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abstract

This thesis explores how regenerative stewardship might enable more 
inclusive forms of decision-making and how such a practice can be 
learned. It starts from the understanding that ecological devastation 
and social inequality are intertwined outcomes of a Western episte-
mological order grounded in the separation of human and more-than-
human life. Within this framework, stewardship is examined as a site 
where such separations are reproduced: as decision-making carried 
out on behalf of others who are not able to participate on equal terms. 
In response, the thesis proposes regenerative stewardship as an ongo-
ing practice of reworking asymmetrical relations–one that recognises 
interdependence and expands what is allowed to matter in decision-
making processes.

The inquiry is situated at the Neue Baumschule, a tree nursery and 
community in Brandenburg of which I am a member, and unfolds from 
within this context through community-based art practice and story-
telling. Structured as two companion parts–experiencing and concep-
tualising–this thesis traces sedimented histories, present conditions, 
and possible futures through both digital and embodied interventions.

The work argues that inclusion is not a fixed condition but a conti-
nuous process of revision that depends on prior relations and on the 
capacity to respond within them. This has particular implications for 
art education: if educational settings are to support more inclusive 
forms of collective life, attention must be given to the temporal and 
structural conditions that allow responsive participation to emerge. 
Where precarity and bureaucratic constraints foreclose such conditi-
ons, the practices described here cannot take root.

Rather than proposing a transferable model, the thesis invites sus-
tained engagement with the labour of returning to questions that resist 
closure.
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preface

This body of work is divided into two parts: experiencing 
and conceptualising. The first tells a story of experiencing 
community: its gifts, its frictions, its limits, and opportu-
nities. The second conceptualises this experience by dra-
wing on theoretical frameworks to place what I have lived 
through in relation to a broader art-educational context. 

Community work is messy. Negotiating positions and 
coming to terms with the conditions of shared relationa-
lity manifests itself in entanglements. At the centre of this 
interconnectedness stands a premise: nothing can truly be 
separated. From separation itself, we, as a society, arrive 
at extractive states of wounding upon wounding. This the-
sis, however, does not only want to name these human-
induced imbalances; it wants to move beyond them, into 
alternative realms whose destinations remain unknown, 
because there is no predetermined goal–only the logic of 
the process.

Given this, it is only consequent that a clean separation 
between experiencing and conceptualising is also impos-
sible. My attempt to structure this work into two parts 
should not be mistaken for yet another effort to sever 
thinking from feeling, mind from body, analysis from expe-
rience. Instead, these parts are to be understood as com-
panions. They influence, change, and support one anot-
her–sometimes even contradict or ignore one another. 
Reading them in dialogue is best–together, they produce 
meaning that neither part could carry alone. To support 

this, cross-references are provided throughout both parts, 
pointing to the corresponding page numbers.

Each part unfolds in three movements–alte, neue, and 
other baumschule–all engaging the site of the Baumschule 
as a different configuration of stewardship. alte baum-
schule attends to the conditions inherited at the site, its 
histories and their sedimented grammars of stewardship. 
neue baumschule examines the ongoing practice as it has 
unfolded through organisational structures and collective 
labour: the forms stewardship takes when a community 
organises itself around a piece of land. other baumschule 
moves into the practical studies undertaken at the site, the 
community-based art practices through which questions 
of stewardship were opened to collective negotiation. The 
guiding question across both parts is: 

How can regenerative stewardship foster inclusive 
decision-making, and how can these practices be 
learned?

I acknowledge the role my communities have played in 
shaping this project. While writing, I gathered witness 
accounts from colleagues and friends–every work or state-
ment from others published in this body is shared with 
their knowledge and consent. Further details appear in the 
bibliography, appendix, and acknowledgements. Although 
this work advocates for collaboration, it does not emp-
hasise individual contributions. Voices in the main body 
are anonymised to recognise everyone equally, and to 
invite readers to connect through their own experiences. 
Anonymisation has its limits here: the Neue Baumschule is 
a small, identifiable community, and some contributors are 
recognisable by the roles they hold. Anonymity, in this work, 
is therefore a gesture that knows its own incompleteness.
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Situated in the in-between, cruising countries, contexts, 
and conditions, this work also moves in between langua-
ges. German and English, used here, are only a small part 
of what is possible in the broader multi-species sphere. 
I invite you to find comfort in partial understanding. 
Translations appear when relevant; otherwise, stories, 
names, or expressions remain in their original form.

This thesis relinquishes the claim to offer finished soluti-
ons, polished products, or settled assumptions. It invites 
you to step in, experience its layers, and live with its con-
tradictions.
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intro

I was a plum.
I have become
a prune, a prune
dried on the seed.
Eat me, eat me! 
Spit out the seed!
I will become 
a tree, a tree,
blossoming plum.
(Le Guin 2024, 241)

The gift of the plum comes with a task: deciding what hap-
pens to its seed is up to whoever eats it. For me, this poem 
undoes a habit of thought: the habit of assuming that what 
is mine is mine, and that what is given is gone. The plum 
knows otherwise. To give is to continue–in a form one can-
not yet foresee, and only if someone decides to let it.

I came to a place where this is negotiated daily: a tree 
nursery in Brandenburg. It was once called Alte Baum-
schule, now it is called Neue Baumschule.

Einst wurde sie old tree nursery genannt, heute heißt sie 
new tree nursery.

The renaming happened recently, while this work was writ-
ten. To call a place old is to acknowledge its history. To call 
it new is to mark a transformation. The nursery has passed 
through something. Like the plum becoming prune, it has 
been altered by time and by use, and by those who have 
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lived alongside it. To rename it is to say: we have been al-
tered too. We are no longer who we were when we arrived 
here.

I found the poem in a glossary under the word regenera-
tion. One could therefore assume this research is about re-
generation. What I love about this poem is that it acknow-
ledges regeneration as an act: something achieved only 
when someone actually spits the seed out. Spit it out! 

This is what this work does: it negotiates the responsibi-
lity that comes with eating the prune–the responsibility of 
deciding what grows from what we take, and of deciding it 
on behalf of those who cannot decide for themselves.

alte baumschule
8
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grounds

If you take the regional train from Berlin toward the Baltic 
Sea, you will reach Gransee station in about 45 minutes. 
Stepping off the train, you’re met with a contrast. On one 
side, there are neat little houses with tidy front gardens, 
flower beds, and picket fences. On the other side stands 
a freight yard leading into an industrial area. Half the buil-
dings here stand abandoned, while others advertise fruit, 
vegetables, or metal goods for sale. Straight ahead runs 
the country road. 

Follow it out of town, and the paved sidewalk soon disap-
pears, leaving you to walk directly on the road itself or 
along the grassy verge, as trucks thunder past and horses 
in nearby paddocks pay you no mind. After roughly half a 
kilometre, you reach the town sign. Here, on the left, lies a 
former tree nursery. 

Turn into its driveway, and a monumental residential buil-
ding rises before you, three stories high and at least seven 
rooms wide. Its red-brick front faces the yard. A few cars 
and bikes are casually parked by the entrance. Stables and 
garages are attached to the house. Across from it, closer to 
the road, stands a chicken coop. At the back of the house, 
the green canopy of a walnut tree rises into view. As you 
approach, it becomes clear that it is nearly as tall and likely 
as old as the house itself. Continue along the driveway, and 
you arrive at a large green gate. Beyond it, 4.5 hectares of 
land stretch out. 

On the other side, you find yourself on a broad asphal-
ted square. To the left: an orchard of apple trees 

that—depending on the season—greets you with the heavy 
scent of blossoms, ripe fruit, or fermentation. To the right 
are neatly walled vegetable beds and a small brick house 
with a chimney so tall that, if you follow it with your eyes, 
you see nothing but sky. 

Ahead, evergreen firs and pines frame yet another buil-
ding, this one lower than the first. Its stone walls seem to 
breathe out cool air, drawing you in along a border of pear 
trees and rose bushes. Inside, a neat workshop fitted with 
tools and machinery. 

Next to it, two greenhouses: one is nearly empty, with 
only chairs, a couch, and a pool table; the other houses a 
cactus collection, experimental plantings of tomatoes and 
potatoes, and many, many pots. Some of the glass panels 
have slipped from the roof, and beneath each opening, tufts 
of grass push up vigorously. Enter from the front, walk the 
length of the greenhouse, and exit at the back. To the left, 
three polytunnels stretch out, only the first equipped with 
irrigation and dense with thriving vegetables. The others 
appear gradually reclaimed by wild weeds. To the right, 
the land opens into cropland: fields and groves repeating 
toward an orchard on the horizon. 

In the distance, a barn faces you. Its brick wall is marked 
by two large remaining letters: FM. Wondering what they 
could stand for, you circle around it, passing display plan-
tings, compost heaps, and open clearings where circus 
wagons and tall towers stand—structures that, as it turns 
out, house composting toilets. Heading back to the work-
shop, you come upon a small clay hut with a stone oven at 
the rear. In front of it, an outdoor kitchen extends into a 
furnished terrace, centred around a well and flowerbeds.

Returning to the gate, you now face the rear of the house. 
The windows stand open, and people wave you inside.
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Fig. 1 (Lux 2025) Fig. 2 (Lux 2023)
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roots

Today, six adults and two children live there; sometimes 
more, sometimes fewer. Back in 2020, it was a group of 
seven who bought the former tree nursery together. They 
had already shared many years of friendship, and over time, 
the idea of living in a community had taken root among 
them. The wish to share expenses, raise children collec-
tively, and support one another through life’s shifts grew 
out of a deep conviction: that the drift toward individualism 
not only distances people from each other, but also from 
themselves and the world around them (Ellerhold 2026).

For more than a decade, they searched for a place that 
could hold their vision. Along the way came moves, tem-
porary arrangements, expropriations, and evictions. Then, 
eventually, they found the tree nursery. At first glance, 
it seemed to offer everything: close enough to Berlin to 
maintain their professional lives, lush enough for children, 
and expansive enough to allow for both community and 
retreat. Pooling their savings, partially supplemented by 
substantial loans, they eventually purchased the land for 
€390.000 (ibid).

Only afterwards did it become clear how far apart vision 
and reality could be. The move from a large city to a small 
rural town proved more demanding than expected. Leaving 
behind Berlin’s famous freedoms–its infrastructure, cultu-
ral life, late-night shops, bars, and cafés–for forests, mea-
dows, and quiet Sundays required a significant adjustment. 
In the end, only part of the group relocated permanently, 
while others began to use the place more as a retreat.

With that shift came the first tensions of collective living: 
questions of effort, investment, and responsibility surfa-
ced. Who contributed what, and how is it valued? The old 
house, for instance, turned out to require far more exten-
sive renovation than anticipated, bringing additional finan-
cial strain. How should time and physical labour on-site 
be weighed against monetary contributions? At the same 
time, the land itself–with all the complexity of a former tree 
nursery, its ecosystems and biodiversity–demanded more 
resources than seven people alone could provide. Out of 
this realisation, the group of friends founded the associa-
tion Alte Baumschule e.V. in 2021.

