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Abbreviations and definitions
Biotuinders: Dutch association of organic farmers
Broodfonds: Consists of a group of (self)employed people who donate money every month to a fund.
When one of the members falls ill and cannot work, he/she receives money from the fund for up to
two years. Can be seen as community regulated insurance.
CSA: Community supported agriculture: a mutual relationship of support and involvement between
local farmers and citizens, who pay an annual membership to the farmer in order to cover production
costs for the farm.
Dagbesteders: People that have a care indication, need a place to work or that have a need for more
social contact. In farm context, dagbesteders come during the day to help on the farm and receive
guidance from the farmer or a care worker.
Eenmanszaak: Organizational form in which one person is responsible for operating the business. In
case of debt, the person is responsible with his private capital for this debt.
Herenboeren: A citizen movement that has set up cooperative farms of which citizens have shared
ownership. The citizens of the farm hire a farmer who is at the service of the cooperative. The farms
are mixed farms; including both horticulture and livestock farming.
Land van Ons: Citizen initiative that buys up land for recovery of biodiversity and landscape. The focus
is on biodiversity of agriculture, rather than on nature areas. Land is rented out to farmers who farm
ecologically and sustainably.
Strippenkaart: Card that represents a certain value and can be used for as many times as the value
represents; it can for example represent 5 vegetable packages.
Toekomstboeren: An initiative and association that wants to make visible and strengthen the
movement of sustainable and socially responsible agriculture.
Vennootschap onder firma (VOF): A company form in which two or more people share a business under
one name. This includes sharing of responsibilities.
Zelfstandigen zonder personeel (ZZP’ers): Self-employed people without employees
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1. Introduction
Over the past century, Dutch agriculture has changed tremendously (Bos, Smit & Schröder, 2013;
Meerburg, Korevaar, Haubenhofer, Blom-Zandstra & Van Keulen, 2009). A shift has occurred from
small scale agriculture being the dominant form of agriculture, to industrial agriculture as the dominant
form. Until world war two, agriculture in the Netherlands consisted mainly of small scale agriculture,
combining arable- with livestock farming on different parcels of small scale. This started to change
after the Dutch hunger winter during world war two, which came with food and fuel shortages. Under
leadership of minister Mansholt, the agricultural focus shifted towards industrial agriculture, consisting
of large scale food production, with the aim to prevent future famines and increase food security
(Oppedijk van Veen, van den Berg, Jan Roters, de Moel & van Geel, 2020; Poppe, 2020). This was part
of the Green Revolution, in which new agricultural technologies were introduced and implemented
(Pellegrini & Fernández, 2017). Developments that took place within Europe and European policy
during the green revolution are an increase in farm size, an increase in external inputs used in
agriculture, an increase in efficiency, and liberalization of agriculture. This liberalization facilitated
export (Meerburg et al., 2009). Similar developments took place all over the world in the 20th century,
with the Green Revolution emerging worldwide in the late 60’s.
Benefits of industrial agriculture are that it led to increased agricultural productivity, consequently
increasing food availability. Supply grew faster than the demand for food products, which led to a
reduction in prices and thus better accessibility to food (Motes, 2010).
Despite these benefits that came with this shift to industrial agriculture, this new type of agriculture
has also led to several negative societal impacts.

1.1 Problem 1: Access to food
Despite enough food being produced to feed the world, many people still lack access to food. This
unequal division of food is shown by the fact that both in developing and developed countries, poor
nutrition is prevalent in terms of people being over- and underweight (OECD, 2013; Alexandratos &
Bruinsma, 2012; McMichael, Powles, Butler & Uauy, 2007). Reason for this unequal access to food is
that food is often not produced where it is needed; both in quality, quantity and diversity (Voedsel
Anders, 2018). Another reason for unequal food access is that one third of all food produced is used
as input for livestock production and decreases food available for human consumption (Batini, 2019).
Consuming grains through animal products is less nutrient efficient than consuming the grains directly,
due to losses in digestion of livestock (Horrigan, Lawrence & Walker, 2002). This reduced food
availability for human consumption increases food prices. This impacts the poor most deeply, who
already spend a large percentage of their income on food and are vulnerable to price increases
(Humanium, n.d.).

1.2 Problem 2: Land concentration
1.2.1 Origin
Another issue that arose with the entrance of industrial agriculture is that of land concentration,
leading to reduced land access for small-scale farmers, as well as land-based inequality. This land
concentration is a consequence of a trend towards privatization in the agricultural sector, but also of
changes in agricultural policy. This land concentration trend is enforced through existing institutional
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rules and market structures, such as the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) subsidy regulations in the
European Union (EU). Land concentration gained momentum at the same time the CAP changed; it
started favoring large land holdings in its subsidy distribution. These subsidies are tied to production
scale, which is a stimulant for land accumulation. This CAP resulted in large farms becoming strong in
market competition, not because of their on-farm efficiency, but since they capture subsidies most
efficiently (Borras Jr, Franco & van der Ploeg, 2013).
This land concentration is often accompanied by emergence of monocultures, since upscaling
production is easier with only one crop variety. This encouraged farmers to upscale and intensify
production, in order to capture subsidies and to be able to compete with other businesses. This need
for upscaling has led to farmers quitting agriculture worldwide (Voedsel Anders, 2018). A consequence
of smallholders quitting agriculture, is land concentration among agrarian entrepreneurs. These
entrepreneurs strive for industrialized farming; including scale enlargement and technology use that
can replace human interference (Voedsel Anders, 2018).
In the Netherlands the situation developed in a similar pattern following world war two. With scale
enlargement came a focus on agricultural efficiency in the Netherlands, and with the focus on
efficiency came a focus on export production. Minimum prices were implemented for important Dutch
agricultural goods, as well as import duties and fees (Oppedijk van Veen et al., 2020). Food surplus
production became the new norm in Europe. Surplus was dumped on international markets in order
to keep up prices within domestic markets (Glipo & Pascual, 2005). In the eighties Dutch agricultural
policy shifted towards the liberal market. The processing sector was growing quickly at this time, as
well as the export sector. Dutch and European policies promoted production for multinational
agribusinesses instead of for local markets. Export continued to grow and started to make up a large
part of the Dutch economy in financial terms (Oppedijk van Veen et al., 2020). Production costs for
farmers were rising during this period, while commodity prices were lacking behind. This pushed many
farmers below the low-income line. To keep up their income, many of these farmers invested in scale
enlargement, mechanization and intensification, which increased production costs. Many farms had
large debts, which stimulated production at the lowest cost possible, leading to stress (Oppedijk van
Veen et al., 2020). These debts also led to many farmers quitting agriculture, without having family
members to take over their businesses. Many young people did not want to take over farms, due to
the stress that accompanied this way of life. These quitting farmers often sold their land to larger farms
in the neighborhood, resulting in land concentration. Following these agricultural reforms, the average
surface in hectares per farm increased (Oppedijk van Veen et al., 2020).
1.2.2 Consequences
Land concentration takes on a large scale in the Netherlands, which is illustrated by the fact that
between 1950 and 2016, the amount of farms has decreased from 410.000 in 1950 to 55.000 in 2016
(CBS, 2017). This land concentration and reduction in the number of farms is problematic from the
viewpoint of all who are critical of the agrarian modernization paradigm. Land concentration prohibits
prospective farmers from entering the sector, due to high land prices that prospective farmers cannot
afford. This is a problem, since these new entrant farmers have several advantages over traditional
farmers. New entrant farmers often focus on local communities and appreciate their traditional and
local knowledge (Visser, Wartena & Avermaete, 2015). In addition, they also introduce renewal in the
agricultural sector (Visser et al., 2015; Davis, Caskie & Wallace, 2013). New entrants develop their ideas
with help of skills and resources gained outside the farming sector, which leads to innovative practices
in both marketing, management and production (Sutherland, 2015). New entrants also have more
room to innovate and implement new ideas than traditional farmers, since they are not yet embedded
in structures the way traditional farmers are (Visser et al., 2015). They can boost productivity levels
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and vibrancy in the farming industry (Davis et al., 2015). In addition, new entrants are viewed as crucial
for competitiveness in the agricultural sector (Sutherland, 2015). Lastly, young entrant farmers use
agro-environment schemes more often and are more likely to engage in organic farming, which are
both beneficial practices for the environment (Taherzadeh, 2019). These difficulties faced in entering
the agricultural sector for new entrants also result in constraints for alternative agriculture, since this
mostly starts on smaller scale (Borras Jr et al., 2013).
Apart from creating difficulties for entering the agricultural sector, this land concentration also
undermines small farmers’ capacity to construct and defend their own livelihoods, and with this
threatens their autonomy (Borras Jr et al., 2013).

1.3 Problem 3: Power imbalances
A result of this industrialization and concentration of land is that citizens get less of a say regarding
food production and consumption. The global food and agricultural system is now controlled by few
transnational corporations (TNCs), such as seed companies, grain traders, processing companies, and
large supermarket chains (Voedsel Anders, 2018). Little information is shared across the agricultural
sector, resulting in knowledge inequalities (Kremen, Iles & Bacon, 2012).
These TNCs profit from open borders concerning trade, as well as from few regulations concerning
agriculture and production (Voedsel Anders, 2018). Export focused TNCs often operate in
monopsony’s. The power that comes with monopsony’s improves the position of TNCs to bargain with
producers. These producers have few choices of who to sell their products to, since the sector is
controlled by few companies (Musa, 2009). In this bargaining with producers, agrifood TNCs have
shown to be aggressive in their price negotiations, pushing prices down. Small farmers consequently
get in trouble, due to low market prices and rising input costs. Rising input costs are related to
Intellectual property rights (IPRs). These IPRs of agricultural inputs are more and more in hands of
TNCs, which results in small farmers having to pay high prices for them. The growing market power of
TNCs can also be a threat to equity, due to benefits of trade flowing away from small farmers towards
these TNCs. This threatens the existence of small scale farmers (Musa, 2009).
In the harvest season traders force prices down and compete peasants out of the market. When
production means are in their own hands, they raise the prices again (Glipo & Pascual, 2005). An
example of TNCs taking over control over production, is supermarkets implementing high standards
for their products, such as uniformity in color, size and shape. This means farmers can only sell part of
their harvest and become dependent on these food standards. Retailers also heavily influence the
supply of products, prices of goods and with that peoples shopping habits (La Via Campesina, 2018).
In this production controlled by traders, power imbalances are reinforced through farmers’ relations
with laborers. Often inadequate income is provided and long hours are enforced in order to keep
production costs and the price of products low (Kremen et al., 2012). The focus on export production
also reinforces inequalities between the developing and developed world, since the export focus
benefits the developed world, but has a negative impact on the developing world and its domestic
markets (Glipo & Pascual, 2005).
With the emergence of industrial agriculture, people have become distanced from food producers,
and with that from places of food production. This has made people less connected to-, and less
knowledgeable about food production (Wittman, Desmarais & Wiebe, 2010; Kremen et al., 2012). A
consequence is that people lack appreciation for food, and food is stripped of cultural significance and
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meaning. This lack of connection to food also means people are less able to take conscious decisions
about the food system and their own consumption (Wittman et al., 2012).
Another way in which control is taken away from citizens and the market is through the issuing of
subsidies by governments to unsustainable agriculture, which would otherwise not be profitable
(Batini, 2019). In issuing these subsidies, large holdings are preferred. This makes it more difficult for
small scale farmers to compete in the same country (Van der Ploeg, Franco & Borras, 2015). These
subsidies are financed through tax-payers’ money and are used for both support of agriculture, as well
as fixing problems caused by agriculture (Batini, 2019). These subsidies also negatively impact
agriculture in developing economies, who cannot compete with the low prices without subsidization.
These economies then become dependent on food imports and the volatile global food prices (Batini,
2019). The Netherlands plays a relatively large role in this world market, due to its large export sector
(Government, 2020).

1.4 Problem 4: Environmental degradation
Currently a lot of industrial agriculture worldwide is based on exploitation of natural resources (OECD,
2013; Batini, 2019). The focus of industrial agriculture is on reducing labor costs and maximizing
production, often at the expense of sustainability (Kremen, Iles & Bacon, 2012).
1.4.1 Land degradation and GHG emissions
The agrifood sector takes up around half of desert- and ice-free land, as well as most of the fresh water.
It depletes these resources through discharges of pollutants, sediments and genetically modified
organisms into ground- and surface water (Batini, 2019). Industrial agriculture also leads to loss of top
soils, waterlogging, and salinization of irrigated land (Batini, 2019; Motes, 2010). Soil degradation has
taken on large proportions; soil is currently being degraded about a hundred times faster than it is
formed (Batini, 2019). Land degradation overall is a large contributor to climate change, through its
GHG emissions and the reduction on rates of C uptake (IPCC, 2019). Another way in which agriculture
contributes to climate change is through GHG emissions. Agriculture accounts for 10 to 12 percent of
the increase in GHG emissions. Especially industrial agriculture is harmful to the environment, due to
the use of fossil fuels that are used for production of pesticides and synthetic fertilizers, high levels of
irrigation, and use of machinery (Lin et al., 2011; IPCC, 2019).
1.4.2 Biodiversity and monocultures
Agriculture is also responsible for large losses in biodiversity; including extinction of many animal- and
plant species (Batini, 2019; Emanuelli, Jonsén & Suárez, 2009; Motes, 2010). These losses can mainly
be attributed to use of monocultures (Horrigan et al., 2002; Emanuelli et al., 2009). The use of
monocultures, and thus the use of a genetically uniform crop, also increases the risk of crop failure
(Glipo & Pascual, 2018) and thereby decreases farmer resiliency. These monocultures have also shown
to be harmful to the environment; they deplete and pollute water sources, force displacement of
people, exhaust soils, force dispossession of natural resources from the indigenous and farmers, cause
health damage, destroy communities, and shift the focus towards accumulation of capital in unequal
power structures (Emanuelli et al., 2009).
1.4.3 Introduction of harmful inputs
Another agricultural factor that has negatively impacted the environment was the introduction of crop
(protection) products such as pesticides and chemical fertilizers, as well as veterinary medication
(Glipo & Pascual, 2005; Oppedijk van Veen et al., 2020). These inputs have had a large negative impact
on water quality, biodiversity, climate, and soil fertility. This is part of the reason why this industrial
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farming is more harmful to the environment than traditional farming (Glipo & Pascual, 2005; Wittman,
Desmarais & Wiebe, 2010). With the entrance of industrial agriculture, agriculture has also become
inefficient in its resource use. Instead of providing energy, more energy is put in than taken out
(Oppedijk van Veen et al., 2020).
Dutch agriculture has also had a strong negative impact on the environment due to its large scale food
and livestock production. The Netherlands is the second largest food- agricultural- and horticultural
products export country in the world. Dutch farmers are among the top three worldwide farmers who
have the highest yield per hectare, but also use most chemical pesticides (Voedsel Anders, 2018). In
addition, the Netherlands has the highest concentration of livestock per hectare in the world. The feed
of this livestock mainly comes from abroad, in the form of soy meal. This soy meal production has
negative consequences for both people and nature. Associated with soy meal production are land
grabbing, deforestation, and use of chemical pesticides, especially in South America. In addition, this
export leads to disruption of the nutrient cycle, since the products and their nutrients are exported
towards western countries (Voedsel Anders, 2018; Oppedijk van Veen et al., 2020).
1.4.4 Introduction of environmental regulation
From the 80s onward, regulation to curb these negative effects of agriculture within both the
Netherlands as well as the EU started to increase (Oppedijk van Veen et al., 2020).
These measures have had unintentional consequences; they indirectly supported intensification and
scale enlargement. Many of these regulations were designed for one specific form of agriculture, but
not applicable to mixed agriculture. Mixed farms are most resilient, since they practice risk spreading.
Despite this issue of resilience, the government was and is still fixed on upscaling and specialization.
However, even large scale specialized farms are negatively impacted by recent regulations; the
regulations on ammonia emissions are expected to result in many livestock farms shutting down. These
farms will sell their rights to keep livestock to other farms, which will become even larger. The paradox
here is that while the policy was meant to solve the problems that have come with intensification, the
policy will in the end lead to more intensification (Oppedijk van Veen et al., 2020).
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2. Problem statement
It has become clear that the current agricultural system is not sustainable in the long term (Emanuelli
et al., 2009; Horrigan et al., 2002). In recent decades there has been upcoming criticism regarding
industrial agriculture, due to the previously mentioned problems becoming apparent. With this
criticism have emerged alternative food systems and societal counter movements, often ran by new
entrant farmers.
Due to the benefits that come with new entrant farmers, it is valuable to uncover the motivations of
these new entrants for entering the agricultural sector, especially in this era where it is difficult to
enter this sector and large scale farms are preferred by agricultural policy. Past research on these
motivations shows a large variation. Sutherland (2015) for example, found in his research that
motivations for new entrant farmers to enter the agricultural sector are self-provisioning, reducing
food miles, producing pesticide free and healthy food, seeing financial opportunities, ensuring income
in case of job loss, having a good environment for raising children, being independent, or wishing to
join a social movement or class. Šimpachová Pechrová, Šimpach, Medonos, Spěšná, and Delín (2018)
found that the main motivations to get into agriculture were to continue a family farm, to work with
animals and to work close with nature. Lastly, Taherzadeh (2019) found new entrants mentioned two
types of motivations; social and political/environmental. Social motivations were a sense of purpose,
having practical work activities, having tangible results, belonging to a community, wanting to do
something enjoyable, and improving mental health. Political/environmental motivations were: having
a livelihood that aligns with norms and values, having concern for the environment, wanting to shift to
a more local economy, and as a form of resistance, working towards systems change. This shows that
motivations vary greatly and are dependent on the context of the farmers.
A shared characteristic of alternative food systems is that they are mostly based on principles of socialand environmental justice (Zerbe, 2010). These new initiatives advocate against industrialization, the
efficiency focus, economies of scale, globalization, and specialization (Zerbe, 2010). Two important
social counter movements that were upcoming in the late 20th century are the food sovereignty
movement and the agroecology movement.

2.1 Social counter movements
2.1.1 Food sovereignty movement
The first type of social counter movement is the food sovereignty movement. This movement was
founded by the international peasant movement La Via Campesina in 1993, in response to the
agricultural developments in the 20th century. The international peasant movement has 200 million
members in 81 countries. In the organization all kinds of farmers are brought together; small- and
medium sized farmers, rural youth and women, migrants, indigenous people, peasants, landless, and
agricultural workers. One of the main focus points of La via Campesina is defending food sovereignty,
which has been defined as: “Food sovereignty is the right of peoples to healthy and culturally
appropriate food produced through ecologically sound and sustainable methods, and their right to
define their own food and agriculture systems. It puts the aspirations and needs of those who produce,
distribute and consume food at the heart of food systems and policies rather than the demands of
markets and corporations. It defends the interests and inclusion of the next generation. It offers a
strategy to resist and dismantle the current corporate trade and food regime, and directions for food,
farming, pastoral and fisheries systems determined by local producers and users. Food sovereignty
prioritises local and national economies and markets and empowers peasant and family farmer-driven
9

agriculture, artisanal - fishing, pastoralist-led grazing, and food production, distribution and
consumption based on environmental, social and economic sustainability. Food sovereignty promotes
transparent trade that guarantees just incomes to all peoples as well as the rights of consumers to
control their food and nutrition. It ensures that the rights to use and manage lands, territories, waters,
seeds, livestock and biodiversity are in the hands of those of us who produce food. Food sovereignty
implies new social relations free of oppression and inequality between men and women, peoples, racial
groups, social and economic classes and generations” (Nyéléni, 2007). Food sovereignty as a concept
is a response to the changed relationship between humans and food, which is the result of
globalization of trade and industrialization of production (Wittman, Desmarais & Wiebe, 2010).
2.1.2 Agroecology movement
A second movement that has arisen in response to the rise of industrial agriculture is the agroecology
movement. Like food sovereignty, the concept of agroecology arose in response to the negative effects
of industrialized agriculture, emerging from the seventies onwards (Martin & Sauerborn, 2013).
Agroecology is also one of the focus points of La Via Campesina (La Via Campesina, 2018).
Understandings of agroecology have changed over the years, and many different definitions exist. First
agroecology was only focused on agroecosystems, while more recently the focus has shifted to a focus
on the food system as a whole (La Via Campesina, 2018). Agroecology can be defined as: “the
integrative study of the ecology of the entire food systems, encompassing ecological, economic and
social dimensions, or more simply the ecology of food systems” (Martin & Sauerborn, 2013).
Agroecology thus takes into account how food is produced, where it is produced, by whom it is
produced and how skills and knowledge concerning food and agriculture are shared. This knowledge
on food and agricultural production is combined with the cultural, social and political context.
Agroecology provides a holistic understanding of the role that humans play in natural cycles and how
this role can be improved to enhance ecosystems (La Via Campesina, 2018).
In agroecology, production practices are based on ecological principles, in which no artificial
hormones, agro toxins or GMO’s are used. In addition, there is a focus on integrating farming systems
within their natural ecosystems and consequently forming resilient rural economies, while using as
little inputs as possible (La Via Campesina, 2018). Agroecology also advocates for building public policy
frameworks that support soil health and agroecology in general. It is especially important to develop
resilient rural economies and low input farming practices, where food and farming are integrated in
ecosystems (La Via Campesina, 2018).
2.1.3 Commoning
Commoning is an organizational form that has potential to be of importance in reaching both food
sovereignty, as well as agroecology. It already plays a role in both movements. Commoning is a way of
sharing resources within a community. Commoning is committed to preservation of societal values,
such as equity, biodiversity, environment and social cohesion in production and consumption of
resources (Vivero-Pol, Ferrando, De Schutter & Mattei, 2019).
Commoning is often mentioned as a possible solution to economic and ecological crises, and is thus
seen as a more sustainable form of resource management (Fournier, 2013). In addition, commoning
also has potential to facilitate entry into the agricultural sector. Because of the role commoning can
play in sustainability and entrance to the agricultural sector, commoning as a practice also interests
organizations consistent of new entrant farmers.
2.1.4 Link between movements
There are some similarities between food sovereignty movement, the agroecology movement and
commoning. Firstly, they share common values like biodiversity, equity, and environment. In addition,
10

agroecology is part of the food sovereignty framework. Commoning and food sovereignty in turn both
reject the modern corporate food regime, as well as work towards a more sustainable and equitable
food system in society (Vivero-Pol, Ferrando, De Schutter & Mattei, 2019).
Commoning is an innovative way of connecting with consumers that can be used as a way of reaching
food sovereignty, and with that also implement agroecology. Alternative food systems that work on
the basis of food sovereignty, agroecology, and that are experimenting with commoning to implement
their values are on the rise in Europe. They share the goal to reduce the dominance of large
agribusinesses within the food chain (La Via Campesina, 2018).

