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Commons approaches in the seed sector are multi-faceted: They span from traditional
seed systems, i.e. seed sharing networks, to recent anti-enclosure movements that resist
intellectual property rights on varieties, like organic breeding initiatives. This paper derives a
conceptualization of ‘Seed Commons’ at the local and regional level, based on a comprehensive
transdisciplinary research process that integrates diverse types of knowledge, both from
practitioners (German and Philippine seed initiatives, companies and NGOs), and the scientific
community. As a result, we identify four core criteria that characterize diverse Seed Commons
arrangements at local and regional scales: (1) collective responsibility, (2) protection from
private enclosure, (3) collective, polycentric management, and (4) sharing of formal and practical
knowledge. Discussing these Seed Commons criteria in the context of different Commons
approaches, we find that Seed Commons transcend the distinction between traditional (natural
resource) Commons and New Commons approaches, by integrating biophysical, informational and
cultural elements in their collective governance. Reaching beyond resource characteristics, the
Seed Commons criteria reflect practices of Commoning, which aim to fulfill social functions such
as farmer empowerment and food sovereignty.
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1. Introduction

New Commons, including Knowledge Commons, Cultural Commons, and Global Commons have become
an increasingly important research topic in Commons studies. As they reach beyond the sector of natural
common-pool resources, theoretical advancements of analytical frameworks have been developed, such
as proposed by Frischmann, Madison & Strandburg (2014) for Knowledge Commons or by Stern (2011)
for Global Commons. In practice, several (New) Commons categories can become equally relevant for
designing effective community governance of certain goods, containing material, informational and
cultural elements. Commons arrangements in seed systems are an example for such forms of ‘Hybrid
Commons’ (Wolter & Sievers-Glotzbach 2019) that cannot be grasped with single commons conceptions.
Commons in the seed sector are multifaceted: They span from traditional seed systems (such as seed
exchange networks or community seed banks) to recent anti-enclosure movements (such as open source
seeds and organic breeding initiatives) that resist intellectual property rights on varieties. Despite several
meta-studies on certain types of commons-based seed practices and initiatives, a comprehensive conceptual
classification of the diversity of local and regional commons initiatives in the field of seeds and varieties is
lacking. Such a conceptual investigation of commons approaches in this field can help to generate insights
into the entanglement of New Commons (specifically, Global and Knowledge Commons) characteristics with
traditional commons elements. Additionally, seed initiatives often aim to achieve social functions on the
regional and local level such as community building and democratic participation, which are emphasized in
recent conceptions of Commoning (Euler 2018; Müller 2012; Vivero-Pol 2017). Understanding governance
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challenges originating from their hybrid nature is a topic of high societal relevance, as commons in the fields
of seeds and varieties are being discussed as approaches to enhance food sovereignty, farmer empowerment
and sustainable agriculture (e.g., Girard & Frison 2018; Kloppenburg 2014; Pautasso et al. 2013).
The objective of this paper is to derive a conceptualization of ‘Seed Commons’ at the local and regional
level. We aim to (i) identify central features of Seed Commons arrangements, which are compatible with both
scientific debates and societal practices, and (ii) show the multiple layers of commons approaches and their
interactions relevant in Seed Commons. To achieve these objectives, we apply a transdisciplinary research
process that integrates diverse types of knowledge, both from practical actors (German and Philippine seed
initiatives, companies and NGOs), and the scientific community. Determining Seed Commons criteria in a
transdisciplinary approach helps to bridge the gap between practitioners and scholarly communities, which
has been identified as an ongoing challenge in commons research (van Laerhoven, Schoon, and VillamayorTomas 2020), and specifically helps to incorporate the meanings, experiential knowledge, and normative
perspectives of Commoners (see Vivero-Pol et al. 2018). This methodology is essential when aiming to link
resource and practice-oriented approaches of Commons (ibid.). It further aids in understanding sustainability
potentials and practical challenges of Seed Commons initiatives.
The paper is structured as follows. After outlining the underlying transdisciplinary research procedure
(chapter 2), we discuss the key terms seeds and varieties (chapter 3.1) and present a literature overview
of relevant meta-/case studies on commons-based seed initiatives (chapter 3.2). We then approach Seed
Commons from an empirical perspective by providing in-depth case studies of two commons-based seed
organizations. We focus on the German breeding initiative Kultursaat e.V. and the Philippine farmer network
MASIPAG (chapter 4). Integrating the insights from the definition of central terms, the literature overview
and the in-depth case studies, we develop a conceptualization of Seed Commons based on essentially four
criteria (chapter 5). We then critically discuss these criteria in the context of different commons approaches
(chapter 6). Finally, we reflect on the transdisciplinary research process and conclude with the relevance of
insights from Seed Commons for the Commons discourse (chapter 7).

2. The transdisciplinary process for conceptualizing Seed Commons

The conceptual work of this paper is part of the transdisciplinary research project RightSeeds,1 which
explores commons-based seed systems and their transformative potential for realizing food security, food
sovereignty and enhancing agrobiodiversity in plant cultivation. RightSeeds follows an understanding of
transdisciplinarity as a problem- and solution-oriented endeavor, in which new knowledge is generated
through the collaboration of scientists from different disciplines with practitioners (Jahn 2008; Lang et
al. 2012). The perspectives and disciplinary knowledge from ecology, economics, political science and
ethics, as well as farming, breeding and other practical knowledge from European and Philippine practical
partners are integrated. In Germany and Austria, these include 16 organizations and initiatives in the
fields of organic plant breeding, seed production and marketing, variety conservation, food retailing and
NGOs. In the Philippines, MASIPAG is the practical partner of the project, a network of 35.000 rice grower
families, plant breeders, scientists and NGOs. Figure 1 presents the main steps of the transdisciplinary
research process and the methods used for integration of practical and scientific knowledge. In defining
relevant key terms and identifying core criteria of Seed Commons, we proceeded as follows.
Defining central terms: A discussion of central terms across disciplines and between science and
praxis is essential to develop common ground and avoid misunderstanding in transdisciplinary work. For
conceptualizing Seed Commons and explicating its scope, a clear definition of related terms is needed.
Accordingly, we identified relevant core terms and examined these against the background of their historical
development, their use in different scientific disciplines and political discourses (Kliem & Tschersich 2018).
We then discussed the terms seeds and varieties at a moderated project workshop2 with practical stakeholders
and at an international scientific workshop,3 focusing on aspects with a high degree of controversy and
normative content. The resulting definitions are presented in chapter 3.1.
Identifying Seed Commons criteria: To develop Seed Commons as an integrative theoretical framework,
we developed a first proposal of Seed Commons criteria based on a literature overview (presented in
1

2
3

RightSeeds is the acronym for the collaborative research project ‘Right Seeds? – Commons-based rights on seeds and varieties as
a driver for a social-ecological transformation of plant cultivation’ (https://www.rightseeds.de/).
RightSeeds project workshop “Seeds and Varieties as Common Goods” in Göttingen, 16–17 March 2017.
International Workshop “Conceptualizing the New Commons – the examples of Knowledge Commons & Seed and Variety
Commons”, in cooperation with the IASC, Oldenburg, 6–8 June 2018.

420

Sievers-Glotzbach et al: Diverse Seeds – Shared Practices

Figure 1: Schematic representation of the iterative, transdisciplinary research process.
chapter 3.2), existing Commons approaches (see chapter 6), and a first analysis of the organizational
structures and institutions of the RightSeeds practical partners. We discussed and adapted these criteria
at the above-mentioned transdisciplinary project workshop, and further refined them at the international
scientific workshop. Continuing the iterative research process, we evaluated the criteria in light of the
insights from a one-week workshop in the Philippines4 that allowed for an in-depth exchange between
commons-based seed initiatives in Germany and the Philippine organization MASIPAG, specifically on their
organizational structures and breeding approaches. Finally, we reconsidered and refined the Seed Commons
criteria based on the collected empirical material on the Philippine farmer-led network MASIPAG and the
German organic breeding organization Kultursaat e.V. (see chapter 4).
A transdisciplinary research process can produce certain biases, such as through the choice of practical
partners. Therefore, we show how the practical partner organizations of RightSeeds cover the existing
approaches in the field of Seed Commons, and base our derivation of Seed Commons criteria both on the
in-depth empirical study of the two organizations Kultursaat e.V. and MASIPAG and the existing literature.

3. Towards Seed Commons

To build an ontological and empirical foundation for conceptualizing Seed Commons, we first define seeds
and varieties as the main goods to be governed. The nature, scope and normative content of the two goods
are described, reflected upon, and implications for a Seed Commons conceptualization are drawn. Second,
we give a literature overview of Seed Commons, identifying the main types of commons in plant breeding,
seed production and seed usage.

3.1. Defining Core Terms: Seeds and Varieties 5

From a biological perspective, seeds are defined as seed and fruits that serve as the regenerative organs of
a certain species or variety (Freudig 2006). Legally, production, processing and trade of seeds are regulated
on the EU level in 12 directives and respective implementations on the national level.6 Seeds describe
material planting resources. This fact is noteworthy, because a complex interrelation exists between the
material seed (the reproductive entity of a plant) and its role as the carrier of genetic information applicable
4

