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The global food system is in the midst of a structural crisis characterized by the
commodification of food and the dominance of market-oriented production logic,
threatening ecological sustainability and social equity. In response, we propose
viewing food systems as socio-ecological commons, the collective management
and adaptive governance of which are essential. However, situated monitoring
mechanisms that allow for a rigorous and inclusive assessment of their evolution,
impacts, and interactions are still lacking. Collaborative monitoring is emerging as
a response that is understood not only as a technical monitoring tool, but also as
a principle of care, learning, and community co-responsibility. We illustrate our
approach through a project that aims to establish pesticide-free food commons
in the Ecuadorian Andes. We use the concept of the chakrakamak, a Kichwa term
meaning field caretaker, to refer to a person dedicated to monitoring the commons.
We generate hybrid indicators that align with the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) and the Buen Vivir Goals (BVGs), recognizing the interconnectedness of
society, nature, and individual well-being. This approach broadens the theory of
the commons, establishes replicable metrics, and strengthens food governance
to create more inclusive, equitable, and resilient systems.
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Rethinking food systems: from global crisis to
commons-based governance

The contemporary global food system is experiencing a structural crisis that threatens
both ecological sustainability and social equity (Rockstrom et al., 2009; Willett et al., 2019).
This is mainly due to the dominance of a hegemonic economic logic focused on profit
maximization, the commodification of food, and productive specialization oriented toward
global markets (Spagnuolo, 2018). This logic permeates national and international public food
policies, limiting the possibility of promoting transitions towards just and sustainable food
systems. In light of this, food sustainability has become a cross-cutting priority of the 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development (Dangles and Struelens, 2023), as food systems directly
impact several Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) such as food security, health, gender
equality, climate change mitigation, and biodiversity preservation (European Commission,
Directorate-General for Research and Innovation, 2020; IPES-Food, 2019). In this context,
food systems must be approached not as simple market-oriented production chains, but as
common goods—that is, as interdependent socio-ecological systems whose collective
management is fundamental to their sustainability (Kuljay et al., 2021; Manzoni, 2024). The
concept of food commons challenges the prevailing paradigm of the agro-industrial system,
by presenting an alternative vision that recognizes food as elements linked to territories,
cultures, agroecological practices, forms of community organization, and relations of
reciprocity (Manzoni, 2024; Teixidor-Toneu et al., 2025). Advocating for alternative forms of
governance, this perspective highlights the roles of local communities, the state, and the
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private sector in protecting and co-managing food as a shared heritage
(Manzoni, 2024). However, despite these contributions, the food
commons lack systematic monitoring mechanisms that allow for a
rigorous and situated assessment of their evolution, impacts, and
interactions within a socio-ecological system. A scientifically rigorous,
interdisciplinary, and inclusive approach is necessary to track change,
urge action, and hold decision-makers at all levels accountable (Fanzo
etal, 2021; Béné et al., 2024). Monitoring should be viewed not as a
technical instrument of supervision, but as a fundamental principle of
commons governance, as Ostrom (1990) originally proposed and Cox
etal. (2010) later expanded upon, linking it to practices of care, shared
observation, and institutional adaptation. This perspective enables a
re-evaluation of the role of local actors in the monitoring of their
commons. Building on this view, it becomes clear that collaborative
monitoring not only strengthens local governance but also opens a
space to rethink broader sustainability agendas. Collaborative
monitoring emerges as a bridge between scales, translating the
learnings and needs of territories into international sustainability
frameworks that move beyond technical indicators to also recognize
the social, emotional, and cultural relationships sustaining life in
food systems.

The need for collaborative monitoring
of common goods

Common goods are vulnerable to overexploitation, requiring
effective mechanisms to detect opportunistic behavior without
burdening users who actively contribute to their sustainability
(Ostrom, 1990). Monitoring is essential because it promotes
accountability within the group. Cox et al. (2010) propose two
sub-principles for effective monitoring: monitors must exist and they
must either be community members or be accountable to the
community. This practice makes non-compliance visible, strengthens
sanctioning mechanisms, and enhances users’ strategic behavior. It
also encourages information sharing and collective preparedness. A
study by Mora and Gunn (2001) on subsurface irrigation systems
showed that communities with participatory monitoring had greater
organizational capacity and were better able to respond than those
that relied solely on external information.