The association was created to gather the resources nee-
ded to care for the grounds of the former tree nursery. From 
the start, the project focused on environmental stewards-
hip. Because it was never meant for commercial gain, only 
a non-profit structure was considered; one dedicated to 
serving the public good. To meet its official responsibili-
ties, the association included its purpose in its statutes: 
promoting nature conservation and environmental educa-
tion through ongoing reforestation, educational programs, 
and the creation of spaces for people to experience nature 
(Neue Baumschule e.V. 2026). With this definition, the 
association is not limited to just this site. Although the nur-
sery grounds are its main base, the organisation should be 
able to act beyond the interests of this specific location.

This setup has a few important effects. The group of 
friends, who are also the homeowners, retain full control 
over the land and its use and development. Meanwhile, 
the association has only limited power to intervene and 
address the specific problems it was created to tackle. For 
example, when considering funding new infrastructure, it 
is important to ask whether this supports the association’s 

21
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non-profit goals or primarily benefits the homeowners.
Mostly, the residents’ interests align with the association’s 
goals. Both are committed to collectivity, recognising that 
everyone depends on each other and working to ensure 
this benefits everyone. To keep communication open and 
ongoing between daily life on the grounds and the organi-
sation, residents always serve on the association’s board.

The board is biennially elected. It includes a chairperson, 
deputies, and a treasurer. In total, the association has 46 
members (ibid.), called friends of the Baumschule; a term 
that reflects the organization’s roots. In recent years, the 
association has tried to grow beyond its close-knit, yet 
somewhat limited, beginnings.

Through sustained public outreach and ongoing efforts to 
engage with the surrounding community, the association 
has gradually opened outward. Today, its members include 
not only friends and acquaintances, but also residents of 
Gransee and the wider region. A key moment in this shift 
has been the annual harvest festival–a celebration of both 
the season’s yield and the year’s shared labour. These gat-
herings bring together exhibitions, live music, homemade 
food, film screenings, and other creative contributions, 
often drawing several hundred visitors and becoming a 
focal point in the association’s calendar.

Ernte gut, alles gut

Beim alljährlichen Erntedankfest gibts Apfelsaft. 
Dafür werden Äpfel gelesen, Bäume gerüttelt, 
Äpfel gelesen, Äpfel gewaschen, Äpfel probiert, 
Würmer ignoriert,
Äpfel zerkleinert, Äpfel zerquetscht, und Äpfel gepresst.
Und dann wird Apfelsaft abgefüllt und Apfelsaft getrunken 
und Apfelsaft verkauft. 

Dazwischen gibt es Hunde, einer davon wird Lola genannt. 
Lola, 
so heißt auch meine Freundin, die das Herbstfest besucht. 
Immer wenn nach Lola dem Hund gerufen wird, 
fühlt sich Lola der Mensch angesprochen. 
Lola der Hund gehört zu Doro der Fischbudenbesitzerin. 
Sie ruft: „Lola“, und 
„Frischer Fisch!“. 

Lola frisst gerade einen Apfel und 
Lola isst frischen Fisch. 
Frischen Fisch frisst Lola, 
Lola isst einen Apfel. 
Oder andersrum? 
Nunja. 

Der Apfelsaft kann entweder pur 
oder verdünnt genossen werden. 
Tobi trinkt seinen gerne 
mit einem Schluck Schnaps. 

Lola und Lola freunden sich an. 
Doro findet das gut, 
und findet auch Tobi gut 
und seine Idee mit dem Schnaps. 
Später ruft sie seinen Namen in die Nacht, und thanksgiving.

Fig. 3
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neue baumschule

network

For those living at the nursery, anchoring the association 
within the region was especially important. As a group of 
young Berliners who had purchased a long-established 
tree nursery and relocated to a small, rather conservative 
town in Brandenburg, they were, at least initially, met with 
some scepticism. 

In addition to the annual harvest festivities, the 
Baumschule engages with other initiatives to build the local 
community. One of them is the cooperation with Acker e.V. 
This nationwide association establishes communal arable 
land to make gardening accessible to everyone, framing it 
as a practice that is sustainable and locally embedded. At 
the core of Acker’s approach is the idea of enabling people 
to experience the processes of growth and value creation 
in food production. Central to this is close collaboration 
with local communities and volunteer participants (Acker 
e.V. 2026). 

For the Baumschule, the collaboration mainly provided 
infrastructural support. Acker offers workshops that equip 
the collaboration partner with the skills needed to coordi-
nate and manage the garden community, while also sup-
plying promotional materials and resources to advertise 
the project. In addition, they provide financial assistance 
for three years. This funding can be used to purchase tools, 
seeds, and seedlings to ensure the garden’s long-term via-
bility, and to implement smaller infrastructure projects, 
such as storage facilities or irrigation systems. The overar-
ching goal is for the Acker garden to become self-sustaining 

14
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and operate independently once the support period has 
ended.

The cooperation between Acker and the Baumschule 
began in 2025. Today, less than a year into the project, its 
continuation is already at risk due to low participation.1 
A key challenge is the local context: many Gransee resi-
dents already have access to their own fields or gardens 
and therefore see little need to cultivate land elsewhere. 
At the same time, although people from Berlin might have 
a stronger interest, the distance is too great to allow for 
regular involvement. Moreover, relying on participants from 
outside the area would contradict the project’s core objec-
tive of fostering a locally rooted community. This situation 
lays bare the realities of community work and the frictions 
that arise when needs and urgencies diverge. 

field work

Another project highlights a different perspective, in which 
such dimensions of community work are put into ques-
tion. It was one of the first major initiatives and the first 
one of its kind: a tree-planting action in collaboration with 
GranDeliSee e.G. SoLaWi. SoLaWi (solidarity agriculture) 
operates as a cooperative mode for regenerative farming. 
Unlike Acker e.V., it relies on an established and stable 
group of participants who engage in shared labour and 
distribute local harvests at affordable prices. Its coope-
ration partners typically provide the land for cultivation 
(GranDeliSee e.G. 2026).

In 2021, however, SoLaWi cultivated its own 3 hecta-
res of land. Both the cooperative and the Baumschule 
are located on the former grounds of the Gärtnerische 
Produktionsgenossenschaft Erika. (horticultural produc-
tion cooperative Erika).  GPG’s were collective farms in the 
former GDR (East Germany), in which farmers were requi-
red to cultivate land and manage resources collectively. It 
was this shared proximity that eventually led to the colla-
boration between SoLaWi and the Baumschule.

This intervention was particularly significant, as years of 
monoculture cultivation had depleted the soil. Agroforestry, 
by contrast, operates through a diverse mix of plant spe-
cies that increase biodiversity and improve microclimate. 
In this way, it supports soil regeneration while protecting 
it from further erosion and disturbance. At the same time, 
it strengthens the landscape’s resilience to climate change 

18
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and provides additional yields such as fruit and timber 
(ibid.).

The tree-planting action took place over two weekends, 
during which more than 1,800 plants were planted with 
the help of around 100 volunteers (Neue Baumschule 
e.V. 2026b). As one might imagine, planting thousands of 
plants is incredibly costly. First, they need to be purchased. 
To give a sense of scale: a single seedling can cost up to 
15 Euros, making planting it in large numbers a significant 
expense. Second, in order to carry out the work, machinery 
such as an excavator has to be rented, and basic equip-
ment, like shovels, gloves, and pickaxes, must be bought. 
Third, over two weekends, all the volunteers needed to be 
fed and properly cared for. And finally, there were smaller 
but unavoidable costs, such as advertising the event.

At that time, the Neue Baumschule e.V. was still in its 
early stages and could not yet rely on steady income from 
membership fees, making external funding necessary. 
Eventually, the association recieved a donation of €20.000 
from a company, explicitly tied to the aim of compensation 
(Ellerhold 2026). Through this transfer–closely aligned 
with the logic of CO₂ offsetting schemes–the tree planting 
action was financed.

While the tree-planting itself matches the association‘s 
statutes, the way it is financed has drawn criticism and 
accusations of complicity in greenwashing. Alongside this, 
another question emerged: who actually takes care of what 
has been planted? The company that funded the project 
will not be responsible for its upkeep. And as the plants 
are still in their early stages of growth, SoLaWi cannot yet 
harvest or redistribute any yields. So who remains? Who 
continues to care for them over time? One possible ans-
wer to those questions would be the Baumschule. Another 
would be me because I took part.

18
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other baumschule

The tree-planting action was my first official encoun-
ter with the Baumschule‘s work. Although I already knew 
some of the founding members from our shared studio in 
Berlin, I hadn’t had a chance before that to become active 
in the association. With this event, that changed.

In the days leading up to it, I was incredibly excited. I had 
never planted a tree before, and I associated it with doing 
something great: meaningful for the environment and 
future generations. It felt almost sacred, something larger 
than myself, a genuine connection to the earth. Guided by 
these ideas, I found myself crying as I placed my first tree 
into the ground. To be fair, I was physically exhausted at 
the same time, so the intensity of the moment likely con-
tributed to my tears. Still, what remained was a sense of 
abundance and gratitude for what I experienced as a gift: 
being able to plant a tree, and to do so alongside friends.

Since then, I have been actively involved in the associa-
tion‘s work. I regularly hosted exhibitions and residencies, 
helped organise the harvest festivities, joined the educa-
tion working group, and even lived there for a winter to 
complete my bachelor’s thesis in solitude and silence. 
But: I never returned to the tree I planted back then, even 
though it had felt so very important to me. This, in turn, 
brings me back to the question of how a sustainable rela-
tionship–one that truly regenerates–can actually be main-
tained over time.
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to understand how they are experienced and to observe 
how they take shape through narration. I was especially 
interested in whether a shared language, or even a shared 
vocabulary, might emerge: something that could unify per-
spectives and connect individual experiences to a broader 
whole.
 Fifteen people I had previously invited participated in 
the study. The participants could hardly have been more 
diverse–age, cultural background, profession, and abili-
ties all varied–yet each was connected to the tree nur-
sery in some way. Some live there, others belong to the 
association, and still others are artists or cultural wor-
kers linked through exhibitions or tree-planting initiatives. 
Consequently, some knew each other well, while others 
were barely acquainted.

The study took place digitally. This was not the original 
plan, but it became necessary for practical reasons: seve-
ral participants, including me, resided abroad, making it 
nearly impossible to convene in person. To proceed, the 
study had to adapt to these circumstances.

This transition to a digital space prompted me to move 
away from the specific site of the tree nursery and instead 
focus on a more general figure: the tree. Though still tied 
to the nursery, the tree could also stand alone, opening 
the project to a broader perspective. Its layered nature–
a living organism; a word/sign; and a metaphor–anchored 
my approach. This multidimensionality, I believed, offers 
participants numerous points of entry, while remaining 
specific enough to ground the inquiry in questions of care 
and place.

