coherent strategy for generating a practice-based, context-sensitive theoretical 

model grounded in the daily realities of SOFPs. 

 This study employs CGT for three primary reasons: 

1. Alignment with Transformative Learning Theory (TLT) 

  CGT emphasises meaning-making, interpretive understanding, dialogue, 

and critical reflection processes that correspond directly with Mezirow’s components of 

transformative learning (frames of reference, discourse, disorienting dilemmas, and 

perspective transformation). Both CGT and TLT view learning as iterative, socially 

mediated, and grounded in interpretation, rather than in behaviourist or linear change 

models. 



  36 

2. Suitability for community and socio-ecological contexts. 

  Learning within SKON is communal, practice-based, and shaped by shared 

ecological work, peer support, market interactions, and digital communication. CGT 

supports the co-construction of knowledge between researchers and participants, 

enabling farmers’ lived experiences, cultural contexts, and ecological engagements to 

inform the emerging theory. This stands in contrast to Classic Glaserian GT, which 

assumes a more detached researcher stance and downplays context. 

3. Flexibility, reflexivity, and compatibility with mixed qualitative 

approaches 

  CGT recognises the researcher’s interpretive role, allowing reflexivity, 

emotional insight, and relational engagement with participants. This flexibility is 

essential in a study that integrates ethnography, narrative inquiry, digital ethnography, 

and practice-based observation. Whereas earlier GT approaches sought objectivist 

neutrality, CGT acknowledges that theory is shaped through researcher–participant 

interaction. 

  Although all forms of grounded theory seek to develop theory from data, 

CGT is the most appropriate for this study because it can account for the interpretive, 

relational, and context-specific nature of learning among SOFPs. In contrast, Classic 

(Glaserian) Grounded Theory assumes an objectivist stance, suggests that theory 

“emerges” independently from data, discourages early engagement with literature, and 

places less emphasis on context, identity, and emotion—elements that are central to 

SKON learning processes. 

  By adopting Constructivist Grounded Theory, this research ensures that the 

resulting theoretical framework particularly the Hybrid Transformative Learning Model 

(HTLM) and the Hybrid Integrated Facilitation Model (HIFM) emerges from 

practitioners’ grounded experiences while remaining open to integrating concepts from 

Transformative Learning Theory and community learning frameworks. CGT therefore 

provides a coherent foundation for analysing how transformative learning unfolds 

across ecological practice, social interaction, and hybrid physical–digital environments. 

  In this study, Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT) is employed in a dual 

role, serving as both an epistemological framework and a methodological strategy. 

Epistemologically, CGT provides an interpretive lens through which learning, meaning-
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making, and social practice are understood as co-constructed through interaction, 

context, and reflexive engagement. Methodologically, CGT offers a systematic set of 

analytic procedures including iterative coding, constant comparison, memo writing, and 

theoretical sampling through which empirical data are analysed and theory is generated. 

This dual positioning does not imply that CGT replaces substantive learning theories 

such as Transformative Learning Theory; instead, CGT provides the interpretive and 

analytic framework through which learning processes identified in the data are theorised 

and explained. 

 

Table 3 Comparison between Constructivist Grounded Theory and Classic 

(Glaserian) Grounded Theory 

 

Dimension Classic Grounded Theory 

(Glaserian GT) 

Constructivist Grounded Theory 

(CGT) 

Philosophical stance Objectivist/realist Constructivist / interpretivist 

Nature of theory “Discovered” from data “Co-constructed” with participants 

Researcher role Detached, neutral Reflexive, relational 

Use of literature Discouraged initially Used to sensitise concepts 

Treatment of context Minimal Strong emphasis 

Treatment of emotion 

& identity 

Limited Explicitly included 

Data interpretation Emergent Interpretive and flexible 

Output Abstract general theory Context-specific, practice-based 

theory 

Fit for SKON Low Very high 

 

  Table 3 The table summarises the key distinctions between Classic 

Grounded Theory and Constructivist Grounded Theory. While Classic GT assumes an 

objective reality and emphasises the discovery of theory by a neutral researcher, CGT 

recognises that theory is co-constructed through interpretation, context, and researcher–

participant interaction. Because learning in SKON is relational, contextual, and 

influenced by emotion and identity, CGT provides a more suitable and flexible approach 

for this study. 
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Limitations and Strategies of Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT) 

 Although Constructivist Grounded Theory (CGT) provides a flexible and 

context-sensitive approach to qualitative inquiry, it also presents several limitations 

noted in the methodological literature. One challenge lies in its high degree of 

subjectivity, as CGT acknowledges the researcher’s active role in constructing meaning, 

which may introduce interpretive bias (Charmaz, 2014b; Mruck & Mey, 2007). This 

risk can be mitigated through reflexive memoing, triangulation, peer debriefing, and 

clear audit trails. 

 A second limitation concerns CGT’s limited generalisability. Because CGT 

produces context-specific, situated theory rather than universal explanations, 

transferability must be emphasised over generalisability (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; 

Lincoln, 1985). Providing rich contextual detail and employing theoretical sampling 

across diverse cases helps strengthen conceptual robustness. 

 CGT is also analytically demanding. Its interpretive nature requires advanced 

analytical skills, and novice researchers may struggle to synthesise codes and categories 

into coherent theory (Birks & Mills, 2022; Bryant & Charmaz, 2007). Systematic coding 

procedures, iterative analytic cycles, and supervisory support can address this challenge. 

 Another limitation involves the risk of over-involvement with participants due 

to CGT’s emphasis on close engagement. Excessive immersion can challenge boundary 

management or influence interpretation; reflexive journaling and the use of multiple 

data forms help maintain analytical clarity (Corbin & Strauss, 2014; Denzin & Lincoln, 

2011). 

 Finally, CGT sometimes conflicts with institutional expectations rooted in 

positivist traditions. Committees may expect more conventional notions of rigour or 

neutrality. Clearly articulating the study’s philosophical assumptions and demonstrating 

rigour through transparent analytic trails and evidence-based interpretation helps 

address such concerns (Charmaz, 2006; Guba & Lincoln, 1994). 

