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1 Introduction
Science: Where have all the insects gone?

Source: Hallmann CA, Sorg M, Jongejans E, Siepel H, Hofland N, et al. (2017) More than 75 percent decline over 27 years in 
total flying insect biomass in protected areas. PLOS ONE 12(10): e0185809. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0185809
see also http://www.sciencemag.org/news/2017/05/where-have-all-insects-gone

Figure: Temporal distribution of insect biomass in 63 conservation area 1990-2013

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0185809
http://www.sciencemag.org/news/2017/05/where-have-all-insects-gone


1 Introduction
Decline of farm bird species

Source: Leopoldina 2020: Biodiversity and Management of Agricultural Landscapes – Comprehensive action is urgently needed; 
Digital dossier. url: http://interaktiv.leopoldina.org/artenvielfalt/#en
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1 Introduction
The role of agriculture?

• Decline of biodiversity has been sufficiently documented
• Agriculture as one important driver of decline

Source: Francisco Sánchez-Bayo & Kris A.G. Wyckhuys (2019): 
Worldwide decline of the entomofauna: A review of its drivers; 
Biological Conservation 232: 8-27

• Landscape and habitat quality as 
main influencing factor
• Pollution also important

(fertilization, pesticides)
• Action needed at different levels 

(Pe‘er et al. 2019: Action needed for the CAP; 
People & Nature; https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10080 )

• A challenge for society
(Leopoldina 2020: Biodiversity and Management of Agricultural 
Landscapes - Comprehensive action is urgently needed)

• What is the potential of the CAP?
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2 The biodiversity problem
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Intensification of grassland-useGiving up grassland-use

Costs, 
Payments

Yield-potential
Soil quality, input-use, precipitation

Costs and
direct-cost-free 

gross-margin

Source: own presentation; See Lakner 2020; Loccumer Tagungsband

Payment 330 €/haCost-curve 2:
Keep landscape 
open

Mowing by brushcutter
Highest difficulty
Costs ca. 1.600 €/ha

Mowing twice
medium difficulty
Costs: 470 €/ha 

Extensive grassland
opportunity costs: 250 €/ha 
The hilly regions of saxony

Intensive grassland
opportunity costs: 800 €/ha
Lowlands around Leipzig

Mowing twice
Low difficulty
Costs: 340 €/ha

Alternatives

Mountain meadows

Biodiversity Cost-curve 1

2 The biodiversity problem
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2 The biodiversity-problem
The role of extensive permanent grassland

Source: See Lakner 2020: Loccumer Tagungsband; Data from Röder 2020 and the federal statistical office
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3 The current CAP and biodiversity

One CAP, €59 Bil./yr, multiple objectives
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Title III Agriculture and Fishery
Article 39 (ex 33)
(1) The objectives of the common agricultural 
policy shall be:
a) to increase agricultural productivity 
b) thus to ensure a fair standard of living for the 

agricultural community
c) to stabilize markets;
d) To assure the availability of supplies;
e) to ensure that supplies reach consumers at 

reasonable prices.

Source: Treaty on the functioning of the European Union, 
simplified. url: https://bit.ly/3kbug8G

Treaty on the functioning of the 
European Union (TFEU, Article 39)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Source: EC 2017: Future of the common agricultural policy; 
https://bit.ly/355UFgn , EC 2018: CAP-Reform Draft

Proposal CAP post 2020, 
Article 5/6

Economic and political conditions 
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3 The current CAP and biodiversity
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Source: Pe‘er, G., S. Lakner et al. (2019): A greener
path for the EU Common Agricultural Policy, Science 
10.1126/science.aax3146
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Source: Lakner, S., C. Schleyer, J. Schmidt & Y. Zinngrebe (2021): 
Agricultural Policy for Biodiversity: Facilitators and Barriers for 
Transformation, Kapitel in Review.

Share spending agri-environmental programs in 
the EU agricultural budget 2000-2018
(In Mio. EUR; 2000-2003 EU-15; 2004-2006 EU-25; 2007-2012 EU-27; 2013 ff. EU-28)

11.4%
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not clarify how priorities should be set and 
trade-offs addressed, especially when bud-
gets are strongly unbalanced (see the sec-
ond figure). Moreover, some objectives and 
SDGs cannot be met without updating the 
CAP’s instruments. For instance, SDG 12 
(sustainable consumption and production) 
is virtually unsupported (beyond schemes 
to promote healthier food in schools), and 
SDG 11 (sustainable cities and communities) 
is barely supported, although the CAP could 
contribute to promoting nature-
based solutions in rural areas (e.g., 
to decrease hazards like wildfires).

