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Abstract  
The aim of this study is twofold; To analyse and understand how well small-scale farmers seed 
production system from i.e Ladakh, India have been recognised in the 1966 seed policy bill and 
compare it with the newly released 2019 seed policy draft as well as examining potential effects if the 
draft is enacted. This has been done by using a post-structural policy analysis developed by Carol 
Bacchi and Susan Goodwin called “What is the problem represented to be”. This method has enabled 
for an in-depth and critical examination of the two policies in relation to the posed research questions. 
To be able to put the result into context and answer the questions, an analytical framework made from 
post-structuralism, power relations and literature review is explained. This study concludes the 
problem representation to be the same for both policies, being disbelief in farmers seed production 
system, and that it is of disadvantage for the small-scale farmers in relation to seeds in Ladakh. This, 
due to its definitions and expressions of farmers and the liberal/neoliberal reasoning. Instead, this 
reasoning gives advantage to seed dealers and companies by favouriting Intellectual Property Rights 
and a free market over farmers seed production systems and knowledges. Furthermore, this revelation 
resulted in a low representation for the small-scale farmers in Ladakh as they are viewed as inept of 
providing seeds of good quality to the market. It has also been noted that Ladakh as a remote area 
does not receive any special attention regarding their unique high-mountainous climate. Conclusively, 
the policies tend to subject all areas and farmers in India in a homogenous manner which is 
problematic in terms of rationality and perspectives in the policies. This lack of recognition for small-
scale farmers in Ladakh and their seed production system increases the risk of further environmental 
degradation, loss heirloom seeds connected to culture and traditions and an increase of dependency on 
low-land India. The author concludes that it is of relevant that small-scale farmers knowledges, not 
only from Ladakh, regarding seed production are incorporated in the policies. This, to eradicate on its 
homogeneous and inequality traits as well to minimize threatening scenarios that might result from a 
liberal agenda. 
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1 Introduction  
 
India is one of the leading food producers in the world providing supplies not only for its own massive 
population, but for an international export market. Many times, throughout history has the Indian 
agriculture played a central part in large-scale management schemes and planning, e.g. the Green 
Revolution. The path embarked during the Green Revolution is still eminent in both former and 
present policy making. For example, to reduce the risk of famine a decision from the Indian 
Government was made to regulate the production and selling of seeds (Cullather, 2010). This decision 
resulted in a seed policy bill, enacted in 1966. Since then, the bill has been guiding seed management 
in the entire country. Considering the scale of any national scheme in this huge and diverse nation, it is 
no wonder that generalizations are made at the expense of local context. Even so, to what extent are 
these generalizations aligning with actual experiences from the main producer of the Indian food 
industry – the small-scale farmer – in their various contexts? 

A public policy, such as the Indian seed policy, is an action in which the government aims at using 
legislation, rules, regulations and executive orders to reach the objectives of the policy. The seed 
policy of 1966 was created by the Ministry of Agriculture and Farmers Welfare, consists of a mere ten 
pages with the attempt to solve the allegedly issue of seed quality by structuring a plan to control the 
seed production system. It is described by the Indian government as “An Act to provide for regulating 
the quality of certain seeds for sale, and for matters connected therewith” (GoI, 1966) and is 
considered important in the context of seed politics and market, and is still considered valid until 
today. By increasing investment and development toward farming, the bill was mainly adopted to 
avoid famine by increasing the nations self-sufficiency in food grains. The policy was implemented in 
the entire country and the expected outcome of the seed policy bill was that the control of seeds would 
increase the production of food by small-scale farmers, maximizing the yield and increase the nation’s 
food security (Stone, 2019). To succeed, farmers right to save, breed and exchange, e.g seed 
sovereignty (Kloppenburg, 2010), was controlled and more resources and attention was given to the 
production of hybrid seeds from seed companies (Shiva, 2014).  

Even though some regions, such as the very northern area of Ladakh was considered being self-
sufficient regarding agricultural practices (Pelliciardi, 2013), it was believed that the new seed policy 
from 1966 would increase total production of food grains. It was argued that more efficient 
management of seed would be a salvation for the people of Ladakh and their perceived under-
development (Rizvi, 1998). However, as the Ladakhi agriculture is severely different from the average 
Indian agriculture system in almost any aspect and is believed to have had less benefits from the 
policy (Dame & Nüsser, 2011; Mankelow, 2008). Other regions, such as  Haryana and Punjab, are due 
to its diverging agrarian conditions, showing comparable result where the seed policy from 1966 can 
act as an evidence of neglect of local small-scale farmers and their agriculture1 (Singh, 2000; Shiva, 
2014). 

There has been attempts to renew the seed policy and in 2004 the Indian government began re-shaping 
it to further regulate the production of seeds and to replace the seed bill from 1966. The 2004 draft was 
later rejected as it was meet with turmoil due to its increased neglect of farmers seed sovereignty 
(Peschard, 2017). During the fall of 2019, a new draft of 37 pages was released and according to the 
government of India, the reason for a renewal of the seed policy bill is to replace the seed bill from 
1966 and: “to provide for regulating the quality of seeds for sale, import and export and to facilitate 

 
1 Shiva writes about the state of Punjab and how the introduction of hybrid seeds has essentially destroyed the 
soils, depleted it from nutrition (Shiva, 1991). Also, Singh provides with similar consequences of environmental 
degradation but in the state of Haryana (Singh, 2000). 
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production and supply of seeds of quality and for matters connected therewith or incidental thereto” 
(GoI, 2019). Also, this renewal has been met with harsh criticism from environmental activist like 
Vandana Shiva by referring to a likely continuation of neglect on farmers right and seed sovereignty in 
the policies as well as biopiracy (Mgbeoji, 2006).  

1.2 Problem statement 
 
As the policy, specifically from 1966, focuses on intensifying agriculture and increasing the nations 
self-sufficiency, it becomes paradox in relation to regions like Ladakh which have been considered 
already self-sufficient (Pellicardi, 2016) but with a low yield in agriculture (van Beek, 2003). Ladakhi 
agriculture is not presenting itself as a typical example of the agrarian system that the policy is meant 
for. With its unique environment and culture, researchers show that the region does not receives well 
enough recognition in national policies (Dame & Nüsser, 2011).  

Ladakh is interesting as a deviation from the average case Indian national policies are moulded for, 
especially with respect to the consequences such mainstream guidelines have on outliers when it 
comes to implementation. Has the new policy heeded the criticism from scientists and activists alike 
about the need to recognise local farmer practices? It is interesting to look at Ladakh regarding future 
effects that might result from the new draft from 2019 as well as to analyse how the seed production 
system of small-scale farmers in regions such as Ladakh have been recognized by the policies. What 
the effects of the new seed policy bill might be in the region lies in revealing how their seed 
production system has been represented and recognised in the seed policy bill from 1966 and the new 
draft from 2019.  

1.3 Thesis aim and research questions 
 
By reviewing the 1966 seed policy bill and the 2019 seed policy draft, the research aims at 
understanding if and to what extent the practise of small-scale farmers seed production system are 
represented and recognised in the seed policy bills and if it the acknowledgement by the state has 
changed during this time (1966-2019). In addition, the aim is also to look at what the possible effects 
might be if the 2019 seed draft is enacted. 

Based on the research aim, three research questions have evolved: 

- What are the main differences between the seed policy act of 1966 and the new seed policy 
draft of 2019, in relation to seed production? 
 

- To what extent has the seed production system of small-scale farmers, such as the one in 
Ladakh been recognised by in the seed policy bills from 1966 and 2019?  
 

- What reasoning seems to motivate the new seed policy bill and what effects may this agenda 
have on future farmer seed production? 

The questions above are answered by analysing the expressions and paragraphs in both policies with 
the help of an in-depth analysis structure which aims at clarifying the representation through 
problematization within the policies. Therefore, Carol Bacchi and Susan Goodwins “What’s the 
problem represented to be” (WPR) approach will be applied to help clarify the representation of both 
problem formulations and groups within the policies.  

The reason for focusing on the region Ladakh is four folded: to further narrow this research, personal 
experiences that the author have of the region, for its unique agriculture in relation to the rest of India 
and for the lack of research that have been conducted on the area in regard to seed policies. 
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Even though the probability of finding representation of Ladakhi farmers seed production system per 
see is considered low based on the fact that it is 10 respectively 37 pages long national policies, there 
is still value in conducting an analysis to widen the research field on different farmers representation 
in Indian policies and to establish a concrete result on how small-scale farmers as an actor is 
recognised. This notion corresponds to the choosing of title as the thesis is about the perspective of 
Ladakhi small-scale farmers seed production system and how well the government have recognised 
them. Hence, “have you bean thinking about us” is a play of words where I aim at bringing attention 
to recognition for small-scale farmers, mainly in Ladakh, in Indian seed policies. 
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2 Previous research and studies  
 

This chapter has been divided into six sub-chapters. The first sub-chapter is a clarification on why a 
seed policy bill was needed in the first place and in what context it was enacted in. These facts are 
mainly derived from the review of Indian agriculture and Indian seed policies, consequentially the 
Green Revolution has been a main topic for this section. The second, third and fourth sub-chapter is a 
description of Ladakhi agriculture, what effects the first seed policy bill might or probably had on their 
agriculture and how the power over the region has changed during the years from 1966 and present 
time. These sections provide with empirical evidence that will be useful when putting the results from 
the policy analysis into context. The two last sub-chapters are about the importance of seeds mainly 
for small-scale farming communities. These sections provide with useful information, both to the 
researcher and reader, to understand seed sovereignty but also to put the policy analysis into a 
narrower context. The information gathered here will mostly be used in the discussion to put the result 
into perspective.  

2.1 Why a seed policy bill? 
 
In the alarming warnings of overpopulation, famine, declination of economy as well as vulnerability to 
outside factors such as war, the Green Revolution (GR) was developed to increase agriculture self-
sufficiency, strengthen the economy and initially bring people out of poverty (Stone, 2019). After a 
few years of lobbying from diverse organisations and researchers, GR in India was commenced in 
1965 by funding from the United States, the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 
and began its journey towards an economy outlined by liberal politics and a free-market agenda. In 
present time, the Green Revolution, in the eyes of the mentioned organisations, is regarded as a 
successful method which transformed and saved the growing Indian population from famine thanks to 
strong agricultural laws, policies, marketization and globalisation (Ogden, 2019). 

But some historians believe that GR was not set in motion by overpopulation and food scarcity. 
Instead, they believe it was a combination of previous imports from a food aid plan, formulated by the 
then Prime Minister Gandhi and the United states, and a drought that overthrew the overall grain 
production. As the aid plans mission was to provide the Indian population with food from the US, 
farmers started growing non-food crops to increase their yearly revenue, leading to a lower efficiency 
in grain production. The drought that later occurred pushed the country into an unstable food supply in 
which India started to apply the GR scheme. This made India change its agricultural policies to fit the 
liberal ideology of the Green Revolution accordingly (Cullather, p. 223, 2010). Today, this ideolog has 
been developed to become neo-liberalism in which the current Indian government have implemented 
in its governance (Sisodia, 2014). 

Despite these facts, when terms for GR were established, a new seed policy bill was introduced in 
1966 to be able to streamline and increase the grain production. Distribution of so-called High Yield 
Variety (HYV) seeds, further mentioned as hybrid, increased to be able to intensify the current 
agriculture. The new bill was considered being a key factor for the achievements of higher production 
in overall food grain production but also in crops like cotton, tea, and jute (Cullather, p. 233, 2010; 
Baranski, p. 179, 2015). Nonetheless, the seed policy bills intention and aim was to increase overall 
food grain production by inducing a system which was based on controlling seed production. This, to 
be able to guarantee high quality seeds and higher yields and thereafter increase food security, 
avoiding a potential famine. 
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2.2 Ladakh and its agricultural development: a brief history  
 
Situated in the Himalayas and previous a part of the Jammu and Kashmir state, Ladakh is not a 
textbook example of modern agriculture as pictured by GR supporters. It has long been romanticised 
as a tranquilly and harmonious society with a self-reliant economy (Crook, 1980; Norberg-Hodge, 
1991). But the Indian government has firstly seen the region as a significant borderland that the then 
Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru stated when visiting the region had a “terrible economic 
backwardness” (Aggarwal, 2004, p. 38) which lacked development and needed financial support (van 
Beek, 1999). The definition borderland is because of Ladakh being situated between Pakistan and 
China. Due to this, the region has sporadically been affected by territorial tensions which resulted in 
massive investments on infrastructure by the government around the area. These infrastructures were 
important to the increased development, i.e in agriculture, in Ladakh as it simultaneously amplified the 
governments superiority over the entire state (Sing, 1998). The continuation of development has been 
perceived as good and bad by multiple authors and scientists. The author Helena Norberg-Hodge 
colours her texts with mistrust towards the development interventions that has allegedly created social 
and environmental problems in the communities, calling the entire scheme a “development hoax” 
(Norberg-Hodge, 1991, p. 141). The same conclusion was reached by John Crook, an ethologist which 
also believed that Ladakh was increasingly becoming more dependent on India and that even 
development which would be considered as great material for the people of Ladakh, would come at a 
high price (Crook, 1980, p. 159).  

Martijn van Beek (2003) further writes that by the beginning of the 1950s, the National Project of 
Developments (NPD) policies and reforms were increasingly being promoted by both state and central 
agencies to increase projects around Ladakh. It was said that these developments would not only 
contribute to better infrastructure but also improve efficiency in agriculture. As the rest of India had 
the same scheme, e.g efficiency in agriculture, an increase of “essential commodities” from other parts 
of India (van Beek, 2003), i.e rice and flour, replaced Ladakh’s local staple crops such as barley and 
millet (Dame & Nüsser, 2011; Sheikh & Singh, 2013) and triggered a change in local economy and 
business (Dawa, 1999; Van Beek, 2003). This has allegedly created an upsurge in dependence on low-
land Indian agriculture and indirectly on the Indian government as they are the ones coordinating the 
transportation from the south to Ladakh. Pellicardi (2013) also concludes in his research that the self-
sufficiency of food grains in relation to import, called Import Dependency Ration (IDR), in Ladakh is 
expected to increase 10,1 % from 2012 to 2025, reaching 70,3 %. This alteration, among others, in the 
local food system has ultimately changed the agriculture in the region. In relation to the change in 
farming due to policy programs like NPD, research made by Dame & Nüsser (2011) shows how 
policies and schemes made at a national level seldomly consider the different environments and 
cultures that a certain region has. By example, introducing policies and recommendations that are not 
adapted to Ladakh has resulted in decreased food security and self-sufficiency. The biggest concern 
according to Dame and Nüsser have been the incline in micronutrient deficiency, so called ‘hidden 
hunger’, which is considered affecting young children and pregnant women the most.  

