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Abstract :

To face food safety problems, Vietnam has promstaddard’s uses in agricultural production.
The city of Hanoi provides an interesting case \tlthnoi supports the use of 3 standards in
urbain vegetable production : VietGAP, RAT and igaMuch of funding has been given to
build infrastructure, analyze safety conditions fafms, and train farmers in specialized
production zones. These operations are expecteelpaleliver safe vegetable to the 7 millions
city’s inhabitants, who consume mostly local pradu©ur study looks into the application of
these standards. We use statistics from the GeBgatktic Office of Vietham, and surveys
upon Hanoi’s cooperatives and farmers to understhedituation. Our result show that the
success of this policy is limited, because Hanariculture is much depending on
cooperative’s instruction on one side, and by theng demand for conventional vegetables on
the other side.

Key words : standard application, urbain vegetahbtepduction cost, food safety poljcy
cooperative

Introduction

From nearby two decades, Vietnam has engaged lditgiisafety standards for agricultural
products as an answer to the problem of unsafesf¢ptdam and Dao, 2016). The result is
modest in regard to enthusiasm and investmentfopuaird. The first standard - RAT - was
developed in 1998 to orientate the production &é seegetables. RAT stands foRdu An
Toart', which refers to the wordsafe vegetab®® in Vietnamese. Following to RAT, two other
famous standards have seen the day: Organic an@Afelabels. Introduced to Vietham in
2004 by ADDA!, a Denmark non-governmental organization, therogabel is approved by
the Viethnamese government in 2006 (Pham and &7)28Imost at the same time, the standard
of VietGAP was introduced to farmers by Syngentanftation. Syngenta foundation is a non-
profit cooperation structure of the internationlaémical company Syngenta Co.ltd. VietGAP
was then adopted by the government in 2008. Totlay,the most known safety signal for

1 We consider the Agricultural Development DenmaiiaA(ADDA) to be the founder of organic agriculture
model in Vietnam. Organic productions had been kdgezl in Vietnam by private companies before theDX>
project, but all of them are exported to foreignrkess, and are unknown by Vietnamese consumersr©th
producers claim to have organic production (nonafsgesticide), but they have no certification anadreliable
protocol of production.
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Vietnamese foods. Following to FAO (2012), RAT, @ng and VietGAP are most present
standards in the Vietnam'’s vegetable market.

This study focuses on the applications of theseetlstandards in vegetable production. They
are all voluntary, meaning that farmers can choosgply or not. Organic is a private protocol,
while RAT and VietGAP are public ones since theg fully elaborated by public entities.
Especially, VietGAP has received many supports ftoenpublic sector. It is considered to be
a core measure of Vietnam's food safety policynieas who develop VietGAP could benefit
from State’s subsidy, through City’s or Provinaahid progranfs For example, many
cooperatives in Hanoi have received financial sugpioom the City of Hanoi for investments
in VietGAP production. Farmers were also selecteldave free technical trainings (Integrated
Protection Management method), while some seedsiatmical protection substances have
been freely distributed to make households morsites to the issue. Despite the efforts,
farmers don’t seem having much incentives to agpiydards. Certified vegetable surfaces
have increased slowly (Pham and al., 2016). A mafggowth does still exist, but it is likely
to be small. In this study, we carry out intervieatsl3 communes in the suburb of Hanoi to
understand the situation. We also explore farmeosts of production to see if standard
application raises additional costs that farmeesnat able to support.

The article is organized as following. In the fisgiction, we describe the general context of
vegetable production in Hanoi, and the theorefiahework of the study. Attention are paid
on role and implication of communal cooperativespware key applicants of standards. In the
second section, we present the methodology and bhathe third section, we present main
findings of the study. Finally, discussions andadusion are given in the last section.

l. Agricultural context and theoretical framework to understand vegetable
production in Hanoi