To address societal demands for 
sustainability, the CAP post-2020 
needs a more coherent set of clear 
objectives, linked to SDGs and as-
sociated with measurable targets. 
Priorities should be refined and 
reflected in the budget structure. 
Guidelines should be developed 
for MSs to develop strategic plans 
that clearly address trade-offs be-
tween objectives and minimize 
the risk of a biased selection of 
preferred objectives by MSs. Mak-
ing an effective contribution to 
SDGs requires refining existing 
instruments (e.g., to support sus-
tainable farming systems, pro-
mote employment for women, 
and diversify income) and design-
ing new ones (e.g., on high nature 
value (HNV) farming systems, 
nature-based solutions for risk 
mitigation, and citizen participa-
tion). Coherence between CAP instruments 
and other policies should be improved and 
impacts outside the EU addressed.

BALANCE INSTRUMENTS AND BUDGETS
(See SM 3.) The CAP’s largest budget share 
still goes to DPs (68.9% in 2017), despite 
their original design as transitional pay-
ment to support farmers following the 
1992 CAP reform. DPs have been shown 
to be ineffective toward all dimensions 
of sustainability (7, 8). They are unevenly 
distributed (1.8% of recipients receive 32% 
of payments), leak toward land rents and 
nonfarmers, distort land markets, and fail 
to maintain reasonable incomes or to halt 
rural employment decline (8). Greening of 
DPs seems largely ineffective in terms of 
biodiversity conservation (3) and climate 
change mitigation (see the first figure) (9). 
Moreover, highest investments are made 
into the least effective greening (€789.9/
ha), compared to a third as many payments 
for the more effective AECM (€247.2/ha). 

The most targeted Natura 2000 invest-
ments into protected areas receive a mere 
€24.9/ha (7).

The proposed CAP includes a 28% bud-
get cut for pillar 2 (compared to only an 11% 
cut for pillar 1), which expands DPs to 73% 
of CAP by 2027, without providing clear 
justification for their maintenance or ad-
dressing their flaws. The proposed update 
to the “capping and redistribution” mecha-
nism, aimed at addressing inequalities in 

DP distribution by setting a lower maxi-
mum limit to DPs (“capping”) and grant-
ing a higher payment per hectare for the 
first hectares (“redistributive payment”), 
remains weak, because labor costs can 
again be deducted from farmers’ income 
calculation in a way that continuously lifts 
the capping threshold. AECM budgets are 
reduced, and budget shifts from pillar 2 to 
pillar 1 are allowed. DPs that are coupled 
to the production of certain crops and live-
stock (so-called “coupled payments”), in-
cluding some input-intensive systems like 
beef fattening or vegetable production, are 
maintained despite forming a key obstacle 
to environmental sustainability (10) and 
undermining the common market.

To address societal demands, invest-
ments in CAP instruments should be bal-
anced according to their environmental 
and socioeconomic performance. Accord-
ingly, DPs need to be gradually phased 
out in favor of a system that balances all 
CAP objectives and supports farmers in 
need that are engaging in sustainable 
and environmentally friendly farming, 
following the principle of “public money 

for public goods” (11). Examples to follow 
could be Switzerland and current plans for 
the United Kingdom. In the short term, 
a larger proportion of the budget should 
be secured for AECM and Natura 2000 
payments within pillar 2, and for new 
voluntary “eco-schemes” within pillar 1, 
incentivizing farmers to provide environ-
mental services beyond basic requirements 
(e.g., enhanced management of pastures 
and landscape features). MSs should be 

granted unlimited flexibility to 
shift budgets from pillar 1 to pillar 
2, particularly to AECM, as pro-
posed by the EP’s Environmental 
Committee.

SHARPEN GREEN ARCHITECTURE
(See SM 4.) The proposed new 
“green architecture” seems weaker 
than in the current CAP. The “en-
hanced conditionality” within DPs 
contains an expanded set of good 
agricultural practices requiring 
farmers to comply with basic stan-
dards (“cross-compliance”) concern-
ing the environment, food safety, 
animal and plant health, and ani-
mal welfare, but retains the basic 
flaw of low sanctioning power for 
noncompliance. Greening mea-
sures are integrated into cross-com-
pliance without defining specific 
measures, rather than sharpened 
as recommended in the literature 
[e.g., (9)]. Some environmental safe-
guards are canceled (e.g., to avoid 

negative impacts of irrigation), and several 
sectors and instruments are exempted from 
environmental requirements. AECMs are 
weakened by the inclusion of new, but vague, 
management options. Forty percent of the 
CAP budget 2021–2027 is labeled as “climate 
friendly” [(2), figure 52], yet without appro-
priate measures targeting the largest green-
house gas (GHG) emission sources, namely 
livestock production, which is still supported 
by coupled payments (9, 10).

