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PRAXICAL INTEGRITY: IMAGINING CONSTRUCTIVE AND PURPOSEFUL TRAINING
FOR LIBERATING DECOLONIAL COMMUNITY INTERVENTIONS
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In community intervention it is important to reflect and engage in training on how
to relate to others in ways that are not oppressive or colonial, but rather liberating,
because oppressive relationships are not dismantled solely through critique, but
also through the active construction of new and transformative ways of relating.
To advance this effort, this article seeks to offer guidance for those of us engaged
in community intervention and training, to develop approaches and intervention
actions related to the institutional framework, community intervention agents,
and participants, moving toward a relational position that fosters liberation. To
this end, based on empirical findings from a research project, we introduce the
concept of praxical integrity, which is composed by approaches associated with the
institutional framework (commitment with social justice approach, critical
approach participatory approach, situated approach and care approach),
approaches associated with the bond between community intervention agent and
participant (strengthened bond approach, autonomy and agency approach,
awareness and reflexivity approach, and dignity and humanization approach) and
intervention actions (frame, guide, inform, connect, follow-up, motivate, support
emotionally, conscientize and empower). We discuss how praxical integrity, to be
developed, requires safe spaces in both community intervention and training, so
that institutional representatives, community intervention agents, and
participants can trust and explore liberating ways of relating to one another. We
understand this as a form of training that is both grounded in and oriented toward
the development of radical solidarity and decolonial love in community
intervention.

Keywords: praxical integrity, praxical violence, decolonial community psychology,
symmetrical power, relational praxis, reflexivity and training, situated
knowledge and practice.

1. Introduction

Relationality —which refers to the way in which beings relate to one another, emphasising the
importance of relationships in understanding identity, agency, and structure (Okwechime,
2025)— has emerged as a relevant topic from a decolonial approach in community intervention
(Dutta et al.,2023; Sonn et al., 2025), being important to incorporate it in training and intervention
spaces. In the literature on community intervention, much has been said about the important
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role of community intervention agents and how the relationships with participants should be
(Andersson, 2013; Barbero & Cortés, 2011; Boira et al., 2010; Winkler et al.,2014). However, from
our perspective, these discussions have remained mostly theoretical, lacking empirical grounding
and often overlooking the role of other key actors involved in community interventions, such as
the institutional framework and the participants themselves.

Our concern about the relationships in community intervention is developed in Chile, a Latin
American country. Latin America refers to the group of countries in the Americas where Spanish
and Portuguese are spoken, shaped by a shared history of colonisation. It encompasses regions
from Mexico through Central and South America, and the Caribbean. The history of Chile in
relation to coloniality shows how hierarchies rooted in Spanish colonisation —such as racial
stratification, land dispossession of Indigenous peoples, and Eurocentric cultural dominance—
have endured beyond independence, influencing present-day social and political structures,
along with the colonial influence of other countries, such as the United States. Chile has a unique
history of community intervention and community psychology, a discipline marked by effort,
resistance, and continuous growth (Krause et al., 2011). For much of the 20th century, community
intervention in Chile was often shaped by prevailing political interests, as well as by Catholic
organizations. During the civic-military dictatorship (1973-1990), much of this organizational
structure of community intervention was dismantled, and the resistance to oppression emerged
through non-governmental organizations, territorial groups, and more progressive ecclesiastical
bodies, all operating in a semi-clandestine manner. With the return to democracy, non-
governmental organizations flourished within organized civil society, and community intervention
increasingly became incorporated into public policy (Alfaro & Berroeta, 2007).

Reflecting on the relationships between these three actors —institutional framework,
community intervention agent and participants— is particularly important in our region, Latin
America. This, considering that community intervention is often carried out by institutions with
colonial logics, that is, expressions or practices that, explicitly or implicitly, reproduce structures
of thought and relationships inherited from colonialism —such as the State. In this context,
assistentialistic logics (treating people as subjects of assistance and dependency) and paternalistic
logics (treating people as subjects without resources and autonomy) tend to prevail, as
recognized by various Latin American authors (Alfaro, 2012; Reyes-Espejo et al., 2015; Rozas,
2018; Wiesenfeld, 2014). Moreover, we have identified a specific form of violence within
community intervention, called praxical violence, which reflects the asymmetrical exercise of
colonial power in these contexts (Daher et al., 2024a). While this form of violence is intrinsic to
community intervention, it is intertwined with other forms of structural and cultural violence that
challenge and tension the social transformation practices enacted by community psychologists
(Dutta et al., 2016). For this reason, we believe that a decolonial approach is essential for
analysing and developing relationships in this field, as it encourages reflection not only on social
conditions but also on the colonial structures and interactions that continue to shape and
dominate us (Fanon, 1961; Quijano, 2007) in the community field. In this sense, it helps to
understand that in institutions that can be colonial, such as the State, coloniality is not only
manifested in historical and material structures, but also in social relationships, power dynamics,
and the interests and agency of individuals. But, at the same time, it allows us to see how, within
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these same spaces, it is possible to recognize decolonial glimpses that enable resistance to
coloniality, which in this article are reflected in praxical integrity.

However, from our experience, the critical lens that often characterizes the decolonial
approach may sometimes fall short in offering constructive alternatives (Daher et al., 2026) for
those of us working in community interventions and training —undergraduate and graduate
studies, specializations, supervision, technical assistance, among others—. This is particularly
relevant when it comes to guiding our work in the community field, especially in relation to how
actors engage with one another. In this regard, we advocate for a critical yet proactive perspective
on how the institutional framework, community interventions agents, and participants should
relate, recognizing that oppressive relationships are not dismantled solely through critique, but
also through the active construction of new, transformative ways of relating.

On the other hand, from our decolonial standpoint —and as mentioned in the announcement
of this special issue— “despite acknowledging the role of colonial power discourse, the rhetoric
of decoloniality does not always align with actions”. This highlights the fact that, in many cases,
the decolonial approach remains at a symbolic, discursive, or rhetorical level, without adequately
engaging with the dimension of action or practice. However, if we are to address the relationship
between the institutional framework, community intervention agents, and participants, we must
incorporate both a symbolic and a practical dimension. This connects with the concept of praxis,
which calls for the integration of theory (the symbolic dimension) and practice (the practical
dimension) in a continuous process of reflection (Montero, 2004).

For this reason, our aim in this article is to offer guidance for those of us engaged in community
intervention and training, to develop approaches and intervention actions related to the
institutional framework, community intervention agents, and participants, moving toward a
relational position that fosters liberation.