2.3 The effects of the seed policy bill from 1966: Case studies 
from Ladakh 

 
As in other parts of India, the usage of hybrid seeds, chemical fertilizer and pesticide has made many 
farmers struggling to finance their farm. The cost of different inputs and unreliable seeds from 
corporations were pushing the farmers into a vicious circle of debt and dependency. (Shiva, 2014, p. 
5). Although many states in India saw a vast increase in agricultural productivity, this has not yet 
balanced out the environmental and social cost on farmers water or land. Haryana, a state in northern 
India which Delhi borders to, have had severe environmental degradation that can be connected to the 
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changes made in agriculture politics during the Green Revolution. A mix of modified seeds, increased 
use of fertilizer and irrigation technology have pushed several natural resources in Haryana close to its 
limits, affecting both the environment, animals and communities (Singh, 2000). Also, the state of 
Punjab has been negatively affected by the first seed policy which has also been the reason for conflict 
in the area such as water (Shiva, 1991).  

Researching for straightforward evidence of the effects on farming in Ladakh after the 1966 seed 
policy bill has not been an easy task. Nonetheless, some conclusions can be drawn by gathering 
second-hand sources on agricultural events and changes dated after the seed policy bill was enacted. 
The first noticeable change that has been documented is the change in diets in the region. After 1966, 
the people in Ladakh started to have a more diverse intake of vegetables during the summer months. 
This may be due to the increase of hybrid seeds and the investments made in agriculture which made it 
easier for the farmer communities to grow non-traditional vegetables (Dame & Nüsser, 2011). One 
crop that has increased substantially are tomatoes. Though, for the yield to increase proper tools such 
as greenhouses are needed to provide for a better microclimate (Singh et al, 2009).  

Another topic that can provide some information of agricultural changes in the region is a research 
made by Mankelow (2008) in Zangskar Valley. Situated in the southern part of Ladakh, Zangskar 
could be viewed as an area where more research on agriculture have been conducted than in other 
parts of the region. Mankelows research on how fertilizers have affected a small community in the 
village of Zangskar in Ladakh provides for a good example of what troubles some small-scale farmers 
had to face when introducing inputs into farming after 1966. His research shows how an agricultural 
initiative intended to increase productivity by introducing chemical fertilizers resulted in farmers 
partly disregarding the recommendation. As the farmers in Zangskars noticed a changed on their soil 
after a few years of using the fertilizers which was provided by the government, they started to mix 
both chemical fertilizer with traditional ones, e.g from latrines and animal manure. By doing so, they 
managed to keep the best benefits of both the modern and the traditional input and at the same time 
not risk complete soil depletion. Other research show that Zangskar had an increase in yield after the 
introduction of hybrid seeds. This could be viewed as a result from the usage, but research shows that 
the already well-established natural irrigation as well as an increase in temperature in the area has also 
had a major effect (Stobdan et al., 2017). Other researchers also indicate that the increase in yield in 
Zangskar valley is a combination of imported hybrid seeds with a rise in temperature during summer 
months which has led to an increment in rainfall (Raina & Koul, 2011). 

Another study shows how traditional crops has decreased in relation to the implementation of the 1966 
seed policy bill. Also, that the subsidising of hybrid seeds in the nation has created an increase in rice 
production which essentially has forced other essential local crops in Ladakh to decrease. In short, this 
has created a higher degree of dependence on low land India to provide with rice as it substitutes other 
local traditional food grain crops. The low price that rice developed due to the use of subsidised hybrid 
seeds makes it non profitable for farmers to grow well adapted traditional heirloom crops. This 
revelation points toward a dependency on government, and should Ladakh be forced into difficulties 
where their food system will be under attack or compromised, the decrease of growing well adapted 
crops for the region will have substantial effect on feeding the people of Ladakh (Sonam et al, 2018). 
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2.4 Contextualization of authoritarian ruling over Ladakh in 
relation to 1966 and 2019 policies 

 
Ladakh have had different larger authorities representing them in both the 1966 seed policy bill and 
2019 seed policy draft. To start with, in the 1966 policy Ladakh was conjoined with Jammu and 
Kashmir (J&K) state without any recognition as a unique area. This can be viewed as both positive 
and negative as J&K at that time had been recognised with special legal modified constitution which 
entitled the state to have increased legislative rights than other Union Territories2. As Ladakh was a 
part of J&K state between the 1966 policy and the 2019 draft, they were included in this modified 
constitution (Encyclopædia Britannica, 2019) and thus receiving the same benefit as the rest of the 
state, i.e special legal rights to conduct its own laws on certain subjects. What was viewed as 
problematic in this constellation was that Ladakh still was not being considered as receiving enough 
opportunity to be represented. The people of Ladakh perceived this to be intentional discrimination by 
the state due to the differences in religion (van Beek, 2000). As a result, Leh received the opportunity 
to create a hill council in exchange for not demanding separation from J&K (Wani, 2014). Thus, in the 
policy of 1966, Ladakh is regarded as controlled by State Government3. 

In 2019 Ladakh received Union Territory without legislature representation. On paper, this should 
mean increased chance of representation for the region as they are separated from the state of Jammu 
and Kashmir. As this independence comes with some relief for the people of Ladakh4, concerns over 
being defined as Union Territory without legislature, meaning they will be directly controlled by the 
Central Government instead of State Government, have brought up concerns about how much 
representation and autonomy Ladakh will really have (Akhter, 2019). 

2.5 The importance of seeds 
 
To save, breed and exchange seeds is a vital role in the concept of seed sovereignty (Kloppenburg, 
2010) which has slowly been taken away from farmers since the 1930s. Back then, seeds were 
considered being a norm for every community, family and farmer. It often communicated levels of 
rang depending on variations of seeds and their genetics. These vast collections of seeds where 
operated as an open source and more likely to be a part of reciprocity and gift exchange in contrast to 
the 21st century market (Zimmerer, 1996; Salazar, Louwaars & Visser, 2007). By exchanging and 
propagating seeds, farmers could create a resilient agriculture that would have the genetic combination 
best suited for that climate and area. Furthermore, seed sovereignty refers as a sub-theory from food 
sovereignty, repossession of seed rights as well as a movement. The purpose of a sovereignty concept 
based on seeds is to have a well-defined response to the crisis of degraded biodiversity and justice due 
to wrongful agricultural policies and practices. Kloppenburg (2010) writes: “the proximate 
manifestation of repossession of the gene-scape and mind-scape might be something called ‘seed 
sovereignty’.” And that it involves recognizing the institutionalization of genetic resources that are 
considered being a common knowledge to different communities of cultural and indigenous peoples. 
Furthermore, Kloppenburg also stresses on the importance of incorporating seed sovereignty into 
policies and that “’seed sovereignty’ is to be achieved through democratic participation and legislative 
action” (Kloppenburg, 2010) as well that seeds should be regarded as a social product that can be of 

 
2 Union Territory: the Indian nation consist of twenty-nine states which have the highest-level administrative 
power after the Central Government (Ogden, 2019). 
3 State Government: Consist of 28 states. The power is divided between State Government and Central 
Government. Although, the Central Government have single authority on some matters concerning safety 
(Encyclopædia Britannica, 2019) 
4 conflicts have from time to time raised when being conjoined with J&K mainly due to the difference in religion 
between J&K and Ladakh (van Beek, 2000). 
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benefit for all as a collective heritage and which should not be appropriated by monopolists 
(Kloppenburg, 2010).  

But even though there are claims form researchers, like Kloppenburg, that seeds should not be a 
subject to monopolisation, policies, and companies, globalisation is increasingly putting strains on the 
subject, pushing farmers (informal) seed systems into an increased risk of disappearing. A reason for 
this can be seen in the market shares of seeds. In 2018 there were four major companies5 who own 
about 60% of the world’s commercial seeds, undermining farmers ability for self-use of their own 
genetic resource (Mooney, 2018). Saving, breeding and exchanging is becoming more difficult as 
private corporations claims the rights on seeds by enacting on Intellectual Property Rights (IPR). Thus, 
increasing a hegemonic status where corporations have the control over farmers. Tamara Wattnem 
(2016) explains how the developing countries in the Global South theoretically have a choice to ban 
the monetization and privatization of seeds on a national level. But that the pressure from our 
globalized world economy, mostly controlled by the western world, and treaties such as the one from 
World Trade Organisation are forcing and giving incentives to nations to familiarize on intellectual 
property rights laws. The nations feel obliged to obey as they try to fit themselves on the map of 
exports and transnational agreements. The dangers of these mandatory seed regulations are not only 
the hegemonic state that the farmers, and in large nations, are put in but also the outlawing of seed 
exchange and seed saving. It increases the homogenization of crop fields and decreases agrodiversity 
as it simultaneously allows seed corporations to grow by concentrating seed production. Wattnem 
continues that “The problem is not certification or standardization per se, but rather the particular 
types of standards that are being institutionalized and their biases and consequences” (Wattnem, 2016) 
and that seed certification and regulations mainly evolved to protect and help the farmers to be 
guaranteed high quality when buying seeds (Louwaars, 2005).  

The Indian Government have key interest to help farmers retrieve good quality seeds, but the 
intellectual property right laws are increasingly intruding on the use of Ladakhi heirloom seeds. In 
Ladakh, these seeds are connected to tradition and culture, such as food and festivities but also to 
adaptability and resilience. Regarding the rough climate and short growing season in the region, long 
shelf life is of high value in the Ladakhi farmer communities. It has been observed that imported seeds 
not origin from the district, has a hard time adapting to the colder climate (Jina, 1995). In relation to 
this, it has also been stated that small-scale ecological agriculture, which is increasing in Ladakh, is 
viewed as a focus point in order to ensure resilience in the events of climate change in the Himalayas. 
As Ladakh have been impacted by climate change in recent decades, i.e decrease in glaciers and 
warmer weather (Chevuturi, Dimri & Thayyen, 2018), organic and traditional seeds adapted to the 
region could be the best respond to an instable climate. It is also important to ensure a good diversity 
of seeds in order to sustain a nutritious and healthy traditional food system as healthy foods can be 
viewed as interconnected with healthy ecosystems (Bisht et al., 2018). To conclude, seed sovereignty 
for Ladakhi farmers is important to counteract the neo-liberal agenda from the government and give 
more representation and space to discuss small-scale farmers seed rights. 

2.6 Re-innovate seed policies: case studies 
 
In relation to Kloppenburg’s definition on seed sovereignty, he attempts to shift seed policies into 
containing farmers seed rights. By doing so, Kloppenburg (2014) emphasise on “open sources seed 
system”. This kind of emancipating system could ultimately mean free seed licences which  

 
5 Bayer-Monsanto (33%), Corteva Agriscience (Dow + DuPont, 21.3%), ChemChina Syngenta (7.4%) & 
Limagrain (4.8%) (Mooney, 2018) 
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“…offers at least the prospect of a shift from continuous defensive actions to the creation of a positive, 
relatively autonomous space in which capital might be effectively prohibited – by its own rules – from 

trespassing” (Kloppenburg, 2014). 

Seeds would therefore not be owned by a few, but rather by the collective for it to use, save, 
genetically adapt, and exchange if they wish to do so. This would mean that the exclusion of the 
intellectual property rights by the seed industry would no longer restrict farmers and individuals into 
using genetic resources (ibid.) 

Another example of re-innovating seed policy in the northern Andes of Ecuador shows how a 
participation in a research study increased the awareness of how agrodiversity can improve and 
increase preservation of ancestral seeds with the help of farmers. This ultimately led to a re-kindled in 
commitment of supporting practices of agrodiversity and ecology (Montúfar and Ayala, 2019). 
Another example from Latin America is the case of seed recovery and conservation in Colombia. To 
be able to deal with loss in seed diversity, two organisations started to form ‘seed custodian’ – roles. 
Fundamentally, a role as a ‘seed custodian’ would mean that one “…care for and manage native and 
creole seed varieties, for which they are renowned by their neighbours and even by the members of 
other communities.” (García López et al., 2019). It also meant that the ‘seed custodians’, i.e farmers, 
would cultivate larger fields with high levels of crop diversity and that the goal would be to focus on 
endangered seed varieties. Consequentially, this would also mean to seek new variations from other 
farms and possibly cross-pollinate them with their own local varieties to be able to adapt different kind 
of seeds with their specific climate, leading to enhanced local agrodiversity. The effort of 
organisations in Latin America that work with increasing seed sovereignty has been proven fruitful. 
The results are GMO-free territories, community seed houses and teaching-learning processes (ibid.)  

Another approach to re-innovation is Participatory Plant Breeding (PPB) programs where farmers 
actively participate in the production of seeds enabling the development of seeds that have better been 
adapted to the local conditions and environment. So called “farmer-led” PPB have been established by 
the help of organisations in Nepal, South Africa and Ethiopia, to mention a few. The system focus on 
decentralising the seed production by involving farmers to participate more in the breeding programs 
and to create the objectives for breeding plants (Westengen et al., 2018). This sort of program creates 
a space for expert, institutions and farmers to collaborate which also could give way for a better 
representation in agricultural policies (Navdanya, 2013). Also, farmers participation in the 
development from informal to formal seed systems have been experimented on in for example Uttar 
Pradesh, India. Here, the farmers where encouraged to create a farmer cooperative to be able to secure 
a larger seed production with good quality of pigeonpea. The reason for this was to create a variety 
which had a higher yield but without the need for creating hybrid seeds or use seed producers. The 
result was a variety of pigeonpea which had a higher yield rate but with the properties of the local 
varieties from the different farmers communities. By creating cooperatives, the farmers where able to 
distribute the seeds under their own brand, undermining seed producers and securing the availability 
of pigeonpea seeds as well as also increasing their income (Singh et al., 2013) 

By explaining the emergent of the first seed policy bill, agriculture in Ladakh, importance of seeds to 
farmer communities and how to re-innovate seed policies, this chapter has showcased relevant facts 
and history that are viewed as important background information for the reader. Moving forward, parts 
of this chapter will be included in the analysis alongside with the theory to provide with necessary 
information to answer and concretize the analysis questions to a comprehendible result.  
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3 Analytical framework 
 
This thesis was made with a special focus on a post-structural policy analysis but also on a qualitative 
comparative text analysis and literature review. The reasoning behind this selection is because of the 
thesis aim of understanding the small-scale farmers in Ladakh’s seed production system in the policies 
as well as what the effects of the 2019 draft might have. The methods will provide for an in-depth 
understanding and for a chance to find answers in a post-structural manner to the research questions.  