5

6

RightSeeds workshop between the German and Philippine practical partners in Santa Rosa, Nueva Ecija, Luzon (Philippines), 4–10
February 2019.
This section summarizes and updates the discussion of the two terms from the working paper developed for the RightSeeds project
(Kliem and Tschersich 2018).
For example, these directives are implemented in the SaatG and the ErhaltungV on the German level.
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to the variety (immaterial component) (Halewood 2013). Seeds as material planting resources can be used
and modified in several ways. First, they can be planted to grow crops. Second, farmers can collect seeds
during harvest and re-sow them in the next planting season (seed saving). Third, seeds can be used to breed
new varieties. Seeds can be acquired or disseminated through exchange, gifting and (monetary) trade.
A variety, according to the Dictionary of Biology, is a population of cultivated plants that can be
clearly distinguished from other populations of the same species based on morphological, physiological,
cytological, biochemical and other features (Freudig 2006). These characteristics must be homogenous
within the population and must be stable over several generations. Plants of one variety share (almost) the
same genetic information, which additionally makes each variety an immaterial resource.
In many countries, including the member states of the EU, new varieties must be filed in a register of
plant varieties before they can be used commercially. Variety registration laws emerged with the rise of
commercial plant breeding and the modernization of agriculture that required more uniform varieties
(Chable et al. 2012). Any new variety must (1) be clearly identifiable by morphological or physiological
characteristics and be distinguishable by one or more important characteristics from any other variety, (2) be
sufficiently homogenous, and (3) remain stable in its essential characteristics after repeated reproduction or
propagation (DUS criteria) (art. 4.1, EC/2002/53 & EC/2002/55). This understanding of ‘modern varieties’
is also the basis for the grant of intellectual property rights or variety protection in all member states of the
International Union for the Protection of New Varieties of Plants (UPOV, art. 6).
The strict criteria of distinctiveness, uniformity and stability (DUS) have been considered problematic for
organic breeding and with regard to farmers’ rights (Chable et al. 2012; Christinck & Tvedt 2015). Especially
the strict interpretation and handling of the uniformity criterion poses difficulties for organic breeders since
it limits the possibility for genetically diverse varieties, which is a prerequisite for plants’ adaptability to
changing environmental and climatic conditions (ibid.). Especially for low input farming (no application of
pesticides and mineral fertilizers), a broad selection of genetically diverse varieties is needed for independent
variety choice under diverse environmental conditions and as input for breeding varieties that are resistant
to pests and diseases (Chable et al. 2012; Döring et al. 2012; Winge 2015).
Moreover, the DUS criteria tend to exclude other types of breeds developed by farmers, including landraces,
historic varieties, populations and variety mixtures, which are recognized for their historical value, their
essential role in the conservation of cultivated plant diversity and for food sovereignty (Serpolay et al. 2011;
Villa et al. 2005). Landraces in particular are often well-adapted to local circumstances or resistant to diseases
or pests (ibid.). Moreover, they still play an important role today with regard to yield stability, especially in
marginal environments and traditional and subsistence farming systems (Ficiciyan et al. 2018). However,
landraces suffer the threat of being replaced by modern varieties, which has already caused widespread
genetic erosion (Wattnem 2016; van de Wouw et al. 2009).
The discussion above highlights the connotation of the term ‘varieties’ with intellectual property rights
and its generally limiting legal criteria. Farmers’ varieties and heterogeneous material play an essential part
in Commons approaches in breeding, seed production and exchange, besides ‘new’ varieties that are needed
by actors operating within the formal seed system. Therefore, the term varieties would not be appropriate
in conceptualizing Commons approaches in the seed sector. Instead, we use the term ‘seeds’ to describe the
material seed, the genetic information as well as immaterial aspects generally encompassed in the idea of
varieties.

3.2. Literature overview on Seed Commons

To derive preliminary criteria for Seed Commons, place the in-depth case studies in the broader literature,
and further substantiate the empirical foundation for this research, the literature on commons-based and
informal seed systems is analyzed.7 The intention of this section is not to provide an exhaustive literature
review, but rather to provide an overview of the state of the scientific debate on this topic and the types of
7

For the literature overview, we proceeded in the following way: First, we searched for ‘seed commons’ or combinations of
‘commons’ with ‘seeds’ and ‘breeding’ on Scopus and Google Scholar. Since this research provided only a limited number of relevant
papers, we proceeded by collecting topics and keywords within the discourse of commons-based seed systems, in literature from
previous research, and workshops. We grouped the keywords in five preliminary categories for the further search: ‘Peasant seeds,
conservation & farmers’ rights’, ‘local seed exchange systems’; ‘organic farming and breeding’, ‘crop genetic resource commons’
and ‘Open Source Seed Systems’. We searched for review papers with different combinations of the respective keywords in SCOPUS
from 1990. Keywords with the most results were marked as an indicator of the most important topics in the field. Central review
papers and further relevant papers for the respective thematic areas were identified. These papers were examined for key papers
in the respective field and potential additional topics. Using the snow-ball system, further relevant papers were identified. All
identified papers and citations were scanned for further topics not covered by the preliminary categories.
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commons-based seed initiatives that exist and have been assessed. We will identify the main types of Seed
Commons, briefly explain what they entail, and point to central papers in the field.
Seed Commons is not yet a common term or concept established in the literature. Nevertheless, the term
has gained popularity in recent years. It is associated with a critique of the increasing commodification
and enclosure of seeds and plant genetic resources for food and agriculture (Aoki 1998; Brandl &
Schleissing 2016; Chiarolla 2008; Gelinsky 2012; Howard 2015; Safrin 2004; Timmermann & Robaey 2016),
open source seed systems (Aoki 2009; Kloppenburg 2014; Kotschi & Horneburg 2018; Montenegro de
Wit 2019; Wirz, Kunz & Hurter 2017) or creative commons licenses (Deibel 2013; Reyes-García et al. 2018)
to protect varieties or landraces and associated knowledge from enclosure, and the global seed commons
established by the multilateral system of the international seed treaty (Dedeurwaerdere 2012, 2013;
Frison 2016; Girard & Frison 2018; Halewood 2013; Halewood et al. 2018; Halewood, López Noriega & Louafi
2013). The term is connected to ex-situ conservation in (international and national) gene banks, including
those hosted by the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR), which store
genetic resources and seeds under low-temperature conditions, and aim to collect, characterize, document
and distribute them (Galluzzi et al. 2016; Tyagi & Agrawal 2015; Westengen et al. 2018). Moreover, the
governance of knowledge associated with landraces or genetic material as a Commons is discussed (CalvetMir et al. 2018; Frison 2018; Girard 2018; Reyes-García et al. 2018).
Additionally, on the local and regional level, initiatives such as seed sharing and seed saving networks
or participatory breeding initiatives are similarly integrating aspects of Commons in their work. While not
being explicitly conceptualized as Commons, these initiatives have been at the center of scientific analysis.
(Local) Seed Exchange Networks, most commonly discussed in relation to informal, traditional or
local seed have received significant attention in the literature (Coomes et al. 2015; Pautasso et al. 2013;
Thomas et al. 2011). This includes elaborations on the contribution of these seed networks and informal
seed systems to agrobiodiversity, the conservation of plant genetic diversity and resilience (Coomes et al.
2015; Pautasso et al. 2013; Thomas et al. 2011). Moreover, the role of collective action and exchanges in
local seed systems (Badstue et al. 2006), food security and food/seed sovereignty (Altieri, Funes-Monzote &
Petersen 2012; Kloppenburg 1988; Peschard 2014; de Schutter 2009), and the need for integrated approaches
between formal and informal seed systems is assessed (Almekinders and Louwaars 1999; Almekinders,
Louwaars & de Bruijn 1994).
Often part of farmers’ (informal) seed systems, Community Seed Banks are “local, mostly informal
institutions whose core function is that of collectively maintaining seeds for local use” (Vernooy et al. 2014:
637) through selection, conservation, exchange and improvement of seeds. Community Seed Banks have
diverse scopes, sizes, governance and management models, infrastructure and technical aspects, and fulfil
diverse functions such as access to seeds and varieties, conservation, seed and food sovereignty (see Vernooy
et al. 2014 for a review of the literature and respective initiatives).
Participatory Plant Breeding (Almekinders, Thiele & Danial 2007; Dawson, Murphy & Jones 2008)
is generally understood as collaborations in plant breeding of multiple actors, in particular by scientists
and users (Weltzien et al. 2000). There are diverse concepts and versions of participatory plant breeding
and related terms, such as Collaborative Plant Breeding (Dawson et al. 2011; Soleri, Smith & Cleveland
2000) and Participatory Crop Improvement (Witcombe et al. 1996), with different institutional contexts,
goals and approaches to participation (see Sperling et al. 2001). Most relevant for this paper are farmerled participatory, often decentralized plant breeding approaches, which are tailored towards the needs of
farmers and adapted to local environments (Dawson et al. 2008; McGuire, Manicad & Sperling 1999).
Participatory Plant Breeding is often connected to and discussed in relation to Organic Breeding and
breeding for organic agricultural conditions (Chable et al. 2014; Dawson et al. 2011, 2008; Desclaux
et al. 2012; Desclaux & Nolot 2014). Organic breeding refers to breeding for an organic agriculture that
takes place under organic conditions and respects the integrity of the plant (IFOAM 2014). The literature
explores principles and values employed in organic breeding, the relevance of organic breeding for organic
agriculture under pest and disease stresses and low input conditions, its contributions to agrobiodiversity
and resilience, and challenges for organic breeding such as restrictive seed legislations (Braunschweig et
al. 2014; Horneburg 2016; Lammerts van Bueren 2010; Lammerts van Bueren et al. 2011; Louwaars 2017;
Wilbois et al. 2012).
Initiatives, organizations and networks such as farmer-associations and NGOs have emerged, pursuing
explicit objectives of conserving landraces and other plant genetic resources, developing new, adapted
(organic) varieties and striving towards food and seed sovereignty by combining aspects of community seed
banks, seed-sharing, in-situ conservation and breeding (see Pautasso et al. 2013; Thomas et al. 2011). Osman
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and Chable (2009) have provided an inventory of 68 existing initiatives that are involved in breeding and
seed multiplication of landraces in 17 European countries. They group these initiatives into the following
categories: (1) ‘Seed Savers’, (2) ‘Initiatives to promote in-situ conservation of landraces by farmers’,
(3) ‘Producers of regional varieties’; (4) ‘Seed Producers’, (5) ‘Farmer Breeders’, (6) ‘Biodynamic breeders of
landraces, and old varieties’ and (7) ‘Supporting institutions’ (Osman & Chable 2009; see also Pautasso et al.
2013; Thomas et al. 2011).
The literature overview shows that the term Seed Commons is not yet clearly conceptualized and tends to
be used mainly with reference to the global level or open source seed systems. Yet, there is already a significant
literature base on the diversity of local and regional initiatives associated with commons approaches in seed
production, conservation and plant breeding. A conceptualization is therefore helpful to bring together
these diverse strands of discussion.

4. In-depth study of two Seed Commons: Kultursaat e.V. and MASIPAG

The seed initiatives that were involved in this transdisciplinary study cover the main types of commonsbased approaches identified by the literature overview presented above. They include organizations which
combine aspects of seed sharing and saving with community seed banks from the Global North and the
Global South (i.e. Arche Noah in Austria, MASIPAG in the Philippines), seed producers (i.e. Bingenheimer
Saatgut AG in Germany), decentral, biodynamic (organic) breeding (Kultursaat e.V. and Saat:gut e.V. in
Germany) and farmer-led participatory breeding (MASIPAG). Moreover, members of Agrecol, the German
Open-Source Seed initiative, and representatives from the seed-exchange network RegioSaatCoop in
Germany were part of the transdisciplinary workshop, where features of Seed Commons were discussed.
In the following, we focus on the network MASIPAG based in the Philippines and the organic breeding
initiative Kultursaat from Germany as two in-depth case studies to deduce core features of Seed Commons.
MASIPAG is a large rice-farmer-breeder network from the Global South, which combines aspects of
community seed banks, seed sharing networks and farmer-led breeding. Kultursaat, on the other hand, is
a biodynamic breeding initiative from the Global North that embraces decentral breeding for an organic
agriculture and rejects the private enclosure of varieties.
To describe the organizations in detail, extensive data was collected and systematically screened. For
Kultursaat, ten qualitative, semi-structured in-depth interviews were carried out in 2018, with breeders
and coordinators of the organization. They were complemented by minutes of the association’s biannual
meetings in 2017 and 2018, where the researchers were present as observing participants, and by Kultursaat’s
brochures and online representation. For MASIPAG, eight semi-structured in-depth interviews with farmers
and staff were carried out during a research stay in February 2019. In addition, daily minutes were taken
during a ten-day workshop with the initiative. The data was coded and qualitatively analyzed using the
software MaxQDA. The three levels of Commons (the resource, social relations, and institutions) (Helfrich
& Bollier 2015) were used as a deductive conceptual starting point and categories were refined inductively
in a recursive coding process. The following sections present the results, by describing first Kultursaat and
then MASIPAG with a focus on Commons aspects in the organizational structures, the social practices and
regarding their value-base.