 

Sampling Strategy and Case Selection 

 Guided by the principles of Constructivist Grounded Theory, this study adopts 

a theoretical and purposive sampling strategy to identify participants and cases that 

are analytically relevant to the development of a grounded, middle-range theory of urban 
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community learning platforms. Sampling decisions were made iteratively and in parallel 

with data analysis, allowing emerging concepts to inform subsequent case selection and 

data collection. 

1. Primary Study Context and Participant Selection: Thailand (SKON) 

  The primary empirical context of this study is the Songkwae Organic 

Network (SKON) in Phitsanulok Province, Thailand. SKON represents a well-

established network of smallholding ecological organic farming practitioners (SOFPs) 

operating within urban, peri-urban, and urban–rural interface contexts. The network 

encompasses organic farmers, market organisers, facilitators, consumers, and allied 

stakeholders who interact through physical spaces (farms, markets, community events) 

and digital platforms (e.g. LINE and Facebook groups). 

  Participants were selected through purposive sampling, focusing on 

individuals who were actively engaged in organic farming practices, community-based 

learning activities, and network coordination. This approach ensured that participants 

possessed direct experience of the learning processes, challenges, and collaborative 

practices under investigation. Selection criteria included length of involvement in 

organic farming, degree of participation in SKON activities, roles within the network 

(e.g. practitioner, facilitator, organiser), and engagement with hybrid physical–digital 

learning environments. 

  Thailand, and SKON in particular, was selected as the primary study context 

because it provides a rich setting in which learning is shaped by ecological practice, 

informal knowledge exchange, community relationships, market participation, 

and digital communication, all within a rapidly changing socio-economic 

environment. The primary analytic grounding of the study therefore remains firmly 

centred on SKON, with in-depth data collection conducted through interviews, 

participant observation, After-Action Reviews, and digital ethnography. 

2. Theoretical Sampling Procedures 

  In line with Constructivist Grounded Theory, sampling in this study was not 

fixed in advance but followed a process of theoretical sampling, whereby decisions 

about what data to collect next and from whom were guided by the evolving analysis 

(Charmaz, 2014). Initial sampling focused on core participants within SKON to 
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establish foundational categories related to learning practices, facilitation roles, and 

platform dynamics. 

  As analysis progressed, emerging categories and analytical gaps informed 

subsequent sampling choices. Additional participants and cases were selected to explore 

variation, clarify conditions, and examine the boundaries of developing concepts. This 

included seeking participants with differing levels of experience, roles, and engagement 

across physical and digital learning spaces, as well as examining contrasting 

organisational and governance arrangements within and beyond the immediate SKON 

context. 

  The purpose of theoretical sampling was not representativeness but 

conceptual development. Sampling continued until categories were sufficiently 

elaborated in terms of their properties, relationships, and conditions, and until further 

data no longer generated substantively new theoretical insights. This iterative process 

ensured that the emerging theory remained grounded in empirical data while achieving 

increasing levels of abstraction and explanatory power. 

  Within this theoretical sampling logic, selected cases beyond the primary 

Thai context were incorporated to provide analytic contrast, supporting the refinement 

and validation of emerging categories. The rationale for including Scotland in this 

theoretical sampling strategy is detailed in the following section. 

3. Rationale for Including Scotland in Sampling 

  Scotland was included in the sampling strategy as part of theoretical 

sampling, consistent with the principles of Constructivist Grounded Theory. The 

purpose was not cross-national comparison for generalisation, but analytic contrast to 

refine and strengthen emerging categories related to urban community learning 

platforms. 

  Scotland provides a contrasting yet conceptually relevant context in which 

small-scale organic farming, community-based learning, and producer–consumer 

relations are supported through relatively mature institutional, policy, and civic 

infrastructures. In particular, community-supported agriculture models, local food 

networks, and advisory ecosystems in Scotland offer an analytically useful case for 

examining how learning platforms operate under different governance and support 

conditions. 



  41 

  Including Scottish cases enabled the researcher to test whether core 

categories—such as facilitation roles, hybrid physical–digital learning spaces, and 

collective learning processes—were context-dependent or conceptually robust across 

differing socio-institutional environments. The Scottish cases thus functioned as a 

theoretical lens to clarify conditions, variations, and boundaries of the emerging theory, 

rather than as a basis for direct comparison or evaluation between countries. 

Accordingly, Scotland was incorporated to enhance theoretical sensitivity, analytic 

depth, and conceptual transferability. At the same time, the study's primary empirical 

grounding remains centred on the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON) in Thailand. 

 

Research Design and Components 

 

 

Figure 3 Research Methods Framework Box Diagram 

 

  This figure presents the research method framework, showing how the 

constructivist paradigm informs the qualitative design, aligns with the objectives, and 

guides methods, data collection, analysis, and ethical considerations. 
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1. Core Design 

  The study employs a multimodal qualitative design that integrates 

constructivist grounded theory with elements of qualitative grounded methods, digital 

ethnography, and case study analysis. Constructivist grounded theory, as articulated by 

Kathy Charmaz (2006, 2014), provides the overarching framework for theory 

development, enabling concepts to emerge inductively from participants’ lived 

experiences. This approach is particularly suited to exploring meaning-making in 

smallholder and urban farming contexts, and directly supports Objective 1, which seeks 

to investigate adult learning platforms and the processes that underpin transformative 

learning among smallholding ecological organic farming practitioners. 

  To enhance the depth and contextual richness of the findings, the study 

incorporates digital ethnography and case study analysis as complementary strategies. 

Digital ethnography, as informed by Christine Hine (2020), enables the tracing of how 

practitioners utilise online platforms, social media, and messaging networks to exchange 

knowledge, foster collaboration, and sustain learning communities (Hine, 2015). This 

component is essential for Objective 2, which focuses on establishing a community 

learning platform by examining the interplay between digital and physical modes of 

interaction. At the same time, case study analysis, as outlined by Robert Yin (2018), 

offers a structured approach to investigating specific farms, networks, and initiatives, 

thereby grounding the emerging theory in real-life practices and contextual variations 

(Yin, 2018). 