Storytelling is an established method within the educa-
tional realm: to avoid overly academic approaches, I chose 
to engage with its most immediate form: everyday narra-
tion. An everyday narrative might be a small incident, an 
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beginnings

When I began my Master of Education in Arts, I was hesi-
tant to situate my research project within the Baumschule. 
I think I was afraid it might become too personal, which, in 
hindsight, seems impossible to avoid. I was also concer-
ned about exposing my friends and my community, about 
how the frictions, disagreements, and ongoing discussi-
ons might be represented. But: it is never only about what 
we say, but how we say it. In this sense, the Baumschule 
itself encouraged me to pursue my interests and questi-
ons. Then, only a few months ago, a discussion emerged 
within the association: to expand its approach to regene-
ration beyond ecological practices to include culture and 
the arts (Neue Baumschule e.V. 2026). For me, this became 
the decisive moment. As a pedagogue, I felt it was an invi-
tation to understand the Baumschule not only as a site 
of learning, but as a site of research–and to explore how 
situated artistic practices might support and deepen rege-
nerative processes.

To engage with the multiple layers of responsibilities that 
shape the Baumschule, I chose to approach these comple-
xities through storytelling. My graduation project grew out 
of this decision. Its first phase took the form of a study tit-
led insert tree here to grow a forest, which explored story-
telling as a way to engage with relationships of care–both 

30
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This is about telling and listening.
It’s about trees and tree nurseries,
about fuck yes and rather not,
about language and understanding.
About power and love and, well,
the whole planet.
All of this — and much more — is
what I’m exploring in my Master thesis
at the Piet Zwart Instituut.
To do so,
I have to study theory on the one hand, and conduct
artistic field research on the other.
That’s where you come in:
storytelling,
as we know it,
doesn’t happen alone.
Your contributions will become part
of a collective artistic process — and at the same
time, (my) object of research.
In concrete terms: we’ll make something together.
I’ll decide what, observe it, document it, analyze it,
and publish it.
Your influence in all of this is absolute.
Absolute influence.

observation, or an anecdote–simple elements that pro-
mote genuine engagement and cultivate relatable stories. 

Initially, I planned to gather these stories in a shared diary 
on CryptPad, an open-source platform. It enables collabo-
rative writing and editing, but with one key feature: con-
tributions remain anonymous. This anonymity, along with 
the option to edit or delete entries, was intended to encou-
rage a collective narrative. Unfortunately, I did not explain 
the project to my participants this way. Instead, I invited 
them with a poetic, vague description, prompting questi-
ons. I approached participants this way because I was still 
unsure about the study‘s procedures. To ease that pres-
sure, I left the description open, allowing myself to adapt 
as the project unfolded.
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After sending out my cryptic invitation, a participant cal-
led expressing concern about using CryptPad due to their 
cognitive disability and unfamiliarity with the platform. For 
them, accessibility meant using tools they already knew 
how to use. In response to their feedback, I switched to 
Telegram, a messaging service that is straightforward to 
use. In group chats, messages appear individually, mar-
ked by time and authorship. Unlike the original plan, ent-
ries could no longer be collaboratively edited or merged. 
This shift required a new approach: instead of a shared 
text, individual voices came forward. To adapt, I decided 
to focus on personal storytelling and leverage Telegram‘s 
familiarity, acknowledging its expectations for notifica-
tions, responsiveness, and quick replies. I embraced the 
shift and designed three prompts for personal storytelling.22

30
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Fig. 5

The stories shared multiple points of reference, including 
myths, politics, and geography, while consistently appea-
ring carefully written, personal, and honest (Appendix 3). 
This created, at least for me, a strong sense of intimacy. 
Reading about grandparents, children, long-lost friends, 
hopes, dreams, and fears touched me and left me greatly 
valuing the contributions. In hindsight, I would describe 
this phase as one of trust-building, in which a shared space 
was established: an archive of autobiographical narrati-
ves that were only accessible to group members. While I 
interpret the carefully written texts as showing a certain 
degree of mindfulness towards each other‘s contributions 
and the project, there was little direct interaction between 
participants. That the process of storytelling was a parallel 
one, I had anticipated, given that the prompts within the 
new format did not explicitly invite collaborative co-crea-
tion. Nonetheless, an implicit agreement emerged around 
modes of responding, with the first contribution combining 
an image with a description–a format quickly adopted by 
the entire group. 

After cruising through time and space, wandering from 
past to present to future trees, from Italy to Greece, to 
Morocco and Poland, Latvia and Finland, to Fantasia, 
and Utopia, it was time to introduce the second phase. A 
game called fuck, marry, kill. Typically, the game involves 
selecting three people and deciding, hypothetically, whom 
to sleep with, marry, or kill. In this context, participants 
applied those choices to the three trees identified during 
the first phase. 

My interest in this game stems from personal experience: 
my cohort and I used to play it after class, and for me, it 
was always a moment charged with anticipation. Through 
its engagement with moral frameworks and its demand 
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for decision-making, the game requires clear positioning 
and reflection, thereby heightening the potential for fric-
tion and disturbance–something I enjoy embracing, for I 
believe it to be crucial in order to grow inclusive.

After introducing the task, the group fell silent, and 
several days passed before the first response appeared, 
setting the stage for subsequent group dynamics. At this 
point, differences became clear. Some participants ques-
tioned the framework, finding the categories too inappro-
priate. They articulated their reservations, describing the 
task as nonsensical or ethically unacceptable, and chose 
not to complete it. I did not intervene. Meanwhile, others 
translated the categories metaphorically, offered alterna-
tive interpretations, or proposed speculative outcomes. 
As these differing positions emerged, participants began 
to interact more often: commenting on each other‘s res-
ponses, expressing (dis)agreement, referring to perspec-
tives, and relating across positions. For the first time, they 
addressed me as a facilitator, questioning my intentions 
and framework.

Once the period I had set had passed and no further 
replies came in, I closed the phase. After thanking them 
for their participation, I invited them to complete a ques-
tionnaire (Appendix B) to reflect on their experience and 
provide feedback. In the questionnaire, I also informed 
them about a physical meeting at the Baumschule, where 
we would extend our narrative work in a corporeal setting. 
They could take a poll to decide whether and when to hold 
such a meeting. At the same time, I suggested keeping the 
Telegram channel open for questions, updates, or further 
inquiries. After a few days, one participant began sharing 
the ongoing journey of the tree they had introduced earlier. 
From that moment on, the chat became active again, with 
others sharing petitions, literature, and various updates. 
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I read this as a genuine sense of communal engagement 
and decided to pursue the idea of a collective story by sha-
ring the following: 

When I was a kid, adults told me that if I swallowed the 
seeds of a watermelon, one would grow inside of me.

My hope was that people would just continue the senten-
ce, and thus a collective narration would gradually form. A 
continuation shortly followed:

Actually, I know a girl to whom that happened! She ate so 
many watermelon seeds that her belly started to inflate so 

much that they had to cut her open and take out the tree 
that grew inside of her!

Actually, there is a strange fruit growing in my belly right 
now...

Afterwards, the conversation came to a halt. What was 
shared was the announcement of a pregnancy. I thought 
it was amazing, as this person was a friend of mine, and 
apparently felt encouraged enough to share such news in a 
chat of strangers. Nevertheless, I did not really know how 
to navigate the situation further: from a speculative format 
that enforced imaginative sharing and that I had theoreti-
cally anchored, it had become a deeply sensitive personal 
statement. I felt as if I didn‘t have the resources to fully 
support or guide this growth with the needed sensibility 
or creativity. So I remained silent. As did the whole chat. 
(Instead, I texted her privately). 

Only a couple of weeks later, after evaluating the questi-
onnaire and the poll, I sent the workshop invitation to the 
chat group.

30

14.03.
Neue Baumschule
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Templinerstraße 12
16775 Gransee

Corporeal Stories

Fig. 6
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disruptions

One participant–someone who is not only a close friend, but 
also a resident of the tree nursery, a former board member, 
and one of the driving forces behind the association–could 
not attend on the scheduled date of the workshop. I rea-
ched out to check in. They reassured me that, even in their 
absence, the Baumschule would be open and welcoming. 
With this in mind–and knowing that three other residents 
and one board member were aware of my plans as they 
had participated in the poll–I began preparing for the day.

The idea was to continue working through storytelling: 
to share narratives about trees and, eventually, to develop 
one collectively, grounded in the site‘s specific context.

In the midst of these preparations, I received an email: the 
tree nursery‘s newsletter. It contained an official invitation 
to the annual general assembly, followed by a tree-plan-
ting action. The date was March 14–the exact same day as 
my workshop.

I was shocked. I cried. It felt as though my entire Master’s 
project was unravelling. I had already informed partici-
pants, bought train tickets, made plans, had conversati-
ons, imagined the day in detail–and suddenly, none of it 
seemed possible. As members of the association, many of 
the participants and I were expected to attend the general 
assembly. My workshop would inevitably be overshadowed, 
if not entirely displaced. And then: a tree-planting action. I 
struggled to see how a storytelling workshop could hold up 
in comparison. It felt more fitting, more meaningful, more 
necessary–it simply seemed better. I was devastated. 
Then I became angry. I wondered how this oversight hap-
pened, whether it was carelessness or a lack of concern. 
Slowly, another realisation set in: I had not communicated 
clearly enough. I had never informed the board directly. I 
had assumed it would be sufficient to tell my participants. 
I had assumed the information would circulate. I had assu-
med that, because I was part of the community, everyone 
somehow knew what I was doing. After the initial shock, I 
texted my friend again. They replied: “This is the best thing 
that could have happened to you.”

Eventually, I began to see things differently. The works-
hop’s disruption revealed that my research extended 
beyond collective storytelling–it was fundamentally about 
collectivity itself. The challenge I faced reminded me that 
community work is a dynamic process: always shifting, 
always negotiated.

I wrote an email to the board. Almost immediately, I 
received a call back: “What about a collaboration? You 
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help us plan and organise, and we make space for you to 
do what you need.” No problemo.

From that point on, the responsibility for the day was no 
longer mine alone. I would have infrastructural, financial, 
and creative support. And yes–planting a tree is, in many 
ways, more compelling than talking about one. But more 
importantly, it opened up what I had been searching for all 
along: collaboration.

Still, doubts lingered. Was this enough for a Master’s pro-
ject? I questioned whether it was a project at all–or simply 
a continuation of what I had always been doing: organi-
sing, participating, showing up, attending meetings, plan-
ting trees, helping where needed, and joining discussions. 
It felt like the bare minimum, almost. In the end, I decided 
it had to be enough. The concepts and vocabularies I had 
been working with began to take on a different weight in 
this very moment as they became practice. To stay with 
the friction, to remain with what unfolds from it, to become 
with it, and to respond to it. 

revivals

Saturday, the 14th of March, approached. Travelling to 
Berlin on Tuesday, I planned to spend the week preparing. 
I had agreed to help with the catering, so I made hum-
mus, set a sourdough starter, traded with friends, jars of 
kimchi for bottles of kombucha, and packed fermented 
and preserved food. I also spent quite some time with my 
two cats; another multispecies community I am part of–
(momentarily only part-time, as they stayed in Berlin when 
I moved to Rotterdam). Spring had just arrived. Chili, the 
older cat, took her chance and ventured out for the year’s 
first outing. She didn‘t return before I left on Friday. I tried 
not to worry, recalling her previous disappearances, but 
uncertainty remained.