2.2 Toekomstboeren
A Dutch example of an alternative agricultural movement that links ideas of food sovereignty,
agroecology and commoning, is ‘Toekomstboeren’, which translates to ‘future farmers’. This is an
organization of mostly new entrant farmers that was founded in 2015. Current (active) member count
is about 200. The goal of Toekomstboeren is to strengthen the movement of sustainable and socially
responsible agriculture and to increase its visibility. It strives for a future with more ecological, social,
and sustainable agriculture (Toekomstboeren, n.d. (1)). Ways in which Toekomstboeren supports this
way of farming is through forming alliances, organizing informal meetings on the farm where
Toekomstboeren can meet (‘het boerenvuur’), organizing land markets where people with ideas and
land holders can meet, organizing workshops for knowledge sharing, and advocating for small scale
sustainable farming at, among others, the government (Toekomstboeren, n.d. (1)).
The core values of Toekomstboeren are autonomy and food sovereignty. The organization consists of
farmers who stress the importance of being able to experiment on the farm and to share knowledge
and results amongst each other. Toekomstboeren works on the basis of agroecology. Members of
Toekomstboeren try to build soil fertility and regenerate soils. They do this by increasing organic
matter content, which leads to CO2 uptake by soils.
The organization Toekomstboeren is still acquiring new knowledge concerning soil cover, mixed
farming, combining wood crops with annual crops, and finding new ways of working and connecting
with consumers. A way of connecting to consumers could be through commoning. However, the
organization of Toekomstboeren itself can already be seen as a result of commoning practices, since
to start the organization, a community of farmers was needed who work together and share, for
example, knowledge with each other about how they believe the agricultural sector could be
improved. Toekomstboeren can thus be seen as a result of farmers working together and forming a
community. It could also be argued that Toekomstboeren currently already implements forms of
commoning, through for example their land markets, where they facilitate access to land for new
entrants, (partly) outside of market structures. As an organization, Toekomstboeren is thus both based
on commoning practices, but also tries to stimulate commoning among its members.
As mentioned before, Toekomstboeren consists of mostly new entrant farmers. These new entrant
farmers of Toekomstboeren have potential to tackle the aforementioned problems that have come
with industrial farming, due to having several aforementioned advantages over traditional farmers.
The members of Toekomstboeren, including non-members who strive for similar goals as the
organization Toekomstboeren, will be called future farmers. Since motivations for entering the sector
mentioned in literature vary greatly, it is interesting to see if a pattern can be uncovered among future
farmers.
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2.3 Relevance
Within the organization Toekomstboeren, there is currently a project running on implementation of
commoning in different forms. In the project, people are interviewed who already implemented forms
of commoning in an agricultural context, with the goal to identify what factors are needed in order to
successfully implement commoning. With this project, Toekomstboeren mainly looks outside the
organization for examples. A student who has done prior research on the topic of commoning among
future farmers is Pablo van Neste. This research will partly build on his work, and make use of the same
theoretical framework by Gibson-Graham et al. (2016). However, the goal is to deepen the concept of
commoning among future farmers.
As an addition to the ongoing research by Toekomstboeren, this research will look at what role
commoning and its underlying values play in both the motivations of new entrants for entering the
sector as Toekomstboeren, but also in how these farmers shape their agriculture. Many motivations
are expected to be linked to one of the components of commoning, when looking at prior research on
motivations for entering the agricultural sector. For example, the wish for shifting towards a local
economy, including a strong community (Taherzadeh, 2019).
It is interesting to uncover what motivates farmers to enter the agricultural sector, build relationships
with consumers and to engage in commoning in its different forms, especially in light of the advantages
of having new entrants in the agricultural sector and the difficulties they face in accessing land and
entering the sector in general.
This research is of scientific relevance, since literature on the topic of new entrant farmers is still
limited and context dependent. Also, alternative food movements with new entrant farmers and the
concept of commoning emerged around the same time. Therefore, it is interesting to find out what
role commoning plays in motivations of people to become part of alternative food movements and to
enter the agricultural sector as new entrants, as well as in how they shape their agriculture. What also
makes this research scientifically relevant is that there is currently a knowledge gap concerning the
role of commoning in motivations for new entrants to enter the agricultural sector. This research is
also of societal relevance, since commoning has potential to be a sustainable alternative to industrial
agriculture in resource management. In light of the current environmental crisis and the growing world
population leading to increased food demand, it becomes increasingly relevant to explore alternative
ways of practicing agriculture and distributing food.
This leads to the following main research question:
‘Which commoning components can be distinguished in the motivations of new entrant farmers for
becoming future farmers, and in the way these future farmers shape their farming practices now?’
This research question will be answered through the following sub questions:
1) In which ways do commoning mechanisms play a role in motivations for becoming a future
farmer?
2) Which commoning mechanisms are of particular importance in these motivations?
3) How do the various commoning mechanisms manifest themselves in on-farm practices?
4) What do future farmers perceive as the main opportunities and limitations in their quest to
realize commoning mechanisms?
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3. Theoretical framework
3.1. Commoning
This section will cover the theoretical framework of commoning, as described by Gibson-Graham et al.
(2016). First a short history on the commons will be given, which led to the emergence of the concept
of commoning. The section will end with a more in depth description of the commoning framework
itself.
3.1.1 History commons
In past centuries, the commons were a dominant organizational form. In the commons, use of
resources was managed and organized collectively. The commons were dependent on selfmanagement and operate independently of the state and the market (Fournier, 2013). Traditionally,
the term ‘commons’ was used only for natural resources that were in common ownership, such as
fisheries and groundwater resources. Commons were seen as a pool of resources containing natural
and societal resources that were freely and jointly inherited, and sustainably managed for future
generations (Nonini, 2006). Benefits that came with the commons, were broad access to the commons,
and resources that were well cared for.
Over time, the commons have received a lot of attention from researchers, who have been trying to
understand and conceptualize the commons. The most researched and well known commons are
natural resources such as land, fisheries, and forests (Nonini, 2006). The commons have shown to be
of great importance for livelihood maintenance for many communities and individuals, especially
among smallholders and landless peasants (Fournier, 2013; Agrawal, 2002). The commons are a form
of community organization that has persisted across centuries, despite a growing focus on
commodification and enclosure (Fournier, 2013). Commodification is a process that happens through
enclosure of resources. Before something is considered a commodity, it must first become an object
that people believe can be sold and bought. This is a process of enclosure of the resource. This process
has a political and social nature and will not occur naturally. Often government intervention is needed
in order to commodify resources (Fournier, 2013). This commodification and enclosure of resources
has increased in prevalence in recent centuries, rising together with capitalism. Resources such as food
and water, and even intellectual property, have now become regulated through market structures
(Fournier, 2013).
3.1.2 Tragedy of the commons
Even in times of capitalism and resource commodification, the commons continued to receive
attention from many scholars. In the 20th century, many people believed that depletion of common
resources was inevitable due to individual overuse. Among them Hardin, whose ideas have shaped the
discourse on the commons for quite some time (Nonini, 2006).
Hardin’s idea of depletion of commonly managed resources has been called the tragedy of the
commons. He expected the commons to lead to resource depletion, since community members would
each individually overexploit the commonly managed resource out of self-interest (Fournier, 2013;
Hardin, 1968; De Angelis & Harvie, 2013). Hardin expected members to ‘free ride’; to not contribute
to resource maintenance but to only use the end resource by free riding on others’ efforts (Ostrom,
2010). He stated that this is inevitable when concerning common pool resources (Fournier, 2013).
Hardin believed more optimal forms of organization to be the market for private goods, and the
government for common goods. Without a government regulating its citizens in their common
resource use, levels of public goods would not be sustainable nor efficient (Ostrom, 2010; Fournier,
2013). Hardin expected that during modernization the commons would be replaced by private- or state
13

ownership, which would provide better management for these resources (Fournier, 2013). This idea
was based on the notion in game- and general economic theory that all individuals would behave
rationally and act out of self-interest, which has proven to be false in many social dilemma’s (Ostrom,
2010).
3.1.3 Criticism
The idea of the tragedy of the commons has been questioned and proven false by various commons
scholars. They have shown through empirical studies that there are many ways in which communities
organize use of common resources successfully, outside of privatization or state regulation
(Frischmann, Madison & Strandburg, 2014). Researchers, such as Elinor Ostrom, have pointed out that
Hardin does not take into account the organizational preconditions that lie at the base of the
commons. Ostrom and others have shown that resource depletion is thus not inevitable; in many cases
institutional or social arrangements are developed, through which resources are allocated in
sustainable and equitable ways (Fournier, 2013; Ostrom, 2010; Nonini, 2006). Ostrom found this idea
of ‘tragedy of the commons’ to only be true for anonymous and isolated individuals. She found
communication between people to reduce resource depletion (Ostrom, 2010). In systems of selforganization, Ostrom found that users had set boundaries for who could use the resources, rules
regarding resource allocation, and monitoring and sanctioning of people not following these rules
(Ostrom, 2010). Ostrom was of the opinion that what Hardin describes in his works are not the
commons, but just a case of open access to a resource (De Angelis & Harvie, 2013). Decades after
introducing the concept of tragedy of the commons, Hardin clarified that he would prefer to change
his concept to ‘the tragedy of the unmanaged commons’, referring to only open access commons
(Hudson, Rosenbloom & Cole, 2019).
In addition to her critical outlook on Hardin’s ideas on the commons, Ostrom has developed her own
ideas on the commons. Ostrom and her colleagues at the International Association for the Study of
Commons (IASC) were the first to argue that the commons require community or a form of social
organization. They found that commons have been successfully and sustainably managed for centuries
due to these forms of social organizing, also outside of market structures (Fournier, 2013). Studies by
Ostrom have also challenged the idea that governments can manage resources better than users
themselves, regarding organization and protection of resources. Ostrom has thus shown that
commons can be a way of managing resources sustainably and an alternative to the market structures
that come with capitalism. However, the work of her and her colleagues has also been subject to
critique. It has been stated she only captured one part of the commons (De Angelis & Harvie, 2013;
Fournier, 2013). Ostroms analysis of the commons has sparked many scholars’ attention to the concept
of commons and the organizational characteristics of the commons. This has led to the development
of the concept commoning.
3.1.4 From commons to commoning
With new forms of enclosure emerging through capitalist development, new social movements are
also emerging across national boundaries. Movements have arisen that defend and try to reclaim the
commons, often for peoples’ own subsistence. These movements are interested in the unique
organizational aspects of the commons, that make sustainable management of common goods
possible. The commons have persisted and have become sites of resistance against capitalism in
various forms (Fournier, 2013). However, despite there still being a widely shared interest in some
aspects of the commons, there is a visible shift away from the commons towards the concept of
commoning.
Commoning is a reinvention of the old concept of ‘the commons’, referring to goods that are
commonly managed (Vivero-Pol et al., 2019). The concept of commoning is based on the commons,
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but is broader than that. This concept originated in various researchers advocating for thinking about
commons as an activity, so as commoning (Gibson-Graham, Cameron & Healy, 2016; Linebaugh, 2008).
When used as the noun commons, it refers to resources that are commonly managed. When used as
the verb commoning, there is referred to something being a common good (Vivero-Pol, Ferrando, De
Schutter & Mattei, 2019). In addition, when using commoning as a verb, the role of communities in
commoning is emphasized, since a group of actors is needed to carry out this commoning. Without a
community, commons cannot exist; communities are the ones who can practice commoning (GibsonGraham et al., 2016). Commoning is committed to preservation of societal values, such as equity,
biodiversity, environment and social cohesion in production and consumption of resources (Vivero-Pol
et al., 2019).
There are various ideas about what the concept of commoning comprises. One area of debate is the
relationship between commoning and capitalism. According to some researchers, commoning as a
practice has become increasingly relevant as an alternative organizational form to capitalism, when
considering the economic and ecological crisis the world is in (Fournier, 2013). Since the state and the
market are partly responsible for these crises, they are seen as incapable of providing solutions to
these crises. Commoning is often advocated for by anti-capitalist movements as a possible solution
(Fournier, 2013). In addition, commoning also has potential to facilitate entry into the agricultural
sector, since commoning is a way of sharing within a community, and access to the agricultural sector
is one of the things that can be shared.
Currently commons and commoning are often talked about from within capitalist discourse (GibsonGraham et al., 2016; Fournier, 2013). Some researchers see commoning as an alternative
organizational form to capitalism (Fournier, 2013), while others think of commoning as an
organizational form that can exist within a capitalist society (De Angelis, 2012). Some researchers are
of the opinion that this framing of commoning as existing within capitalism stands in the way of using
commoning as a transformative post-capitalist strategy of organization (Gibson-Graham et al., 2016),
since commoning can also be considered an autonomous model of social organization (Fournier, 2013).
Since the relationship between commoning and capitalism is a complex topic in itself and not the topic
of this thesis, there will not be elaborated on this further.

3.2 Gibson-Graham et al. (2016)
An interesting perspective on commoning is that of Gibson-Graham et al. (2016). In this research the
commoning framework by Gibson-Graham et al. (2016) was used.
3.2.1 Commoning communities
Gibson-Graham et al. (2016) define commoning in accordance with the idea of Linebaugh, who
considered commoning an expression of relationships between the outside world and humans, but
also between humans. Gibson-Graham et al. (2016) thus consider commoning a relational process.
According to Gibson-Graham et al., commoning involves caring and taking responsibility for resources,
developing rules for use and access to resources, and distributing resource benefits equitably. GibsonGraham et al. identify six commoning components with are each surrounded by their own community:
access, benefit, care, ownership, responsibility and use. When these commoning components are
realized, this can result in many different kinds of commons, such as social commons, cultural
commons, knowledge commons, and biophysical commons. These commons in turn exist on different
scales; from household level, to international level. In order to realize these components, some form
of community, and thus community building, is needed. Communities are not a pre-given in
commoning, but are formed in the process of commoning.
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Gibson-Graham et al. (2016) describe through several examples how commoning can be realized in
many different types of communities. The six commoning components and communities they identify,
can be realized in different ways and also in different gradations. As an example of a field in which
commoning could be used for improvement, Gibson-Graham et al. (2016) mention the unmanaged
common of the ozone layer in the past, which was deteriorating at an alarming pace. Commoning of
these resources can be a way of dealing with them in a more sustainable manner, since in commoning
relationships there are shared norms and values to which is acted accordingly.
3.2.2 The unfolding of commoning processes
Gibson-Graham et al. (2016) identify three factors that played a role in the politics of commoning the
atmosphere, that might also be applicable in other types of commoning in the face of climate change.
The first factor is that people with key roles to the resource were learning to be affected; in this case
public officials who learned about the consequences of a damaged ozone layer. This realization led to
a breakthrough in international policy in 1985. This breakthrough was a consequence of a second
factor which is important in realizing a commoning community: the contribution of technological
innovation. Researchers now had instruments with which they detected the ozone depletion in
Antarctica. In addition, NASA used satellite based sensors to measure the extent of depletion and also
produced images of the hole in the ozone layer. This helped give the message of ozone depletion more
weight. A third factor that helped in constituting a commoning community was that Australia has
geographical proximity to the ozone layer and is therefore impacted heavily by depletion leading to
increased radiation. Increased ultraviolet B radiation leads to increased risk of skin cancers, which were
already prevalent in Australia. Due to earlier campaigns, the residents of Australia learned to be
affected by ultraviolet B radiation already. The commoning community also put pressure on large
chemical corporations like Du Pont, through different manifestations of commoning, who were then
forced to change their use of ozone depletion substances to more sustainable alternatives.
All these factors led to development of both a national- and an international commoning community,
who formed the Montreal protocol, which stated that use of ozone depleting substances had to be
phased out. Since the Montreal protocol has been so successful in reducing climatic impact worldwide,
there might be potential for commoning communities in tackling other environmental problems, such
as the environmental damage originating in the agricultural sector.
However, this research will focus on the perspective of farmers, rather than on the perspective of other
citizens.
3.2.3 Commoning framework
Commoning according to Gibson-Graham et al. (2016) is expressed through sharing one or more of the
six commoning components in communities (see table 1). This community can differ per commoning
component, which means that one farm can have multiple commoning communities.
Table 1 shows how resources with different types of ownership can be commoned. Both enclosed
resources and unmanaged resources can be commoned through adapting the commoning
components of access, benefit, care, responsibility and use. Commoning communities negotiate on all
these components. As Gibson-Graham et al. illustrate in the example of wallaby conservation,
commoning is a multi-species collaboration; both people, animals, and non-living actors are included
in the commoning community. Their example shows that commoning can even exist when land is
privately owned, so when it is an enclosed resource. Privately owned land can be combined with
resources that have different types of ownership and can consequently become part of commoning.
Gibson-Graham et al. state that ownership is more a legal matter than a practical matter, and in the
case of private ownership does not mean that resources cannot be commoned. This shows that even
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in a capitalist society, in which many commodities are in private ownership, commoning can still take
place.
Table 1. Ways of commoning (Gibson-Graham et al., 2016)

Gibson-Graham et al. (2016) describe a new kind of commoning in which the common increases in
productivity when it is added to and shared. The grey cells in table 1 show the commoning components
and how they can be shaped to implement commoning. Since commoning is not dependent on the
type of ownership, the ownership component is not part of the grey area. Commoning will be
considered a ladder; commoning can take place to a different extent depending on how the six
commoning communities are shaped.
3.2.4 Multiplicity of community building
Despite there being successful examples, in many cases there is a struggle to establish a commoning
community or commoning communities. The concept of community is often used as a fixed concept,
but communities consisting of many types of actors can be distinguished. These communities can also
differ for each commoning component. On one farm there can thus be multiple commoning
communities. These can be connected to each other to a greater or lesser extent. What makes forming
a commoning community difficult is the heterogeneity of the community. The assembled community
may consist of many actors who have little similarities, apart from their involvement in the commoned
resource. In addition, commoning communities consist of both human, as well as non-human actors,
which adds to the complexity of community building. Examples of non-human actors in commoning in
the case of agriculture are biodiversity, contracts, and land. Combining all these assembled
communities and implementing commoning in a coherent and workable way is therefore a difficult
task.
3.2.5 Toekomstboeren
The framework of Gibson-Graham et al. (2016) is very relevant in the case of Toekomstboeren.
Toekomstboeren is a movement that is trying to work towards more sustainable food production
through using commoning. This framework is interesting in the case of Toekomstboeren, since the
multiplicity of community building within Toekomstboeren is expected to motivate new entrant
farmers, and maybe even make possible to become farmers in the first place.
17

Relating table 1 to the case of Toekomstboeren, commoning is expected to take place both in cases of
enclosed resources, such as a farm that is owned by a farmer himself, as well as in cases of unmanaged
resources, such as biodiversity. Toekomstboeren can be seen as an organization that is trying to
combine enclosed resources with unmanaged resources, in order to reach sustainable agricultural
practices. This table also shows potential for (future) farmers that do not implement commoning yet;
it shows the possibility to shift from privately owned and managed resources to commoned resources,
irrespective of the type of ownership.
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4. Methodology
This research has been focused on the concept of commoning of resources by Gibson-Graham et al.
(2016). This framework was chosen, since it provides a possibility to subdivide the broad concept of
commoning into 6 more measurable components. It also makes it possible to identify the different
commoning communities that belong to each of the components. The framework therefore really
makes it possible to show the complexity of commoning, and possibilities for implementation thereof.

4.1 Data gathering
This research has been of qualitative nature. Data collection happened in two ways: through in depth
semi-structured qualitative interviews, and through questionnaires. Interviews lasted 60 to 90
minutes. The questionnaire was developed by Toekomstboeren, to which 4 questions on the topic of
commoning were added for this research. The study population consisted of farmers who considered
themselves future farmers, as well as new entrants in the agricultural sector. People considering
themselves future farmers were expected to share all values of organization Toekomstboeren. They
did not necessarily have to be an official member of the organization.
New entrants were considered all farmers who considered themselves (partly) new entrants to the
agricultural sector. The term new entrant does not have clear boundaries. Farmers might consider
themselves partly new to the sector; when for example they have farmed before, but entered the
organic farming community more recently. All farmers who at least considered themselves partly new
to the sector were eligible for this research.
4.1.1 In depth interviews
For the in depth interviews a selection of different kinds of farmers was made through purposive
sampling (‘T Hart, Boeije & Hox, 2005), in order to gain perspectives from farmers in a variety of
contexts. Farms were identified through use of Google and websites of organizations such as
Toekomstboeren, Fietsen voor mijn eten, CSA netwerk, and Biotuinders. In farm selection, distance of
the researcher to the farm was taken into account, since on site interviews were preferred. The
maximum travel time to a farm was +- 2.5 hours by public transport from Wageningen. Also, in
selection of farms factors such as their form of organization (CSA, cooperative etc.), and starting year
were taken into account. Farmers were approached via email.
For the in depth interviews the aim was to obtain 10 participants (5% of target group) in order to be
able to draw conclusions more broadly than individual cases. First 10 farmers received an email. When
farmers did not respond, new farmers were contacted via email until the target group of 10 was
reached. A selection of 17 farmers ultimately received an email with a short explanation of the research
and an invitation to participate in an interview. This email was personalized to the farmer; it included
an explanation why they specifically were valuable for the research. One week after the initial
invitation via email, a reminder was sent. This led to a selection of 10 farmers who were available for
an interview within the research period.
In-depth interviews were carried out in order to gain in-depth information on the topics of motivations
for entering the agricultural sector and on the concept of commoning. The interviews also provided
space for the interviewees to add any information that they believed was relevant. The interview guide
can be found in Appendix I.
Planning of the in-depth interviews happened in consultation with the interviewee; if he/she preferred
to have the interview in an online setting, the interview was carried out online. The interview was also
carried out online in case the farm was located too far away from Wageningen to fit within the
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maximum travel time of 2.5 hours (one way). In case of an interview on site, there was offered to work
half a day on the farm of the interviewee, in exchange for their participation in the interview. This was
proposed, in order to get involved more deeply in the farm and understand the farm context better,
before carrying out the interview. In addition, it was expected that farmers might be more prone to
cooperate in an interview if they got something in return; farm work done by the researcher. If
interviewees preferred an online setting, the interview took place through Microsoft Teams. A link to
the meeting was shared with the participants via email, at least two days in advance. All interviews
took place in the months February and March. The interviews were conducted in Dutch, since only
farms located in the Netherlands were included in this research and all farmers spoke Dutch.
When planning the interviews, the national regulations concerning COVID-19 were taken into account.
4.1.2 Questionnaires
In addition to semi-structured in depth interviews, questionnaires were carried out, with the goal to
obtain information from a larger group of future farmers than the 10 interviewees. With the
questionnaires a larger part of the study population was reached than with the interviews, consisting
of 24 farmers, which helped to identify more general patterns among members of Toekomstboeren.
Development of the questionnaire happened in cooperation with one of the board members of
Toekomstboeren, who had already been working on a questionnaire to gain a better insight in the
characteristics of the members of organization Toekomstboeren. The topics comprised the role of
commoning aspects in motivations of Toekomstboeren for entering the farming sector, as described
by Gibson-Graham et al. (2016). In addition, there was asked about beneficial and limiting factors
experienced in implementation of commoning aspects. Topics and questions that were included
specifically for this research can be found in Appendix II.
The questionnaires were distributed among all members of Toekomstboeren via email in April. The
questionnaires were send out by the board of Toekomstboeren, since this was expected to increase
the response rate. After a week, a reminder was send to fill out the questionnaire. In addition, a link
to the questionnaire was posted on the Facebook page of Toekomstboeren, since this was expected
to increase the response rate.

4.2 Operationalization
4.2.1 Operationalization commoning
This section will reflect on the operationalization of the concept commoning. There was built on the
six components of Gibson-Graham et al. (2016) to measure the extent to which commoning took place.
However, Gibson-Graham et al. (2016) stated that commoning does not depend on organization of the
ownership component; commoning can take place among any kind of ownership. In this research there
is chosen to take into account the ownership component as well, in order to find out if a certain type
of ownership leads to commoning to a larger extent. However, ownership is approached a bit
differently than in the research of Gibson-Graham et al. (2016). Gibson-Graham et al. focus on
ownership in terms of private individual, private collective, state, or open access ownership. In this
research ownership is divided into ownership over the farm itself, and ownership over the farm land.
Types of ownership are also not categorized according to the four types of ownership by GibsonGraham et al. (2016), since both state and open access are expected to not be relevant in the case of
farmers. Therefore, only the categories private individual ownership and private collective ownership
are taken into account.
Each component was operationalized as shown in table 2.
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Table 2. Operationalization 6 components of commoning
Component
(theme)
Access

Benefits

Care
Ownership

Responsibility
Use

Operationalization
(sub-themes)
Getting access to the agricultural sector as a new entrant
 Access to land
 Access to capital/funding
 Access to knowledge systems/ICT
 Access to markets
 Access to information on agricultural techniques
 Access to labor
Providing access of others to the farm
 Access to the farm
 Access to produce (financial/spatial)
Sharing of benefits in and beyond the farm community
 Financial benefits
 Products/produce from the farm
 Environmental benefits
Care for nature
Care for people
Type of ownership of the land
(Private individual or private collective)
 Ownership of farm land
 Ownership over the farm itself
Risk sharing
Organizational responsibilities
Use of land
Use of material things
Use of less tangible things

To measure the access component, interview questions were asked on two types of access: farmers’
experience with getting access to the agricultural sector as new entrants, and the provided access of
others to farm participation and products. On the topic of entry to the sector, there was asked about
access to land, access to capital to start the farm, access to knowledge and information, access to food
communities, and access to labor needed on the farm. On the topic of provided access of others to the
farm, there was asked about access to participate or enter the farm, and financial and spatial access
to products.
To measure the benefit component, interview questions were asked about how benefits of the farm
are shared, and between who they are shared. Three types of benefit were considered; financial
benefits, environmental benefits, and benefits in the form of produce or products from the farm.
To measure the care component, interview questions covered two types of care: care for nature, and
care for people. Care for nature included land, soil, but also other materials used on the farm. Care for
the community consisted of caring through providing people with a place to work, and care through
educating people and proving them with information.
To measure the ownership component there was asked about the type of ownership of the resource
that is commoned; either private individual ownership or private collective ownership. Two types of
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ownership were taken into account: legal ownership of the farm land, and legal ownership of the farm
itself.
To measure the responsibility component, interview questions were asked about whether (financial)
risks are shared, and whether they believe organizational responsibility is shared with community
members, such as volunteers or harvest shareholders.
To measure the last component of use, interview questions got into resources of which the use is
shared. Questions covered both the use of the farm itself, as well as the use of material things, and
less tangible things with other farmers.
4.2.2 Answering of sub-questions
Table 3 shows an overview of the methods that were used for answering each sub-question.
Sub question A was answered through the semi-structured interviews. The following topics were
included in the interviews to answer this question.