This article is guided by this objective, grounded in our positionality as Latin American women
and community psychologists. Our histories have been shaped by growing up and working in
contexts marked by social inequality, authoritarian legacies, capitalist and neoliberal dynamics,
and persistent colonial structures. At the same time, we recognise that our academic training,
professional status, and linguistic privilege (writing in English as non-native speakers) position us
with certain advantages. In this sense, we position ourselves within a context that is complex and
oppressive in many ways, while acknowledging that we hold a certain position of privilege that
allows us to observe, research, and reflect on the bonds within social intervention. From this
position, we aim not only to shed light on the violence that occurs in this field, but also to
contribute a constructive perspective on how to relate.

In a previous publication on praxical violence, we pointed out that working on these issues had
been a “very personal and also vulnerable path, which has directly challenged our subjectivities
as community psychologists and intervention agents. We have learned that we can all be
oppressors, even being women, Latinas, Spanish-speakers, underestimated and often
discriminated against” (Daher et al., 2024a, p.202). In light of this experience, which relates to
becoming aware of praxical violence, we now value the opportunity to reflect on and write about
praxical integrity. This allows us to connect with the more constructive side of the decolonial
approach that guides us. So, we are glad to be able to offer both discursive and practical
alternatives to prevent and address possible situations of oppression that often go unnoticed in
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our everyday work. Likewise, it inspires us to imagine ourselves outside of oppression, moving
toward new forms of radical solidarity in how we relate to and work with our teams and students,
as well as with people and communities. In this line, we reflect on how we can relate to one
another in ways that amplify human potential and subjectivities, within a relational context that
can be transformed through a new praxis.

2. Contextualization

This article is based on a case study about social policies for overcoming poverty, which we
conducted within the framework of the research project FONDECYT Iniciacién a la Investigacion
11200394, “Social programs for intervention in poverty: Key aspects of the participant-
intervention agent, group-community, and socio-institutional bonds”, funded by National Agency
for Research and Development (ANID) of the Chilean government. The social policy analysed in
this case aims to enhance the social and occupational skills of its participants to foster social
inclusion, improve quality of life, promote autonomy, and facilitate engagement with both the
community and institutional services. To achieve this, community intervention agents assess and
monitor each participant across six key dimensions: employment and social security, income,
health, education, housing and environment, and social support and participation. The
intervention is delivered over a two-year period and includes psychosocial support provided by
the community intervention agent in weekly sessions. In addition, it offers community support by
connecting participants with relevant social services and other participants living in similar
situations, as well as the provision of both conditional and unconditional cash transfers. This
intervention is implemented in both urban and rural areas throughout the country.

The objective of our research project was to analyse the bonds between community
intervention agents and participants. We applied qualitative methodology (Flick, 2015) and
utilized a maximum variation purposive sampling (Patton, 1990). This sampling strategy involved
selecting participants that allowed for a comprehensive exploration of the various forms and
expressions the object of study might take. In our case, the aspect that varied was the quality of
the bond between participant and community intervention agent, associated with whether it was
a positive or negative/complex bond. This was crucial for understanding the complexity of this
bond and how its characteristics differ depending on its quality.

The access strategy was carried out through an alliance with the public institution
implementing the social policy. The national and/or regional program coordinators provided the
research team with the contact information of the community intervention agents, and these
agents shared the participants’ contact details. The invitation to participate was extended by a
research assistant to promote voluntary participation.

A total of 40 individuals participated, specifically 20 pairs consisting of 20 community
intervention agents and 20 participants. The community intervention agents were mostly female
professionals from the social sciences (psychologists and social workers) that work in local
governments that implement the social policy under analysis. The participants were women
between 25 and 59 years old, all mothers, engaged in domestic, independent, or informal work,
and living in extreme poverty. We conducted semi-structured individual interviews (Flick, 2021).
We developed two thematic interview scripts (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009): one for the community
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intervention agents and another for the participants. Both thematic scripts were organized into
the following sections: introduction, general questions, intervention modality, dimensions and
characteristics of the community intervention agent, dimensions and characteristics of the
participants, characteristics of the relationship between the agent and the participant, the
connection between the agent—participant relationship and the quality of the intervention and
closing. Some key questions from the thematic script (participant version) included: How would
you describe your bond with your community intervention agent? What aspects do you think
facilitated or hindered this bond? What contextual aspects (family, neighbourhood, institutions,
among others) influence this bond? How would you describe a typical intervention session with
your agent? What actions does your agent take? What attitudes or skills does your agent
encourage you to develop? How are you involved with the intervention? Which of your own skills
or personal characteristics do you think influence the bond with your agent? What is the role of
a community intervention agent? What is your role as a participant? Do you consider this bond
important for achieving the intervention outcomes? How would you define an ideal bond? The
interviews were carried out by members of our research team who had been trained by the
principal investigator. They lasted approximately one hour, were audio recorded, and transcribed.

We performed a critical qualitative analysis (Daher et al., 2026) that integrates the critical
approach with qualitative research through reflexivity and rigor, aiming to make situations of
social injustice and justice visible. Our methodological proposal involves a critical positioning;
preparatory actions for analysis; the critical qualitative analysis itself, conducted through
comprehensive technical steps; situated considerations; analytical particularities —including
theory-based and emergent phenomenon analysis, analysis of problematic and constructive
aspects, and first- and second-level analysis— as well as necessary precautions; and finally, the
respectful communication of the analysis. Critical qualitative analysis is theoretically grounded in
the proposals of the critical approach, specifically those coming from the decolonial approach
(Fanon, 1961; Quijano, 2007), critical community psychology (Evans et al., 2017; Kagan et al.,
2020) and Latin American community psychology (Montero, 1982; Wiesenfeld, 2012), and is
technically grounded in qualitative research (Denzin & Lincoln, 2012; Flick, 2015). The analysis
was conducted by the research team, but during some interviews, findings from previous
interviews were shared with the participants to ask them for reflections and allow them to
contribute with their perspectives on specific topics of interest.

We obtained approval for the study from the Scientific Ethics Committee for Social Sciences,
Arts, and Humanities at the Pontificia Universidad Catdlica de Chile, and we conducted the
informed consent procedure. To ensure rigor, we employed the intersubjective triangulation
(Cornejo & Salas, 2011) through weekly spaces for discussion and reflexivity within our research
team. This project has generated various publications and support materials, which can be
accessed at www.praxiscomunitaria.com.

3. Results

In another work, we presented the phenomenon of praxical violence, which is defined as “the
asymmetrical exercise of colonial power by a subject (institutional framework, community
intervention agents, or participants) in symbolic and practical dimensions, which targets an object
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(community intervention agent or participant), resulting in the reproduction of power
relationships that are detrimental to the actors involved and to the aims of community
intervention” (Daher et al., 20244, p.194). This phenomenon was revealed going beyond the good
intentions of the actors and common sense to uncover hidden power dynamics (Evans et al.,
2017; Montero, 2011).