  The choice of this multimodal design reflects the complexity of urban 

farming as a learning environment, where digital, physical, and cultural spaces intersect 

and shape one another. Smallholding practitioners not only learn through direct 

engagement with farming practices but also through intergenerational traditions, peer 

exchange, and digitally mediated interactions. By weaving together these 

methodological strands, the study captures the layered realities of transformative 

learning in urban community farming. In doing so, it provides the empirical foundation 

for Objective 3, which aims to identify alternative solutions based on lessons learned 

from a community adult learning platform module for transformative practitioners. 
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2. Digital Ethnography 

  The increasing role of digital platforms in shaping knowledge exchange has 

led the study to incorporate digital ethnography as a complementary method. Digital 

ethnography provides a lens for examining how smallholding ecological organic 

farming practitioners within the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON) interact across 

online spaces and how these interactions contribute to learning and community building 

(Hine, 2020). This approach directly supports Objective 1, which aims to investigate 

adult learning platforms by capturing how practitioners utilise digital environments as 

part of their everyday learning practices. 

  This component of the study involves systematic observation of online 

activities and communication channels, such as social media platforms, messaging 

groups, and digital marketplaces, that practitioners use in daily life. These spaces reveal 

not only the exchange of technical knowledge but also the negotiation of trust, the 

reinforcement of shared values, and the development of collective identity. Such 

findings are essential for Objective 2, which focuses on establishing a community 

learning platform, since digital networks act as extensions of physical farms and 

markets. 

  By extending the field beyond physical farms and community spaces, digital 

ethnography highlights the blended nature of learning environments where digital and 

physical spaces overlap. It demonstrates how real-time interactions—ranging from 

discussions of crop failures to sharing success stories and marketing opportunities—

form an integral part of situated learning processes within the SKON community. These 

insights contribute to Objective 3, which aims to identify alternative solutions based on 

lessons learned from community adult learning platforms, including those mediated 

through digital practices. 

3. Complementary Case Study  

  While the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON) provides the primary 

context empirical focus, the study also incorporates case study insights from 

international contexts, particularly smallholding organic farming practices and the 

crofting system in the Highlands and Islands of Scotland, UK. Following Yin’s (2018) 

guidance, case studies serve not as isolated investigations but as contextualised 
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complements that illuminate how learning processes, entrepreneurial strategies, and 

community resilience unfold across different settings. 

 

 

 

Figure 4 Resources from the map shown in https://commons.wikimedia.org/ and 

applied for this research according to the selected areas of research data 

collection, the region of the Highlands and Islands 

 

  This dimension enriches the analysis by situating Thai smallholding organic 

farming within broader discourses of adult learning, entrepreneurship, and community 

resilience. The study draws on the Scottish crofting system, which features distinctive 

policy frameworks, cooperative traditions, and a long history of balancing cultural 

identity with modern sustainability challenges, as a valuable counterpoint to the Thai 

context. Such cross-case insights enable the study to highlight both shared dilemmas, 

such as market access, generational transitions, and ecological adaptation, as well as 

unique cultural pathways that shape learning practices. 
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Figure 5 The map shows location of research areas and practitioners’ activities 

 

  Importantly, this case study dimension does not constitute a separate strand 

of research, but it integrates into the overall grounded theory design. It strengthens 

Objective 1 by offering a broader perspective on adult learning platforms, informs 

Objective 2 by illustrating alternative models of community learning structures, and 

supports Objective 3 by providing lessons and alternative solutions transferable across 

contexts. In doing so, it underscores the global relevance of the study while maintaining 

sensitivity to the local particularities of SKON. 

4. Sampling Strategies 

4.1 Target Group 

   The research units of analysis employ a combination of theoretical and 

purposive sampling, strategically selecting distinct groups of individuals from 

smallholding ecological organic farms in Phitsanulok Province. The primary target 

comprises 29 farms, encompassing current and past members. This group, known as the 

founder and developer SKON members, holds valuable insights into the dynamics of 

smallholding ecological organic farming practices. Additionally, the research includes 

Phitsanulok Provincial Team and SKON's alliances, particularly those engaged in 

agricultural extension services or possessing significant practices relevant to the 



  46 

research context and topic. This research aims to engage the group in providing diverse 

perspectives and enriching the overall understanding of the subject. 

   Then, the study concludes 58 participants and 29 organic farms drawn 

from practitioners. The recruitment process for this group is conducted through the local 

organic farming network—listed members, utilising specified geographical areas 

indicated on the map below. This strategic selection ensures representation from various 

locations within the province, contributing to the diversity of experiences and practices 

considered in the research. The study will capture a comprehensive view of 

smallholding ecological organic farming in the province by including participants from 

different areas. (See the places on the map below.)  

 

 

 

Figure 6 Positioning the main research areas of studies from the Map of 

Thailand. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Phitsanulok_province 
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 Map of Phitsanulok and Location of SKON’s members 

 

 

 

Figure 7 Phitsanulok Provincial Map and Participants' Farm Location. A 

representative map to present the target area and expected target sampling count 

by organic farms’ location across Phitsanulok province 

 

   Furthermore, the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON) in Phitsanulok 

Province represents a unique case of community-based organic agricultural practice. 

Formed by practitioners who self-identify as organic farmers, SKON promotes 

ecological farming, food safety, and environmental sustainability. Its activities include 

farm production, local fresh markets, participatory certification under the Participatory 

Guarantee System (PGS), and community outreach. 

   SKON’s significance lies in its attempt to act as a social entrepreneurial 

network, connecting producers, consumers, and multi-stakeholder or community groups 

such as educational institutions. For example, Naresuan University has played a central 

role in supporting the network since 2015 by hosting the “NU Organic Market” and 

integrating students into farm visits. This academic support strategy has strengthened 

SKON’s bargaining power, clarified its role, and increased its visibility. 
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Figure 8 It illustrates the geographical distribution of participant farms in 

Phitsanulok Province and selected images of SKON learning activities. The map 

shows the spatial spread of field sites, while the photographs document 

participatory learning processes, community engagement, and practice-based 

knowledge exchange within the Songkwae Organic Network 

 

   However, SKON has also faced challenges: 

• Lack of institutionalised quality assurance and continuous academic 

support. 