Motivations for entering the agricultural sector
The role of commoning principles in motivations when entering the agricultural sector

For answering sub question B, both semi-structured interviews and questionnaires were used. The
interviews gave detailed information on why certain commoning mechanisms are of particular
importance to farmers. The questionnaires were used to provide more general information on which
commoning mechanisms are considered more important than others in motivations.
Interview/questionnaire topics that were used in answering sub question B are:


Relative importance of each of the commoning components

For answering sub question C, semi-structured interviews were used. Interview/questionnaire topics
that were used in answering sub question C are:



Sharing of commoning principles on the farm
Commoning principles and community formation

Sub question D was answered through both the semi-structured interviews as well as the
questionnaires. The interviews provided detailed information behind why some factors cause
opportunities and some cause limitations. The questionnaires provided information on a larger variety
of opportunities and limitations that were experienced by farmers. Interview topics and questions that
were used in answering sub question D are:



Opportunities for commoning on the farm
Barriers for commoning on the farm

Table 3. Method answering research questions
Sub question
A
B
C
D

Interviews
X
X
X
X

Questionnaire
X
X
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4.3 Data analysis
The questionnaires as well as the interviews yielded primarily qualitative data on nominal or ordinal
level. This data was analyzed through a thematic analysis. This type of analysis was chosen, since it
could provide a rich and detailed analysis of the data. Since thematic analysis is a broadly defined
method of data analysis, the six phases of thematic analysis as described in Braun and Clarke (2006)
were followed. There was made use of bottom-up coding; codes were developed during analysis of
the interview transcripts. However, themes and sub-themes were developed in a top-down way; based
on the six categories of commoning by Gibson-Graham et al. (2016). Table 2 was thus used to compare
and add the emerged themes and codes to.
4.3.1 Interviews
First the interviews were transcribed, according to the edited transcription method in which all text
spoken by the interviewee is transcribed. Non-verbal communication, filler words, filler phrases, and
sounds were left out. Edited transcription was chosen, since the research did not concern a particularly
sensitive topic and non-verbal communication was less relevant in this case.
After transcription, the interviews were coded bottom up. Several themes and sub themes, and codes
that were developed in advance can be seen in table 2, but were added to when new themes and
codes arose.
In order to help create an overview of each of the farms, table 4 was used as a guideline.
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Table 4. Overview results scheme

6 Commoning Principles

Role of component when entering
the sector?
In which way has this played a
role?
With whom is this principle
(mainly) shared?
To what extent is this principle
part of active community
building?

To what extent have there
been meaningful changes since
the start of the farm?

Views on opportunities in
farmers’ own situation for further
development of commoning?

Which changes?

Views on limitations in farmers’
own situation for further
development of commoning?

To what extent has deepening,
broadening or change in
community building taken
place?

Sharing of access
Sharing of benefits
Sharing of care
Sharing of ownership
Sharing of responsibility
Sharing of use

4.3.2 Questionnaires
The data from the questionnaires was analyzed by looking at which percentage of the respondents had
chosen each answer option, ranging from fully disagree, to fully agree. By ranking these responses
from most often chosen answer to least chosen answer, often occurring themes were discovered. For
the open questions thematic analysis was used, in order to uncover often emerging themes.
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5. Results
The results section will be structured as follows. First, a short overview of general characteristics of the
interviewed farms will be presented. This will be followed by a section on motivations of farmers for
entering the agricultural sector. Then specific commoning components and communities on the
different farms will be discussed. After this, a section will follow about opportunities and limitations
that farmers see for implementing commoning in the future, also including their future plans.

5.1 General farm characteristics
Of all the interviewees, 9 out of 10 had a job as a farmer. 1 was a director of a foundation that had set
up a farm. All farms were located in the Netherlands, spread throughout the country. There was a large
variety in age of new entrant farmers, but this was not taken into account further for this research.
Table 5 gives an overview of some general characteristics of farms that were interviewed; year of
entrance to the sector, size of the farm, type of agriculture that is practiced on the farm, type of land
access, type of crops that are grown, and ways of selling produce coming from the farm.
Table 5 shows most farms were founded within the last 7 years, with F3 and F4 being exceptions. Size
of farms varied from 0.17 hectare, to 3 hectares. The type of agriculture practiced differs in its
organizational form; most farms are CSA’s or self-harvest gardens. The farms also differ in the way
nature is taken into account; some farms are SKAL certified, and one practices the no dig method. For
type of land access, most interviewed farmers lease their land, but there were also two land owners.
A type of land access that stands out is that of F9, who operates on base of a verbal agreement and
has no contract. The main type of crops grown are vegetables, which are grown on all ten farms. In
addition, some grow flowers, fruit, herbs or produce meat in addition to vegetable cultivation. What
stands out is that most farms have multiple ways of selling their produce. These range from selling
harvest shares, selling vegetables bags, selling in a farm shop, selling in a café on the farm, selling to
other farms, selling to restaurants, selling on the market, and giving vegetables for free to volunteers.
A general characteristic that differed per farm was the type of soil. Some farms were located on sandy
soils, others on heavy clay soil, or a mixture. Amount of harvest shareholders, or shares that are given
out differed from 35-500. Most farmers said they cultivate around 50-60 different vegetables.
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Table 5. General characteristics of farms
Starting year

Size of
garden
in ha

Type of
agriculture

Type of land
access

F1

2019

1.5

CSA, selfharvest

Owner of land

F2

2019

0.4

CSA

Lease

F3

2006

3

Organic farm

F4

1.4

Organic farm

F5

2008 (old location)
2018 (current
location)
2016

Lease from
Vegetables
‘landgoed’,
land on terrain
of large
organic farm
Owners of land Vegetables

1

Lease

Vegetables,
flowers, fruit

Harvest shares

F6

2018

0.17

Organic farm
(not SKAL
certified), selfharvest
No dig organic
garden (not
SKAL certified)

Lease

Vegetables,
herbs

F7

2020

2

Lease

F8

1.8

F9

2014 (old location)
2020 (current
location)
2020

Organic selfharvest farm
Garden with
large ‘care’
component
Food forest

Vegetables, fruit,
herbs
Vegetables,
flowers, fruit,
meat
Vegetables, fruit,
herbs, flower
seed cultivation

Harvest shares,
restaurants
(Online store for harvest
shareholders is coming)
Harvest shares, terrace +
farm store
Volunteers, restaurants,
farm store

F10

2018

+-1.3

1.5

CSA organic
self-harvest
garden

Lease

Verbal
agreement;
trade of access
to land for
maintenance
and care for
land
Lease, except
for the 0.6;
trade of access
to land for
providing care

Type of produce
(vegetables,
fruit, meat,
flowers, herbs)
Vegetables,
herbs, flowers,
fruit
Vegetables

Vegetables, fruit,
herbs, flowers

Current way of selling
produce

Farm shop, harvest shares,
veggie bags, sale to other
farms, market stall
Market stall, harvest
shares
Farm shop,
Vegetable (& fruit)
subscriptions

Vegetable subscription,
farm shop

Flower seed sale, sale of
products made of wild
herbs with partners
(might become CSA in the
future)

Harvest shares, farm
store, market, vegetable
bags
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5.2 Motivations for farming
5.2.1 Motivations to start farming
What motivated F1 to become a farmer was a love for healthy and tasty food. She had an urge to share
this with others, and to bring people closer to their food again, since she believes this to be beneficial
for people. In addition to this, F1 has been part of a broodfonds, which is an alternative type of
insurance for people who are self-employed, organized outside of market structures by the people
who participate in it. Also, she believes that the individualistic society in the Netherlands does not
make people happy and is interested in community initiatives. F1 always liked gardening and used to
work as a cook. She dreamed to have a garden from which she could get her catering.
F2 discovered her love for farming when looking for information on the food system, and when she
went to study at the slow food university in Italy. She went to do an internship on a farm in Tuscany.
This was the moment she realized she would like work as a farmer. F2 initially wanted to become a
farmer because she liked farm work. This had to do with the feeling of taking care of a plot of land and
a community.
For F3, the wish to become a farmer was not very present. Both farmers that started the farm were
interested in organic dynamic agriculture, but did not intent to become farmers. While doing an
internship on a farm, they noticed they wanted a more challenging job than what the farm could
provide, and therefore they started their own farm. However, not with the intention to do this for the
long term.
Before F4 became a farmer, she worked in healthcare. She grew up as a farmers’ daughter, and missed
being outside and doing physical work. To see if it suited her, she became an intern on a farm and
found out farming is what she wanted to do.
F5 worked in education, before becoming a farmer. She still enjoyed teaching, but not the bureaucratic
aspects that came with it. When she saw a professional vegetable garden, she realized this was what
she also wanted to do. She was also involved in the care team in school, and always enjoyed guiding
these people. This was also when she realized there are many people that do not fit into existing
structures in society, and she would like to provide them with a place to work. Together with liking to
work in nature with her hands in the soil, these were the main motivations to start farming.
F6 is the daughter of a fruit grower. Her father stimulated her to study and do something other than
farming. So she studied and found a job, which was mostly inside work. She got in touch with
sustainable tropical agriculture in her job and got interested about implementing this in the
Netherlands. Then she found Toekomstboeren, which consisted of like-minded people and became
inspired to try farming herself, and discover what it entailed for her.
F7 used to be an art scientist and camera woman, but has worked part time in agriculture for years.
What motivated her to become a farmer is first of all that she enjoys farm work, and second that she
believes it would be better if there would come more local and direct sales of agricultural products.
She wanted to create a garden that is open to everyone, and can also be used by everyone.
F8 is the director of a foundation, which helps people reintegrate back in society. What motivated him
to start this foundation was that he wanted to make a positive contribution to society. However, during
his job he noticed that even when people found a job again in society, they often do not keep this job.
The goal of F8 was to help everyone participate in society, including people who need more care. That
is how the foundation got more into care, instead of just reintegration. Then the foundation was asked
to work on a certain area that was located very centrally. F8 noticed that this was a place where all
kinds of people came in contact with each other. This is when he started looking for an activity to which
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all these people felt attracted. That is how the foundation ended up starting an urban farm. Urban
agriculture was found to be a good instrument to connect people to each other and also to nature.
Another motivation for F8 to get into urban agriculture is that he was interested in sustainability,
nature, social inclusion and connection, and all these domains came together in urban agriculture.
Motivations for farming by F9 were already present for many years before she started her food forest.
She was attracted to outside work, as well as hard work that comes with farming. She went to New
Zealand to work on a dairy farm, and found out how much she liked farm work. When she returned to
the Netherlands she took agricultural courses and came into contact with small scale organic farming
and permaculture, which inspired her to start a food forest.
F10’s motivation to start a farm originated in him seeing that the current mainstream agriculture, as
well as lifestyle, is not sustainable in the long term. F10 believed it would be good to share
responsibility on the farm terrain with multiple people; with all harvest shareholders.
5.2.2 Commoning in motivations
Commoning components could be identified in the motivations for entering the agricultural sector
mentioned above. They will be discussed below per farm.
Interviews
Motivations of F1 can be considered commoning as a type of sharing in care for people, since F1 wants
to bring people closer to their food again and believes this is also good for people. Motivations of F2
can also be linked to the care component of commoning, since a motivation of F2 was to take care of
a plot of land and to take care of a community. Commoning did not play an important part in
motivations of F3 to become a farmer. Motivations of F4 can be linked to both the use component, as
well as the care component, since F4 wants to share use of her farm with volunteers, but also care for
them by providing them a place to do physical work that has structure, which she believes is beneficial
for these people. Commoning of care was part of motivations of F5 for starting a farm, since F5 wants
to provide people that do not fit into current societal structures with a place to go to and to work. The
main commoning component in motivations of F6 for farming is care for nature. F6 wanted to
implement her knowledge on sustainable agriculture on a practical level. For F7 the commoning
components that came back most clearly in motivations to start farming were use and access. F7
wanted to create a farm that everyone can use and that everyone has access to. A commoning
component that came back in motivations of F8 to start the farm is the care component; bringing
people closer to nature again, providing them with a place to develop themselves, and to inspire them
towards healthy growth. Commoning in motivations of F9 come back to wanting to share in the care
for nature. Lastly, motivations of F10 for starting a farm relate to the commoning component of sharing
care for nature with people.
Questionnaire
Motivations for farming that were mentioned in the questionnaire were similar to those mentioned
by the interviewees. The main motivations to start farming coming from both the open and closed
questions in the questionnaire were wanting to care for nature and wanting to show people that
different types of agriculture are possible, which relates to the education part of the care component.
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Table 6. Questionnaire commoning in motivations
Commoning component
Access
Benefit
Care
Ownership
Responsibility
Use

% of people for which this component was
part of motivations for farming
79.3
62.5
83.3
54.1
79.2
62.5

What stands out is that the question on whether commoning has played a role in the farmer’s
motivations to become a farmer, was negatively answered by almost a third (32.3%) of respondents.
After this, people were asked about the role that each of the commoning components played in
people’s motivation to become a farmer (Table 6). When asked about the access component, 79.3
percent of respondents noted it to be either important in their motivations to become a farmer, or
very important. On the benefit component, 62.5 percent of people answered either important, or very
important. On the care component, 83.3 percent noted it to be important in their motivations, or very
important. On the ownership component, 54.1 percent of people found it either important, or very
important in their motivations. On the responsibility component, 79.2 percent of respondents
answered either important or very important. Lastly, on the use component 62.5 percent of people
answered it was important or very important in their motivations to become a farmer.
Notable is thus that while 32.3 percent of people at first answered that commoning has not played a
role in their motivations to become a farmer, this does not align with the percentages of the separate
commoning components and the role they played in motivations to start farming.
Especially the care component (83.3%), the access component (79.3%) and the responsibility
component (79.2%) played a role in motivations to become a farmer among many farmers who filled
in the questionnaire.
5.2.3 Main commoning components in motivations
Motivations for becoming a farmer are thus diverse among the interviewed. However, a pattern can
be identified. Most motivations from the interviews can be classified into two categories: motivations
related to enjoying the farm work itself, and motivations related to care; both for nature as well as for
people.
The main commoning components in motivations are the care component, the responsibility
component, and the use component. However, several types of caring for people could also be
considered benefits of the farm, in which case the benefit component would have been more
important in motivations. You can think of the production of healthy food, which contributes to health
of people and is considered care, but could also be considered a benefit coming from the farm. Thus,
in this research the care component came back strongly, but this is due to operationalization. This is
also true for the other components; some show overlap and there are aspects that could have been
paired under a different component.
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5.3 Commoning components and communities on the farm
In this chapter each of the six commoning components will be discussed separately. First the
community around each specific component including all actors that were identified will be discussed,
which will be followed by a more detailed explanation of how each component has manifested itself
on the different farms. These communities give an overview of all characteristics that were mentioned
during the interviews with regard to the specific commoning component. The communities are thus a
combination of actors mentioned by all the different farmers. The commoning communities should
also be considered an impression of possible commoning communities.

5.3.1 Access
5.3.1.1 Overall characteristics of sharing of access community
Figure 1 shows the community around the commoning component ‘access’. Two types of access were
identified. First, getting access of farmers to the agricultural sector. This is thus a form of access from
the perspective of the farmer. Secondly, provided access of people to the farm and farm products. This
is a form of access from the perspective of people, as described by the farmer. These two types of
access will be discussed further below in the paragraph on the access component. Figure 1 came about
through combining actors that were mentioned in the various interviews in relation to the access
component. The community is visualized in order to show how broad and complex the access
community can be. Below figure 1, the access community will be explained in more detail and a
summary will be given of all community actors related to the access component.