However, we believe that the training of people interested in the community field must not
focus solely on what students and professionals should avoid or refrain from doing to prevent the
reproduction of colonial logics, that is, expressions or practices that, explicitly or implicitly,
reproduce structures of thought and relationships inherited from colonialism. They also need
constructive and affirmative guidance for their work. Because of this, in this article —and as a
way to overcome and prevent praxical violence— we propose the concept of praxical integrity.
We define it as the exercise of symmetrical power, enacted through symbolic approaches related
to the institutional framework and the bond between community intervention agent and
participant, along with practical intervention actions that establish relationships nourishing both
the actors involved and the aims of the community intervention. As already noted, praxical
integrity prevents praxical violence and can also address it when it occurs, in a reactive manner.
In the first case, it would be advisable to apply all the approaches and actions. In the second case,
depending on the factors generating praxical violence, it is important to strengthen those
approaches and actions that can help to counteract it.

Our understanding of power is relational, dynamic, and graduated (Serrano & Ldpez, 1991),
and this has important implications for how we conceptualize praxical violence and praxical
integrity. To begin, we recognize that the social policy establishes certain differences in roles and
power among the institution, intervention agents, and participants, but it can also constitute a
space that is as symmetrical as possible within those differences. However, there is always a risk
that such asymmetry may become magnified (praxical violence), which underscores the
importance of preventing this phenomenon through praxical integrity. Now then, when praxical
violence has already occurred, praxical integrity contributes by progressively introducing
approaches and intervention actions that make relationships less asymmetrical —or more
symmetrical. A fundamental element in moving from asymmetry to more symmetry is the
reflexivity and critical awareness of the actors involved. In this sense, this approach is grounded
in the belief that dialogue and joint reflection can transform practices, recognizing both the
resources of the actors and the dynamic nature of social relationships.

Both praxical violence and praxical integrity emerge from what we heard and learned from
community intervention agents and participants. Although they did not explicitly describe their
discourses and practices as decolonial, they referred to concepts aligned with the decolonial
approach, such as autonomy, awareness, empowerment, humanization, social dignification, and
recognition. This is why we address praxical violence and praxical integrity from a decolonial
perspective. In this sense, praxical integrity is already present in their discourses and is being
enacted in practice, and at the same time, it is a concept that contributes to the decolonization
of community intervention.

In this article, we present the approaches and intervention actions that compose praxical
integrity, addressing different actors. The approaches associated with the institutional framework
(social programs and their representatives such as directors, coordinators, supervisors, among
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others). The approaches related to the bond between the community intervention agent
(professionals, technicians, monitors, etc.) and the participant (individuals, families, groups,
communities, etc.) focus on both parties. The intervention actions pertain to community
intervention agents.

For each type of actor, we present questions designed to encourage critical reflection and
awareness. Then, we provide a brief description of how each actor may exert praxical violence.
Subsequently, we outline the elements of praxical integrity that prevent or address such
expressions of praxical violence.

3.1 Approaches associated with the institutional framework: the role of institutional
representative

As an institutional representative (director, coordinator, supervisor, among others), how often
do you think people that represent institutional frameworks genuinely care about the quality of
community intervention, recognizing it as a commitment to social justice? In what ways are
institutions capable of being self-critical and maintaining a critical perspective on community
intervention? Do institutions promote interventions that are horizontal, collaborative, and
contextually relevant? How often do institutions take actions to safequard the well-being of those
who work and those who participate in them? What actions can directors, coordinators and
supervisors promote within the institution to foster approaches aligned with praxical integrity?

Regarding the institutional framework, we observe that praxical violence manifests in two
ways (Daher et al., 2024a). First, when it originates from the institutional framework toward
community intervention agents, it involves colonial rigid demands and labour precariousness.
Colonial rigid demands include a top-down logic —a centralized and standardizing community
intervention that fails to incorporate the local knowledge of community intervention agents—
constant inspection of their work (often experienced as persecution and excessive demands), and
contradictions between discourse and practice, especially regarding the importance of
developing a bond between community intervention agent and participant versus other
institutional requirements, such as number of sessions, number of people attended, achievement
of programmatic goals, among others. Labor precariousness refers to precarious working
conditions for community intervention agents, an over-demanding work structure, the absence
of protocols to handle complex cases, work overload that leads to feelings of being “over-
collapsed” and burnout, and a lack of care measures from the institutional framework.

Second, we observe that praxical violence from the institutional framework toward
participants involves an objectifying process of colonization. This manifests as a macro-numerical
logic in community intervention —where participants are reduced to mere “numbers”; a
normalizing logic that imposes a standardized notion of how to address the social problems
participants face, such as poverty; a supervision-focused logic, in which participants must
constantly prove their eligibility (for example, demonstrating they are poor enough to enrol); and
an assistentialistic and paternalistic logic that “does things for” participants rather than enabling
them to develop their autonomy.

To prevent or overcome these situations of violence and advance toward praxical integrity, we
present five approaches regarding the role of the institutional framework: the commitment with
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social justice approach, the critical approach, the participatory approach, the situated approach
and the care approach.

3.1.1 Commitment to social justice approach

The commitment to social justice approach implies recognizing that actions are necessary to
promote the equitable distribution of resources, opportunities, and rights within a society,
especially for the most vulnerable. So, it entails acknowledging at the institutional level that
participants deserve to be part of the community intervention and that, as a result, their
participation is not a "favour"” from the institution, but also a commitment derived from social
justice. It is essential to communicate that, if applicable, community intervention is legally
protected, and guarantee that adequate resources are being used to effectively safeguard the
well-being of participants, particularly those facing extreme vulnerability and in need of
immediate support to fulfil their basic needs (e.g. food, health, among others). This approach is
also reflected in how participants understand the community intervention not as a gift, but as
something they are worthy of, as evidenced in the following quote: “For she [participant], itis her
right to have all of that [referring to the intervention], because she is part of a vulnerable family.
It’s also an extended family, a very large one, (...) it's her right to be helped” (Interview 41,
community intervention agent). However, it is essential to understand that the relationship
between the community intervention and the participants is one based on commitments with
the participant, but it also concerns the responsibilities of the participants. Additionally, it is
important to prioritize participants’ access to various services, benefits, or programs, while
continuously expanding the range of available opportunities and establishing formal institutional
partnerships to ensure the guarantee of social justice measures. In this sense, it is relevant that
policymakers, funders, government representatives or other actors promote partnerships,
agreements, referral channels, and other necessary institutional mechanisms to guarantee the
rights of the most vulnerable people, whether in areas such as health, education, employment,
social security, and others.