Within community-based monitoring, collaborative monitoring
has emerged as a key strategy in commons management, particularly
in contexts where local communities play a central role in the
production, care, and governance of agroecological systems (Pollock
and Whitelaw, 2005; Kouril et al., 2016; Lam et al., 2019). This
monitoring approach is based on the framework of knowledge
co-production, a method that is widely endorsed by scientific and
funding agencies (Volkery et al., 2008; Mauser et al., 2013; Norstrom
et al, 2020; Nicklin et al, 2021). It recognizes that addressing
sustainability issues requires the active collaboration of academics and
non-academic actors.

In the case of collaborative monitoring, community participation
goes beyond simply providing data. It encompasses active involvement
in the methodological design, data collection, analysis and
interpretation, and decision-making (Danielsen et al., 2009; Dangles
et al., 2010; Kouril et al., 2016). This transforms traditional vertical
power dynamics into horizontal processes that strengthen local
autonomy, territorial control, and the legitimacy of situated
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knowledge. Unlike external surveillance systems, which are typically
designed by state or private actors with little connection to local
dynamics, collaborative monitoring is designed by the community
itself. It based on relationships of trust, reciprocity, and shared
responsibility (Pollock and Whitelaw, 2005), recognizes local
ecological knowledge (Berkes et al., 2000), enhances the social-
ecological resilience of territories (Chambers et al., 2021), and
contributes to the political empowerment of communities.

In recent years, the importance of monitoring in food systems has
been emphasized by the Food Systems Countdown Initiative (FSCI),
launched after the first United Nations Food Systems Summit in 2021
(Schneider et al., 2023). The initiative aims to address gaps in food
systems monitoring by taking an interdisciplinary, collaborative
approach (Schneider et al., 2023; Fanzo et al., 2021). In this context,
collaborative monitoring consolidates its position as a fundamental
tool, enabling the identification of transformations in land use, the
impact of agricultural practices, water quality, and biodiversity. It also
generates processes of collective learning, democratic deliberation and
social cohesion while strengthening cooperation networks
(Fernandez-Gimenez et al.,, 2008; Gavin et al., 2018). Thus,
collaborative monitoring of the food commons provides more
legitimate and relevant data for decision-making while also promoting
transparency, co-responsibility, and coordination among multiple
stakeholders (Pollock and Whitelaw, 2005). Consequently, it
strengthens the governance and resilience of food systems.

Bridging paradigms: from food
commons to global sustainability
agendas

The 2030 Agenda represents a significant advance compared to
previous international agendas, especially in environmental matters,
by proposing the SDGs as a framework for global action (United
Nations, 2015). However, as a product of the United Nations’
international system, the SDGs do not challenge the structural
elements of Western societies, such as modernity, capitalism, and
anthropocentrism (Hidalgo-Capitan et al., 2019). This limits their
ability to respond to current civilizational challenges, which require
rethinking not only public policies but also the cultural and ethical
foundations of our societies.

Faced with this, there is a need to broaden the horizon of the 2030
Agenda toward a more inclusive and transformative framework,
capable of engaging with alternative paradigms such as the European
degrowth (Alier, 2011) or the Buen Vivir (Acosta, 2012). While the
European degrowth paradigm calls for planned reductions in
production and consumption to ensure ecological sustainability, social
equity, and well-being beyond economic growth, the Buen Vivir
paradigm, with three general and 21 specific objectives (Hidalgo-
Capitan et al,, 2019) developed in the Andean region of Latin America,
envisions well-being as living in harmony with nature, community,
and oneself, prioritizing collective flourishing over individual
accumulation (Viteri Gualinga, 2002; Medina, 2001; Hidalgo-Capitin
et al, 2019). From a transmodern and trans-developmentalist
perspective (Lopez, 2016; Hidalgo-Capitan and Cubillo-Guevara,
2016), the proposal is to overcome the limitations of sustainable
development and build a paradigm that integrates the lessons learned
from pre-modern subsistence, the contributions of modern
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development, and postmodern critiques of the dominant model. In
this sense, both European degrowth and Latin American Buen Vivir
Goals (BVGs) constitute proposals that enrich the global discussion
on sustainable futures. In particular BVGs recognize the
interdependence of all life forms and promote principles of reciprocity,
respect, and care (IPBES, 2024). Over time, it has been informed by
currents critical of dominant development, including socialism,
political ecology, ecofeminism, and environmental justice (Acosta and
Martinez, 2009; Gudynas, 2011), as well as indigenous perspectives
(Davalos, 2008; Bautista, 2010). Far from being a nostalgic evocation
of a distant past, BVGs offer a framework that engages with the
diversity of critical perspectives on development and promotes a
civilizational reform oriented toward sustainability (Vanhulst and
Beling, 2014).

