|

7/ “““\\\ A ECO" SEARCH

% // RESEARCH IN AGRICULTURAL & APPLIED ECONOMICS

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search.

Help ensure our sustainability.

Give to AgEcon Search

AgEcon Search
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu
aesearch@umn.edu

Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only.
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C.


https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu

The Role of Coordination and Cooperation for Bt-maze cultivation in
Brandenburg, Germany

Consmuiller N. , Beckmann V. and Schleyer C.

Humboldt Universitat, Department of AgriculturaldaSocial Sciences, Division of Resource Econoneslin, Germany

Abstract— Since 2006, several varieties of transgenic (BVL) and gives detailed information on the plagtin
Bt-maize are approved for commercial cultivation in  Of _GM crops in order to monitor _POSSlble
Germany. The German regulatory framework for environmental and health effects [2]. It is dividatb
growing these crops comprises ex-ante regulationssa a publ!c part, V.VhICh IS freely accessible via mmet.

o . and displays information on the exact field locatio
well as ex-post liability rules to protect conventinal and

) _ _ ) ] and the type of crop grown, and a non-public part
organic farming from possible negative side effectef which comprises personal data of the GM-planting

transgenic plants and to ensure co-existence. Publi f3rmer. For reasons of data privacy, informatiasmfr
regulation is also suspected to impose additionabsts to  this part is only given upon request and only to
those farmers who intend to plant Bt-maize. We addFss  neighbouring farmers or other persons with legitana
the question how Bt-maize growing farmers perceivthe  interests. Cultivation of GM crops must be register
additional costs of regulation and whether coordintion 90 days in advance to planting (§16a GenTG).

or cooperation takes place in order to diminish thee Another element is the compliance with the general
code of GAP (816b GenTG). The GM farmer is
obliged to meet general safety arrangements, for
instance minimum distances to neighbouring fields,
the use of different varieties, or pollen barrid¢os
neighbours. The predominantly large farms chose ima- prevent damage to third parties. However, the GenTG
farm coordination to manage the construction of bufer  |acks concrete specification of minimum distance
zones within their own fields and to avoid the plating of requirements that are sufficient to keep outcragsin
Bt-maize close to their neighbours. Inter-farm below the EU-wide labelling threshold of 0.9% for
coordination or cooperation with adjacent farmers vas ~ adventitious and technical inevitable GM traces in

costs. In 2006, we carried out a case study in the
Oderbruch region (Brandenburg, Germany) comprising
eight Bt-maize growing farmers and six adjacent

not regarded necessary to achieve co-existence. food and feed. In 2006, German GM farmers had to
rely on recommendations from GM seed companies
Keywords— Coordination, Cooperation, Bt-maize which recommended buffer zones of 20 m to keep

outcrossing below the labelling threshold [3].
In the case of ex-post liability, Bt-maize growing
farmers in a region are jointly and severally leabbr

: : oo damages caused by, e.g., cross-pollination
Regulations concerning the cultivation of GM crops 32 GenTG). Furthermore, GM farmers are strictly

are embedded in the German Genetic Engineering . : .
(GenTG) [1] which dates back to 1990. The firs lable, i.e., even if they have met all 'requwensu_eot.
partial amendment of the GenTG in 2004 included th Ie' GAP, they are not exempt from third party i
establishment of a public site register (816a, G&nT callzms the leaal f K of N lati
and the compliance with Good Agricultural Practice rom the ‘egal framework of ex-ante regulations
(GAP) (§16b, GenTG) as forms of ex-ante regulatio nd ex-post liability additional costs can arisettie
Furthermore, ex-post liability rules were definad i

armer who decides to grow GM crops:
836a, GenTG. Further amendment is currently under 1) Administration and publication costs
way.

The cultivation of Bt-maize must be announced in
The public site register is provided by the Federatf1e national public site register of the BVL. Tean
Office of Consumer Protection and Food Safet)?