3.1.2 Critical approach

The critical approach highlights the importance of institutional frameworks recognizing their
own limits and capacities in the implementation of community interventions. It involves
institutional awareness about preferences of interventions, for example, regarding the
disproportionate emphasis on people in extreme poverty, which leads to the exclusion of other
vulnerable groups, such as the "middle class", who in some countries also face multiple risks, but
are often neglected by community interventions. Furthermore, it involves acknowledging
institutional aspects that contribute to discomfort and unrest among participants and community
intervention agents. These aspects may include insufficient allocation of resources to public
services, inadequate and delayed support from these services, among others. Recognizing this at
the institutional level is important for correcting them, and for embracing and understanding the
frustrations of the participants, as pointed out by a community intervention agent: “There are
participants who are more critical —not of us personally, but of how the social system and state
support are structured” (Interview 29, community intervention agent).
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3.1.3 Participatory approach

The participatory approach reinforces the need for the institutional framework to promote
participants’ autonomy and freedom in the community intervention process. This includes the
right to decide whether to participate or withdraw from community intervention at any time.
Additionally, it is crucial that the establishment of intervention goals be a joint effort between the
community intervention agent and the participant, with the participants having the space to
shape the intervention goals and the processes necessary to achieve them. This collaboration
should occur in a coordinated and egalitarian manner, rather than through rigid compliance with
standardized protocols. As a community intervention agents said: “From the initial diagnosis,
from the moment we sign the commitment letter —which outlines the participant’s
responsibilities and duties— we always emphasize, even before starting the session, that the
intervention is voluntary, that the person accept it, and that by accepting the intervention, they
are also committing to honour the agreements we reach together. It's a joint effort” (Interview
39, community intervention agent).

3.1.4 Situated approach

The situated approach highlights the importance of institutional frameworks being responsive
to the specific realities of participants, their families, and their contexts. This approach highlights
personalized interventions, providing from the institution the conditions for community
intervention agents to gain a deep understanding of the realities faced by participants. It also
involves offering alternatives that enable participants to achieve their intervention goals,
considering their diverse living conditions and circumstances. This makes it possible to carry out
a more integral and versatile approach with all participants, in terms of properly developing the
different phases of the community intervention, considering the specific characteristics of each
participant and adjusting the process, accordingly, basing on local knowledge. In the words of a
community intervention agent: “‘We’re ultimately very versatile —or we have to develop that
versatility— because we work with many different types of participants. From single-person
households, single-parent, two-parent, extended families, and so on. We work with all kinds of
participants. So, you need to have that flexibility and that expertise” (Interview 35, par. 34,
community intervention agent). Also, institutional flexibility is key for addressing difficulties that
participants may encounter, such as attending support sessions or meeting specific intervention
goals due to contingencies or crises. Additionally, a situated approach recognizes the disparities
between urban and rural contexts in the implementation of community interventions, and also
gender, ethnicity, aging and other differences, from an intersectional perspective.

3.1.5 Care approach

The care approach reinforces the need for the institutional framework to recognize the
importance of community intervention agents and psychosocial teams’ well-being. It involves
acknowledging and addressing work-related stress and burnout among team members.
Prioritizing the well-being of community intervention agents is not only beneficial for their own
personal satisfaction, but also crucial for fostering a strong bond with participants and the
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achievement of intervention goals: “When you work in harmonious environments —where you
can tell that others care about you as a person and as a professional— it also changes the way
you commit to and connect with others. At least in this intervention, we know what the objectives
are, and we know that through that connection, we can achieve all of them” (Interview 20, team
leader). Consequently, it is essential to establish formal and systematic care practices to prevent
burning out. It is especially important to have spaces for catharsis, decompression and emotional
support; technical spaces for case supervision, team dialogue, and feedback on the intervention
process; and training spaces focused on the relationship between community intervention agents
and participants, as well as on complex issues related to the intervention (e.g. domestic violence,
sexual abuse, problematic substance use, among others).

3.2  Approaches related to the bond: the role of community intervention agents and
participants

As a community intervention agent (professional, technician, practitioner, facilitator, among
others), what kind of relationship do you establish with the participants? What aspects of this
relationship do you consider most important or valuable? How does it make you feel to build a
strengthened bond with your participants? How many opportunities for autonomy do you offer to
the participants? What spaces for critical awareness about the participants’ lives do you promote
with them? Do you care about helping participants feel valued and dignified?

As a participant in the community intervention (whether at the individual, family, group, or
community level, among others), how would you describe the relationships you develop with the
community intervention agents? What elements of that relationship do you consider most
relevant or meaningful? How do you contribute to generating a strengthened bond with the
community intervention agent? How much agency do you demonstrate in the intervention? In
what way do you practice self-awareness in the context of intervention? Do you make the
community intervention agent feel humanized in the interaction with you?

Regarding the bond between community intervention agents and participants, we observe
that praxical violence manifests in two ways (Daher et al., 2024a). On the one hand, when it
originates from community intervention agents toward participants, it is expressed through
colonial invalidation, in the sense that they undermine the dignity of the participants. This
considers five aspects. First, a personal favour approach, where community intervention agents
do not see their role as guaranteeing people’s rights but rather as doing “favours” for them, with
the discretion to decide whether to provide them or not. Second, an assistentialistic approach,
where community intervention agents view their role as “helping” participants, positioning them
just as people in need and with no resources. Third, a perception of participants as “aid
dependents”, in which community intervention agents see participants as passive and reliant on
their assistance. Fourth, an inferiorizing approach, where community intervention agents relate
to participants with a lack of confidence in their capacities, denying their agency. Fifth, conversely,
an excessive focus on personal agency, where community intervention agents consider their role
mainly dependent on participants’ will and agency to achieve their goals, thereby disregarding
the contextual or structural conditions.

On the other hand, we identified that praxical violence from participants toward community
intervention agents involves a transgressive reproduction of colonial interactions, which reflect
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learned or internalized patterns of domination, imposition, or violation of others’ boundaries.
This transgression unfolds as a progressive sequence of deteriorating interactional practices,
starting with participants' refusal to engage with us or with the intervention itself. It also includes
intrusions into our personal lives —such as receiving inappropriate messages or calls outside of
working hours, even after having clearly communicated professional boundaries. Furthermore,
we experienced situations of mistreatment, where participants responded to us with rudeness,
disregard, or visible irritation. In more severe cases, some of us were subjected to direct attacks
on our personal integrity, including sexual harassment, threats, and verbal or even physical
assaults.

To prevent or address these violent situations, and to move towards praxical integrity, we
propose four approaches related to our roles as community intervention agents, as well as those
of the participants: the strengthened bond approach, the autonomy and agency approach, the
awareness and reflexivity approach, and the dignity and humanization approach.