Within this framework, the SDGs and the BVGs can establish a
fruitful dialogue. While the SDGs offer a common language and
quantifiable goals for international cooperation (United Nations,
2015), the BVGs provide a biocentric, ethical, and relational vision
(Taylor, 2011; Gudynas, 2010). For example, SDG 17 on partnerships
(United Nations, 2015) finds a counterpart in the vision of Buen Vivir,
which values cooperation, co-responsibility, and the construction of
solidarity networks (Hidalgo-Capitan et al., 2019). Likewise, the goals
linked to reducing inequalities, climate action, and ecosystem life
acquire greater depth if framed within an ethic of care and reciprocity
proposed by Buen Vivir (IPBES, 2024). Thus, the dialogue between the
two frameworks does not imply replacing the SDGs, but rather
complementing and enriching them, recognizing that current
challenges require proposals that go beyond the limits of conventional
sustainable development. We cannot maintain the exact solutions for
increasingly complex problems: we need to evolve toward perspectives
that
transformations (Vanhulst and Beling, 2014).

integrate diverse knowledge and promote structural

Case study: pesticide-free food
commons in the Ecuadorian Sierra

To ground the above conceptual reflections, we present a case
study from the Ecuadorian Andes where adjacent pesticide-free fields
constitute a food common, built through a participatory methodology
that articulates communities, academia, and NGOs. Briefly, this
project fosters activities of co-creation with farmers, beekeepers, and
institutions, develops community pest and pollinator management,
participatory monitoring, agroecological schools, and biodiversity
habitats. The aim is resilient, productive food systems that reduce
chemical dependence, conserve biodiversity and strengthen citizen-
policy-science linkages (see https://www.ccrp.org/grants/pesticide-
free-territories for further details). The initiative involves 19 families
in Guayama Grande (00°42°03” S, 78°53’14” W) and 29 families in
Alaquez (0°52°0” S, 78°36'0” W) in Cotopaxi province, who
collectively agreed to manage adjacent plots without pesticides as a
shared territory.

The commons are primarily monitored by the chakrakamak, a
community figure chosen based on local criteria that include
residency, experience in agroecology, attendance at agroecology
schools, availability, and an annual commitment to remaining in the
role. This role is remunerated by the project, which ensures continuity
and reinforces the legitimacy of the process (Cox et al., 2016). As
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community member noted, “The project began with the definition of
the chakrakamas functions” (woman, Aldquez, 2024). Comparable
experiences, such as that of Agrawal and Yadama (1997) in the forests
of Kumaon, India, show that the permanence of local monitors has a
direct impact on the quality of the managed territory. The monitoring
process is built collectively with the support of a field technician and
an academic from the project. This co-production of knowledge, as
highlighted by Kouril et al. (2016) and Lam et al. (2019), integrates
community members into the collection, analysis, and interpretation
of data. In this way, tools based on direct observation, territorial
surveys, and collective agreements are developed, which not only
generate information for decision-making but also foster trust, shared
emotions, and mutual learning.

We developed context-specific monitoring metrics that engage in
dialogue with both the BVGs and the SDGs (Figure 1). This approach
recognizes for the interdependence between human beings,
non-humans (e.g., crops, pollinators, soil, water), and individual well-
being, and avoids a fragmented view of the SDGs by proposing a
relational and collective framework instead. Methodologically, these
metrics were established through a participatory co-design process
that combined community-based monitoring by the chakrakamak,
direct field observation, territorial surveys and collective agreements.
With regards to the BVGs, we considered their three central axes:
harmony with nature (biocentric sustainability), harmony with other
human beings (social equity), and harmony with oneself (personal
satisfaction) (Hidalgo-Capitan et al., 2019). Details on the definition
of these indicators can be found in Supplementary material 1.