I. INTRODUCTION

ause direct costs such as the act of registrégetf
as well as indirect costs for instance relatedré f
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data availability through the internet which alrgdeld  cooperation as a result of the approval of transgen

to a number of GM-field destructions. varieties for commercial cultivation in the EU: the
2) Damage prevention and co-existence measudevelopment of so-called GMO free zones, (2) the
costs creation of potential GMO-zones or (3) cooperation

In order to avoid possible damage, e.g., througfor co-existence.
gene outcrossing, the farmer is obliged to meet the In the case of cooperation for co-existence, adface
standards of GAP. Apart from direct additional sostfarmers can cooperate for co-existence by changing
arising from the establishment of isolation disesor fields to keep safe distances.
buffer zones also indirect costs must be taken into In a region with GM farms as well as conventional
consideration like the search for suitable co-exise or organic farms co-existence can cause additional
measures which were not specified in the German lawosts. We argue that cooperation between
3) Damage and liability costs neighbouring farmers becomes the more beneficél th
Even if a farmer meets the requirements of the codggher the costs of on-farm co-existence measuees a
of GAP s/he is still jointly and severally as welk perceived and whether cooperation can reduce the
strictly liable for possible damages. The damageg arcosts of ex-ante regulation and ex-post liability
liability costs depend on a) the expected damaye, bignificantly. One still has to keep in mind thdsca
the probability of damage occurrence, and c) theoordination and cooperation themselves are a new
probability that the farmer is actually held lialfer  source of additional costs since agreements habe to
the damage. Apart from theses direct costs, alsnade, monitored, and enforced.
possible costs arising from lawsuits have to berak
into consideration [4].

. CASE STUDY
Il. FEORMS OF COORDINATION AND As the case study region we chose the Oderbruch
COOPERATION Region in the eastern part of the German fedeadé st

of Brandenburg because in this area infestatioesrat

According to the legal framework in Germany thewith the European Corn BoreiOgtrinia nubilalis
GM-farmer carries the burden of ensuring coHUBNER) are high [6] and Bt-maize has already been
existence exclusively. However, we argue that bothdopted by several farmers to control the pest. In
the GM-farmer and his non-GM neighbours could?2006, we carried out a full-sample case study & th
contribute to co-existence by coordination omBrandenburg district of Markisch-Oderland by
cooperation. Coordination can take place within @nterviewing all eight Bt-maize growing farmersthe
single farm (intra-farm coordination) or among tworegion with a standardized questionnaire comprising
adjacent farmers (inter-farm coordination). Forant questions relating to on-farm Bt-maize cultivatitime
farm coordination, a GM-farmer can arrange his owmperception of ex-ante regulation and ex-post ligbil
fields to keep maximum distances to his neighbourss well as to coordination and cooperation.
adjust field size to reduce the risk of outcrossang
keep isolation distances. Inter-farm coordination
involves the GM-farmer as well as the non-GM
neighbour. The GM-farmer can inform his neighbour o _ o _
on his intention to grow GM-maize and the exact‘ Adrr_1|n|strat|on and publication costs due to public
location of the GM-field. Both farmers can agree orfit€ register
planting different varieties or adjusting their

cultivation plans in order to prevent short disesc register is an additional time-consuming activigt.
between GM- and non-GM maize fields. least three months in advance, the farmer hasdidele

Cooperation itself can be defined as a special forfyiare to plant Bt-maize and the other crops. Once

of inter-farm coordination. Beckmann and SChIeye{egistered he can only plant Bt-maize on the aheas
(2007) [5] observe three new forms agriculturajyisiaily intended for this purpose. The interview

IV. RESULTS

In the first place, a registration in the publitesi
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results reflect these additional costs since hithe enterprises. According to our definition, intrarfar
Bt-maize growing farmers regarded the registratien coordination consists of three general components:
“cost-intensive”. Registration is also accompanigd 1) field allocation, 2) field size and 3) isolation
the publication of farm-related and personal datdistances. Regarding the first two measures the GM
which can be obtained upon request. Seven out &drmer can decide freely on whether to adopt them o
eight farmers reported personal disadvantages becauwnot whereas the last option is already prescribgd b
of this publication. Five GM farmers became a direcGerman law even if legally defined safety distances
target of anti-GM campaigns, such as fieldare still lacking. In our case study we observexd il

destructions and other hostilities. farmers willingly kept distance requirements maiimy
the form of buffer zones. In some cases, farmess al

B. Damage prevention, co-existence measures and made use of field allocation to ensure even wider

their costs safety distances to organically farming neighbours.