• Limited sustainability of local markets compared to successful 

models in Chiang Mai or Nakon Pathom. 

• Inconsistent government support and fragmented community 

initiatives. 

Despite these limitations, SKON represents a living laboratory of 

informal and community-based adult learning, where practitioners collectively 

negotiate standards, share practices, after retirement, and explore sustainable 

livelihoods. 

4.2  Screening Procedure 

   The pilot study identified the initial participants, and the research team 

recruited additional participants through purposive sampling and referrals from SKON 

members and associated networks.  
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- Screening research areas and volunteer groups using purposive 

sampling and determining the relevant concepts for constructing grounded theory. 

- Preliminary request for consent from the group. 

- Choosing the participants, following the inclusion and exclusion 

criteria. 

- Follow the protocol. 

- Explain the content of the research. 

- Signing the consent form. 

- Using data collection tools: interviews and observation. 

- Data collection 

- Data analysis 

- Reporting the research 

4.3  Sampling Criteria 

   The study divided participants into two main groups. Although age and 

vulnerability were not initial selection criteria, ethical considerations required grouping 

by age to ensure appropriate sensitivity in the research process. The study protects 

participants’ identities by withholding names and presenting all quotations with 

assigned codes or numbers. Volunteers retain the right to withdraw at any time, and such 

withdrawals do not affect the study. Participants who decide to discontinue the study 

bear no responsibility for the research outcomes, and their data will not be included in 

the final analysis. 

4.4 Theoretical Sampling 

   This study employs theoretical sampling, consistent with the principles 

of Constructivist Grounded Theory (Charmaz, 2014b, pp. 192-193). The sampling 

process began with participants from the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON) and was 

then progressively expanded to include a diverse range of actors relevant to smallholder 

organic farming. The study continued to collect data iteratively and process the material 

until theoretical saturation was reached. This approach ensured that emerging categories 

were sufficiently developed and grounded in the empirical field. 

   Group (1): The volunteers aged between 20 and 59 years old. Inclusion 

and exclusion criteria: Any participants included in the research are: 

   Inclusion Criteria: This research consists of the following participants: 
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- Organic farming agriculture practitioners. 

- Practitioners or entrepreneurs who are related to Eco-friendly or 

BCG (Bio-green-circular economy model) 

- Aged between 20 and 59 years old. 

- Those who are willing to participate or are members of SKON 

activities. 

- The study requires all SKON members to adhere to the group’s 

standards and regulations. 

   Exclusion Criteria: This research does not include the following 

participants: 

- Aged under 20 and over 59 years old. 

- Conventional agriculture practitioners. 

- Practitioners or entrepreneurs unrelated to Eco-friendly or BCG 

(Bio-green-circular economy model). 

- Those who are not willing to participate or are not members of 

SKON activities. 

- Those practitioners who chose not to share their business 

information. 

- Those practitioners feel uncomfortable with the community and wish 

to leave the research early or after joining. 

   Group (2): The volunteers aged over 60 but under 85:   

   Inclusion Criteria: Any participants included in the research are: 

- Organic farming agriculture practitioners. 

- Aged 60 but under 85 years old. 

- Volunteers who have no physical difficulties can join in the research 

activities. 

- Practitioners or entrepreneurs related to Eco-friendly or BCG (Bio-

green-circular economy model). 

- Those who are willing to participate in SKON activities. 

- All are accepting the group standards and regulations. 

   Exclusion Criteria: Individuals who do not meet the inclusion criteria 

are excluded from the study. 
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- Conventional agriculture practitioners. 

- Aged 60 and not over 85 years old. 

- Volunteers with physical difficulties are participating in the research 

activities. 

- Practitioners or entrepreneurs unrelated to Eco-friendly or BCG 

(Bio-green-circular economy model). 

- Those who are not willing to participate in SKON activities. 

- The study requires all members to accept the group’s standards and 

regulations. 

   Inclusion criteria of farms in Scotland 

- In the Highlands and Islands region. 

- Classed as a crofting system. 

- Organic farm or business. 

4.5 Remuneration and gift 

   Since this research is based on and agreed upon by both parties, the 

researchers and the target group, the participants are willing to receive no remuneration 

or gift, and they have joined the research voluntarily and wish to find out a learning 

model that benefits the network and others, as evidenced by their signature on the 

consent form. 

4.6 Withdrawal and Termination of Research 

   Once volunteers join the study, they may withdraw at any time if 

circumstances arise before or during the research process. The study will terminate if 

any of the following conditions are met. 

   Withdrawal and Termination Criteria: 

- Feeling insecure and uncomfortable 

- Inconvenient to give information due to sickness 

- On duty with family and main job 

- Unwilling to share business information or the possible impacts of 

sharing information. 

- Urgencies 

3.5 Data Collection 

   The research collects relevant data using the following methods: 
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   Semi-Structured Interviews: The research will involve in-depth semi-

structured interviews utilising open-ended questions derived from core codes. As part 

of the data collection process, the study conducts interviews with a purposive sample of 

SEOFPs from SKON, organic farming market organisers, consumers, and other relevant 

stakeholders. This sampling approach ensures that the research captures diverse 

perspectives across production, distribution, and consumption, thereby generating a 

comprehensive understanding of the learning dynamics within the organic farming 

network. The objective is to gain comprehensive insights into participants' experiences, 

challenges, and strategies concerning knowledge management and systems thinking in 

organic farming. The study employs an open-ended interview format to facilitate the 

emergence of key themes and patterns central to the research objectives, particularly 

those related to transformative learning processes, including experience, reflection, 

critical discourse, and action. 

   Participant Observation: Participating in participant observation 

during visits to organic farms, organic farming markets, community events, and critical 

learning platforms like "eat-talk-live" will immerse the researcher in the context of 

SEOFPs' practices. This approach enables the researcher to observe first-hand 

interactions, the dynamics of knowledge sharing, and nonverbal cues that interviews 

alone may not fully capture. By actively engaging with the environment in which these 

practices unfold, the researcher can gain a more nuanced understanding of the intricacies 

and subtleties of the lived experiences of SEOFPs. 