3.1 Qualitative approach 
 

This thesis will use qualitative methods to collect and examine data in the two policy documents. 
Reason for using qualitative methods when collecting and examining data is due to its suitability 
regarding this thesis research questions and aim. It is of importance for this qualitative study to expand 
on the understanding of how a certain group in society and specific environment are interpreted in 
Indian national policy documents (Bryman & Nilsson, 2011). 

The main qualitative method used is based on a discourse analysis, more specifically, Carol Bacchi 
and Susan Goodwin (2016) post-structural method for policy analysis called “What is the problem 
represented to be?” (WPR). The reason for choosing this method lies on its ability to examine policies 
using post-structuralism as a medium and its goal to use WPR as a tool to examine power relations and 
social production of knowledge in regard to a given reality. In this thesis, the given power relations 
will be between local small-scale farmers, particularly those in Ladakh, and the Indian government. In 
addition, the given reality will refer to the years between 1966-2019 with some historical context from 
the Green Revolution that took place in India before 1966. I choose this method due to its specific 
usefulness in analysing policy documents and the relevancy it had in order to explore outspoken and 
hidden meanings in relation to this research on how well recognised small-scale farmers seed 
production system are in Indian seed policies. 

The analysis method from Bacchi and Goodwin will be done by answering three out of six questions 
from the WPR approach. The reason for only using three is due to the relevance of the research and its 
questions/purpose to look at how well Ladakhi small-scale farmers seed production system have been 
recognised and incorporated in the policies as well as what future effects might be if the 2019 is 
enacted. The three questions are also chosen because I believe they will give the policy analysis the 
depth and clarity this thesis needs without making the results or the answers to the research questions 
too complex. I aim for a conclusion which is easy to understand but with enough layers to see the 
hidden facts and agenda of the policies. The questions will allow me to look at the policies in a post-
structural manner which is considered important for this research in relation to the purpose.  

By using a post-structural policy analysis like the WPR approach, one strives to understand a policy’s 
deeper meaning and complexity. Adding a historical context through a literature review situates the 
policy and gives conditions for an evolved understanding of the policies political usefulness as well as 
policy making (Taylor, 2006). Accordingly, a literature review has been done. 

The thesis will use a comparative design in order to identify differences and similarities between the 
two Indian seed policies. The contrasting of the two policies, where the newer aims to replace the old 
one, is done by using a policy analysis method, in this case the WPR approach (Bryman, p.58, 2008). 
The 1966 seed policy bill is considered as the only accepted main policy in India regarding the 
production of seeds. The second document, being the 2019 draft, is an attempt to renew the previous 
document and if accepted it will replace the 1966 seed policy bill. 

As the 2019 draft seeks to replace the 1966 policy, there is a comprehension in studying, analysing 
and comparing these two documents. By conducting a policy analysis with a comparative design, will 
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not only help in answering the research questions but also because of how it will contribute to research 
about seed policies in India and small-scale farmers.  

Selecting the policies 

Both policies are considered being short for its nature, 10 pages (seed policy bill of 1966) respectively 
37 pages (seed policy draft of 2019) and contains formulations, expressions and definitions which are 
more often than not open for interpretation. This is especially the case for the document from 1966. 
Due to the lack of clarification in the different paragraphs and indistinct details, these policy 
documents are insufficient in providing with answers to the analysis question by themselves. It is 
important to notice that the unclarity and lack of information in the policies also means that the policy 
documents are at high risk to be interpreted differently by different actors – implementers and those 
regulated a like. As it is important for me as author and this thesis to present different subjects/actors 
perspectives in regard to their roles in the policies, additional information and facts was considered 
significant to retrieve. This was achieved from second-hand sources and was done to properly answer 
the analysis and research questions.  

Literature review  

In addition to the policy documents, a literature review has been made. The importance of second-
hand empirical evidence for this thesis is of great use as the policy documents are considered 
insufficient in answering the analysis questions and therefore also the research questions. The second-
hand sources have been chosen due to their importance in conveying certain perspectives. These 
perspectives are important to avoid any biases that might occur during this research. The sources are 
also used to retrieve and increase different contexts that are in relation to the seed policy bills, i.e the 
Green Revolution. 

Category Search engine Sources Search words Relevancy 

Ladakh 
(+agriculture
) 

Uppsala University, 
google scholar, 
Swedish University 
of Agricultural 
Science (SLU) 

Scientific 
articles, news 
articles, books 

Ladakh-; Agriculture, 
small-scale farmers, 
seeds, culture, policy, 
green revolution, 
environment, 
Himalaya, autonomy, 
hill council, heirloom 
seeds 

To provide with enough 
background information to 
explain local small-scale 
farming and to refer to during 
the analysis of policies  

Indian 
national seed 
policy 

Indian Government 
webpage, google, 
google scholar, 
Uppsala University 

Official 
governmental 
documents, 
news articles, 
scientific 
articles 

1966 seed policy bill, 
2019 seed policy bill, 
criticism, opportunity, 
small-scale farmer, 
green revolution 

Provides with research of 
both negative and positive 
criticism to the seed policies 
as well as understanding their 
aim. 

Indian 
agriculture 
(+Green 
Revolution) 

Uppsala University, 
google scholar, 
Swedish University 
of Agricultural 
Science (SLU) 

Scientific 
articles, news 
articles, books, 
reports from 
NGOs 

Seed sovereignty, food 
sovereignty, green 
revolution, 
environmental 
degradation, history, 
criticism, opportunity 

To provide more background 
information on how the first 
seed policy bill came in place 
as well as to provide more 
empirical evidence when 
answering the analysis 
questions. 

Democracy in 
seed policy 
making  

Uppsala University, 
google scholar, 
Swedish University 
of Agricultural 
Science (SLU) 

Scientific 
articles, news 
articles, books, 
reports from 
NGOs 

Participation, 
democracy, 
deliberative, small-
scale farmers, 
agriculture, policy 
making, seeds, 
inclusion, 
environment, seed 
system 

Provides with examples of 
policy making where small-
scale farmers have been 
included. Also provides with 
perspective on how a seed 
policy might be able to look 
like in the future. Relevant in 
the final analysis and 
discussion. 

Table 1: Overview of how the literature was chosen. 
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Provided above is a table of clarification on how these second-hand sources has been found, with 
which search words, engines and what relevancy the search category has to this thesis. The literature 
review will not only act as a help when analysing the black boxes of the policy documents but also as 
a tool for the researcher and reader to get familiar with the background of the subject.  

The search words and categories that have been chosen has enabled a narrowing of research field that 
is aligned with the research questions and purpose. This narrowing has resulted in identifying which 
limitations that are most reasonable. Below is a short summary of subjects that will not be brought up 
in this study and that are considered being the limitations of this thesis: 

- No specific focus will be on explaining hybrid, transgenic or High Yield Varieties (HYV) 
seeds, instead, the thesis will provide information from secondary sources on the results from 
the seeds policy bill from 1966 regarding hybrid/HYV seed usage in India.  

- As the 2019 seed policy is based on the previous draft from 2004, the draft from 2004 will not 
be analysed due to its resemblance with the 2019 draft.  

- The main focus of the thesis is to analyse small-scale farmers in Ladakh. However, there will 
be some results where all small-scale farmers in India are taken into consideration due to the 
similar effect the policy will or have had on the group. 

The consequences of using these search words might result in having a larger part of sources where the 
author(s) has the same point of view when it comes to farmers rights, historical events and in policies. 
By acknowledging this and the biases that might occur due to my interest in agriculture, small-scale 
farming and injustices, I will strive to conclude a result which is based on different perspectives and 
opinions.  

Poststructural policy analysis 

Efficiency and effectiveness have been regarded with high value when governing, a technocratic 
policy approach is thus favoured in many nations. The emphasis on both, created a preferred 
generalization which would be independent to social context regarding place, object, and subject. By 
doing so, the rules could be generalized and applied to different problems and contexts without any 
specific focus to heterogeneity (Fischer, 2007)  

Post-structural policy analysis is often used to understand the consequences of those generalizations 
have in the complex reality.  The goal and definition of a poststructural policy analysis are many, a 
common perception can be stated as below:  

“an applied social science based on a multiple of theories and methods designed to produce and 
transform policy-relevant information to be utilized in decision-oriented political settings” (Fischer, 
2007). 

A poststructural policy analysis looks at is not the relevant policy, rather it focuses on the 
problematization of the issue in which the policy is framed by (Fischer, 2007) 

Taking into consideration of the ‘micro’ and ‘macro’ levels of the problematization of the policy gives 
a broader comprehension of the economic, social and historical context. The layers of policy making 
that can be identified need to be linked between different levels to be able to dissect where the power 
relations take place and why (ibid.).  

Studying policy  

A public policy, such as the Indian seed policies, is an action in which the government aims at using 
legislation, rules, regulations and executive orders to reach the objectives of the policy. In the selected 
policies for this study, the Ministry of Farmers Rights and Welfare has been the main appointed 
authority as responsible for conducting the process of formulation and implementation as well as 
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deciding the enforcement criteria. What this policy study will take into consideration is what and how 
the Indian government intend to do and not and how it defines and constructs the issues. Also, how 
these issues are fitted in to the political agenda and political, moral and economic reasons of the 
government. With policies, governments create motivations for collaboration that would otherwise be 
impossible without the interference of the government and its influence. Also, policies give incentives 
to protect a specific group or individual and encourages activities that are gainful for the government 
and the citizens (Theodoulou, p. 3, 2013). A policy can be viewed as a rational and problem-solving 
enforcement where it intends to control behaviour at the same time protect the citizens (Marsden & 
Reardon, 2009). Basically, a policy structures and enforces power relations.  

Bacchi & Goodwin explain that: 

“The most common use of the term “power” in everyday speech and in much of policy analysis is to 
mean “power over”, in which some people (those with power) dominate other people (who lack 

power)” (Bacchi & Goodwin, p.28, 2016). 

The precise wording suggests that there are many definitions of what power is in policies and how 
they are used. In this thesis, the power structures according to post-structuralism will be explained as 
the choice of method is of the same nature.  

In relation to Michel Foucault (1990), his view on power acts as an assistance in understanding the 
poststructural position by adopting a nominalistic perspective. This way, power is considered more of 
an attribute that brings attention to the complexity of a situation in a particular society rather than just 
being viewed as a “thing” in which only exists in sovereign subjects (Foucault, p. 93, 1990).  

The power relations are seen in different settings and forms that range from fluid, where the relations 
between individuals are never constant, to semi-fluid where power relations become ambiguate in 
relation to “states of domination” (Foucault, p. 114, 1987). In these forms lies different means of 
governmentality and rationality. It is in these techniques that require a proper analysis to understand 
the rationality of the policy and its power relations in which the government maintain their authority 
and power.  

Moving forward, the governmentality (coined by Foucault in 1991) is “used in the general sense to 
refer to different ways of thinking about governing (govern-mentalities). In a more specific usage, it 
describes a particular form of government…” (Foucault, 1991; Bacchi & Goodwin, p. 41, 2016) and 
directs attention to “technologies” and “rationalities”. Governmentality, or governmental rationalities, 
are used to defend different kinds of rule and make them available for the policy makers as well as the 
policies intended subjects and objects (Gordon, p. 3, 1991). This concept of governmentality will help 
identify what rationalities the policies have in relation to seeds when conducting the poststructural 
analysis.   

Related to the seed policies that will be analysed in this thesis, the rationale or governmentality is 
firstly identified as neo-liberalism and secondly as paternalism. Neo-liberalism is recognised due to 
the current political agenda and how seeds in India have been subjected to intellectual property rights 
in which HYV-seeds have been made an apparent by incorporating it in the seed policies. Thereafter, 
paternalism is identified due to how the “subjects”, in this case small-scale farmers, together with 
“places”, in this case Ladakh, are envisaged as a non-fit entity in policy-making. 

Public reflective equilibrium  

As a tool in understanding what is necessary to incorporate in an environmental policy, Avner de-
Shalit expression on public reflective equilibrium will be used. de-Shalit stresses the need of 
presenting information to the citizen for the problems to be known as well as acknowledging the issues 
and how it may affect oneself and others (both human and non-humans) lives. This, to create a deeper 
and holistic understanding about the issue and how to solve it through politics. Therefore, public 
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reflective equilibrium acknowledges the importance of environmental literacy, awareness and 
consciousness in policy making. It represents a deeper concern for the environment and is based on the 
rationality of the decisions that are made in a so called deliberative participatory democracy and the 
reflection and evaluation that is made in a collective. It stresses on the importance of value-based 
communication where reflective communication is what will bring rational reflective decisions based 
on values that citizens hold. Applying a public reflective equilibrium to engage and relate to the 
community’s knowledge, values and rationality is what de-Shalit considers is needed to be enacted in 
policy making to create more legitimacy and to be able to perceive the notion of risk by the citizens 
(de-Shalit. p. 14, 64, 170, 2000). Different government have different agendas in their policies and can 
constitute of several or none of the concepts mentioned above6. 

What is the problem represented to be? 
 
Bacchi and Goodwin’s method on how to introduce poststructuralism in policy making and amongst 
policy workers is called “What is the Problem Represented to be?” (WPR) approach. “WPR is an 
analytic strategy that puts in question the common view that the role of governments is to solve 
problems that sit outside them, waiting to be “addressed”” (Baachi and Goodwin, p. 14, 2016) and is 
meant to be used as a way of critical thinking and to be able to underline problems when creating 
policies. Bacchi and Goodwin concretely explains how governmental practices produce a ‘problem’ 
which in return is divided around the production of ‘subjects’, ‘objects’ and ‘places’. What the WPR 
approach essentially does is to direct the way of critical thinking in to the so called “productive 
activity” of policy making. The underlying goal is to paint the entire picture rather than just the 
outlines of the policy, e.g understanding who the ‘subject’ and ‘object’ is and where the ‘places’ are 
(ibid. p. 15).  

By analysing policies backwards, one can examine a more in-depth raison d’être for that particular 
policy proposal. This enables the questioning of why the policy is needed and from what ‘source’ it 
was born from. As Bacchi and Goodwin describes it: “The intent, displayed in the question format, is 
not to reveal “truths”, which would contradict its poststructural commitments, but to encourage a 
particular kind of interrogation…” (Bacchi and Goodwin, p. 16, 2016). With this said, the questions 
related to the WPR approach are correspondingly asked with intention for criticism.  