_ Inter-farm coordination always directly involvesth
For the planting seasons 2006 and 2007, the GenTggjacent farmers. We define four components of4nte
(dated 17 March 2006) lacked concrete measures fofarm coordination: 1) information of neighbours,

co-existence with respect to GAP and only seed) adjustment of cultivation plans, 3) use of diiat
companies provided recommendations on co-existeng@aize) varieties and finally 4) cooperation.
management. Every GM farmer kept at least a 20 @ooperation itself can be divided into three subgeo
buffer zone around the Bt-maize stands as sug_ge_stggl suggested by Beckmann and Schleyer (2007) [5]:
by Monsanto Agrar Deutschland GmbH. The majoritycooperation can take place either in the form of a
of the farmers were even willing to keep buffer@®n GmO-free zone, a GMO-zone or cooperation for co-
up to 100 m and beyond. Interestingly enough, sevesxistence as for instance the exchange of plots to
out of eight GM farmers linked no or only negligbl ensyre safety requirements. In most cases, the GM-
costs to the establishment of buffer zones. Onlg oryarmer informed at least directly affected neighisou

farmer described the additional costs as high. about his intention to plant Bt-maize and about the
location of the field. This took place on a senfiail
C. Liability rules and risk of damage basis since in 2006 the GenTG did not require

The ex-oost liabilitv rules did not have an notification of neighbours. In our case study wd di
xp labiiity Tu : v Yheither observe the adjustment of cultivation plaois

Brtomlnent %_nglueglt\:/le fon the farmer sbtilectlsmndtovgr?hthe use of different varieties. We argue that Higiem
-maize. 1he armers were avle 10 reduce Nk, , gination is not generally necessary for the

risk of .gene.outcrossmg and, t_hus, economic dama%%justment of cultivation plans. In northern Gergnan
to their neighbours by spatial allocation of the

. . maize can not be drilled until late spring becaake
Bt-maize f|elds._ Most Of th? GM farmers planned tc{he soil temperature. At that time, winter grairh@at,
expand Bt-maize cultivation in the next year

regardless of a change of the liability rules. @e tsoarley, rye, and rape seed) has already germinated.

: . I soon as the GM farmer has to make his registration
contrary, thre_e of the six nelghbc_)u_rs stated nd the cadastre he already notices which crop has been
grown Bt-maize due to the remaining uncertaintyoas

the liability in case of damage sown next to_ his Bt_—maize_ stand. Thus,_ he can

' coordinate his planting without contacting his
o , , neighbours. The adjustment of varieties seems to be
D. Coordination and cooperation between neighbours  only a theoretical solution for co-existence. Fakall,

Neighbouring farmers have incentives to coordinat¥ 1S @ccompanied with additional costs, rangingir
if this reduces the costs of co-existence, ranfiom 46 0 201 €/ha according to Messean et al. (2006) [

relatively easy intra-farm coordination where ndn Germany, only five different varieties of MON810
external actors are involved to inter-farm coordora '€ @pproved for commercial cultivation. Two ofrthe
and cooperation where the GM-farmer closeh?'® medium early varieties (DKC 3421 YG and PR
interacts with his neighbours or even downstream®V17) and three are late maturing varieties (Kusat
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PR 38F71 and PR 39F56) [8]. From this, we concludagreement which can thus be an incentive for inter-
that a GM farmer can only vary the flowering timefarm coordination in the future.

within these two groups since no early maturing
varieties are yet available on the market. Thivioles
little scope for inter-farm coordination. Otherwiske
non-GM neighbour could make use of the different

varieties of conventional maize and adjust hisetss 1.

for the sake of co-existence. None of the farmees w

interviewed seriously took this form of co-existenc )

into consideration.

V. CONCLUSION

3.
The results from our case study lead us to the

overall conclusion that under the given circumséanc

in Brandenburg, GM-farmers tend to prefer intra-

farms coordination rather than inter-farm coordorat
or even cooperation. This is mainly due to the
agricultural structure of this region which is doeied

by large farms with a still low percentage of GM-
maize. These farms can easily guarantee co-exestenc

by intra-farm field coordination.

Still, coordination and cooperation is very likaty
gain more importance in the future. All GM farmers
interviewed planned to expand their GM-maize

production area. In the long run, this probablyl wil 6

render intra-farm coordination more expensive. Our
analysis was carried out under the regulative

framework of the GenTG from 2006. As stated above,_
define specific distance

the Act did neither
requirements in the course of Good Agricultural
Practice, nor was there the duty to inform the Gdn-

neighbour nor could a GM farmer and his neighbour
decide on modifying distance requirements by péevat

agreements. At the beginning of 2008, the Germah
Genetic Engineering Act was again amended and the

new act now envisions detailed rules of co-existenc
management for the first time. This includes thé&ydu

of the GM farmer to inform neighbouring farmers on
planned GM cultivation and minimum distance
requirements for Bt-maize are set at 150 m to
conventional farms and 300 m to organic farms. &hes
requirements can though be

relaxed by private
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