Regarding the SDGs, we identified four that are particularly
relevant to our project. Participatory monitoring contributes directly
to SDG 17 (Partnerships for the Goals) by building alliances between
community members, academics, and non-governmental
organizations. These alliances engage with international agreements
and policies on pesticide use and also can generate trust, reciprocity,
and local well-being through activities such as knowledge sharing and
conflict resolution. This is a key principle of commons management
(Ostrom, 1990). SDG 5 (Gender Equality) is also highly relevant here
as it highlights indicators that are often overlooked, such as the
number of women landowners, female environmental leadership, and
the intergenerational transmission of knowledge. These aspects reveal
gender inequalities in access to opportunities and power (Schneider
et al., 2023; Hidalgo-Capitan et al., 2019; Gimeno Coso, 2016. As the
project relates to the dangers of pesticides, SDG 3 (Good Health and
Well-being)
intergenerational health where different forms of knowledge and

enables us to consider comprehensive and
practices converge, focusing not only on disease but also on the entire
life cycle (World Health Organization, 2013). Finally, we also SDG 13
(Climate Action) is crucial in recognizing nature as a rights-bearing
entity (Reptblica del Ecuador, 2008), and demonstrating how local
actions, such as adopting adaptive agroecological practices or
managing neighboring fields free of pesticides, can contribute to

global climate action goals.

Lessons learned

The commons emerge as a dynamic, relational, and ethically
situated processed in which communities define, develop, and
maintain the resources necessary for their collective well-being
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(Bollier, 2025; Linebaugh, 2009; Manzoni, 2024). The free-pesticides
commons methodology presented in the above project illustrates how
these practices enable us to overcome the reductionist view of food
systems that focuses solely on productivity and the market. It shows
that food has cultural, ecological, and historical meanings that
transcend its economic value. Therefore, adopting a “food as
commons” perspective enables us to more easily address the challenges
of sustainable development (Manzoni, 2024). This finding confirms
that the commons are not static entities, but rather processes of
commoning that articulate resources, social norms, and ethical values
within adaptive local governance systems (Linebaugh, 2009; Capra
and Mattei, 2015; Vivero-Pol, 2019).

Our case study shows that the application of traditional technical
indicators, such as those proposed by the SDGs, are not enough to
understand the complexity and changes in local food systems. While
existing dashboards are useful for global comparisons, they are often
designed without the participation of local stakeholders, which
limits their relevance and applicability (Béné et al., 2019; Fanzo etal.,
2020). Integrating BVGs with technical indicators is a key
methodological contribution as it enables the development of hybrid
monitoring systems combining empirical evidence, participatory
co-construction, and local specificity. This ensures that management
decisions reflect the values, worldviews, and practices of the
communities involved. In the case of our study, this has resulted in
the development of food commons that promote ecological
sustainability, social cohesion, strengthened local capacities, and
collective learning processes. This approach shows that food systems
can be viewed as ethical and political spaces, where care, equity, and
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sustainability exist inseparably (Gibson-Graham and Roelvink,
2016; Hipel et al., 2010; Blay-Palmer et al., 2016).

The relationship between the SDGs and the BVG can
be understood by considering the different dimensions of harmony
that underpin both frameworks. However, they are also aligned with
the 21 specific objectives of Buen Vivir. For example, SDG 3 interacts
with the Food Sovereignty and Sustainable Economy Goal, enabling
the development of metrics to improve the quality of life for people
and non-humans, while guiding production and trade policies based
on agroecological and cultural criteria to promote food sovereignty
for countries and local communities (Hidalgo-Capitan et al., 2019).
SDG 5 has limitations in addressing gender equality due to its binary
and cis-heteronormative logic, which renders queer identities invisible
(Schilt and Westbrook, 2009), our project to create pesticides-free
commons emphasizes the construction of indicators that recognize
women’s land tenure and female leadership. These aspects are poorly
visible in conventional measurement frameworks. Similarly, SDG 13
is closely related to the BVGs as it incorporates ecosystem care, the
rights of nature, and the sustainable economy. Meanwhile, SDG 17
alignes with the principles of Buen Vivir by promoting participatory
democracy, peaceful cooperation, and collaborative management of
the commons (Hidalgo-Capitan et al., 2019).