I reached Gransee at sunset. Meeting friends at the gate, 
we walked to the barn, where two board members prepa-
red for the next day–one working on the red excavator, the 
other unpacking boxes of young trees. After greeting and 
catching up, I helped loosen the seedlings´ roots from 
their containers.

I’m sorry about the miscommunication. There‘s been so 
much going on that we didn‘t realise the overlap. Did it 

mess up your plans?

Things are different now, but that‘s okay. I‘m beginning 
to understand that working collectively means holding 
change. 
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At dawn, we had dinner together. It was warm enough to 
sit outside, and everyone was too busy to interrupt work 
for a proper indoor meal, so we gathered in the outdoor kit-
chen, eating what had been prepared. Even then, the work 
continued to run through our minds.

I don‘t think we have enough trees for everyone to plant 
one. Maybe we should get more in the morning?

Maybe. But there‘s definitely enough work for everyone. 
Planting a tree isn’t just putting something in the ground. 

There are holes to dig, compost and fertiliser to mix, stakes 
to cut...

I know. But I don’t think that‘s what people come for.

Let‘s finish up for today, sleep on it and decide tomorrow.

Later, we returned to the field. 

Just a field
A generative spatiality
An expanse of possibilities.
(Bruneau 2022,56)

It was already pitch-dark. One carved deep holes into the 
ground, following a planting plan designed to support our 
agroforestry system, while the others stood around the 
holes.

Can I have a cigarette? 
Sure. 

Dude, I love my job as a gardener. 
It really changed the way I walk this earth. 

You know, there are no final truths in this field. Everyone 
does things differently, believes in different methods or 

plans differently. Even this agroforestry system. I talked to 
three gardeners, and they all advised us to do it like this or 
do it like that. The thing is that you always have to look at 

where you are. Read the soil. And only then you decide. 

We kept standing there, looking into the holes as I tried to 
figure out what this ground was trying to tell me. Pointing 
at the earth, it was explained to me that the soil here was 
especially rich because of the nearby compost–that was 
great for the trees, but it also attracted mice, and they liked 
to eat the young plants.

Why don‘t we protect the roots with wire baskets? 

Not a big fan. But touch this. See how sharp it is? That‘s 
Barley, an awn-bearing grain which is rich in silicium. Mice 
hate silicium because it makes the plant hard to digest. We 

should burn hay with such a high silicium content in the 
holes. That way, the soil later benefits from the ash, which 
acts as a fertiliser while also protecting it from predators. 

The problem is that we just don‘t have any dried barley 
around. 

I tapped the ash of my cigarette into the hole.

Yeah. Close enough, haha.
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How to plant a tree

1.	Preparation: Soak the roots in water mixed with 
compost for 15–30 minutes.

2.	Groundwork: Dig a hole about twice as wide as 
the root ball. Loosen the soil and mix in com-
post and horn shavings:
•	 80–90% excavated soil
•	 10–20% compost
•	 1–2 handfuls of horn shavings per plant

3.	Planting: Place the tree upright and straight in 
the hole. The root collar should be at ground 
level. Fill in the soil and lightly firm it down.

4.	Supporting: Drive a bamboo stake into the ground. 
Attach the tree loosely with a jute string.

5.	Accompanying: Now, plant the companion plants 
around the tree.

6.	Watering: Water the tree thoroughly.Then add a 
ring of bark mulch around the tree (do not place 
mulch directly against the trunk).

Fig. 8

Fig. 9

Fig. 10
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The next morning, I woke early. Having slept in my car under 
pine trees and woken to birdsong, I felt the air cold, clear, 
and still. Then my phone rang: could I go and get more 
trees? Over coffee, we discussed what might complement 
the existing alders and quinces. After considering several 
options, I set off. The nearest nursery was 31 kilometres 
away. I spent nearly an hour there, talking with the emp-
loyees through possibilities, before settling on black cur-
rants and elder to extend the system. With twelve young 
trees in the trunk, I drove back. On the highway, I laughed 
at the contradiction: driving from one nursery to another 
by car, only to plant trees meant to capture CO₂. I thought 
of calculating the balance, then let it go. Some contradicti-
ons remain unresolved. Feeling wrapped in them was part 
of the process.

I got back just in time for the general assembly. It las-
ted two hours. For the first time, a suggestion was turned 
down, and another didn‘t pass without everyone agreeing. 
It felt important—like a real sign of democracy. By the 
end, big choices had been made: the association would be 
renamed from Alte Baumschule to Neue Baumschule, and 
its purpose would grow to include art and culture (Neue 
Baumschule e.V. 2026).

By the time the assembly ended, around 35 people had 
gathered. I had planned to start the day by connecting 
faces to the stories from the earlier digital exchange, but 
encountering the energy of the moment, I let that plan go 
and moved with everyone toward the field.

After a brief introduction and a demonstration (sample 
planting), smaller groups formed organically. Each took on 
a different section of the field. I found myself in a group 
of five people who had also participated in the pilot study. 
We unloaded the twelve trees I had brought and decided 
to plant them together. Since they hadn‘t been part of 

the original plan, we chose a spot where raspberries and 
blackberries were already growing and extended the row 
in the spirit of an agroforestry layout.

We began by digging. At the very first thrust of the shovel, 
one of us jumped onto it with both feet–just as they had 
seen moments earlier. The shovel snapped. We laughed. 
Not only the soil but also our nervousness loosened in that 
moment.

At one point, we came across a young hazelnut tree that 
was in the way: it stood exactly where a new hole was sup-
posed to be dug. Since agroforests are planted in straight 
lines, the tree interrupted the layout. We decided to uproot 
it. Removing the young tree took considerable time and 
effort. Four of us pulled at its trunk while one dug like crazy 
until its roots finally gave way, and we were able to drag it 
out of the ground. Unsure what to do with it, we tossed it 
into the grass beside us. At least we would not have to dig 
another hole.

Once all other holes were ready, we paused for a break–
potatoes, salad, quark, eggs, the food I had brought. 
Someone had baked the sourdough into bread whilst I was 
gone to buy the plants. Teamwork makes the dream work; 
or as the Baumschule would say: Viele Hände, schnelles 
Ende. 

After lunch, things changed. We started planting toge-
ther. Without talking, it was decided to do it collectively–
one tree at a time. One of us put the first one in the ground; 
the others layered compost, soil, and horn shavings. Each 
hand: one ingredient. When the hole was full, and the tree 
was wrapped into its new home, we paused. 

I‘ll call this one Samwise. 
May it grow strong and generous, and bear fruit and 

become a good companion to the others.

35
36

35
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Fig. 11 Fig. 12 Fig. 13
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We took each other‘s hands–almost instinctively–then 
burst out laughing at the same time. It felt both sincere 
and completely absurd.

Let‘s dance around it! 

Fig. 14 (LOL¥, 2025)
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And so we did: circling it, changing direction, holding 
hands. Without planning it, the gesture became a ritual. 
With each tree, we repeated it–sometimes kneeling for 
smaller plants, sometimes adding singing–but always 
returning to the same shared movement. And for each 
plant, new names, new stories, new associations surfaced. 
One blackcurrant (German: Schwarze Johannisbeere) was 
even baptised (with beer):

In Latvia, where I come from, there is this Saint Johannis, 
and we celebrate him in a festival called Johannisfest. 

Actually, it‘s one of the most important festivals for us. It‘s 
at the time you Germans call the Sommersonnenwende, 
and this Johannis person is the symbol of fertility. So this 

tree, this one shall be very fruity. Very juicy, if you know 
what I mean.

Fig. 15

35

Fig. 16 Fig. 17
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After nearly five hours, we were done. The field had emp-
tied; most groups had finished long before. Only a few 
people remained in the distance, placing the last trees into 
the ground. Our hands and knees were covered in dirt, our 
bodies tired, but we were deeply content.

Looking at what we had accomplished, our attention 
returned to the young hazelnut tree. After planting so 
many trees, it felt wrong to have uprooted one and effec-
tively condemned it to die. We decided to replant it elsew-
here and eventually dug a hole just beside the row we had 
planted.

Hey, let‘s go see this tree you planted years ago and never 
went back to!

So we did. I found it immediately–first row, left of the gate, 
fifth plant. It had grown taller than I expected. Seeing it 
again was quite pleasing.

By evening, things slowed down. Most had left; only the 
residents remained. We gathered around a fire. They invi-
ted me to stay–to watch a film, to wind down together—but 
I decided to drive back to Berlin, to go look for my cat.

outro
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A couple of weeks later, I am once again in Berlin. I invite 
some of my friends of the Baumschule over for dinner. We 
let our shared time pass through us once more–talking, 
above all, about what the tree-planting and the tree-thin-
king did to us. Apparently, it left traces. One friend brought 
a drawing. It shows four creatures holding hands in a 
circle, mid-step, as if caught dancing. They tell me how it 
has been in their sketchbook for two years already and that 
they thought of it the moment they came home from the 
planting action. Only then did it receive a title: Otherworldly 
Gathering. The creatures reaching toward another could 
be the gesture we found in the field. To see it on paper, 
drawn before we danced it, tells me that traces not only 
run forward, but also run backwards, gathering what was 
waiting to be understood. In all kinds of contexts, relations 
suddenly become visible, associations stretch open; we 
remember, we picture, we imagine what our trees might 
be doing right now and might continue to do (to us).  

I get asked whether I‘ve been to the nursery since the 
planting. I haven‘t–but I‘m planning to go the next day. I 
promise to send word about how our trees are doing.

I arrive at the Baumschule in the rain. My socks soak 
through before I reach the field. I think about the first tree I 
planted here, years ago–the one I never came back to until 
two weeks ago. Now I am back, and I notice the rhythm 
has changed.

Our trees are standing tall. The rain kisses new leaves, 

caressing their branches, tickling the buds. They are sprou-
ting! My companions show me which blossoms have been 
pollinated; this is where a fruit will grow! In my mind I had 
carried the image of how they looked when we planted 
them: almost bare sticks in dark earth, just weeks ago. To 
see them now, already reaching, surprises me. They are 
living! Thriving! Doing exactly what they are supposed to 
do, and yet it feels like a gift. Especially seeing the young 
hazelnut, whose destiny we had in our hands, and reali-
sing we had made the right decision to put it back into the 
Earth, is a relief.

I take a picture and send it to the others. An answer 
comes in: 

Already a legend.

Yes. A legend. A legacy. A story to tell and keep on telling as 
the trees will keep on growing. As will we. What we planted 
that Saturday is not finished. 