4.1. Kultursaat e. V.

Kultursaat breeds vegetable, herb and flower varieties for commercial cultivation and hobby gardeners. It
is an association of independent breeders, who self-govern their breeding efforts. A guiding principle of
the initiative is the conviction that varieties are cultural heritage and common goods that should not be
privatized but governed collectively and responsibly (Kultursaat e.V. 2018).
For Kultursaat, the value of cultural heritage encompasses the responsibility for contemporary crop plant
biodiversity, farmers’ rights to use seed freely and have access to seed knowledge and intergenerational
responsibility to maintain future societies’ needs for food. In relation to past generations of farmers and
breeders, Kultursaat’s breeders honor the heritage of plant genetic diversity, which was historically developed
by farmers and was openly accessible. Since variety development builds on the outcome of past farmers’
work, the breeders see it as their responsibility to preserve crop biodiversity through cultivation (in-situ) and
to openly dispense novel varieties. This practice enables current farmers to continue developing crop plants,
as they are free to save and breed seeds. Furthermore, Kultursaat’s breeders perceive it as the responsibility
of the current generation to preserve current biodiversity, in order for future generations to have equal
access to healthy varieties, especially in view of climate change. The preservation of biodiversity both entails

424

Sievers-Glotzbach et al: Diverse Seeds – Shared Practices

diversity amongst plants, as well as within a plant’s genome. Kultursaat’s values have implications for the
breeding process, the legal arrangements and the organizational structure of the initiative:
Kultursaat rejects private property rights on seeds and varieties. No legal variety protection is claimed for
new varieties, i.e. the members of the initiative waive any royalties and make their varieties freely available.
In Germany, it is obligatory to register any commercially grown variety. Kultursaat hence registers its
varieties to its non-profit association rather than to individual breeders or third-party companies. This limits
appropriation and ensures that varieties remain common property. So far, Kultursaat’s approach has been
successful, as the initiative has not faced enclosures of their varieties. However, the increasing number and
often unclear scope of patents, being granted on conventionally-bred varieties, presents a potential threat
of enclosure.
According to Kultursaat’s guiding principles, breeding efforts should not be aimed at profits. The financing
of their projects stems from donations, grants, research funding and breeding contributions from multipliers
and organic retailers. As income sources such as licenses and replication fees do not apply and the breeding
of regionally adapted varieties implies small sales markets, long-term financing of the breeding activities
by Kultursaat is challenging. Specifically, cooperation models along the value chain (e.g., investing a certain
percentage of retailers’ revenues from organic vegetable sales into Seed Commons initiatives) provide a
promising approach, but require further investigation.
Kultursaat’s breeders deliberately use the traditional breeding techniques of selection and crossbreeding.
These result in open pollinated varieties that are reproducible, and thus limit gardeners’ and farmers’
dependence on seed companies. To not restrict the further use of varieties and to recognize the plants’
intrinsic value, breeding methods that in any way limit the reproductive ability or phenotypical stability of
the offspring and thus lead to biological variety protection (e.g. F1 hybrids) are rejected. In addition, organic
breeding is a norm of the organization. Apart from aligning with their personal beliefs, organic breeding
ensures the biological accessibility of seeds for farmers, as the resulting varieties are reproducible and stable.
Rather than producing few high-yielding varieties for the global seed market, the members of Kultursaat
aim to breed genetically diverse plants that are locally adapted (Kultursaat e.V. 2018).
Kultursaat is organized in a decentralized network structure and the initiative aims to keep flat hierarchies.
The association is aware of the importance of a functioning community for their work, which is reinforced
by promoting values of trust, transparency, appreciation and respect. Decisions on finances, organizational
matters and breeding goals are taken collectively in annual meetings and working groups focused on specific
crops. Breeders are often gardeners by profession and all breeding projects take place on-farm, with the aim
of taking into consideration growers’ knowledge and needs.
The breeding process itself is made transparent to other breeders and consumers. Information on variety
development – including methods, selection criteria and parent varieties – is recorded and partially made
available to the public. The members of the initiative also share practical knowledge with new breeders
through a two-year long course that is free of charge. This introduces newcomers to the techniques of
organic breeding and enables direct access to the breeders’ network.

4.2. MASIPAG

MASIPAG (Farmer-Scientist Partnership for Development) is a Philippine network of farmers, scientists
and non-governmental organizations that promotes small-scale organic farming with the aim of achieving
farmer empowerment, leading to food security and seed sovereignty. The network collects and breeds
varieties – primarily rice – in a farmer-led approach (Medina 2011). Since its founding in 1985, MASIPAG
has worked with over 30.000 farmers in more than 60 Filipino provinces who have collected and bred
over 2.000 rice varieties. Their aim is to preserve and develop varieties, which are specifically adopted to
organic farming systems and regional environmental conditions, in order to support local food security
and contribute to the long-term conservation of agrobiodiversity. To employ a necessary minimum of
coordinating staff, MASIPAG is financially supported by European non-governmental organizations.
The network is characterized by a bottom-up approach of decentralized governance. Groups of 10–50
farmers – so called People’s Organizations (POs) – form the basic governance structure. Currently there are
over 500 different POs. They are financially and organizationally independent but are encouraged to adopt
democratic decision-making structures. Representatives of each PO organize in Provincial Consultative
Bodies (PBCs) which coordinate provincial activities and trainings, monitor progress and serve as conflict
resolution bodies. On the regional and national level, annual assemblies are the highest decision-making
bodies and decide on strategic matters and programming. Regional management teams and a national
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executive committee coordinate the activities of the different governance levels. In addition, thematic
committees (e.g. on sustainable agriculture or climate change resilience) on provincial and regional levels
provide technical expertise. In all committees and decision-making bodies, farmers outnumber scientists
and MASIPAG staff, to ensure a farmer-centered approach. The strong focus on farmers’ decision-making
capacity is based on the belief that responsibility, transparency and self-organization are prerequisites for
farmers’ independence and empowerment.
Knowledge exchange and farmer-training are at the core of MASIPAG’s activities. All POs undergo basic
trainings in organic agriculture including soil fertility management, alternative pest management and
diversified farming. They also learn about MASIPAG’s farmer-scientist approach, which teaches farmers
responsibility for their own knowledge collection and knowledge production as part of farmer empowerment.
Once a PO has been successfully established, farmers can request optional, more advanced trainings, for
example on breeding, marketing and business planning or climate change resilience. Trainings are carried
out by other MASIPAG farmers (farmer-trainers), who have been trained to pass on their knowledge
and experience. In addition, MASIPAGs ‘Farmer Developed and Adapted Technologies’ program, aims at
documenting and proliferating knowledge and innovations throughout the network. Upon establishment,
all POs are supported to set up a trial farm on which they test which varieties are especially suited for
their regional climatic and environmental conditions. This ensures the use of diverse varieties and equips
farmers with the experience and knowledge of selecting locally adopted varieties. Beyond practical aspects
of seed provision, trial farms serve to create farmer communities, as farmers have to jointly organize variety
assessment and selection. Over time, these communities are reported to strengthen and support each other
additionally, for example by providing workforce through a practice called ‘Bayanihan’ or simply collective
work in the adoption of organic farming practices.
National and regional back-up farms continuously plant over 2000 rice varieties to ensure their long-term
availability, including for future generations, and provide breeding material for new varieties. All varieties
are planted and characterized at least every three years (in-situ conservation), to ensure their quality and
vitality. The back-up farms also supply each newly developed trial-farm with a random selection of 50
different varieties. Established POs are supplied with additional varieties every couple of years or upon
request, to support their process of diversification. At the same time, the PO’s trial farms continuously test
these varieties for local suitability and climate change resilience and report to the back-up farms.
The network strictly rejects patents and any other form of private property rights on seeds. Seeds are
considered sacred, and are exchanged and shared freely within the network. Seed exchanges are a central
activity at meetings from local to national scales and are regarded as a defining cultural practice. Over threequarters of MASIPAG farmers engage in seed exchange practices (c.f. Bachmann, Cruzada & Wright 2009).
Seeds are also shared with non-MASIPAG farmers, once they have been informed about MASIPAG’s core
values of sacred seed and organic agriculture, and regarding knowledge on seed saving. Commercialization
of seeds is not tolerated, and there is no financial compensation for farmers engaging in breeding efforts.
Breeding and seed production are thus not a source for farmers’ income generation. However, replacing
costly hybrid or certified seeds with farmer-saved seeds and synthetic fertilizers and chemical pesticides with
low- to no cost organic fertilizers and natural pest management, allows MASIPAG farmers to substantially
reduce their input costs (c.f. Velasco 2019).
Breeding of new varieties used to be carried out by associated scientists at the national back-up farm
under farmers’ participation, but is now entirely farmer-led. The network works with approximately 600
traditional varieties, 1300 MASIPAG varieties (bred at the back-up farm) and 500 farmer-bred varieties.
Farmer-breeders exchange experiences and techniques at periodic regional and national breeder forums.
All MASIPAG and farmer-led varieties are open-pollinated and bred through bulk selection method (Medina
2011). The network strictly rejects genetically modified and hybrid varieties, and engages in political
activities to lobby against genetic modification of plants. Varieties bred by MASIPAG members belong to the
network as a whole and are collectively managed, but breeders’ initials are included in the variety name to
recognize breeders’ work. MASIPAG and farmer-led varieties are not officially registered with the Filipino
National Seed Industry Council or the Filipino Community Seed Registry, out of fear of appropriation by
organizations with commercial interest and in order to provide an alternative to the existing system. The
network keeps control over its varieties, but freely shares them – under the premise that variety names are
kept the same – with anyone supporting their basic principles related to organic agriculture, seed handling
and farmers’ rights. While so far, MASIPAG has not faced enclosures, its de-facto protection of seeds does not
provide a legal protection from enclosure through intellectual property rights, such as variety protection
and patents.
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5. Core criteria of Seed Commons

