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Abstract 

 

The abundance and diversity of wild pollinators have experienced a substantial decline 

in Europe in the last 50 years. Most commonly, this decline is caused by severe habitat losses 

connected to agricultural intensification and landscape fragmentation. Currently, there is no 

effective EU-wide approach to tackle this decline. Thus, many countries in Europe have 

developed their own policies. Extant scientific research focuses on assessing ecological effects 

of these policies, neglecting the social scientific perspective for analyzing the motivation of 

farmers to participate in them. 

 Germany and England are two countries that developed their own strategies. Germany 

typically follows a top-down-oriented approach with mandatory measures to be implemented 

by farmers while England approaches an interactive attempt with often voluntary initiatives. 

These different approaches to tackle the wild pollinator decline are interesting to assess for 

discovering their varying degrees of effectiveness concerning the farmer uptake.  

Thus, this research firstly seeks to analyze current governance arrangements in both 

countries with expert interviews and desk research. It secondly evaluates the most effective 

approach and constituent initiatives concerning the uptake by farmers. This analysis assumes a 

theoretical framework that posits that the scope and the quality of an initiative play an essential 

role. Based on the framework, farmers should be motivated to participate, demanded, enabled, 

and legitimized for the participation in wild pollinator protection initiatives which was analyzed 

with expert and farmer interviews and desk research. Lastly, lessons were drawn from each 

country and a transfer of policy was considered.  

 The analysis showed that Germany is centrally governed with a focus on knowledge and 

habitat creation. England showed no obvious mode of governance, but most initiatives aim to 

include all stakeholders and are focused on habitat creation and habitat connection. The primary 

motivation for farmers to participate was to counteract civil societies' negative opinions about 

traditional farming and to receive monetary benefits. The centrally governed initiatives were 

assessed to be the most effective in both countries. In Germany, however, a lack of motivation 

among farmers to participate in these initiatives was found. In England, farmers' ability to 

participate limits the effectiveness and thus the uptake. Overall, this research showed that a 

systemic approach is needed to enhance current governance arrangements' effectiveness where 

governments ideally create initiatives in dialogue with farmers instead of for farmers.   

 

Keywords: agricultural intensification, wild pollinator decline, agro-ecosystems, governance 

arrangements, mode of governance, impact assessment, lesson-drawing  
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1 Introduction 
 

Pollinators are essential for global food security and ecosystem health (Powney et al., 

2019; Potts et al., 2010). Insect pollination is not only necessary for wild plants but also for a 

variety of crops across the world (Krimmer et al., 2019). Without wild and managed pollinators 

approximately 75% of the world crops, including fruits, vegetables, almonds, coffee or cocoa 

would suffer from decreased productivity and food production would either decrease or the 

pollination would need to be done by other means e.g. manual human pollination (Powney et 

al., 2019; Tirado, Simon & Johnston, 2013; Holzschuh et al., 2012). Furthermore, around 90% 

of wild flowering plants depend on the animal pollination (Kovács‐Hostyánszki et al., 2017; 

Geppert et al., 2020). 

 

The majority of pollinators are wild and consist of a diverse group of animals 

dominated, however, by insects. This especially includes bees but also some species of 

butterflies, moths, flies, wasps, beetles, thrips, birds, bats, weevils, birds, marsupials, rodents 

and reptiles. Some wild pollinators are plant specialized meaning that they feed and nest only 

from specific plant species. Therefore landscape fragmentation, habitat loss and the loss of food 

sources is often more critical to specified pollinators (Kovács‐Hostyánszki et al., 2017). 

Additionally, some crops such as tomatoes or solanaceous peppers are insufficiently pollinated 

by managed pollinators and depend on wild ones such as the bumblebee (Shuler, Roulston & 

Farris, 2005).  

Research by Persson et al. (2015) discovered that different pollinators might respond 

differently to configurational changes to landscapes. This explains why in human-changed 

landscapes some pollinators dominate and others are not to be found (Biesmeijer et al., 2006). 

This is problematic because wild pollinators cannot just get introduced to agricultural 

landscapes for pollination, compared to managed ones like the western honeybee (Apis 

mellifera) (Shuler, Roulston & Farris, 2005).  

 

Agricultural intensification in the form of scale enlargement, shifts in land composition, 

spatial configuration, monoculture crops and the intensive use of fertilizers and pesticides 

around the world, but especially in North America and Europe, have led to a decrease in wild 

pollinators and a decrease in yield of agroecosystems (Eardley et al., 2016; Kovács-Hostyánszki 

et al., 2017; Krimmer et al., 2019; Cole et al., 2020). Hence, agricultural landscapes and 

practices are currently considered to be the main threat for pollinators (Holzschuh et al., 2008; 

Tirado, Simon & Johnston, 2013; Kovács‐Hostyánszki et al., 2017; Cole et al., 2020). 
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Agricultural fields are considered to have poor nesting opportunities and food availability for 

wild pollinators. However, at the same time agricultural land is more dependent on pollinators 

than ever (Aizen et al., 2019).  