3.2.1 Strengthened bond approach

The strengthened bond approach involves three dimensions of the bond between community
intervention agent and participant: the interactional, the technical, and the emotional. When a
bond is strengthened, these three dimensions are enhanced (Daher et al., 2022). The
interactional dimension is characterized by creating comfortable and warm spaces, fostering
experiences of interpersonal satisfaction, treating each other with respect, authenticity, equality,
reciprocity, shared responsibility, and mutual appreciation. The technical dimension involves the
community intervention agent fulfilling their professional role effectively, while the participants
show high levels of engagement and motivation, taking an active, proactive, and responsible role.
The affective dimension is characterized by feelings of closeness, affection, and emotional
support, as well as expressions of “genuine interest” and empathic listening. Bonds that are
strengthened in these dimensions have a greater capacity to prevent or overcome praxical
violence compared to partial bonds, where some of the dimensions of the bond are weakened
(Daher et al., 2024b). This can be understood in the way that strengthened bond foster a sense
of safety for both actors, enabling them to contribute more effectively to the community
intervention, as illustrated in the following quote: “This close relationship means that |
[community intervention agent] am more motivated to do my job, (...) since there’s affection,
there’s also more dedication to the participant, which makes you become more involved, and
when you’re more involved, of course you try to do your job much better. So, the fact that there’s
a bond is beneficial for both parties, | mean, for her, she feels safer, and for me too, because |
enjoy working with her” (Interview 8, community intervention agent 8).

3.2.2 Autonomy and agency approach

The autonomy and agency approach promotes community intervention agents to work over
participants’ autonomy, and in participants to empower and take charge of their own lives.
Community intervention agents must trust in the participants’ ability to make real changes and
explicitly communicate this belief to them. While offering guidance -which community
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allow participants to explore different avenues for well-being, assess opportunities, and
autonomously take the necessary actions to improve their lives. Ultimately, the decision-making
power rests with the participant. In this approach, community intervention agents strive to
gradually promote autonomy, initially taking steps together, and eventually enabling participants
to independently navigate the process, thereby avoiding paternalistic and assistentialistic
attitudes.

Participants, on their part, should strengthen their agency throughout the process by
demonstrating their willingness to engage in community intervention, exploring their interests
independently, and actively seeking information when needed. They should assume
responsibility, fulfil their commitments, carry out all necessary procedures to advance towards
their goals in the community intervention, and trust in their own capabilities to achieve progress
in their lives. As a community intervention agent said: “I think one of [the participant’s] strongest
traits is that she is very resourceful and optimistic; she has always been eager to do things, (...)
she was always the one who clearly understood where things were headed, and her perseverance
was important too” (Interview 25, community intervention agent). Also, participants should take
ownership of their achievements and each step towards them.

3.2.3 Awareness and reflexivity approach

The awareness and reflexivity approach emphasizes community intervention agents to work
on the progressive development of participants’ awareness, and for participants to take part in
the intervention process in a reflective and intentional manner. It is essential for community
intervention agents to help participants make sense of their intervention goals and address issues
that may not be initially recognized. To achieve this, it is crucial to repeatedly highlight certain
topics, particularly complex ones, such as health problems or violations of children's rights.
However, this must be done with respect, patience, empathy, and care. It is important to refrain
from judging participants based on their ideas, experiences, or dynamics that may differ from the
community intervention agent perspective; as well as their beliefs and cultural practices,
including family dynamics and gender relations. Understanding the origins of these differences
with participants is vital, and empathy plays a key role. For example, recognizing that participants’
behaviours and decisions can be influenced by complex childhood experiences or other
difficulties. Also, it is essential to respect that participants may choose not to make progress in
certain areas, such as educational attainment. So, while community intervention agents can
provide encouragement and guidance, they should not impose or coerce participants into setting
specific goals, understanding that the participant is the one who decides over their own life. As a
community intervention agent indicated: “Clearly, we always tell them: it’s your decision, you are
the one who makes the decisions, I’'m only going to give you some guidance, an opinion, and you
have to weigh whether what I’'m saying is useful to you or not, or see how you handle it”
(Interview 33, community intervention agent).

As participants, it is important to engage in the intervention process with reflexivity. This
entails being open to the guidance provided by community intervention agents, welcoming their
ideas, reflections, and opinions, even if there may be initial disagreement. As community
intervention progresses, participants should be receptive to and value these perspectives.
However, it is always crucial for participants to express their viewpoints to the community
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intervention agents, even in cases of differing perspectives. Additionally, participants should feel
entitled to communicate how they feel about community intervention and to show their difficult
emotions, such as discomfort, annoyance, or embarrassment, in an assertive and reflexive
manner.

3.2.4 Dignity and humanization approach

The dignity and humanization approach emphasizes community intervention agents to work
fostering symmetry, humility, acceptance, empathy, recognition, empowerment and social
dignity. And in participants this approach highlights to practice empathy, care, trust, and
appreciation for the dignifying work carried out by the community intervention agents.

Regarding the community intervention agent, symmetry is achieved by cultivating a horizontal
position and avoiding any sense of superiority. This involves community intervention agents
getting to know the participants while also allowing oneself to be known, such as sharing personal
experiences without burdening the participant with personal or work-related issues, thus creating
a bond from a more equal standpoint. Humility is crucial, and community intervention agents
should maintain a respectful attitude and refrain from judging based on participants’ living
conditions or educational level. This implies having a humble attitude during community
intervention, without reinforcing the socioeducational distance or the different roles with the
participant simply because he or she is the community intervention agent. As a participant said:
“[The agent] it’s not like you see her and think... oh, because she works for the municipality, she’s
from another social level. No, nothing like that, she’s just like any other person, and she really
connects with you, everything she says, she’s a very common down-to-earth person” (Interview
36, participant). Acceptance refers to the willingness to support participants in times of distress
or need, recognizing and validating their suffering, even if the community intervention agents
have not personally experienced similar situations. Empathy is important for community
intervention agents to maintain a sense of wonder towards participants' problems, even if they
are recurring themes among different participants, as each experience speaks to a unique and
valid suffering. About this a community intervention agent expressed: “I care about her
[participant] story, | care about her life, | care about what happened to her. And even though |
don’t tell her ‘Hey, I'm putting myself in your shoes’, unintentionally she starts to feel that | am
empathizing, that | am putting myself in her place” (Interview 33, community intervention agent).
Recognition is also significant, such as addressing participants by their name, recalling
information about them, and expressing concern about their progress in the community
intervention, such as when applying for benefits. For recognition, it is relevant to avoid
homogenization and instead recognize the particularity of each participant. Also, it is important
to see the participant beyond being a “vulnerable person”, recognizing them, above all, as a
person. In addition, if the participant does not meet a specific intervention requirement, the
community intervention agent should make efforts to facilitate their continued participation. This
contrasts with treating participants as just another number and “erasing” them from the
community intervention. Empowerment involves community intervention agents recognizing the
existing capacities within each participant and understanding that they may require support to
channel these capacities towards their goals. However, the community intervention agent does
not “introduce” or install these capacities; they already exist within the participants. Therefore,
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the community intervention agent serves as a facilitator or “bridge”, acknowledging that the
changes in participants' lives result from their own efforts and decisions. Also, it is crucial to make
participants' achievements visible, whether big or small, complete or in progress, and to convey
to them that they can transform their lives. Finally, social dignity is equally important, with
community intervention agents committed to performing their role to the best of their abilities,
free from prejudice and promoting respect with the participants. This translates into offering a
close, friendly approach that prevents participants from feeling uncomfortable due to their
vulnerable situation or need for support, while consistently reinforcing that their dignity remains
intact. In this sense, during home visits, efforts should be made to avoid making the participants
feel uncomfortable due to their situation of poverty, respecting their home and personal space,
and valuing the way the participant welcomes the community intervention agent with whatever
they are able to offer (for example, offering a glass of water or some food). Likewise, it is kept in
mind that the participant deserves to receive answers to their questions or concerns, as well as
support from the community intervention agent, even more so considering that they live in a
situation of significant vulnerability.