In conclusion, our approach offers several key innovations. First,
it provides empirical evidence that food commons are dynamic social
processes as well as resources, expanding commoning theory
(Linebaugh, 2009; De Angelis, 2017) and linking its ethical and
political dimensions to food system sustainability. Second, by
integrating technical SDGs indicators with Buen Vivir Goals,
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we introduce a hybrid monitoring framework that captures the
ecological, social, and cultural complexity of local food systems. This
approach combines empirical evidence, participatory co-construction,
and local specificity, situating monitoring within socio-ecological
systems and enabling a more nuanced understanding of local
dynamics. Furthermore, recent studies, such as Maysels et al. (2023),
have shown that local food systems in Southwestern Colombia can
be conceptualized as alternative food networks in the Global South,
reinforcing the importance of integrating local perspectives,
community knowledge, and socio-ecological interdependencies in
monitoring frameworks. Third, our findings advance the literature on
participatory monitoring and commons-based governance (Ostrom,
19905 Cox et al., 2010; Pollock and Whitelaw, 2005), demonstrating
how co-constructed indicators and community-based governance
strengthen inclusive, equitable, and resilient food systems.

Data availability statement

The datasets presented in this study can be found in online
repositories. The names of the repository/repositories and accession
number(s) can be found in the article/Supplementary material.

Author contributions

GL: Formal analysis, Investigation, Methodology, Writing - original
draft, Writing - review & editing. OD: Funding acquisition, Investigation,
Supervision, Writing - original draft, Writing — review & editing.

Funding

The author(s) declare that financial support was received for the
research and/or publication of this article. This work is part of the
project “Building pesticide-free territories for sustainable food systems
in the Ecuadorian Sierra” (OASIS), conducted within the Global
Collaboration for Resilient Food Systems funded by the McKnight
Foundation (grant number 23-216). GL was supported by the Fond
Equipe France “Création d’un institut international des sciences de la
durabilité et de son école doctorale en Equateur” funded by the French
Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs (2024-2026).

References

Acosta, A. (2012). Buen vivir Sumak Kawsay: una oportunidad para imaginar otros
mundos. Quito-Ecuador: Editorial Abya-Yala.

Acosta, A., and Martinez, E. (2009). Derechos de la naturaleza: El futuro es ahora.
Quito-Ecuador: Editorial Abya-Yala.

Agrawal, A., and Yadama, G. (1997). How do local institutions mediate market and
population pressures on resources? Forest panchayats in Kumaon, India. Dev. Change
28, 435-465. doi: 10.1111/1467-7660.00050

Alier, J. M. (2011). Siccio Mansholt, el presidente de la comision europea que planted
el decrecimiento. Ecol. Polit. 42, 125-130.

Bautista, R. (2010). Hacia una constitucién del sentido significativo del “vivir bien”.
Primera Edicion. Plural editores. La Paz, Bolivia.

Béné, C., and Abdulai, A. R. (2024). Navigating the politics and processes of food systems
transformation: guidance from a holistic framework. Front. Sustain. Food Syst. 8:1399024.

Béné, C., Prager, S. D., Achicanoy, H. A,, Toro, P. A., Lamotte, L., Bonilla, C,, et al.
(2019). Global map and indicators of food system sustainability. Sci Data 6:279. doi:
10.1038/s41597-019-0301-5

Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems

05

10.3389/fsufs.2025.1694069

Acknowledgments

The authors thanks to Esteban Gonzélez for his contribution to

the figure.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could

be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Generative Al statement

The authors declare that no Gen Al was used in the creation of
this manuscript.

Any alternative text (alt text) provided alongside figures in this
article has been generated by Frontiers with the support of artificial
intelligence and reasonable efforts have been made to ensure accuracy,
including review by the authors wherever possible. If you identify any

issues, please contact us.

Publisher’'s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors
and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations,
or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product
that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its

manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Supplementary material

The Supplementary material for this article can be found online
at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fsufs.2025.1694069/

full#supplementary-material

Berkes, E, Folke, C., and Colding, J. (Eds.) (2000). Linking social and ecological systems:
management practices and social mechanisms for building resilience. United Kingdom:
Cambridge University Press.

Blay-Palmer, A., Sonnino, R., and Custot, J. (2016). A food politics of the possible?
Growing sustainable food systems through networks of knowledge. Agric. Hum. Values
33, 27-43. doi: 10.1007/s10460-015-9592-0

Bollier, D. (2025). Think like a commoner: a short introduction to the life of the
commons. Canada: New Society Publishers.

Capra, E, and Mattei, U. (2015). The ecology of law: toward a legal system in tune with
nature and community. Oakland, California: Berrett-Koehler Publishers.