Even though agriculture is seen as one of the main threats for pollinators, the 

Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services report (IPBES) (2016), an 

international organization which aims to increase the inclusion of science in public decision 

making about biodiversity (ESA, n.d.), also identifies it as a solution. Approximately 40% of 

earth´s surface is currently agricultural land. Thus, conservation practices targeted in farms have 

a great potential to contribute to the wild pollinator protection (Gaines-Day & Gratton, 2017). 

 

Hence, an array of wild pollinators seem to be essential for efficient crop pollination 

and food diversity. Therefore stabilization and restoration measures, especially in agricultural 

landscapes should be taken (Vergara & Badano, 2009; Mallinger & Gratton, 2015; MacInnis & 

Forrest, 2019).  

1.1 Problem Statement  

 

 Unfortunately, there seems to be an insufficient amount of robust regional and 

international research programs to regularly monitor the status and trends of wild pollinator 

population, hence there is uncertainty concerning the scale and the extent of global pollinator 

decline (Tirado, Simon & Johnston, 2013; IPBES, 2016). Additionally, there is an undue focus 

on the honey bee to the detriment of other crucial pollinators with risk assessments and 

regulations covering only the honey bee (Potts et al., 2010; Eardley et al., 2016). This is 

problematic because every species of pollinator might react differently to external influences 

such as pesticides or mono-cultures (Stoner, 2016; Franklin & Raine, 2019). Moreover, 

managed pollinators do not pollinate all types of crops humans utilize which depend on a variety 

of (specialized) wild pollinators (Shuler, Roulston & Farris, 2005). 

 

Additionally, the European Commission (2018) identified that the decline of wild 

pollinators must be tackled on national as well as on an international level since they are not 

confined to national borders and are thus exposed to multiple pressures. Therefore, the EU has 

implemented various policies which can benefit all pollinators. Notably, environmental and 

health policies such as the Birds and Habitats Directives and EU legislation on pesticides so as 

the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) have impacts on wild pollinators. Furthermore, the EU 

supports the implementation of national pollinator programs (European Commission, 2018). 
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To improve environmental sustainability and to increase biodiversity, including 

pollinators, the 2014 EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) defined multiple habitats and 

landscape features, the so-called Ecological Focus Areas (EFAs), which farmers can choose as 

requirements to get basic farm payments (Cole et al., 2020). The CAP 2014-2020 was created 

to support farmers and ensure food supply through short-term payments for farmers to 

implement set environmental management measures (de Snoo et al., 2013). However, the CAP 

2014-2020 was criticized for its theoretical approach and the lack of implementation guidance 

for farmers, and it was also accused of decreasing competition and favoring larger farms (Hevia 

et al., 2020) and it is thus not considered an effective approach to tackle the wild pollinator 

decline. 

While there are some European-wide policies concerning the protection of wild 

pollinators, there has not yet been an effective approach to slowing their decline (Hevia et al., 

2020). Therefore, individual European countries have developed their own strategies and 

governance arrangements to counteract this decline and restore wild pollinators' populations 

and diversity. This includes national governmental pollinator initiatives in some EU countries, 

while others seem to rely on NGO-run voluntary initiatives for farmers. Furthermore, there is 

no unitary funding strategy and different countries have various stakeholders involved in the 

decision-making process on how to protect wild pollinators (Underwood, Darwin, & Gerritsen, 

2017).  

 

In conclusion, the central problem addressed by this thesis is the lack of an EU-wide 

approach to stabilize the number and diversity of wild pollinators which has led to the 

development of different approaches in various countries. However, there is no assessment on 

how effective those governance arrangements are concerning the uptake and motivation of 

farmers to participate and implement measures.  

1.2 Research Gaps 

 

There are multiple researchers focusing on the decline of pollinators in Europe. 

However, most researchers focus on ecological factors to measure the success of emerging 

governance arrangements such as the increase in pollinator populations (Geppert et al., 2020). 

Additionally, most research focuses on individual drivers of global pollinator decline and 

neglects the interconnectedness of those drivers (Eardley et al., 2016). Moreover, most research 

on wild pollinators thus far has been environmental, entomological and agro-ecological, rarely 
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focusing on farmers’ motivation to participate in initiatives (Christmann et al., 2017). Therefore 

a lack of social-scientific research has been found.  