Figure 1: Elements of access community building
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Access of new entrants to sector
Actors that were mentioned in the interviews as part of the access community for new entrants are
land, information, food communities, labor, and financial capital. Some of these actors are
interrelated; when there is better access to financial capital, there is also better access to land, since
it was stated by several farmers that land prices are very high in the Netherlands (F1, F7, F9). Also,
when there is better access to information on where to look for land, access to land could be improved.
Providing access of people to the farm & farm products
Actors that were mentioned to be part of the access community for people to the farm and its products
can be divided into access to products from the farm, and access to the farm itself.
For access to the farm, three factors were identified as part of the community; visibility of the farm,
opening hours of the farm, and spatial access. For farm visibility, farm location was mentioned to be
important. Walking- or cycling routes and larger cities close to the farm were seen as positive for its
visibility, and consequently positive for accessibility (F1, F2, F7, F8, F10). Something that was believed
to increase access through better visibility, was the presence of a sign in the driveway of the farm with
the farm name or with information about the farm (F2, F7). Opening hours of the farm were also
mentioned to be an important factor for accessibility. F7 stated that their opening hours reduce
accessibility to the farm, since they are only open to self-harvesters three times a week. They did
include one evening for self-harvesters in order to improve accessibility, since this was desired by some
people. This type of access also relates to the ‘use’ component of commoning, since by giving these
self-harvesters access to the garden for self-harvesting, use of the farm is also shared with them.
Finally, when looking at access to the farm, farm location plays a large role as an actor. Spatial access
depends on the population density surrounding the farm, as well as the distance of people to the farm.
Access to products from the farm has some overlap in actors with access to the farm itself; both have
a spatial component. For access to products however, the spatial component is not just about the farm
location, but also about the location of pick up points in case of food subscriptions or harvest shares.
Another type of access that influences access to products from the farm is financial access. This
financial access depends on the prices of the products from the farm. One farm that is sharing access
to farm products in a special way is F2, who lets people decide on the price of the harvest share
themselves, within a certain price range. A last actor that is part of the access community is physical
access. For example, in a self-harvest garden the access of disabled or elderly people may be limited,
since they cannot all go on the land to harvest their own food.
5.3.1.2 Access component
Above the general access community was described, including actors from all the different interviewed
farms. The following paragraph will get into the expression of the access component on the different
farms in more detail.
Access of farmers to sector
Sharing of access to land & financial capital
When starting a farm, the first thing farmers need is land. It is thus important that access to land is
shared with them. This is immediately a barrier for many new entrant farmers in the Netherlands, since
land prices are extremely high. This immediately shows how access to land and access to financial
capital are interrelated; financial capital is needed in order to be able to gain access to land.
One way of gaining financial capital is through subsidies or loans, both of which F4 has experience with.
F4 started her farm in 2007, and obtained both a subsidy to cover her SKAL costs for 4 years, as well as
a loan from Triodos bank to start a farm. She even had a choice between two banks for her loan.
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However, she made clear this sharing of access to loans has changed over time; “Later I have tried it
again, but it is all difficult. So that has really changed. It changed a lot” (F4). In line with this, farmers
that started their farms more recently mentioned that bank loans are inaccessible, since banks will not
give out loans to new entrants (F7, F9). Since bank loans were inaccessible, F3 made access to the
sector possible through loaning money from family and friends. F7 gained access differently; they were
given access by the land owners, who provided them with a reasonable lease price.
Despite these factors that make obtaining land difficult, all interviewed farmers managed to obtain
land one way or another. Several farmers called themselves lucky for managing to get access to land
(F1, F4, F10), or a coincidence (F2). F5 even called the access to land that she was provided with a
present, since she could start her farm on the terrain of a care farm. F3 also stated that you need luck
to access land, but emphasized the importance of taking a proactive stance in searching for land and
really putting in effort yourself.
F6 experienced a different way of obtaining access to land; she stated it is so important for her, that it
comes to her automatically. When she has things in mind that she really wants, something comes to
her that makes it possible. F10 made a similar statement, that sometimes when you really want
something it comes to you. In both cases it was thus a strong will to enter the sector that led to sharing
of access. F10 did already have a network in the region where he started his farm, which facilitated
this access.
When looking at the type of land access of interviewed farms, different ways of access to land were
identified. Constructions of access to land that stood out are that of F3, F4, F6 and F9. F3 loans land
from an estate and works together with another tenant (also an organic farmer) on the estate. F4
created her own access to land. She started out by renting land from family, that was already sold with
reservation to someone else, but not in use at the time. When she had to leave the family land, she
negotiated with the municipality about moving the agricultural building block of their parents’ land,
which was sold to a non-agricultural developer, to the new location. The municipality agreed and she
and her husband bought the land with the agricultural building block. Now F4 owns land themselves,
which is a thus a different plot than the one they started on. F6 loans land from another farmer on the
terrain, but only has a verbal contract, based on trust. F9 gained access to land in another alternative
way; she takes care of the land of estate owners. In return she can use their machinery, and they pay
for planting material. She also has a verbal contract, based on trust. There are thus many different
ways in which access to the agricultural sector is shared with new entrants.
When considering financial capital, many of the interviewed farmers stated they started very low cost,
so they did not need external financing to start their farms (F2, F3, F10). In relation to finances, what
stood out was that upon the start of the farm, farmers either had no income, or an income below the
minimum for ‘ZZP’ers’ (self-employed people without employees) (F1, F2, F10). F10 saw this period
without income as a type of transition period in which farmers have to persist: “. . .you have to get
through that time. And you need to get through not earning a wage for some time. You should not
think after one season; let’s look at my bank account; where are we going, Australia or three months
to the United States? Not at all. You do not have vacation at all yet, that will come after a few years.
And that is the fallacy that people have” (F10).
F7 mentioned that there are currently organizations that try to make land more accessible financially,
such as foundation ‘Aardpeer’ and ‘Land van Ons’. Both foundations buy land and then rent it out for
reasonable prices to farmers who want to farm in a sustainable manner. None of the interviewed
farmers have made use of these organizations. However, this is another way in which access to the
agricultural sector is being shared with new entrants.
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Sharing of access to information
Another aspect that is important when entering the agricultural sector is access to information, such
as information about farming practices itself, or information about where to buy machinery. This is
especially relevant for future farmers, who mostly have a non-agrarian background and are thus often
new entrants in the sector. Several farmers mentioned they obtained information from organizations
like Toekomstboeren, CSA network, and Biotuinders (F1, F4, F7).
F2 mentioned that access to knowledge and information is difficult upon starting a farm, when you do
not have a network yet. Statements from F9 were in line with this. She mentioned the importance of
networking and how networking has grown over the past few years, and with that the knowledge has
also spread about small scale farming. F9 thus experienced that the extent to which access to
information is being shared with new entrants depends on their network.
Access to information was shared to a large extent with F3. The farmer that also rents from the estate
has provided them with the information they needed, such as contacts in the sector, and practical
information on for example where to buy a tractor or machinery. F4 also had reasonably good access
to information. She used the ‘handbook ecological gardening’ as the basis for her garden. In addition,
she had many conversations with her father, who had a vegetable garden his whole life. What has also
been of help is the fact that she became a certified organic producer, which gained her access to the
‘biobeurs’ and a whole network where she could get information from. What she missed in her access
to information is the ‘dienst landbouw voorlichting’, which was a Dutch organization subsidized by the
government that organized meetings for networking and advise. They are not subsidized by the
government anymore and thus can only be hired with a group of people. Since this type of organization
still exists in Belgium, F3 mentioned she sometimes reads their newsletters for information.
F7 mentioned that there are enough places to gain information, including a large willingness of farmers
to help each other. A problem mentioned by F7 was that these farmers have their own business and
do not have a lot of time to invest in these networks and structures. However, F7 stated the
organizations that exist are all very accessible and pleasant and thus willing to share access to
information with new entrants.
A specific type of information that is needed for starting a business is related to ICT. In the experience
of F4, knowledge about ICT and accounting is not shared often between farmers. F4 asked an
accounting firm which accounting package would be best for her, and uses this up to this day. Part of
the accounting she does herself, but she believes this could be done in a more practical way if she got
help from someone who could build another tool for her.
A main source of information for many farmers was their education, in many cases at Warmonderhof.
This education also included an internship, in which farmers gained practical experience. In case of F5,
the foundation of her knowledge was laid by her internship supervisor, which was of great value to
her.
According to F9, information can also be gained from unexpected contacts; regular farmers. As
illustrated by the quote below, F9 believes there is still a lot to be learned, which must be learned
through experimentation and hard work.
“There is a lot we don’t know yet, and the only way to learn is by working hard with your feet in the
soil, by making mistakes, but by working. And it is a bit of a hype. That sometimes bothers me. Like hey,
the lazy farmer, a food forest, one big Walhalla. And I think, there is no one yet living off of a food forest
in the Netherlands. No one has proven it is actually possible, let’s do that first. It is good that there are
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people who advocate for food forests so people are starting to try it out, but I believe there is a lot to
learn from existing farmers, even regular farmers, in how you are viable in the agricultural sector” (F9).
Regarding information sharing in the sector, there are differences between future farmers and regular
farmers. Regular farmers often take over family business and thus get all the information they need
from their family members. For regular farmers, there is thus less need for wide sharing of access to
information, while future farmers are dependent on this sharing.
Sharing of access to labor
Access to labor for future farmers is shaped differently than access to labor for regular farmers.
Commoning regarding access to labor means sharing labor that is not solely based on a monetary
relationship, but for example on shared values. Access to labor was shared relatively well on all
interviewed farms. All farms mentioned having volunteers one or multiple days of the week, which is
type of labor not characterized by a monetary relationship. With volunteers, community building plays
a larger role than with wage laborers, since they are not mobilized by the promise of money, but need
a different motivation to work on the farm. Future farmers are also more dependent on volunteers,
since there is often little availability of family labor, which is very common in regular farming. What
could also be considered a type of sharing of labor, is letting people self-harvest. They are then
responsible to ‘work’ on the land; to harvest their own produce. Four of the interviewed farms had
experience with sharing work with their harvest shareholders through self-harvesting (F1, F5, F7, F10).
On F8 access to labor has been a challenge at the start. On F8, paid laborers were needed, since there
are many volunteers and ‘dagbesteders’, which are people with a care indication, who work on the
farm to have a daily activity. To guide all these people that work on the farm, coordinators were
needed. It took some effort to find the right coordinators who could keep a positive ambiance on the
farm in combination with a large variety of other tasks.
On F9 access to labor played a different role. F9 mentioned it took her a long time to start a farm, since
it was difficult to make the change to switch careers, since she could not put in 80-hour work weeks
without income to get the initiative off the ground. She had to spread her time and energy between
her husband, child and the farm. In her case her issue with access to labor concerned her own labor.
Sharing of access to food communities
What is also important for new entrants upon their entry to the sector, is to find a way to connect with
consumers and to distribute their produce. Many new entrants do not want to sell their produce
through mainstream channels, and have aspirations to for example distribute produce locally through
creation of food communities. Therefore, rather than speaking of access to the market, this type of
access of new entrants will be considered access to food communities upon entry to the sector.
Multiple farmers stated they found harvest shareholders or subscription members quite easily. F4
wrote to a hundred people in the neighborhood of their parents’ farm she already knew, which led to
the desired 50 shareholders and even a waiting list. The reason for this successful start had to do with
the fact that the farmer also grew up in this town and had parents who were well known in town. She
thus made use of an existing community to create a new food community around her farm. Another
way of gaining publicity was through a post in the local newspaper. Currently F4 does not have space
for more subscriptions and thus is not looking for publicity. What F4 noticed was that the market for
these small scale types of organic farming comes in wave movements; one year there is much more
interest than the other year, and thus easier access. This shows that in the experience of F4,
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accessibility to start food communities depends on the year. In her case she successfully created a food
community.
F1 also stated that communication of members to their contacts spreads the word about the farm and
leads to more members. She expects this to only grow in the future. This illustrates that once a food
community exists, the community will grow through members approaching their contacts.
F7, who started her farm only very recently, was lucky with the time in which she and the other farmers
started. In their experience during the COVID-19 pandemic people have been looking more for local
food and a place to go to outside. Them having a self-harvest garden, they have been able to quadruple
their number of members compared to the previous farmer of the land. In this case the societal
development of COVID-19 has led to easy and successful building of a food community. The question
is whether this food community stays intact once the COVID-19 pandemic is gone, or whether this is a
case of temporary shared access to a food community.
F10 has made use of a local newspaper to gain publicity, which led to a desired starting group of 60
shareholders. Now after a few years they do not look for publicity anymore, since there is still a steady
stream of new shareholders that hear about the farm from people who are already member. This
shows real involvement of shareholders in the food community. F10 is also not in favor of gaining
members through placement of beautiful and idealistic ads and prefers members that come through
hearing about the farm from others. He believes these are also the members who are more motivated
to support this type of agriculture and stay a member for longer. In case of F10 creating a food
community was thus successful, since the community itself spreads the word to new members.
A farmer that did have trouble finding shareholders and creating a food community is F5. She started
a recruitment campaign, by placing ads in the local newspaper and organizing an open day. However,
the food community never really became a success; she had only 40 shareholders after the first year.
However, when she moved to another plot of land in the next city, finding shareholders became a lot
easier. She still places ads in the local newspaper, on Facebook, and has open days. F5 currently has
130 shareholders. This shows the potential for creating food communities is dependent on the
location.
Overall, access to creating food communities is shared relatively well in the case of these farms, since
they all found ways to sell their produce and most farms with harvest shareholders or subscriptions
even have a waiting list currently.
Providing access to the farm and farm products
Access to the farm
Access to the farm depends on several factors; visibility of the farm in terms of media presence, social
media activity, open days, and the farm location. Visibility plays a large factor in provided access with
people to the farm, since when a farm is for example not visible from the road, many people will not
be aware they can access the farm. Only people that are familiar with the farm will then have easy
access, since they know they can access the terrain. Open days can be a way of increasing visibility to
the farm, since during open days there are often signs to where the farm is, or the open day is
mentioned in the local newspaper. Once people have visited the farm, they go back more easily.
Visibility and being known in the neighborhood can also be improved through for example being
mentioned online on websites such as Toekomstboeren, or through being mentioned in a newspaper.
Visibility is also often improved through farmers being active on social media, and sharing farm life
through pictures and stories.
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Sharing access through visibility
Related to the previously discussed sharing of access to food communities, is the visibility of the farm
for potential new members of the food community.
Access to the farm is first of all shared through social media channels such as Facebook and Instagram
by nearly all farmers. They share things such as harvest updates and pictures of the farm. Some farmers
have an external person who manages their social media accounts (F7, F10). A second type of
approaching people and providing them with access to the farm is through ads or an article in local
newspapers (F1, F3, F5, F10). This was noted to be very successful in finding new shareholders or
subscription members. Related to social media are websites such as CSA network, good food club, and
‘fietsen voor je eten’, on which many farms are mentioned. F6 interacts even more intimately with
their harvest shareholders, by using a WhatsApp group. This is used for telling what is in the package
that week and when it is ready. It is also used for recipe sharing among the shareholders.
Another way of interacting with people is via email (F1, F2, F6, F7). However, the emails only go to
members who have subscribed to get them, such as newsletters, so no new people are reached in this
way. F1 however, asks her current members via email if they want to spread the word about her farm
to their contacts. F2 has gotten requests to visit the farm via email, since the email address is
mentioned on the website of the farm. F6 also sends a newsletter via email, but this consists of only
pictures with some short notes, since they currently lack time to write a more elaborate letter. F3
stated that the emails do not lead to a lot of client-farmer contact, since they do not get much response
to the newsletter. However, they also organize a membership afternoon, where members can take
part in activities on the farm. Email is thus not a medium that leads to real community building, since
contact is limited and often one-sided. It also does not lead to sharing of access of people to the farm
to a large extent.
Also occurring on various farms are open days, either as part of for example the CSA network, or open
days for only their farm (F1, F5, F7). In case of F7, they even have an online tour on the farm as a part
of the CSA network. Though open days facilitate access of others to the farm, F4 also mentioned some
downsides to open days. In her experience it takes a lot of preparation and especially energy, at the
expense of regular farm tasks that need to be done. They do want to share farm access more widely
through organizing open days in the future again, but maybe by having someone else organize the
open days. In addition to open days, F5 also organizes a summer party on the farm with many different
stalls. The harvest shareholders from the farm are then welcome to talk about their own hobbies or
have their own stalls. F8 usually participates in ‘NL doet’ where people can come volunteer at the farm
for a day, but due to corona and moving to a new location has decided not to this year. NL doet is also
an activity through which the farm gains new volunteers. However, currently the farm has a waiting
list for volunteers and is thus not looking to acquire more volunteers. On most farms people can also
get a tour on farms outside of open days. F9 for example, does not have open days yet, since the food
forest is only in the starting phase, but does welcome people for a tour. However, F9 feels that it takes
up too much of her time and work is left undone. She enjoys showing the food forest more when
people come to volunteer, so they can really experience what it is like. What is special about F9 is that
despite not having enough time to finish all her work, she is always open for interviews by students.
She believes it is important to get access to the real world as a student and to show them what it is
really like. This sharing of access to her farm with students, but also people that want a tour, can be
seen as a form of commoning. Open days are also a way of sharing access to the farm widely, since
anyone can visit the farm on these days.
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One factor mentioned to reduce access to farms is bad visibility of the farm. F1 for example has a small
driveway, that consequently means you cannot see from the road what the yard looks like. She believes
this could be a barrier for people to enter her farm. F5 has bad visibility, with the entrance to her farm
being a path through an orchard of another farmer. However, the gate of the farm is never locked and
people can come and have a look at any time. In the future she would like to improve the visibility by
taking over the piece of land from the orchard farmer, which would link her farm directly to a road.
What has a positive effect on farm visibility and access for F7, is having a sign with flyers, and having a
lot of bikes at the entrance. This shows there is something going on and people are allowed to walk on
the terrain. They struggle with their own issues of visibility though, since despite the farm being located
in a town next to a large city, many people have not heard of the town yet. Access to the farm could
thus become shared more widely when these people are made more aware of their surroundings. One
way of improving visibility of the farm is through placing a sign, which various farms have done already
(F1, F7), or are still planning to do (F2).
Another way of providing and sharing access to the farm is through having a farm store, like on F3.
They have around 60-70 clients in the one afternoon the store is open and a lot of contact with the
clients. To promote this sale, the farmers participate in a seasonal market with other entrepreneurs
from the area, designed to promote the Friday afternoon sales in the farm store (F3). However, due to
COVID-19 this has not been possible last year. F7 also has a farm store, including a tea garden where
people can sit and enjoy tea that was grown on the farm. F8 also has a farm store. Special about F8 is
that initiatives are created when volunteers ask for them. There are for example pigs on the farm,
which are fully taken care of by the volunteers themselves. Access to the farm is created by really
listening to the people and what they would like to see on the farm. In this way, the farm becomes a
place that is suitable for many different types of people. The pigs also lead to greater visibility of the
farm, since parents or grandparents with children come look at the pigs. This leads to more interaction
between volunteers, ‘dagbesteders’ and other people and also commoning; people are sharing the
space with each other and access is being shared (F8).
Sharing physical access; location
Related to visibility is the farm location. Farm location both influences visibility of the farm, as well as
physical access. Physical access depends on where the farm is located in relation to consumers.
F3 and F6 were viewed as not having a very accessible location. F3 was seen by the farmer to not be
very accessible, since the farm is located on the terrain of another farmer. Also, the location of their
land plots differ each year, and their mailing address is in another town. This has resulted in people
sometimes going to the wrong place when they want to visit the farm. F6 has only good physical
accessibility for part of the community; since their garden is located in the South of the city. There is a
large felt distance between the North and the South of the city. Since the farm is in the South, members
from the north are expected to feel like they have less access to the farm, since they literally have to
cross a bridge to visit the farm.
Farms that have good physical accessibility are F4, F8 and F10. F4 was viewed to be very accessible for
people, due to the social networking that is taking place. She believes many people in town know about
her work and the farm. A lot of people also pass by the farm walking or cycling, and she mentioned
waving to people a lot. F8 is accessible due to its central location. It is located right next to a train
station and between the city center and a Vinex location. Thousands of people pass the farm by bike
on a daily basis. F10 is located between several densely populated residential areas, which makes the
farm accessible to a wide array of people. F10 believes the location is even more important than the
soil you farm on, especially for urban farms.
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The physical accessibility of farms varies largely in the extent to which it is shared with people, which
means it also varies in the extent to which commoning is taking place.
Access to produce from farm
Sharing of physical access is also of influence on access provided to people to farm produce. Even
though they are both partly dependent on the physical location, access to the farm and access to
produce from the farm differ from each other. Access to produce is broader than just the farm location,
since produce is not only sold or distributed on the farm itself, but often also in other locations. Also,
when talking about physical access to produce from the farm, two kinds of physical access can be
identified: physical access in terms of location of the farm, and literal physical access to produce, which
is dependent on how easy it is to enter the farm physically and on whether people need to self-harvest
or not. Location is thus important, since if a farm or a pickup point is located remotely, this reduces
access of people, who have to travel far to get there.
Sharing physical access; location
F1 thinks the farm location is well accessible for self-harvesting. The farm is located at the edge of a
village, but also accessible for people from the closest large city. Access to the farm can thus be seen
as shared with the whole village.
On all interviewed farms that are not self-harvesting farms, people also have the option to pick up their
food at one, or multiple, other pick up points. F2 thinks they have enough pick-up points to make their
produce accessible. They bring their produce in crates to the pick-up points by bike twice a week. The
bike can handle 40 crates at a time, so 80 crates a week. They currently have 150 subscriptions, which
means the other 70 subscribers need to pick up their crate at the farm. For new subscribers, access is
thus limited, since they can currently only pick it up in one place. F3 also thinks they have good
accessibility, since they have many pick-up points. However, a barrier some subscribers have faced is
that the pick-up point is in the back of someone’s garden, which can feel uncomfortable to walk in to,
even though it is allowed. These pick-up points do mostly have broad pick-up times, which increases
accessibility.
F6 is aware that their accessibility is currently not ideal, since they only have two pick-up points for
their packages. They have had people quitting due to distance to the pickup points. What holds them
back in opening another pick-up location is time.
The locations in relation to access to produce only lead to commoning in some of the farms. In others,
access to produce is currently very limited when considering farm- and pick-up point locations and
thus not shared to a large extent.
Sharing physical access to produce
Physical access is especially relevant in case of self-harvest gardens. Not all people are physically able
to self-harvest and if there is no alternative on the farm, for example a store or a harvest service, access
to the produce from the farm is not shared with them.
F5 is currently thinking about how to solve this issue. On the one hand, harvesting takes up a lot of
valuable time, but F5 does want to keep the produce accessible for everyone. Therefore, there is an
idea to set up a buddy system, where harvest shareholders can ask other harvest shareholders to also
harvest for them if they go to the farm anyway. F5 has also provided a harvest service herself when
the land was difficult to enter due to bad weather conditions. However, she noticed that the people
that she believed would need the service did not use it, but other people did. Therefore, she chose not
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to provide this again. Another alternative she mentioned was to open a web shop through which
people can order, but she is afraid it will take up a lot of time.
To provide people who are not members of the farm or not able to self-harvest with access to the farm
and its products, some farms have a farm store or market stall on their farm to sell produce (F2, F7).
However, this still only provides access to people who are able to come to the farm to buy their
groceries.
Since most farms are either non-self-harvest farms, or have a farm store in which people who are not
physically able to harvest can buy their groceries, the physical aspect of access is shared to a large
extent.
Sharing financial access
The ideas about the financial accessibility to produce varied greatly among the interviewed. Some
believed their harvest shares were not accessible for all income categories, while others stated that it
is definitely accessible for all, and it is more a case of it feeling like a lot of money to spend all at once,
rather than not being able to afford it.
F1 stated that a harvest share on her farm is 240 euros for 1 person, and 420 euros for 2 people. She
believes this is not affordable for people with a low income, since they can get their vegetables cheaper
somewhere else. If the price is a problem, people can pay in installments. However, she would like to
make the harvest shares more accessible in the future, by introducing solidarity harvest shares in which
people can choose how much they pay within a range, taking into account their own income. Right
now she does not have any income from her farm yet, so she prefers the certainty of set prices. F2 also
states their harvest shares are not affordable for everyone, besides having people living on benefits
that are harvest shareholder and can afford it. F2 believes it is still cheaper to buy your groceries on
the market. They do want to make the harvest shares accessible for people of all incomes, but also
receive at least a minimum wage themselves in a couple of years. This was perceived to be a difficulty.
Lastly, F5 thinks their harvest shares of 230 euros are not accessible for everyone. However, F5 has not
met people yet that said they could not afford it, but believes this may not be the target group that
she currently reaches. She thinks the harvest shares should be affordable to everyone.
Other farmers believe their harvest shares or subscriptions are affordable for all people. F3 mentioned:
“look, a package is rather cheap in comparison. If you buy the vegetables here separately, you pay
more. No, it you want to buy from us and you don’t have a lot of money you take a package
subscription” (F3). F3 also has not had any people yet that mentioned quitting the subscription because
it became too expensive for them. F6 also believes they provide wide access to their produce, since
their price level is that of a self-harvest garden, but they harvest for the shareholders. They do notice
people still think it is expensive. They offer only one size in package, which means some people do not
have enough and one person households have too much. Even more convinced of the affordability of
their harvest shares is the farmer from F7. “I absolutely think so, I’m completely convinced of it, because
I would easily be able to pay for it and I have always lived around the benefits limit regarding income.
But people experience this very differently” (F7). Their harvest shares are 300 euros for one person for
at least 30 weeks of self-harvesting a year. People can also pay in installments, as well as use the ‘upas’, which people with low incomes in region Utrecht can apply for. They get a certain amount of
money on their u-pas as credit, which they can use to buy a harvest share. The farmer from F7 believes
with the u-pas the harvest shares become available for everyone, though it is always a matter of what
you want to spend your money on.
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F8 does not have harvest shares or a weekly subscription. All vegetables and fruits that are harvested
are either taken home by volunteers, sold to restaurants, or sold in the farm store. The interviewee
from F8 stated that the prices in the farm store are comparable to organic food prices in the Albert
Heijn or Eko Plaza and are therefore not affordable for everyone. However, on F8 you can also
volunteer for a few hours and take home the same vegetables for free, which creates accessibility for
most people.
F10 believes that realistically the harvest shares are accessible for people, but they might believe they
are not, due to having to pay the whole sum of money all at once. However, people can also pay in
installments. F10 addresses a larger problem; he believes that people will mostly pay the amount of
money that the harvest share costs or even more, whether they use it for vegetables or on unhealthy
food from the supermarket, which will consequently lead to health issues.
Financial accessibility to farm products thus differs a lot depending on the farm and on the spending
pattern of people; how much money they want to spend on food.

5.3.2 Benefits
The second commoning component is that of benefits. The main types of benefits that were
considered were financial benefits, crop yields, and environmental benefits. Financial benefits and
crop yields are benefits that directly come from the farm and are expected to be experienced by people
who are linked to one of the farms. Environmental benefits are expected to be shared with both people
linked to the farm, but also with people living in the surroundings of the farm. Broader societal benefits
such as providing people with healthy food, or creating more biodiversity will be gathered under the
‘care’ component, since these societal benefits can be seen as a way of caring for nature or caring for
people. The fact that some types of benefits have some overlap with the care component already
shows the operationalization of commoning components is partly open to interpretation, rather than
a fixed concept. This must be taken account, both in understanding the benefit component, as well as
the benefit community in figure 2.
5.3.2.1 Overall characteristics of sharing of benefits community
For the benefit community, three sub categories were identified: people (1), nature (2), and other (3).
1. For the category people, the following categories were identified: volunteers, harvest shareholders,
subscription holders, consumers, and local residents. A final category are other clients, such as the
landowners that get produce for free, or the farmers themselves. Volunteers, harvest shareholders
and self-harvesters directly share in benefits of the farm, both in material benefits and environmental
benefits. Consumers share in benefits for example through a farm store, or through consuming
produce from the farm in restaurants. Local residents mostly share in environmental benefits, since
some of the farms work on improving scenery and including more greenery.
2. A second category is that of nature. As some interviewees mentioned, this is the base of all ‘benefits’
that are produced. Within the category of nature three types of natural factors were identified: natural
weather conditions, the land itself, and crops. Natural weather conditions can result in abundance of
benefits, but also in low numbers of benefits. When there is abundance, one interviewee mentioned
facing the challenge of waste. If there is an abundant yield and a farmer shares all yield with for
example shareholders, they may not be able to consume it all and part could go to waste, which is
undesirable. The land itself is the factor that produces the benefits. The crops are the yield, and thus
the benefits. Benefits that were mentioned were vegetables, fruit, herbs, and flowers. For these
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products sharing of benefits depends on the state of the products; are the products fresh or dried, or
are vegetables for example being sold washed or unwashed.
3. The category ‘other’ is a broad category of things that were identified to be related to the benefit
community. The first thing related to benefits is the location. This plays a part in sharing of benefits,
since the way of selling produce depends on the location; if little people live in the surroundings of the
farm, sharing of benefits with shareholders might not be possible. Instead, there might be chosen to
sell to restaurants or stores. A second actor identified is harvest shares, through which various farms
share their harvest with people. A third are means of communication, such as a newsletter with
information on how much can be harvested by self-harvesters; how the benefits (yield) are thus to be
shared. The fourth thing is money, which plays a role, since people pay a certain amount for one
harvest share, and the more harvest shares they buy, the more benefits (yield) they receive. Another
way of dividing benefits is through non-monetary trade, such as trading yield for use of a plot of land.
Another thing involved is transport, which can be needed to get produce to the people. Types of
transport mentioned were a cargo bike and a van. A large category within the benefit community are
forms of selling produce from the farm, for example by selling to restaurants, food stores, selling within
the CSA, selling in a farm shop, selling on the market, selling through subscriptions, or selling in
packages. A factor that has a large influence on the amount and variety of benefits that come from the
farm is the cultivation plan. Related to the cultivation plan are rules and regulations. There are for
example rules for organic farming; crop rotation is compulsory. Another example of rules that must be
adhered to, given by an interviewee, was that they could only welcome self-harvesters on the open
land, but not in the greenhouses, so yield from the greenhouses had to be shared with others than the
self-harvesters (F7). A last thing of influence in the benefit community is the form of organization.
Organizational forms mentioned were a ‘foundation’, ‘eenmanszaak’ or a ‘vennootschap onder firma
(VOF)’. In the case of a foundation (F8, F10), benefits are shared to a large extent, since benefits are
used to make the foundation stronger, which is in collective ownership.
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Figure 2: Elements of benefit community building
5.3.2.2 Benefit component
Above the general benefit community was described, including actors from all the different
interviewed farms. The following paragraph will get into the expression of the benefit component on
the different farms in more detail.
While all farms found ways of selling their produce, they did encounter difficulties in finding places to
sell their ‘benefits’ (crop yield) to. F8 shares in benefits through giving volunteers produce for free, and
selling produce to restaurants. However, F8 mentioned having difficulties finding places to sell produce
to, since restaurants prefer to have a steady supply that does not change every week. They also prefer
buying prewashed vegetables, which F8 cannot deliver.
Other farms also faced challenges in sharing benefits, but this had other causes. Challenges that were
mentioned in selling produce related to the size of the package, in case of a harvest share or
subscription, or to the amount of selling points of a farm.
Sharing benefits through adaptation of package size
Size of packages can differ a lot depending on the season and weather conditions. F5 had a positive
experience regarding sharing harvest in abundant times. In times of abundance of a crop a message is
send out for people to take extra portions home, to either give them to neighbors or put them in the
freezer for later. In their experience people are happy to pick up extra vegetables in times of
abundance. Their vegetable subscriptions also change a lot in size over the season. It starts with one
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or two portions in the preseason, going to about 7 portions in the season, and back to one or two
portions in the late season. Shareholders receive four portions of vegetables on average every week
and seem to be fine with the changing size of the package (F5).
Other farms stated they share all yield with their shareholders, no matter the size. “If something is not
there then it is not there. Last year I hardly had any carrots since the sowing didn’t go well and they did
not emerge. But if I have a lot of something, it is also sharing. Then it is like, this is what the land
produces and that is for my community. If that is a bucket of tomatoes it is a bucket of tomatoes and if
that is two tomatoes per person then it is two” (F1).
Something else that was mentioned to be of influence on the size of the packages is transport. F2 uses
a bike to distribute the packages and mentioned; “If there is a lot; a crate has a limited size. It does not
fit and regarding the weight; the bike cannot handle an endless amount of kilos” (F2).
Thus, in the case of sharing the full yield, no matter its size (F1), benefits are shared, and thus
commoned, to a large extent. In most cases however, there is a maximum put on the size of the
package and commoning takes place to a smaller extent.
Sharing benefits through multiple selling points
Sharing of benefits of the farm was also a challenge for farmers who had multiple ways of selling their
products, for example through harvest shares or subscriptions, restaurants, markets, and/or
(farm)stores. F2 deals with this challenge by calculating in advance where their income is going to come
from, which in their case is 90 percent from their CSA, and 10 percent from restaurants and the market.
They also divide their yield according to these percentages. F7 takes into account the different ways
of distribution in the cultivation plan; they always grow 10 percent more than they expect to need for
the self-harvesters, which goes to the store. They also have a greenhouse that only produces for the
farm shop.
F10 has had challenges dividing farm produce, but both between volunteers and restaurants, as well
as between volunteers themselves. Volunteers sometimes take too little produce home, and have to
be encouraged to take more. However, when there is a lot of produce and one person takes it home
to for example make soup, which will be brought back to the farm, other volunteers have gotten
irritated in the past when they feel produce is divided unfairly (F10).
Two topics that were also identified in relation to sharing of benefits, were self-harvesting and sharing
in environmental benefits. In these cases, sharing of benefits did not seem to pose a challenge.
Sharing benefits through letting people self-harvest
A special way of sharing benefits is through letting harvest shareholders self-harvest. This can also be
considered a way of sharing responsibility and sharing use of the farm, since people are responsible
for harvesting their own produce, and are given permission to use the garden to harvest. An example
of how much can be harvested per share is always presented, either on paper (F7), or through a visual
example on the farm (F10). F5 tells the self-harvesters how much a portion is to self-harvest, but if
there is a large yield of one crop people are allowed to take more than one portion. They are also free
to take a little bit more from one vegetable and a little less from the other, except for crops that are
not abundant.
Sharing environmental benefits
Environmental benefits that come with future farms are first of all improved biodiversity, something
all farmers strive for. These benefits are shared well beyond the farms themselves, since biodiversity
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and an increase in greenery or nature do not stay within boundaries; biodiversity will also increase in
the surroundings of the farms for everyone to enjoy, and greenery can also be enjoyed by anyone that
sees the farm, also from the outside. Benefits that were mentioned by the interviewees related to
greenery and nature are that it can be healing for people (F6).