The CAP post-2020 needs a green archi-
tecture built on well-defined measures and 
a strengthened pillar 2. In the short term, 
harmful subsidies (e.g., coupled payments) 
should be eliminated and all instruments 
should be aligned with sustainability crite-
ria, including sectoral payments currently 
exempted—for example, for wine, olives, and 
cotton, as well as for young farmers. Instru-
ments in both pillars should be refined to 
support landscape-targeted and coordinated 
actions among farmers to reach larger-scale 
goals such as improved landscape connec-
tivity and supporting farmers in HNV areas. 
In the longer term, the mandate of AECMs 
should shift from just compensating income 
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Share of CAP-budget (%)
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Data: EU Budget 2017, RDPs 2014-2020
RDP data as of January 24, 2019
Data contains only budget-positions, which could be linked to CAP-objectives

The list of author affiliations is available in the supplementary 
materials. Email: guy.peer@ufz.de

CAP budgets 
and objectives
Current division of the 
Common Agricultural 
Policy (CAP) budgets 
linked to the new CAP 
objectives of 2018.  
For details of the single 
instruments see SM 
Table S2.3.
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3 The current CAP and biodiversity
Environmental instruments of the CAP

• Direct Payments + Cross-Compliance
• Greening: 30% of Direct Payments

– Crop diversification
– Maintenance Grassland
– Ecological Focus Area (EFA)

• Agri-environmental and climate measures
– AECM arable
– AECM grassland
– Organic farming

• LIFE program & Natura 2000 
– Habitat directive (FFH), Birds directive

• State conservation programs 

Regionally differentiated
Partly effective …
…. but not always
(=> dark green/light green)
Complex for farms
High administrative burden

targeted, low budgets

No Coherence AECM

No scientific justification

100-800 €/ha AECM

100-400 €/ha AECM

200-400 €/ha AECM

=> calculatory
800 €/ha EFA

176 €/ha UAA

84 €/ha UAA

Maintenance Grassland: no impact
Crop Diversification: no impact
Ecol. Focus area: low effectiveness 
(ca. 20%) + not efficient

10.05.21 Economic and political conditions 
for a biodiversity-friendly agriculture11



3 The current CAP and biodiversity
Collaboration between EFA and AECM?

Economic and political conditions  for a biodiversity-friendly agriculture1210.05.21

Source: Lakner, S., N. Röder, S. Baum & A. Ackermann (2017): What we can learn from the German implementation of the Greening –
Effectiveness, Participation and Policy Integration with the Agri-environmental Programs , Conference paper at the 57th Annual Conference of 
the German Association of Agricultural Economists (Gewisola), September 13-15, 2017, Technical University Munich, in Freising-
Weihenstephan. https://bit.ly/2FMLwSw

https://bit.ly/2FMLwSw


4 Opportunities of the CAP-reform 2021
Timeline: Reform-process CAP post 2020
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Source: own presentation
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Council EU
• 6 Meetings

EU Parliament
• EP ENVI

Decision
14 Feb 2019

• EP AGRI
Decision 2 Apr 2019

• EP Plenary
Postponed 
19 Feb 2019
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4 Opportunities of the CAP-reform 2021
The new green Architecture
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Voluntary for 
land manager
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4 Opportunities of the CAP-reform 2021
Evaluation of Instruments 2021-2027

10.05.21
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Potential Problems

Conditionality

• Simple implementation
• Combination with other 

instruments?
• Secures minimum share

• Reaction of farmers
• No specific targeting!
• Quantity, not quality
• Fixes the use of direct payments

Eco-Schemes
• Easy money in pillar 1
• Simple yearly Eco-schemes , 

=> as door opener

• Duration of measures
• Fluctuating uptake
• Coordination with AECM?