There has been research on the role of farmers concerning the protection of biodiversity 

(Wilson & Hart, 2001; Wynne-Jones, 2013) and how farmers behavior can be changed to focus 

on environmental management (Burton & Schwarz, 2013; de Snoo et al., 2013). There is also 

research on the reasons for farmers to implement agri-environmental schemes or not (Wilson 

& Hart, 2001; Wynne-Jones, 2013). However there is a lack of focus on the assessment of 

motivation of farmers to participate in governance arrangements focused on the protection of 

wild pollinators. This is problematic because the motivation of farmers might be crucial for 

policy makers to adapt governance arrangements to create arrangements that have large-scale 

uptake by farmers and stabilize the number and diversity of pollinators around Europe. 

Due to the lack of social-scientific research and a lack in international governance 

arrangements to protect wild pollinators, research should be done focusing on drawing lessons 

i.e. what key actors and policy instruments are considered effective in other countries 

concerning the influence on the motivations of farmers to participate. Additionally, it would be 

fruitful to assess which are the most effective modes of governance in different countries, how 

these are connected to the motivation of farmers to uptake the governance arrangements, and 

assess whether those strategies are suitable for implementation in other political settings. Up to 

now, there seems to be no research focusing on lessons that can be drawn concerning 

governance arrangements for wild pollinator protection. 

 

 The IPBES (2016), reported that many actions focused on increasing and supporting 

wild and managed pollinators could be implemented more effectively with improved 

environmental governance i.e. the measures that a purposely taken to restore the number and 

diversity of wild pollinators. The concept of environmental governance addresses, among other 

topics, biodiversity related issues. Environmental governance in this case refers to the ways in 

which farmers i.e. society determines and acts on goals, instruments, rules and procedures to 

manage the decline of wild pollinators with an increasing attention to the interaction between 

actors from the state, market and civil society (Driessen et al., 2012).  The IPBES report suggest 

that for example top-down government policy might be too homogenous and therefore does not 

allow for local adaptations. Hence, they suggest alternative governance arrangements to achieve 

long-term improvements in pollinator diversity and stability (IPBES, 2016). The report 

discusses general responses to pollinator loss, however it does not identify and evaluate 
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governance arrangements. This, however, seems to be essential before recommendations for 

improved governance can be given. 

1.3 Research Aim and Research Questions 

 

Therefore, to my best knowledge, there seems to be a lack of research on the 

effectiveness  of wild pollinator governance arrangements in agricultural landscapes, especially 

concerning the motivation of farmers to participate. Germany and England are two countries in 

the EU that appear to have different approaches and governance arrangements concerning wild 

pollinator protection. Germany seems to be governed more top-down whereas England focuses 

more on voluntary initiatives for farmers to implement, often initiated by the government and 

NGOs in collaboration (Underwood, Darwin, & Gerritsen, 2017). It is thus interesting to 

compare their effectiveness and the motivation farmers have to join them. Furthermore it is of 

interest to determine if the mode of governance of an initiative is a crucial factor for its 

effectiveness. Additionally, it is interesting to investigate if there are lessons that can be drawn 

from one country that can be theoretically transferred to another. 

 

This research will aim to answer the question whether the different degrees of 

effectiveness of the identified governance arrangements in Germany and England can be 

explained by their different modes of governance. This will be done be answered three main 

research questions: 

 

1. RQ1: How, by whom and with what objectives is wild pollinator conservation in 

agricultural landscapes governed in Germany and England? 

2. RQ2: How effective are governance arrangements in those countries and what motivates 

farmers to adapt their practices to participate? 

3. RQ3: Can the most effective mode of governance work in the other country and are 

there lessons that can be learned and transferred? 

 

To lay the theoretical framework of this thesis, Driessen et al., (2012) framework 

concerning ‘Modes of Governance’ will be introduced first. Secondly, impact assessments and 

theoretical barriers and motivations of farmers to participate in initiatives will be assessed. 

Lastly, policy transfer and lesson learning considerations will be introduced.  

Next, the research’s case selection of Germany and England will be justified along with the 

methodological steps to be taken to answer the research questions.  
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This will be followed by the results section. In this chapter an introduction about the 

agricultural sector and the pollinator decline in the countries will be given first. Afterwards the 

initiatives to be investigated will be introduced, the impact assessment of those initiatives will 

be done and farmers motivation to join them will be highlighted. Additionally, lessons learned 

will be assessed. In the second part of the results section, similarities and differences of those 

initiatives and the countries will be highlighted and it will be discussed whether the most 

effective initiative could work in the other country and what are barriers for farmers to adopt 

them.  