   After-action reviews (AARs): The study employed AARs and their 

associated learning logs as a systematic system to capture participants’ reflective 

practice. Initially developed in military training and later adapted for organisational 

learning, the AAR method involves structured group discussions conducted 

immediately after an activity or event. Through this process, participants collectively 

examine what was intended, what actually happened, why it happened, and what can be 

improved in the future (Darling & Parry, 2001, pp. 616-618). This process stimulates 

critical reflection, surfaces tacit knowledge, and enables the co-construction of insights 

in real time. 
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   Learning logs, by contrast, provide an individual, written space for 

participants to record their farm activities, experiences, challenges, and learning 

moments over time. They encourage reflexivity, support ongoing sense-making, and 

create a cumulative record of personal transformation and adaptation (Moon, 2006, pp. 

88-92). 

   Together, AARs and learning logs integrate both collective and 

individual dimensions of reflective practice, aligning with the principles of 

transformative learning by fostering critical reflection, dialogue, and action. 

3.6 Data Collection Limitations 

   Despite the strengths of the multi-method data collection approach, 

several limitations are acknowledged. First, the study relies primarily on qualitative, 

self-reported data, which may be influenced by participants’ selective recall, social 

desirability, or situational constraints. While triangulation across interviews, 

observations, AARs, and digital traces mitigates this limitation, complete elimination of 

such bias is neither possible nor consistent with the interpretive epistemology of 

Constructivist Grounded Theory. 

   Second, data collection is contextually bounded to the Songkwae 

Organic Network (SKON) and its associated urban and peri-urban learning 

environments in Phitsanulok Province. As a result, findings are not intended to be 

statistically generalisable. Instead, they offer context-sensitive insights into learning 

processes that may be analytically transferable to similar smallholding organic farming 

and urban community learning contexts. 

   Third, the researcher’s dual role as both academic and community 

participant may shape access to data and influence interactions with participants. While 

this position provides deep contextual understanding and trust-based access, it also 

requires careful reflexive management. Reflexive memo writing and continuous 

analytic comparison are employed to acknowledge and critically examine the influence 

of the researcher’s positionality throughout the data collection process. 

   Finally, practical constraints such as time availability of participants, 

seasonal farming cycles, and the uneven intensity of digital engagement across 

participants may result in variations in data depth across cases. These variations are 
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treated analytically as part of the empirical conditions shaping learning, rather than as 

methodological deficiencies. 

3.7 Data Analysis 

   Data analysis followed the principles and procedures of Constructivist 

Grounded Theory (CGT), employing iterative coding, constant comparison, memo 

writing, and visual analytic techniques to construct a grounded, middle-range theory of 

urban community learning platforms as enacted by smallholding ecological organic 

farming practitioners (SOFPs). The relationship between data sources, coding stages, 

and visual analytic outputs is summarised in Table 4. 

 

Table 4 Table: Data Sources, Coding Stages, and Visual Analytic Outputs 

 

Data Source Coding Stage Analytic Purpose Visual Output 

Semi-structured interviews 

(SOFPs, facilitators, 

stakeholders) 

Initial coding Identify actions, 

meanings, and learning 

practices 

Preliminary code 

clusters; action-based 

code lists 

Participant observation 

(farms, markets, community 

events) 

Initial & 

focused coding 

Capture situated, 

embodied learning and 

interactions 

Practice-flow 

sketches; situational 

maps 

Digital ethnography (LINE, 

Facebook groups, digital 

exchanges) 

Focused coding Analyse digital 

scaffolding, peer 

support, and 

coordination 

Platform interaction 

maps 

After-Action Reviews 

(AARs) 

Focused coding Identify reflective 

learning cycles and 

collective sense-

making 

Reflection loops; 

feedback diagrams 

Cross-case comparison 

(Thailand & UK cases) 

Focused & 

theoretical 

coding 

Compare conditions 

and learning 

configurations 

Comparative 

matrices; category 

maps 

Memo corpus (analytic, 

reflexive, theoretical memos) 

All stages Track conceptual 

development and 

researcher 

interpretation 

Integrative coding 

maps 
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Data Source Coding Stage Analytic Purpose Visual Output 

Synthesised categories and 

core processes 

Theoretical 

coding 

Integrate categories 

into explanatory 

framework 

HTLM (5.5, Fig. 39, 

40); ZPD–MKO Map 

(5.5, Fig. 41); 

Adaptive HIFM (Fig. 

42) 

 

   To ensure analytic clarity and methodological transparency, data 

analysis was conducted in two complementary strands: qualitative analysis using CGT 

procedures and descriptive analysis of demographic data. 

   3.7.1 Qualitative Data Analysis (Constructivist Grounded Theory) 

    Qualitative data were analysed using the CGT procedures of 

initial coding, focused coding, and theoretical coding (Charmaz, 2014b), supported by 

constant comparison, analytic memo writing, and visual mapping techniques. These 

procedures enabled the identification, refinement, and integration of categories related 

to learning processes, facilitation roles, and hybrid urban community learning platforms. 

Visual coding maps and conceptual diagrams were developed iteratively to support 

theoretical integration and model construction. 

   3.7.2 Demographic Data Analysis (Descriptive Statistics) 

    Demographic data were analysed using descriptive statistical 

techniques to provide contextual background on the study participants. Variables such 

as age range, gender, farming experience, and role within the organic farming network 

were summarised using frequencies, percentages, and simple distributions. 

    Demographic data were processed using spreadsheet software, 

and visual representations such as bar charts and pie charts were produced to enhance 

clarity and transparency. No inferential statistical analysis was conducted, as 

demographic analysis served solely to contextualise the qualitative findings rather than 

to test hypotheses. This descriptive analysis functioned as a supplementary analytic 

component, distinct from the CGT-based qualitative analysis. 

   3.7.3 Coding Procedures 

    The coding process unfolded in three interrelated stages: initial 

coding, focused coding, and theoretical coding (Charmaz, 2014a). 
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    Initial coding was conducted line by line and incident by incident 

across interview transcripts, field notes, digital ethnography records, and After-Action 

Reviews (AARs). Codes were kept short, active, and gerund-based (e.g., negotiating 

trust, learning through market interaction, coordinating digitally) to remain close to 

participants’ actions and meanings. This stage aimed to fracture the data analytically, 

allowing multiple interpretations to emerge without imposing preconceived categories. 