From the literature overview of core topics and types of Seed Commons, the empirical in-depth case studies
of Kultursaat and MASIPAG, and the discussion of preliminary results at various workshops, we derive and
discuss four core criteria that characterize diverse Seed Commons arrangements at local and regional scales
(see Table 1 and Figure 2). These are: (1) collective responsibility, (2) protection from private enclosure, (3)
collective, polycentric management, and (4) sharing of formal and practical knowledge.
(1) Collective responsibility
The first criterion of Seed Commons refers to the responsibility for the protection, provision and
development of seeds and crop diversity at the plant species and genetic level. On the individual level,
this entails farmers’ and breeders’ rights to use, multiply and develop seeds freely. Behind this premise
lies the idea that the best protection of agrobiodiversity is its decentralized use. Collectively, this criterion
encompasses in-situ conservation of crop biodiversity and the development of locally adapted varieties
that promote diversity and resilient, ecologically sustainable food systems.
The collective responsibility to conserve and develop plant genetic diversity as a common concern of
humankind is central in a number of international treaties (Dedeurwaerdere 2013; Frison 2016; Halewood
2013). At the local and regional scale, the literature highlights the contribution of seed exchange networks,
informal seed systems, community seed banks and organic agriculture to the conservation of plant genetic
diversity and resilience (Coomes et al. 2015; Pautasso et al. 2013; Thomas et al. 2011; Vernooy et al. 2014).
In the two case studies, collective responsibility is explicated as part of the mission statement and goals
of the initiatives. Further, it becomes evident in the personal motivations of the participating farmers and
breeders. Collective responsibility for seeds and plant genetic diversity is derived from the intrinsic value of
seeds and varieties regarded as sacred and cultural goods. In addition, the initiatives place their commitment
in the context of larger objectives of social-ecological sustainability (supporting rural livelihoods in the case
of MASIPAG, promoting organic agriculture in the case of Kultursaat) and intergenerational justice (such as,
improving resilience in the face of climate change). The responsibility for maintaining crop genetic diversity
is realized in MASIPAG’s network of national and regional back-up farms and local trial farms for preserving
rice varieties as well as in the maintenance of conservation vegetable varieties by Kultursaat.
The collective responsibility for preserving crop diversity has implications for the protection mechanisms,
breeding process, organizational structure and knowledge management of Seed Commons arrangements,
which are described by the three further Seed Commons criteria.

Figure 2: Core criteria of Seed Commons (own elaboration).
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Table 1: Illustration of Seed Commons criteria with case studies and wider literature (own elaboration).
Seed Commons
Criteria

Illustration with MASIPAG & Kultursaat

Illustration with wider literature

Collective
Responsibility

• R
 ecognition of the intrinsic value of seeds,
regarded as sacred and cultural goods
• Commitment to social-ecological
objectives (conservation of genetic
diversity, development of varieties for
organic agriculture)

• C
 ollective responsibility to conserve
and develop plant genetic diversity
recognized in international treaties
(Dedeurwaerdere, 2013; Frison, 2016;
Halewood, 2013)
• contribution of seed exchange networks,
community seed banks and organic
agriculture to the conservation of plant
genetic diversity and resilience (Coomes
et al., 2015; Pautasso et al., 2013; Thomas
et al., 2011)

Protection from
Private Enclosure

• R
 ejection of the use of patents and variety
protection as means of legal enclosure
• Rejection of biotechnological breeding
approaches not (easily) understood, used
or controlled by farmers (such as GMOs
and Hybrid F1)

• C
 ritique of private enclosure and
commodification of seeds and genetic
resources (Aoki, 1998; Brandt &
Schleissing, 2016; Chiarolla, 2008)
• Open source seed models (Kloppenburg,
2014; Kotschi & Horneburg, 2018;
Montenegro de Wit, 2019).

Collective, polycentric • Collective decision-making on common
• Collective management of seeds in
management
values and overall objectives/strategy of
community seed banks and seed
the initiatives
exchange networks (Coomes et al., 2015;
• Multiple, independent levels of decisionPautasso et al., 2013)
making on specific breeding goals and
• Farmer-led, decentral participatory
operational matters
breeding approaches (Dawson et al.,
• Collective breeding/adaptation at multiple
2008; McGuire et al., 1999)
locations & seed exchanges
Sharing of knowledge

• B
 oth formal and practical kowledge on the • Emphasis of the central role of formal
characteristics, breeding and cultivation
and practical knowledge in seed
of seeds are shared within the community
exchange networks (Pautasso et al., 2013;
and beyond
Reyes-Garcia, et al., 2019) and community
seed banks (Vernooy 2014)

(2) Protection from private enclosure
The second criterion entails the protection of seeds from private enclosure both today and in the future.
It is an answer to legal and bio-technological enclosures, such as private intellectual property rights
(variety protection and patents) and the increasing use of seeds with bio-technological restrictions of
reproducibility or stability. Both aspects are important to guarantee the access of farmers and breeders to
seeds and related knowledge that is essential for their proper use. Seed Commons therefore refrain from
legal variety protection and work with stable and reproducible seeds.
A critique of private enclosure of seeds and genetic resources, and the commodification of nature in
general, is a central feature of discussions related to Seed Commons in the wider literature (Aoki 1998;
Brandl & Schleissing 2016; Chiarolla 2008). In this context, open source seed models and Creative
Commons licenses are discussed as potential instruments to protect seeds from future enclosure
(Deibel 2013; Kloppenburg 2014; Kotschi & Horneburg 2018; Montenegro de Wit 2019; Reyes-García
et al. 2018).
Protection from private enclosure is strongly visible in the two case studies described above. Both initiatives
reject the use of variety protection or patents as a means to exclude other people from the use of seeds.
Nevertheless, the precise ways to do so differ: Kultursaat protects its varieties from enclosure by registering
them officially with the Federal Office of Plant Varieties in the name of its non-profit association. This
registration is legally required in Germany in order to market seeds. The link to the non-profit organization
guarantees that breeding goals are not directed towards profit, but instead towards common welfare.
MASIPAG does not officially register its varieties and refrains from the commercial use and a generation of
profit from breeding and seed production.
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Both Kultursaat and MASIPAG also avoid the use of biotechnological breeding approaches that could limit
the access to seeds and their reproduction, since they cannot be (easily) understood, used and controlled
by farmers (such as GMOs and Hybrid F1). Consequently, the initiatives focus on the breeding of openpollinated seeds or work with dynamic populations and heterogeneous material. The protection from
private enclosure contributes to (food) sovereignty, which is an important value and goal of MASIPAG, and
reflects the importance of seeds for human life and dignity emphasized by both initiatives.
The literature and the two cases show that there are different approaches to protect seeds from enclosure,
ranging for instance from copyleft licenses to listing in official registers. MASIPAG and Kultursaat have not
yet faced issues with enclosure of their seeds by companies, but a potential threat, in particular through
patents, remains. Similarly, the shift away from a license-approach to a pledge of the Open Source Seed
Initiative in the USA points to some core challenges and contradictions associated with copy-left licenses on
seeds, especially issues with designing a legally defensible license suitable for seed packaging, and moral and
practical concerns of seed practioners.8 A more detailed reflection and consequent refinement regarding the
strengths and weaknesses of different approaches for protecting seeds from enclosure is needed.
(3) Collective, polycentric management
The third criterion highlights the collective, polycentric management of seeds. We understand Polycentricity
as governance of multiple, interdependent but formally independent centers of decision-making (Ostrom
2010; Ostrom, Tiebout & Warren 1961). Collective, polycentric management entails collectively devised
rules, norms, and shared practices for the management of seeds, combined with independent polycentric
operation and decision-making structures. While key goals and values are agreed upon collectively at the
communal level, decentral sub-structures hold independent decision-making power in many operational
aspects. In this way, regionally adapted breeding and (in-situ) conservation of seeds becomes possible.
Moreover, the sharing of seeds between the organizational entities is an important practice in Seed
Commons.
The criterion of collective, polycentric management is easily recognizable in most of the research in the
context of local commons-based seed initiatives. Both community seed banks (Coomes et al. 2015) and
local seed exchange networks (Coomes et al. 2015; Pautasso et al. 2013) pursue collective management,
maintenance and exchange of seeds for local use, often within a wider polycentric network to ensure ongoing
in-situ conservation and adaptation. Similarly, farmer-led participatory breeding approaches support
regionally-adapted breeding (Dawson et al. 2008; McGuire et al. 1999). As described above, these approaches
have been recognized for their contribution to social-ecological sustainability and food sovereignty (Altieri
et al. 2012; Kloppenburg 1988; Peschard 2014; de Schutter 2009).
Collective, polycentric management is an essential feature of Kultursaat and MASIPAG. Both initiatives take
central decisions regarding strategic or organizational matters, breeding goals and financing in collective
annual assemblies. At the same time, they have multiple organizational levels that allow for autonomous
decision-making and an adapted development of seeds. For MASIPAG, the organizationally and financially
independent POs, which are coordinated through Provincial Consultative Bodies, as well as regional and
national assemblies, are central in this regard. For Kultursaat, the decentralized network structure and the
relative independence of breeders developing varieties on-farm in multiple breeding locations similarly
allows for regional adaptation. In both cases, the organizational structure and decentral breeding efforts are
intended to support a re-democratization.
(4) Sharing of formal and practical knowledge
This forth criterion points to the importance of knowledge governance in Seed Commons. It encompasses
both the sharing of formal knowledge with regard to all steps of the breeding and cultivation process
(transparency on parental generations, breeding methods and variety characteristics) and the sharing of
practical knowledge, specifically practical skills in breeding, seed multiplication and plant cultivation.
Providing practical skills and formal breeding knowledge in combination with access to the biophysical
seeds strengthens the sovereignty of farmers regarding seed production (Sievers-Glotzbach et al.,
forthcoming).

8

See Montenegro de Wit (2019) for a more detailed discussion of challenges associated with the Open Source Seed initiative in the
USA.
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The literature emphasizes the role of seed exchange networks for knowledge transmission, in particular
with regard to practical knowledge (Pautasso et al., 2013; Reyes-Garcia, et al. 2019). Community seed banks
are an additional way, in which Seed Commons contribute to the transmission of formal agricultural
biodiversity knowledge (Vernooy 2014).
Sharing formal knowledge is a core element in both Kultursaat’s and MASIPAG’s work. However, they differ
regarding their interaction with external actors: Kultursaat documents and publicly discloses information
on newly developed varieties (including breeding methods, selection criteria, and parent varieties), thereby
making this knowledge accessible to a global user community. In contrast, MASIPAG does not register its
rice varieties to protect both the knowledge and the material from enclosure by the formal seed system.
Consequently, MASIPAG shares the breeding knowledge and variety characteristics only within its network,
through formal and informal practices of seed sharing, and with farmers outside of the community that
commit to MASIPAG’s values. This indicates the high relevance of Traditional Agroecological Knowledge9 in
MASIPAG’s work, as knowledge is tightly entangled with certain beliefs and worldviews.
Both organizations offer practical trainings free of charge, thereby sharing practical skills in plant
breeding and cultivation, specifically by training young breeders in biodynamic (organic) vegetable breeding
(Kultursaat), and peasant farmers in organic agricultural practices, breeding, marketing and climate change
resilience (MASIPAG). Further, both initiatives include farmers’ practical knowledge (e.g., regarding local
environmental conditions and plant traits) in the breeding process, following approaches of participatory
plant breeding (Almekinders et al. 2007; Dawson et al. 2008).

