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1. Die Schwächen der GAP waren bekannt

Es liegen aus der Wissenschaft zahlreiche Studien vor:
• Die Direktzahlungen (3 Mrd. EUR)

Es fehlt eine belastbare wiss. Begründung 
Es gibt zahlreiche schädliche Nebenwirkungen 

• Gekoppelte Zahlungen
Markt- und Produktionsverzerrend (WTO)
Erhöhen Klima-Emissionen in der EU
(Jansson et al. 2020; Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy, doi: 10.1002/aepp.13092) 

• Greening (1,4 Mrd. EUR)
Schlecht geplant, verwässert und schwach umgesetzt
Trägt kaum zu Biodiversität bei und ist ineffizient

• Agrarumwelt- und Klimamaßnahmen (0,8 Mio. EUR)
Funktioniert teilweise, aber nicht überall
Zu viel hellgrün, zu viel Bürokratie, finanziell nicht gut ausgestattet
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Für eine Gemeinsame Agrarpolitik,  
die konsequent zum Erhalt der  
biologischen Vielfalt beiträgt

Stellungnahme des Wissenschaftlichen Beirats für Biodiversität 
und Genetische Ressourcen beim Bundesministerium für Ernährung 

und Landwirtschaft

April 2018

Wissenschaftlicher Beirat für Biodiversität  
und Genetische Ressourcen

beim Bundesministerium für Ernährung und Landwirtschaft
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Special Report Biodiversity on farmland: 
CAP contribution has not 
halted the decline 

EN 2020 13 

Der Wissenscha6liche Beirat für Agrarpoli>k, 
Ernährung und gesundheitlichen 

Verbraucherschutz (WBAE) 
„spricht sich für eine Neuausrichtung der GAP 

hin zu einer konsequent 
gemeinwohlorien>erten Poli>k für 

Landwirtscha> und ländliche Räume aus.“ 

Leopoldina Stellungnahme: 
„Insbesondere sollten die SubvenJonszahlungen an 
die Landwirtscha> im Rahmen der GAP stärker an 
die tatsächlich erbrachten u. messbaren Öko-
systemleistungen geknüp> werden. Bei den GAP-
Förderinstrumenten sollte der Fokus auf 
spezifischen, zielorien>erten Umwelt- und 
Naturschutzmaßnahmen liegen."

Europäischer Rechnungshof: 
Fig. 79 The most suitable are agri-
environment climate measures, followed by 
organic farming and Natura 2000 payments.
Fig. 80 Less frequent, and less popular, are 
“dark green” schemes, which are more 
focused and demanding but deliver greater 
environmental benefits. 

Wiss. Beirat für Biodiversität und 
genetische Ressourcen: 

„Entsprechende Ansätze sind in der GAP 
zwar vorhanden, aber bisher nicht 

hinreichend ausgestaltet und finanziert 
worden. Eine effektive Politik zum Schutz 

der biologischen Vielfalt benötigt.“

1. Die Schwächen der GAP waren bekannt

Wir haben kein Erkenntnis- sondern ein Umsetzungsproblem?
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1. Wiss. Beirat Agrar- u Ernährungspoli7k 
2010: Stellungnahme GAP-Reform 2013
„Schri&weise Abschaffung des gegenwär4gen 
Systems der Direktzahlungen bis 2020, im 
Gegenzug finanzielle Aufstockung oder 
Neukonzipierung von Poli<kmaßnahmen, mit 
denen der Agrarsektor und die ländlichen Räume 
möglichst zielgerichtet auf künAige 
Herausforderungen vorbereitet werden sollen.“ 

2. Buckwell et al. 2017: Rise-Report:
Excessive weight is given to inefficient, ineffec<ve 
and inequitable direct payments in Pillar 1. They 
should be systema4cally reduced over a pre-
announced period of 4me and resources switched 
to provide targeted assistance to help farmers face 
specific challenges of improving produc<vity, 
resource efficiency and risk management and to pay 
farmers to provide specific public goods.”

3. Heinemann, F. and S. Weiss 2018:
Bertelsmann-Studie
In sum, the current state of affairs does not give 
cause for optimism about a move towards real 
European added value in direct payments. If no 
substantive corrections occur in the ongoing 
legislative process, the post-2020 CAP will 
constitute a step backwards, making direct 
payments even less effective in incentivizing public 
good provision.

4. Fresco & Poppe 2017: Wageningen-Paper.
Alternatively or in addition, payments could be 
restricted to farmers not receiving government 
pensions (to circumvent an age limit of 70 years, 
say) and be phased out for the next generations. 
This would allow a large saving in direct payments 
that could be used for public objectives within 
another pillar. Farmers who would like to keep their 
direct payments could be invited to join a scheme for 
ecosystem payments in Pillar B.
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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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competitiveness
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Climate change 
action
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landscape

Support generational 
renewal

Vibrant rural 
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Protect food and 
health quality

Performance

Sustainable Development Goals

1Low

High

2

3

NA

1 No poverty  
2 Zero hunger  
3 Good health and well-being
4 Quality education 
5 Gender equality
6 Clean water and sanitation
7 A!ordable and clean energy

 8 Decent work and   
  economic growth
 9 Industry, and 
  innovation and    
  infrastructure
10 Reduced inequalities 
 11 Sustainable cities and 
  communities

12 Responsible consumption 
 and production   
13 Climate action  
14 Life below water   
15 Life on land  
16 Peace, justice and strong
 institutions   
17 Partnerships for the goals
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Share of CAP-budget (%)
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  60.6 %

  11.4 %

  0 %

  8.8 %

  2.3 %

  8.5 %

  0.7 %

  5.8 %

  1.8 %

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.