    Focused coding involved identifying the most frequent, 

significant, or conceptually powerful initial codes and using them to synthesise and 

explain larger segments of data. Through repeated comparisons across participants, 

sites, time periods, and data sources, related codes were clustered into analytical 

categories, including hybrid learning spaces, facilitation roles, urban–rural link 

practices, and digital scaffolding. Decisions at this stage were guided by analytic memos 

documenting why specific codes were elevated and how they related to emerging 

patterns. 

    Theoretical coding was used in the later stages of analysis to 

specify relationships between categories and to integrate them into a coherent 

conceptual framework. This phase focused on identifying processual linkages (e.g., 

conditions, actions/interactions, and consequences) that explained how urban 

community learning platforms operate and evolve. Theoretical codes enabled the 

articulation of learning dynamics across physical, digital, and social–institutional 

domains. 

   3.7.4 Memo Writing and Constant Comparison 

    Analytic memo writing functioned as a central interpretive 

practice throughout all stages of analysis. Memos were used to capture emerging 

insights and theoretical ideas, reflect on researcher positionality and interpretive 

decisions, compare cases within and across learning platforms, and trace the 

development of categories and their properties over time. 

    The constant comparative method was applied continuously, 

involving systematic comparison of data with data, data with codes, codes with 

categories, and categories with emerging theory. This iterative analytic movement 

ensured that conceptual development remained grounded in empirical evidence while 

allowing theoretical abstraction to develop progressively. 
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   3.7.5 Visual Diagrams and Coding Maps 

    To support theory construction and enhance analytic clarity, the 

study employed visual analytic techniques, including diagrams, coding maps, and 

conceptual models. These visual tools were not illustrative add-ons but formed an 

integral part of the analytic process. 

    Coding maps were developed during focused coding to visualise 

relationships among codes and categories, highlighting intersections between learning 

practices, facilitation roles, and platform dimensions across cases. Process diagrams 

were used during theoretical coding to model learning trajectories and interactional 

sequences, such as transitions from individual experimentation to collective, platform-

based learning. Integrative conceptual diagrams were developed in the final analytic 

phase to synthesise findings into higher-order models linking physical, digital, and 

social learning domains. 

   3.7.6 Analytic Outcome 

    The combined use of systematic coding, constant comparison, 

analytic memo writing, and visual mapping enabled the construction of a middle-range 

grounded theory explaining how urban community learning platforms are formed, 

sustained, and transformed through the practices of smallholding ecological organic 

farming practitioners (SOFPs). This analytic strategy ensured methodological rigour, 

transparency, and theoretical sensitivity while remaining consistent with the 

epistemological commitments of Constructivist Grounded Theory.  

    The analysis will follow CGT procedures of initial coding, 

focused coding, and theoretical coding (Charmaz, 2014b). The study uses memos and 

constant comparison to refine categories, and it employs diagrams and visual mapping 

to support theory construction. The goal is to generate a middle-range theory of urban 

community learning platforms grounded in SOFP practices. 

 

Validity, Trustworthiness, and Reflexivity 

 In Constructivist Grounded Theory, validity is not assessed through statistical 

generalisability but through credibility, resonance, transferability, and reflexive 

accountability (Charmaz, 2014). This study ensures trustworthiness through systematic 
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triangulation, prolonged engagement, constant comparison, and reflexive practice, 

appropriate to the study of urban community learning platforms. 

 Credibility is established through prolonged and sustained engagement with 

smallholding ecological organic farming practitioners (SOFPs) across multiple sites and 

learning platforms. Credibility is further strengthened through methodological and data 

triangulation, combining semi-structured interviews, participant observation, After-

Action Reviews (AARs), and digital ethnography (e.g., LINE and Facebook group 

interactions). Insights derived from a single data source are continuously compared with 

those from other sources to verify consistency, identify divergence, and deepen 

analytical understanding. Member checking is conducted informally and iteratively by 

discussing emerging interpretations and preliminary models with participants to confirm 

their accuracy and plausibility. 

 Triangulation in this study operates across several dimensions. First, data 

triangulation integrates multiple forms of evidence (verbal accounts, observed practices, 

farm diaries, digital interactions, and reflective records). Second, methodological 

triangulation combines interviews, observation, AARs, and visual analytic techniques 

to examine learning processes from complementary angles. Third, theoretical 

triangulation draws on Transformative Learning Theory, Situated Learning, and 

sociocultural perspectives (e.g., ZPD and MKO) to interrogate emerging categories 

without privileging a single explanatory lens. Triangulation is not used to seek 

convergence alone, but to explore tensions, flows, contradictions, and contextual 

variation as analytically productive features of community learning. 

 Resonance is addressed by ensuring that emerging categories, diagrams, and 

conceptual models reflect participants’ lived experiences and practical realities. 

Resonance is assessed through participants’ recognition of the analytic accounts and 

through the alignment of theoretical constructs with observed practices within urban–

rural learning platforms. 

 Transferability is supported by a thick description of the research context, 

learning environments, and social–institutional conditions that shape SOFP practices in 

Phitsanulok Province. While the findings are contextually grounded, the analytic focus 

on learning processes, facilitation roles, and hybrid platforms enables conceptual 
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transfer to similar smallholding contexts in urban and peri-urban areas, nationally and 

internationally. 

 Reflexivity is integral to the research process. The researcher acknowledges 

their dual role as both academic investigator and community participant within the 

Songkwae Organic Network (SKON). Reflexive memo writing is used throughout data 

collection and analysis to document positionality, assumptions, emotional responses, 

and interpretive decisions. This reflexive practice supports transparency and helps 

manage potential bias while recognising the co-constructed nature of meaning within 

CGT. 

 

Ethical Considerations 

 This research follows ethical standards for qualitative inquiry: 

• Informed consent: The study provides participants with a research brief 

outlining the purpose, process, and voluntary nature of the study, and it documents their 

consent before data collection. 