5.3.3 Care
The next commoning component is the care component. Two types of care were taken into account;
care for people and care for nature. In care for people one may think of providing a place for
‘dagbesteders’ on the farm, or helping people get closer to nature when this is believed to be
beneficial for them. Regarding care for nature one may think about farming according to organic
principles, or planting flowers to stimulate insects on the farm. Also relevant for the care component
is to note that some types of care show overlap with other components, such as the benefit
component. It was a methodological choice to gather these under the care component, which is of
influence on the following results.
5.3.3.1 Overall characteristics of sharing of care community
When talking about the sharing of care community, two aspects were identified that contribute to
community building; care for people and care for nature. However, as previously mentioned, there is
some overlap between the care component and the benefit component.
Care for people
The community of care for people consisted of many different actors from the various interviewed
farms. The next page contains a schematic overview of all of these actors. The first type of care for
people is care through providing people with a place to work. People that were provided with work
were people who were in a reintegration trajectory, people with a care indication, volunteers, selfharvesters, employees, and interns. People with a care indication were for example people with a
mental disability, who needed a place where they were guided and could work during the day. Other
factors that were involved in the community due to these people with a care indication, were income
and bureaucratic rules and regulations. When farmers provide a place for people with a care indication
to work, they receive a certain amount of money per person. However, there are a lot of compulsory
administrative tasks involved in providing care for people, that are linked to regulations of what needs
to be documented when providing care for people.
But why provide care for people on the farm; what are the benefits? F8 mentioned the following: “I
believe nature and a garden provide a really good metaphor for people themselves and human
development” (F8). He notes that plants need time, you cannot just rip them out of the soil. They first
need to germinate, and they need warmth, sunlight and energy. And some things will grow very nicely,
while others will not germinate at all. He thinks this is also true for human development. You can also
not plan everything in society. F8 thinks it is better to form your life into an organic farm in which there
is room for development. And where you sometimes have to do weeding, just like in a real garden. F8
believes the metaphor of nature and the garden can help people, and is thus a way of caring for them.
Volunteers can also bring in actors that are part of the care community; for guiding the volunteers in
their tasks, coordinators may be needed in case the farmer cannot guide the volunteers himself. In
case of F8, there were around 80 volunteers, which was too much to handle for only the farmer
himself. Another thing that is part of the care community is communication, for example about when
help is needed and what the tasks are on a specific day. Communication with volunteers happens
through channels like newsletters, social media or through a farm website.
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A different way in which there is being cared for people is by providing them with information or
education. Three groups of people are involved in this education; children, non-farming adults, and
other (future) farmers. For children and non-farming adults, the goal is mainly to show them where
their food comes from and how it grows, while for other farmers the goal is to show them an example
of how different types of agriculture are possible.
Care for nature
The community of care for nature has different actors involved than that of care for people. Care for
nature was in all cases aimed at sustainability. Regarding sustainability two actors were mentioned;
sustainability of the soil, and sustainability of the climate as a whole. These actors had various things
in common. First of all, farming types such as organic farming or no dig farming, were implemented
with the goal of caring for both the soil and the climate as a whole. Secondly, both soil and climate
were involved with biodiversity. Thirdly, the use of tools and machinery depended on its impact on the
soil and climate. Lastly, when deciding on use of compost and fertilizer, both soil and climate were
taken into account.
There were also two factors identified that were related to soil specifically. A cultivation plan was
formulated with the goal to not deplete the soil, which is why crops were rotated in all farms. A second
factor specifically for soil was that there was irrigated on farms in times of drought or hot weather, in
order to keep the soil moist. These are both practices in sharing care for nature.
As figure 3 shows, the sharing of care community is very broad and could be considered a community
with various sub-communities. The extensiveness of the care component makes it difficult to speak of
only one community for the care component.
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Figure 3: Elements of care community building
5.3.3.2 Care component
Above the general care community was described, including actors from all the different interviewed
farms. The following paragraph will get into the expression of the care component on the different
farms in more detail.
Practices in sharing care for nature
When asked about the way farmers share in care for nature, many different practices were identified.
Practices that were carried out with the goal to take care of nature are: producing organically (F3);
(shallow) tilling (F1, F7); use of small machinery (F1); milling (F1); using a roller hallow (F1); no
ploughing (F1, F2, F5); planting and harvesting by hand (F1, F7); sowing green fertilizer (F1, F7); adding
compost (F1, F6, F8); sowing of flower borders (F1, F2, F3, F5, F10); planting a tree hedge (F1, F2, F4,
F8); leaving roots of crops in the soil; not using pesticides or artificial fertilizers (F2, F3, F4, F7, F8);
covering the soil with straws, leaves or mulch in winter (F2); planting a variety of cultivars to decrease
susceptibility to diseases (F2); harrowing (F5); rotating crops (F5), planting fruit trees for birds (F5),
practicing no-dig agriculture (F6); irrigating during hot weather (F6); breeding their own crops (F6);
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listening to plants’ needs (F6); creating places for animals to hide (F7, F10); and lastly using organic
manure (F8).
What stands out when looking at how farmers share in care for nature, is first of all the large focus on
soil life among future farmers. F2 for example never ploughs, and leaves the roots of crops in the soil.
They try to leave the soil alone as much as possible, in order to preserve soil life. In winter they cover
the soil with straws, leaves, or a layer of mulch so it is protected and nitrogen is kept in the soil. To
care for soil life, F6 practices no dig agriculture. She only uses a fork, as to not harm for example worms.
F6 stated the no dig method has led to looser soil and a rich soil life on their farm. F7 also implemented
many practices of caring for nature on her farm. F7 realizes the yield will only be abundant when the
land is taken care of. Especially since F7 does not use any artificial fertilizer, they need a good soil to
get a good production. That is also why they focus a lot on soil life; they do little tilling, and the tilling
that they do is very shallow.
A second focus in caring for nature by many farmers is on biodiversity. Farmers for example plant
certain trees and flowers to attract certain animals. They also plant a large variety of crops, which
contributes to biodiversity.
Finally, F9 believes the whole creation of her food forest can be considered care for nature. The design
is based on stimulating soil life, and stimulating biodiversity. There is being cared for nature by making
sure the forest is healthy, gets fed and is maintained. An important note of F9: “I don’t see it as a
contradiction. Because of course in conventional agriculture, it can become a contradiction. Agriculture
and nature. Because you are harmful to nature with the practices you use. And the difference with this
is that you think a lot more from the viewpoint of this nature and work together with nature, and then
it is not really a theme anymore. Yes, of course we have to take care of nature, because that is where
our harvest needs to come from. And if I don’t do it, it will cost me income” (F9)
Practices in sharing in care for people
Care for people plays a large role on many of the interviewed farms, but in very different ways. Three
common ways of caring for people that were identified are: having educational goals for children or
adults (F1, F2, F3, F5, F8, F10), providing a place where people can be close to nature again (F1, F5, F7),
or providing a place for people with care needs to work (F8, F10).
Sharing care through education
F1 provides her self-harvesters with a place to be in nature, which she believes is beneficial for them.
In addition, F1 also believes having an educational function is important. She has shared her farming
experiences on for example an open night in a natural food store. She also has open farm days on
Saturdays, as well as on other days during the year. On these days, people also come visit the farm
that will never become shareholders, but that can see in this way what this type of agriculture upholds.
She also has a kindergarten coming once a year, with which she harvests some crops and then cooks a
meal with them.
F2 wants to share care for their shareholders by providing them with healthy good looking vegetables
and keeping them up to date on farm news. They also feel responsible for spreading information about
their type of farming; they invite people to come see the farm on work-together days for shareholders.
Many shareholders are also volunteers on the farm, which is also advised. F2 believes if people are
more involved in their food production, they understand better where it comes from and have more
understanding when vegetables are not perfect looking. When people have sown or harvested
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themselves, it creates more of a bond to the land and the farm itself. To keep people involved, a lot of
pictures are added to the weekly newsletter.
F5 is clearly focused on the educational aspect of her farm. The type of care that she would like to
provide to all people coming on her farm is to bring people closer to nature and to their food; to show
where the food comes from, how it grows and what it needs to grow. She also wants to provide people
with healthy, unsprayed and natural food. In addition to wanting to educate adults, she believes it is
important for children to learn about how their food grows. When starting her first farm, she noticed
that even the children from the more rural areas did not know how food grows. She believes educating
people on how food grows can have a positive effect:
“Well I think they will start looking at their food differently. I think it is important that people realize
how vegetables are grown and what kind of work and care is needed to make the food grow and have
an actual harvest. And that is actually important for everyone. I think that if people are aware of that,
they will look from a different point of view to what is lying in the supermarket”. “. . .that you are aware
where it comes from. And that it also comes from a greenhouse in the South of Spain, also in the
Netherlands, and that you need heating for that. Those are all things that have to do with the climate.
Our urge for variation in food and always something else on your plate. Even if you are a vegetarian,
you still eat quite a few things that are harmful to the climate and the environment. It is not only the
meat that leads to that. I think awareness is most important” (F5).
F8 is the farm in which care for people is most apparent. The whole farm was created with the goal to
share in care for people. They want to be inviting to new volunteers, as well as to other organizations
in the city to think about new initiatives, cooperation, and creative development in the city. In this they
want to take up an exemplary and educational function. They want the farm to be accessible to as
many people as possible and to be suitable for people with varying interests. Therefore, they have a
large diversity of activities on the farm. There are crops grown such as vegetables, fruit, flowers, and
herbs, but also bees kept, as well as pigs and chickens. The initiative to keep pigs came from a
volunteer, and was accepted as long as the volunteers would take good care of the pigs. The farm shop
came about in the same way. This shows there is really listened to the volunteers needs. Commoning
takes place, since there is really listened to the needs of the community that the farm serves and
decisions are made together. Another way in which F8 is caring for people is through participation in
a program designed for people who do not have complex care needs, but that do need a little help to
participate in society. This program is aimed at helping people participate in society. The farm gets a
small budget in order to help these people get involved in the garden, and maybe even help them
move on to another (voluntary) job. In addition to the care function for volunteers and people with a
care indication, F8 also highly values its educational function. F8 for example works together with a
housing corporation, who are trying to make the gardens of their tenants greener. Therefore, they put
in the contract that the tenants need to keep 30cm next to the fence free of tiles. New tenants get the
possibility to go to F8, where there are exemplary fence-gardens, that help the new tenants shape this
obligatory garden. This helps F8 gain new volunteers, but also inspire people to make their gardens
greener.
F10 also has a very clear care function on the farm; they have a care group on the terrain, including a
small café. They also want to take up an education function, by providing primary schools with small
gardens. This year due to COVID-19 this was cancelled, but F10 felt this is really a nice addition to the
garden due to the energy that the children bring. And lastly, F10 really wants to take up the care
function by sharing all his knowledge as well as the farm itself with others: “I’m always open for people
who want to start, just come by and come look how it works here, I will tell you everything. And if
necessary I’m also able to help you. That is so important!” (F10).
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What stands out regarding educating people is that the interviewed farmers have different groups that
they focus on. F2 for example only focuses on shareholders of the farm when talking about care, while
F1 has a broader focus and also wants to educate people who do not have ties to the farm.
Sharing benefits of farm work
On F7, sharing of care mostly takes place in the form of welcoming volunteers. F7 stated that even
though the volunteers do work on the farm, sometimes it takes the farmers more energy to guide
them, than they give output. However, they find it important to provide people with a place to go to.
They believe just working on the farm can be healing or help people in some way, and therefore this
can be seen as a way of caring for people. Having volunteers around is also beneficial for the farmers
themselves: they state that the volunteers add to the place itself, to the liveliness and exchange. And
it also keeps them involved in society, to be in contact with others and also get input about what is
going on in the world. F6 also experienced how working on the farm can be beneficial for volunteers;
she notices their mood improves a lot during work on the farm.
A similar experience was mentioned by F6, who stated the following on why she welcomes volunteers:
“I believe it is good for people, having their hands in the soil. That makes you human again. I think so
many people would benefit from just helping in the garden. Not for the helping itself, but for having
their hands in the soil. That just makes you a different person” (F6).

5.3.4 Ownership
The ownership component is one of great importance for future farmers, since they can really
distinguish themselves from regular farmers through sharing of ownership. Since ownership of a
farm itself and farm land can differ, these components were taken into account separately.
5.3.4.1 Overall characteristics of sharing of ownership community
The ownership community is a rather compact community at most of the farms, with only few actors
involved. Two types of ownership were taken into account; legal ownership of the farm land, and legal
ownership of the farm itself.
Actors that were involved in legal ownership of land in the interviewed farms were: family or a partner;
other people or organizations, such as Toekomstboeren; farmers, that for example have a plot of land
free for lease; or other foundations such as foundation Aardpeer, who buy up plots of land and then
rent them out for affordable prices to beginning farmers. Foundations such as Aardpeer were not used
by any of the farmers upon their entry, but mentioned as helping to provide better access to land.
Lastly, in several farm cases land was leased from an estate owner, who can thus also be seen as an
actor.
Actors that were involved in legal ownership of the farm itself, were in cases of the interviewed either
farmer(s) themselves, or a foundation. When legal ownership was in the hands of a foundation, the
community did not necessarily consist of all shareholders of the farm, despite them having control
over the foundation. Some still saw F10 as the boss and themselves more as clients coming to pick up
vegetables from a farm.
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Figure 4: Elements of ownership community building

5.3.4.2 Ownership component
Above the general ownership community was described, including actors from all the different
interviewed farms. The following paragraph will get into the expression of the ownership component
on the different farms in more detail.
Ownership was a component that was shared only to a small extent on the interviewed farms. In case
of F1, F5, F6, F9, the legal ownership is a sole proprietorship, with only one person being the official
owner. In case of F2, F3, F4, F7, the organizational form is a ‘vennootschap onder firma (VOF)’, in which
multiple people own the farm together. On F7, they are still thinking on how to involve people more,
while still keeping some sort of ownership themselves. They find it difficult to involve people more,
since they have this plot of land only temporarily and cannot make concrete plans for the future. They
do ask their harvest shareholders for input, and also share their finances at the end of the year (F7). A
reason for choosing a VOF as an organizational form mentioned by F2 is that since they started the
farm with five people, a VOF gave them the possibility to share both ownership and risks equally. Lastly,
in case of F8 and F10, the farm is owned by a foundation, so there is no individual with ownership. In
the case of F8, this is currently a foundation with a broad focus, that also has care branches. In the
future the farm will become part of a foundation specifically for the farm itself, that will also have a
ANBI status. They do this, since separating the care part from the farm is easier for the tax authorities,
and also takes away risk that if the farm would not work well, the rest of the care organization would
also be affected.
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There is also legal ownership of the land on which the farm is located. In many cases the land is not
legally owned by the farmers, but leased for a set period of time (F2, F5, F6, F7, F8, F10). However, in
case of F4, the land is owned by the farmers themselves.
There were some cases of land ownership that stood out within the interviewed farms. F6 for example
does not have a lease contract. The land owner preferred to keep it at a verbal arrangement, since
they rent out many plots of land and found it too much effort to make contracts for all. Also, there are
regulations saying that if you have a ‘liberal lease’, after six years the tenant gains certain rights. The
owners of the land want to prevent this from happening. However, the farmers from F6 do pay rent
for their plot of land. This verbal arrangement could be seen as a type of commoning taking place,
since responsibility and trust are shared between the land owner and the tenant, since they do not
have a document to rely on in dealing with each other.
A similar construction is that of F9, who also does not have a contract with the land owner. A difference
is that F9 also does not pay rent for the land. F9 has a verbal arrangement that says she can work the
land, design a food forest, in which the planting material is financed by the land owner. F9 manages
the land, can harvest from the land and can also sell the harvest.
Another type of construction can be found on F10; they have several plots of land, which are
contractually organized in different ways. The main land of the farm has a space for a daily care group,
of which the farmer guides the people when they are on the land itself. In return for his care, the
‘foundation’ does not have to pay rent for this plot of land. F10 is thus not in the hands of a farmer,
but is part of a foundation. Officially, the foundation has a CSA. When organizing a farm as part of a
foundation, the ownership is fully shared with all people involved. However, in case of F10,
shareholders of the farm still see the farmer as the owner and the one in charge of the farm. F10 had
a clear idea about how ownership should be shaped in case of a CSA garden:
“I did start a foundation after a year, so I’m completely out of it. It is not my garden; I am a zzp’er
employed by the foundation. So I believe that is very good. The moment they are not satisfied and they
say ‘your vegetables are inedible and it is too little and you just need to leave’, then they can throw me
out of the foundation. Then they say, we found someone different and a lot more fun that can do it
better. That is possible. And that is more the direction I believe CSA’s should move towards. That the
people decide what happens. That it is not the landowner that decides” (F10).
Criticism that F10 has on how CSA’s are often shaped in the Netherlands, is that farms call themselves
CSA when they have harvest shares that are paid at the beginning of the season, so only the risk of
harvest fails is shared and not the ownership of the land for example. F10 believes that this is still a
shallow way of sharing responsibility, in which people do not necessarily feel connected to the land.
However, he has noticed it is difficult to get people to really be involved in the farm, instead of them
just picking up a bag with vegetables. In the case of F10 ownership is shared widely, but thus not always
experienced as widely shared by shareholders of the farm.
Despite there not taking place a lot of commoning currently regarding ownership, some farmers would
like to see this differently in the future. The current way of organizing ownership on many of the farms
resembles ownership structures in mainstream agriculture. In the future, F5 would like to share farm
ownership with 4 or 5 people. She does not think it is possible to share ownership with all shareholders,
since she believes this would make it unworkable. However, she would like to share decision making
about the direction of the farm with several others.
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5.3.5 Responsibility
The responsibility component concerns the extent to which different types of responsibilities are being
shared on the farm. Two types of responsibility are taken into account: risk sharing, and organizational
responsibility. In the case of future farmers, it is important to formulate this responsibility as risk
sharing rather than financial responsibility, since for future farmers, financial responsibilities are less
relevant, since they often try to shape their farming practices outside of regular market relationships.
For them, community formation is more about sharing of risks and benefits within a community.
5.3.5.1 Overall characteristics of sharing of responsibility community
Risks are first of all shared between farmers in case of a VOF organizational structure. In a VOF several
people share ownership and responsibility equally. Risks are also shared with harvest shareholders,
who pay an amount of money at the start of the season and receive part of the harvest. Since they do
not know how much the harvest will be, they share in the risk of a bad harvest. Lastly, in case of a
foundation risks are shared within a supervisory board, but also with the foundation as a whole.
Organizational responsibilities are more widely shared than risks. Organizational responsibilities are
shared with all people active on the farm; farm coordinators, farmer(s), volunteers, interns, and selfharvesters. Sharing of these organizational responsibilities is based on trust in most cases. However,
in case of farm coordinators, there might also be a monetary relationship, in which trust is less
important.

Figure 5: Elements of responsibility community building
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5.3.5.2 Responsibility component
Above the general responsibility community was described, including actors from all the different
interviewed farms. The following paragraph will get into the expression of the responsibility
component on the different farms in more detail.
Sharing risk
A common way of sharing risks among the interviewed was through giving out harvest shares (F1, F2,
F5, F6, F7, F10). As mentioned by F1, with the payments of these harvest shares at the beginning of
the season, she can buy all seeds and seedlings she needs, as well as other things needed. F5 notes
that there are also people who pay in installments, which is also a way of sharing risks; people who can
afford to pay the whole amount at once make it possible for the farmer to buy seeds and seedlings, of
which people who cannot afford the whole amount at once also benefit.
Both full payments and installment payments are forms of risk sharing, since through harvest shares
risks of a bad yield are shared between the farmer and the shareholders. The shareholders pay a set
price for a share of the harvest, without knowing in advance how much produce they will receive. This
is a way of organizing that deviates from the relationships between producer and consumer in
mainstream agriculture, in which the producer carries all the risk and receives less income in case of a
bad harvest.
F1 has not shared risks a lot yet; she has financed a lot of big expenses through an inheritance she
received upon the start of the farm, and thus carries the whole risk for the farm by herself. In the future
she would like to share risks more, for example through crowdfunding. However, the final
responsibility would still be for her in the case of crowdfunding.
Upon the start of F2 risks were shared between all five farmers of the VOF; they all put in an equal
amount of money to take over the farm and make the necessary investments. Since the farm has the
organizational structure of a VOF, risks are legally shared between all 5 members of the VOF. The same
counts for F3 and F4, which are also VOF’s, but then with 3 farmers and 2 farmers. They share all risks
between them.
In the case of F5, all financial data is shared with the shareholders at the end of the year. In this way,
risk is not directly shared, but trust and information is shared about the finances on the farm for which
the shareholders share in risk.
“And I think that is normal. Because it is different than clients who just come and pay for their lettuce.
They are people who gave you their trust that you will do your best to cultivate their vegetables, and
who seal this financially by paying so early, by paying in advance. And with the risk; it is possible the
harvest fails. . . And then they accept not getting their money back. So it is a large amount of trust they
give to you. And I think it is normal that you provide insight into what you spend this year and how you
spend it” (F5).
As F5 mentions, she wants to be transparent towards her harvest shareholders, since they have
accepted to share in the risk of harvest fails. On some farms, like on F6 and F5, it is also possible to get
a trial subscription, before committing to a harvest share. Risks are shared on the farm through division
of the harvest in harvest shares. Some of these harvest shares are divided into pieces, like on F6 and
offered as trial subscriptions. In this way, the farmers already get some income to finance the initial
purchases with, and receive the rest of the income from their shares later in the year.
When asked about sharing risks, F8 mentioned how in his experience people do not want to share
them. People on his farm want to participate in decision making on a small and practical level, but not
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share in larger responsibilities, that for example concern finances. He believes on his farm financial
responsibilities are a lot to carry and too much for volunteers to share. Also, there is too much risk
involved to carry for volunteers.
F10 is a special case when talking about sharing of responsibility, since the farm is owned by a
foundation. The farmer itself has quite some responsibility, but risks are taken by the foundation; the
board has to approve large expenses by the farmer. Due to the small size of the foundation, this is a
relatively informal process and the farmer is also a member of the board.
Sharing of organizational responsibility
On several farms, responsibilities were felt to be shared with interns (F1, F2, F9), but not fully with
volunteers, since farmers felt they could not fully count on structural help of volunteers (F1, F2, F3, F7,
F9, F10). Despite this, some farmers did mention the volunteers themselves feel responsible for their
tasks (F3, F5, F6). At many of the farms daily organizational responsibilities were shared with
volunteers, but at the end the farmers thus felt responsible.
In case of F1 organizational responsibilities are shared, since she has someone that cultivates flowers
on the terrain. However, this is only commoning to a small extent, since it only concerns sharing
responsibilities with one person.
An example of a farm on which responsibilities are shared to a large extent, is F5. On F5 responsibility
is shared with volunteers. Some tasks are specifically taken up by certain volunteers; for example,
maintenance and repair tasks are done by one person that has experience with that. Another volunteer
does not help on the farm itself, but picks up tools from the farm and cleans them at home in his
workshop. On this farm organizational responsibility is also shared with the harvest shareholders
themselves, since they come on the farm to self-harvest. It is their own responsibility to come and
harvest their own share.
On F6 organizational responsibilities are also shared with volunteers, and F6 stated that she trusts
them with the work, since they work carefully.
F8 has a different construction of responsibilities on the farm. The farm is owned by a foundation, of
which the supervisory board has the final responsibility. The interviewee is responsible for daily
management of the farm and if this does not go well, the supervisory board can replace him. However,
when concerning the crops themselves, the gardener is responsible. When there are activities on the
farm, the responsibility lies with the farm coordinators. However, responsibilities on these specific
activities are shared with volunteers, since coordinators could never organize everything in time by
themselves. However, other responsibilities on the farm are not shared with volunteers.
Organizational responsibilities are thus shared up to some extent.
F9 is still in the starting up phase and is in the process of giving volunteers more responsibilities.
Volunteers have only recently been coming around on the farm, irregularly and only once a week. F9
is trying to give small responsibilities to the different volunteers, when they show a particular interest
in something. She wants to give volunteers more responsibilities in the future if they want that. In the
past she shared responsibilities with her intern, who managed the volunteers. She does only give away
responsibilities for things that are low risk; when the berry shrubs had to be pruned she did it herself,
since if this goes wrong the effect lasts for years. She did share the responsibility to design the food
forest with her intern. F9 believes that when she gives people more responsibility people will enjoy
the work more, and this will create more sense of ownership and connection to the food forest.
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On F10 all organizational responsibilities are shared with the garden team. There are some harvest
shareholders that come to volunteer, but this are only 6-7 people from the 350 shareholders.
Therefore, organizational responsibilities are shared within a very limited community.
When talking about sharing of responsibilities, it became clear this is not always desired by the farmers.
The farmers from F3 prefer to be responsible themselves for the whole farm, including harvesting.
Subscription holders also share zero risk in general, since they pay monthly for the packages they have
received and can easily stop their subscription. Monthly payments are the most practical for their farm.
The same experience was shared by F4 who first let people pay in advance, but found this to be
inefficient due to administrative time. F4 also believes that people are more prone to get a subscription
when it is easy to cancel and it gives people no obligations. Because of this, people can cancel their
order every week. F4 thinks she keeps her clients this way.
F5 has a special way of sharing responsibility; when people buy a ‘strippenkaart’, they can sign
themselves off after harvesting. They hereby share the responsibility for the division of the harvest; if
they were to harvest more than allowed, there may not be enough for all shareholders. Up until now
this has worked well.