On the part of participants, humanizing their community intervention agents is crucial. This
involves empathy and care, which means being kind, respectful, and understanding of their
limitations, avoiding demands that are beyond the community intervention agent’s capabilities
or “out of their hands”. This aspect becomes particularly important when participants have had
previous negative experiences, as they need to recognize that the current community
intervention agent is not responsible for past actions by other agents. A participant referred to
this situation as follows: “I was always very kind to her [community intervention action], very
respectful; | always treated her with a lot of respect. In fact, when she came to my house to
explain the community intervention to me, | told her what had happened the previous time, that
| had wasted time. | made sure to let her know that as well, but in a very respectful way, because
it wasn’t her fault, it was just so she would understand why | was feeling negative” (Interview 32,
participant). Building trust and credibility in the community intervention agent’s ability to
effectively promote opportunities and help participants achieve their life goals is also essential.
Additionally, it is important to trust that a positive bond can be established with the community
intervention agent. Finally, evaluating the dignifying work involves acknowledging the personal
and emotional involvement that community intervention agents often bring, which goes beyond
their technical dimension. This includes recognizing and appreciating the community intervention
agent’s characteristics related to their interactional and affective dimensions, such as their
closeness, warmth, and empathy.

3.3 Intervention actions: the role of community intervention agents

As a community intervention agent, how do you carry out community intervention? Do you
follow clearly identifiable actions, or do you rather improvise based on emergent participants’
needs? How can you develop intervention actions that are relevant and sensitive to the
participants’ circumstances? What are the benefits of considering and planning intervention
actions?

Regarding the role of community intervention agents toward participants, we identified that
praxical violence can manifest as what we have termed denigrating deficiencies (Daher et al.,
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2024a). These appear, on the one hand, in poor technical practices —when community
intervention agents carry out superficial and standardized interventions, impose goals, or give
orders to participants. On the other hand, they emerge in interactional terms —when they relate
to participants in a distant, cold, unfriendly, or unpleasant way, or when they make derogatory or
pejorative remarks that undermine participants' dignity.

To address these violent situations and promote praxical integrity, we propose nine
intervention actions, based on our understanding that community intervention must be flexible
but also organized around clear and intentional practices. These actions are presented in
increasing order of complexity: frame, guide, inform, connect, follow-up, motivate, support
emotionally, conscientize, and empower.

3.3.1 Frame

Frame is an action where community intervention agents should define the objectives, scope,
and limitations of the community intervention, as well as establishing the interactional and
technical aspects of the bond between the community intervention agent and the participant,
both at the beginning and throughout the process. As a community intervention agent said:

[ believe it has to do with distinguishing the type of relationship one has with the
[participant]. She knew it was a professional relationship. That I was her [community
intervention agent] because it was also part of my job to be there accompanying her,
and she was aware of that, she understood it clearly. There was a relationship based on
trust, she knew I could guide or help her with whatever she needed, but that we were
not friends. Still, I was someone she could trust (Interview 4, community intervention
agent)

3.3.2 Guide

Guide is an action where community intervention agents should guide the establishment of
goals and address other important situations for the participant. It includes providing guidance
towards more complex situations from a psychoeducational perspective. As a participant said:

[Referring to her community intervention agent] It's about understanding me as well
and putting themselves in my shoes, to understand me. Because if 'm not in the other
person’s shoes, how am [ going to be able to understand them? How am I going to
explain things? And how am I going to guide them toward what they're really struggling
with, toward what they’re really not seeing clearly? (Interview 38, participant)

3.3.3 Inform

Inform is an action where community intervention agents should provide information to the
participants about the opportunities available within the network. It includes dispelling myths,
correcting misinformation, gathering necessary information, and reinforcing information to
support the achievement of the community intervention goals. As one community intervention
agent pointed out:

Although we [community intervention agents] work within a particular community
intervention, we provide all the relevant guidance regarding the available services and
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benefits that may exist in the local government, or at the regional level. If they
[participants] have doubts or concerns about anything, or if one day they need, | don’t
know, some social assistance or something, the phone is always there to stay in contact
(Interview 27, community intervention agent)

3.3.4 Connect

Connect is an action where community intervention agents should connect the participant
with the opportunities network. It includes managing or accompanying the process of applying
for and accessing benefits, services, and programs. It also entails facilitating and expediting access
to essential material assistance, providing referrals, and monitoring the participant’s connection
with available networks. But it is important to convey that the allocation of benefits, services, and
programs does not depend on the community intervention agent. Regarding this interventive
action, a community intervention agent indicated:

When that participant turns to the network and asks for help, many times they don’t
feel heard. However, when they have support through accompaniment, they are
listened to, networks are created, opportunities arise to support them. So, I feel that
creating a community intervention with personalized accompaniment, as it works
today, has been a very important milestone in the lives of many participants (Interview
39, community intervention agent)

3.3.5 Follow-up

Follow-up is an action where community intervention agents should monitor the participant’s
progress throughout the process, as well as identify and address emerging needs and challenges.
It includes maintaining communication between sessions of the community intervention, being
attentive to inquiries or requests for support, reinforcing topics that may have been overlooked,
and acknowledging the achievement of intervention goals. As a community intervention agent
said:

[Recreating a conversation with a participant] “Ok, let’s set a goal. Do you think that by
December you could schedule an appointment [to apply for a benefit] and study?”. “Yes”.
“Alright, we have a goal”. And then we reassess whether it was achieved, and along the
way we monitor progress. “Are you going to apply for the appointment [for a housing
benefit]? How’s the savings going? How much do you have so far?” That's how we
monitor whether the goals were achieved or not (Interview 14, community
intervention agent)

3.3.6 Motivate

Motivate is an action where community intervention agents should encourage and reinforce
the participant’s engagement in community intervention. It aims to help the participant establish
intervention goals and take the necessary actions to achieve them. Regarding this intervention
action, a community intervention agent mentioned:

[ try to look for the positive side of the situation, even if it's very negative; I try to
identify the participant’s resilience. There’s always a way to overcome it, we can move
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forward somehow, and that gives people a sense of hope. And that brings positive
results (Interview 16, community intervention agent)

3.3.7 Support emotionally

Support emotionally is an action where community intervention agents should offer emotional
support to the participant in everyday situations and when facing specific problems. It includes
active listening, genuine concern, and validation of the participant’s feelings. This is relevant, as
was expressed by a participant:

He [the community intervention agent] told me it was completely normal, after going
through that virus [referring to COVID-19], after being in a place away from my family
[referring to the quarantine residences], to feel vulnerable, to feel sad for not seeing
them, for not being able to touch them... So, many times he just let me cry, he listened
to me, he gave me advice (Interview 10, participant)

3.3.8 Conscientize

Conscientize is an action where community intervention agents should promote awareness
among participants regarding issues that may not be visible or identified as problematic. Through
joint and respectful reflection, these relevant and/or urgent situations can be recognized and
addressed to safeguard the participant’s well-being. In relation to this intervention action, a
community intervention agent indicated:

We had to work on the issue that she [the participant] was very overprotective of her
youngest daughter [she wouldn’t let her leave the house]. (...) I gave her some guidance,
always respecting what she thought, but I also tried to help her see the need to give her
daughter a bit more independence. (...) | had to be on the other side and get her to
reflect or realize that, in fact, she was causing her harm (Interview 33, community
intervention agent)

3.3.9 Empower

Empower is an action where community intervention agents should promote the participant’s
self-confidence and autonomy. It includes explicitly valuing their ideas and strengths, encouraging
the exploration of fears and limiting beliefs, instilling confidence in their abilities, fostering skill
development, providing tools, acknowledging that they can take actions independently,
encouraging proactive decision-making, and recognizing their achievements. A community
intervention agent referred to this action as follows:

In this case, it's entirely about not losing that sense of wonder, being able to recognize
the abilities they [the participants] have, making them feel that they are important and
that they can, ultimately, be part of something, that they can change their own well-
being conditions, that they can change their attitude towards life, and always, always,
always recognize their abilities (Interview 35, community intervention agent)
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3. Discussion

In this article, we explain the concept of praxical integrity, understood as the exercise of
symmetrical power, through symbolic approaches related to the institutional framework and the
bond between community intervention agents and participants, and practical intervention
actions, establishing a relationship that is nourishing to the actors involved and to the aims of the
community intervention.

The approaches associated with the institutional framework are commitment with social
justice approach, critical approach, participatory approach, situated approach and care approach.
The approaches associated with the bond between community intervention agent and
participant are strengthened bond approach, autonomy and agency approach, awareness and
reflexivity approach, and dignity and humanization approach. The intervention actions, addressed
by the community intervention agents are frame, guide, inform, connect, follow-up, motivate,
support emotionally, conscientize and empower. These approaches and intervention actions
make it possible for us to address praxical violence, as well as to prevent it.

In Chile, community intervention has evolved from improvisational and reactive responses to
emergencies toward more professionalized and systematic forms of practice. This transformation
has involved the integration of paradigms, models, approaches, concepts, and technical tools,
shifting from the predominance of post-positivist paradigms and competency-based
interventions to a greater diversity of paradigms (including constructivist-systemic and socio-
critical) and models (including network model and sociocultural amplification model, which
includes the decolonial approach) (Daher & Rosati, 2026). Additionally, globally spread
frameworks —such as intercultural, gender-based, participatory, critical, and decolonial
approaches —have been incorporated. Nevertheless, we recognize the need to advance further
by adopting a more self-critical perspective; one that, through reflexivity, enables us to
acknowledge that situations of violence may occur within community intervention, and that safe
spaces can be created to reflect on how to prevent intervention from being subsumed under
colonial logics, moving instead toward more liberating relationships, aligned with praxical
integrity.

A possible question arising from this point concerns whether an emphasis on symmetrical
power may risk overlooking deeper structural inequalities that extend beyond improving
relationships. It is worth noting that the proposal of praxical integrity, as it emerged from the
experiences of our participants, primarily addresses issues related to agency and relationships
among actors, rather than structural aspects. However, within its approaches, one with a more
structural orientation can be identified —namely, the commitment to social justice, which implies
recognizing that actions are necessary to promote the equitable distribution of resources,
opportunities, and rights within a society, especially for the most vulnerable. While this approach
is important, we acknowledge that it is limited, and that it is necessary to move toward a more
radical understanding of social justice —one that involves removing or transforming the structural
conditions that generate inequality and constrain the lives of individuals and collectives. This
dimension of social justice did not clearly emerge from the data, likely because the social policy
analysed operates mainly at the micro and mesosocial levels. Nevertheless, we consider that
advancing social justice requires both transforming relationships and pursuing structural change,
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as both constitute collective tasks involving all sectors and social actors. In this sense, the focus
on human agency and relationships should not make us lose sight of structural change, but we
must also remember that this field itself plays a role in fostering transformation.

A similar reflection we want to introduce is regarding the intervention actions, which operate
at different levels in terms of their transformative potential. They are presented in order,
beginning with the most basic ones (frame, guide, inform, connect, follow-up), which are
necessary to jointly establish with participants the foundations for transforming their conditions,
and moving toward the more complex ones (motivate, support emotionally, conscientize, and
empower), which have a greater capacity to enable participants to transform their living
conditions. With these intervention actions we want to emphasize that, in community
intervention, it is sometimes important to deploy basic actions as a way of creating the conditions
for broader transformation —whether at the individual, community, or social level—. This process
is not exempt from ethical and political tensions or challenges regarding the possible implications
or hidden impacts of our actions at the macrosocial level; however, it entails recognizing and
validating the differentiated needs of individuals and communities, as well as their own rhythm
and progress toward transformation. In this sense, while we recognize that there is still room to
move toward a more radical and transformative decolonization of practices, we wish to
acknowledge and value the contributions of the participants, with their own constraints,
considering that praxical integrity constitutes a necessary step toward advancing in that direction.

So, we want to highlight the importance of creating spaces for training and reflecting on the
interactional and relational dimensions of social intervention, where institutional representatives,
community intervention agents, and participants can openly express themselves about their ways
of relating and engaging in community intervention. Likewise, the message we want to
communicate is that just as it is necessary to recognize situations of violence and power relations,
it is equally crucial for our professional practice to foster spaces for reflexivity and training where
we can envision new ways of relating within community intervention. This is connected to the call
to sustain both critique and possibility simultaneously, and to inhabit the complexities of
resistance, radical hope, and the imagination of what could be (Fernandez & Salinas, 2025). The
creation of these safe spaces for dialogue allows us to foster radical solidarity, which involves a
collective willingness to explore radical alternatives in how we interact and engage with one
another (Sonn et al., 2025). As we nurture these safe spaces, it becomes possible for us to build
trust and share questionable approaches, interventive actions that may have caused harm, and
the challenges we face in adopting new ways of carrying out community intervention. This can
only happen when we create space to be fully present with our histories, struggles, vulnerabilities,
passions, desires, and dreams —where we can share and reflect on our journeys and embodied
knowledges (Dutta et al., 2023; Fine, 2018). In this way, we can humbly and collectively reimagine
how we can —and how we deserve to— relate to one another in community intervention.