• Confidentiality: The study ensures confidentiality by anonymising all 

participant identities and safeguarding sensitive information in accordance with ethical 

data protection standards. 

• Respect for participants: Given that participants are also practitioners 

embedded in livelihoods, interviews and observations will be conducted with minimal 

disruption. 

• Data security: All recordings, transcripts, and digital data will be stored 

securely and accessible only to the researcher and supervisory team. 

• Reciprocity: The study shares its findings with participants and SKON in 

accessible formats to ensure that the research benefits both the community and 

academia. 

 

Limitations 

 This study acknowledges several limitations: 

1. Context-specific focus: The findings will be rooted in Phitsanulok Province 

and SKON, which is characterised by naturalistic inquiry, investigating phenomena in 
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their natural setting and seeing the holistic in understanding. Instead, this may limit 

direct generalisation to other contexts of this research. 

2. Researcher positionality: The researcher’s involvement with SKON may 

introduce bias; the study mitigates this risk through ongoing reflexive practice, 

including memo writing, self-positioning, and peer debriefing to ensure transparency 

and critical self-awareness throughout the research process. 

3. Time constraints: Data collection is limited to the period of 2023–2025, 

which may not fully capture long-term transformations. 

4. Complementary scope: While insights from international cases (e.g., UK 

smallholdings) enrich the study, these remain supplementary rather than primary data. 

Therefore, further investigation into the best practices of Scotland’s organic farms may 

be warranted. 

 

Transition to Chapter 4 

 This chapter outlines the research philosophy, methodological stance, design, 

and procedures employed in this study. By adopting Constructivist Grounded Theory 

(CGT) alongside Transformative Learning Theory (TLT) and community frameworks, 

the study establishes a rigorous approach to understanding how smallholding ecological 

organic farming practitioners (SOFPs) learn, adapt, and build community platforms in 

the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON). 

 This study employs semi-structured interviews, participant observation, After-

Action Reviews, and digital ethnography to capture both individual and collective 

dimensions of transformative learning. It also addresses ethical considerations, 

reflexivity, and contextual limitations to ensure credibility and resonance, thereby 

aligning the methodological choices with the research objectives of identifying key 

components of transformative learning, developing a community learning platform, and 

exploring alternative solutions for SOFPs within SKON. 

 Building on this methodological foundation, the next chapter presents the 

findings and analysis derived from the data. Chapter 4 explores how SOFPs engage in 

transformative learning, the challenges they encounter, and how community learning 

platforms emerge and evolve within the SKON context.



 

 

CHAPTER IV  

 

RESEARCH FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

 
 This chapter presents the research findings derived from years of research 

fieldwork, interviews, participant observation, digital ethnography, and grounded theory 

analysis. This chapter presents the findings in direct relation to the study’s two research 

questions and three objectives. The first research question explores the key components 

of transformative learning for urban communities engaged in smallholder organic 

farming practices (SOFPs), with a particular focus on members of the Songkwae 

Organic Network (SKON). The second examines how practitioners within SKON can 

develop learning platforms that effectively promote transformative learning for 

smallholding organic farming practitioners. 

 To address these questions, three objectives guided the study: 

1. To investigate adult learning platforms that support transformational and 

lifelong learning for urban organic farming practitioners, particularly within the context 

of Thailand’s ageing society. 

2. To establish a community learning platform for urban organic farming 

practitioners. 

3. To identify alternative solutions based on lessons learned from a community 

adult learning platform module for transformative practitioners, with emphasis on 

sustaining intergenerational participation and community resilience. 

 Therefore, this chapter organises the research findings into eight sections. 

 Overview of the Findings 

 Learning of SOFP Practitioners as Observed 

 Transformative Learning Processes 

 Community Learning Platforms & Communities of Practice 

 Alternative Problem-Solving and Practice Dilemmas 

 Synthesis: Conceptual Model 

 Summary and Conclusion 

 Transition to Chapter 5 
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 To complement the analysis, the chapter also introduces tables and figures of 

graphs and flowcharts developed from SKON case of interview and observation data, 

including visual models of the transformative learning process. This flowchart directly 

links the research findings to the objectives by illustrating how learning is triggered, 

processed, and sustained among SOFPs. It further demonstrates how SKON’s physical 

and non-physical community-based practices act as a platform for transformative 

learning, thereby generating lessons and alternative solutions relevant to the research 

aims. 

 

Overview of the Findings 

 The study involved fifty-eight participants from the Songkwae Organic 

Network (SKON), drawn from diverse backgrounds including farming, teaching, 

medicine, business, activism, and community work. For confidentiality, all participants 

are referred to by their code (ParCODE) identifiers rather than their real names. Data 

collection was carried out in three rounds of interviews and observations from January 

2023 to October 2025. This longitudinal design enabled the observation of both 

continuity and adaptation in participants' learning trajectories. 

1. Interview Timeline 

  The interview timeline and data collection rounds are presented in Table 5, 

which shows the distribution of participants across the three rounds. The first round 

(January-November 2023) captured the perspectives of network founders and early 

adopters. The second round and third (August - October 2024) included follow-up 

interviews, marketplaces, and newly engaged practitioners. The fourth round (May – 

October 2025) served as a supplementary phase that incorporated international and 

cultural perspectives. 
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Table 5 Interview Timeline by Round (ParCODE only) 

 