Finally it will be discussed how this research fits to current literature, how it expands it and 

what the limitations are. Additionally further research propositions are given and lastly 

conclusions on the research questions will be drawn.  
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2 Theoretical Framework 
 

In this section, the ‘Modes of Governance’ framework by Driessen et al. (2012) will be 

introduced to identify goals, policy instruments and main actors in the initiatives to be 

investigated and to assess the prevailing mode of governance in each country to answer RQ1. 

In this thesis, the terms ‘initiative’ and ‘governance arrangements’ will be used interchangeably. 

After this, impact assessment is introduced, which will be used to assess the effectiveness of 

the three most relevant initiatives in Germany and England and to assess motivations and 

barriers for farmers to implement pollinator benefitting measures and thus answer RQ2. Lastly, 

policy transfer theory will be introduced which will be used to evaluate whether there are 

lessons that can be drawn i.e. what key actors and policy instruments and governance 

arrangements in general are effective in the other country concerning the influence on the 

motivations of farmers to participate. It additionally will be assessed if those initiatives might 

be transferred from one country to another to answer RQ3. The operationalization of this 

research will then be formalized in the Methodology section.  

2.1 Characterizing the Governance of Wild Pollinators: Mode of Governance 

Framework 

 

Today, there is an increasing involvement of many different stakeholders in decision-

making processes. This can be observed for several topics but especially in environmental 

governance concerning environmental issues such as climate change and biodiversity loss 

(Driessen et al., 2012). This shift has also been described as a move from government to 

governance (Ambrose-Oji et al., 2017). The concept of governance first emerged as a concept 

in political and sustainable sciences as a response to the realization that there are increasing 

numbers of relevant actors, especially concerning the management of societal issues. Scholars 

have argued that governance now is a shared responsibility of the state, the market and the civil 

society (Lange et al., 2013). Generally, governance can be characterized as arrangements, 

which refers to certain combinations of objectives and actors and the way they influence and 

interact with one another. These interactions can either be top-down, when public actors are in 

the dominant role; horizontal, when public actors, companies and NGOs interact with each 

other or bottom-up, when companies and NGOs are in leading positions (Runhaar et al., 2017). 

Hence, governance concerns the solving of issues collectively through government regulations, 

privatization and self-governance (Driessen et al., 2012). Governance arrangements are usually 
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characterized by complex multi-actor interactions, and they usually occur at multiple levels 

(Lange et al., 2013). 

 

Driessen et al. (2012) have developed a framework that distinguishes between five 

ideal-typical modes of governance (Table 1). These modes are mapped on a continuum that 

represents the amount of involvement of state and non-state actors (Lange et al., 2013; Figure 

1).  

 

Name of Mode Explanation 

Centralized Actors of the public are the main or only actors. In both modes (centralized and 

decentralized) either the government (either central, regional or local) is the 

decision-maker and the market and civil society are the recipients of the incentives 

brought by the government. 

Decentralized Actors of the public are the main or only actors. In both modes (centralized and 

decentralized) either the government (either central, regional or local) is the 

decision-maker and the market and civil society are the recipients of the incentives 

brought by the government. 

Public-private 

governance  

Public-private governance is characterized by the combined efforts of actors from 

the public and private domain, the corporation however is mostly focused between 

the government and market actors. 

Interactive 

governance  

Interactive governance is characterized similar to the third. It is focused on the base 

of actors that are broader and that governments, market and civil society collaborate 

on equal terms. 

Self-governance Self-governance is characterized by actors of the private domain that aim to achieve 

their environmental goals based on private initiatives and investments. With this the 

market and civil society have greater autonomy. However, usually a certain amount 

of regulations by the central government will be required 

Table 1: Five modes of governance 

Source: Driessen et al. (2012) 

 

However, it is important to mention that these ideal-typical governance modes and the 

complex real-world modes must be distinguished. Real-world modes are usually hybrids (i.e., 

a mix of ideal-typical modes). Hence, the ideal-typical modes should not be seen as fixed and 

inflexible (Lange et al., 2013; Driessen et al., 2012). 
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Figure 1: Modes of governance: S: state actors; M: market actors; CS: civil society actors 

Source: Driessen et al. (2012) 

 

Therefore, due the ability to identify the involvement of state and non-state actors, the 

framework creates an overview that will serve as a foundation for the IA. Additionally, Driessen 

et al. (2012) have set key features for each mode of governance to recognize them in real-word 

initiatives and to compare potential shifts. They furthermore divided the key features into three 

dimensions, namely (1) actor features; (2) institutional features and (3) features concerning 

policy content (see Table 2). 