5.3.6 Use
5.3.6.1 Use component and sharing of use community
The component of use in commoning is about shared use of various things. Shared use is divided into
three types: shared use of the farm itself, shared use of material things, and shared use of less tangible
things. As shown by the commoning community (figure 6), it is difficult to demarcate the use
community. Apart from use of different things being shared on- and beyond the farm, there is also
overlap between the use and the access community. When having access to something, a certain kind
of shared use is implied. Since the use component consists of many different actors and things that are
often specific for only one farm, there will be focused on two things of which the use is commoned to
a large extent; information, and ordering farm supplies.
Overall characteristics of sharing of use community
The use community can be divided into two types of sharing of use; sharing of use of the farm itself,
shared use of material things, and shared use of less tangible things. Especially the category of shared
use of material things is very broad and farm dependent. Only factors are taken into account that are
not based on an only monetary relationship, since in the case of a monetary relationship community
building is not a necessity.
Shared use of the farm itself
People that are part of the use community are first of all self-harvesters, who share in the use of the
land. A second actor that is part of the use community consists of people with a care indication, who
make use of the terrain to have a daily activity. A third group of actors are volunteers, who are welcome
to work on the farm. Lastly, the use of some farms is shared with people passing by, who are free to
stroll around on the farm and enjoy the surroundings. These are considered under ‘others’ in figure 6.
Shared use of material things
The community of shared use of material things is large. F1 and F7 mentioned ordering seedlings
together with other farms. F1 has bought a whole roll of compost cloth, of which she sold pieces to
other farmers and therefore shared its use. F7 has bought seedlings with a group of farmers from the
surroundings, such as sweet potatoes, that you can buy in bulk. F2 also orders things together with
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other farmers, in order to reduce delivery costs. All the aforementioned things are grouped under
‘orders’ in figure 6.
F1 also trades crop varieties, when for example a farmer has differently colored flowers than her.
Varieties are thus also part of the use community. Another thing that is shared with other farmers is
labor; F1 works together with an organic farmer from the neighborhood. He comes with his tractor to
help with planting of potatoes, and in turn F1 helps to plant potatoes on his farm the next day. She has
also helped with the harvest of apples on his farm.
Another thing that is part of the use community is equipment. F9 shares equipment with the land
owner, but also with another farmer. F9 has a drying room, that is also used by another farmer who
does not have one of his own. F3 also shares some equipment with the other organic farmer on the
terrain.
Also part of the use community is transport. F4 buys produce from farmers in the neighborhood,
through her contact with a farmer who drives to different organic farmers and transports their produce
to other farms.
F5 shares something very practical with her neighboring farmer; the driveway. This is similar to F6,
who share the whole terrain with other farmers. These things are grouped under ‘land’ in figure 6. On
this terrain is also a shack with a little kitchen, heating and a bathroom that they can use. They have
used this for the harvest celebration and can rent the shack at a low cost.
Shared use of less tangible things
Farmers also share use of things that are not necessarily of material nature. An example of this is the
shared use of PR. Recently founded was the organization Wageningen Streekwaar, which is an
association for farmers and other food producers in the vicinity of Wageningen, who want to do PR
together, among other things. F3 is a member. Another farm that shares PR with others, is F6. In this
case, PR is shared with all other farms on the terrain. Open days are organized together, as well as the
closing of the season.
F3 sometimes shares use of labor with the large organic farmer that is located on the same terrain. He
sometimes does tasks for them they cannot do themselves or do not have the equipment for, such as
ploughing the land, putting manure on the land, and flattening the land. They also help him out at
times.
A final actor already discussed in depth in the component paragraph that is part of the use community
is knowledge or information. This knowledge is shared through social media, daily conversations,
organizations such as CSA network, or through external advisors.
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Figure 6. Use community

5.3.6.2 Use component
Above the general use community was described, including actors from all the different interviewed
farms. The following paragraph will get into the expression of the use component on the different
farms in more detail.
Sharing use of information
One thing which is commoned to a large extent in the case of future farmers is knowledge and
information. This often happens unintentionally.
F1 is part of two intervision groups with which she shares information, one with farmers in the vicinity,
and one with old classmates from the Warmonderhof. They contact each other via WhatsApp, but also
like to visit each other’s farms. They also ask for each other’s help in understanding soil analyses and
use the intervision group to vent about challenges they face. For F1, the group of farmers from her
intervision groups feels like a second community to her: “I sometimes have the idea, I have my
community here with harvest shareholders, but I also have a community of similar CSAs that I am part
of” (F1).
F2 also shares a lot of knowledge with other farmers, but this sharing of information mostly happens
face to face. They have a greengrocer on the terrain with whom they share machinery, they have lunch
together, barbecue together, and automatically share knowledge with when they talk to each other.
F3 also shares knowledge with the farmer with which they share the terrain, which also happens
unintentionally. To gain and share information on finances, F3 set up a finances club with other farmers
all over the Netherlands, since they noticed little knowledge about finances in the agricultural sector
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is shared and they wanted to share this more. F6 shares knowledge, tips and tricks with other farmers
on the terrain in a very informal way. F7 also shares knowledge with a farmer on the terrain. F8 has
another way of gaining information and knowledge; F8 has hired external advisors and a gardener who
has experience working for Herenboeren. F10 is also actively sharing knowledge, but this is more onesided. F10 helps starting farmers set up and shape their farm and mainly takes up an advisory function.
Another way of sharing use is sharing information through an organization. F3 is a member of
biotuinders, an association that sometimes organizes things like seminars, as well as activities aimed
at changing politics. For F4, biotuinders also plays an important part in their information sharing. F4
mentioned ‘de vraagbaak’, that is part of biotuinders. If you email a question to the vraagbaak, all
members of biotuinders will receive your question. They can respond to you individually, or respond
to all members. This is a way of easy knowledge spreading within the community of farmers itself. F7
also mentioned CSA network, Toekomstboeren and biotuinders as important for gaining knowledge.
Not a lot of knowledge is being shared between F5 and her neighboring farmers, since there are little
organic farmers in the region. She is a member of both CSA network, as well as Toekomstboeren. What
stood out was that she mentioned that despite producing organically herself, due to the spray zones
of the farmers around her, she cannot get a SKAL certificate, which is a prerequisite for becoming a
member of biotuinders (F5). Access to biotuinders is thus not widely shared, and with that neither is
information from biotuinders.
What F9 has noticed is that in order to share knowledge with farmers from the neighborhood, you first
need to build up a network. Once the network is present, a lot of things are being shared, even work
and assignments, when they are too much for one farm. One farmer that already has a large network,
is F10. He is in contact with farmers, neighbors, organic flower cultivators, a care corporation, someone
in education, someone growing plants for wild bees, and actual beekeepers. In addition, he is part of
a food cooperative, that he helped build up himself. F10 emphasizes the importance of a strong
network: “If you want to do this, you have to make sure you have a good network. You notice people
come to you, that they know you are there, and you don’t have to gain publicity, and you don’t have to
have large articles in the newspaper” (F10).
F10 is happy to explain how the farm works, and has noticed that even regular large scale farmers are
intrigued by how much yield and income comes from the relatively small garden.
Another popular way of exchanging information is through social media channels, such as Instagram.
F2 follows all kinds of farmers on Instagram. Last year they even visited five farms they knew through
Instagram. Now they also exchange knowledge and experiences with these farmers.
Sharing use through ordering together
A second type of sharing use that is often implemented among future farmers is farmers placing orders
together (F1, F2, F7). They do this, since some things can easiest be bought in bulk. In addition, ordering
together reduces delivery costs.
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5.4 Commoning on the farm
Interviewees were asked about how commoning currently takes place on the farm. Each of the
components was covered separately during the interviews. Since in order for commoning to take place,
a community is needed, the amount of community formation will be considered the amount of
commoning currently present on the farm.
5.4.1 Community formation on the farm
The extent to which community formation has taken place on the different farms is visualized in table
7 per commoning component. All information was derived from the interviews, in which the
interviewees described how each component was currently shaped on their farm.
Community formation ranges from --, community formation is non-existent, to +++, very strong
community formation. Non-existent, or hardly existent community formation (--, -) is marked red in
table 7. Moderate community formation (+) is marked yellow, while strong community formation (++,
+++) is marked green. The benefit component of F9 could not be rated yet, due to this farm still being
in the starting up phase and not having clear benefits yet.

Table 7: Community formation on interviewed farms
F1
F2
F3
F4
F5
F6
F7
F8
F9
F10

Access
++
+
++
++
++
++
++
+++
+
+++

Benefit
++
+
+
+
++
+
++
+
In development

+++

Care
++
++
+
+
++
++
++
+++
+
+++

Ownership
+
+
+
-+
+
++
+++

Responsibility
++
+
+
+
++
+
+
++
+
+++

Use
++
++
++
+
+
+++
++
+
++

Non-existent --, -, +, ++, +++ Strong community formation

Access
As is shown in table 7, community formation on the access component is present in most cases, to
quite a high extent. What stands out is that F2 and F9 did not feel like access to enter the agricultural
sector was shared with them, while other farms did feel it was shared, which were founded around
the same time.
It makes sense that the access component scores high on community formation on most farms, since
in many cases the way of entering the sector of future farmers can be seen as an outcome of
commoning, since they have looked for access opportunities outside the regular channels of buying
land.
Benefit
Regarding community formation on the benefit component, F10 stands out. On F10, there is a strong
community formation regarding benefits. Financial benefits go to the foundation and are thus shared
with everyone involved in the farm. Other benefits, such as the yield, are divided among shareholders,
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up to a point. When it is expected to be too much for them to eat, it is sold and the money goes to the
foundation. On the other farms the community formation is less strong, since financial benefits are
mostly not being shared with shareholders, but only between one or multiple farmers. In the case of
F8, financial benefits go to the foundation. However, the farm does not have shareholders and yield is
given away to volunteers and sold, thus not completely shared. On the other farms benefits are shared
up to a small extent, either between several farmers in case of a VOF structure, or with harvest
shareholders. However, in case of harvest shareholders, these are only material benefits and not
financial benefits. In case of a VOF, benefits are only shared within a very small group of people, the
farmers, and therefore are not considered full commoning.
Care
Community formation on the care component is present on all farms. This makes sense, since care for
nature and people played an important role in the motivations of many farmers to enter the sector in
the first place. They are thus expected to have put in effort in order to develop this community. F8 and
F10 have the strongest community related to care. They both implement a lot of practices in caring for
nature, but also have a clear way of caring for people. On F8, care for people is the main goal of the
farm. On F10, a care group is located, that also help with farm work. Both these farms are rated +++,
since they their care community is widely shared and present on the farms. They also both still accept
new people wanting to work on the farm. It should be noted however, that the care community
consists of both care for nature, as well as care for people. This means the rate in table 7 shows an
average over both components.
Ownership
On this component community formation differs a lot. Some farms are owned by only one person, and
no community is currently involved in the ownership component (F1, F5, F9). In case of F1, the land is
also owned by the farmers’ husband, so land also has no community involvement. In case of F5, the
land is leased, but there is also no community involvement. Various farms have a +, which means
ownership is shared to a small extent. All these cases have VOF structures, in which ownership of the
farm itself is shared with several people. On F8 and F10 ownership is shared to a large extent and the
ownership community is thus very broad, since in both cases the farm is owned by a foundation. These
are examples of private collective ownership. In a foundation the farmer is no longer the one in charge,
but decisions are made by a board and there is much more community involvement.
Responsibility
The strength of the responsibility community differs from + to +++. On farms with a + there is only
weak or small community formation, for example since responsibilities are only partly shared with
volunteers, or shareholders are responsible to harvest their own produce. F5 and F8 share
responsibilities to a larger extent with their volunteers, and F5 also lets shareholders self-harvest. F10,
as a self-harvest CSA that is part of a foundation, has commoned responsibility to the highest extent.
Use
Community formation around use is difficult to define, since shared use of many things stays within a
very small community. In this research the use community was considered strong if use of something
was shared to a large extent, rather than with many people. Things were mostly shared with other
farmers. F6 shares use of many things, such as information, PR, and a shack, with other farmers who
are located on the same terrain. Other farmers who share use a lot are also mostly farms who have
other farms in the vicinity to share things with. There thus seems to be a spatial factor in the amount
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of community formation on the use component. However, this does not count for all things that fall
under the category use; for information sharing location was less relevant, since this was also
mentioned to take place for example online. Thus, the farms who have most community formation on
the whole use component, are farms who are located close enough to other farms to be able to share
use of things other than just information.
One farm that stands out regarding the use component is F8; they share very little in use of things. A
reason for this is that the focus of F8 is on care for people, and not necessarily on farm practices. They
might thus have a larger network consisting of care-related contacts, rather than farm related contacts.
Another reason might be that F8 is located in the middle of a city, which is not close to most other
farms. This could make it difficult to share in use of things. This again points to a role of location in
commoning on the use component.
5.4.2 Similarities and differences
Table 7 shows a large diversity in combinations of commoning components between farmers. The
various combinations show that commoning on one component does not necessarily lead to
commoning on another. However, commoning profiles of the interviewed farms do mostly show
moderate or strong commoning on the access and care component. Also, most farms implement
some form of commoning on several components, but not on all.
F3 and F4 both implement commoning to a small extent on most components and show a similar
pattern when looking at table 7. What both these farmers have emphasized in the interviews is that
they value autonomy of the farmer greatly, and do not have the ambition to share on all components
to a large extent in the future. They want to keep control as farmers. Both see the people who buy
their vegetables and other products more as clients, like in a regular economic relationship, than as
community members.
When looking at the ownership component, there are three farms in which ownership is currently
colored red; this points to private individual ownership. All three farms have the ambition to change
this in the future to a form of community ownership. Many of the farms who are colored yellow on
the ownership component, and thus present moderate commoning, only share ownership with one
or multiple farmers, but not with other citizens.
Especially when comparing F9 to F10, a large variation can be seen in commoning on the farm. F9
shows zero green cells, while F10 has only green cells. This means on F10 there is a lot more
community formation around the various commoning components than on F9. This could be
explained by the fact that F9 is still in the starting up phase. Something that must be noted is that F9
implements little commoning currently when looking at table 7, but is also still in the starting up
phase of her food forest. Goals for the future are to make the food forest a place with a strong
community.
Lastly, both F8 and F10 implement commoning to a large extent already. Both are also in ownership
of a foundation. However, they differ in the way this foundation shapes community formation. In a
foundation, power lies with a board. This board is chosen by members, which are all people who
(financially) contribute to the foundation. In the case of F8, the foundation is financed through
governmental institutions such as the municipality. On F8 there are no harvest shareholders; produce
is sold in a farm shop and sold to restaurants. This means people buying from the farm are not
necessarily part of the foundation and cannot be considered co owners of the farm. They thus do not
share in ownership over the farm. This ownership is mainly shared with government institutions. This
is a different story for F10, in which the foundation is financed through harvest shareholders, who
have power over the foundation and can choose the board. The shareholders also have the power to
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fire the farmer in case they are not content with him, and hire a different farmer. This shows that
even when a farm is brought under in a foundation, this foundation can be shaped in various ways,
on which the community and the extent of commoning depends.
5.4.3 Main commoning mechanisms on the farm
Interviewees were asked about how commoning currently takes place on the farm. On different farms,
different commoning mechanisms were most apparent. When asked directly about the main
commoning mechanisms that are currently present on the farm, the mechanisms most often
mentioned were the responsibility component, the use component, and the access component.
Responsibility sharing often happened between farmer(s) and volunteers by sharing responsibilities
on the farm, as well as between farmer(s) and harvest shareholders, that share in risk that comes with
crop cultivation. Use is shared through letting volunteers work on the farm and make use of the farm,
as well as different farmers sharing things like a plot of land or PR. The access component is present in
farmers being provided with access to land, as well as farmers sharing access to the farm itself with
volunteers and other people.
When looking at table 7, the two commoning components that have the strongest communities
formed around them are access and care. This is thus different than what farmers mentioned to be
the most important commoning components on their farms when asked about them directly.

5.5 Further commoning plans, opportunities and barriers
In this section opportunities and future plans will be discussed, barriers that have been faced in
realization of commoning components, as well as barriers that are expected in the future. Both these
opportunities, as well as barriers are dependent on commoning aspirations; if a farmer has little
interest in implementation of commoning, he will also not face any opportunities or barriers regarding
commoning. Opportunities and barriers must thus be considered within farm context. The section will
start with results from the questionnaire, which will be followed by results from the interviews. For
each commoning component, first commoning aspirations and opportunities will be discussed,
followed by barriers.
5.5.1 Questionnaire
Future aspirations and opportunities for commoning
Future farmers were asked in the questionnaire whether they would like to implement commoning to
a higher extent in the future. 62.5 percent of respondents answered yes. Possibilities on implementing
commoning that were mentioned were sharing ownership of land and the farm itself, working towards
a CSA structure, making the farm accessible for people for recreation, including more education on the
farm, sharing responsibilities and labor, sharing risks, sharing a yard with other industries and owning
land together.
Barriers for further commoning plans
The main limiting factors for commoning mentioned in the questionnaire were difficult access to land;
finances; and difficulties in dealing with current rules, regulations and expectations. These all relate to
the access component of commoning. However, during the interviews a larger variety of barriers was
mentioned. They will be discussed per commoning component below. Barriers that are not component
specific were gathered under ‘general’.
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5.5.2 Interviews
The next section will cover interview results regarding opportunities and barriers for commoning. Each
of the commoning components will be discussed separately, finishing with some general barriers that
either showed overlap between components, or did not fit in any component.
5.5.2.1 General barriers
Interviewees were also asked about their attitude towards commoning. In all cases farmers had an at
least partially positive attitude towards commoning. However, farmers also mentioned barriers they
encountered, as well as barriers they expected to encounter in the future. One of these barriers is that
farmers expect decision making to become a long and difficult process when it is fully shared between
farmer(s) and people. Another downside to commoning was mentioned to be reduced autonomy of
farmers themselves. F5 gave the example of Herenboeren as an unequal relationship, in which the
farmer is employed by the clients/community, but has no autonomy him or herself. Lastly, F10 noted
how difficult it is to actually make people feel the shared ownership and feel that they are part of a
community, when commoning does take place.
When asked about barriers specially, F1 mentioned many general barriers towards implementation of
commoning. The first barrier F1 mentioned was old economic thinking; people are so used to the old
model of the market, that they have difficulty adjusting and understanding a new model of distribution,
in which community plays a large role. This relates to the second barrier: F1 is a CSA, but found that it
is difficult to make her shareholders fully understand the concept of CSA. Without understanding the
full concept, she finds it difficult to create a strong community around the farm. F1 is also a self-harvest
garden. A barrier related to this is that since the farm is located on heavy clay soil, the soil can stay wet
for a long time in autumn and winter, which makes harvesting difficult. This has prevented people from
joining in self-harvesting in the past. Another barrier for fully creating a commoning community around
the farm, is that not everyone is interested to become more involved in the garden. There are also
people who just want to pick up their vegetables and go home, without more involvement. A final
barrier mentioned by F1 was that she faces difficulty in growing in size regarding the amount of
shareholders, due to the location of the farm. The farm is located in a rather conservative town.
5.5.2.2 Access
Aspirations and opportunities
Regarding the access component of commoning, farmers saw diverse opportunities for more
implementation. F2 focused on improving access to the agricultural sector as a whole, which F2 wanted
to do through making it more financially attractive to start a farm. F2 sees opportunities for promoting
small scale farming through making role models more visible that already earn an income from small
scale farming. She thinks this is important, since she experienced difficult access to the agricultural
sector herself. F5 also wants to improve access of people to the farm, through organizing more
activities on the farm; workshops, preservation of vegetables, and a place for having coffee. In general,
by transforming it into a meeting place. Access to F5 is already shared well, and wanting to improve
on this component shows the importance of the access component for F5.
F7 also has plans to make the farm a more open and accessible place in the future. Ideally, F7 would
find a plot of land to buy, so there is no risk of having to leave. She would then design it as a community
space, with both room for activities and housing, in which she would like to bring together all kinds of
people. The ideal of F6 is similar; she would also like to find a place where they can both farm and live
without having the risk of having to leave, and where others can live as well. She would like to form a
residential community. However, she would also like to make room for activities such as child care and
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other creative activities. Both F7 and F6 currently implement commoning of ownership to a small
extent; they do not have ownership of the land, since they lease it. By making the farm a community
space, ownership will be shared to a larger extent. This will mean increased commoning on ownership,
but also on two other components: the responsibility component and the use component. The
responsibility component will be shared more, since in a community space everyone shares
responsibilities for keeping the relationships with each other good, but also for maintaining the
community space itself. The use component will also be shared more, since all people who are part of
the community can also use the space. Transforming a farm into a community space is thus a way of
increasing commoning on several components.
F5, which currently has no driveway herself, would like to share access more in the future through
renting a second plot of land which connects her garden to the road. This would improve both access
to the farm, as well as access to farm products, since F5 is a self-harvest garden.
F8 focuses on access of people to the farm a lot, as well as on care for people. His goal for the new
farm location is to welcome everyone that is interested. This means the strong community formation
on the access and the care component component will be maintained.
The goal of F9 both relates to increasing shared access, as well as increasing care for people. Both these
components are currently commoned to a small extent on the farm. She would like to share the access
to her food forest with people, once the food forest is fully planted. She would like to share a beautiful
place with people, that also gives them a sense of peacefulness, which relates to care for people.
F6 focuses on improving access to farm products, as well as sharing in benefits, for people who are
already shareholders of the farm. She currently only provides one size of package, which means some
families may have too little and one person households have too much. In the future she would like to
start an online shop, where people that want to order more can order extra. They also want to make
the packages a little smaller when they get a store, and maybe start a package for single person
households, that is a bit smaller, for a lower price. The idea of an online shop would thus increase
commoning on both the access component, as well as on the benefit component.
Barriers
Both land and financial capital were mentioned to be a barrier for new entrants, as was illustrated by
F2: “Land is a problem. It is not like it always works out with little money and just enthusiasm”. F7 also
touched upon the problem of high land prices and the effect those had on her access to the sector. In
addition to that she noted that lease constructions generally form a barrier as well. In the Netherlands
long term tenants of land obtain certain rights. Therefore, tenants usually get a contract of a maximum
of six years. This is a barrier, since farmers live in constant uncertainty on whether they can stay on the
land or not, which prevents them from investing in the place (F6). Overall, F7 stated: “So land in the
Netherlands is very inaccessible”. Another factor that was mentioned for making land inaccessible is
the fact that subsidies are difficult to obtain (F1, F9), since they mostly go to larger farms.
Related to this policy for handing out subsidies, is the policy for getting permits. Agricultural policy in
general is made for large scale farms with clear standard contracts, which many of the interviewed
deviate from. F9 for example, does not have a written contract and farms on only 1.5 hectares, which
deviates from the norm that is large scale and has clear contracts.
Once farmers have managed to obtain land and can start farming, they again face a financial barrier.
It was mentioned by several farmers that it is difficult to earn a proper income from vegetable
cultivation, or even a minimum wage, especially upon starting a farm (F1, F5, F9). Another barrier that
was faced by F1 regarding finances, was that she wants to make the harvest shares affordable for
64