3.1.1 Application of the WPR approach 
 

The WPR approach focuses on identifying what the government thought needed to be changed and 
what they perceive to be the problem as to why the policy was introduced. The entire raison d’être of 
the policy corresponds to policy makers acting on a certain problem that they considered grave enough 
to tackle (Baachi and Goodwin, p. 17, 2016). The way a government problematize an issue essentially 
shows how their governing is procured by problematizing previous, current and possible future events. 
By identifying the problem, or ‘problem representation’ as Bacchi refers to (Bacchi 2009) in a policy 
one can trace back the reason and problematization to see what the objectives were and what effects 
have risen, this in return fosters a critical examination of the policy (Baachi and Goodwin, p. 17, 
2016). 

The WPR approach contains 6 questions but only three will be used. These three questions will be 
summarized below: 

Q1: What’s the problem represented to be in the seed policies? Has it changed from 1966 to the new 
draft 2019? 

 
6 de-Shalit suggest for example that liberalism only contains environmental literacy and awareness but not 
consciousness (de-Shalit, p.64, 7-8, 2000). 
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The first question focuses on defining a baseline for the analysis and identifying a problem 
representation. By working backwards from when the seed policies were issued, a problem 
representation may be understood from a broad perspective and will give clarity as to why the policy 
came into place. This question will act as a springboard to the rest of the policy analysis (ibid. p. 20). 
In this section, the first research question will be answered and initiating by comparing the two 
policies problem representation. 

This question is considered being the backbone of the thesis. Answering this analysis question will 
allow me to understand the real problem represented to be which in addition will give me a greater 
understanding into what extent small-scale farmers seed production system have been recognised in 
the policy as well as to understand why. The question will be answered by reviewing what measures 
the policies tend to take and how they relate to Ladakhi small-scale farmers in relation to power 
structures and previous events. Also, by identifying what the policy really says when it comes to 
“subject”, “object” and “places”. 

Q2: What are the deep-seated presuppositions or assumptions that underlie this representation of the 
“problem” (problem representations) and how do they affect Ladakhi small-scale farmers? 

The second question consider how the problem representation identified in question one was made 
possible. By acknowledging different meanings and how the policies are constructed, one can reflect 
on how the problem representation has been constructed and what it relies upon. It is also here patterns 
can be identified to see if a certain political or governmental rationality has taken place (ibid. p. 21). 
This question will involve analysing the knowledges in the policies and provide for adequate result to 
answer mainly research question number two but also number one.  

This question is used to properly analyse the policy in regard to knowledges and power relations and is 
useful in the sense that it will provide with further investigation of the problem represented to be. As 
such, it will provide with usefulness regarding a deeper understanding of what extent and why small-
scale farmers seed production system have been recognised in such way. As explained by Foucault it 
is important to establish what is in the knowledges that are “in the true” or accepted as true to see 
where the “local centres” of power is visible. To establish how the knowledges identified in the 
policies have acquired “truth” it is important to look at the discursive practices and what effects they 
have (ibid. p. 22, 31). 

Q4: What is left unproblematic in this problem representation in relation to Ladakh? Where are the 
silences? Can the “problem” be conceptualized differently? 

The goal with this question is to destabilize the problem representation by bringing forward the 
silences and subjects which have been kept away from the discussions. This is the opportunity for 
critical thinking and to imagine how this could have been problematized differently (Baachi and 
Goodwin, p. 22, 2016).  

This question is used in order to identify what effects the new seed policy draft of 2019 might have on 
small-scale farmers seed production system and to see what possibilities and opportunities lies in the 
problem representation that have been identified. Here I use de-Shalits expressions of how an 
environmental policy can be formed and how local actors, like Ladakhi-small scale farmers, can 
participate more in policy making. By combining the information from the policies with public 
reflective equilibrium, I hope to gather a conclusive result which will help answer the analysis 
question.  
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4 Analysis 
 
In this chapter, the chosen analytical framework will be used to examine both seed policy documents. 
The focus of the analysis will be around the research questions which aims at understanding how 
small-scale farmers in Ladakh have been recognised and how they might be affected if the 2019 seed 
policy draft is enacted.  

 

4.1 What is the problem represented to be in the seed 
policies?  
 

To start with, the policies have been observed to be formulated slightly different throughout the two 
documents. What has been noted are that the expressions in the policy from 1966 is subjected to a 
higher degree of open interpretation, whilst the 2019 seed policy draft provides more detailed 
expressions. This has enabled an easier and more thorough analysis related to the research questions 
and aim of this thesis. Nonetheless, both policies are short on information and details compared to 
other countries policies but have been critically scrutinized to attempt an unravelling of the underlying 
representations of the problem and to fit the purpose and goal of the analysis method.  
 
The two policies contain and are constructed based on two important aspects. Firstly, the two policies 
indicate a problem that they are inclined to solve and secondly, an intended solution or aim created to 
solve the indicated problem. The intended solution of the problem is formally stated in the seed policy 
bills from 1966 and 2019 as the control and quality around seeds for sale. In the policies, the scoop, or 
raison d’être, is formulated:  

  1966 Seed policy bill 2019 Seed policy draft 

Raison d'être of the 
policies  

“An Act to provide for regulating 
the quality of certain seeds for sale, 

and for matter connected 
therewith” (GoI, 1996). 

“to provide for regulating the 
quality of seeds for sale, import and 
export and to facilitate production 
and supply of seeds of quality and 
for matters connected therewith or 

incidental thereto” (Goi, 2019).  

Table 2:Definitions of raison d'être in the policy documents from 1966 and 2019 

Here, it is evident that the two policies are framed slightly differently. Firstly, the policy from 1966 
only mentions seeds for sale whilst the draft indicates a more detailed focal point by expressing 
control of import, export and facilitating production.  

Although this paragraph does not necessary provide with a clear in-depth problematization of seeds 
from the policy maker perspective, it can be combined with historical events and thereafter be used in 
delivering a clear enough visual problematization as to why the policies are framed in such manner. 
Viewing the paragraphs from the Green Revolution perspective, the formally stated problem can be 
dissected and interpreted with the same reasoning as to why the Green revolution started in India. 
Thus, the formally stated problem from the policy makers perspective is identified to be from the 
threatening risk of famine in India but also to incitement control of all seeds in order to subject them to 
the free market and thereafter receive a better control of seed production. This reasoning fits well with 
the liberal agenda that India acquired in conjunction with the Green Revolution (Sisodia, 2014).   
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Furthermore, to achieve the goal of the policy, certain measure/arrangements had to be made. To start 
with, both policies use seed inspector and seed analyst to analyse seeds and inspect all farmers/dealers. 
The details in the policies regarding this matter does not emphasis that any of the subject should be 
treated differently and that both are subjected to the same inspections and analyses. The reason as to 
why a seed inspector and analyst are needed is to control the quality of seeds that are being produced. 
The problem represented with this measure can be combined with the governmentality of liberal and 
paternal agenda. Giving more power to authorities which have been enacted by the Central 
Government is a way for the Government to have control over the production of seeds, from all 
farmers and dealers. The problem represented with this measure, together with the information found 
in the policy and articles about the government’s goal of self-sufficiency and GR, is analysed to be 
that the seeds are of too low quality to deal with the problem on self-insufficiency and thus need to be 
increased. The policy suggests analyst and inspectors as measures with authoritarian right to control 
farmers and dealers. 

 

The Committee 

The next set of measures that are important to the analysis is the Committee. The Seed Committee, as 
it is called in both policies, are framed differently. In the policy from 1966, the Committee is only 
referred to as a board nominated by the government which advices the Central and State governments 
on matters connected with the policy. Furthermore, the policy draft from 2019 expresses further details 
in who should be in the Committee and states a higher diversity of groups and better explanation on 
what assignments the Committee should have. Even though the Committee specified in the draft 
seems more appropriate and planed than from the 1966 policy, farmers from Ladakh, and in general, 
are still underrepresented. In addition, farmers from Ladakh have only one possible candidate to 
represent them. But alongside representing the region of Ladakh, this candidate needs to represent the 
rest of the Himalayan regions as well.  

Measures to ensure 
controlled and quality 

seeds 

Details What problem 
do the 

measures 
represent? 1966 Policy 2019 Policy 

Assign Seed analyst 

- Analyse seed sample  
- Send to seed inspector and to 
whom the seed was collected 
from 

- Analyse seed sample  
- Send to seed inspector and 
to whom the seed was 
collected from 

-Seeds have 
too low quality  
- If seeds are 
not analysed by 
an authority, 
there will be 
food shortage 

Assign Seed Inspector 

- Take samples of any seeds or 
variety, send sample to seed 
analysist. 
- Has the responsibility to 
remove all seeds which are a 
subject of offence.  
- Power to examine and seize any 
other documentation, register or 
material objects if s it is needed 
as evidence.  
- Limitedness power when 
carrying out the purpose of the 
policy.   
- Power to conduct any action in 
the purpose of the policy.  

- Take samples of any seeds 
or variety, send sample to 
seed analysist. 
- Has the responsibility to 
remove all seeds which are a 
subject of offence.   
- Power to examine and seize 
any other documentation, 
register or material objects if 
it is needed as evidence.  
- Limitedness power when 
carrying out the purpose of 
the policy.   
- Power to conduct any action 
in the purpose of the policy. 

- Farmers and 
dealers cannot 
produce high 
quality seeds if 
not controlled 
- The seeds 
from farmers 
and dealers had 
too low quality 

Table 3: Details on seed analyst and inspector in the policies 
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The committee is built more on so called expert knowledge than on small-scale farmers knowledge. 
What is especially lacking is the representation from small-scale farmers from unique areas, such as 
Ladakh. Together with second-hand sources, it is evident that Ladakh is under-represented in policies 
overall (Dame & Nüsser, 2011, Pellicardi, 2013; Dawa, 1999; Van Beek, 2003). This is apparent in the 
seed policies as well and poses a problem for the Ladakhi small-scale farmers to be able to produce 
and use seeds fitted for their environment and agriculture. Furthermore, the problem represented with 
this measure is based on the information given in both policies but with a stronger attention to the 
definition presented in the draft as it is more detailed. The problem that the measure represent is a set 
of minimums concerning germination and purity with seeds that have been set by a committee with a 
low representation of small-scale farmers overall in relation to the total number of representatives. The 
problem represented is therefore that the government believes in an authoritarian control over 
minimums of germination, purity and seed health that seeds should have based on expert knowledge 
rather than local knowledge to be able to be self-sufficient.  

In the policy there is also the representation of two seed dealers and two developers. At first, this does 
not seem to pose a problem as they do not outnumber the farmers which are represented by a total of 
five. Nonetheless, there are still three issues which have been identified. Firstly, the agricultural 
heterogeneity in the different geographical zones can eradicate the participation and deliberation of not 
only Ladakhi farmers but small-scale farmers in general. Secondly because of the missing definition of 
what kind of representatives from the seed industry or developers there should be, the risk of them 
being only representatives from industries which produce hybrid seeds is elevated. And thirdly, the 
fact that the authority deciding who the representatives of farmers, seed industries and developers 
should be is the Central Government itself which means that there is no democratic or equal process as 
to choosing the most appropriate candidate.  

By having a low representation of farmers in relation to the country size and differences in geography 
and climate, the full disclosure by the Central Government and Committee is seen as low regarding 
enabling the possibility for Ladakhi farmers to evaluate the information in relation to rationality and 
risk in the policy. This is further strengthened by acknowledging different institutions and institutional 
roles, e.g seed analyst, inspector, and seed laboratory as the authority in the policy as well as the 
expert roles which constitute the Committee in both policies. This special governing technique, which 
is identified as parental, can be compared with the background history of how Ladakh have been 
viewed in the eyes of politicians, e.g under-developed and in need of financial aid, and how the policy 
emphasizes trust toward experts and institutions stated in the documents. As a result, the Government 
enacts an increased dependency towards Ladakh and its farmers.  

Measures to 
ensure control 

and quality seeds 

Details What problem do 
the measures 

represent? 1966 Policy 2019 Policy 

Seed Committee 

- Advises the Central and 
State governments on 
matters that concerns the 
policy as well as to carry 
out functions assigned to 
the committee by the 
policy.  
- Represented by 8 
people nominated by the 
Central government and 1 
person from each state.   

- Consist of members of government 
(10), members from state government 
(7), farmer from each state (5), 
members from the seed industry (2) 
and seed development (2).  
- Responsibility and power to 
effectively implement the policy as 
well as advise the Central and State 
Government on matters concerning 
seeds that is brought up in the policy.  
- Specifies the minimum gemination, 
purity, seed health and how to handle 
transgenic seeds. 

-The seeds from 
farmers and dealers 
had to low 
germination, purity 
and bad seed health. 
- Experts authorities 
are the only ones 
with knowledge to 
set purity, 
germination and seed 
health standards  

Table 4: Details on Seed Committee from the policies 
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Certificate, penalty, restrictions 

In order for the government to have further control over the production of seeds, three different 
measures have been appointed to have a more direct effect on seed producers, i.e farmers and dealers: 
Certification, penalty and restrictions. These measures are enacted to ensure quality seeds and to 
secure food supply but at the same time indicate a semi-fluid authoritarian power structure where the 
government rather use punishment than information that encourage rational thinking (Foucault, 1987; 
de-Shalit, 2000). In relation to small-scale farmers in Ladakh, these measures are further pushing them 
into a forced production system, which is not fitted for their needs and possibilities. Certification and 
penalty both involve expenses. To get certified, the farmer would need to pay a fee, and if not 
certified, they would have to pay a penalty. Farmers in Ladakh are often seen as self-sufficient when 
speaking about food and regularly rely on farming to bring income to the family. This income is 
considered low in modern measures (Pellicardi, 2013) and would a family receive penalty for 
producing ill quality seeds according to the government measures, it could put the family in economic 
distress. What the problem represented to be is with the measures are the disbelief the government has 
on foremost farmers and the incompatibleness that they possess in producing seeds. 

Measures to 
ensure controlled 
and quality seeds 

Details What problem 
do the measures 

represent? 1966 Policy 2019 Policy 

Certification 
Agency/State 

Seed 
Certification 

Agency 

- To carry out the 
functions of certifying 
according to the policy.  
- Handles all inquiries 
concerning certification 
of seeds, fees concerning 
the application as well as 
minimum of germination 
and purity.   
- Power to revoke 
certifications. 

- To carry out certification based on the policy.   
- Handle applications where a person or dealer 
wish to sell, keep or supply any kind of seeds.   
- May revoke any certificate. 

If there are no 
evidence from 
authorities to 
ensure that the 
farmer/dealer is 
producing high 
quality seeds, the 
policy's aim 
might not be 
fulfilled 

Penalty 

If any person does not 
comply with the policy, 
intervenes with a seed 
inspector or analyst, a 
penalty will be issued as 
a first offence which will 
stagnate if the person has 
been convicted 
previously. If a 
continuance of not 
complying with the 
policy, the person may 
be convicted further and 
forced to forfeit of 
property 

If any person does not comply with the policy, 
intervenes/obstructs with a seed inspector, 
analyst, Sub-Committee, a penalty will be 
issued as a first offence which will stagnate if 
the person has been convicted previously. If a 
continuance of not complying with the policy, 
the person may be convicted further and forced 
to forfeit property 

farmers/dealers/c
ompanies will 
not comply to the 
policy if there are 
no penalties. 