Chambers, J. M., Wyborn, C., Ryan, M. E,, Reid, R. S., Riechers, M., Serban, A., et al.
(2021). Six modes of co-production for sustainability. Nat. Sustain. 4, 983-996. doi:
10.1038/s41893-021-00755-x

Cox, M., Arnold, G., and Tomis, S. V. (2010). A review of design principles for
community-based natural resource management. Ecol. Soc. 15, 1-15. doi:
10.5751/ES-03704-150438

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2025.1694069
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-food-systems
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fsufs.2025.1694069/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fsufs.2025.1694069/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7660.00050
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-019-0301-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-015-9592-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-021-00755-x
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-03704-150438

Loayza and Dangles

Cox, M., Villamayor-Tomas, S., and Arnold, G. (2016). Design principles in commons
science: A response to “Ostrom, Hardin and the commons” (Araral). Environ. Sci. Policy
61,238-242.

Dangles, O., Carpio, E C,, Villares, M., Yumisaca, E, Liger, B., Rebaudo, F, et al. (2010).
Community-based participatory research helps farmers and scientists to manage invasive
pests in the Ecuadorian Andes. Ambio 39, 325-335. doi: 10.1007/s13280-010-0041-4

Dangles, O., and Struelens, Q. (2023). Is food system research guided by the 2030
agenda for sustainable development? Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. 64:101331. doi:
10.1016/j.cosust.2023.101331

Danielsen, E, Burgess, N. D., Balmford, A., Donald, P. E, Funder, M., Jones, J. P, et al.
(2009). Local participation in natural resource monitoring: a characterization of
approaches. Conserv. Biol. 23, 31-42. doi: 10.1111/j.1523-1739.2008.01063.x

Davalos, P. (2008). Reflexiones sobre el sumak kawsay (el buen vivir) y las teorias del
desarrollo. Boletin icci 103, 1-7.

De Angelis, M. (2017). Omnia sunt communia: On the commons and the transformation
to postcapitalism. London: Bloomsbury Publishing.

European Commission, Directorate-General for Research and Innovation (2020).
Everyone at the table: transforming food systems by connecting science: Policy and Society
(Publications Office of the European Union).

Fanzo, J., Covic, N., Dobermann, A., Henson, S., Herrero, M., Pingali, P, et al. (2020).
A research vision for food systems in the 2020s: defying the status quo. Glob. Food Sec.
26:100397. doi: 10.1016/j.gfs.2020.100397

Fanzo, J., Haddad, L., Schneider, K. R., Béné, C., Covic, N. M., Guarin, A, et al. (2021).
Rigorous monitoring is necessary to guide food system transformation in the countdown
to the 2030 global goals. Food Policy 104:102163. doi: 10.1016/j.foodpol.2021.102163

Fernandez-Gimenez, M. E., Ballard, H. L., and Sturtevant, V. E. (2008). Adaptive
management and social learning in collaborative and community-based monitoring: a
study of five community-based forestry organizations in the western USA. Ecol. Soc. 13,
1-17. doi: 10.5751/ES-02400-130204

Gavin, M. C., McCarter, J., Berkes, F, Mead, A. T. P, Sterling, E. ], Tang, R., et al.
(2018). Effective biodiversity conservation requires dynamic, pluralistic, partnership-
based approaches. Sustainability 10:1846. doi: 10.3390/su10061846

Gibson-Graham, J. K., and Roelvink, G. (2016). “Social innovation for community
economies” in Social innovation and territorial development. Eds. D. MacCallum, E
Moulaert, J. Hillier, and S. Haddock (Farnham: Ashgate), 25-38.

Gimeno Coso, I. (2016). Analisi de la creacié i evoluci6 dels Centres de Planificacié
Familiar a Catalunya des d’'una perspectiva feminist.

Gudynas, E. (2010). La senda biocéntrica. Tabula Rasa 13, 45-71.

Gudynas, E. (2011). Buen vivir: Germinando alternativas al desarrollo. Am. Lat. Mov.
462, 1-20.

Hidalgo-Capitan, A. L., and Cubillo-Guevara, A. P. (2016). Transmodernidad y
transdesarrollo. Huelva (Espafa): Bonanza.

Hidalgo-Capitén, A. L., Garcia-Alvarez, S., Cubillo-Guevara, A. P, and Medina-Carranco, N.
(2019). Los Objetivos del Buen Vivir. Una propuesta alternativa a los Objetivos de Desarrollo
Sostenible. Iberoam. J. Dev. Stud. 8, 6-57. doi: 10.26754/0js_ried/ijds.354

Hipel, K. W,, Fang, L., and Heng, M. (2010). System of systems approach to policy
development for global food security. J. Syst. Sci. Syst. Eng. 19, 1-21. doi:
10.1007/s11518-010-5122-1

IPES-Food (2019). “Towards a common food policy for the European union” in The
policy reform and realignment that is required to build sustainable food systems in Europe.
Brussels, Belgium.