.1 Agricultural context of Hanoi

2 Decision N0.2083/QD-UBND to approV®roduction and distribution scheme of safe vegletsin Hanoi city
in 2009 - 2015 period"adjusted and supplemented Decision N0.5975/QD-DRBited on December 26th, 2011
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Hanoi is the capital of Vietnam. With about 7 nailli inhabitants, it is the second most
populated administrative division of the countnft€da Ho Chi Minh City), and a big
agglomeration of the South East Asia region. Thg of Hanoi is not fully urbanizéd
Agricultural land is accounting for 188 601 ha, ealent to 56.4 % of the total surface (To
and al. 2011). Urban population is around 4 millioinabitants and rural inhabitants count for
more than 3 million (GSO, 2009). The later couldéndiversified agricultural activities: rice’s
culture, livestock growing, fruit and vegetablerlag, etc... According to Sautier and al.,
(2012), the rice culture is dominant by far. Vetéga are cultivated only on 12 041 ha — so
about 6.5% of agricultural land — and are prindiplrcated in suburban areas. Offering from
3 to 10 cycles per year, this surface gives egenad to 29 000 ha of production in terms of
rotating surfaces.
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Moustier and al., (2004) estimated that 50% of Hanegetables are produced under a 30 km
radian from the city’s center, which is called thanoi's green belt. The ratio goes up to 80%
for leafy vegetables. Supply varies however up@sses. Nguyen and Nguyen (2016) show
from GSO statistics that 100% of Hanoi's consumpid vegetable are locally produced in
winter (“locally” means here inside the administratborder of Hanoi), while this value is only
50% in summer.

Vegetable’s cultivation is highly profitable for Hai's peri-urban farmers. Requiring much of

labor than other agricultural activities, vegetableve shorter rotation time and could be
developed on small pieces of land. The latter igartant, because farmers in the Red river
delta region (where Hanoi is center) possess omlgllscultivating surfaces. In average, a
household in this zone works on 0.6 ha, compawond.7 ha at national level (Wang and al.,
2012). Vegetable is an important source of incomtha Hanoi’'s demand for fresh vegetables
is high. The City’s daily demand is about 2600 tARD of Hanoi, 2013). The Department

3 Vietnam is administratively organized in Provingesl Cities under direct State’s control. A citydan State
control, or literally City centrally directed, imadministrative perimeter equivalent to a provjribat cover both
rural and urban districts, In 2016, Vietnam hasties of this kind (Hanoi, Ho Chi Minh City, Da NgnHai
Phong, Can Tho) who are actually most populatedri@hést provinces of Vietnam.
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of Agriculture and Rural Development (DARD) of Harestimates that suburban areas can
provide from 1560-3000 tons per day following seasaevhich fit in general to 60% of Hanoi’'s
total demand all the year; the remaining 40% come fother provinces. Distance is a matter,
because vegetables degrade quickly under tropioste (Moustier and al. 2004, Sautier and
al., 2012). Vegetables are usually harvested aémigeof the day, and delivered to wholesale
markets very early in the morning (Sigrid and al12), (Nguyen and Nguyen, 2016). Distanced
producers must invest in logistics allowing tramsg@ioon during the night, while closed
producers can use simple transport means, suchdagdual motor. Wherever they are,
vegetables must be available at retail (open) nisidkehe next day’s morning. Benefiting from
spatial advantage, vegetables cultivated in clasaukes offer big income opportunity to
farmers. To Thi Thu Ha (2008) estimates than tletrdoute to 83% of total income from crop
production in peri-urban household. Some profesdfosays that vegetables generate 8-10
times more income than do rice on the same surface.

Ones don’t need to read Von Thinen (1820) to satestich parameter suggests a maximum
exploitation of agricultural land near the urbannbia Spatial discrimination transforms
districts closed to the urbanized Hanoi in spepgalizones of vegetable production. These
districts are: Me Linh, Dong Anh, Gia Lam, Thanh, Hoai Duc Eigure 1 and 2 The two
districts Soc Son and Thuong Tin are not direcgimaors of Hanoi intramurals, but are
connected by highways. They also have importarfases of vegetable. On the contrary,
distanced districts are more orientated to ricalpction. Even though, vegetables production
could be inserted between two rice seasons (frare fm September) as an additional income
opportunity.

Land is clearly a scare resource here. Agricultlznadls tend to reduce drastically in favor of
urban planning. In 2008, Hanoi has been mergedatd &y (previously a rural province). The
current Hanoi has doubled its surface. Agricultuas been significantly shifted to these new
“acquired” areas, letting urban developed on tloaigd of the “old city”. Sautier and al., (2012)
reported a decrease of 10 000 ha of agricultural ia the Hanoi’s old perimeter: from 34 177
ha in 2010 to 24 152 ha projected in 2020, abol®%9 The shift correlated “paradoxically”
with an intensification of agriculture on the grebalt zone. Peri-urban farms are more
concentrating on productions with high value-addedlliat, 2015): livestock heads have
increased in this zone by +35%, and porcine praoiidty +13% between 2000 and 2007.
Vegetable production follows the trend: that implreassive uses of fertilizers and of pesticide
to boost yields and to protect harvestings. Inceaeking, “the invisible hand” of Adam Smith,
is at the heart of this evolution.