Quelle: 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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Abb. 1: GAP-Budget 2017 & GAP-Ziele

Quelle: Lakner, S., C. Schleyer, J. Schmidt & Y. Zinngrebe
(2021): Agricultural Policy for Biodiversity: Facilitators and 
Barriers for Transformation, Kapitel in Review.

Abb. 2: Anteil Agrarumweltprogramme am 
gesamten EU-Agrarbudget 2000-2018
(In Mio. EUR; 2000-2003 EU-15; 2004-2006 EU-25; 2007-2012 EU-27; 2013 ff. EU-28)



2. Es lagen Reformalterna?ven vor

Es gab Reformop.onen, die auch durchgerechnet waren.
• DVL-Punktemodell: (Neumann et al. 2017)

Von Landwirt*innen anerkannt
Ökonomisch durchaus tragfähig

• NABU Space-for-Nature (Oppermann et al. 2016)

Ausbaus der dunkelgrünen Maßnahmen
Aufwirkungen auf Betriebe und öff. Haushalte

• AbL-Punktemodell
• FRANZ-Projekt
• 10 Maßnahmen zur Verbesserung der GAP: (Pe‘er et al. 2020)

=> AcEon needed to reform the CAP; People and Nature
Unterstütz von > 3.600 WissenschaRler*innen
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3. Die Beschlüsse im Detail
Wich?gsten Kernpunkte

Beschlüsse EU Parlament und Ministerrat am 22.10.2020
• Eco-Schemes: Umweltprogramm in der ersten Säule

Umweltprogramm, aber auch Tierwohl und auch Einkommen…
• Enhanced Conditionality: Alter Wein in neuen Schläuchen…
• Guter landwirtschaftlicher und ökologischer Zustand (GLÖZ)

GLÖZ 9: nicht produktive Fläche, 5% inklusive ZF, „Greening Vista“
• Ringfencing:

20% für Eco-Schemes + 30%/35% für AUKM + ANC
Mind. 60% für Direktzahlungen, gekoppelte Zahlungen u. Umverteilung

• Umschichtung II. Säule: Komm 15%/EP 12%/Council 25%
• Positive Effekte: „Gruppen von Landwirten“

In den Definition für Direktzahlungen (=> Paludiculture)
• Absurdes: „Boost Schemes“?

24.10.2016
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3. Die Beschlüsse im Detail
Ausgestaltung der Eco-Schemes?
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Finanzielle Auswirkung der Ratsbeschlüsse auf Eco-Schemes 2021-2027
(Quelle: eigene Berechnung)

Eco-Schemes Greening Umschichtung Basic-Pamyents* Anteil Eco-Schemes % Anteil Greening %
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3. Die Beschlüsse im Detail
Rolle der Zahlungen für benachteiligte Gebiete

AUKM: 6%=> 10%?Basisprämie; 
20,5 € Basisprämie; …

ANC I. Säule; 2,4 €

AUKM; 3,4 € AUKM; 5,9 €ANC II. Säule; 2,4 €
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Benachteiligte Gebiete (ANC) in I. oder II. Säule in der EU?
(Quelle: Eigene Berechnung; Basierend auf den Ausgaben 2018 u. RDP Anteilen 2014-2020)
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4. Schlussfolgerungen

• Umwelt: Kein Fortschritt durch die GAP 2020
• Herausforderungen bleiben

– Insektenstrategie soll umgesetzt werden
– Natura 2000: Vertragsverletzungsverfahren
– Klimaschutz: Ziele 2020 u. 2030 => Moorvernässung
– Stoffflüsse u. Gewässerschutz => bessere DüngeVO (Rolle DBV…)

• Nationale Fonds für Klima, Biodiversität u. ggf. Wasser
• Steuerzahler: Zahlen für ineffiziente GAP

… und auf Bundesebene das zweite Mal
• Landwirtschaft: Direktzahlungen

Mittelfristig nicht ohne Risiko
• Lessons to learn: GAP ist Pfadabhängig 

Agrarlobbyismus funktionert (noch)
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5. Wie weiter mit der GAP?

• Flexibilitäten in Deutschland nutzen:
– Konditionalität
– Eco-Schemes nutzen
– Umschichtung 2.Säule (4,5%=>6%=> 15%)
– AUKM verbessern: hellgrünes in I. Säule

Ausrichtung Natura 2000 u. dunkelgrün
– Ausgleichszulage: entweder grün oder gar nicht

• Gesellschaftliche Mehrheiten organisieren
• Landwirt*innen ein attraktives Angebot machen!

Die Umsetzung wird nur mit der Landwirtschaft gehen
• Wissenschaft ernst nehmen! 

Wissenschaft ist kein Selbstbedienungsladen
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Danke für die Aufmerksamkeit !

Prof. Dr. Sebastian Lakner
Universität Rostock

@SebastianLakner
http://slakner.wordpress.com

http://slakner.wordpress.com/
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