6. Seed Commons from a conceptual perspective

After deriving four core criteria of Seed Commons primarily from in-depth empirical case studies, the
following section will reflect on how Seed Commons transcend the existing conceptual categories in the
Commons discourse. We do so by integrating features of Traditional Commons, New Commons (specifically,
Knowledge Commons and Global Commons), and Commoning.

6.1. Characteristics of Seed Commons from a traditional commons perspective

Traditional commons scholarship has focused on the collective management of natural resource
systems, where it is possible, but costly to exclude potential beneficiaries (low excludability), and the use
of the resource decreases its availability for other users (high substractability) (Ostrom 1990, 2005). A
common-property regime, meaning collectively defined rules, norms and institutions regulating the joint
preservation, maintenance and consumption of such common-pool resources, is needed to avoid an overuse and degradation of the resource system (Ostrom 1990, 2005).
Aspects of traditional commons are most strongly reflected in the criterion of ‘collective, polycentric
management’. It describes the importance of collectively designing rules and norms for the common
management of seeds, a feature that discussions on common-property regimes highlight. In farmer-based
seed exchange networks and community seed banks, the respective resource system refers to the existing pool
of varieties10 present in (more or less specific) regional boundaries, used and shared among an identifiable
group of farmers. Many Commons scholars have also highlighted the importance of polycentricity for an
effective and sustainable management of Commons, which is important for decentral, participatory and
regionally-adapted breeding approaches (Andersson & Ostrom 2008; Ostrom 2005, 2010; Thiel 2017).
When regarded through a traditional Commons lens, a specific seed is the respective resource unit that
individual farmers can appropriate and use for cultivation on their own fields. Seeds and varieties are
inherently linked, with a seed being the biophysical carrier material of the genetic code and hereditary
function of a variety (Halewood 2013). The common-property regime in this context refers to the
institutional, often informal rules that regulate the exchange and maintenance of varieties. Subtractability
is an issue only if rules fail, because if farmers take seeds from the common pool without sharing their seed
harvest, the resource system degrades. Excludability is somewhat limited, since varieties can be reproduced
easily. For example, for vegetables, seeds can be extracted from the fruits. For crops, seeds are identical with
9

10

Hereby, we follow the definition by Calvet-Mir (2018, 3214) that Traditional Agroecological Knowledge (TAeK) “refers to the
cumulative and evolving body of knowledge, practices, beliefs, institutions, and worldviews about the relationships between
a society or cultural group and their agroecosystems”. Therewith, TAeK also includes practices, knowledge and beliefs on the
handling of seeds.
In this chapter, the term varieties is used in its biological sense to highlight the genetic and immaterial aspects of a specific
population of cultivated plants with similar characteristics, not the legal understanding of varieties following the DUS criteria.
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the harvest. Nevertheless, the advantages of receiving seeds with information on the varieties and their
cultivation in a direct exchange can be an incentive to engage in systems of direct seed exchanges.
Seeds and varieties have material components (the seeds), cultural aspects (the past and present
contribution of humans to breeding) and informational aspects (DNA sequences, knowledge regarding
breeding and cultivation), which are strongly interdependent (Dedeurwaerdere 2013; Frison 2018;
Halewood 2013). Due to these diverse features, the sustainable management of seeds faces particular
challenges, which are different from traditional Commons. In contrast to most natural resources, varieties
are generally considered to be non-subtractable (Halewood 2013). Use of the resource (on-farm cultivation
and selection) leads to adaptation of varieties to local conditions and individual preferences, and thereby,
as long as a small part of the resulting seed harvest is shared, to a maintenance and improvement of the
variety pool. As most varieties are adapted to particular environmental conditions or human needs, they
depend on human involvement. Therefore, they tend to degrade and disappear when they are not actively
managed and cultivated by humans (Fowler & Mooney 1990; Wilkes 1988). The resulting fundamental
collective action problem hence shifts from over-use to under-provision, a classical feature of New
Commons.

6.2. New Commons: Knowledge Commons and Global Commons aspects of Seed
Commons

With the application of Commons approaches beyond regionally-based natural resources to new fields
such as global goods (i.e. the High Seas), digital goods (i.e. Wikipedia), knowledge and cultural goods
(i.e. education, music), the concept of New Commons was coined (Hess 2000, 2008). In this literature,
Commons are described as organizing principles that allow for the collective creation and sustainable
management of resources through (more or less) defined user communities (ibid.). Commons are not given
as such, but are actively created (Helfrich 2012; Hess 2008).
Global Commons are a specific type of New Commons in international, supranational, and global resource
domains, such as the atmosphere and the deep sea (Joyner 2001; Mudiwa 2002; Soroos 2001). Varieties as
expressions and carriers of biodiversity have been described as a Global Commons in the scientific literature
(Dedeurwaerdere 2013; Halewood 2013). Similarly, actors of local Seed Commons initiatives often perceive
seeds and biodiversity as a Global Commons, for which responsibility should be taken both at the local and
global level. This is reflected in the Seed Commons criterion of ‘collective responsibility’.
For New Commons, in particular Cultural and Knowledge Commons, the process of creation gains
importance besides the management of the resource. Knowledge Commons refer to the “institutionalized
community governance of the sharing and, in some cases, creation, of information, science, knowledge,
data, and other types of intellectual and cultural resources” (Frischmann et al. 2014: 3). The conservation and
further development of the resource pool (breeding of improved varieties and reproduction of high quality
seeds) can be costly and time intensive, especially in the case of rare varieties, or those where reproduction
is effortful. The concept of Knowledge Commons can help to better understand participatory breeding
efforts in Seed Commons (Sievers-Glotzbach et al., forthcoming). Knowledge and information are present
in all steps of breeding and the management of varieties, though being highly interlinked with the material
counterparts in the genetic codes of the varieties. Accordingly, ‘collective, polycentric management’ in Seed
Commons is always connected to the sharing of knowledge. An analytical differentiation between the
processes of creation and management can be helpful, though both processes are highly interlinked (Wolter
& Sievers-Glotzbach, 2019). Within a polycentric breeding community, the sharing of knowledge is essential
for optimal breeding results. This includes transparency both on the breeding process (genetic information,
parental lines, breeding methods and process) and the characteristics of the varieties themselves (variety
characteristics, cultivation requirements). Regarding the management of resulting varieties as commons,
sufficient information is needed to allow the full use of varieties in cultivation and future breeding efforts.
Knowledge, which has been shown above to be an integral part of the breeding and management of
seeds, has similarly been described as a Global Commons (Hess & Ostrom 2007). Especially when varieties
and related knowledge are shared with a potentially global user community, as in the case of Kultursaat,
breeding and conservation efforts contribute to the maintenance and improvement of Global Commons,
such as agrobiodiversity (Dedeurwaerdere 2013; Halewood 2013). While seeds can potentially also be
managed as Global Commons, the criteria developed here are intended to characterize local Seed Commons
initiatives. For an application on global Seed Commons, the criteria would need to be reviewed and adapted
to the global scale.
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6.3. Characteristics of Commoning: Seed Commons as a social practice

Rather than focusing on specific attributes of goods and property rights regimes, the conceptualization of
commons as self-organized and needs-oriented social processes of ‘Commoning’ highlights the centrality
of social functions, including democratic participation and autonomy (Euler 2018; Müller 2012; Vivero-Pol
2017). Relationships and values within Commons communities are assessed regarding their transformative
potential, as they protest existing institutions by creating living alternatives (Sato & Soto Alarcón 2019;
Tummers & MacGregor 2019). Food Commons in particular have been described as a counter-hegemonic
movement against neoliberalist tendencies of commodification and enclosure (Vivero-Pol et al. 2018).
The proposed Seed Commons criteria shift the focus from the management of the resource to the social
processes of community building and the creation of viable alternatives to conventional seed markets.
The empirical studies of MASIPAG und Kultursaat show active processes of Commoning, i. e. of creating
communities that allow for the long-term, sustainable management of seeds and varieties aimed at
important social functions such as empowerment, self-determination of farmers, and food sovereignty.
‘Protection from private enclosure’ is an active response to the increasing privatization and commodification
of seeds. ‘Collective, polycentric management’ provides farmers’ and breeding communities with autonomy
to develop solutions adapted to their specific needs. Finally, ‘sharing of knowledge’ largely depends on
local social mechanisms of knowledge transmission and social learning, especially concerning Traditional
Agroecological Knowledge (Sievers-Glotzbach et al., forthcoming). Taken together, the Seed Commons
criteria can be understood as social practices of Commoning, which challenge dominant paradigms of
individual property and technological innovation (see Vivero-Pol et al. 2018). As of now, their transformative
impact is still limited, but the building of robustness, the strengthening of networks and on-going advocacy
for the change of policies could enhance their transformative potential (see Sievers-Glotzbach & Tschersich,
2019).