everyone, but she cannot lower the prices and still earn a decent wage herself. She thus faces a barrier
in providing financial access to her harvest shares.
Another land related barrier experienced by F2 is that there is little oversight over land available for
lease or sale. This current lack of oversight is illustrated by a statement from F2: “I was looking the
other day, I would like to get a plot of land where you are not dependent on a lease for a couple of
years, or other uncertain situations. I would not know where to start. There is no website with all the
land what you can lease or buy. Very unclear how that goes” (F2).
Barriers that were related to community building very clearly, were barriers to bringing people
together. F1 mentioned the COVID-19 measures prevented her from organizing activities such as a
members meeting or a harvest celebration, which could be facilitators in community building, but are
also ways of sharing access to the farm. She tries to facilitate people meeting each other, since due to
the broad opening hours of the farm, harvest shareholders easily miss each other.
Lastly, barriers that were mentioned were related to the bureaucracy of Dutch agriculture. F5 has faced
the barrier of dealing with the municipality; she has put in a request for approval to build a shed on
the terrain, but the decision takes a long time due to rules and zoning plans. F9 stated that despite the
time it takes to get a response, the costs of requesting approval to build on a plot of land are very high.
F7 also faced and expects to face these bureaucratic issues in the future. She would like to set up a
shared yard with shared housing, in which case many rules and regulations have to be met.
What stands out is that despite many barriers being mentioned regarding the access component, the
access component is shared most out of all the components, as table 7 shows. A reason for this could
be that sharing on the access component can take place in many different ways, so one barrier has less
effect on the component as a whole. Also, many farmers might focus on the access component, since
as new entrants this is something that is especially relevant for them; the extent to which access is
shared with new entrants is relevant for all.
5.5.2.3 Benefit
Aspirations and opportunities
Little opportunities were seen by the farmers on sharing more on the benefit component. Only F1 and
F6 had a future plan related to benefits. F1 wants to start sharing in fruit harvest, and also do the
harvesting together with the farm community. F1 already implements this regarding vegetable
cultivation. As already mentioned above, F6 wants to create more variety in package size.
The benefit component in table 7 shows that on most farms, sharing of benefits currently only takes
place to a small extent. The lack of opportunities mentioned regarding this component shows that
either farmers do not wish to implement commoning to a large extent on this component, or they feel
it is too difficult to implement commoning of benefits to a larger extent.
Barriers
A barrier in sharing benefits mentioned by F8 is that restaurants prefer to have a steady supply of
produce, so they can plan their menu in advance. Also, restaurants prefer pre-washed vegetables, that
are ready for use. F8 cannot meet both these conditions.
Other farms also faced challenges in sharing benefits, but this had other causes. Challenges that were
mentioned in selling produce were often related to the size of the package. One challenge mentioned
when dividing benefits through harvest shares or subscriptions is that in times where there is an
abundant yield, people adapt their expectations of the size of the subscription. “A certain expectation
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arose: that one harvest share is this much for one person, but people were starting to eat from it with
two persons” (F1). F1 mentioned that this leads to people buying less shares for the same amount of
people. Multiple farmers also mentioned that larger packages are not appreciated by the shareholders,
since the shareholders cannot eat all of it and do not like to throw things away (F2, F3).
Something else that was mentioned to be of influence on the size of the packages is transport. F2 uses
a bike to distribute the packages and mentioned: “When there is a lot; a crate has a limited size. It does
not fit and also the weight; the bike cannot handle an endless amount of kilos” (F2).
Striking is that while the benefit component is currently not shared a lot on the different farms when
looking at table 7, only several farmers mentioned barriers in sharing benefits. Other farmers might
not be interested in sharing benefits to a larger extent, and thus not encounter barriers.
5.5.2.4 Care
Aspirations and opportunities
Most of the future plans related to care were about improving care for people; to make the garden a
place where people can find rest and peace (F4), to create a store, a café, a kitchen, and a room for
educative purposes in order to welcome more people on the farm, which is believed to be good for
them (F8), and to make the garden (food forest) a place where people enjoy to be (F9).
Especially F1 has large plans for more community building on the care component. F1 would like to
put even more effort into knowledge and information sharing, for example through providing
workshops, a larger store, or other activities on the farm. She is also in contact with schools in the
surroundings of the farm, which she would like to provide with a tour, or even multiple lessons on
having a vegetable garden. She already has a kindergarten coming once a year, with which she harvests
some crops and then cooks a meal with them.
F9 and F10 also have goals to improve care for nature on the farm; F9 wants to create a biodiverse
food forest, and F10 wants to attract and create more nature on the farm, and also improve soil life
through practicing the no dig method.
Table 7 shows the care component is currently already commoned to a large extent on many farms.
F3, F4 and F9 only have one +, and thus currently implement commoning only to a small extent. Both
F4 and F9 see opportunities for implementing commoning on the care component more in the future.
However, F3 did not express the wish to implement commoning of care to a larger extent. What stands
out is that F8 and F10 already implement commoning to a high extent, both +++, but still see
opportunities to improve on these components. A reason could be that the care component is so
important to them, that it is the central focus of any change that is made on the farm.
Barriers
Sharing the care for nature played a large role for all farmers in their practices. However, farmers also
mentioned challenges and barriers in sharing this care for nature. F1 for example found that since her
farm is on heavy clay soil, she cannot produce without some form of tilling, even though she believes
it would be best for the soil life to not till at all. She noted that she thinks she should not feel too guilty
about it, since it is still agricultural land and not nature. “I try to stay close to nature in many ways, but
I do intervene. And that is a topic I try to address towards the harvest shareholders and the world; I
started to bring it into practice after reading books about how you have different types of alternative
agriculture in theory, but in practice you run into things and you think, all right, what now?” (F1).
She addresses the gap between theory about nature friendly farming and practice. “I cultivate cabbage
for example under a cloth, under mesh, since cabbage butterflies produce so many caterpillars that I
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would otherwise be busy for 1.5 hours a day looking for caterpillars, or more. One time I said to myself,
well I’m doing well, over there I sow a whole border of flowers for bees and butterflies, and here I cover
something because there should not come butterflies that produce caterpillars” (F1).
She consequently shares these struggles she faces in her weekly harvest message, in order to share
her experiences with her shareholders. F1 is also very much focused on education. A challenge F1 faces
in sharing knowledge with people is lack of time in summer, when there is a lot of work on the land.
However, this is also the time most can be seen on the farm. This barrier was also faced by F6.
F4 faced a different kind of struggle. She grew up in a family of farmers. When she told her grandma
she wanted to start an organic farm, her grandmother felt attacked, since they had always had a
regular farm. This is what she has noticed more often; people perceive organic farming to be an attack
on farmers that do use inorganic fertilizer. She has also experienced that it takes experimentation in
order to find out what works and what does not work in caring for nature on her farm.
Another barrier faced by F4 in relation to care is that they do want to share on the care component,
but also do not want too many people on the farm since they find this difficult to coordinate. Because
of this, they have to say no to people who want to come work on the farm sometimes.
F5 initially had a very clear goal when it came to sharing care for people. Upon starting a farm, she
wanted to include a care branch, since she also had a care farm education. However, when starting
her farm, she realized it was too much work to take on both the role of farmer, and also that of
caregiver. She realized that if people officially came for care to the farm, this would come with a lot of
administrative tasks for her. Time is thus a barrier.
F7 still has plans for taking care of nature more, through leaving the soil covered throughout the year.
However, since they only started their farm last year and do not have permanent beds yet, this has not
been possible yet. F7 is a self-harvest garden. A challenge they have faced with self-harvesters is that
people do not know how to harvest the vegetables and sometimes have no idea what the plant looks
like. They have had people pulling out the whole plant, rather than only the vegetable. The harvest
shareholders thus receive videos with examples on how to harvest the different crops.
F9 would like to implement care for children, through providing a place for school classes to discover
how fun and exciting nature and agriculture can be. A challenge in organizing things like this is that it
takes up a lot of time; F9 sees it as an investment in people’s knowledge. F9 is still looking for the right
balance between organizing activities, and the farm work itself, since she wants to stay an efficient
farm. This barrier of time was also faced by F1 and F6 in expanding on the care component.
F10 also faces challenges in caring for nature on the foundation’s land. They have a lot of shareholders
and think it is important to welcome everyone that wants to come to the farm. This has led to the farm
land having to be cultivated slightly too intensively. In order to solve this, they are moving part of the
production to another plot of land and starting to practice no dig at the current plot. However,
according to F10 real natural farming does not exist: “It is still not natural, natural gardening does not
exist. Everything that wants to grow, we pull out all day and are hoeing away, and everything that
absolutely does not want to grow, we walk around three-four hundred times to pet them and talk to
them, that we can please eat it when they are fully grown. So natural gardening does not exist, but you
do try to treat nature with as much respect as you can and everything that surrounds it directly” (F10).
However, F10 would like to work towards creating a regenerative farm. But this is a goal for the future.
Right now he has the goal to provide as much people that want to become shareholder on the farm
with a place. There is thus not yet a good balance between caring for these people and caring for
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nature; providing shareholders with a place on the farm currently means the farm has to be cultivated
too intensively.
On the care component, many different barriers were mentioned. This stands out, since as table 7
shows, care is already commoned to a large extent on many farms. A reason for the many barriers that
were encountered could be that because the farmers are so involved with the care component on the
farm, they also encounter more barriers, just because they notice them more. Table 7 shows that
despite the many barriers that are faced on the care component, it is still shared relatively well. Past
opportunities for sharing on the care component can thus be considered bigger than the barriers.
5.5.2.5 Ownership
Aspirations and opportunities
Several farms saw opportunities to share ownership to a larger extent in the future (F1, F5, F9).
However, they did not mention concrete steps towards sharing ownership more. This could mean it is
difficult to share more on the ownership component, even though farmers do want to.
Barriers
F1 has faced a barrier in sharing of ownership of her farm; it is not clear to her how she can leave the
farm to the community when she is older, but still receive a pension.
Table 7 shows ownership is not shared to a large extent on most farms. However, only F1 mentioned
a barrier on the ownership component. This could be explained by the fact that the other farms might
not focus on the ownership component or have little ambition to share ownership more in the future.
5.5.2.6 Responsibility
Aspirations and opportunities
Many farmers saw future opportunities in sharing more responsibilities. F1 wants to build a small
community with active members of her farm, with whom she can share responsibilities and decision
making. She would also like to hire a second farmer, so she can share organizational responsibilities,
and so she has time to build a professional kitchen, expand the farm shop, build a place to organize
workshops, and a space that can be rented. She would like to transform the farm into a knowledge
center for agriculture and nutrition, which can be used by the whole community. F4 would also like to
hire a second farmer with whom she can share responsibilities. F7 already has clear ideas about ways
in which she would like to share in responsibilities more with their members. She would first of all like
to have self-harvesters organize the farm café themselves, since it is not profitable, but it does add to
the ambiance on the farm and self-harvesters like the café. Secondly, they would like to find a group
of people who want to organize activities on the farm, so the farmers themselves can focus more on
the farming related tasks. They think that the way to reach this increased community involvement in
the future is by informing their members more about where they would like to grow towards with the
farm; towards sharing tasks and responsibilities with volunteers.
When looking at the responsibility component on farms currently in table 7, it becomes clear that the
farmers who saw opportunities on sharing responsibilities more, were the farmers who currently do
not share responsibilities to a large extent (+). However, there are some farmers that do not see
opportunities in implementing more commoning, even though they only share responsibilities to a
small extent as well.
Barriers
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F4 notices with the volunteers that they feel responsible for what they do, but she would never tell
them to do something over because it is wrong. She finds it difficult to share these organizational
responsibilities with volunteers, since they do not get paid. A related barrier is that in order to share
responsibilities with volunteers, they need to be informed, which takes time.
A challenge that F9 faces is that in order to give the volunteers more responsibilities, they also need
to commit more to the farm and show up structurally. However, she does not want to ask things of the
volunteers, since she is grateful that they work for free on her farm. She feels that if you pay people
you can ask things of them, but with volunteers you cannot really expect people to do something. She
thinks this is a struggle when coming from the old economy, in which people are always paid for their
work. As illustrated below, she believes this could be a barrier for commoning:
“Maybe that could be the complicated part of commoning; that the clear norms that you have in a
regular market relationship in the old economy, it is nice that it is clear. If you work for someone, you
pay for it and if you get paid something can be expected and asked of you. And the moment more
intangible values are being shared, so having a nice day outside, it is less clear what the trade is, and
this makes it more difficult to determine what you can and cannot ask of people. And that is more
complicated. I for myself think that with commoning when you share things like land, it often goes
wrong there. It is not that it is easier to organize things that way. If it works it is nice. But it is not easy
and not necessarily more fair than the old market relationship. That depends on how it is dealt with”
(F9).
Both F1 and F2 faced the barrier of having to let go of control in order to share responsibility. Both
found it difficult to trust volunteers with certain tasks completely.
As table 7 shows, responsibility is currently shared to a small extent on most farms. The farms who
mention barriers on the responsibility component are also the farms who only have one + currently.
They thus have the wish to share responsibilities more in the future.
5.5.2.7 Use
Aspirations and opportunities
Table 7 shows there is a large variety in the extent to which commoning is currently present on the use
component. There are only two farmers who see opportunities for sharing more on the use component
in the future.
In their future plans, F4 focuses on expanding relationships with other farmers. F4 already has a farmer
that is trying to cultivate vegetables for the subscription boxes, and they want to expand this with
another farmer in the future. The plan of F1 is also about increasing shared use between farmers; she
wants to build up a structural collaboration with other farmers in order to share farm products with
each other.
Barriers
On the use component there is a large variety in the extent to which it is currently shared (Table 7).
Only F4 mentioned a barrier. Other farmers might not be that focused on the use component, since it
mostly concerns contact with other farmers and is not a necessity for the farm itself.
A barrier to sharing use of for example machinery was mentioned by F4. She stated that it is difficult
to share use with other farmers, since if she needs a certain machine, chances are that another farmer
also needs it at the same time. Another barrier is that in the case of F4, farms are not located close
enough to each other to easily share things.
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6. Conclusions
Important to note before getting into the conclusions is that they are heavily dependent on the
demarcation of the various commoning components.

6.1 Sub-questions
6.1.1 In which ways do commoning mechanisms play a role in motivations for becoming a future
farmer?
The first sub-question was answered through the in-depth interviews. The interviews have shown that
commoning mechanisms have not played a direct role in motivations for becoming a future farmer in
many cases. As table 8 shows, a motivation for starting a future farm that was mentioned by nearly all
interviewees was that they liked farm work, or liked working outside. However, when asked about
motivations, commoning mechanisms could be seen as underlying some of the motivations.
Commoning principles are of importance in very different ways for new entrants; first for gaining
access to the agricultural sector, and also to shape their farm according to their ideals.
Main motivations for farming/starting farm
F1

-

F4

-

F5

-

F6

-

F2

F3

F7
F8

-

F9
F10

-

Healthy and tasty food
Sharing knowledge
Providing an alternative to large scale
agriculture
Experience with ‘broodfonds’
Dislike of current economic climate
Likes farm work
Caring for land & community
Responsibility for nature
Enjoying farm work
Looking for a challenge
Wish for practical work outside
Done with bureaucracy in last job, and
noticing people do not fit in regular structures
Love for gardening
Enjoying farm work
Love for nutrition and cooking in combination
with sustainability
Wish for more regional food sale
World problems
Wanting to help people participate in society
Wish to bring all types of people together in
one place
Affinity with sustainability, nature, social
inclusion and connection.
Wish to work with hands outside in nature
Dream to become farmer
Enjoying nature and working in nature
Caring about sustainability

Commoning component(s) in motivations for
farming
Shared care

Shared care for people and nature

X
Shared use of farm with people who want to
work outside
Shared care for people: experience with
children not fitting in regular educational
structures
Care for nature and people

Shared use of farm land
Care for people

Care for nature; making nature better instead of
hurting nature
Sharing of care of nature and people
Sharing of responsibility
70

Table 8: Motivations for farming & commoning in these motivations
6.1.2 Which commoning mechanisms are of particular importance in these motivations?
Table 8 shows an overview of all motivations that were mentioned for becoming a farmer, as well as
the main commoning mechanisms coming back in those motivations. Main motivations for farming are
enjoying farm work, and wanting to share in care for people in one way or another, wanting a different
type of agriculture. The main commoning components related to these motivations are the care
component, the responsibility component, and the use component.
The component that came back most strongly was the care component. Many future farmers believe
it is important to share in the care for nature. This comes back in many of the practices of the different
farms, since many farms are either certified organic farms, or are based on other sustainable
agricultural practices. The other side of the care aspect of commoning, care for people, also played an
important role in their motivations for some farmers. This often had to do with providing people with
a place to learn about agriculture, a place to work, or a place to receive care in case of a care farm.
As was expected, many motivations could be linked to one or multiple commoning components. What
stood out is that F3 is the only farmer in whose motivations no commoning mechanisms could be
identified.
It must be noted however, that the conclusions on this second research question are dependent on
the operationalization of the various commoning components.

6.1.3 How does commoning manifest itself on farms of future farmers?
While only several commoning mechanisms came back in motivations of future farmers for starting a
farm, all of the commoning components came back to some extent on several farms. When aspects
are commoned to a large extent, there is a strong community around that aspect, since a community
is necessary for commoning.
Table 7 has provided an overview of commoning mechanisms currently present on the different farms.
However, since each of the components consisted of various sub-components that were often not
shared to the same extent, table 7 must be considered a researcher interpretation of the amount of
commoning on the farms. It does not provide a full overview of commoning on the farm, since the
amount of + and – displays an average on that specific component. It ignores the differences between
sub components. It is debatable whether it would have been better to make a very detailed version of
table 7, including commoning on all sub components. For example, for the access component, this
could have been better, since access of new entrants to the sector and access of people to the farm
and farm products are two very different categories. Also, commoning on these two sub-categories
differed, while currently when looking at table 7 it seems to be a rather homogenous category.
However, table 7 does provide an easy overview of all ten farms and their scores on commoning
components in general.
The commoning components that came back most strongly on farms were the access and care
component. Access of new entrants to the sector was not shared well in all cases, but access to the
farm and farm products were shared relatively well. Commoning of physical access depended on
whether the farm was a self-harvest farm, or people could also obtain the produce in another way.
Financial access was viewed to be shared with everyone by some farmers, while it was viewed to be
inaccessible for some people by other farmers. This stood out, since many farms had similar prices for
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their harvest shares or subscriptions. This shows that the extent of commoning that is experienced
depends on farmer perception.
Both care for nature and care for people were shared on many farms, and thus commoning took place
to various extents. Care for nature and care for people were interlinked on many farms; care for people
meant they learned about caring for nature and their food. Commoning on the care component is
rather strong in the interviewed cases, especially concerning care for nature. This is also expected,
since care for nature is also an important principle of organization Toekomstboeren. Care for people
was only strong in some cases; on some farms there was a real community and types of care were
really present on the farm, while on other farms people were more viewed as just clients, like in
mainstream agriculture. However, like the access component, the care component also consists of
different aspects, care for nature and care for people, that are not always present together on a farm.
It is also again difficult to say something about the care component as a whole.
What stands out in table 7 is that on many farms responsibility, use and benefits are shared, but only
to a small extent. Implementing commoning on these aspects to a small extent is a rather easy way of
commoning, in which the farmer can still stay in control of the farm. This way of commoning to a small
extent is a way of combining some characteristics of the old economic model of organization, with
some of the commoning model. Even future farmers are thus partly risk averse and seem to still be in
a transition towards more community presence in their farm organization. This makes sense, since the
future farmers of today were also mostly raised in old economic structures, and cannot be expected
to let these go completely all at once.
Regarding ownership, it seemed that the more it was shared, the more commoning also took place on
other components. What stood out is that on F10, where commoning takes place to a large extent on
ownership, it also takes place to a large extent the other components. Even though commoning can
exist under any type of ownership, there could be a relationship between the amount of commoning
on the ownership component and the amount of commoning on other components. The type of
ownership that seems to relate to commoning on other components is private collective ownership in
the form of a bringing a farm in ownership of a foundation. A reason for this could be that ownership
is perceived to be the most difficult to share, which is why farmers first focus on sharing on the other
components, before focusing on ownership. Another reason could be that farmers do not want to
share on the ownership component, since they often start their own farm because they value their
autonomy and like to shape their farms the way they want. If they share on the ownership component,
they have to share decision-making, which reduces farmer autonomy.
Difficulties
The results on commoning and communities around the commoning components, show the challenge
with the multiplicity of community building. Forming real communities is difficult, due to the large
variety in people and things that are linked to the farms, all with their own ideas and ideals regarding
their relationship towards the farm. Also, many different communities could be distinguished per each
farm, which shows that man cannot speak of ‘the’ farm or commoning community.
What was also noticed in this research is that the components cannot be considered strictly
demarcated and separated; there is overlap between the components. For example, the use
component is linked to- and shows overlap with the access component; if use of a resource is being
shared, access also has to be provided. This is also true the other way around; if access is being shared,
use is also shared to some extent. There is thus overlap between the different components.
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6.1.4 What do future farmers perceive as the main opportunities and limitations in their quest to
realize commoning mechanisms?
Opportunities
Opportunities that were mentioned in the interviews for implementing commoning more in the future
mostly related to the access, care and responsibility component. These opportunities mentioned on
the different components were also related to each other; when responsibility is shared to a larger
extent, there will come more space for farmers to for example put effort in sharing care for people to
a larger extent, for example by setting up a care group on the farm.
The main opportunity that was mentioned during the interviews had to do with the access component;
many farmers saw possibilities for sharing the farm with more people. They want to do this by making
the farm a beautiful place, for example with flowers and a nice coffee corner, that looks accessible,
and is accessible for people.
Barriers
While most farmers have faced barriers related to the access component in the past, and also expect
to face these barriers in the future, F3 is an exception. F3 is the only farm that seems fully content with
what the farm currently looks like and has few future plans. This also means no barriers are faced,
since the farm is already running the way F3 wants. Farmers who have many future plans, also face
most barriers in realizing these plans. Especially farmers that have future plans for implementing
commoning to a high extent, face barriers. Many of these barriers have to do with a change in system
of thinking; both the farmers and their members are still used to the old economic system in which
you pay someone to do something. This is different from commoning, in which there is a more nonmonetary trade, for example through sharing in responsibilities for harvesting.
The main concrete barriers that were faced were difficulty in accessing land for the long term, as well
as rights to build on this land. Regarding responsibility, a barrier faced was difficulty for farmers to
share responsibilities with volunteers, since they do not have a contract or a wage to build their
relationship on.
Overall, many barriers could be linked to some form of old economic thinking, especially the barrier of
access to land and financial access. For example, in their quest for land, many farmers start with looking
for land to buy. This is a way of accessing land that fits into the old economic model of thinking about
ownership and property. A way of accessing land through using commoning is for example F9, who has
no contract and there is a non-monetary trade outside of the market between the landowner and the
farmer. The farmer can work the land without paying rent, while the land owner pays for all inputs and
gets part of the harvest in the future. This could also be possible for new entrant farmers, who want
to enter the sector with little financial capital. This way of gaining access to the sector is thus a good
possibility for future farmers.
F9 noticed the differences between the old economic relationships and relationships with commoning
to a larger extent clearly. She stated that commoning also has disadvantages, since the base of the
relationship is less clear. In the old economy, the base of the relationship is money, which makes it
easy to expect something in return and ask things of your employees. An important note made by F9
is that a relationship based on commoning is according to her not necessarily more fair than that in an
old economic relationship. She noted that there are places where volunteers are taken advantage of;
many things are expected of them, and they get little or nothing in return. She believes this is not a
fair way of working with volunteers. The question is whether this way of working with volunteers can
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be considered a strong form of commoning, since there is only community building on few
components.
What stands out in experienced- and expected barriers in the future, is that the largest category of
barriers mentioned both in the interviews, as well as in the questionnaire, relates to the access
component. This explains the emergence of organizations like Toekomstboeren and Aardpeer, who
provide people with information on how to gain access to the agricultural sector and can also help
finding, or gaining access to land.
General
When looking at results on barriers and opportunities, a large variety of results was distinguished.
What stood was that the commoning components on which most barriers are mentioned, are also the
ones on which most opportunities are mentioned. A reason for this could be that the focus of future
farmers is mostly on these components, which consequently leads to them seeing both more
opportunities and barriers on this component. Another reason could be that these are the two
component on which future farmers distinguish themselves the most from mainstream farmers. Also
striking is that these two components are the ones that most clearly came back when looking at how
commoning manifests itself on the different farms currently. This shows how the access and care
components are the most important commoning components for future farmers, both currently, but
also in their future plans.

6.1.5 Main research question
The main research question of this research has been: ‘Which commoning components can be
distinguished in the motivations of new entrant farmers for becoming future farmers, and in the way
these future farmers shape their farming practices now?’
Commoning components that could be distinguished in motivations of new entrant farmers for
becoming future farmers, were the care component, the use component, and the responsibility
component. All commoning components could be distinguished in on-farming practices. However, not
all to the same extent. The most present commoning components on the interviewed farms were
currently the access and the care component. However, these results are again dependent on the
operationalization of the various commoning components.
Overall, large diversity was encountered in analyzing the different farms. Man can thus not speak of
‘the’ future farmer. Future farmers exist in many different shapes and have many different ideals and
goals. However, something they share is a wish to contribute something to nature and society, which
is manifested by implementation of various types of commoning. Motivations, current practices,
opportunities and plans for the future mentioned by future farmers show how most future farmers do
not intent to fully implement commoning on their farms. The farms of these future farmers can be
seen as hybrids that bring together both aspects from the old economic system, together with aspects
of commoning.
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7. Discussion
7.1 Reliability and representativeness
Reliability of the study is relatively high, since the same interview guide was used for all farmers.
However, some interviews were carried out online, while others were on location. This could have
created a different ambiance, resulting in different and maybe more or less elaborate answers in one
case compared to the other. There was no visible difference in the length of the interviews, and the
amount of information that was obtained, when comparing the online to the offline interviews.
Representativeness of the study population could be considered relatively low, since a purposive
sample was taken, rather than a random sample. Due to privacy regulations, Toekomstboeren could
not provide the researcher with contact details of their members. Therefore, there is a chance only
farms were included in the interviews that were easy to find online. A group of future farmers could
have been excluded that are not active on social media and do not have a website. However, the
questionnaire fills this gap of information to some extent, since the questionnaire was spread among
all members of Toekomstboeren. Results have shown that the answers given in questionnaires overlap
with those of the interviews, which means the results seem to be representative for future farmers as
a whole, since the questionnaires were spread among all members of Toekomstboeren.
The interviews provided the data needed to answer the research questions. However, interviewees
found it difficult to describe the commoning community on each of the components. Due to the
complexity of the concept of commoning, the in depth semi-structured interviews were suitable to
cover the subject. Interviewees could ask for clarification and follow-up questions were used to gain a
deeper understanding of commoning on the different farms. The topic may not have been suitable for
a short questionnaire, since answers to different questions were contradicting in one case. It may not
have been fully clear what was meant with commoning, despite a definition being given. Another issue
with the questionnaire was that it was spread through the newsletter of Toekomstboeren, and on the
Facebook page of Toekomstboeren. Not everyone that follows Toekomstboeren on Facebook is a
member of Toekomstboeren, and not everyone is currently a farmer. However, the answers show that
most of the respondents were currently active in farming or setting up a farm.
Conclusions are generalizable towards other future farmers, due to the multi-method approach taken
in this research; all future farmers were reached with the questionnaire, while the in-depth semistructured interviews provided a more in-depth background to the answers given. The results serve as
an example of how future farmers shape their agriculture.