 

Dimensions Features  

Actor features - Key public actors 

- Position of other stakeholders 

- Predominant policy level at which key actors operate 

- Formal  and/or informal basis of power of the key actors 

Institutional 

Features 

- Model of representation 

- Formal and/or informal rules of exchange and interaction 

- Mechanisms of social interaction 

Features 

concerning 

Policy Content 

- Types of Goals 

- Policy Instruments 

- Type of knowledge that is used for policy preparation, decision-making, 

implementation and evaluation 

- The extent to which policies are integrated or not  

Table 2: Dimensions and key features in modes of governance 

Source: Driessen et al. (2012) 

 

To answer RQ1 – How, by whom, and with what objectives is wild pollinator 

conservation in agricultural landscapes governed in Germany and England? – not all proposed 

features by Driessen et al. (2012) have been analyzed in the identified initiatives. Since this 

research question focuses on identifying what the governing tools are (i.e., how the goals are 

implemented, who the main actors in the determined arrangements are, and what the main goals 

are), this analysis thus emphasizes the actor features and the features concerning policy content 

to answer this question.  
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This mode of governance framework was created, amongst other reasons, to assess 

shifts in governance (i.e., paradigm shifts), which makes it essential for examining all three 

dimensions (Driessen et al., 2012). However, since the scope of the research is to assess the 

current situation with a focus on main actors and policy content features and not changes over 

time, the institutional features have been neglected.  

 

This framework is helpful for this thesis because it provides a differentiated picture and 

is thus a suitable heuristic device (Lange, 2015) to analyze wild pollinator protection 

governance arrangements. Hence, with the ideal types of the modes of governance framework, 

the characteristics of the wild pollinator protection initiative can be described explicitly and 

clearly. Thus, it can capture the complexity of the governance discourse (Lange et al., 2013). 

Furthermore, it helps identify the state, market and non-state actors' involvement in the wild 

pollinator protection. The five modes of governance can assess complex, multi-scale, cross-

sectoral and long-term sustainability-related topics, such as the pollinator decline. Additionally, 

it allows for assessing the outcomes of the governance arrangements (i.e., governance outputs 

and their impacts) by evaluating the goals actors have agreed on (Lange et al., 2013), which is 

the objective of RQ1. 

2.2 Assessing the Perceived Effectiveness of Wild Pollinator Governance 

Arrangements: Indirect Impact Assessment 

 

Effectiveness is understood as the degree of success of, for example, a pollinator 

protection initiative towards objectives, such as the creation of habitat, which motivated its 

establishment. Effectiveness is mostly seen in terms of outputs, which includes rules and 

regulations; outcomes, which includes behavioral changes; and impact (Rosendal & Andresen, 

2011). In this thesis, to answer RQ2 – How effective are governance arrangements in England 

and Germany, and what motivates farmers to adapt their practices to participate? – the outputs 

(i.e., the wild pollinator protection governance arrangements) in Germany and England are 

assessed based on the outcomes. The outcomes in this thesis are mainly the motivation and 

barriers of farmers to participate in governance arrangements and implement wild pollinator 

protection and enhancement measures on their farms and fields. This is elaborated on in the 

methodology section.  

 

IAs are used to evaluate if programs or initiatives produce the intended effect compared 

to what would have happened without the interference of a policy. IAs can be applied to policy 
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at multiple phases, including policy formation, pilot testing, implementation and ongoing 

monitoring. Furthermore, IAs are deemed an important part of good governance, and they are 

essential for sustainable development (Nooteboom, 2007).  

The motivation for using an IA is the expectation that the results of a study will be used 

to improve policies and programs and thus increase economic and social well-being (Mackay 

& Horton, 2003). Mackay and Horton (2003) indicate that an IA can be used as an evaluation 

tool to generate information to help analyze governance arrangements. In this research, an ex-

ante evaluation and thus, not the policy effects concerning ecological effects, were assessed, 

but the perceived impact of the arrangement connected to the motivation of farmers to 

participate and implement measures was done (Runhaar, Dieperink, & Driessen, 2006). 

Therefore, IA is a systematic approach that allows policymakers to work with the input of 

multiple actors and to deal with complexity (Huge et al., 2011).  

 

Additionally, Rossi et al. (2004) mention four stages that can be identified while 

conducting an IA: 

 

(1) Specification of variables, which are measures such as policy goals 

(2) Selection and elaboration of a specific research design (experimental or quasi-

experimental etc.) 

(3) Operationalization of variables and measurement 

(4) Interpretation of data (i.e., explanation of the findings etc.) 

 

For this thesis, policy goals, main actors and policy instruments are assessed (RQ1) 

(stage 1) and the quality, scope, motivation, demand, ability and legitimacy (Runhaar et al., 

2017). Additionally, different findings are discussed and connecting to secondary literature 

(stage 4).  