7. Conclusion

Based on terminological work, a literature overview, the empirical in-depth study of two organizations from
the Philippines and Germany, and discussions with societal stakeholders and the scientific community,
we have identified four core criteria that characterize diverse Seed Commons arrangements at local and
regional scales: (1) collective responsibility, (2) protection from private enclosure, (3) collective, polycentric
management, and (4) sharing of formal and practical knowledge.
Discussing these Seed Commons criteria in the context of different commons approaches, we found
that Seed Commons transcend the distinction between traditional (natural resource) Commons and New
Commons approaches. The complex nature of seeds and varieties, consisting of biophysical, informational
and cultural elements, implies that their collective governance needs to consider aspects of different
commons categories. Traditional commons aspects are reflected in the Seed Commons criterion of
collective, polycentric management, and in types of Seed Commons that focus on the use, maintenance
and exchange of seeds. Practically, access to the biophysical seed needs to be connected to the sharing of
associated knowledge to provide the basis for purposive seed activities. Perhaps of even greater importance,
Seed Commons initiatives normatively place their activities in the context of resisting attempts to enclosure
and preserving agrobiodiversity as a Global Commons. Hence, reaching beyond resource characteristics,
the Seed Commons criteria reflect practices of Commoning, which aim to fulfill social functions such as
farmer empowerment and food sovereignty. To advance the thorough analysis of such ‘Hybrid Commons’,
a review of existing analytical frameworks for diverse Commons categories or understandings in light of
their potential for integration or mutual enrichment is needed, taking into consideration their different
assumptions and epistemological foundations.
The identification of Seed Commons criteria and the conceptual classification of Seed Commons is
the result of mutual learning processes among researchers from different disciplines and stakeholders
from outside academia. The practical partners involved in the RightSeeds project cover the main existing
approaches in the field of Seed Commons. Moreover, the two organizations Kultursaat and MASIPAG, chosen
for the in-depth empirical study, integrate elements from most types of Seed Commons. Therefore, the Seed
Commons conceptualization can be claimed to be robust and transferable to both the scientific debate and
societal practices (Lang et al. 2012). A further strength of this transdisciplinary approach is that organic
breeding organizations have been included as a type of Seed Commons not often addressed in previous
empirical studies. Nevertheless, as in any qualitative study, there is a bias because of the necessity to select
specific cases. Therefore, an application of the developed criteria to other initiatives, for instance in other
regions, and their subsequent review and refinement, is needed. The criteria developed to characterize local
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Seed Commons initiatives are, in principle, also relevant for global Seed Commons. An in-depth reflection
will be required to assess and adapt the developed criteria to the global scale.
The Seed Commons criteria point to general sustainability potentials and governance challenges,
which can help to highlight the importance of Seed Commons initiatives for achieving core sustainability
objectives, and to address systemic barriers that impede their upscaling. The protection of seeds from
private enclosure guarantees farmers access to seeds, and the sharing of practical skills and formal breeding
knowledge provides associated knowledge, thereby strengthening core elements of food sovereignty.
Moreover, expressing and practically taking responsibility for the protection, provision and development of
crop diversity, combined with the collective governance and development of seeds in polycentric structures,
suggests that social-ecological resilience in agricultural systems is supported. Further empirical research
is needed to assess the social-ecological effects of Seed Commons. Many Seed Commons initiatives are
confronted with similar practical challenges: Existing instruments that aim to secure the protection of
newly developed varieties from private enclosure, such as registration on non-commercial organizations
and the use of open source licenses or pledges, still have to be evaluated regarding their effectiveness.
Moreover, additional instruments need to be developed. A further challenge is the long-term financing of
the Seed Commons organizations, especially with regard to breeding activities. Because of the rejection of
private property rights, income sources such as license and replication fees do not apply. Regionally adapted
varieties, a result of polycentric, decentral breeding structures, go along with small sales markets, posing
further financing challenges.

Acknowledgement

We would like to thank our practical partners in the research project RightSeeds for sharing their practical
experiences und for fruitful discussions. We also thank the participants of the project workshop “Seeds
and Varieties as Common Goods” and of the international scientific workshop “Conceptualizing the New
Commons – the examples of Knowledge Commons & Seed and Variety Commons” for contributing their
knowledge and for giving critical feedback to advance the conceptualization of Seed Commons described
in this paper. Further, we thank two anonymous reviewers for their constructive comments. This paper
has been elaborated as part of the research project “Right Seeds? Common-based rights on seeds and seed
varieties for a social-ecological transformation of plant cultivation”, which is funded by the German Federal
Ministry for Education and Research (BMBF) as part of the program “Research for sustainable development
(FONA).” In FONA, RightSeeds belongs to the funding priority “SÖF – Social-ecological research” within the
funding area “Junior research groups in social-ecological research.”

Competing Interests

The authors have no competing interests to declare.

References

Almekinders, C. J. M., and N. P. Louwaars. 1999. Farmers’ Seed Production: New Approaches and
Practices. Rugby, Warwickshire, United Kingdom: Practical Action Publishing. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.3362/9781780442150
Almekinders, C. J. M., N. P. Louwaars, and G. H. de Bruijn. 1994. “Local Seed Systems and Their Importance
for an Improved Seed Supply in Developing Countries.” Euphytica 78(3): 207–16. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1007/BF00027519
Almekinders, Conny J. M., Graham Thiele, and Daniel L. Danial. 2007. “Can Cultivars from Participatory Plant
Breeding Improve Seed Provision to Small-Scale Farmers?” Euphytica 153(3): 363–72. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10681-006-9201-9
Altieri, Miguel A., Fernando R. Funes-Monzote, and Paulo Petersen. 2012. “Agroecologically Efficient
Agricultural Systems for Smallholder Farmers: Contributions to Food Sovereignty.” Agronomy for
Sustainable Development 32(1): 1–13. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-011-0065-6
Andersson, Krister P., and Elinor Ostrom. 2008. “Analyzing Decentralized Resource Regimes from a Polycentric
Perspective.” Policy Sciences 41(1): 71–93. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11077-007-9055-6
Aoki, Keith. 2009. “‘Free Seeds, Not Free Beer’: Participatory Plant Breeding, Open Source Seeds, and
Acknowledging User Innovation in Agriculture.” Fordham Law Review 77(5): 2275–2310.
Aoki, Keith. 1998. “Neocolonialism, Anticommons Property, and Biopiracy in the (Not-so-Brave) New World
Order of International Intellectual Property Protection.” Indiana Journal of Global Legal Studies 6(1):
11–58.

Sievers-Glotzbach et al: Diverse Seeds – Shared Practices

433

Bachmann, Lorenz, Elizabeth Cruzada, and Sarah Wright. 2009. Food Security and Farmer Empowerment.
MASIPAG.
Badstue, Lone B., Mauricio R. Bellon, Julien Berthaud, Xóchitl Juárez, Irma Manuel Rosas, Ana María Solano,
and Alejandro Ramírez. 2006. “Examining the Role of Collective Action in an Informal Seed System: A
Case Study from the Central Valleys of Oaxaca, Mexico.” Human Ecology 34(2): 249–73. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10745-006-9016-2
Brandl, Barbara, and Stephan Schleissing, eds. 2016. Biopatente: Saatgut Als Ware Und Als Öffentliches Gut. 1.
Auflage. Baden-Baden: Nomos. DOI: https://doi.org/10.5771/9783845275246-1
Braunschweig, Thomas, Francois Meienberg, Carine Pionetti, Sangeeta Shashikant, and Caroline Dommen.
2014. Owning Seeds, Accessing Food: A Human Rights Impact Assessment of UPOV 19991 Based on Case
Studies in Keya, Peru and the Philippines. Zurich, Switzerland: The Berne Declaration.
Calvet-Mir, Laura, Petra Benyei, Laura Aceituno-Mata, Manuel Pardo-de-Santayana, Daniel LópezGarcía, María Carrascosa-García, Antonio Perdomo-Molina, and Victoria Reyes-García. 2018. “The
Contribution of Traditional Agroecological Knowledge as a Digital Commons to Agroecological
Transitions: The Case of the CONECT-e Platform.” Sustainability 10(9). DOI: https://doi.org/10.3390/
su10093214
Chable, Véronique, Julie Dawson, Riccardo Bocci, and Isabelle Goldringer. 2014. “Seeds for Organic
Agriculture: Development of Participatory Plant Breeding and Farmers’ Networks in France.” In Organic
Farming, Prototype for Sustainable Agricultures: Prototype for Sustainable Agricultures, edited by S. Bellon,
and S. Penvern, 383–400. Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-0077927-3_21
Chable, Véronique, Niels Louwaars, Kristina Hubbard, Brian Baker, and Riccardo Bocci. 2012. “Plant
Breeding, Variety Release, and Seed Commercialization: Laws and Policies Applied to the Organic Sector.”
In Organic Crop Breeding, edited by E. T. Lammerts van Bueren, and J. R. Myers, 139–159. New Delhi:
Wiley-Blackwell. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119945932.ch8
Chiarolla, Claudio. 2008. “Plant Patenting, Benefit Sharing and the Law Applicable to the Food and Agriculture
Organisation Standard Material Transfer Agreement.” The Journal of World Intellectual Property 11(1):
1–28. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-1796.2007.00332.x
Christinck, Anja, and Morten Walloe Tvedt. 2015. The UPOV Convention, Farmers’ Rights and Human Rights.
Bonn, Eschborn: Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit GmbH (GIZ).
Coomes, O. T., S. J. McGuire, E. Garine, S. Caillon, D. McKey, E. Demeulenaere, D. Jarvis, G. Aistara, A. Barnaud,
P. Clouvel, L. Emperaire, S. Louafi, P. Martin, F. Massol, M. Pautasso, C. Violon, and J. Wencelius. 2015.
“Farmer Seed Networks Make a Limited Contribution to Agriculture? Four Common Misconceptions.”
Food Policy 56: 41–50. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2015.07.008
Dawson, Julie C., Kevin M. Murphy, and Stephen S. Jones. 2008. “Decentralized Selection and Participatory
Approaches in Plant Breeding for Low-Input Systems.” Euphytica 160(2): 143–154. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10681-007-9533-0
Dawson, Julie C., Pierre Rivière, Jean-François Berthellot, Florent Mercier, Patrick de Kochko, Nathalie
Galic, Sophie Pin, Estelle Serpolay, Mathieu Thomas, Simon Giuliano, and Isabelle Goldringer. 2011.
“Collaborative Plant Breeding for Organic Agricultural Systems in Developed Countries.” Sustainability
3(12): 1206–1223. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3390/su3081206
de Schutter, Olivier. 2009. Seed Policies and the Right to Food: Enhancing Agrobiodiversity, Encouraging
Innovation. Background document to the report (A/64/170) 64th session of the UN General Assembly
(October 2009). UN General Assembly.
Dedeurwaerdere, Tom. 2012. “Design Principles for Successful Genetic‐Resource Commons for Food and
Agriculture.” International Journal for Ecological Economics and Statistics 26(3): 31–46.
Dedeurwaerdere, Tom. 2013. “Institutionalizing Global Genetic Resource Commons for Food and Agriculture.”
In Crop Genetic Resources as a Global Commons: Challenges in international law and governance, edited by
M. Halewood, I. López, and Selim Louafi, 368–391. USA/Canada: Routledge.
Deibel, Eric. 2013. “Open Variety Rights: Rethinking the Commodification of Plants: Open Variety Rights:
Rethinking the Commodification of Plants.” Journal of Agrarian Change 13(2): 282–309. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1111/joac.12004
Desclaux, Dominique, and Jean-Marie Nolot. 2014. “Does the Seed Sector Offer Meet the Needs of Organic
Cropping Diversity? Challenges for Organic Crop Varieties.” In Organic Farming, Prototype for Sustainable
Agricultures: Prototype for Sustainable Agricultures, edited by S. Bellon, and S. Penvern, 367–382.
Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-7927-3_20