|.2 Theoretical framework

Institutional economists like Hamilton (1919), Mhtdl (1910), and Commons (1934) argue
that institutions constitute the framework for nmetrkeconomies, and sharp behavior of
economic agents. Mitchell (1910) wrote: the social concepts attain a certain prescriptive
authority over the individual. The daily use by mémbers of a social group unremittingly
molds those individuals into common patterns withieir knowledge, and occasionally
interposes definite obstacles in the path of men wish to act in original way...{Hodgson,
2000). In the same way, John Commons (1934) samttividual with whom we are dealing is
the institutionalized mirid Karl Polanyi (1944) went further by putting foand the concept of
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embeddednesaccording to which economic activities should lbasideredembeddedn a
socio-institutional environment. Then, later, Noft®94) argues that this environment — which
is historically formatted by generations — affedeseply economic performance. Institutions
(and/or organization) establish routines, which factor of performance (Nelson and Winter,
1982). They also facilitate a process calpadh dependenceagent’s decision are based on
historical-institutional variables, which are stating factors that help to deal with uncertainty.
The literature on the issue is rich. Using thisotletical explanation, we try to shed a light on
the institutional environment of Hanoi's farmersarni’s households are very attached to the
social structure where they come from, as showeeklfter.

Like in other Viethamese administrative divisiotge agriculture of Hanoi is strongly
controlled by deconcentrating services of the Stale powerful People’s committeésare
organized in all 58 provinces and 5 cities undeited$ direct along the country. The people’s
committee of Hanoi city is competent for all agtiawal activities inside its geographical
perimeter. The responsibility belongs concreteljtadARD. Hanoi is divided into districts,
then in communes (wards for urban communes). E&thatl has a chamber of agriculture,
which is a DARD’s antenna. At the communal levele DARD doesn’t have necessarily
antenna, but could allocate 1 staff to assure adiorebetween farmers and the administration.
As a legacy of the centrally planned economy, eamchmunes have one or some agricultural
cooperatives who are responsible for agriculturatipction planninty A cooperative, or more
preciselycommunal cooperativ Vietnamese, is a supporting structure for adtice. It is
not a DARD’s sublevel entity. However, cooperatsvavork is strongly connected to the
administration. We pay attention on this point, &ese it is a key factor to understand the
institutional environment of Vietham’s agricultuferom now, the term afooperatives used
when talking aboutcommunal cooperatiVeand the prefix tommunal is added only when
necessary.

Agricultural cooperatives were created in Vietnanthe middle of the 1950s, in line with the
national agrarian reform implemented by the comsiuparty at the same perfodhe reform

implied the nationalization of land, and the endpdf/ate farming. Cooperatives had been
conceived as the most basic unit of productiomefdentralized administrative economy. More

4 The number of cooperatives depends on number airfTmside a Commune. “Thon” is an historical
administrative unit of population that Vietham hadhe past. Today, it is no longer an officialigign, but an
auto-managed community of inhabitants inside a Camemand is recognized by the State. The definiion
Thon is given by the Ministry of Home Affaires drig webpage:
http://isos.gov.vn/Thongtinchitiet/tabid/84/Arti¢t#588/language/vi-VN/M-t-s-di-m-m-i-v-t-ch-c-va-Hed-ng-
c-a-thon-t-dan-ph.aspx

5 Cox and Le (2014) divided the history of Vietnamesoperatives into four main periods. From 1960k975,

it was the voluntary collectivization period. Inghperiod, cooperatives had been progressivelgratang in the
State’s planning operations. They managed land-ugesduction inputs, and assured the distributidn o
production’s outputs. With the time, they were colling almost all of national productive wealthhd second
period is from 1975 to 1981 where collectivizatisncompulsory, especially in the South of Vietnafterathe
war. Cooperatives are powerful economic structutespite of their ironically weak productive capigsi. During
the third period from 1981-1997, Vietnam starteéngage the process of decollectivisation. Faremuil make
their own decisions of production for the first émThe 1986 marked the country’s official step tmarket-
orientated economy model. From this date, farm @balsls was replacing progressively cooperativdmetmme
most basic units of agricultural production. At T9%he decollectivization is considered to be agie then
comes the last period called by the authoreso*collectivizatioh Instead of being disappeared, cooperatives are
transformed into shared-capital entities, whichvfite co-operating services for farmers such agation, input
supply or product’s distribution under the marketcfmanism.
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than an economic structure, a cooperative was mtare society, being organized under social
rules and managed by elected board’s meribEeslay, they are regulated by the Cooperative
Law 2012, and are voluntary mutualist structures, who pievinutual co-operating services
to members. A cooperative is a legal person whoksvéon the basis of selfcontrol, self-
responsibility, equality and democracy in managetméirooperativé(Article 3, Cooperative
Law 2012). A Vietnamese cooperative is necessdiffgrent from a company from a legal
standpoint, since their object is not to make prdfi the current juridical framework, not the
cooperative but the household is the basic unidexfision. Households are free to choose
activities that fit their interests at best (exgtiincome cultures or livestock). They are also
free to participate to a (communal) cooperativeoocreate a voluntary cooperating group
among themselves. But the shadow of history is ydvpsesent.