IPBES (2024) in Summary for policymakers of the thematic assessment report on the
underlying causes of biodiversity loss and the determinants of transformative change and
options for achieving the 2050 vision for biodiversity of the intergovernmental science-
policy platform on biodiversity and ecosystem services. eds. K. O’Brien, L. Garibaldi, A.
Agrawal, E. Bennett, O. Biggs and R. Calderén Contreraset al. (Bonn, Germany: IPBES
secretariat).

Kouril, D., Furgal, C., and Whillans, T. (2016). Trends and key elements in
community-based monitoring: a systematic review of the literature with an emphasis on
Arctic and subarctic regions. Environ. Rev. 24, 151-163. doi: 10.1139/er-2015-0041

Kuljay, A., Louvin, J. M., Anderson, M., Jaffer, N., and Ferrando, T. (2021). From food
as commodity to food as liberation. Development 64, 245-251. doi:
10.1057/s41301-021-00311-2

Lam, S., Dodd, W., Skinner, K., Papadopoulos, A., Zivot, C., Ford, J., et al. (2019).
Community-based monitoring of indigenous food security in a changing climate: global
14:073002.  doi:

trends and future directions. Environ. Res. Lett.

10.1088/1748-9326/ab13e4

Linebaugh, P. (2009). The Magna Carta manifesto: Liberties and commons for all. Univ
of California Press.

Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems

10.3389/fsufs.2025.1694069

Lépez, M. C. M. (2016). “Resignificar el desarrollo en la era del postdesarrollo:
propuesta hacia un ‘trans-desarrollo” in DESARROLLO Y TERITORIO. Brussels,
Belgium: PERSPECTIVAS, ABORDAJES, EXPERIENCIAS, 17.

Manzoni, A. (2024). “The food commons: an unexplored approach for a more
sustainable design for our food systems” in The food commons approach in the EU Agri-
food law: reframing the common agricultural policy for more ecological food Systems in
Europe (Cham: Springer Nature Switzerland), 13-60.

Mauser, W, Klepper, G., Rice, M., Schmalzbauer, B. S., Hackmann, H., Leemans, R.,
etal. (2013). Transdisciplinary global change research: the co-creation of knowledge for
sustainability. Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. 5,420-431. doi: 10.1016/j.cosust.2013.07.001

Maysels, R., Figueroa Casas, A., Otero Sarmiento, J. D., and Zuiiga Meneses, S. M.
(2023). Conceptualization of alternative food networks in Latin America: a case study
of alocal food system in southwestern Colombia. Front. Sustain. Food Syst. 7:1216116.
doi: 10.3389/fsufs.2023.1216116

Medina, J. (2001). Suma qamana. La Paz: GTZ-FAM.

Mora, N. H., and Gunn, E. L. (2001). “La gestién colectiva de las aguas subterrdneas
en La Mancha: analisis comparativo” in La economia del agua subterrdnea y su gestién
colectiva (Madrid: Fundacion Marcelino Botin), 405-474.

Nicklin, C., Chancellor, T., Garcia, A., Gohole, L., Haussmann, B., Kaijage, P,, et al.
(2021). Funder-initiated communities of practice as a means for sharing and creating
knowledge in order to strengthen the adaptive capacity of systems. Found. Rev. 13:9. doi:
10.9707/1944-5660.1554

Norstrém, A. V., Cvitanovic, C., Lof, M. E, West, S., Wyborn, C., Balvanera, P, et al.
(2020). Principles for knowledge co-production in sustainability research. Nat. Sustain.
3, 182-190. doi: 10.1038/s41893-019-0448-2

Ostrom, E. (1990). Governing the commons: The evolution of institutions for collective
action. Indiana, US: Cambridge university press.

Pollock, R. M., and Whitelaw, G. S. (2005). Community-based monitoring in support
of local sustainability. Local Environ. 10, 211-228. doi: 10.1080/13549839.2005.9684248

Republica del Ecuador. (2008). Constitucion de la Republica del Ecuador. Available
online at:  https://www.defensa.gob.ec/wpcontent/uploads/downloads/2021/02/
Constitucion-de-la-Republica-del-Ecuador_act_ene-2021.pdf (Accessed August,
15 2025).