Restrictions 

Restrictions on import 
and export of seeds. The 
seeds need to achieve the 
minimum limits of 
germination and purity as 
well as having a 
container that marks 
these categories 

-On import and export of seeds. - Imported 
seeds are quarantined as well as conform to the 
minimum limits of germination, genetic and 
physical purity, seed health and transgenic 
traits for such seeds. - Imported seeds need to 
follow the Environmental (Protection) Act 
(1986).  
- Limited export if it does not affect the 
nation’s food security.  
- Un-registered kinds may be allowed if the 
Central Government permits it. 

Imported and 
exported seeds 
are a problem to 
secure high 
quality of seeds 
and food 
security. 
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Table 5: Details on Certification agency, Penalty and Restrictions from the policies. 

To be able to analyse and dissect the visible stated problem from a policy makers perspective in a 
post-structural manner, finding the problem represented to be, one must also first critically examine 
the different types of “subjects”, “objects” and “places” which are involved in making the policy 
(Bacchi & Goodwin, 2016)  

Subject 

The “subject”, visible through the subjectification in the policy, is identified to be the farmer and seed 
dealer and is defined as in the table below: 

 

Table 6: Definitions of farmers and seed dealers in the policy documents from 1966 and 2019             

Once again, the 2019 draft has more elaborated descriptions compared to the non-existing in the 1966 
policy. To continue, the farmers and seed dealers were found to be defined as “Any person” in the 
different paragraphs which involves selling or using seeds in any way. Thus, “any person” in the 
policy is conveyed to intitle everyone which may come in contact with the 1966 document, this 
assumption makes it more difficult to continue identifying the subject. The 2019 draft has made the 
definition of farmer and seed dealer more available, which enables a better critical examination of the 
subjectification later in the analysis. As for now, what is most noticeable by reviewing the definitions 
in its simplicity is the possibility for the “dealer” to be defined as a “farmer” by the notion of owing 
cultivable land (see table 2, first row, first and second column). The problem that the policy definition 
of farmer seeks to solve is to include all farmers in the policy and in the policy’s measures for 
guaranteeing high quality seeds. But the problem represented here is that the production of seeds has 
gone from defining farmers in theory, to shortening the production line by giving the dealer an option 
to exclude the farmers completely. The problem with the definition is not only that it excludes the 
farmer if a dealer wishes to do so, but it also indicates that farmers are not an important factor in seed 
production. In relation to power, this notion gives more rights and attention to seed dealers rationality 
in seed production and ignores the complexity of the situation (Foucault, 1990). This gives more 
accessibility for the government to push toward the free-market as seed dealers tend to use as a selling 
platform in contrast to farmers and their local-context.  

 Subject 1966 Seed policy bill 2019 Seed policy draft 
 

Problem represented 

Farmer 

Both farmers and seed 
dealers are expressed as 
"Any/a person" in the 

paragraphs. For example: 
“Any person selling, 

keeping for sale, offering 
to sell, bartering or 

otherwise supplying any 
seeds[….]if he desires to 
have such certified by the 
certification agency, apply 

to the certification 
agency…” 

& 
“Nothing in this Act shall 
apply to any seed of any 
notified kind or variety 
grown by a person and 
sold or delivered by him 

on his own 
premises…”(GoI, 1966). 

“”farmer” means any person 
who owns cultivable land or 
any other category of 
farmers who are doing the 
agricultural work as may be 
notified by the Central/State 
Governments;” (GoI, 2019). 

- If an individual owns cultivable 
land, then that individual is a 
farmer, regardless of other 
occupation or purpose of seed 
production.  
- To guarantee quality seeds, 
farmers can be excluded from the 
production by allowing any person 
who owns cultivable land be 
defined as farmer 

Seed 
dealer 

“”dealer” means a person 
who carries on the business 
of buying and selling, 
exporting, or importing seed, 
and includes an agent of a 
dealer;” (GoI, 2019). 

- The dealer needs to be defined so 
the policy can control the quality of 
seeds by its measures and therefore 
fulfil the policy aim.  
- The dealer can exclude farmers 
from seed production by 
incorporating themselves as 
farmers.  Which can create loss in 
revenue for the farmers. 
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What the proposed problem representation for the definition of farmer and seed dealer means is that 
there is an ambiguity in what a farmer really is in the policy, which in return gives the reader of the 
document to themselves decide what the actual definition of farmer is. What is stated in the third 
column is based on information solely drafted from the two policies and probably only a fraction of 
what the definitions might be defined as. This ambiguity does not only result in a dealer defining 
themselves as a farmer and ultimately pushing the farmer out of the seed production, but also in loss in 
revenue as the farmer would not act as a part of the formal system anymore. There are no empirical 
evidence that shows Ladakhi farmers importance to seed production in India (as they are rarely 
regarded in these kind of policies) but if such scenario is true even for the small-scale farmers of 
Ladakh, this would mean a loss in income that might be of big importance to a family in a small-scale 
farming community. In addition, loss in revenue would ultimately increase the dependency on the 
government which in return might increase hybrid seed usage as this is what the government is 
currently subsidising (Pellicardi, 2013; Spielman & Kennedy, 2016).  

Object 

Moving forward to the making of “objects”, seeds categorise naturally as the main “object” in both 
policies. 

  1966 Seed policy bill 2019 Seed policy draft Problem represented 

Seeds 

“seed” means any of the 
following classes of seeds used 

for sowing or planting- (i) 
seeds of food crops including 
edible oil seeds and seeds of 

fruits and vegetables; (ii) 
cotton seeds; (iii) seeds of 
cattle fodder; and includes 

seedlings, and tubers, bulbs, 
rhizomes, roots, cuttings, all 

types of grafts and other 
vegetatively propagated 

material, of food crops or 
cattle fodder;”(GoI,1966). 

“”seed” means any type of 
living embryo or propagule, 
including seedlings, tubers, 

bulbs, rhizomes, roots, cuttings, 
all types of grafts, tissue 

culture plantlets, synthetic 
seeds and other vegetativly 

propagated material, capable 
of regeneration and giving rise 
to a plant of agriculture which 

is true to such type;”(GoI, 
2019). 

 
 
 

- All seeds produced have low 
quality and if not incorporated 
in the policy, the government 

cannot guarantee quality seeds. 
- If all seeds are incorporated in 
the policy, it is easier to control 

according to a (neo) liberal-
agenda 

Table 8: Definitions of seeds in the policy documents from 1966 and 2019 

As visible in table 3, the policies have expressed seeds in a similar manner by incorporating different 
varieties, shapes, stages of evolvement and intended use into the definitions. This enables the policies 
to be valid in more agricultural practices, increasing the possibility to control not only seeds but 
farmers as well. What is noticeable here is the incorporation of cotton seeds in the definition from the 
1966 seed policy bill. The increase of control over quality of the production of cotton seeds are less 
likely to decrease food insecurity in the nation and thus does not correlate with why the policy was 
enacted in the first place. Instead, this formulation indicates more on the visioning of a liberal and 
neoliberal agenda that all seeds, even those who do not necessarily contribute in increasing food 
production, should be regulated. The definition also broadens expression of control to also involve 
farmers who do not only produce food, but also those who produce materials for other types of 
production industries. The reason for the removal of the mentioning of cotton seeds from the 2019 
seed policy draft is analysed to be because of the reformulation of definition to ""seed" means any type 
of living embryo or propagule…” which indicates that all types of seeds are to be included in the 
policy.  

The problem represented to be here is a notion that all seeds, whether they are for food or not, are of 
bad quality if they are not incorporated by the policy. No further explanation is given in the policies 
why non-food seeds are touched by the documents and its measures. Therefore, the problem 
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represented is mainly on the definition of seeds and entails a further demand for control of production 
of seeds. This fits well into the governmentality of paternalism and creating a dependence from all 
types of seed production on the government. 

Furthermore, in both policies, purity and germination has been defined as key indicators for quality in 
the production. The purity and germination of the different kinds and varieties are specified in the 
1966 policy and 2019 draft as:  

  1966 Seed policy bill 2019 Seed policy draft Problem representation 

Purity and 
germination 

“The Central Government 
may, after consultation of 
the Committee and by the 
notification in the Official 
Gazette, Specify –(a) the 

minimum limits of 
germination and purity 

with respect of any seed of 
any notified kind or 

variety:”(GoI, 1996) 

“On the recommendation of the 
Committee, the Central 

Government may, by notification, 
specify – (a) the minimum limits 

of germination, genetic and 
physical purity, seed health and 
additional standards including 

transgenic events and 
corresponding traits for 

transgenic seeds, with respect to 
any kind or variety;” (GoI, 2019) 

- If the purity and germination 
is not specified, the quality of 
seeds cannot be guaranteed 
- If there are no grade, the 
government cannot control the 
quality of seeds 
- The seeds on the current 
market does not have good 
purity and germination 
- Low purity and germination 
in seeds are a problem 

Efficiency Not specified 

 “The Registration Sub-
Committee  or as the case may be, 

the State Seed Committee may, 
having regard to the efficacy of 

the seeds and its safety to human 
beings and animals, vary the 
conditions subject to which a 

certificate of registration has been 
granted and may, for that 

purpose, require the certificate 
holder by notice in writing to 
deliver up the certificate to it 
within such time as may be 

specified in the notice” (GoI, 
2019)  

- Efficiency of a seed need to 
be satisfactory according to 
the policy 
- Low efficiency can be a 
problem in regard to human 
and animal safety 
- If there is no certificate on 
efficiency, the seed is unsafe 
for humans and animals  
- Current seeds have low 
efficiency 

Table 9: Definitions purity, germination and efficiency in the policy documents from 1966 and 2019 

The expressions are more detailed in the draft from 2019 and thus narrows and limits the production 
and supply of seeds further by also controlling genetic and physical purity, seed health and 
transgenicity. In addition, the 2019 draft also has a paragraph on efficiency (see table 4), which can be 
viewed as another indicator for quality and the neo-liberal agenda that the Indian Government has 
evolved to from the Green Revolution era (Sisodia, 2014). In this paragraph, the policy strengthens the 
claim that different certifications would be provided depending on the efficiency of the seed. Entailing 
that the efficiency of the seeds would be associated with quality. This might put production and selling 
of seeds with stated increased probability of higher yields, i.e hybrid seeds, at an advantage. The 
policy draft from 2019 indicate that there are similarities with efficiency and quality of seeds by 
including them both in expressions where the most important authority in the policy, in this case the 
Committee, is to decide on a standard on efficiency. It could therefore be regarded has the Committee 
legitimising seeds with higher purity, germination and efficiency in comparison to other varieties 
which are not certified according to the policy guidelines. This would ultimately mean that seeds 
which are not certified does not get the recognition of being valuable as they are not scrutinized by the 
legitimate authority in the policies7. This means that the seed draft from 2019 has a more controlled 
perception of what is required to produce seeds. Whilst the policy from 1966, which does not have any 
paragraph about efficiency, falls simply on the requirements of purity and germination.  

 
7 The legitimate authority which are to act for the policy to reach its aim is Central Seed Committee 
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In the 2019 seed draft germination, purity and efficiency are never seen in the same expression. 
Therefore, it is hard to detect what the meaning of these three factors for seed quality really mean if 
you are a small-scale farmer from Ladakh. The ambiguity further visible in personal stories being told 
to the writer of this thesis where small-scale farmers from Ladakh expressed concerns over seeds that 
were not fitted for their climate. What they had received from the government was probably hybrid 
seeds and in regard to the expressions in the policy, they were most likely given to Ladakhi farmers 
due to their seeds being inefficient and considered being of low quality as they had a reputation of 
low-intense agriculture (van Beek, 2003). The problem represented to be for these definitions are 
therefore defined as seeds having to low purity, germination and efficiency that the government had to 
use its paternal power in order to increase these factors and thereafter raise the food grain production. 
But as literature reveal, Ladakh has a so called low-intense agriculture and usually only have enough 
produce to self-sustain themselves. Which makes it unlikely for them to help other regions concerning 
food grains.  

Places 

Lastly, the “places” that the policies intend to include are identified to be any agricultural practice in 
any part of the nation. The notion of “place” in the policies have been analysed to the expression that 
all regions are unified and therefore homogenized which in return is seen as the government and 
institutions exercising their sovereign power over the stated “subjects”. 

  1966 seed policy bill 2019 seed policy draft Problem represented 

"Places" 

"It extends to the whole 
of India", "one person to 
be nominated by the 
government of each of the 
States" (GoI, 1966) 

"the representative of 
farmers, one each from the 
geographical zones…", "the 
Secratary (Agriculture) of 
the State Government one 
from each geographical 
zones…", "Every State 
Government shall establish a 
State Seed Committee to…" 
Only five geographical zones 
for the entire country. (GoI, 
2019) 

- If not divided by States and 
geographical zones, the policy will be 
harder to implement.  
- By having only state and geographical 
zone representatives, the democratic 
process will be easier.  
- If the country is not homogenized, the 
policy will not reach its aim. 
- The country is too big to include all 
perspective on farming 

Table 10: Definition of "Places" from the policies. 

Ruling 

The “places” can be trickled down to be defined by certain territories, in which Ladakh would be 
included differently in respective policies as they have been under different ruling in 1966 and 2019. 
As mentioned in the background, Ladakh’s representation in relation to both 1966 and 2019 draft has 
not been of benefit for the area as they have been under control by both a state government, being 
Jammu and Kashmir, and Central Government as Union Territory. Thus, when analysing how farmers 
in general have been represented in the policy, Ladakh falls under the authority of either a state or the 
Central Government. In relation to 1966 seed policy bill, when Ladakh was a part of the state J&K, 
their representation lies in the definition of representatives from the state of Jammu & Kashmir and is 
further expressed as below: 

“one person to be nominated by the Government of each of the States.” (GoI, 1966) 

There is also a similar representation in the 2019 draft but as Ladakh is now a UT under the Central 
Government, this formulation will not be included. Instead, Ladakh may be represented by officials 
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from the Central Government as they are no longer a part of the Jammu and Kashmir state. Therefore, 
the below expression is how Ladakhi farmers can be represented in the 2019 seed policy draft:  

“the representative of farmers, one each from the geographical zones of the country as specified…” 
(GoI, 2019) 

Geographical zone 

This brings us to the definition of a geographical zone and in which Ladakh is included. These 
geographical cluster is only to be found in the policy draft from 2019. The Indian government has 
divided the country’s regions into five geographical zones in which Ladakh is grouped together in 
zone V together with Chandigarh, Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, Jammu and Kashmir, Punjab, 
Uttarakhand and Uttar Pradesh. This cluster indicates a vast variety of climate and environment, and as 
only one representative from each zone is to take part in the Committee, the chance of it being a 
farmer who conducts agriculture in the same climate and environment as a Ladakhi small-scale farmer 
is considered as minimal.  