In reality, farmer’s degree of freedom are mucheronited than announced by the law. They
have been strongly depending on (communal) coapesatbecause the latter assure for them
access to technical supports, to technologicasteas, to subsidy, and to the market. Moreover,
cooperatives continues to assure the important exdiom between farmers and public
authorities. Old routines are strong. Theoreticably cooperative is not a part of the
administration, but the managing board are usuadgmbers of the communal People’s
committee. Public funding pass also through codpes instead of being directly distributed
to farmers. The new cooperative law has transforooegeratives into share-capital structures,
but has not modified their administrative embedmerntluntary cooperating structures
(targeted by the cooperative law) are not frequetietnam, because private shares tend to
adopt a company form. The next sections show hegetimstitutional variables affect standard
applications.

I. Methodology

In this study, we mobilize three lists of applicatertified producers) in Hanoi: the RAT list,
the VietGAP list, and the Organic list. The RATt isan inventory of 125 vegetable producers
who have the Certificate of Safe production capatinhable to reach the most updated list of
the DARD of Hanoi, we use the list of 2013. The Re€Ftificate is valid for a period of 3 years,
meaning that 2013-applicants are still complying skandard in 2016, (the year of our study).
The VietGAP list is given from the public websiteww.vietgap.com.vn We use the 2016
publication, which contains producers who have beerified from 2014 to 2016. The
VietGAP certificate is valid for 2 years. In totale have only 24 producers from Hanoi in this
list. Concerning the Organic list, we don’t havéommation on the cooperative. Organic
producers are organized in voluntary groups (angaThis organization allow to implement
PGS cross-control method among groups/teams. Allerh are put under the responsibility of
Thanh Xuan intergroup. The table 1 gives a shastudgtion of categories of applicant.

RAT VietGAP Organic
113 15 0
Cooperative (29.74 ha/ 26.76) | (15.4 ha /12.3)
9 7
Company (6.12ha / 6.96) (2.2 ha) 0
3 2 14
Farmer's group (7ha/ 2.65) (0.8 ha/0.1) | (0.85ha/1.37

6 See Axel Wolz for more details: http://www.saidngiidelberg.de/intwep/fia/DISKUS72.htm
7 Cooperative Law 23/2012/QH13, voted by the VietrRzamnliament on November 20, 2012
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‘Total surface in Hanoi | 3828 ha | 309 ha ‘ 17.87 ha |

Table 1 : Effective number of Hanoi’s certified gugers - surface mean and standard deviation irbtiaeket.

The total RAT certified surfaces in 2013 are 3828 representing 45% of the total vegetable
surface of Hanoi. Among the 125 RAT producers,dher113 (communal) cooperatives, 9
companies and only 3 voluntary farmer’s groups.ceomng the VietGAP, certified surface is
much smaller than RAT’s one. Accounted at 309 thepresents about only 2.8% of Hanoi’s
vegetable surface. VietGAP producers are 15 commooaperatives, 7 companies and 2
farmer’s groups. Concerning organic productioncaoperative is officially involved, but 14
farmer’s groups.

Data show that cooperatives are by far the domiaetur, both in terms of effective number
and surfaces of producti&in Besides, interviews with companies show that tlzeg
heterogeneous. Among the 7 companies producings¥iet 5 are trading companies with
modest parts of vegetable own production. Certifiejetables are bought from other
cooperatives (not all from Hanoi) to optimize thieguction cost. For companies who produce
100% of their vegetables, the production is considi@s a loss leader to sell other prodiicts
Then, we decide to focus only on cooperatives, veith extension on farmer’'s groups
concerning organic production. Studied cooperatiaee selected from all vegetables
specialized districts around Hanoi, in the way tisatnost representative to their surface of
production: big surface districts provides moreperatives than small surface ones.