I walk back to the gate, wet to the bone. I am already 
planning my next visit, but first things first: people wave 
me into the house–today I will stay a little longer. 
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Endnotes
1	 During the course of writing this thesis, the Acker community 
became more stable and consolidated. One notable development was 
the Baumschule’s growing collaboration with Gransee’s refugee com-
munity, for whom the project provides access to land and collective 
gardening practices.

As this change occurred during the later stages of the research pro-
cess, it falls beyond the scope of the present analysis, which reflects 
the situation during the primary period of fieldwork. Nevertheless, it 
raises questions of belonging, access, and ownership that resonate 
with the themes discussed in the following chapters.
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intro

This research is grounded in the premise that anthropoge-
nic climate change and social inequality are deeply entan-
gled. Both are understood here as effects of a broader epis-
temological order, structured by a persistent separation 
between human and more-than-human relations. Within 
dominant Western knowledge systems, the “human” has 
been positioned as central, while other beings and environ-
ments are reduced to resources. This logic is also theori-
sed in the widely used concept of the Anthropocene, which 
names humanity as a dominant geological force but often 
does so through a universalising “we” that obscures the 
uneven histories of extraction, colonialism and racialisation 
that have produced these conditions (Makonnen 2022). 

Under the guise of civilisation, both land and people 
were rendered extractable. The classification of land as 
property enabled its dispossession for extraction, while 
the classification of certain humans as inhuman justi-
fied their dispossession into slavery. This logic persists in 
contemporary formations: mines, plantations, industrial 
pollution, and the dumping of waste on Indigenous land 
continue to reproduce colonial and racial hierarchies that 
excessively burden specific populations (Yusoff 2018). 

Through this separation, both the modern construction of 
“the human” and the forms of ecological devastation now 
attributed to humanity as a whole emerged. Yet this sepa-
ration is neither universal nor inevitable. Many Indigenous 
epistemologies understand human life as inseparably 
embedded in relations with flora, fauna, and the ecosys-
tems they inhabit (Kimmerer 2013). Attending to these dif-
ferences makes visible that the separation underpinning 
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dominant frameworks is historically produced and mate-
rially enacted. It is therefore crucial to examine how such 
separations become operative in practice, so that col-
lective life–human and more-than-human alike–may be 
reconfigured toward forms of coexistence that enable 
life “as well as possible” (Puig de la Bellacasa 2017, 3).

This is where this research turns to stewardship as a con-
crete form in which relations between humans and the 
more-than-human world are organised. Stewardship–
especially in environmental contexts–is usually described 
as the managerial work of protection and preservation. 
It unfolds, however, within historically and institutionally 
sedimented structures, as outlined above, that define who 
gets to decide, for whom, and on what terms. Precisely 
because stewardship operates at the level of decision-
making over shared worlds, and it is, by structure, enac-
ted over others–that cannot equally negotiate their prac-
tice–rather than with them, it offers a lens through which 
the persistence of separation can be examined in practice.

If stewardship is one of the sites where asymmetrical rela-
tions are reproduced, then the question is how to rework it. 
This thesis proposes the notion of regenerative stewards-
hip to name such reworking. “Regenerative” does not sim-
ply refer to the work of restoration of systems so that they 
may continue functioning productively. Rather, it names 
the ongoing reworking of relations under conditions mar-
ked by asymmetry in ways that acknowledge interdepen-
dence. This entails recognising that these conditions are 
not a resource one manages but a set of relations one deci-
des within (Machado de Oliveira 2021). This shift in object 
entails a shift in decision-making. Instead of being exer-
cised in authoritative and exclusive ways, decisions must 
be addressed within the interconnected web of relations. 

Inclusion, then, is an ongoing negotiation over who and 
what is part of the world a decision concerns. Ultimately, 
it names a practice of widening the circle of what counts 
as mattering in a decision. And it must be understood as a 
quality that can be more or less present in how regenerative 
stewardship is enacted. What is at stake is a reconfiguration 
of belonging that counters the separation outlined above.

Stewardship is kin to care. While the German term 
Pflegschaft makes this connection audible through its 
relation to Pflege (care), the more substantive connec-
tion lies in practice. Maria Puig de la Bellacasa concep-
tualises care as three interrelated dimensions: labour/
work, affect/affections and politics/ethics. Care, in this 
sense, is „the concrete work of maintenance, with its 
ethical and affective implications, and a vital politics in 
interdependent worlds“ (Puig de la Bellacasa 2017, 5). 

For stewardship, this entails practices such as monito-
ring biodiversity, getting one’s hands into the soil and, in 
turn, being touched by that encounter; and engaging with 
questions of land use and ownership. These three dimen-
sions are never free of tension; as Puig de la Bellacasa 
emphasises, they involve frictions and contradictions that 
cannot be fully resolved. Stewardship inherits this fric-
tion, and with it the unequal relations that structure it.

This is why regenerative stewardship does not aim to 
dissolve asymmetry, nor could it. Under law human ent-
ities1 remain the only ones capable of legal decision-
making: it is up to us to decide which tree to uproot in 
order to build a new house. Here lies the contrast to care: 
decisions within stewardship can never be entirely hori-
zontal, because they concern interventions enacted on 
behalf of others who cannot participate symmetrically in 
those decisions. The task of regenerative stewardship, 
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which entails inclusive decision-making, is not to erase 
this condition but to make it accountable and negotiable. 

As decisions emerge in specific conditions, so too does 
the making of decisions. There is no blueprint for how to 
do it; instead, it must be worked out anew each time, and 
thus needs to be learned, unlearned, and relearned again 
(Shapiro, 2026). This is where art education becomes a 
crucial terrain: it is one of the pedagogical settings that 
does not merely teach about relations but can stage the 
conditions in which they are enacted. Through engaging 
with arts in such educational frameworks, it is expected 
that people develop civic engagement, critical thinking and 
problem-solving (jagodzinski & Wallin 2013). Community-
based art practices carry this orientation into method: 
long-term, place-based, and collective. In this sense, art 
education through community-based practices is already 
rehearsing what regenerative stewardship requires. 

This brings the Neue Baumschule into view as a research 
site. It is a setting that is at once a piece of land and a com-
munity that stewards it. The term “Baumschule” already 
opens a productive conceptual space, as it can be trans-
lated both as “tree nursery” and “tree school”. The first 
echoes the notion of stewardship as kin to care; the second 
foregrounds learning as a situated practice. Taken together, 
the site‘s name conveys what this work seeks to explore. 
What makes the Neue Baumschule particularly relevant is 
that I am an active member of its community, which means 
that I approach this research from the inside. This follows 
from what has been established so far: if regenerative ste-
wardship is a situated practice with learning at its core, then 
research into it cannot proceed from a detached position 
outside the field–to study the practice is already to be impli-
cated in it. My entanglement and the friction of occupying 

several roles at once register the very asymmetries and 
negotiations that regenerative stewardship is about.

What follows is an exploration with and at the 
Neue Baumschule guided by the research question: 
How can regenerative stewardship create more inclusive 
decision-making, and how can such practices be learned?

8; 12
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blood, soil

The Baumschule is located in Gransee, a small town 
in Brandenburg, shaped by long-standing interdepen-
dencies between land, labour and settlement. As an 
Ackerbürgerstadt (agrarian town), Gransee historically 
combined urban and rural life: fertile soil, rich forests, 
and proximity to Berlin supported agricultural productivity 
and industrial development–especially brick production 
(Heimatmuseum 2026). These productive conditions gave 
rise to a question of belonging, posed through negotiations 
of ownership: who belongs to the land, and to whom does 
the land belong?

Under National Socialism, the myth of Blut und Boden 
(blood and soil) gave this question its most violent answer: 
belonging was determined by blood, and soil was imagined 
as both origin and destiny for a racially defined community. 
This ideology naturalised exclusion: those outside of the 
Deutsche Volk were denied legitimate claims to land, yet 
their labour could still be exploited (Trunk 2025). Building 
on these ideological constructs, during the Second World 
War, Gransee’s infrastructure became part of the Nazi war 
economy, reliant on forced labour (Heimatmuseum 2026). 
Ravensbrück, the largest women’s concentration camp, lay 
nearby; imprisoned women worked in local agriculture and 
industry, entwining the landscape with histories of coer-
cion (Mahn- und Gedenkstätte Ravensbrück 2026). This 
arrangement laid bare the contradiction within the logics 
of Blut und Boden: bodies excluded from belonging, still 
bound to the soil through force. The land not only witnessed 
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this violence–it was formed by it, in an infrastructure that 
linked agricultural productivity to mechanisms of extermi-
nation. 

After 1945, the ideology was officially repudiated, but its 
material and affective residues did not simply disappear. 
The successive reorganisations that followed each tou-
ched the question of belonging through yet another politi-
cal endeavour. Collectivisation in the German Democratic 
Republic (former East Germany) transferred land into col-
lective ownership, answering the question of to whom the 
land belongs at the level of property. The question of who is 
recognised as belonging to it, however, remained fraught. 
Reunification then reshaped land use and economic rela-
tions once more, bringing in new actors and logics. Once 
again, possession was redistributed while recognition was 
not—because belonging operated through inherited cate-
gories that lay beneath the reach of any administrative 
reform.

Against this backdrop of transformation, the former tree 
nursery was established in the post-reunification setting. 
Focused on landscape management and private sales, it 
eventually declared bankruptcy in 2004, leaving behind a 
site defined by layered histories of rupture and reinvention.

These histories shape local dynamics and politics to this 
day (CDU Brandenburg 2026). The Neue Baumschule, as 
an international, queer, and collaborative community, 
introduced ways of living that do not fully align with prevai-
ling local identities. The initial response was suspicion: a 
watchful reserve, a scepticism about whether the associa-
tion would hold and whether its inhabitants would accom-
modate the place. 

This suspicion can be read in more than one register. It 
is, in part, the reasonable caution of a region repeatedly 
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reshaped by external control. It can also be read through 
the categories of exclusion which the ideology of Blut und 
Boden inscribed into the region‘s social imagination. Or it 
may be the ordinary wariness of rural communities toward 
newcomers from a metropole. Either way, they all nego-
tiate questions of inclusivity. 

From this I draw a first answer to the question of how 
inclusive decision-making through regenerative stewards-
hip can be learned: it begins by grounding the work of ste-
warding within its historically structured predispositions–
recognising its actors, and acknowledging the different 
forms of relating. 

The Baumschule is eager not to stand in simple opposition 
to its surroundings, but to engage with questions of belon-
ging through an ongoing negotiation with the land and 
those who share it. bell hooks describes such a sense of 
place as the culture of belonging, rooted in mutual commit-
ment rather than possessive claims (hooks 2009). Robin 
Wall Kimmerer extends this through the idea of “beco-
ming-indigenous-to-place”; not through ancestry but 
through sustained reciprocity with the more-than-human 
world (Kimmerer 2013, 9). 