 

In theory, there are two main ways of doing an IA. The first method is a randomized 

field experiment. These experiments are often considered the “golden standard” to assess causal 

effects, whereby participants are randomly placed into two different groups, the control group 

and the intervention group, which is given the intervention (Rossi et al., 2004). The second 

method is a non-randomized quasi-experiment. With this, participants on the program are 

compared to nonparticipants who are similar to the participants in some essential ways that 

have to be set before looking for participants and non-participants. Thus, these experiments do 
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not have a random assignment to conditions (Rossi et al., 2004). In quasi-experiments, the 

treatment status is often determined by politics, nature and an accident of another action, which 

lies beyond the control of the researcher and is often seen as critical (Greenstone & Gayer, 

2009). However, Runhaar, Dieperink, and Driessen (2006) mention that randomized 

experiments, are often not possible to conduct due to time constraints and financial means. This 

is also the case for this thesis. Additionally, based on the goal of this research question, only an 

indirect IA can be conducted, with no intervention group focused on the perceived impact 

 

To assess the perceived effectiveness of wild pollinator protection initiatives, Runhaar 

et al.’s (2017) framework was used. The governance arrangements have been firstly assessed 

based on their objectives. The objectives are assessed based on the initiatives scope (i.e., the 

number of farmers targeted) and on qualitative terms including the ambiguousness of the 

initiatives and the difficultness to achieve their goals (Runhaar et al., 2017). 

 Additionally, Runhaar et al. (2017) propose that the performance of governance 

arrangements depends on four conditions (see Figure 2): (1) the motivation of farmers to 

participate in pollinator protection initiatives, (2) their ability to do so, (3) demand (i.e., in how 

much farmers are obligated to participate) and (4) legitimacy (i.e., the extent to which farmers 

are allowed to participate). 

 

 This framework is helpful to evaluate the conditions needed for farmers and a detailed 

assessment based on which condition is fulfilled or which one is lacking could be given; thus, 

it helped to establish why an initiative is considered effective or where an initiative can still 

improve. 
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Figure 2: Proposed conditions for farmers to implement governance arrangements 

Source: Runhaar et al. (2017) 

 

Some studies across Europe have been taken place to identify the motivation of farmers 

to implement biodiversity protection measures. A study by Joormann and Schmidt (2017) 

analyzed how economically valuable and realistic some measures for farmers are to implement 

in their farms to increase biodiversity, in Germany. The authors found that the effectiveness of 

the measures strongly depends on the amount and variety of animals targeted, the acceptance 

of the measures by farmers and the planning of implementation. Furthermore, Defrancesco et 

al. (2008) undertook a similar study in Italy, Herzon and Mikk (2007) in Finland and Estonia, 

and Villanueva et al. (2015) in Spain. 

All authors identified that the motivation of farmers to adopt new measures often 

depends on economic factors, such as reimbursement or financial attractiveness. They also 

identified that personal reasons could influence farmers' motivation, such as the interest in 

doing “something” for the environment. Lastly, they determined that soft factors may affect 

farmers’ motivation, such as “doing what society asks of them”; opinions and experiences of 

other farmers and the landowners' opinion also seem to be of importance (Herzon & Mikk, 

2007; Defrancesco et al., 2008; Villanueva et al., 2015; Joormann & Schmidt, 2017). 

However, none of these studies focus specifically on measures that benefit wild 

pollinators. Furthermore, the research of farmers' perception of pollinators was not undertaken 

in Germany or England. Therefore, even though the identified motivations cannot be transferred 

to other situations and countries, they can be used as a point of guidance in this research. 

 

However, Nooteboom (2007) mentions that there are some doubts about IAs since 

policymakers possibly understand them as bureaucracy because IAs are very time consuming 
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and need a lot of preparation. Additionally policymakers often assume that they can assess for 

themselves when an IA is required and thus the opinion of policymakers about them is often 

low and the results sometimes not taken serious. Furthermore, Mackay and Horton (2003) 

criticize that if the results of an IA show that the desired effects have not been achieved, it is 

very difficult to assess if the fault lies within the policy, the implementation process or in the 

program itself. This criticism is taken into account in this thesis.  

 

2.3 Transfer of the most Effective Mode of Governance and Initiative: Policy Transfer 

and Lesson Drawing 

 

An increasing interest in political science and international studies has occurred in the 

use and analysis of lesson drawing (LD) and policy transfer (PT) (Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000). 

LD and PT focus on if and how knowledge, initiatives and policies from one political setting 

can be transferred to another even though their specific focuses and terminologies differ 

(Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000). In many countries, the concepts of PT and LD are increasingly used 

to understand public policy (James & Lodge, 2003).  