We use two questionnaires to collect data. The bre is reserved to the cooperative’'s
managing board, or farmer’s intergroup managingdo@he objective is to understand the
organization and the role of cooperative/intergranpapplying standards. The second
guestionnaire is destinated to farmers in the saouperative, at the household level. Questions
are put on the history of the household, the way they apply a standard, and on details of
their costs of production. We focus only on reglenditures, f.g what farmers have effectively
spent for the production. The method is based omaounting approach, rather than an
economic on¥. By consequence, some economic cost such aslibe dast, or eventually
subsidy deduction are not integrated in our cak:udmyway, we always ask interviewees about
them, to make sur that these factors are underaiont

II. Main findings
[1l.1 Cooperatives implications

In total, we study 12 cooperatives, 1 farmer’sngteup and 20 household’s farmers. All of the
cooperatives (integroup) are developing, or attlease been developing RAT standard. 7 of
them possess the VietGAP certificate. The farmietsrgroup is in the commune of Thanh
Xuan who develops organic standard.

Number of cooperatives/intergroup in survey 13
Cooperatives with VietGAP 7

8 The total surface exploited by company is 48.@h¥ietGAP (16% of Hanoi vietGAp surface) and ld¢isan
2% of RAT surface

9 Because of secrecy commitment, we are not alldwedveal company’s identification here.

10 See (Mankiw, 2012) for details.
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Cooperatives with RAT 11
Farmer’s intergroup with Organic 1
Average number of agricultural households per cradpe 1368 (669)
Number of share-holder members 811 (621)
Annual member fee psao(360m2) 291 % (2.219)

Table 2 : Characteristics of interviewed cooperasivin the survey. Standard deviation are in bracket

These 12 cooperatives are all communal cooperatdese of them have just finished the
conversion process in the new model defined by20&2 Cooperative Law (the voluntary
share-capital model), some others are on-goingesgdn both cases, they are continuing to
support collective basic services for all farmerside the perimeter, independently whether
farmers are members of the new structure or noe awerage household number per
cooperative is 1368. Historically, the serviceseéhtaken part of cooperative’s mission. They
are irrigation (access to water, pump station,néige), controls of production (crop protection,
and control again stoles) and control for safegn(iservice consisting on control against uses
of illegal pesticides). Member fees are fixed p&g which is a local unit of agricultural land:
the more surface exploited, the more farmers pagdovice. Onesaois equivalent to 360 fn

of cultivating land. At 2.9 USB&o per year, the amount is quite modest regardingther
production costs. We insist on the fact that coatpezs assure an equal access to all farmers,
share-holder members or not. Some of cooperativas @istribute water and electricity freely
to all. At only 20 km from Hanoi’'s center wheredeais the most common rule for everyone,
it is hard to believe that farmers could have fre¢er and electricity for their production.

All of our 13 studied cooperatives/intergroup amglied on standard application, but their
implication are gradual upon standards. RAT isrtiost influenced case. The implementation
of RAT is fully integrated into the Hanoi schemesafe vegetable development to 2015, which
is piloted by the DARD of Hanoi. It is totally dew by cooperatives, and not by farmers at
household level. In fact, the DARD is in chargelefining safe areas for production, following
to soil and irrigation water conditions submitteg dooperatives. Then, the DARD supports
training of farmers (IPM method), and delivers t@ertificate of safe condition. The
cooperatives act as an extended service of publiwaties. Farmers don’'t have possibility to
choose. The key condition is to have a piece af laside the delimited certificated area.

VietGAP application is also highly influenced byoperative’s implication. Among 7 VietGAP
certified cooperatives, 6 received funding from W®RD for this purpose. Public funding
covers the delimitation of VietGAP areas, the dogabf semi-transformation houses (new
construction or adaption of existing building aguieed by the VietGAP protocol), and the
certification cost. Some cooperative managers dem&n know what the price of the
certification procedure was, because they didny{ path their own money. Funding for
certification is integrated inside a subsidy paektwat they receive as a whBleSome others
obtain the VietGAP certificate without having efligely produced. A cooperative manager
reveals that he hasn’t delivered any guaranteebfiyers, because they areot ready to
produce under standatdBut he proudly showed the certificate documemtlemand.