This is the counter-argument to Blut und Boden. Both 
concepts invoke a bond between people and land, and 
both speak of belonging–yet they are structurally inverse. 
The NS myth grounds belonging in descent and converts 
it into a claim: the land is ours by origin, and others can 
be excluded from it. Relational belonging grounds itself 
in what one does, and continues to do, for a place and its 
inhabitants; it confers no ownership and no inherited title, 
and it cannot exclude on the basis of blood, for there is 
nothing held or bound by blood in the first place. Where the 
first is inherited and possessive, the other is earned and 
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answerable. And because relational belonging is real only 
insofar as it is continuously enacted, it also must be con-
tinuously learned (hooks 2009). That learning has to stay 
alert to the histories it inherits–all the more so because the 
ecological crisis is increasingly captured by ecofascist dis-
courses that revive fascist logics under the guise of envi-
ronmental concern (Benjamin 2024). A regenerative prac-
tice that cannot tell these two apart risks being absorbed 
by exactly what it opposes. 

Relational belonging does not dissolve the asymmetry 
inherent in stewardship, but it changes the terms on which 
decisions are made. Belonging that is earned and answe-
rable makes the steward accountable to those whose deci-
sions it affects.

The Baumschule serves as a methodological lens in this 
work. The histories sedimented at the site–agrarian, fas-
cist, collectivised, privatised–are precisely what inclusive 
decision-making has to answer to. The site is generative 
for this exploration because its circumstances do not allow 
the human and the more-than-human to be held apart, 
and because it operates through possessive and relational 
forms of belonging at once. What follows turns to the ongo-
ing practices of the association–each intervention answe-
ring again to the conditions their stewardship inherited and 
chose. 

neue baumschule
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networth

In 2021, the Baumschule planted over a thousand trees. I 
was among the hundred volunteers who placed seedlings 
into the ground that weekend–among them was the first 
tree I ever planted. And then I did not return for five years. 
My absence was a structural feature of the temporality in 
which the action operated. Puig de la Bellacasa distingu-
ishes between productionist time and soil time (Puig de la 
Bellacasa 2017, 171). Productionist time is measurable 
and closeable. Soil time stays open; it runs across many 
species and across many years, for it is the time in which 
the relations that constitute a living soil form and reform. 
Regeneration, on this account, can only be entered on the 
terms the soil itself sets (ibid.).

The CO₂ certificates2 through which the action was finan-
ced operate in productionist time. Their logic depends on 
the planting being an accountable event: a tree planted, a 
quantity of carbon sequestered, an emission offset elsew-
here. Whatever happens to the tree afterwards falls outside 
the frame of the certificate. Whether the action amounted 
to greenwashing is beside the point: the certificate must 
close, and the tree must keep growing. This is not a moral 
contradiction, but an incompatibility that became an issue 
precisely because its operating in two temporalities was 
never disclosed. 
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My supervisor, Renée Turner, once said: “Gardeners plant 
for the season, arborists plant for a future they will never 
see” (Turner 2026). To plant a tree is to think in a time the 
planter will not live through. This is what happened with 
me and that first tree I planted in 2021: I had not seen past 
productionist time, and it never occurred to me to wonder 
who would care for the tree in soil time. 

This is not an uncommon experience. Silvia Federici 
(2004) shows that rendering invisible those who care for 
the land has a long history–indeed, that it is constitutive 
of land enclosure itself. The early modern privatisation of 
the commons was inseparable from a violent reorganisa-
tion of reproductive labour: women were disciplined, their 
knowledge of plants and healing (respectively regenera-
tion) was dismantled, and the unpaid domestic labour on 
which the new property regime depended was naturalised. 
Privatising land and privatising care were one movement 
(ibid.). 

The enclosure described by Federici (2004) returned to 
the 2021 action as a frame: making one kind of labour legi-
ble and the other invisible. The action was not deliberately 
designed for no one to return, but the conditions under 
which it took place favoured an unnamed labour. 

The question that emerges thus is not only who cares/
stewards, but also whether the care-taker/steward has 
been named or rendered invisible.

What circulates at the Baumschule is a heterogeneous field 
of urgencies–human and more-than-human bodies, legal 
and organisational ones, public narratives, artefacts and 
sedimented histories–each standing in relation to many 
others, and each relation carrying a different weight (Zoöp 
2026). The following map makes these relations visible.

Mapping is one tool for letting distributions at least 
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become apparent, but this won‘t render the decisions 
that follow automatically inclusive. Care, even at its most 
committed, distributes burdens unevenly–a configuration 
named by Puig de la Bellacasa as noninnocent care (Puig 
de la Bellacasa 2017, 164). That the cooperation with 
Acker e.V. is now close to failing is one such noninnocent 
situation. The collaboration was meant to deepen the 
Baumschule’s roots in the region by inviting local partici-
pants, but the responsibility to endure such a relationship 
could not find a stable holder: a friction of distribution.

This chapter can therefore state that regenerative ste-
wardship cannot be achieved through a single gesture, 
just as the work of inclusion is not done through a single 
consideration. Both are established over time and through 
relations, in repeated practice. What can be learned here 
is that the labour of distribution, asking, and naming are 
themselves practices of inclusion.

17
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other baumschule
In the preceding chapters, the Baumschule was depic-
ted as a site that is informed by inherited histories and an 
ongoing collective practice. What follows turns to my prac-
tical research at the site. In four chapters, I read it through 
the question that orients this thesis: how regenerative ste-
wardship can create inclusive decision-making and how 
such practice is learned.

Intra-action attends to the first phase of this research, 
in which participants engaged with personal storytelling. 
Superimposition reflects on the second phase, a delibera-
tely staged moment of rupture. Not-yet examines the study 
design‘s limits. Becoming-with follows what happened as 
the research moved beyond its first digital setup into the 
field.
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intra-action

In the first phase, participants were invited to articulate 
their relations to trees across three temporal registers: 
present, past, and future. The coupling of inheritance and 
speculation formed the pedagogical groundwork for “lear-
ning toward a future that is not known” (Atkinson 2020, 
108). This design sought to engage stewardship’s multi-
dimensional temporality while also attending to the chal-
lenge of making such relations perceptible. As Kimmerer 
reminds us, “restoring land without restoring relationship 
is an empty exercise” (Kimmerer 2013, 338).

The first temporal register thus operated through atten-
tion. Attention is crucial here, as one cannot care for or take 
responsibility toward what one has not perceived (Piscaer 
2024). In this case, attention was directed not only toward 
individual surroundings but also toward the shared chat 
space itself. As this was the first intervention within the 
research process, participants had not yet established a 
common ground. This quickly shifted through an implicit 
agreement that materialised around modes of response: 
the first contribution combined an image with a written 
description, a format soon adopted by the entire group.

It is here that Karen Barad’s concept of intra-action beco-
mes useful. Intra-action describes how entities do not pre-
cede relations; rather, they emerge through them. A field, 
for example, shapes a farmer’s practices through its soil 
texture, microbiome, and ecological conditions, while the 
farmer simultaneously shapes the field through ploughing, 

crop rotation, and cultivation practices. Neither entity is 
fully fixed prior to the relation; both are continuously cons-
tituted through it (Barad 2007). In a similar way, partici-
pants and the group chat became enacted into a particular 
mode of collective being.

One participant remarked: „I don‘t think I had a relation-
ship with any tree around me. I don‘t think I ever noticed 
them. Now I see them in the sense of being aware of them 
and their presence.“ This statement reflects a process of 
discovery, suggesting that the tree had always been pre-
sent but only recently noticed. Interpreted through the 
lens of intra-action, a more complex dynamic emerges. 
The tree and the participant did not exist as a relational 
pair prior to this moment; rather, their connection was 
constituted through the act of attention. The transforma-
tion was not a matter of increased knowledge about a pre-
existing tree, but the emergence of the relationship itself, 
which simultaneously defined both the participant and the 
tree as relational terms. This perspective also clarifies the 
significance of the chat format that developed. The shared 
mode of response did more than convey pre-existing per-
ceptions; it actively shaped which relationships could be 
recognized. Participant, tree, and group were constituted 
together in a single process. Thus, attention serves as the 
practice through which such relationships are formed and 
subsequently become available for stewardship.

The second register–the past–operated through inheri-
tance. Participants’ recollections situated the self within 
temporal and social continuities, rendering visible the 
relations and responsibilities one already inhabits. Such 
acts of recognition are a condition for changing the future 
(Imarisha 2021). Storytelling can facilitate this process by 
creating conditions of mutual recognition through which 
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learning becomes possible (hooks 2013). This became 
apparent as participants began reacting to one another’s 
memories, recognising shared experiences and recalling 
similar encounters.

Such practices of worlding, however, are not free of pit-
falls. As Ruha Benjamin reminds us, storytelling also repro-
duces oppressive systems: colonialism, capitalism, white 
supremacy, and cisheteropatriarchy all endure through 
powerful narratives (Benjamin 2024). The Blut und Boden 
myth likewise functioned as a collective imaginary, inscri-
bing exclusion and belonging into a narrative of land, her-
itage, and identity. Elke Krasny captures what this means 
for engaging with remembrance: “a caring revolution takes 
wounds inflicted by the past as orientation for caring for 
futurity as well as for future care” (Krasny 2021, 217). 
Remembering, then, is not simply about preserving the 
past. It also concerns how histories of exclusion and vio-
lence can orient future relations to avoid reproducing the 
same harms. What matters, therefore, is not only what is 
remembered, but also through which categories and nar-
ratives remembrance takes shape (Ricoeur 2004).

It is important to stress here that individual memories 
must be distinguished from collective and cultural forms 
of memory (Klepacki 2014). The autobiographical memo-
ries practised in this setting were significant insofar as 
they opened up a shared space of remembrance, which, as 
already established, is crucial for understanding tempora-
lities of regenerative stewardship. At the same time, this 
exercise does not claim political and cultural significance 
within a broader field of perception and meaning-making.

The third register–imagining a future tree–carries a similar 
weight in the discussion, as future-oriented imagination 
is not free from extractive narratives–e.g. imaginaries of 

colonising Mars or blocking out the sun (Benjamin 2024). 
Especially in envisioning the not-yet, (Muñoz 2009), imba-
lances of accessibility and inclusivity became apparent. 
Within the chat group, imaginative capacity was unevenly 
distributed: while some participants easily developed spe-
culative narratives, others described the future as inacces-
sible or difficult to envision.

But her brain was not interested in the future. 
Loaded with the past and hungry for more, it 
left her no room to imagine, let alone plan 
for, the next day.
(Morrison 2004, 83)

This unevenness is read here through Benjamin’s claim that 
the capacity to imagine futures is shaped by the conditions 
of one’s present life (Benjamin 2024). Caring for a future 
longer than one’s own, therefore, is not equally accessible 
to all who might be asked to undertake it.

What these three registers produced, however, were condi-
tions under which regenerative stewardship could become 
thinkable at all: a field in which more-than-human others 
were noticed, remembered, and imagined as being in rela-
tion to the participants. This matters because care does 
not operate in the abstract. Instead, the circle of ecological 
compassion is „enlarged by direct experience of the living 
world, and shrunken by its lack“ (Kimmerer 2013, 239). 
 Whether the practices that follow from these conditions 
can be described as inclusive remains an open question, 
one that the next phase explicitly raises–by demanding 
something this phase deliberately withheld: choice.
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superimposition

Decision-making is what stewardship routinely performs: 
what to tend to, what to discard, and on what ground. The 
second phase of the research attended to this exact struc-
ture. 