As Ladakh is rarely considered in policies (Dame & Nüsser, 2011) they are therefore not considered as 
important to include when deliberating about the content in the policy documents of this huge country. 
The problem represented to be in these formulation lies in how the policy has regarded participation 
and democracy. By just reading what is present in the policies, the participation of Ladakhi small-scale 
farmers can be considered as non-existing. A reason for this might be a problem with the size of the 
country per see and how they tend to the democratic process. To cope with this, the Indian government 
turns to homogenisation to be able to include all farmers in the policy and under the governmentality 
of paternalism.  

4.1.1 What is the problem represented to be: Conception on reliability of 
farmers 
 

A collected problem represented to be can be gathered from the combining the represented problem 
stated in the sections about “subject”, “object” and “places”. Below is an overview of these problem 
representation. The problem representation in small-scale farmers from Ladakh have been identified 
by expressions shown in the paragraphs, definitions and measures from the policies. Analysing who 
the policy targets, about what and in which area, the problem represented to be can firstly be found in 
a combination of farmer, seeds and regions. This, because of (1) the evident change in policy 
definition regarding farmer, (2) the stated problem solution being control of both seeds for food and 
material production, and (3) the perspective of homogenised regions. But also, in (4) the expressions 
that the Central Government has on areas like Ladakh which indicate a concern about under-
development and their potentially low production rate. As history tells us, this has resulted in a rise of 
i.e infrastructure developments which has increased the governments control and influence over 
specifically Ladakh regarding i.e agriculture and seeds (Sing, 1998). 
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Subject Object Places Measures Combined PR 
- Farmers are 
incapable of 
supplying quality of 
seeds by themselves 
and without 
regulations from the 
government 
- It is better for the 
farmer to be 
dependent on the 
government to 
provide quality seeds.  
- It is better that the 
dealer produces seeds 
instead of the farmer 

- All seeds 
that does not 
fulfil the 
policy’s 
standard are 
unsafe to 
humans and 
animals and of 
poor quality 

- India is too big 
to consider small-
scale farming 
perspective 

 
 
 

- Farmers are not to be 
trusted and need to be 

controlled for the 
government to fulfil 
the policy aim. They 
need to be controlled 

by authorities 
provided by the 

government. 
 

= All farmers seeds 
and production 
system are of bad 
quality and a threat 
to the nation’s food 
security > famers 
cannot be trusted 
with seed production 
> disbelief in farmers 
seed production 
system 

Table 11: Combined problem representation for "subject", "object" and "places". 

All these discoveries which has been identified by the help of the analysis gives an intensified 
understanding that the policy does not only convey a problem with the quality of seeds but also a 
conception of small-scale farmers seed production system as insufficient and a threat to the nation’s 
food security. In which must be regulated and controlled to minimize a potential famine. The problem 
representation defined in the definition of farmer is the first indication of how the policy tend to 
subordinate and control the farmer regarding seeds. Specifically, in the policy draft there is an 
opportunity to push the farmers out of the seed production thanks to the reformulation of seed dealer 
and farmer in the policy. The claim that the problem represented to be in the policy is not the fear of 
famine but a fear and disbelief towards farmers seed production system, Ladakhi farmers included. The 
notion that all regions are confined to homogenisation and that in order to simplify the democratic 
process further indicates that the policy makers believe in one-policy-fits all type of solution.  

All the combinations mentioned above indicates a definition of disbelief in small-scale farmers seed 
system which can be conveyed from the government all the way down to the small-scale farmer in 
Ladakh. The disbelief constitutes of a threat that the small-scale farmers seed production might pose to 
the nation’s food security which cannot be solely depended on the farmer to produce seeds for food 
production as the farmers systems are simply not good enough if an increase in food production is to 
be realised. But also, not even for material production to provide for industries in the context of liberal 
(in relation to the 1966 policy) and neoliberal (in relation to the 2019 draft) agenda.  Therefore, other 
means of production, seed dealers amongst them, has been lifted in to be included in control of seeds 
and are thus intituled to produce seeds. 

The two policies are generally viewed as similar in their aim: that controlling seeds is a necessary 
action to secure future food supply. Although not mentioned in this analysis, 2019 seed policy draft is 
continually repeating several paragraphs from the 1966 seed policy bill but with further directness and 
clarity. The overall perception is that the policy bill lay the groundwork for the draft. This has 
essentially resulted in a more detailed and higher control over the production of seeds and an opening 
of the market revolving the seed production which can be viewed as a result to the current neo-liberal 
agenda. It is from here we move forward to next analysis question to examine this problem 
representation further and how it affects Ladakhi small-scale farming. 

 



26 
 

4.2 What are the deep-seated presuppositions or assumptions 
that underlie this representation of the “problem” (problem 
representations) and how do they affect Ladakhi small-
scale farmers?  
 

To explore the deep-seated presuppositions and assumptions in the policy, this part will analyse the 
policy in accordance with the problem representation found in the first analysis question. To find the 
answer to this question of the analysis (1) key words will be defined and (2) how they become the 
“truth” in the policy8 as well as (3) how these “truths” are related to the mistrust towards Ladakhi 
small-scale farmers. After identifying the key words, focus will be to analyse (4) how the “truths” and 
problem representation might affect the deliberation and participation for Ladakh’s small-scale 
farmers regarding the policies as well as their relationship with their varieties and kinds of seeds. 
These answers will be built with a combination of retrieving relevant facts from second-hand sources 
stated in the background chapter and from the previous analysis question as well from the two policy 
documents. 

Knowledges & “truths”  

As the Indian government relies on the concept that the country’s food grain production would not 
increase at the same rate as the population (Stone, 2019), securing the quality of seeds was seen as a 
solution to avoid mass-famine and therefore puts focus on how the production of seeds was conducted. 
In relation to this fact/statement, a deep-seated assumption of the problem representation, identified in 
previous question as disbelief in small-scale farmers seed production system, is the controlled 
knowledge related to seed production. This assumption is identified by “…scrutinizing the 
“knowledge” and knowledges that together constitute the “problems”, “subjects”, “objects”, and 
“places”” within both policies (Bacchi & Goodwin, p. 36, 2016) and what has gone into the making of 
the production of “subjects” and “objects” (ibid. p.37). Key words need to be identified to put the 
problem representation into context and make sense. Therefore, in order to establish the “knowledges” 
in the problem representation, the aim of the policies together with the constitution/definition of 
“subjects”, “objects”, “places” and “measures” have been analysed and resulted in three key words 
that will be the focus point of this analysis question. Table 6 provide of an overview of these key 
words. 

(Seed) Production  

The policies indicate a regulation on seeds for 
sale which in return is connected with the 
production of seeds in general. 

Control/Regulate 

The policies aim at regulation of seeds which in 
this analysis question is conveyed to be control 
of seeds 

Security 

Security is not found particularly in the policies 
aim but rather in the practicalities in how the 
policies should be realised (measures) in relation 
to the reason d'être 

  
Table 12: Overview of key words   

 
8 The definition of ”truths” are according Bacchi and Goodwins (2016) poststructural analysis where they refer 
to Michel Foucault wording and perspective. 
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These key words have been identified because they are words which summarises the policies by being 
incorporated in the policies aim. Also, depending on how they are used and in which context they 
consist of conflict. In this thesis, the conflict is mainly between the small-scale farmer and seed dealer. 
Thus, the key words have been identified accordingly as to what may be conflicting words between 
the two.  

To continue, the policies rely on other representation than farmers to represent these “truths”. These 
are conveyed within experts and institutions and are implemented by using methods like certification 
and penalty to increase control and secure the knowledges or “truths”. To connect this with how these 
“truths” relate to the disbelief toward Ladakhi small-scale farmers seed production system and which 
assumptions that have led to this formulation, we now turn to how politicians have portrayed Ladakh.  
Second-hand sources indicate that there was a common perception by politicians that Ladakh was 
under-developed and in need of financial aid (Aggarwal, 2004, p. 38; Van Beek 1999). Combining this 
with how Ladakh has had an increase in dependence from the government and low-land India in terms 
of food commodities (Dame & Nüsser, 2011; Pellicardi, 2013), farmers knowledge from Ladakh can 
be conceived as being poor in relation to the perceived under-development. Thus, the methods in the 
seed policy to help Ladakh become modern in relation to the “truths” are connected to a disbelief for 
the Ladakhi small-scale farmers seed production system and their knowledges surrounding seeds. 

Ladakhi farmers knowledges  

Connected to the disbelief concerning the “truths” is how Ladakh’s small-scale farmers have the 
ability and opportunity to represent and convey their knowledges in the policy documents. When 
looking at the stated problem of representation with Ladakhi farmers in the policies and connecting 
them to the “truths” identified, their opportunity to get their knowledges incorporated in the policy as 
“truths” are analysed to be low. This, because of how Ladakhi farmers perspectives and opinions are 
being embodied. To display this, three paragraphs have been identified in the policies: (1) the 
representation and definition of the seed dealer/producer in relation to the farmer, the exemptions 
stated in the policies regarding (2) farmers and (3) transgenic varieties and kinds of seeds.  

The first paragraph about the representation and definition of the farmers and seed dealers will only be 
from the 2019 draft. This, because of the farmer being defined as “any person” in the 1966 seed policy 
bill. This representation cannot be included due to the risk of confusing farmer with any other subject, 
for example a seed dealer, is seen as too great and could result in an unlawful analysis. To continue, 
the representation of the farmer is overthrown by the definition (see table 2) of what a farmer and 
agriculture is.  

The definition can be viewed as vague and that it does not fully explain the role of the farmer or how 
the farmers knowledges should be embodied in the policy bill 2019, only that they need to own 
cultivable land or do agriculture as defined in the policy9. This vagueness can be seen from a power 
structure perspective as obstruction of information (de-Shalit, 2000) and as a semi-fluid power relation 
(Foucault, p 114, 1987). In return, this blockage disables rational thinking and allows other subjects to 
increase their knowledge and space in the policy making. By creating a vague definition, the policy 
intends to control behaviour and at the same time imply a protection (Marsden & Reardon, 2009), here 
being the protection of farmers from, according to the government, bad quality seeds. This protection 
is also made stronger by the paternalistic governing technique.  

Other than the definition of farmer, is also the description of seed dealer (see table 2). In conclusion 
from both definitions, seed dealers could hypothetically go by the description as both farmer and 

 
9 “Agriculture includes horticulture, forestry, cultivation of plantation, medicinal and aromatic plants” (GoI, 
2019).  
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dealer if they have land for cultivation. This, by being represented as a person for business regarding 
buying, selling, exporting and importing as well as person who owns cultivable land. It provides them 
with a greater opportunity to convey their knowledges into the “truths” as specified in the policy and 
its problem representation by increasing their chances of being represented in both definitions. By 
creating more space for seed dealers to portray their knowledges and perspectives, the policies become 
more rational to the seed dealers rather than the small-scale farmer. This also fits well with the liberal 
agenda as seed dealers tend to be more important to the free-market.  

The exemption does not only create ambiguity, but it also showcases a risk where the exclusion of 
farmers will disable them receiving valuable information which will lead to their rationality being 
excluded in the policy (de-Shalit, 2000). 

The exemption & transgenic varieties  

The exemption from the seed dealer “truth” that is stated in both 1966 seed policy bill and the 2019 
draft are what can be constituted as a farmer’s right to save, breed and exchange his or her own seeds.  

  1966 Seed policy bill 2019 Seed policy draft 

Exemption, farmers 
rights 

“Nothing in this Act shall apply to 
any seed of any notified kind or 

variety grown by a person and sold 
or delivered by him on his own 

premises direct to another person for 
being used by that person for the 

purpose of sowing or planting”(GoI, 
1966) 

“Provided that nothing contains in 
this Act shall restrict the right of the 
farmer to grow, sow, re-sow, save, 

use, exchange, share or sell his farm 
seeds and planting material except 

when he sells such seeds or planting 
material under a brand name”(GoI,  

2019) 

Table 13: Paragraphs of exemption on farmers rights from the two policy bills 

Both paragraphs indicate that the varieties and kinds of seeds that are grown by a person or farmer 
shall not be undermined by anything in the policies and can therefore be related to farmers rights. But 
the paragraphs are also indicators of how little the farmers own perspectives and knowledges are 
incorporated in the policies as they are portrayed as exemptions and not as something that contributes 
to the “truths”. There is also problematics regarding seed banks and how their methods and 
frameworks are made impossible by this exemption. This is particularly true in the 2019 seed draft 
where the expression of “brand name” may restrict the operations of seed banks as IPR and patents 
might make it illegal for them to store farmers varieties and kinds if a company decides to certify 
them.  

The other exemption found in the policy is about transgenic varieties. Again, this section is only 
written in the 2019 seed draft. This position seems to be questioned or at least up for discussion in the 
2019 seed draft. Transgenic varieties are conveyed in different parts of the documents as something 
that should be avoided. The most eye-catching paragraphs are: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained in section 14, no seed of any transgenic variety shall be 
registered unless the applicant has obtained a clearance in respect of the same as required by or 
under the provisions of the Environment (Protection) Act, 1986:” (GoI, 2019) 

This paragraph alone indicates a perceived difficulty to retrieve such certification to register transgenic 
varieties as it needs to obtain a clearance from the 1986 Environment (Protections) Act. But this 
indication is quickly debunked by another paragraph which specify an exemption regarding research: 
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“The Central Government may, by notification, and subject to such conditions as it may specify 
therein, exempt any educational, scientific, research or extension organisation from all or any of the 
provision of this Act or the rules made thereunder.” (GoI, 2019) 

This statement entails that there is a possibility for researching organisation, educational and scientific 
institutions to use transgenic varieties. It also indicates that the institutions’ research results might 
influence the “truths” and knowledges concerning seeds in the 2019 policy draft. Combining both 
paragraphs on the exemption of transgenic varieties, the likeability for transgenic types of seeds to be 
used in India are considered as very likely. In relation to seed dealers and experts within research 
institutions, these exemptions can increase the influence of seed companies and their production of 
seeds by creating a “loop-hole” for them to incorporate transgenic types in the “truths”. This is also 
analysed to an increase in disbelief with small-scale farmers seed production, including those in 
Ladakh, as the use of transgenic seeds could become a normality. Further, the possibilities of 
producing transgenic varieties can also increase the farmers dependency on the seed dealers and 
government as the crops do not produce a second generation of seeds. 