AECM

• Established instrument
• Often effective, but not always
• Focus on specific targets
• Regional implementation
• Includes evaluation

• Acceptance as problem
• Controls and bureaucracy
• High administrative costs (30%)
• No top-up for profits
• Little innovation

Sources: own presentation; Lakner 2020; https://bit.ly/3mwRIPR

Economic and political conditions 
for a biodiversity-friendly agriculture
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4 Opportunities of the CAP-reform 2021
The German implementation (1)

• Compromise of state agricultural ministers (AMK) and 
Federal Ministry for Agriculture (BMEL) 26.03.2021

• Compromise of Federal Environmental Ministry (BMU) and 
Federal Ministry for Agriculture (BMEL) 13.04.2021

• Legislative act in Bundestag this week (May 10, 2021)?
• Final “Super-Trilogue“ on May 25/26, 2021

=> Portuguese presidency is ambitious
• Strategic plans before the federal election, 26.09.2021

• Deadline strategic plans 31.12.2021

• New implementation starts 01.01.2021

10.05.21 Economic and political conditions 
for a biodiversity-friendly agriculture16



4 Opportunities of the CAP-reform 2021
The German implementation (2)

Measures for Eco-Schemes in pillar 1:

10.05.21 Economic and political conditions 
for a biodiversity-friendly agriculture17

1. Increase in the non-productive area beyond GAEC 9
(fallow land, flower strips, landscape elements and old grass strips on grassland)

2. Planting of flowering areas and strips on arable land & permanent crops
3. Diverse Cultures in arable farming, incl. 10% legumes + five main crops.
4. Support of Agroforestry on arable land
5. Permanent grassland extensification (for the entire farm)
6. Permanent grassland managed for results (4 regional indicator species)
7. No chemical-synthetic pesticides on Arable and permanent crops
8. Support of Nature 2000 grassland

Source: Lakner 2021: AMK-Beschlüsse: Ein Schritt in die richtige Richtung?
In German: https://slakner.wordpress.com/2021/04/07/amk-beschlusse-ein-schritt-in-die-richtige-richtung/
In English: https://www.arc2020.eu/cap-strategic-plans-germany-taking-steps-in-the-right-direction/
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https://www.arc2020.eu/cap-strategic-plans-germany-taking-steps-in-the-right-direction/


4 Opportunities of the CAP-reform 2021
The German implementation (3)

• Transfers to Pillar II (6-15%)

Largely for agr-environmental and climate measures (AECM), 
animal welfare and paymens for areas with natural constraints (ANC)

• Coupled payments for grazing premium (2%)
• Redistribution: the first hectare (12%)

69 EUR/ha for the first 40 hectares and 41 EUR/ha for hectare 41-60

• Young-farmers (2%)
• Eco-Schemes (25%)

10.05.21 Economic and political conditions 
for a biodiversity-friendly agriculture18

Source: Lakner 2021: AMK-Beschlüsse: Ein Schritt in die richtige Richtung?
In German: https://slakner.wordpress.com/2021/04/07/amk-beschlusse-ein-schritt-in-die-richtige-richtung/
In English: https://www.arc2020.eu/cap-strategic-plans-germany-taking-steps-in-the-right-direction/

https://slakner.wordpress.com/2021/04/07/amk-beschlusse-ein-schritt-in-die-richtige-richtung/
https://www.arc2020.eu/cap-strategic-plans-germany-taking-steps-in-the-right-direction/


4 Opportunities of the CAP-reform 2021

Source: Lakner, S. (2021): Neustart oder Rückschritt? Wie die Zukunft der EU-Agrarförderung in Deutschland gestaltet werden 
kann ; Studie im Auftrag von Greenpeace e.V.
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5 Discussion and Conclusions

10/05/2021

5. Field margins and  6. Use market-potentials for 
conservation-friendly products

Landwirtschaft für Artenvielfalt ©  
Quelle: Projekt www.landwirtschaft-artenvielfalt.de

1. Planning at landscape-level
2. collective implementation

3. Result-based measures
4. Conservation consultancy

=> Leopoldina 2020: Stellungnahme Artenrückgang in 
der Agrarlandschaft, Halle/Saale, ab Okt. 2020 

Quelle: LFL Bayern: https://bit.ly/35KJ0am

see: Kooperativ-Projekt Uni Göttingen
C. Westphal, T. Plieninger, A. Hass, S. Schüler et al.!
url: https://www.uni-goettingen.de/de/628701.html
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5 Discussion and Conclusions
Utilize reform-potentials

• Multifunctionality and public goods as guiding principles of the CAP
• Phasing out direct payments and coupled payments 
• Strengthening environmental policy (biodiversity and climate)

– Dark green measures

– Coherence between instruments

– Innovative measures

– Nature conservation sector: profit mark-up necessary.

– Simplification (WBAE 2019, administrative simplification, EAFRD Reset 2011).