The game fuck, marry, kill applies to trees a grammar deri-
ved from human kinship: sexual intimacy, marital commit-
ment, lethal exclusion. By transferring this grammar to 
more-than-human others, the exercise intended to reveal 
how inherited categories of relating are applicable and 
contestable, while operating mechanisms constitutive of 
stewardship. 

In the first phase, a participant introduced a family 
tree–a literal genealogical structure–and then, through 
the game’s logic in the second phase, decided to “kill” 
it: “Nobody needs that.” The image of a dead family tree 
carries what the chapter blood, soil had identified as a 
colonial-humanist construction of kinship: belonging and 
inheritance understood through relations of blood. The 
participant had initially introduced the family tree within 
the register of imagining a future, already questioning its 
purpose and asking how a modern family tree could look 
like instead. In its  killing, an answer to this question was 
given: “Connections go beyond genes”. This is the territory 
that Donna Haraway opens with the exhortation to “make 
kin not babies” (Haraway 2016, 102). Kin is chosen, made 
and sustained. The game, almost by accident, opened 
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toward this understanding: belonging is marked less by 
exclusion and the condensation of categories of relation, 
and more by the possibilities of extending and reworking 
them (ibid.).

Nonetheless, the intervention surfaced ethical complexi-
ties I had not anticipated. At the beginning of the research 
I had conceptualised the project as horizontal and my role 
as fluid, moving between educator and learner, initiator 
and listener. With this formulation I designed the study: 
determining parameters, pacing, format, and prompts 
and thus retaining structural authority. By staging a dis-
ruptive intervention, I drew on this power and, moreover, 
did not sufficiently name it. The horizontality I assumed 
was not borne by the conditions I had set. In retrospect, 
I understand this as a stewardship practice in which deci-
sion-making is non-inclusive. To ask participants to make 
explicit classificatory decisions about more-than-humans 
while making myself implicit classificatory decisions about 
the participants and the relational space reproduced the 
very logic the content was designed to interrupt.

This superimposition highlights a crucial finding of this 
phase: stewardship, in the realms of education as well 
as ecology, can create inclusive decision-making only if 
it acknowledges itself as an authority. What forecloses 
inclusion is not asymmetry but its concealment: unnamed 
power cannot be questioned. Naming it opens the decision 
to debate, and with it the room for renegotiation. A second 
finding concerns the learning: regenerative stewardship 
that enables inclusive decision-making can be learned 
through challenging the very categories in which the deci-
sion-making process takes place. One tool to enable such 
challenging is rupture, but only if the disruption itself is 
built upon mutual trust, shared agency, and co-intentiona-
lity (Freire 2014). If these conditions are not met, rupture 
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not-yet

The digital setup in which the phases discussed above took 
place was a response to concerns of accessibility. It turned 
out, however, that the methodological, ethical, and episte-
mological changes this setup introduced are themselves 
matters of inclusivity.

By switching from CryptPad to Telegram, a person was 
able to participate who would otherwise have been exclu-
ded by the technical requirements. With that switch, I had 
taken responsibility for the space‘s form. Nonetheless, this 
resolved nothing cleanly. Telegram’s protocols and affor-
dances co-shaped what types of attention and exchange 
could take place: foregrounding written language, with 
embodied knowledge or sensory attunement to a shared 
environment foreclosed. Following Haraway’s view of ma-
chines as active agents (Haraway 2016b), it is safe to say 
that the platform itself exercised its own form of stewards-
hip over the process.

This became particularly apparent in moments of silence. 
When one participant announced a pregnancy, the specu-
lative register the prompts had been operating in collap-
sed into a concrete, embodied reality that the format had 
not been built to hold. No one responded. In a shared phy-
sical space, such a moment can be held differently: bodies 
adjust to what has been spoken, and silence becomes cor-
poreal rather than an absence of notification. The medium 
had no form for the kind of response the moment asked for 
(maybe a hug), and the response I would have wanted to 
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risks reproducing the very categories it seeks to confront.give was not one I could compose in writing alone (defini-
tely a hug). 

But the format did not only foreclose human responses: 
trees entered the digital phase as mediated figures–re-
membered, photographed, played with. They were not 
able to (re)present themselves. This is a crucial observa-
tion that each decision about the form of a space lets some 
in along one axis while keeping others at the edge along 
another. What is important here is not to mistake accessi-
bility with inclusivity or let alone, meaning good will lead to 
good (in the sense of “as well as possible”). The noninno-
cent care introduced earlier takes here the specific form of 
collapsing the one into the other.

The next phase does not escape this condition; it only 
redistributes it–on a piece of land that would include and 
exclude on terms of its own.
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becoming-with

Plans collided. 

In hindsight, this collision came about because I was again 
exercising stewardship that was only partially inclusive. 
While my plans were transparent to my participants, they 
were not equally transparent about the broader context 
of the Baumschule in which the workshop was meant to 
be situated. I now read this as a transfer problem: practi-
sing something in one small setting does not automatically 
make it workable in another. This is where the condition of 
situatedness becomes operative. At the time, I underesti-
mated how immediate situatedness actually is–here, not 
even the context changed, only the format did, and that 
was enough to produce friction. Naming it a transfer prob-
lem explains where the friction came from, but it does not 
mean I could have fully designed it away. In this sense, it 
was also a symptom of the imperfection that comes with 
living and working in real conditions. Haraway‘s call to stay 
with the trouble applies here: it means remaining within 
this complexity rather than seeking its resolution (Haraway 
2016). Staying with the trouble applies on both sides of this 
work. It applies to the Baumschule‘s community, whose 
structures change regularly and whose expectations and 
urgencies are multidimensional, and it applies to the land 
of the Baumschule itself.

As described earlier, what is sedimented in this ground 
is fertile soil that became ideologically charged under 
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National Socialism, an infrastructure linked to forced 
labour, and a postwar history of collectivisation, reprivat-
isation, and contested belonging. To bend down on this 
field is to bend down on a ground that holds all of this at 
once. Staying with the trouble here means refusing to let 
the present overwrite these layers, and engaging them 
instead as active conditions. In doing so, it becomes a way 
of staying with futurity as well–for the trees we planted 
have entered a ground that holds a future the community 
of the Baumschule will never fully know.

Soil reading 

The night before the planting, the gardener said something 
that has stayed with me: “There are no final truths in this 
field…you always have to look where you are. Read the soil. 
And only then you decide.” These words did not quote a 
theory but spoke from an embodied experience, and yet 
they carried an understanding that I had brought into this 
research as a theoretical premise: Gert Biesta‘s world-
centred pedagogy (2022). Learning, described there, is an 
intentional act that goes beyond mere knowledge trans-
mission or skill acquisition; it is an attention redirected 
outward, so that learners can encounter what the world 
asks of them (ibid). 

What does the world ask of us? This question can only 
ever be answered in the here and now. On the field, several 
things unfolded from it. We read the soil. We named what 
was present and asked what these presences asked from 
us. We refused the technical fix in favour of a response 
shaped through the conditions the field itself supplied 
(or withheld), leaving us with the responsibility to answer 
in our own means. This response-ability (Haraway 2016) 
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also foregrounds how „relations of thinking and knowing 
require care and affect how we care“ (Puig de la Bellacasa 
2017, 69). 

What this attitude enabled was  regenerative stewards-
hip on the spot: a decision made through an encounter 
that incorporated the soil, the mice, the compost, and us. 
Inclusivity emerged here through the situated capacity to 
respond to what the encounter demanded. 

The same response-ability, though, produced its own 
contradictions. People came to the planting action with 
different urgencies, and deciding which one to tend to 
became a practice of choosing which contradiction to hold, 
knowing that another choice would produce a different 
one. Inclusivity here was, once again, not free of dissent. 

The decision to buy more trees, so that every hand could 
place a tree into the ground, unfolded something we had not 
anticipated. The discussion of whether to buy them turned 
on a concern that doing so would fail to acknowledge that 
planting a tree means more than putting a seedling in the 
ground. Some Baumschüler worried this would render the 
work invisible. The contrary proved true. Because the extra 
trees were not planned into the agroforestry schedule, the 
holes for them had not yet been dug, and so the additional 
labour they demanded became conspicuous. Instead of 
making labour invisible, the surplus made it visible. 

Digging holes is by far the most intensive part of physical 
work when planting a tree, and here, as one dimension 
of care that was described in the introduction, it beco-
mes most apparent. With the hands in the ground, tou-
ched and touching, “the haptic holds a promise of thinking 
and knowing that is `in touch´ with materiality” (Puig de 
la Bellacasa 2017, 95). It is here that the subject-object 
intra-actions were highlighted through haptics. The labour 
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that the surplus trees made visible is, in this sense, the 
very site where the boundary between the one who tends 
and what is tended becomes porous (Barad 2007).

The second dimension, affect/affection, became espe-
cially visible with the naming of the trees. Read through 
Haraway, naming can be understood, again, as kinship in 
the making: “Kin making is making persons, not neces-
sarily as individuals or as humans” (Haraway 2016, 103). 
To recognise a tree in its presence, as a companion, is an 
attempt to enter a relationship that does not reduce it to 
a planting or a carbon offset. On this account, it must be 
stressed that naming carries risks as well. Especially in 
Western history, naming is an act of categorising, often 
making something legible to a system that will then read 
it only through this imposed lens. There are, however, 
languages that grammatically recognise animacy across 
many forms of life–in contrast to English, which marks only 
humans as animate (Kimmerer 2013). Naming a tree can 
thus be understood as a partial-counter gesture against 
grammatical reduction. In this case, at the Baumschule, 
it was not an act of anthropomorphising, but one of rege-
nerative inclusivity: an acknowledgement that the breath 
I take is composed, in part, of what the tree releases, and 
that what I do for the tree and what the tree does for me 
belong, in a slower temporality, to one exchange. 

The naming also continued the work from the previous 
digital phase, since naming is a form of storytelling. To name 
a tree Samwise is to invoke a saga of friendship, endurance 
and companionship. On Telegram, storytelling was done in 
writing, from a distance; here on the field it became cor-
poreal. Each tree became a new occasion to engage with 
the embodied form of narration, and through this another 
mode of relating emerged: the ritual. Ordinary gestures–
holding hands, dancing, wishing well and naming–became 
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ritualised through repetition and concentrated action. 
What made them ritual was that their form was constituted 
by the doing, and that the doing was shared (Bell 1992). 
Such ritualistic elements can feel celebratory, and in the 
field this became apparent through eager engagement, 
fun and laughter. These moments carry pedagogical sig-
nificance, as they affirm that what is happening matters 
(hooks 1994). 