11 According to interviewees, public subsidies aiméutad infrastructure building generally, for exaephccess
road, irrigation system, semi-transformation houségy are not specifically granted for VietGAP guction.
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This finding is in some extent divergent to whabaeed by Moustier and Nguyen (2014)
following that certification procedure is a finaakbbstacle for VietGAP development. We
argue that certification cost is a potential, bat a real obstacle at present. Hanoi's farmers
haven't really engaged in VietGAP certification :y#tey follow simply cooperative’s plans
rather than apply standard by their own stratedne #" cooperative who was not financed by
the DARD merits to be mentioned. This cooperati\as Winancially supported by Syngenta
Foundation at the beginning of VietGAP. This iseaeptional case because farmers have real
motivation to develop VietGAP. To obtain exploitatiright on VietGAP certified land, they
must win a bid process. Rights are then allocatetthdse who have highest wiliness-to-pay.
Certification cost is also covered by a third paBwyt in this case, farmers follow obviously
instructions of the Syngenta foundation.

Finally, organic production seems to be the leBeenced model by cooperative’s instruction.
This result shall be taken with precaution. Thatak&DDA's project, farmers work in groups
of 5-7 households. The Thanh Xuan intergroup isoied as a professional structure. They
control the work of applicants, and examine newdadate’s demand in regard to the collective
interest. During the interview the Thanh Xuan igteup manager mention the role of the
cooperative several times without going into théad® Then, we are not certain that the
communal cooperative has been neutral in the dpredat of organic model. Deep analysis is
needed in this case. For instance, we supposéhthable of the cooperative is rather weak.

[11.2 Cost structure analysis

Analysis at the household level confirms that RA@ &ietGAP applications don’t really come
from farmer’s initiatives. Many interviewees hawmntusion between standard and agricultural
practices. For example, they consider themselvelsetd/ietGAP producers, because they
respect technical requirements of the VietGAP mrotdHowever, they don’t keep updated the
field diary, an important element to assure tradgalof VietGAP products. Some others
worked in VietGAP certified land in the past, amihk that they continue to produce under
VietGAP today, because they use always the sanutigea obtained from training.

Data analysis on 20 farmer’'s shows that operatogsgscplay overwhelming role in vegetable
production (graphic 1). They represent from 40%100% in the study. The result is not
surprising as producing vegetable requires simphelitions: a piece of land, seeds, water and
of course labor.

B Fixed Cost
O Operation cost
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Graphic 1 : Cost structure of 20 vegetables houkkpmducers in studied cooperatives

The typical model of vegetable production in Haineblves 1 to 2 unit of labor, who work on

4-5 sao of vegetable land (legal surface historically givfer a household, about 1400-1800
m?). These households could have accessory actisitigls as rice production, fruitier planting,

or pork & chicken growing. But their main incomegenerated by vegetables. According to
our calculus, production cost pgaois 247 USD/year, all standards taken together

Mean S.deviation

Vegetable surface 0.171 ha 0.102 ha

Vegetable surface in sao (360 m2) 4.75 sao 2.83 sao
Annual Work Unit (AWU) 1.77 0.75
Age of principal farmer 56 y.o0 5vy.0
Fixed cost in USD 154.55 $ly 269.58 3y
Operating cost in USD 951.9 $ly 676.5 $ly
Total cost of production in USD 1106.47 $ly 859%1L

Average cost per sao (360m2 ) in USD 246.5 $/sao/y 122.7 $/saoly

Table 3 : Result of 2016 survey. Exchange rate U8ND at the moment of survey: 22 500

We wanted to verify if standard application genesadditional cost for farmers comparing to
a conventional model, costs who are financial albsta We haven't obtained satisfied answers
to this question. Concerning RAT and VietGAP, iatews show that there’s some little
difference in cost, between standard and convealtiggetables.

VietGAP requires two significant “investments”, thare the semi-transformation house and
the certification. Our study show that these twpenditures are wholly subsided by sponsors
until now. They are not at the charges of farm&h& amounts don’t appear too high no more
for financial capacity of a cooperative. Differenceme principally from household’s
individual investments, which increase their fixemst. They concern irrigation and harvest
protection. In fact, RAT and VietGAP protocols re@guthat irrigation water respect legal safe
thresholds. In case that water sources are natfsafieers have choice to pump water from the
phreatic nappe. The irrigation cost correspondsheo creation of drilling well, and pump
machine to access to safe water. About protectiesns, they concern installations of net house
(which help to protect vegetables from insects bad weather), and uses of plastic tarp on
ground to avoid adventice; these methods are mettty required by standard protocols, but
they are often chosen by standard applicants ttegrrdheir harvest. Both irrigation and
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protection means are investment for years. We u$gpeeciation rate to calculate the yearly
fixed cost?.