 

The terms lesson drawing and policy transfer are often used interchangeably, as is the 

case with Rose (1991). However, some other authors, such as Dolowitz and Marsh (1996), 

argue that these terms cannot be used interchangeably. They argue that LD focuses on voluntary 

PT in which political actors and decisionmakers draw lessons from one or more countries and 

apply these lessons to their political system (Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996). However, the concept 

of LD has often been criticized for the assumption that the process of learning a lesson is rational 

and voluntary (Benson & Jordan, 2011). PT, however, covers voluntary and coercive PT 

(Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996). It is understood that PT is a process in which the learnings (i.e., the 

ideas, knowledge, administrative arrangements and institutions of a political system) are used 

to create a similar policy in another political background (Peck & Theodore, 2010). These 

lessons can be drawn from past or present political systems (Benson & Jordan, 2011). However, 

even Dolowitz and Marsh (1996) use the term lesson drawing because often lessons are learned 

without resulting in policy or institutional change (Benson & Jordan, 2011). In this thesis, the 

term LD is used to describe lessons that can be learned from the specific cases in Germany and 

England for wild pollinator governance. PT is used to assess if the most effective initiative 

could be transferred to the other country. However, a focus is placed on possible lessons that 

can theoretically be transferred voluntarily and coercively.  
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Dolowitz and Marsh (2000) identified eight categories that can be transferred from one 

political system to another: 

- policy goals 

- policy instruments 

- policy content 

- policy programs 

- institutions 

- ideologies 

- ideas and attitudes 

- negative lessons 

 

Additionally, they argue that policy makers can examine three different levels of 

governance to draw lessons from the international, national and local levels. Lessons do not 

only involve learning within but also across these levels (Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000). Dolowitz 

and Marsh (2012) further argue that the concept of PT can be used together with other concepts, 

such as governance, especially the connection between PT of governance arrangements with 

different modes of governance. Dolowitz and Marsh (2012) argue that PT might have different 

levels of success but also different approaches based on whether they are governed more 

centrally or interactively. It would thus be possible to see differences in which governance mode 

is prevailing in one country and how that could affect the process of PT (i.e., whether it is a top-

down or a bottom-up approach). Therefore, who is involved and how they are involved in a 

possible PT seems to be important (Dolowitz & Marsh, 2012). 

 Furthermore, lessons that can be learned are not always positive (i.e., in respect of 

governance arrangements and practices that are effective in one country and are thus interesting 

to transfer). They can also be negative, in the sense that lessons can be learned from mistakes 

that other countries have made, for example, what they have done in the past that was not 

considered effective (Rose, 1991). 

 

Rose (1991) identified five ways of how to draw lessons, depicted in Table 3. 

Name Explanation  

Copying Copying implies that most of a program in one 

country is just copied the way it is and implemented 

in another country. 
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Emulation Here adjustments are made to better fit with the 

circumstances prevailing in the country in which it 

will be implemented. 

Hybridization Hybridization combines different elements from 

programs of two different countries 

Synthesis In synthesis, familiar elements are put together from 

three or more different places 

Inspiration Inspiration can be drawn from programs elsewhere 

and be used as a base for new programs 

Table 3: Five ways of how to draw lessons 

Source: Rose (1991) 

 

For a successful PT, it is critical to examine the goals of the PT initiative, to examine 

how this transfer would be governed, to list the involved actors and to have a list of the target 

recipients and the policy areas and practices. This also includes the intended gains for both 

countries (Dąbrowski, Musiałkowska, & Polverari, 2018). It is also essential to understand the 

uniqueness of any city/state or country where there is an intention to transfer policy to and from 

and to acknowledge their geographic settings, political situation and socio-economic status 

(Chan et al., 2018). It is thus important that the transferring political system has the economic, 

bureaucratic and political resources to implement the policy (Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996). 

Robertson & Waltman (1992) states that the PT is more likely to be successful if the policy is 

similar to the main political ideology in the transferring country. Dąbrowski, Musiałkowska, 

and Polverari (2018) argue that the social and political context has to be assessed before PT 

considerations can be made. For example, a large geographical distance between two countries 

will make a successful PT difficult as there will be too many barriers and thus the transferability 

is decreased (Benson & Jordan, 2011; Dąbrowski, Musiałkowska, & Polverari, 2018). 

 

However, some scholars question the relevance of PT and LD, since there is no actual 

tangible outcome evidence (Dąbrowski, Musiałkowska, & Polverari, 2018). It is furthermore 

said that LD and PT are difficult to distinguish from other concepts since PT is broader in scope 

than LD, and it is thus difficult to say how important PT is in comparison with other 

policymaking strategies (James & Lodge, 2003). 