One distribution must be named: the ritual took place in a 
group of five, while the other thirty or so participants of the 
planting action did not partake. This is telling in terms of 
inclusivity, as the ritual seemed exclusive in that it did not 
openly invite participation. Yet it emerged spontaneously, 
situated within conditions set much earlier: the five had 
already been in conversation through previous phases of 
the research, they had dug the holes together, and it was 
through the accumulation of these rhythms that a ritual 
could emerge from the work itself. This form of regenera-
tive stewardship could not have been produced through 
planning. Inclusion, here, therefore carries the mark of 
distribution: it cannot be extended without extending its 
conditions too–and those are made slowly, through the 
accumulation of shared reference.

The hazelnut

The hazelnut episode, in retrospect, is the most instructive 
moment of the entire research. 

The decision to uproot the hazel because it stood in the 
line of the agroforestry layout was at once an act of autho-
rity and an act of docility. Authority, because we held the 
power to decide its fate; docility, because in exercising 
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that power we were executing a plan, without questio-
ning its consequences. The two are the same gesture from 
two perspectives, and together they made the asymmetry 
within which stewardship operates very clear: exercising 
selection on behalf of others without including them. 

The decision to replant the hazel elsewhere, however, 
was an act of revising our authority. To let the consequen-
ces of one’s own actions register and to act differently 
in response is what regenerative stewardship needs to 
become inclusive. Such revision requires critical thinking 
and the capacity to exercise it. On the field, it was done 
through a shared moment of collective consideration.

This might suggest a simple conclusion–that a stewards-
hip without a correcting instance cannot revise itself, and 
thus cannot be held accountable to those it affects; that 
regenerative stewardship therefore requires others in 
order to make inclusive decisions. But the case resists this 
conclusion. The decision to uproot the hazel was also a 
collective one. The five of us decided together to uproot it, 
and the same five of us decided to replant it. What chan-
ged between the two was not the number of stewards. 
Collectivity, then, may be a structural condition for revision, 
but it does not produce revision in and of itself. Revision 
depends on something further: a relationship established 
beforehand–an engagement and mutual involvement that 
feeds the capacity to respond at all. It is this prior tie that 
turns a collective into a correcting instance. Practicing such 
engagement at small scales enables a learner to build the 
kind of relationship from which revision can follow, which 
in turn can “set the pattern for the whole system” (brown 
2021, 53).

When I returned to the Baumschule a few weeks later, it 
was the hazel that caught my eye: the unnamed, unsung, 
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un-danced-around tree. Samwise and the others received 
care in every dimension: the labour of digging the holes, the 
affection of ritual, and–following the logic that underlies 
the tree-planting action–the ethical and political weight of 
binding CO₂ to support the ecosystem. The hazel received 
all of this too, but each dimension turned reflexive. The 
labour was in the uprooting and replanting; the affection 
came from being confronted with the consequences of our 
own choice; the ethical and political weight lay in revising 
a decision through which we had negotiated over the life 
of a being.

For the other trees, stewardship meant standing by the 
decision we had made. For the hazel, it meant unmaking 
it. This is what the other trees could not make visible. 
Stewardship that only ever affirms its own first decision 
cannot show whether it is answerable to anything beyond 
that decision. The hazel could, because here stewards-
hip included taking a choice back. This is what it means 
to practise stewardship regeneratively: to sustain the con-
ditions of co-existence by keeping decisions open to revi-
sion and by holding those who make them accountable for 
doing so. And to learn this, the patterns we set must be 
small enough to be answered and among people in close 
enough relation to respond to them.

Outro
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When returning to the Baumschule, one is immediately 
confronted with processes already in motion. The orchard 
blossoms, bears fruit, or stands bare; trees need pruning, 
watering, protection from frost, or sometimes simply to be 
left alone. These ongoing conditions shape how decisions 
are made and how their consequences unfold. Working 
within such a setting was both enabling and limiting: it 
offered a tangible context in which decisions remain con-
nected to the worlds they affect, while also revealing how 
fragile that connection can be over time.

Throughout the research, I repeatedly encountered a per-
sistent dilemma. Efforts to make participation more acces-
sible generated new exclusions elsewhere; attempts to 
redistribute power revealed additional sites where autho-
rity continued to operate unnoticed. What initially appea-
red as a series of shortcomings gradually became legible 
as a structural condition of inclusive practice itself: deci-
sions inevitably produce consequences that exceed what 
can be anticipated in advance. Inclusion, in this sense, is 
an ongoing practice of negotiating the effects of one’s own 
interventions, even when they are unclear or difficult to 
trace.

The immediacy of the Baumschule made it possi-
ble to stay with these consequences as they unfolded. 
Misunderstandings could be addressed, plans revised, 
decisions reconsidered, and their effects discussed col-
lectively. But it was not only the Baumschule’s situated 
immediacy that made such revision possible; trust and 

shared commitment also enabled it. Inclusive decision-
making therefore appears as a continual effort to maintain 
the capacity to revise over time while working this capacity 
through becoming collective. 

The tree-planting action made these dynamics especially 
visible. An agricultural framework provided orientation, 
yet its authority largely remained unquestioned. Decisions 
were implemented because they had already been deter-
mined elsewhere, revealing how power circulates through 
delegation and execution at the same time. Within this 
arrangement, a steward who only implements decisions 
ceases to act as a full agent of stewardship. Regenerative 
stewardship therefore requires continual engagement with 
the conditions that structure decision-making itself, inclu-
ding the possibility of adapting them.

This research is situated within a moment of transition, 
marked by the association’s decision to rename itself from 
Alte to Neue Baumschule and to expand its purpose to 
include art and culture. The project forms part of this shift, 
which seeks to extend stewardship into a more inclusive 
practice for the collective as a whole–human and more-
than-human alike.

Its contribution lies in offering an honest examination 
of my own implications that will continue to shape my 
response-ability. At the same time, this work offers gui-
dance through a set of questions that equip the Baumschule 
community to navigate the ongoing transitions and deci-
sions taking place. In this way, the research stays part of 
the processes it describes, adding to the repertoire that is 
already there, pointing to the other.

These insights also extend beyond the Baumschule. 
Educational institutions, in particular, are sites where 
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collective decision-making is continually rehearsed, yet 
inclusivity is often obscured by these underlying conditi-
ons. Bureaucratic procedures, precarious working conditi-
ons, and uneven distributions of responsibility often leave 
no room for revision, let alone for it to be immediate, in the 
here and now. It would therefore be beneficial to examine 
the networks and temporalities of such settings through 
the lens of regenerative stewardship as developed in this 
thesis, in order to address the structural frustration that 
emerges when decision-making is not inclusive and full 
agency cannot be realised.

As stated in the preface, this research cannot provide 
definitive answers to the questions it raises, nor can the 
experiences at the Baumschule serve as a model to be 
transferred elsewhere. What it offers instead is an invi-
tation to remain engaged with the labour of returning: 
returning to questions that resist closure and to decisions 
that demand accountability beyond the moment in which 
they are made. Just as Chili, my cat, returned home. Just 
as I returned to the trees. And what happens in between is 
neither meaningless nor sufficient.

Fig. 3
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Endnotes
1	 In this context, the term “human entities“ refers to both 
natural and legal persons. Legal persons include corporations and 
commercial partnerships–artificial entities that are granted legal 
personality by law. This is possible because their governing bodies 
(such as managing directors or boards of directors) consist of natural 
persons who exercise decision-making authority on their behalf. 

There are, however, exceptions in which natural environments can 
hold legal rights. A notable example is the Whanganui River in New 
Zealand, which in 2017 became the first river to be granted the same 
legal rights as a person (Bosselmann and Williams 2020). Since a 
river cannot itself speak in court, it is assigned legal guardians or 
custodians–often Indigenous representatives–who bring claims on 
its behalf. Even here, then, the underlying asymmetry persists: legal 
personality is extended to the river, but the decision-making it entails 
is still exercised by human representatives.

2	 As explained earlier, the CO₂ certificate in this context does 
not refer to the EU’s regulated emissions trading system, but to 
voluntary carbon offsetting schemes used by private individuals and 
companies.
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Appendix A: Visual material; ordered by appearance 

 
Fig. 1

Skena Lux. 2025.
Geländeplan Neue Baumschule 
Laquer on acryilic, 
100x70cm.

Fig. 2 

Skena Lux. 2023
Housegang 
Oil on Paper, 
25x15cm.

Fig. 3

Alice Degelow. 2024
Ernte gut, alles gut
First published in ”Po-Poesie für Lo(u)iser: Eine Erstaus-
gabe”, 2025.

Fig. 5

Photos and stories submitted by the participants. 
Data collected by the author, 2025.

Fig. 6

Invitation designed and shared by the author, 2026.

Fig. 7

Workshop format designed by the author, 2026.

14.03.
Neue Baumschule

 11:00 - 17:00

Templinerstraße 12
16775 Gransee

Corporeal Stories

Soft Landing : Tea 

Field Trip_ Solo: Attuning to the Land Through Smelling 
> go in the field 

Field Trip_ group: Returning to the Smells Through Land 
> take field notes 

break 

Share and Care : Mapping Landscapes 
> connect field notes 

Field Trip_ Gathering:  
> go back in the field 
> bring notes with you 

Outro: Networking Through Telegram 

Landing Soft: Soup 

10 00 - 10 20 : 

10 - 

Inside 

Outside

13

15

16 45 -  

17 00 - 00 00

Online

embodied knowledge 

situatedness,  

non-linearity 

emergence 

agency 

Inside 

Outside

14.03.2026, Neue Baumschule Gransee

Fig. 4

CO₂-Certificate made out by 
the Alte Bamschule e.V., 2021.

Gransee, 08.02.2022
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Fig. 9

Picture taken by the author,
tree planting action, 2026.

Fig. 10

Rianne Wiemann. 2026
Agroforestry Schedule
Planting plan designed for the tree planting action.

Fig. 11

Picture taken by the author,
tree planting action, 2026.

Fig. 12

Picture taken by the author,
tree planting action, 2026.

Fig. 13

Picture taken by the author,
tree planting action, 2026.

Fig. 14

LOL¥, 2025
Otherworldly Gathering
Ink on Paper, 
15x45 cm.

Fig. 15

Picture taken by Linnards Kulles,
showing Rianne Wiemann
at the tree planting action, 2026

Fig. 8

Rianne Wiemann. 2026
How to plant a tree
Instructions shared at the tree planting action.
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Fig. 17

Picture taken by the author,
tree planting action, 2026.

Fig. 2

Diagram created by the author, 
based on Zoöp principles, 2026.

Fig. 3

Visual identity Neue Baumschule e.V., 2021.

Fig. 1

Timeline constructed by Technische Universität Berlin 
and Center for Metropolitan Sudies, 2024 
Gransee-Berlin: Ein Studienprojekt,
adapted by the author, 2026.

Fig. 16

Picture taken by the author,
tree planting action, 2026.
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Appendix B: Questionnaire (DE/EN)
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Appendix C: Source material
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