434

Sievers-Glotzbach et al: Diverse Seeds – Shared Practices

Desclaux, Dominique, Salvatore Ceccarelli, John Navazio, Micaela Coley, Gilles Trouche, Silvio Aguirre,
Eva Weltzien, and Jacques Lançon. 2012. “Centralized or Decentralized Breeding: The Potentials of
Participatory Approaches for Low-Input and Organic Agriculture.” In Organic Crop Breeding, edited
by E. T. Lammerts van Bueren, and J. R. Myers, 99–123. New Delhi: Wiley-Blackwell. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1002/9781119945932.ch6
Döring, Thomas F., Riccardo Bocci, Roger Hitchings, Sally Howlett, Edith T. Lammerts van Bueren, Marco
Pautasso, Maaike Raaijmakers, Frederic Rey, Anke Stubsgaard, Manfred Weinhappel, Klaus P. Wilbois,
Louisa R. Winkler, and Martin S. Wolfe. 2012. “The Organic Seed Regulations Framework in Europe—
Current Status and Recommendations for Future Development.” Organic Agriculture 2(3): 173–183. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13165-012-0034-7
Euler, Johannes. 2018. “Conceptualizing the Commons: Moving Beyond the Goods-Based Definition by
Introducing the Social Practices of Commoning as Vital Determinant.” Ecological Economics 143: 10–16.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2017.06.020
Ficiciyan, Anoush, Jacqueline Loos, Stefanie Sievers-Glotzbach, and Teja Tscharntke. 2018. “More than Yield:
Ecosystem Services of Traditional versus Modern Crop Varieties Revisited.” Sustainability 10(8). DOI:
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10082834
Fowler, Cary, and P. R. Mooney. 1990. Shattering: Food, Politics, and the Loss of Genetic Diversity. Tucson:
University of Arizona Press.
Freudig, Doris, ed. 2006. Lexikon der Biologie. Heidelberg; München: Spektrum.
Frischmann, Brett M., Michael J. Madison, and Katherine Jo Strandburg, eds. 2014. Governing Knowledge
Commons. Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:
oso/9780199972036.001.0001
Frison, Christine. 2016. “Towards Redesigning the Plant Commons: A Critical Assessment of the Multilateral
System of Access and Benefit-Sharing of the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and
Agriculture.” Doctor in Law, Université catholique de Louvain, Louvain.
Frison, Christine. 2018. “Planting the Commons: Towards Redesigning an Equitable Global Seed Exchange.”
In The commons, plant breeding and agricultural research: challenges for food security and agrobiodiversity,
edited by F. Girard, and C. Frison. New York: Routledge. DOI: https://doi.org/10.4324/978131511038718
Galluzzi, Gea, Michael Halewood, Isabel López Noriega, and Ronnie Vernooy. 2016. “Twenty-Five Years
of International Exchanges of Plant Genetic Resources Facilitated by the CGIAR Genebanks: A Case
Study on Global Interdependence.” Biodiversity and Conservation 25(8): 1421–1446. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10531-016-1109-7
Gelinsky, Eva. 2012. Biopatente und Agrarmodernisierung. Göttingen: IG Saatgut.
Girard, Fabien. 2018. “Composing the Common World of the Local Bio-Commons in the Age of the
Anthropocene.” In The commons, plant breeding and agricultural research: challenges for food security
and agrobiodiversity., edited by F. Girard, and C. Frison. New York: Routledge. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781315110387
Girard, Fabien, and Christine Frison, eds. 2018. The Commons, Plant Breeding and Agricultural Research:
Challenges for Food Security and Agrobiodiversity. New York, NY: Routledge. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781315110387
Halewood, Michael. 2013. “What Kind of Goods Are Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture?
Towards the Identification and Development of a New Global Commons.” International Journal of the
Commons 7(2): 278–312. DOI: https://doi.org/10.18352/ijc.412
Halewood, Michael, Isabel López Noriega, and Sélim Louafi, eds. 2013. Crop Genetic Resources as a Global
Commons: Challenges in International Law and Governance. Abingdon, Oxon; New York: Earthscan from
Routledge. DOI: https://doi.org/10.4324/9781849776813
Halewood, Michael, Tinashe Chiurugwi, Ruaraidh Sackville Hamilton, Brad Kurtz, Emily Marden, Eric Welch,
Frank Michiels, Javad Mozafari, Muhamad Sabran, Nicola Patron, Paul Kersey, Ruth Bastow, Shawn Dorius,
Sonia Dias, Susan McCouch, and Wayne Powell. 2018. “Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture:
Opportunities and Challenges Emerging from the Science and Information Technology Revolution.” New
Phytologist 217(4): 1407–1419. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/nph.14993
Helfrich, Silke. 2012. Commons: Für eine neue Politik jenseits von Markt und Staat, edited by Heinrich-BöllStiftung. Bielefeld: transcript. DOI: https://doi.org/10.14361/transcript.9783839420362
Helfrich, Silke, and David Bollier. 2015. “Commons.” In Degrowth. Handbuch für eine neue Ära, 90–94.
München. DOI: https://doi.org/10.14361/9783839428351

Sievers-Glotzbach et al: Diverse Seeds – Shared Practices

435

Hess, Charlotte. 2000. “Is There Anything New under the Sun?: A Discussion and Survey of Studies on New
Commons and the Internet.” Bloomington, Indiana.
Hess, Charlotte. 2008. “Mapping the New Commons.” Cheltenham, UK. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2139/
ssrn.1356835
Hess, Charlotte, and Elinor Ostrom, eds. 2007. Understanding Knowledge as a Commons: From Theory to
Practice. Cambridge: MIT Press. DOI: https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/6980.001.0001
Horneburg, Bernd. 2016. “Ökologische Pflanzenzüchtung.” In Ökologischer Landbau: Grundlagen,
Wissensstand und Herausforderungen, Vol. UB-Band, edited by Bernhard Freyer, 406–420. Stuttgart:
Haupt Bern.
Howard, Philip H. 2015. “Intellectual Property and Consolidation in the Seed Industry.” Crop Science 55(6):
2489. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2135/cropsci2014.09.0669
Jahn, Thomas. 2008. “Transdisziplinäre Forschung: Integrative Forschungsprozesse verstehen und bewerten.”
In Matthias Bergmann/Engelbert Schramm (Hg.): Transdisziplinäre Forschung, 21–37. Frankfurt am Main;
New York: Campus Verlag.
Joyner, Christopher C. 2001. “Global Commons: The Oceans, Antarctica, the Atmosphere, and Outer Space.”
In Managing Global Issues: Lessons Learned, edited by C. de Jonge Oudraat, and P. J. Simmons.
Kliem, Lea, and Julia Tschersich. 2017. “From Agrobiodiversity to Social-Ecological Transformation:
Defining Central Concepts for the RightSeeds Project.” COAST-Working Paper Series on Environment and
Sustainability Issues, 1, Carl-von-Ossietzky University Oldenburg.
Kloppenburg, Jack. 2014. “Re-Purposing the Master’s Tools: The Open Source Seed Initiative and the Struggle
for Seed Sovereignty.” The Journal of Peasant Studies 41(6): 1225–1246. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/0
3066150.2013.875897
Kloppenburg, Jack Ralph, ed. 1988. Seeds and Sovereignty: The Use and Control of Plant Genetic Resources.
Durham, [N.C.]: Duke University Press.
Kotschi, J., and B. Horneburg. 2018. “The Open Source Seed Licence: A Novel Approach to Safeguarding
Access to Plant Germplasm.” PLoS Biology 16(10): e3000023. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pbio.3000023
Kultursaat, E. V. 2018. “Einblicke in Das Jahr 2017.” Retrieved (https://de.calameo.com/
read/0050863728984b0164b45).
Lammerts van Bueren, E. T. 2010. “Ethics of Plant Breeding: The IFOAM Basic Principles as a Guide for the
Evolution of Organic Plant Breeding.” Ecology and Farming 2010(feb): 7–10.
Lammerts van Bueren, E. T., S. S. Jones, L. Tamm, K. M. Murphy, J. R. Myers, C. Leifert, and M. M. Messmer.
2011. “The Need to Breed Crop Varieties Suitable for Organic Farming, Using Wheat, Tomato and Broccoli
as Examples: A Review.” NJAS – Wageningen Journal of Life Sciences 58(3–4): 193–205. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.njas.2010.04.001
Lang, Daniel J., Arnim Wiek, Matthias Bergmann, Michael Stauffacher, Pim Martens, Peter Moll, Mark
Swilling, and Christopher J. Thomas. 2012. “Transdisciplinary Research in Sustainability Science: Practice,
Principles, and Challenges.” Sustainability Science 7: 25–43. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11625-0110149-x
Louwaars, Niels. 2017. “Seeds of Confusion: The Impact of Policies on Seed Systems.” PhD dissertation,
University of Wageningen, Wageningen, The Netherlands.
McGuire, Shawn, G. Manicad, and Louise Sperling. 1999. Technical and Institutional Issues in Participatory
Plant Breeding –Done from a Perspective of Farmer Plant Breeding. Cali: CGIAR Systemwide Program on
Participatory Research and Gender Analysis for Technology Development and Institutional Innovation;
Centro Internacional de Agricultura Tropical (CIAT).
Medina, Charito P. 2011. “Rice: Crop Breeding Using Farmer-Led Participatory Plant Breeding, Chap 11.” In
Organic Crop Breeding, edited by E. T. Lammerts van Bueren, and J. A. Myers, 191–202. John Wiley & Sons,
Ltd. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119945932.ch11
Montenegro de Wit, Maywa. 2019. “Beating the Bounds: How Does ‘Open Source’ Become a Seed Commons?”
The Journal of Peasant Studies 46(1): 44–79. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2017.1383395
Mudiwa, Morris. 2002. “Global Commons: The Case of Indigenous Knowledge, Intellectual Property Rights
and Biodiversity.” In The Commons in an Age of Globalisation, the Ninth Biennial Conference of the
International Association for the Study of Common Property. June 17–21, 2002, Victoria Falls, Zimbabwe.
Müller, Christina. 2012. “Practicing Commons in Community Gardens: Urban Gardening as a Corrective for
Homo Economicus.” In The Wealth of the Commons. A World beyond Market and State, edited by D. Bollier,
and S. Helfrich, 219–224.