– Expenditure on management and administration is necessary under the rule of law. => 
Goal: More cooperation between authorities and agriculture for nature conservation

– Implementation of Natura 2000, FFH protected areas, management

– Control with monitoring and advice

– More cooperation in agriculture, and with authorities, environmental associations

Source: own presentation, Lakner (2020), partly from Pe’er, Bonn, Bruelheide, Dieker, Eisenhauer, Feindt […] & Lakner (2020): 
Action needed for the EU Common Agricultural Policy to address sustainability challenges, People & Nature, 
https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10080

https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10080
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Was kann die Gemeinsame Agrarpolitik der EU (GAP)  
zum Biodiversitätsschutz beitragen? 

Sebastian Lakner1 

1 Einleitung 
Der Sektor Landwirtschaft muss sich in zunehmendem Maße Umweltproblemen und gesellschaftli-
chen Herausforderungen stellen. Die zurückgehende Artenvielfalt steht seit 2017 im Fokus der öf-
fentlichen Debatte, ausgelöst durch die sog. Krefeld-Studie (Hallmann et al., 2017), in der in ver-
schiedenen Naturschutzgebieten in Deutschland ein Rückgang der Insekten Biomasse festgestellt 
wurde. Während jedoch die Auswahl der Flächen in der Studie teilweise für Kritik sorgte, bestätigen 
andere Studien den Trend der rückläufigen Artenvielfalt, etwa eine Studie auf den sog. Biodiversitäts-
Exploratorien. Die Studie von Seibold et al. belegt auf 150 Grünland-Flächen und 140 Forstflächen, 
dass die Biomasse, Vorkommen und Anzahl von Arthropoden (Gliederfüßler) zwischen 2008 und 
2017 um 67%, 78% und 34% zurückgegangen ist (Seibold et al., 2019). 

Der Rückgang der Biodiversität ist inzwischen hinreichend belegt und es zeigt sich, dass Landwirt-
schaft einer der wichtigen Ursachen für den Artenrückgang ist. Eine Meta-Analyse von Sánchez-Bayo 
and Wyckhuys (2019) zeigt, dass Habitat-Veränderungen der wichtigste Treiber des Artenrückgangs 
sind. Der Verlust von Landschaftselementen und mangelnde Qualität in produktionsbegleitenden 
Habitaten werden als wichtige Ursache identifiziert. Pflanzenschutz und Düngung spielen ebenfalls 
eine Rolle, werden aber in Studien weniger häufig genannt. Der Handlungsbedarf ist dabei vielfältig 
und findet auf unterschiedlichen Ebenen statt. Nicht nur die Wiedereinrichtung von Landschaftsele-
menten ist wichtig, sondern auch deren Qualitätsverbesserung. Die Umsetzung solcher Maßnahmen 
erfordert Motivation und Bildung der Akteure, Informationen müssen von Seiten des Naturschutzes 
bereitgestellt werden. Eine Kurzstellungnahme der Leopoldina Akademie der Wissenschaften weist 
darauf hin, dass der Erhalt der Biodiversität eine gesamtgesellschaftliche Aufgabe ist (Leopoldina, 
2018).  

Grundsätzlich stellt sich die Frage, in welchem Maße die Gemeinsame Agrarpolitik zum Erhalt der 
Biodiversität bereits beträgt und welche Änderungen vorgenommen werden, um den Zustand der 
Artenvielfalt zu stabilisieren und mittelfristig wieder zu verbessern. Die Verfolgung von Umweltzielen 
ist in zunehmendem Maße eine Begründung für die Gemeinsame Agrarpolitik der EU (GAP). Gleich-
zeitig zeigen Erjavec and Erjavec (2015), dass zwar die Argumente in der Kommunikation gerne ge-
nutzt werden, wenn es jedoch zu den entscheidenden Budget-Entscheidungen kommt, dass Produk-
tivitäts-Narrative die Debatte dominieren. Eine gezieltere Förderung über die GAP erscheint auch 
angesichts des Vertragsverletzungsverfahrens der EU-Kommission gegen die Bundesrepublik 
Deutschland angezeigt. So moniert die EU-Kommission erst Anfang 2020, dass in den FFH-Gebieten 
Deutschlands nicht in ausreichendem Maße detaillierte und quantifizierte Erhaltungsziele festgelegt 
wurden. Des Weiteren sind in sechs Bundesländern die Managementpläne der Öffentlichkeit nicht 
ausreichend zugänglich (EU-Kommission, 2020). Insgesamt deutet sich hier ein Umsetzungsdefizit in 
der deutschen Biodiversitätspolitik an. Im folgenden Beitrag geht es daher um die Möglichkeiten im 
Rahmen der GAP, den Erhalt der Biodiversität effektiver und effizienter zu fördern.  
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