Cost structure per "sao" (360m2)
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Conventional Organic RAT VietGAP
M Protection means 1 certification cost
Irrigation investment W Seed
M Fertilizer Pesticide
M Labor W Land
M Others B intermediary consumption of electricity and water
Graphic 2:

Cost structure per category of producer

The graphic 2 shows cost structure g@oof 4 categories: three groups of standard fararet,

a group of conventional farmer. Please note thatctitegories are not exclusive (except for
Organic): farmers in a “standard group” could dlawe conventional production, because only
some of their parcels are certified. But, interndestiow that they have same practices on all of
their parcels. It means that if a farmer produaasden VietGAP (or RAT), he does exactly the
same things on VietGAP (or RAT) parcel than on @ntwnal parcels. This information is
constant in all of our interviews. No farmer saidkimg discrimination between standard and
conventional production. For this reason, we carsithat observations are enough
homogenous to make group.

Following to the graphic 2, Organic is the grouptthenerates the highest production cost. A
saoof organic vegetable costs in average 318 USDr/yagin 250 USD/year for RAT, 235
USDl/year for VietGAP, and 171 USD/year for convenél. The production cost of RAT and
VietGAP are higher than that of conventional, beeaof fixed cost (as explained in the above
paragraph). But it is paradoxical to see that degyithese investments in favor of biological
methods, the cost of fertilizer and pesticidessaitesignificant.

Conventional | Organic RAT VietGAP
Seed 51,8% 8,4% 22,8% 22,6%
Fertilizer 20,7% 51,9% 31,8% 26,0%
Plant Protection substances 15,6% 7,5% 17,9% 12,4%
Aggregated weight in total
cost 88,1% 67,9% 72,5% 61,0%

2 Depreciation rates are fixed in function of estiesstime of use for each material. From interviems determine
a “reasonable time of use”, which is the time ekpented by most of interviewed farmers.
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Table 4 : Weight of main production inputs per gatey of producers

The table 4 shows weight of three main inputs afetable production: seed, fertilizer and
pesticides. The aggregated weight of the 3 inma&t88&% in conventional production, 72% and
61% in RAT and VietGAP, 68% in Organic. Then, b# three standards use more of fertilizer
than the conventional production (in economic val&specially, organic production is highly
depending on use of animal’'s effluence, since tigarmic protocol doesn't allow synthetic
fertilizers. This finding show the importance oélg for vegetable’s producers in Hanoi.

Another result is that farmers in 11 of our 12 skddcooperatives say having problem of
standard recognition. It means that they have tbssendard vegetables as conventional
vegetables, because the market is not able to memogtandard product and doesn’t assign
added-value to them. This problem is rather compdelse presented here. But it explains at
least why farmers prefers pay for operational catster than investment. With no guarantee on
added-value, one should avoid investment and chdlegaility. Despite this difficulty,
vegetables continue to be an important earningfdoners. The Hanoi's demand is high.
Vegetables can be flowed out easily by collectorsby direct sales at wholesale markets.
Maintaining high yield is primordial, and fertilieand pesticides are efficient arms to reach
this objective.

V. Discussion and Conclusion

Our study shows that RAT and VietGAP standard’settgyment are strongly depending on
orientation of communal cooperatives. The casergdmc is a bit delicate, because the weak
scale of organic production doesn’t allow us tokl@@nerally on cooperative’s role. But it's
show clearly that Vietham’s agriculture is embedded a specific socio-institutional
environment. This environment is firstly createdHistorical context: the legacy of the soviet
socialism. Cooperatives controlled factors of paoin (in particular land), and the
distribution of wealth in the past. Today, they towe to control access to land, water, and
electricity, which are inputs of vegetable prodoetiBy consequent, standard application is
also affected directly or indirectly by cooperats/astructions.

But more than a question of access, cooperativesatathe heart of thPath dependence
mechanism. They link farmers and administratiomulgh a set of old working rules, which
have not been modified after the new 2012 cooperdéiw. The mechanism works on both
sides. On one side, farmers follow cooperative’anpbecause they cannot participate
individually into the market's game. Having nor tapneither knowledge, they follow the
cooperative as it helps at least facing uncertalrgy/s precise that most of Vietnamese farmers
don’t have a legal personality. They count on coaidees to have protection in transaction (for
example to sign contract with buying companiesasiective restaurants). On the other side,
the administration consider cooperative as an ee@iservice of public sector. Public policies
are sent to cooperative’s managing board who aoresible to deploy them toward farmers.
Public funding transits also through cooperativesbe distributed to farmers. The path
dependence is still very powerful.