The information about transgenic varieties have the possibility to change the “truths” in the 2019 seed 
draft by delivering the information through research to the institutions. The rationality of citizens or 
small-scale farmers in Ladakh has evolved to create a trust in those institutions and experts which 
formulate the policy which gives an assurance that there is no need to scrutinize the policy. By letting 
the small-scale farmers in Ladakh to ignore their own perception of rationality and risk, related to the 
information in the policies, disempowers their environmental consciousness and representation. 

This part of the analysis has examined the deep-seated assumption that made the problem 
representation of mistrust possible. By focusing on the” truths” conveyed in the policies, a 
representational picture of Ladakhi small-scale farmers has been made. This picture shows how the 
”truths” are not representative from a small-scale farmer perspective and that it is instead shaped to fit 
the knowledges of experts, institutions and seed dealers. The representation in relation to the 2019 
policy draft also provides with greater benefits toward seed dealers as the current neo-liberal agenda 
enables companies to enact intellectual property rights on seeds. It is from here we move forward to 
next analysis question to examine the unproblematic problems that are left in the policies. 

4.3 What is left unproblematic in this problem representation in 
relation to Ladakh? Where are the silences? Can the 
“problem” be conceptualized differently? 
 

What is left unproblematic in the policies are other perspectives that may influence the construction 
and normative assumptions behind seed production and policies in an unwanted manner. First 
influence that have made the policy beneficial to them are seed dealers. This is mainly analysed due to 
the overhanging issue of intellectual property rights (IPR) and how it might be used to control and 
monetarize on seeds. IPR is something that’s very valuable to seed dealers as they may evoke on 
patent rights connected to brand name. The necessity to use a brand name if a seed is sold outside of 
the exemption of farmer rights (see table 13) can be viewed as an invite to take patent on seeds. The 
risk for seed dealers or companies to take patent on specific variety or kind which has been adapted to 
an area or be of special cultural or traditional value, e.g heirloom seeds, is considered high. In 
addition, the branding of a seed might come of higher value in terms of the “truths” in the policies as it 
may indicate higher efficiency and quality by receiving certification according to the seed policies. 
The perspective and influence of seed dealers shows how an increase in power can overtake cultural 
and heritage seeds and make them officially theirs. This is believed to be achievable due to the 
influence that seed dealers have on policy makers and on the governmentality of the Indian 
government. 
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To continue, the seed policies reduce the focus on the farmers knowledge in production of seeds, 
restricting which knowledges are used and whom they have been conceptualized from. The farmer is 
viewed as an entity with knowledge that is based on traditions. In the policy, this is conveyed by the 
wordings in the exemption (see table 13) where farmers are entitled to be disregarded in some parts of 
the policy. This is both viewed with contentment, as it acknowledges that the farmers rights regarding 
seeds and their traditions should be respected, and discontentment as their representation in the 
policies enables them from the participation and deliberation of the decision-making. In terms of 
small-scale farmers in Ladakh and their liberties, this sheds light on the abstract problem of the right to 
have equal representation, participation and deliberation in the decision-making. The policy’s solution 
to this is to bundle farmers and seeds by the help of definitions and as objects in need of protection by 
controlling the quality of seeds.  

Conceptualizing this problem differently by incorporating the Ladakhi small-scale farmers when 
creating policies would involve and participate them in policymaking. Participation and discussion 
would permit for an essential compromise altering the “truths” of the policies so that they better fit 
small-scale farmers and their rights, limiting the influence from seed companies in the policies 
“truths”. Doing this, would disable the supremacy that the free market has on seed production and 
instead direct a disbelief toward seed companies and dealers. 

As mentioned before, both seed policies are short and vague in its nature and thus gives more room for 
individual interpretation. This notion together with basically no wording that fits with a small-scale 
farmers agenda, creates a question of whom the policies are really for. As the wording focus a lot on 
managing the seed production for a free market (for example words like regulating, facilitating and 
producing are re-occurring compared to words like small-scale farming), the policy becomes more 
intended for those entities who fit the governments agenda. 

Another issue that is left unproblematic is the low representation and participation of small-scale 
farmers from areas such as Ladakh. This is visible by acknowledging the complete absent of the word 
“small-scale farmer” in both policies10. The only definition is texted as “farmer”. This word is in itself 
ambiguate as the policy does not state any clear factors of what is necessary to be defined as a farmer. 
To increase their representation and power, scrutinizing the politicians, always guaranteeing that they 
create policies with full transparency and public reflective equilibrium in relation to the small-scale 
farmers in Ladakh. In addition, public reflective equilibrium would also engage environmental and 
political philosophers in the policies together with the experts, institutions and small-scale farmers. 
This would initiate the discussion about what different types of theories, values, rationality and 
perception of risk that need to be included in the policy for it to be fair for groups that are affected by 
it. Another aspect that is left unproblematic but is recognised by non-governmental organisations 
(NGO) is the lack of third parties in the committee that can act as an entity to dissect and translate 
what is actually said and what the complications or possibilities might be. According to de-Shalit 
(2000) this third party should be an environmental philosopher but in this case, it would be reasonable 
to at least incorporate representation from NGOs as seed developers are allowed to be in the policy 
(this only goes for the draft).  

What is further left unsaid in the 2019 draft are the known effects of hybrid seeds that have changed 
farmers communities and environment. These effects are important to address and allowing small-
scale farmers from i.e Ladakh would ensure that the emotions and opinions from affected farmers are 
incorporated in the realisation of a new seed bill. What is also left unproblematic is the circumstances 
in which the recognition of seed sovereignty in mainly the draft from 2019, is put forward. Even 
though it is of great use to have seed sovereignty incorporated in the policy, the fact that transgenic 
seeds are gaining influence by allowing research institutions to use them, creates a paradox situation. 

 
10 According to Agricultural Census (GoI, 2018) an estimation of 85 % of farmers in India own or use less than 2 
ha of land, which categorises them into small-scale farmers.  
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This situation can create a further issue where transgenic seeds will be incorporated further in next 
seed policy.  

In relation to this notion about the importance of environment, all political challenges and theories 
mentioned in the policy should resonate with nature in which the seed policy would affect. This would 
enable the discussions involving seed production to be align with human, animal and ecosystems as 
well with farmer communities. Simultaneously, the knowledges retrieved from these discussions 
would eventually be incorporated in the policy as “truths”. By allowing more participation from small-
scale famers, the policy would not allow the politicians to disregard any value-related issues regarding 
seeds by making it into a resource related problem. It also takes into consideration about shifting the 
disbelief in policies from farmers to seed companies and dealers. By incorporating small-scale farmers 
accordingly, the playground for companies to manipulate the policies with their “truths” would be 
minimized and replaced with a public reflective equilibrium instead. 

In this chapter, I have showed a development of the content in the policies which indicates a stronger 
focus on the liberal and neoliberal agenda of a free market rather than the representation of the small-
scale farmer in i.e Ladakh. The neo-liberal perspective is a continuation from the 1966 seed policy bill 
liberal agenda and therefore indicates a continuation of treatment towards small-scale farmers in 
Ladakh as mistrustful when considering production of seeds. As a next step in this thesis, I will 
discuss this agenda and what effects it might have on small-scale farmers in Ladakh as well as 
continuing the discussion on how they have been recognised in the policies. 
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5 Discussion  
As presented in the introduction, the aim of this thesis is to create an understanding how small-scale 
farmers have been recognised in the 1966 seed policy bill and 2019 seed policy draft as well as what 
the effect might be if the draft is enacted. Three analysis questions have been answered according to 
the WPR approach. Previous information on seed policies and agriculture in Ladakh will also be of 
importance in this section as it will provide for a greater in-depth understanding of the result from the 
analysis. The names for the chosen sections will further provide with clarity as to how the result is 
related to the aim of this thesis. Differences, recognition and (effects of) implementation are therefore 
synchronized with the research questions posed in the introduction. 
 

5.1 Differences 
 
Even though the 2019 seed policy draft is built upon the 1966 seed policy bill, the analysis has mainly 
pointed out differences in the expressions, paragraphs and definitions between the two documents. 
Still, similarities have been noticed, the most important being the problem represented to be which has 
been identified to be disbelief in farmers seed production system.   
 
As the thesis focuses on small-scale farmers in Ladakh, this revelation has been put into context of 
disbelief with Ladakhi farmers and how they fit in the problem represented to be. Firstly, it has been 
identified that the belief of the region being under-developed and in need of financial aid (Aggarwal, 
p. 38, 2004; van Beek, 1999) spurred the disbelief to a larger extent. This by directing a suspiciousness 
that Ladakhi traditional agricultural practices and their way of life cannot contribute to the entire 
nation’s development or economy. Thus, inputs had to be distributed to the region (Sing, 1998). This 
opportunity has created a legal and political space for seed dealers to operate and enact on seed 
production and intellectual property rights. The space has increased from the 1966 policy to the 2019 
draft by successfully incorporating more knowledges or “truths” related to seed dealers and 
companies. This benefit essentially means that it might be easier for them to enact on IPR than what it 
was in 1966 seed policy bill. Furthermore, the disbelief has created a development in the texts where 
seed dealers have an advantage as the policies have a clear liberal and neo-liberal agenda of 
favouriting free markets with the aim of ensuring the quality of seeds. This has ultimately positioned 
farmers as an outsider in the seed production system, which is preferable for the government, as they 
do not seem to have the incentives or vision to increase the production of farmers seeds.  
 
By emerging results from the analysis with research from second hand sources, shows that even 
though the governments intentions are to avoid a mass famine and increase food security in the nation, 
the favourable conditions given to the seed dealers enables them to actively push the farmer out 
completely from participating in seed production. This advantage has increased since the 1966 policy 
and is in the 2019 draft by incorporating exemptions about transgenic varieties and farmers rights as 
well as adding demands on efficiency for when applying for a seed certification. These additions to the 
2019 draft have once again provided a benefit to the seed dealer on the free market as the seeds, that 
are to a large extent often produced by seed companies, are hybrid seeds which specialises on 
efficiency.  
 
This creates a set of concerns regarding seed rights for small-scale farmers in Ladakh. These concerns 
involve the legitimacy of the policies by expressing farmers rights as an exemption. In the 2019 draft, 
farmers’ rights are respected to a larger extent by the exemption on farmers varieties and kinds. This 
can be viewed as a result from the debate that evolved when the 1966 policy was being replaced the 
first time in 2004 and turmoil erupt (Peschard, 2017). But the exemption becomes paradox and less of 
value when reviewing the definitions of farmer and seed dealer in both policies as these definitions 
would make it possible for the seed dealers to take advantage of the exemption on farmers rights. 
Also, the exemption in specially 2019 draft outlaws the farmer in the Committee as the exemption 
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technically entails that the farmers varieties and kinds should not be subjected to the policy. This 
concern poses a risk for the small-scale farmers as it alienates them from the decision making. 

In the policies, there is a noticeable lack of a holistic perspective where farmers, seed dealers, 
institutions and experts work in collaboration towards the same aim. It is obvious that the liberal and 
neo-liberal agenda is the focus of the policies by analysing the “truths” and historical events such as 
the Green Revolution. In addition, the homogenising of “subject”, “object “and “places” indicate that 
the policies are better suited for seed dealers and companies than small-scale farmers. 

The measures that have been identified shows of further similarities between the documents. They also 
show problem representation in themselves that poses risks to the small-scale farmers in Ladakh by 
not acknowledging their seeds as valuable or of bad quality. Also that the government of India only 
recognises their own authorities and institutions as the ones who can decide which values of quality 
that the seeds need to reach or possess constructs a power relation in favour of the government and 
seed dealers which better fit into that system. This further how the states governmentality can create 
rationalities suited for some specific groups, whilst disregarding other (Foucault, 1991).  It is also 
evident that if the seeds do not fulfil the requirements or if certification is missing, it can develop into 
penalty which seed dealers would have a better chance of dealing with than small-scale farmers, since 
their business is supported by the government, which is visible in the policies. Thus, creates a better 
opportunity of generating income from seed production than what small-scale farmers have. 

5.2 Recognition 
 
The findings of recognition for the small-scale farmer seed production system in Ladakh in the 
policies has been identified to be narrowed down from being recognised by State Government (from 
the 1966 policy) to the Central Government (2019 policy draft). This outcome decreases the chance 
for Ladakh to be recognised as a unique area because of how the small-scale farmers knowledges are 
incorporated in the policies “truths”. This is identical in both policies. In addition, the representation of 
Ladakhi farmers in the Committee from the 2019 policy draft has made a step towards the right 
direction by incorporating the possibility of allowing one farmer from each geographical zone to 
participate in the Committee. In contrast to the 1966 policy, farmers are not even defined nonetheless 
incorporated in the Committee. However, it should be noted that the geographical zones that is 
specified in the 2019 draft entails that Ladakh be combined with eight other areas. All of which are 
different from Ladakh and its high-mountainous agriculture. The chance for the small-scale farmers in 
the region to put forward their perspective into the policy making is therefore considered very 
unlikely. This because the policies do not create any space for diversity, only homogenisation. But 
also, because Ladakh is only populated by a fraction compared to other states (the ones of 
geographical zone V) (GoI, 2020). The notion that all regions are confined to homogenisation further 
indicates that the policy makers believe in one-policy-fits all type of solution. This is not only 
counterproductive from a long-term perspective, but it could also be damaging to farmers communities 
and their environment, such as the one in Ladakh. This, because of how the policies regulations could 
affect the region current agriculture practices and those practices implications for i.e soils, traditions 
and culture. 
 
The ones who do however have a greater chance of increasing their influence are seed dealers and 
companies. It has become clear in the analysis result that the policy is aimed at creating better 
prerequisites for them as they fit better into the neo-liberal agenda. It is also important to notice that 
the representatives in the Committee of both farmers and seed dealers are suggested by the Central or 
State government themselves. This enables the authorities to choose preferable representations and 
candidates to the Committee. 

The assumption made by this is that the recognition of small-scale farmers seed production system 
from Ladakh will be doubtful. In order to secure recognition, the Indian government should apply a 
method where the farmers can have a greater role in the participation and deliberation of the policy. To 
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incorporate public reflective equilibrium would give the small-scale farmer across all of India the 
chance to raise their perception of risk and rationalities in relation to the information that is given to 
them. In collaboration with experts, philosophers and institutions, a policy which promotes farmers 
abilities to produce seeds would be normalised and valued (de-Shalit, 2000). This would increase the 
motivation that there is a possibility for small-scale farmers in Ladakh to be recognised in future 
policies if their knowledges are incorporated as “truths” and if they get the political space to discuss 
and participate in the policy making. The incorporation of farmers knowledge as normative might 
increase the resilience of the Indian food systems and restore degraded nature which has been related 
to the 1966 seed policy bill (Shiva, 1991). 