Round1  
Period of Data 

Collection 
Participants’ Code (ParCODE)2 

1 Jan.2023-Nov.2023 TH  

01111, 01121, 02311, 02323, 02333, 03112, 03122, 03133, 

04111, 04121, 04132, 06111, 07211, 08311, 08322, 09111, 

09121, 10111, 10121, 11311, 11321, 12111, 12123, 13111, 

13121, 13133, 13143, 14311, 14321, 15111, 15122, 16111, 

16121, 17111, 18111, 20111, 21113, 21123, 22111, 22123, 

22133, 22143, 23111, 23123, 24111, 24122, 24132, 25311, 

25322, 26111, 27111, 28311, 29211 

2 Aug 2024 – Oct 2024 TH  

01111, 01121, 02311, 02323, 02333, 03112, 03122, 03133, 

04111, 04121, 04132, 06111, 07211, 08311, 08322, 09111, 

09121, 10111, 10121, 11311, 11321, 12111, 12123, 13111, 

13121, 13133, 13143, 14311, 14321, 15111, 15122, 16111, 

16121, 17111, 18111, 20111, 21113, 21123, 22111, 22123, 

22133, 22143, 23111, 23123, 24111, 24122, 24132, 25311, 

25322, 26111, 27111, 28311, 29211 

3 Feb 2025 – Apr 2025 TH 

01111, 01121, 02311, 02323, 02333, 03112, 03122, 03133, 

04111, 04121, 04132, 05211, 05223, 05233, 05242, 06111, 

07211, 08311, 08322, 09111, 09121, 10111, 10121, 11311, 

11321, 12111, 12123, 13111, 13121, 13133, 13143, 14311, 

14321, 15111, 15122, 16111, 16121, 17111, 18111, 19211, 

19222, 20111, 21113, 21123, 22111, 22123, 22133, 22143, 

23111, 23123, 24111, 24122, 24132, 25311, 25322, 26111, 

27111, 28311, 29211 

4 May 2025 – Oct 2025 

(supplementary and 

complementary) 

TH 

16121 

UK 

30111, 31111, 31211, 32111, 32121, 32434, 32444, 33111, 

33121, 34111, 35111, 36111, 36121, 37111 

 

Note: 1. To deepen the interview data and follow up participants’ evolving practices, 

data were collected through iterative rounds of engagement (Rounds 1, 2, 3 and 4) 
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2. See Index IV: the CGT and TLT codes and analysis 

2. Participant Characteristics 

  The participants represent a broad demographic and professional spectrum, 

shaping both their entry points into organic farming and their subsequent learning 

trajectories: 

2.1 Age 

   The study involved fifty-eight adult learners from twenty-nine farms 

affiliated with the Songkwae Organic Network (SKON). They are aged between twenty 

and eighty-five years. Therefore, the participants were divided into three age groups: 

young adults (18–29 years, 3%), middle-aged adults (30–59 years, 69%), and seniors 

(60 years and above but less than 85, 28%). The gender distribution revealed 36 females 

and 22 males, indicating the significant role of women in organic farming communities. 

 

 

 

Figure 9 Percentage Distribution by Age Group 

 

   The pie chart illustrates the distribution of participants across three age 

groups: (1) Young Adults (18–29 years), representing the smallest group, accounting 

3%

69%

28%

Chart Showing Percentage Distribution by Age 

Group

Young Adults 18-29

Middle-Aged Adults 30-

59

Seniors 60+



  65 

for only 3% of the total sample. This population underrepresents younger individuals. 

(2) Middle-Aged Adults (30–59 years): Form the largest group at 69%, which shows 

that the majority of participants fall into this age category. This dominance suggests that 

people in this age group are the most actively engaged or represented in the study. 

(3) Seniors (60 years and above): Make up 28% of the sample. While not the majority, 

this group represents more than a quarter of the total population, indicating a significant 

level of involvement among older individuals. 

   The demographic profile of SKON highlights that middle-aged adults 

(30–59 years) are the primary drivers of farming and community-learning practices, 

forming the core group responsible for sustaining daily operations and innovation. 

Seniors (60 years and older) play an equally crucial, though lesser-known, role, 

contributing through cultural continuity, intergenerational transfer of knowledge, and 

mentorship, which reinforces the community’s identity and resilience. In contrast, youth 

participation (18–29 years) is critically low, reflecting structural and perceptual barriers 

such as limited access to resources, reduced opportunities, and farming’s low appeal as 

a viable career path. This distribution highlights the reliance of SKON’s learning 

platforms on middle-aged practitioners, while underscoring an urgent need to address 

the underrepresentation of younger generations to ensure long-term sustainability. 

The age group has also highlighted the significance of integration and transferability 

between generations. (See Figure 10) 
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Figure 10 Age Groups and Their Roles in Transformative Learning within 

SKON 

   The figure shows how different age groups contribute to transformative 

learning in SKON: young adults (18–29) focus on innovation and digital engagement 

(3%), middle-aged adults (30–59) play the most significant role through active practice 

and leadership (69%), and seniors (60+) contribute mainly via mentorship and 

knowledge transfer (28%). 

   The generational gap in learning processes highlights a crucial 

challenge for smallholder organic farming practitioners within an evolving ageing 

society. Farm owners, many of whom hold strong leadership positions, increasingly face 

difficulties in transferring knowledge and planning for succession. At the same time, 

younger farm workers often treat farm work as temporary employment rather than a 

lifelong career path, showing a tendency to leave the sector for other opportunities. This 

creates a potential rupture in the continuity of knowledge, learning processes, and 

practices.  

   From the perspective of Transformative Learning Theory, this 

intergenerational gap can be understood as a site of both tension and opportunity. While 

older practitioners embody experiential and reflective learning tied to long-term 
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community engagement and high commitment, they also prepare for work exit into the 

after retirement. The younger practitioners may bring new perspectives, opportunities, 

and challenges shaped by managerial practices and external labour markets. The 

challenge, therefore, lies in creating communities of practice and community-based 

learning platforms that enable intergenerational dialogue, shared reflection, and co-

construction of knowledge.  

   Such platforms could transform what is currently an unstructured and 

informal process into a more intentional and sustainable system of knowledge transfer, 

thereby ensuring the resilience and continuity of smallholding ecological organic 

farming. 

  2.2 Education: 

   Educational backgrounds were diverse: 15 had lower secondary 

education, 12 had upper secondary or vocational training, 11 had bachelor’s degrees, 9 

had master’s degrees, and 5 had doctoral degrees. This spread highlights both the 

accessibility of SKON to practitioners with limited formal education and the active 

involvement of highly educated professionals. Participants also reflected occupational 

hybridity—while some identified primarily as farmers, many balanced multiple roles, 

including lecturers, medical doctors, opticians, farm employees (company), 

entrepreneurs, homemakers, and business owners. This hybrid pattern underscores the 

non-linear pathways into organic farming, where individuals combine farming with 

other professional or entrepreneurial pursuits. 

 




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