436

Sievers-Glotzbach et al: Diverse Seeds – Shared Practices

Osman, A. M., and Veronique Chable. 2009. Breeding Initiatives of Seeds of Landraces, Amateur Varieties and
Conservation Varieties: An Inventory and Case Studies. Louis Bolk Instituut.
Ostrom, Elinor. 1990. Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511807763
Ostrom, Elinor, ed. 2005. Understanding Institutional Diversity. Princeton: Princeton University Press. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400831739
Ostrom, Elinor. 2010. “Beyond Markets and States: Polycentric Governance of Complex Economic Systems.”
American Economic Review 100(3): 641–672. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.100.3.641
Ostrom, Vincent, Charles M. Tiebout, and Robert Warren. 1961. “The Organization of Government in
Metropolitan Areas: A Theoretical Inquiry.” American Political Science Review 55(4): 831–842. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055400125973
Pautasso, Marco, Guntra Aistara, Adeline Barnaud, Sophie Caillon, Pascal Clouvel, Oliver T. Coomes, Marc
Delêtre, Elise Demeulenaere, Paola De Santis, Thomas Döring, Ludivine Eloy, Laure Emperaire, Eric
Garine, Isabelle Goldringer, Devra Jarvis, Hélène I. Joly, Christian Leclerc, Selim Louafi, Pierre Martin,
François Massol, Shawn McGuire, Doyle McKey, Christine Padoch, Clélia Soler, Mathieu Thomas, and Sara
Tramontini. 2013. “Seed Exchange Networks for Agrobiodiversity Conservation. A Review.” Agronomy for
Sustainable Development 33(1): 151–175. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s13593-012-0089-6
Peschard, Karine. 2014. “Farmers’ Rights and Food Sovereignty: Critical Insights from India.” The Journal of
Peasant Studies 41(6): 1085–1108. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2014.937338
Reyes-García, Victoria, Laura Aceituno-Mata, Petra Benyei, Laura Calvet-Mir, María Carrascosa, Manuel Pardode-Santayana, and Javier Tardio. 2018. “Governing Landraces and Associated Knowledge as Commons.
From Theory to Practice.” In The Commons, Plant Breeding and Agricultural Research: Challenges for Food
Security and Agrobiodiversity, edited by F. Girard, and C. Frison, 195–209. New York: Routledge. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315110387-13
Safrin, Sabrina. 2004. “Hyperownership in a Time of Biotechnological Promise: The International Conflict
to Control the Building Blocks of Life.” American Journal of International Law 98. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.2307/3216691
Sato, Chizu, and Jozelin María Soto Alarcón. 2019. “Toward a Postcapitalist Feminist Political Ecology
Approach to the Commons and Commoning.” International Journal of the Commons 13(1): 36. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.18352/ijc.933
Serpolay, Estelle, Julie C. Dawson, Veronique Chable, Edith Lammerts Van Bueren, Aart Osman, Silvio Pino,
Donato Silveri, and Isabelle Goldringer. 2011. “Diversity of Different Farmer and Modern Wheat Varieties
Cultivated in Contrasting Organic Farming Conditions in Western Europe and Implications for European
Seed and Variety Legislation.” Organic Agriculture 1(3): 127–145. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s13165011-0011-6
Sievers-Glotzbach, Stefanie, Johannes Euler, Christine Frison, Nina Gmeiner, Lea Kliem, Armelle Mazé
and Julia Tschersich. Forthcoming. “Beyond the material: Knowledge Aspects in Seed Commoning.”
Agriculture and Human Values Symposium Issue on Seed Commons.
Sievers-Glotzbach, Stefanie, and Julia Tschersich. 2019. “Overcoming the process-structure divide in
conceptions of social-ecological transformation: Assessing the transformative character and impact of
change processes.” Ecological Economics 164. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2019.106361
Soleri, Daniela, Steven E. Smith, and David A. Cleveland. 2000. “Evaluating the Potential for Farmer and Plant
Breeder Collaboration: A Case Study of Farmer Maize Selection in Oaxaca, Mexico.” Euphytica 116(1):
41–57. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1004093916939
Soroos, Marvin S. 2001. “The Evolution of Global Commons.” In Global Environmental Policies, edited by
H.-W. Jeong, 39–65. London: Palgrave Macmillan UK. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230503359_2
Sperling, L., J. A. Ashby, M. E. Smith, E. Weltzien, and S. McGuire. 2001. “A Framework for Analyzing
Participatory Plant Breeding Approaches and Results.” Euphytica 122(3): 439–50. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1023/A:1017505323730
Stern, Paul C. 2011. “Design Principles for Global Commons: Natural Resources and Emerging Technologies.”
International Journal of the Commons 5(2): 213–232. DOI: https://doi.org/10.18352/ijc.305
Thiel, Andreas. 2017. “The Scope of Polycentric Governance Analysis and Resulting Challenges.” Journal of
Self-Governance and Management Economics 5(3): 52. DOI: https://doi.org/10.22381/JSME5320173
Thomas, Mathieu, Julie C. Dawson, Isabelle Goldringer, and Christophe Bonneuil. 2011. “Seed Exchanges,
a Key to Analyze Crop Diversity Dynamics in Farmer-Led on-Farm Conservation.” Genetic Resources and
Crop Evolution 58(3): 321–38. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10722-011-9662-0

Sievers-Glotzbach et al: Diverse Seeds – Shared Practices

437

Timmermann, Cristian, and Zoë Robaey. 2016. “Agrobiodiversity Under Different Property Regimes.” Journal
of Agricultural and Environmental Ethics 29(2): 285–303. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10806-0169602-2
Tummers, Lidewij, and Sherilyn MacGregor. 2019. “Beyond Wishful Thinking: A FPE Perspective on
Commoning, Care, and the Promise of Co-Housing.” International Journal of the Commons 13(1): 62. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.18352/ijc.918
Tyagi, Rishi Kumar, and Anuradha Agrawal. 2015. “Revised Genebank Standards for Management of Plant
Genetic Resources.” Indian Journal of Agricultural Sciences 85(2): 157–165.
van de Wouw, Mark, Chris Kik, Theo van Hintum, Rob van Treuren, and Bert Visser. 2009. “Genetic Erosion
in Crops: Concept, Research Results and Challenges.” Plant Genetic Resources 8(01): 1–15. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1017/S1479262109990062
van Laerhoven, Frank, Michael Schoon, and Sergio Villamayor-Tomas. 2020. “Celebrating the 30th
Anniversary of Ostrom’s Governing the Commons: Traditions and Trends in the Study of the Commons,
Revisited.” International Journal of the Commons 14(1): 208–24. DOI: https://doi.org/10.5334/ijc.1030
Velasco, Jerald Medina. 2019. “Management Practices And Technical Efficiency of MASIPAG Rice Farmers
in Isabela, Philippines.” European Journal of Agriculture and Food Sciences 1(2). DOI: https://doi.
org/10.24018/ejfood.2019.1.2.9
Vernooy, Ronnie, Bhuwon Sthapit, Gea Galluzzi, and Pitambar Shrestha. 2014. “The Multiple Functions and
Services of Community Seedbanks.” Resources 3(4). DOI: https://doi.org/10.3390/resources3040636
Villa, Tania Carolina Camacho, Nigel Maxted, Maria Scholten, and Brian Ford-Lloyd. 2005. “Defining and
Identifying Crop Landraces.” Plant Genetic Resources: Characterization and Utilization 3(03): 373–384.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1079/PGR200591
Vivero-Pol, Jose Luis. 2017. “Food as Commons or Commodity? Exploring the Links between Normative
Valuations and Agency in Food Transition.” Sustainability 9(3): 442. DOI: https://doi.org/10.3390/
su9030442
Vivero-Pol, Jose Luis, Ferrando Tomaso, De Schutter Olivier, and Mattei Ugo. 2018. “Introduction – The
Food Commons Are Coming...” In Routledge Handbook Of Food As A Commons: Expanding Approaches,
edited by J. L. Vivero-Pol, T. Ferrando, O. De Schutter, and U. Mattei. Routledge. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781315161495
Wattnem, Tamara. 2016. “Seed Laws, Certification and Standardization: Outlawing Informal Seed Systems in
the Global South.” The Journal of Peasant Studies 43(4): 850–867. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/03066
150.2015.1130702
Weltzien, Eva, M. E. Smith, Laura S. Meitzner, and Louise Sperling. 2000. Technical and Institutional Issues in
Participatory Plant Breeding – from the Perspective of Formal Plant Breeding: A Global Analysis of Issues,
Results, and Current Experience. 3. Cali: CGIAR Systemwide Program on Participatory Research and
Gender Analysis for Technology Development and Institutional Innovation.
Westengen, Ola Tveitereid, Kristine Skarbø, Teshome Hunduma Mulesa, and Trygve Berg. 2018. “Access
to Genes: Linkages between Genebanks and Farmers’ Seed Systems.” Food Security 10(1): 9–25. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-017-0751-6
Wilbois, Klaus P., Brian Baker, Maaike Raaijmakers, and Edith T. Lammerts van Bueren. 2012. “Values and
Principles in Organic Farming and Consequences for Breeding Approaches and Techniques.” In Organic
Crop Breeding, edited by E. T. Lammerts van Bueren, and J. R. Myers, 125–138. New Delhi: Wiley-Blackwell.
DOI: https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119945932.ch7
Wilkes, H. Garrison. 1988. “Plant Genetic Resources Over Ten Thousand Years: From a Handful of Seed to the
Crop Specific Mega Genebank.” In Seeds and sovereignty: the use and control of plant genetic resources,
edited by J. R. Kloppenburg, 67–89. Durham, [N.C.]: Duke University Press.
Winge, Tone. 2015. “Seed Legislation in Europe and Crop Genetic Diversity.” In Sustainable Agriculture
Reviews, Vol. 15, edited by E. Lichtfouse, 1–64. Cham: Springer International Publishing. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-09132-7_1
Wirz, Johannes, Peter Kunz, and Ueli Hurter. 2017. “Saatgut – Gemeingut, Züchtung als Quelle von
Realwirtschaft, Recht und Kultur.” Dornach: Verlag am Goetheanum.
Witcombe, J. R., A. Joshi, K. D. Joshi, and B. R. Sthapit. 1996. “Farmer Participatory Crop Improvement. I.
Varietal Selection and Breeding Methods and Their Impact on Biodiversity.” Experimental Agriculture
32(04): 445. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/S001447970000380X
Wolter, Hendrik, and Stefanie Sievers-Glotzbach. 2019. “Bridging traditional and New Commons: The case
of fruit breeding.” International Journal of the Commons 13: 303. DOI: https://doi.org/10.18352/ijc.869

438

Sievers-Glotzbach et al: Diverse Seeds – Shared Practices

How to cite this article: Sievers-Glotzbach, Stefanie, Julia Tschersich, Nina Gmeiner, Lea Kliem, and Anoush
Ficiciyan. 2020. “Diverse Seeds – Shared Practices: Conceptualizing Seed Commons.” International Journal of the
Commons 14(1): pp. 418–438. DOI: https://doi.org/10.5334/ijc.1043
Submitted: 19 March 2020

Accepted: 31 May 2020

Published: 24 August 2020

Copyright: © 2020 The Author(s). This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License (CC-BY 4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any
medium, provided the original author and source are credited. See http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

International Journal of the Commons is a peer-reviewed open access journal
published by Ubiquity Press.

OPEN ACCESS