Besides, vegetable production in Hanoi is alsogoully economic incentive. Yield seeking is
important because it is synonym to income for fasnklanoi’s demand for vegetable is high
while consumer prefer freshness. Even though ptamhg under standard don't create
necessarily added value (problem of standard vialuatentioned above), producing vegetable
is much higher profitable that rice. Our studyresties that income generated by vegetables is
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741 USD/ sao /yeét (all kind of standard are mixed). For a houselvdit works on 4.3aq

our estimate gives equivalent to 290 USD/monthcivié a very interesting crop production
income. Our result is compatible with statistigenfirthe DARD of Hanoi in 2013. The DARD
of Hanoi report an average income for vegetablelycer at 400-500 million VND/hal/year;
with some specific regions at 700-800 million VNBMear. In USD, these incomes are about
640-1280 USD/sao/ year. Our result is also comfgatilith that of Pham and al. (2013) who
reported a value of 1200 K VND/month for 100Daf vegetable production in the Red river
Delta. A gross conversion of the latter gives 648DUper year per 100Gnof profit. The
convergence of all estimates show firmly the econanterest of vegetable production.

A guestionable point should be put on labor acdogn¥We choose to work on real expenditure,
and don’t account labor cost. One can argue tffiatwdty in standard application could be link
to required supplement labor. Moustier et al. (J0f&timated for example that the labor cost
of RAT is 40% more than conventional for RAT, ahdttof organic 60%. Of course, labor is
important and we tried to control this factor. Batmer's answers on the issue are very
inconsistent. Some say that they had to put mdrer)aome other the same. The adoption of
standard was finished long time ago, from 2000-200RAT, from 2008-2010 for VietGAP.
Then, we cannot assert credibility to these ansWwéesalso think that supplement labor if any,
has become endogenous from this time. Whereasefarsay that they use the same practices
on both certified and non-certified lands. Thatlsywve are not able to calculate gap of labor
cost.

Conclusion

In this article, we study the applications of 3nstards RAT, VietGAP, Organic on vegetable
production in the suburb of Hanoi. We carry ouemitews with managers of 13 cooperatives
[/ farmer’s intergroup, then with 20 householdsnter to understand how they apply standards.
The results show strong implications of cooperatiom RAT and VietGAP application.
Concerning the organic production, this model sh@asgicularly the role of the farmer’s
intergroup without discrediting the role of coogera At the household level, our study shows
that farmers don'’t really apply standards by thdwese except organic producers. Producing
under standard generates several additional figstscbut we are not certain that these costs
constitute financial obstacles for households. l@@ncontrary, we found household’s important
expenditures on fertilizers and pesticides.

In the Great Transformation (1944) Polanyi descritiee two economic logics that frame
occidental economies. The first one is the libsmli which calls for a deregulation of
institutional system in favor of the market econoniyhe second one, opposite, is the
embeddedness of economy inside a protecting itistilization process (Maucourant and
Plocinicczak, 2011). The logic of embeddedness &npsotect fundamental productive forces
of a society: land, labor, money. These factorseweat merchandises initially (they had not
been produced to be sold on a market) but becomehanadises under the force of the market
economy. Polanyi showed in particular that todaykeiaeconomies correspond to dis*
embeddednessf economy from the institutional system (\Mama, M. 2011). From this point
of view, the applications of standard in vegetabigduction in Hanoi provides an interesting

13 We put this value in the discussion section, beeave don’t have enough control on it. In fact, edarmer
talk about net income (after charge deduction) evkidme others talk about the amount of money thegive
after each cycle of vegetables.
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observation. We are at a turning point, where aas/of production have been fully embedded
in the social-institutional frame composed by caapees and the administration. But the dis-
embeddedness is starting to happen, under oppesiaf income and consumer’s demand for
safe foods. According to Polanyi, once the markaet onpose its own rules, it can make
autoregulation among supply - demand. But when thid dis-embeddedness of Hanoi's
agriculture happen? Is this for a good or a baagthiwhen could Viethamese consumers have
large access to safe vegetables on the market?eWdothat answers depend largely on the
evolution of Viethamese cooperatives in the neturti
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