Rockstrém, J., Steffen, W., Noone, K., Persson, A., Chapin, E S.III, Lambin, E. F, et al.
(2009). A safe operating space for humanity. Nature 461, 472-475. doi: 10.1038/461472a

Schilt, K., and Westbrook, L. (2009). “Doing gender, doing heteronormativity: “gender
normals,” transgender people, and the social maintenance of heterosexuality” Gend. Soc
23, 440-464. Available online at: http://www.jstor.org/stable/20676798

Schneider, K. R., Fanzo, ]., Haddad, L., Herrero, M., Moncayo, J. R., Herforth, A., et al.
(2023). The state of food systems worldwide in the countdown to 2030. Nature Food 4,
1090-1110. doi: 10.1038/s43016-023-00885-9

Spagnuolo, F. (2018). Accesso all'acqua per l'agricoltura e diritto ad unalimentazione
adeguata in situazioni di disastro. Riv. Dirit. Agrar. 97, 361-376.

Taylor, P. W. (2011). Respect for nature: a theory of environmental ethics. New Jersey:
Princeton University Press.

Teixidor-Toneu, L., Mattalia, G., Caillon, S., Abdullah, A., Fiser, Z., Karlsen, P, et al.
(2025). Stewardship underpins sustainable foraging. Trends Ecol. Evol. 40, 315-319. doi:
10.1016/j.tree.2025.01.004

United Nations (2015). Transforming our world: The 2030 agenda for sustainable
development. New York (NY): United Nations General Assembly.

United Nations (n.d.). The 17 Goals. Sustainable Development Goals. Available online
at: https://sdgs.un.org/es/goals (Accessed October 7, 2025).

Vanhulst, J., and Beling, A. E. (2014). Buen vivir: emergent discourse within or beyond
sustainable development? Ecol. Econ. 101, 54-63. doi: 10.1016/j.ecolecon.2014.02.017

Viteri Gualinga, C. (2002). Visi6n indigena del desarrollo en la Amazonia. Polis. Rev.
Latinoam. 3, 2-8.

Vivero-Pol, J. L. (2019). Food as a new old commons. World Nutr. 10, 119-137. doi:
10.26596/wn.2019101119-137

Volkery, A., Ribeiro, T., Henrichs, T., and Hoogeveen, Y. (2008). Your vision or my
model? Lessons from participatory land use scenario development on a European scale.
Syst. Pract. Action Res. 21, 459-477. doi: 10.1007/s11213-008-9104-x

Willett, W,, Rockstrom, J., Loken, B., Springmann, M., Lang, T., Vermeulen, S., et al.
(2019). Food in the anthropocene: the EAT-lancet commission on healthy diets from
sustainable food systems. Lancet 393, 447-492. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31788-4

World Health Organization (2013). Research for universal health coverage: World
health report 2013. World Health Organization. Available online at: https://www.who.
int/publications/i/item/9789240690837

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2025.1694069
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/sustainable-food-systems
https://www.frontiersin.org
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-010-0041-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2023.101331
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2008.01063.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2020.100397
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2021.102163
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-02400-130204
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10061846
https://doi.org/10.26754/ojs_ried/ijds.354
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11518-010-5122-1
https://doi.org/10.1139/er-2015-0041
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41301-021-00311-2
https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/ab13e4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.07.001
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2023.1216116
https://doi.org/10.9707/1944-5660.1554
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-019-0448-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2005.9684248
https://www.defensa.gob.ec/wpcontent/uploads/downloads/2021/02/Constitucion-de-la-Republica-del-Ecuador_act_ene-2021.pdf
https://www.defensa.gob.ec/wpcontent/uploads/downloads/2021/02/Constitucion-de-la-Republica-del-Ecuador_act_ene-2021.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1038/461472a
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20676798
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43016-023-00885-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2025.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2014.02.017
https://doi.org/10.26596/wn.2019101119-137
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11213-008-9104-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)31788-4

	Monitoring sustainable food commons
	Rethinking food systems: from global crisis to commons-based governance
	The need for collaborative monitoring of common goods
	Bridging paradigms: from food commons to global sustainability agendas
	Case study: pesticide-free food commons in the Ecuadorian Sierra
	Lessons learned

	References