7.2 Notes on results
Coming back to motivations for farming that were mentioned in literature, there are some similarities
with motivations of future farmers. However, motivations among future farmers are just as diverse as
those mentioned in literature. This points to the heterogeneity within the group of new entrant
farmers.
As stated in the introduction, the core values of the organization Toekomstboeren are autonomy and
food sovereignty. Both these values clearly came back in either motivation to start farming, or in the
way future farmers shape their farm currently. The fact that each of these farmers has started a small
scale future farm, can already be seen as an expression of both autonomy and food sovereignty, since
by starting a farm, future farmers have the freedom to experiment with agricultural practices, and can
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also influence how the food system is shaped, which relates to food sovereignty. This shows that the
interviewed farmers adhere to the core values of the organization Toekomstboeren.
Notable is that 32.3 percent of people at first answered in the questionnaire that commoning did not
play a role in their motivations to become a farmer. This does not align with the percentages of the
separate commoning components and the role they played in motivations to start farming, which were
covered in follow up questions. In the interviews there was also only one farmer for which commoning
did not play a role in motivations to become a farmer, which is thus only 10% of interviewed farmers.
Therefore, it might not have been fully clear to the people filling in the questionnaire what exactly the
concept of commoning comprised. In the introduction to the interview commoning was explained
more in depth than in the questionnaire, due to the limited length of the questionnaire. It could be
that commoning is not a topic that is suitable for a questionnaire, due to its complexity and without
opportunity to ask questions about the concept in advance.
However, despite these limitations of the questionnaire, outcomes regarding sub question 2 are similar
to those of the interviews. This is striking, since different future farmers filled in the questionnaire.
This combination of in-depth interviews and questionnaires can thus be regarded relatively
representative of future farmers as a whole.
Something that stood out was that when looking for future farmers, there were hardly any livestock
farmers. This could be explained by the fact that most future farmers farm on a small scale. Earning an
income from growing vegetables and fruits on a small scale might be easier than earning an income
from keeping livestock on a small scale. Also, a relatively large plot of land is needed for keeping
livestock, which is difficult to obtain for new entrants. In research of de Olde, Carsjens and Eilers (2017)
is also stated that there are difficulties for livestock farmers who want to innovate, that have to do
with regulations and policies.
Going back to table 1 in the theoretical framework, it becomes clear that the interviewed future
farmers implement commoning of enclosed resources, since they do implement aspects of commoning
and the land on which they farm is mostly owned by one or multiple people. This is combined with
commoning of unmanaged resources, such as biodiversity, which farmers strive for together with their
community.

7.2 Commoning theory
During this research, some difficulties in operationalizing and using the commoning theory were
encountered. As table 1 shows; use, benefit, care and responsibility all mention a community related
to the component. However, while operationalizing the different components, each component
turned out to be surrounded by more than one community. This makes it difficult to say whether
something is shared with ‘the’ community. The question arises to what extent it can be considered
commoning when a component which contains multiple communities, only exhibits commoning within
one community.
There could also be looked at to what extent the different communities related to the different
components show overlap. The common denominator of all commoning communities is of course the
farmer him or herself. Volunteers also appear in multiple communities; both in the use community,
access community, responsibility community, and care community in many cases. However, there is
overlap only to a small extent between the different commoning communities. Therefore, one cannot
speak of ‘the’ commoning community.
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Another difficulty is that the different components and communities are open to interpretation. When
people can for example work on a farm, this can both be considered access, since they are provided
with access to the farm and with access to a job, as well as use, since they are free to use the farm
during their work. It could even be considered part of the care component; if working on a farm is
expected to be beneficial to people’s health, providing jobs can be a way of caring for people. Another
example of overlap is that of knowledge, which came back as part of several commoning components.
Knowledge and information came back in both the access and the use component, but do show
overlap. In the case of access, it concerns information needed when entering the agricultural sector;
such as information on how to farm, where to look for land, or where to buy tools and machinery. In
the case of use, it mostly concerns information that is shared once farmers have already started their
farms or at least have obtained land, such as information on farming practices, or again on where to
buy tools and machinery. Therefore, it is important to define each concept clearly before starting data
collection, since these definitions influence the results. Thus, using the commoning framework by
Gibson-Graham et al. (2016) in practice is not easy and results are heavily dependent on
operationalization choices.
The visualization of the different communities in figures 2 until 7 should thus also be seen as examples
of how these commoning communities could look and could be visualized. The boundaries chosen for
these communities could be criticized, and arguments exist for why they could be formed differently.
However, this research provides readers with an example on how communities could be visualized.
While using the commoning theory by Gibson-Graham et al. (2016), it was noticed that the theory is
very open to interpretation in its use. Advantages of this are that the theory can be used in the context
of a broad pool of resources. However, a limitation that comes with this is that since the theory is very
much open to interpretation, different studies on commoning cannot be compared easily. Therefore,
if one of the objectives is to make results of different studies comparable, the theory should be
specified further and made more practically applicable to data. Related to this, with the current theory
it is difficult to say exactly how much commoning is taking place somewhere, or whether something
should be regarded as commoning at all. When a resource is for example only shared between farmers
themselves on all components, can this be seen as a weak form of commoning or not as commoning
at all? Commoning is thus a concept which is difficult to quantify with the current framework of GibsonGraham et al. (2016) and raises questions.

7.4 Limitations
A limitation of this research is that only a very small part of all future farmers filled in the questionnaire.
Only 24 farmers filled in the questionnaire, which is approximately only ten percent of all future
farmers who are a member of Toekomstboeren, and even less when adding other farmers who
consider themselves future farmers but are not a member of Toekomstboeren. In the future the
questionnaire could be send out earlier in winter, since it was now send out in April, the month in
which the work on the land gets busy for farmers again after winter. This could explain the relatively
low response rate. Another reason for the low response rate could be that farmers are relatively
difficult to reach via email. However, as previously noted, since questionnaire results were similar to
that of the interviews, this is not a strong limitation.
Another limitation was that 3 of the interviews took place via Microsoft Teams in an online setting,
while the other 7 interviews were carried out in person. This could have led to differences in ways of
answering questions; the interviews in person were mostly combined with an informal chat and some
coffee in advance, and a small tour over the farm. This leads to a better understanding of how these
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farms function, and gives more insight in the ambiance on the farm and the interaction with
volunteers. It also created a more informal sphere, since the interviews were preceded by small talk
about unrelated topics. However, when looking at the depth of the conversations with the different
farmers, there were no clear differences between interviews in person and online interviews. In the
future, when there is less travel restrictions due to COVID-19, all interviews could be carried out in
person, and could all be combined with a tour over the farm. This will give the researcher a more
complete overview of all farms and gives more certainty about comparability between data.
The interviewees were asked about their understanding of commoning at the start of the interview.
The different farmers gave largely varied answers. This could mean that not everyone started from the
same initial idea of commoning, despite being provided with the same information on the topic of
commoning at the start of the interview. This could have influenced peoples’ answers regarding
commoning on their farm. In future research interviews could be preceded by for example a focus
group, so the farmers can first share ideas on how they perceive commoning, and through this form a
shared idea of what commoning consists of, before engaging in the in-depth interview. This could lead
to answers that are more comparable.
Regarding the interviews, another limitation is that there were not asked enough follow up questions
regarding farms who have a foundation in ownership of the farm (F8, F10). Exploration of foundations
is important, since they are a way of forming a community around the ownership component. Future
research could get more deeply into the way foundations are shaped in agricultural context.
The research was also carried out in times of the COVID-19 pandemic. This could have led to a different
situation on the interviewed farms compared to other years without COVID-19 present. It was for
example mentioned that there is a lot more attention for local food and a lot more people wanting to
work outside as volunteers, since the pandemic started. It would be interesting to see once the COVID19 pandemic is under control or even over, if conditions for future farmers change regarding for
example implementation of commoning on the farm.
A final limitation is of methodological nature. This research was focused only on the viewpoint of
farmers regarding commoning and community formation, due to time limitations. Since the
commoning communities consist of many actors, it is necessary to also take into account their
viewpoints and ideas in order to get a complete picture of the various commoning communities. It is
important to find out if these actors share the same community ideas. The results of this research
should be considered a step towards mapping community building among future farmers. However,
this mapping could be deepened by involving other community actors in research in the future.

7.5 Implications
Despite difficulties with commoning theory and limitations of this research, it has provided some new
insights in developments and perspectives of new entrant farmers. Commoning plays a role in
motivations of new entrant farmers to enter the sector, as well as on how future farmers shape their
farms. Commoning could thus be seen as linked to the emergence of alternative food movements such
as future farmers. Literature shows that also in other European countries commoning is used by
alternative food movements, especially in the way they gain access to the agricultural sector. Examples
of commoning to gain access are through buying up large plots of land with a community and then
providing farmers with affordable loans, or squatting land (Exner, Kumnig & Hochleithner, 2020).
The main components that are currently commoned on the interviewed farms were access; mainly
provided access of people to the farm and its products, and care. These are components on which
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future farmers distinguish themselves a lot from regular farmers. Future farmers seem to want to
implement commoning even more on the access and care components, but face many barriers,
especially in access of farmers to the sector. This is also where future farmers differ from regular
farmers, since they often take over a farm from family. This difficult access to the sector is problematic,
since as mentioned before, new entrants have several advantages over regular farmers. Thus, if society
wants to promote alternative food movements such as future farmers, the government could help
future farmers in their entry to the sector, by for example making subsidies more accessible for small
scale farmers, which will lead to access to the agricultural sector being shared to a larger extent. This
improving of access of farmers to the sector could also be seen as a way of implementing commoning,
since it will lead to access that is shared wider and to a larger extent. Helping farmers in purchasing
land was also mentioned in literature to promote start up for new or young farmers (Šimpachová et
al., 2018).
The government could also play a role in supporting development of the care component on the
different farms, by for example reducing the amount of administration that is needed when providing
care on the farm, or by offering a subsidy to hire an extra employee to help with the extra work that
comes with providing care on the farm. This both relates to care for people on the farm. The
government could also support farmers who share in care for nature on their farms, by providing them
with subsidies when they implement sustainable practices. Subsidies can thus be used as an incentive
for farmers to implement commoning.
This research has shown that future farmers are a diverse group with diverse ambitions, ideals, and
intentions. This large diversity is also their strength; future farmers seem to adapt themselves to their
local conditions and find ways to implement commoning, despite barriers. This shows resilience, which
is an important characteristic in today’s society when facing issues like climate change.
If future farmers continue to receive little support in terms of regulations and subsidies, they will not
be able to realize their full potential; which is to provide a sustainable alternative to large scale
agriculture through implementation of commoning on farms. In this case, industrial agriculture will
remain the norm, which can cause several severe problems as mentioned in the introduction. These
problems will only be exacerbated in the future, when the consequences of climate change will
become more and more apparent.
For the organization Toekomstboeren, who want to help new entrant farmers in starting their farms
and are currently experimenting with commoning, the following results are especially relevant. Firstly,
it has become clear that not all future farmers are interested in implementing commoning to a larger
extent. Related to this, it became clear that also members of farms (Harvest shareholders or
subscription holders) were not always interested in becoming more involved in the farm. Among the
farms that did want to implement commoning to a larger extent, the access and the care component
were found to be most important. Toekomstboeren could take this into account when trying to help
their members.
This research has also shown that for new entrants who want to enter the agricultural sector,
alternative ways of accessing land can provide a solution to the difficult land access in the Netherlands;
such as informal agreements on land use, or payment in yield rather than in money.

7.6 Future research
A topic of future research could be to measure the success of alternative food movements such as
Toekomstboeren in different areas; viability, influence on the social environment, influence on the
natural environment, etc.
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It would also be interesting to follow the farms from this research over time, since apart from F3, all
farmers still had large future goals they were working towards. The overall movement of future
farmers is also still a rather recent movement and is still developing itself. Both organization
Toekomstboeren and future farmers themselves are thus still in the process of implementing their
ideals and in some cases working towards more commoning, and therefore interesting to follow their
development over time.
When using the six commoning components in future research, the following type of access should be
taken into account; linguistic access. This was not covered in the interviews, but during data collection
it was noticed by the researcher that some farms had a website which was available both in Dutch and
English, while others had an only Dutch website. Language is a relevant topic in the Netherlands, since
in May 2021 24.8 percent of the Dutch population was a first or second generation immigrant (CBS,
2021), which leads to the expectation that a considerable part of the Dutch population does not fully
master the Dutch language. Only providing a website in Dutch could thus lead to exclusion of this group
of people. It would therefore be interesting to research whether language poses a barrier in farm
community participation.
Since commoning has shown potential as a sustainable alternative of managing resources, future
research could be aimed at identification of possibilities for commoning among other farmers, like
large scale industrial farmers.
Lastly, it could be interesting to operationalize commoning differently in future research on
commoning. For example, by not fixating topics by putting them under only one component, but by
acknowledging that different topics can be approached from the viewpoint of different commoning
components. Also, by identifying commoning communities per farm, rather than combining them in
one figure per component. This was beyond the reach of this research, but could provide more
information on whether and how the shaping of one community relates to the shaping of a community
of another component.
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Appendices
Appendix I: In depth semi-structured interview
Interview guide English
Introduction
1. Introduction; study, place, interest in farmers
2. In the email there was already something mentioned on commoning, but I will explain it shortly
again.
Commoning
-

-

Form of social organization aimed at sharing for example resources such as land and harvest
and responsibilities in a community.
Different gradations in commoning on farms.
Gradation of commoning depends on how the following 6 components are shaped: extent to
which access, benefits, care, responsibility, ownership and use are shared. Communities can
consist of people, but also things that are involved.
Example: in the case of a care farm the care community can consist of farmers, volunteers,
clients, but also nature and the landscape.
During the interview I will get back to these 6 components of commoning and the communities
around them, and I will give an extra explanation sometimes.

This interview will be about your experiences with starting up your farm, your experiences with
commoning and your view on the agricultural sector at this moment.
-

Results will be processed anonymously, and shared with Toekomstboeren
All information is of value to me

You can ask questions at any moment. If you do not want to answer a question you can tell me. Do you
have questions for me right now?
 Do you give me permission to make a voice recording of the interview?
Then we can start. I would like to start with your own ideas about commoning, before we go into the
topic of your farm.
1. Commoning
a. How would you describe commoning?
b. What is your attitude towards commoning? (Positive or negative)
2. Entry into agriculture
a. Can you tell me about your process of becoming a farmer?
b. Did you experience barriers when entering the sector?
 So that relates to the X component of commoning?
 Can you think of a solution to these barriers?
c. What were your expectations of the sector before you entered it?
 Have these expectations changed?
d. Where did your wish to become a farmer come from and what were your initial
goals/ideas?
e. Did your motivations for practicing agriculture change over time?
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f.

 If yes, how have they changed?
 What were your initial goals for the farm?
Which commoning component or components play the most important role in your
motivations to become a farmer?
 Can you explain which aspect of this/these components is important
to you?

 One component of commoning that has a large influence on entry to the sector is the ‘access’
component.
ii. How did you experience access to the agricultural sector for new entrants?
 Access to land
 Access to capital/funding
 Access to knowledge systems/ICT
 Access to markets
 Access to information on agricultural techniques
 Access to labor
3. Explanation of the farm & commoning
a. Can you tell me something about your farm in terms of the type of farm, size and its
production?
 Now I would like to get into the six commoning components and the role they play on your
farm.
a. Who has ownership over the farm?
b. How are financial responsibilities and risks shared on the farm?
i. Are there different responsibilities that are shared with different people?
c. How are responsibilities for maintenance and harvest shared on your farm?
i. For example, through volunteers or harvest shareholders.
d. How are financial and material benefits of the farm shared?
ii. With whom are they shared?
iii. How are products from the farm shared?
e. Which role does care for nature play on the farm?
i. Who is part of this community?
f. Which role does care for people and the community play on the farm?
i. Who is part of this community?
g. In which ways do you have contact with citizens? (Access component)
iv. Farm shop, harvest shares, self-harvest etc.
v. Why this way of contact?
h. Are there activities or open days to involve others in the farm?
i. Do you think the farm is easily accessible for others?
1. Both spatially, as well as financially
i. Are there things that are being shared with other farmers? For example, the use of
machinery, knowledge, or a selling point?
i. Which rules come with this shared use?
ii. Who is involved in this shared use?
4. Realizing commoning components
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a. What commoning components have you tried to realize so far?
i. What barriers did you encounter in the quest for realization of commoning?
ii. What things promote realization of commoning?
b. Which commoning components are most important on your farm?
i. To what extent have these commoning principles led to community building
on the farm?
c. To what extent have there been changes related to the 6 commoning components on
your farm since you started farming?
5. Future
a. What is your ideal future of the farm?
b. What do you consider opportunities for further development of commoning on your
farm?
i. To which components do these opportunities relate?
c. What do you consider barriers in further development of commoning on your farm?
i. To which components do these barriers relate?
6. Those were all my questions. Is there any information you would like to add that you think is
relevant?
Thank you for your participation! Would you like to receive the interview transcription so you can
check it before it gets incorporated in this research? YES/NO
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Interview guide Dutch
Introductie
1. Voorstellen; studie, woonplaats, interesse in boeren
2. In de email stond al kort iets over commoning, maar ik zal het nog even kort uitleggen.
Commoning
-

-

Vorm van sociale organisatie gericht op het delen van bijvoorbeeld bronnen als land en oogst
en verantwoordelijkheden in een gemeenschap.
Gradaties in de mate van commoning op boerderijen
Gradatie hangt af van organisatie van 6 componenten: mate van gedeelde toegang, baten,
zorg, verantwoordelijkheid, eigenaarschap en gebruik. Bij elk van deze componenten hoort
een gemeenschap waarbinnen bijvoorbeeld de toegang of zorg wordt gedeeld. De
gemeenschap zijn alle mensen, maar ook dingen die betrokken zijn bij bijvoorbeeld de zorg.
Voorbeeld: In het voorbeeld van een zorgboerderij kan de zorg gemeenschap bestaan uit
boeren, vrijwilligers, cliënten, maar ook de natuur en het landschap.
Ik zal tijdens het interview terugkomen op deze 6 componenten van commoning en de
gemeenschappen die erbij horen en af en toe nog wat extra toelichting geven.

Dit interview zal gaan over jouw ervaringen met het opstarten van je boerderij of tuinderij, jouw
ervaring met commoning en en jouw kijk op de landbouwsector op dit moment.
-

Resultaten anoniem, gedeeld met toekomstboeren
Alle informatie is waardevol

Vragen mag je op ieder moment stellen. Als je een vraag niet wilt beantwoorden kun je dit aangeven.
Heb je op dit moment nog vragen?
 Zou ik het interview mogen opnemen?
Dan kunnen we beginnen. Ik zou graag beginnen met jouw eigen ideeën over commoning, voordat we
verder op jouw boerderij/tuin ingaan.
1.

Commoning
a. Hoe zou je commoning beschrijven? Wat stel jij je voor bij commoning?
b. Wat is je houding tegenover commoning? (Positief of negatief)

2. Hoe ben je boer geworden?
a. Kan je me iets vertellen over hoe jij boer/boerin bent geworden?
b. Heb je barrieres ervaren bij het toetreden tot de sector?
i.  dus dat relateert aan de X gemeenschap van commoning?
ii. Kun je een oplossing bedenken voor deze barrieres?
c. Wat waren jouw verwachtingen van de sector voor het toetreden?
i. Zijn deze verwachtingen veranderd?
d. Waar kwam de wens om boer te worden vandaan?
e. Zijn jouw motivaties voor het boer/boerin worden veranderd door de tijd heen?
i. Zo ja, hoe zijn deze veranderd?
ii. Wat waren je oorspronkelijke doelen voor de boerderij?
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f.

Welke commoning gemeenschappen waren het belangrijkste in jouw motivatie om
boer te worden?  Dus het delen van toegang, baten, zorg, verantwoordelijkheid,
eigenaarschap of gebruik.
i. Wat spreekt jou dan precies hierin aan?

 Één commoning gemeenschap die belangrijk is bij het opstarten van de boerderij is de
‘toegang’ gemeenschap.
g. Hoe heb jij de toegang tot de landbouwsector ervaren?
i. Toegang tot land
ii. Toegang tot kapitaal, financiering
iii. Toegang tot ICT
iv. Toegang tot markten
v. Toegang tot informatie over landbouwtechnieken
vi. Toegang tot arbeidskrachten
3. De boerderij en commoning
a. Kun je me wat vertellen over je boerderij met betrekking tot het type boerderij, de
grootte en de productie?
 Dan wil ik nu even ingaan op de zes commoning gemeenschappen en de rol die ze spelen op
jouw boerderij/tuin.
b. Wie heeft er eigenaarschap over de boerderij?
c. Hoe worden financiële verantwoordelijkheden gedeeld op de boerderij?
i. Hoe is het opstarten van de boerderij gefinancierd?
d. Hoe wordt verantwoordelijkheid voor onderhoud en oogst gedeeld op de boerderij?
i. Bijvoorbeeld door vrijwilligers, oogstaandelen of zelfoogsten
e. Hoe worden financiële en materiële baten van de boerderij gedeeld?
i. Met wie worden deze gedeeld?
ii. Hoe worden producten van de boerderij gedeeld?
f. Welke rol speelt zorg voor de natuur op de boerderij?
g. Welke rol speelt zorg voor mensen en de gemeenschap op de boerderij?
i. Wie hoort er bij deze gemeenschap?
h. Op welke manier heb je contact met burgers? (Toegang)?
i. Landwinkel, oogstaandelen, zelfoogst etc.
ii. Waarom deze manier van contact?
i. Zijn er activiteiten of open dagen om buitenstaanders te betrekken bij jouw boerderij?
i. Denk je dat jouw boerderij makkelijk toegankelijk is voor buitenstaanders?
1. Zowel qua bereikbaarheid, als ook financieel toegankelijk
j. Zijn er dingen die worden gedeeld met andere boeren? Bijvoobeeld het gebruik van
machines, kennis of een afzetpunt?
i. Gedeeld gebruik met andere boeren van: machines, kennis, afzetpunt etc.
ii. Welke regels zijn hieraan verbonden?
iii. Wie is hierbij betrokken?
4. Het realiseren van commoning principes
a. Heb je al geprobeerd commoning te implementeren op de boerderij?
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i. Welke barrieres ben je tegengekomen in het realiseren van commoning?
ii. Wat werkte er juist bevorderend?
b. Het delen van welke componenten is het belangrijkste op jouw boerderij op dit
moment?
i. Gedeelde toegang, gedeeld gebruik, gedeeld eigenaarschap, gedeelde
verantwoordelijkheid, gedeelde zorg, gedeelde baten
ii. In welke mate hebben deze componenten geleid tot gemeenschapsvorming?
c. In welke mate zijn er veranderingen geweest met betrekking tot commoning op jouw
boerderij sinds je bent begonnen met boeren?
5. Toekomstvisie
a. Wat is jouw ideale toekomstbeeld voor je boerderij?
b. En zie jij daarin nog mogelijkheden om commoning meer te implementeren?
i. In welke vorm zou je commoning willen toepassen?
c. En zie je daarin nog barrieres in de toekomst?
6. Dit waren al mijn vragen. Is er nog relevante informatie waar ik nog niet naar heb gevraagd en
die je wilt toevoegen?
Bedankt voor je deelname! Zou je het interview transcript willen ontvangen zodat je het kunt nalezen
voordat het zal worden verwerkt in mijn verslag? JA/NEE
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Appendix II: Questionnaire
1. Commoning in de landbouw kan worden gezien als het toewerken naar:
‘het delen van (natuurlijke) bronnen of verantwoordelijkheden van een boerderij en het
samenwerken om in dagelijkse behoeften te voorzien en voor welzijn te zorgen voor
individuen, gemeenschappen en leefomgevingen’.
In hoeverre heeft commoning een rol gespeeld in jouw motivatie om tuinder of boer te
worden?
5 puntsschaal van ‘geen rol’ – ‘grote rol’
2. Binnen commoning zijn er zes componenten die gedeeld kunnen worden binnen een
gemeenschap; toegang, baten, zorg, eigenaarschap, verantwoordelijkheid en gebruik.
Waardeer hieronder hoe belangrijk elke component was in jouw motivaties om boer/tuinder
te worden.
a. Het delen van toegang tot de boerderij en het delen van toegang tot producten van de
boerderij
(bijvoorbeeld het aanbieden van biologische producten voor een lagere prijs voor
mensen met een laag inkomen OF het delen van toegang tot de boerderij door deze
bijvoorbeeld open te stellen voor picknicks of een wandeling langs de gewassen, zodat
mensen kunnen zien waar hun eten vandaan komt)
Helemaal niet belangrijk – niet belangrijk – neutraal – belangrijk – heel belangrijk
b. Het delen van de financiële en materiële opbrengsten van de boerderij binnen de
gemeenschap, maar ook daarbuiten
(bijvoorbeeld het delen van de producten met de gemeenschap door lokale afzet)
Helemaal niet belangrijk – niet belangrijk – neutraal – belangrijk – heel belangrijk
c. Het delen van zorg, met- en voor de gemeenschap
(bijvoorbeeld door reïntegratie plekken aan te bieden op de boerderij)
Helemaal niet belangrijk – niet belangrijk – neutraal – belangrijk – heel belangrijk
d. Het delen van eigenaarschap van de boerderij
(bijvoorbeeld in het geval van een foundation)
Helemaal niet belangrijk – niet belangrijk – neutraal – belangrijk – heel belangrijk
e. Het delen van de financiële verantwoordelijkheid voor de boerderij met de
gemeenschap
(bijvoorbeeld door vleespakketten te verkopen vóór het slachten of oogstaandelen aan
het begin van een seizoen)
Helemaal niet belangrijk – niet belangrijk – neutraal – belangrijk – heel belangrijk
f.

Het delen van het gebruik en beheer van de boerderij met de gemeenschap
(bijvoorbeeld het delen van gebruik van het land met zelfoogsters, een andere
ondernemer, of vrijwilligers)
Helemaal niet belangrijk – niet belangrijk – neutraal – belangrijk – heel belangrijk
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3. Zou je onderdelen van commoning meer willen toepassen op jouw tuinderij/boerderij in de
toekomst?
JA/NEE
Indien ja:
a. Waar zie je mogelijkheden op je eigen boerderij om vormen van commoning meer in
de praktijk te brengen?
b. Tegen welke restricties loop je aan, of verwacht je aan te lopen, tijdens het in de
praktijk brengen van vormen van commoning?
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