Based on our experience, some recommendations for engaging in safe spaces for dialogue
about praxical violence and praxical integrity in institutions, where colonial logics persist, such as
the State, include: deeply understanding the institution (e.g., its history, actors, values, and
working logics); connecting the decolonial approach with the institution’s values, guidelines or
goals (e.g., social justice, diversity, inclusion); recognizing the institution’s strengths and
resources; highlighting weaknesses as opportunities for improvement; promoting the discussion

269



of these topics through experiential, reflective, and participative methodologies; and presenting
testimonies from internal and external actors, among others. However, we recognize that efforts
to foster new forms of relationality within institutions may face a range of obstacles —
institutional (such as organizational rigidity, inertia of established practices, and an orientation
toward the fulfilment of quantitative indicators), political (including divergent interests in
community intervention and a tendency to prioritize the number of services delivered over their
quality), and economic (such as budgetary constraints and reductions in human resources). In this
sense, advancing in this direction requires a profound cultural transformation —one that
challenges the prevailing emphasis on rewarding efficiency and instead promotes a culture
grounded in the value of relationship building, a process to which the notion of praxical integrity
can meaningfully contribute.

This exercise of developing praxical integrity connects with decolonial love, which we
understand as the embodiment of solidarity and responsibility that, through reciprocal and
humanizing relational recognition, leads us from a state of oppression to one of liberation that
upholds and affirms dignity (Fernandez & Salinas, 2025). In Atallah’s (2022) terms, this relates to
our effort to allow new relationalities to emerge for healing and justice —relationalities that
contest colonial patterns of power and centre decolonial solidarity and radical love. Thus, the
creation of propositional spaces, grounded in a spirit that is both critical and constructive, can be
seen as an act of decolonial love or radical love in two senses. First, in the sense that we foster a
safe space built on trust, solidarity, and relationality to dialogue about how we relate. Second, in
the sense that we seek to generate reflections that liberate relationships within community
intervention, thereby contributing to the transformation of the colonial relations that still
permeate it. In a similar way, praxical integrity can be connected with the love ethic of bell hooks
(2000) —a model of relationship-oriented activism that encompasses dialogue, nonviolence,
interconnectedness between people and between people and nature, the pursuit of justice,
personal reflexivity, sharing power, and solidarity, according to Godden (2017). So, it can be
argued that the ethic of love relates to praxical integrity in two ways. The ethic of love is reflected
in the approaches and intervention actions of praxical integrity through its critique of power
asymmetries and its emphasis on valuing relationships within social intervention. It is also
manifested in the dialogical spaces necessary for developing praxical integrity, where mutual care,
respect, and commitment to well-being must prevail. In this sense, the concept of love permeates
not only the content and scope of praxical integrity but also the processes necessary for its
development.

Similarly, praxical integrity can be understood through certain Latin American perspectives. As
proposed by Freire (1970), we understand that critical dialogue lays the foundation for love
related to praxical integrity. Also, we recognize that to make praxical violence visible or detecting
the risk of its occurrence, as well as moving toward praxical integrity, entails shifting from a naive
consciousness of social intervention to a critical consciousness of both the intervention itself and
the relationships we establish within it. Building on this, we want to highlight the power of critical
but love-founded dialogue within institutions, practitioners and communities to create the
necessary conditions for transforming relationships in the context of community intervention.

Moreover, praxical integrity is an invitation for community psychology to continue freeing itself
from colonial logics. According to Martin-Baré (2006), psychology has colonial roots that must be
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overcome to contribute to the liberation of oppressed peoples, through new epistemologies and
forms of praxis. New epistemologies reinforce the need to create knowledge in alignment with
what people and communities aspire to be, emphasizing the importance of considering their
perspectives in the construction of knowledge. In turn, new forms of praxis involve engaging in a
transformative activity of reality that allows us to understand it not only in what it is, but also in
what it is not, insofar as we seek to orient it toward other forms of being. Praxical integrity,
emerging from the reflections of intervention agents and participants, and guided by a horizon of
love and care in social intervention, may serve as a contribution in this direction.

This also invites us to continue reflecting on how we conduct research in community
psychology in ways that are more reflexive, participatory, and that recognize the value of people’s
experiences and meanings, grounded in the principles of epistemic integrity (Daher et al., 2023)
and epistemic justice (Stevens & Sonn, 2021). The latter would allow us to move beyond the
prevailing research practices in Chile, which tend to prioritize the scientific method, without
providing sufficient space for knowledge generation rooted in popular wisdom. In this sense, we
drew inspiration from Fals Borda’s (2015) proposals for participatory and “feeling-thinking”
[sentipensante] research, in which feelings, lived experiences and mind are combined, and every
act of inquiry is carried out with empathy and sympathy toward others, valuing and including
differences. Finally, we are grateful for the opportunity to write this article, as doing so allows
Global South to make visible the approaches and interventive actions that embody praxical
integrity in diverse contexts. These findings represent situated knowledge produced in Chile,
being relatively transferable, considering that the type of community intervention studied is very
common both worldwide and throughout Latin America, and that the contextual characteristics
—related to colonialism, authoritarianism, and neoliberalism— are representative of many
countries around the globe. In addition, the phenomenon of praxical integrity is transferable
internationally, as it relates to global frameworks such as the commitment to social justice
approach, the critical approach, the situated approach, and the participatory approach, among
others, as well as to central concepts in community psychology at a global level, such as
awareness, autonomy, and reflexivity.

This transferability applies both to territories in Latin America and other parts of the Global
South —fostering South—South solidarity— and to the Global North, as in both cases we can
contribute to dismantling hegemonies in knowledge and practice related to community
intervention and training. Now then, it is acknowledged that, in line with situated knowledge
(Haraway, 1988), it is not possible to propose a standardizing and universal form of knowledge,
but rather a certain version of reality as a product of material and symbolic processes. In this
regard, according to Montenegro and Pujol (2003), it is necessary to reflect on the possibility of
social transformation and social intervention without resorting to universal truths. Thus, praxical
integrity is presented as a transferable concept, but considering the decolonial approach, we
invite those who consider these approaches and intervention actions to explore the ways and
new meanings that praxical integrity may take on in their own contexts and from their own forms
of knowledge, thereby fostering local and situated practices.
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