To incorporate a democratic method, like deliberative participatory democracy into the policy making, 
would mean to strive for a rational and equal representation of different farmers perceptions and 
knowledges at risk. Fail to do this might only create further problem in degradation and a wider socio-
economic gap amongst farmer groups and seed dealers as small-scale farmers are a marginalised group 
in India, often struggling to provide both food and enough income for their families (Bisht, Rana, 
Alhawal, 2020). The neo-liberal agenda which has influenced the 2019 draft will only push farmers 
and seed dealers further away from each other, with seed dealers most likely being the winner of the 
rights to produce seeds for Indian farmers.  

Another aspect worth noticing – the policies are vague on formulating how remote areas are helping 
towards the goal of self-sufficiency, especially high-mountainous areas. There is a questioning as to 
why there should be a disbelief in farmers from Ladakh if they hardly can contribute to the 
revitalisation of the nation’s food security agenda anyway. This brings about considerations whether 
Ladakh should be excluded and liberated from the seed policy draft completely. The unnecessity of 
incorporating Ladakh in the policy can be identified simply for the Indian government to evoke on 
their special paternalistic governing technique and on their sovereign power over the region. This can 
be considered as a very blunt claim but if elaborated further, there is a gain for the Indian Government 
to increase the development in Ladakh. These gains are found in Ladakh being defined as a borderland 
(Sing, 1998) and because of the prospect of future mining (Jayaraman, 2007). Therefore, sensibility of 
increasing the autonomy of Ladakh would mean the preservation of their unique nature, culture and 
traditions. 

But it is also important to stress that the problem may not entirely be on India as a paternalistic state, 
but the lack of participation and deliberation. Rather, a paternalistic state is possible, and sometimes 
necessary, if a democratic socialist, which de-Shalit (2000) claims about socialism being a propriate 
political ideology to save the environment, view is to be achieved. This, to prevent environmental 
complications. Nonetheless, a paternalistic state will not be fair nor democratic if it cannot guarantee 
the opportunity for participation, deliberation and public reflective equilibrium to increase the 
governments perspective on rationality and risk by different areas in the country. It is in this field that 
the Government of India has had less success in according to the results of the analysis. In addition, as 
Ladakh is increasingly being depended on the government for basic food, as showed by Pellicardi 
(2013), they are simultaneously losing their right to be recognised for their unique agriculture. It is 
believed that the more depended Ladakh will be, the more representation from either central 
government or a state will be apparent. 

The result from the policy analysis shows that small-scale farmers are not even mentioned in the 
documents. Even though some data might need update, facts from 2015-16 informs that there is an 
estimated 86,2 % of all farms that are defined as small-scale. This brings the total number of small-
scale farmers in India to roughly 126 million people (GoI, 2018; Bisht, Rana, Ahlawat, 2020). 
According to officials, a small-scale farmer is defined by the amount of cultivatable land that the they 
have and cannot exceed 2 hectares (GoI, 2018). The notion that the Indian government have a clear 
definition of what a small-scale farmer is, raises the question of why the Indian government choose to 
exclude them despite of them being a big part of securing food in India. To not recognise these 
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farmers in the policies, strips them off their power to change and effect the policymakers. It makes the 
small-scale farmers invisible, not only to the politicians, but also to anyone who reads the documents.  

5.3  (Effects of) implementation 
 
This policy analysis has established a probable outcome to Ladakhi agriculture that can be divided into 
short-term and long-term effects. The short term, inspired by history, will likely increase the overall 
production of food crops in Ladakh. This might enable more families to increase their income, send 
their children to better schools, allow young people to travel to other parts of the world or maybe 
allow for a family to buy a greenhouse to diversify their food intake (Dame & Nüsser, 2011; Sing et 
al, 2009). However, it is hard to say where the increased yield will benefit the most. As Ladakh has a 
hard time contributing to the entire nations goal of self-sufficiency (Pellicardi, 2013), the produce 
from farming will most likely go into feeding the large amounts of tourists and military that come to 
the region and not distributed to the other states. 

The long-term effects of the 2019 seed policy draft might repeat some of the effects that have been 
noticed from the first seed policy bill, i.e that chemical fertilizers used to increase the yield has now 
depleted the soil from its nutrition or that the hybrid seeds that are being provided require more 
irrigation (Shiva, 1991). It might also mean that heirloom seeds from the region disappears, either 
becomes monetarized by seed companies or simply illegal for the farmers to use because of IPR. 
Which would certainly fit with the paternal agenda identified from the analysis. In addition, if the 
policy from 2019 and its neo-liberal agenda is implemented, the transgenic varieties might increase 
due to its special exemption. If transgenic varieties are introduced to a larger degree than it already 
has, i.e the illegal introduction of BT cotton11, the result might change the entire agricultural system in 
Ladakh with decreased self-sufficiency rate simultaneously as the dependency on external factor such 
as the government, corporations, tourism or low-land India are increased. In addition, if transgenic 
seeds are adopted on a larger scale in India, the risk of them being produced for a warmer climate 
might affect the yield quality when used in Ladakh. This, because of revelations that non-adapted 
seeds in Ladakh have had a lower quality which has resulted in loss crops due to their inability of 
being stored during the winter (Jina, 1995). Along the disappearance of heirlooms seeds comes the 
loss of Ladakhi traditions and cultures. The importance of seeds to the Ladakhi culture has been 
conveyed by Norberg-Hodge (1991) and Jina (1995), implying the importance of keeping heirloom 
seeds for tradition such as festivities, where ladakhis depend on i.e barley to create chang, a fermented 
alcoholic drink similar to beer. Taking away crops like barley, replacing them with rice or other type 
of grains solely because it will create more yield, would deny the Ladakhi people of their traditions 
and culture. A comparison would be to replace a common crop in Sweden, such as potatoes, with 
another crop just because of the yield. The seed policy has mainly been developed for a greater good, 
to protect farmers from bad seeds. But with a governmentality and a liberal scheme which has had 
significant effect on small-scale farmers seed sovereignty, the threat of companies enacting on IPR is a 
big risk for Ladakhi farmers, and small scale farmers in general, to loose important factors (such as 
heirloom seed) that make their community or area unique. 

By concluding possible outcomes of the 2019 seed policy draft, concerns related to Ladakh’s unique 
and remote properties bring forward the need for a solution to certain scenarios. One of them is the 
loss of Ladakhi’s identity and traditions if heirloom seeds are removed from their culture. Here, seed 
banks would be an already established institution that could guarantee the safe keeping of heirloom 
seed. But the IPR and patent progress in the 2019 draft and the governments neo-liberalism might 
make seed banks powerless to the seed companies influence. The other scenario that needs a solution 
is if a crisis or a collapse of food system would be realised. The current pandemic is an example of 

 
11 Bacillus thuringiensis (BT) is a bacterium which contains a toxic gene. This has been combined with the 
production of cotton seeds to decrease pests. In India, there have been evidence of this type of GMO entering 
cotton production fields despite of it being illegal (Ramaswami, 2012). 
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why it is important to think about scenarios connected to food systems if an area, like Ladakh, has 
earlier sacrificed a part of their self-sufficiency. What is interesting here is how differently a crisis, 
like the current pandemic, effects different parts of the region. Leh, the capital of Ladakh, have had a 
harder time securing food than the isolated villages. It is therefore evident that the current IDR is 
making it more difficult for the people living in the urban city of Leh to have food security than what 
it is for the villages in the region where they mostly depend on their own harvest. It is already grave 
that some of the population in Ladakh have been struggling with food, but would IDR increase in 
combination with introduction and change of crops for the small-scale farmer, it could have even 
greater complications when and if the next crisis appears12 (Pellicardi, 2013). 

5.4 Moving forward 
 
When searching for case studies to incorporate in the section “re-innovate seed policies”, a realisation 
and hopefulness that other tools, methods, and theories could enable a re-creation of the Indian seed 
policy bill in accordance with the environment. By introducing systems and methods like the one 
indicated from Kloppenburg about open-source systems, implementing participatory breeding 
programs, or promote seed cooperative similar to the one already established in India (Singh et al., 
2013; Kloppenburg, 2014; Westengen et al., 2018), farmers might have a bigger chance in showing 
that they are the rightful custodians of seeds and that it is their knowledges that should be the “truths” 
in the policies.  

Reformulating the seed policy draft with a method which involves participation and deliberation 
would critically scrutinize the policy and thereafter make sure that they are benefiting farmers seed 
system rather than companies. This would also allow governments to support institutions which 
promote such improvements to the seed production systems and farmers seed rights/sovereignty. 

To continue, if the draft is implemented, seed cooperatives that are already established in some parts 
of India might be what can be expected in the future if farmer communities want to protect their kinds 
and varieties. This is suggestively the only way for the farmers to play by the rules of the policies if 
they want to protect their seeds. Nonetheless, the entire incentive for its implementation is not as a 
solution to increase the collective thinking and distribution of money or profit, but because this is the 
only way for the farmers to still be in the game and put up a fight against larger seed companies. This 
solution is therefore viewed more as a necessity than an improvement.  

Farmers are continually creating methods in where they can retrieve some rights. Collective farming 
and cooperatives help small-scale farmers produce enough food to cover their own intake and for the 
local market. The way that the farming community are creating methods for a better way of life, shows 
how they are willing to take the matter into their own hands, relying more on each other rather than the 
government. One survey showed that farmers embrace the possibility for a transition to a more fair 
and sustainable farming community. If they would receive more attention in the political sphere, their 
space in the political game might enable them in contributing more in future seed policies (Bisht, Rana 
& Ahlawat, 2020). But as Tamara Wattnem (2016) stresses, for the Indian government to have more 
incentives to change their current agenda on seeds, there need to be a wave of change in the western 
societies to a more sustainable approach. Where the trade agreements value sustainable production 
methods higher than just efficiency and economic gain. 

By discussing the differences, recognition and the effects of implementation of the seed policies, the 
perception of how the small-scale farmers in Ladakhs seed production system have been recognised 

 
12 This information has been retrieved by conversations with Rigzin Gurmet, working at Ladakh Ecological 
Development group, for the sake of a news article written for the Swedish association friends of Ladakh 
(Ladakhs vänner). 



37 
 

and what effects there will be from the 2019 draft has been identified. This identification will further 
guide us to the conclusion of this thesis. 
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6 Conclusion  
 
For this research, the author aimed at answering following questions: 

- What are the main differences between the seed policy act of 1966 and the new seed policy 
draft of 2019? 
 

- To what extent has small-scale farmers seed production system in Ladakh been recognised and 
formulated in the seed policy bills from 1966 and 2019?  
 

- What reasoning seems to motivate the new seed policy bill and what effects may this agenda 
have on the farming in Ladakh? 

This thesis has brought up differences and similarities between two Indian national seed policies and 
simultaneously looked at Ladakhi small-scale farmers seed production system recognition as well as 
what the effects of the newest policy draft from 2019 might be. This has been done by an in-depth 
analysis of the two policies and a literature review. 

The most noticeable differences are how the two policies are formulated and how the 2019 draft has an 
increased focus on transgenic seeds and the policy’s “subjects”, e.g farmers and seed dealers. This has 
meant a larger recognition of farmers but also more advantages to seed dealers as they can benefit 
from the new farmer definition in the 2019 draft. Nonetheless, the two policies still follow a liberal 
agenda by formulating paragraphs and definitions more suited for an open and free seed market. This 
has been visible by answering the analysis question chosen from the “What is the problem represented 
to be?” - approach. The second similarity is the problem representation, which has been identified to 
be disbelief in farmers seed production system. This is analysed to deduct the level of representation 
and recognition of small-scale farmers from Ladakh. The study concludes that the level of 
representation is low, if at all. 

By analysing the policies “truths” and how they are connected to the farmers I conclude that the 
connection has been regarded as inadequate, as both policies, specially the 2019 draft, focus on 
centring knowledges from experts, institutions and seed companies. Together with the “truths”, the 
examination of participation has also been defined. The results have showed that Ladakh as a region 
has a very low degree of representation as they have, and still are, been represented by a larger 
authority or clustered in definitions with different areas in India. All mentions have resulted in 
difficulties for the small-scale farmers from Ladakh to actively participate and be viewed as legitimate 
seed producers. It has also been recognised that the policy does not provide unique areas, such as 
Ladakh with special attention. The policies tend to subject all areas and farmers in India in a 
homogenous manner which is problematic when looking at the environment and from a 
participation and deliberation model due to the lack of rationality and perspectives in the 
policies. 

Alongside this, the reasoning of the policies has been identified to be from a liberal perspective. This 
reasoning is believed to enhance the effects of a possible increase in dependency of the government as 
well as low land India, increase of transgenic varieties, and the enactment on intellectual property 
rights. The increasement of all mentioned above might reduce the use of heirloom seeds in the region 
which is also believed to be have complications such as loss in culture, heritage, and traditions in 
Ladakh. Other possible effects are identified by imagining threatening scenarios. These are directly 
connected to the issue of weakened self-sufficiency of foods in the area. This might cause problems 
when or if there is a crisis which will compromise India’s food systems. As Ladakh is already 
depended on low-land India in commodities like rice, this scenario needs a proper solution. This might 
be more autonomy to the region in subjects which involve agriculture. The suggestion is based on the 
discovery that Ladakh’s agriculture, even if intensified further, will have a very small chance of 



39 
 

contributing to the nation’s goal of complete self-sufficiency in food grains due to its remoteness and 
agricultural system.  

As of present time, it is still too early to know whether or not the 2019 draft will be enacted. It has 
created a lot of debate how it will protect farmers seed sovereignty. But one thing that is certain is that 
if enacted, small-scale farmers in India will have to put more effort into methods like collective or 
cooperative farming to be able to keep their seed rights.  

This thesis has, by its analysis, strives to complement the previous research on Indian seed policies. It 
hopes to contribute with an additional perspective to discussions about policy-making and its local 
implementation. It seems important to create policies where policy makers, experts and small-scale 
farmers interact with each other to provide with a suitable solution for all parties. Such conversation is 
believed to enhance a transition to a more fair and just policy making, built on public reflective 
equilibrium and environmental consciousness. Based on this analysis, it is evident that the Indian 
policy makers have not been (bean) thinking about all relevant actors, particularly not small-scale 
farmers in Ladakh.   
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