 

 This research focuses on positive and negative lessons that can be learned from either 

Germany or England. Additionally, it assesses whether the most effective governance 
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arrangements could be transferred from one country to the other considering their unique 

geographical, socio-economic and cultural backgrounds.   
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3 Methodology 
 

To conduct this analysis, this research uses a mixed methods approach, which consists 

of an exploratory, inductive qualitative approach and a conceptual approach. Qualitative 

exploratory research can produce holistic understandings of the meanings and experiences of 

people’s lives and social worlds, including experiences, interactions, behaviors and social 

contexts (Fossey et al., 2002). Since the emergence of wild pollinator protection initiatives are 

contemporary, an exploratory focus of this qualitative research appears to be appropriate. This 

research also uses a partly conceptual approach because it analyzes already given information 

on governance arrangements and wild pollinator decline, and it focuses on the concept of 

effectiveness interweaved with an explicit theoretical framework, with a strong focus on the 

observation of farmers and experts and the analysis and interpretation of them (Leuzinger-

Bohleber & Fischmann, 2006; Radaelli & Pasquier, 2008). 

A key aspect of this research is to understand the emic perspectives (i.e., the 

perspectives of the participants of the wild pollinator protection initiatives) and motivations for 

participation (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). This research has an inductive perspective since data 

is gathered to build a hypothesis (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015) on which mode of governance 

prevails, on what motivates farmers to participate and on which initiatives are most effective. 

To understand the farmers’ motivation, this research relies on an interpretive paradigm from 

farmers’ experiences and actions (Fossey et al., 2002). This means that the results of this 

analysis are not to be used for generalization to a wider population (Ponelis, 2015). 

Furthermore, a holistic multiple comparative case study design is used. Case studies are 

useful because they can give the researcher the opportunity to investigate a contemporary 

phenomenon, such as the emergence of wild pollinator protection initiatives, in its own context 

(Rowley, 2002). Since this research is embedded in theory, generalizations of the case studies 

have been secured, and the findings extend existing theories. However, the results of this 

research are specific for the two case studies, except the lessons that can be learned, which 

could be used as a primary starting point of new research in other countries.  

 

Case studies are often considered less reliable due to subjectivity bias. This decreases 

the representativeness of case study research (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015). To decrease bias and 

increase the validity and reliability of this research, method and data triangulation have been 

used (Mathison, 1988). Thus, information mentioned in the interviews conducted with farmers 

is backed up and compared with secondary literature. Due to the data triangulation, 
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inconsistencies among the data might occur (Mathison, 1988). When contradictions or 

inconsistencies occurred in the interviews, both opinions and statements were listed. In some 

cases, farmers used different words to describe the same measure or issue. To recognize this, a 

table for the IA was created (Appendix A Error! Reference source not found. & B Error! 

Reference source not found.). Furthermore, after every interview, the main messages in the 

old and new interviews were compared, and similar statements were grouped (Antin, 

Constantine, & Hunt, 2015). If inconsistencies occurred between the interviews and literature, 

the researcher looked for indications of misinterpreted aspects in the recorded interviews and 

checked if the inconsistencies might be an unexamined topic in the literature. The researcher 

then provided a possible explanation. 

  

The unit of analysis in this research is the modes of governance in wild pollinator 

protection in Germany and England. The reasons for choosing this unit of analysis is justified 

below. Furthermore, due to time constraints, only governance arrangements for the protection 

of wild pollinators after 2000 have been considered. 

3.1 Case study 

 

Case studies are a research strategy focused on understanding and explaining the 

dynamics in one or multiple settings (Eisenhardt, 1989). The case studies in this research are 

used to build a theory on which modes of governance are prevailing in which country and what 

seems to be effective. This provides an intensive and holistic description of the real-life 

situation in each country (Ponelis, 2015).  

3.1.1 Germany 

 

Germany was chosen for this research because it has national funds for pollinator 

projects and different foundation-funded projects in major cities, such as Hamburg in northern 

Germany (Underwood, Darwin, & Gerritsen, 2017). Germany faces many problems, such as 

biodiversity loss, pollution of groundwater and an increase in agricultural landscapes, which 

impact pollinators (Marggraf, 2003). The German government reacted to these issues in 2003 

by implementing agricultural environmental policy measures using legal and economic 

instruments. These programs differ considerably between the German federal states. Some 

governance arrangements have a simple structure with one main goal, such as the creation of 

habitat, and only a couple of policy instruments. However, Germany appears to have many top-

down governed initiatives, which are very comprehensive concerning their target goals and 
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policy instruments. Comprehensive not only connected to control whether measures are 

implemented correctly but also to make sure that reporting from the initiatives happens 

regularly and timely (Marggraf, 2003; Kleijn et al., 2006). Most initiatives in Germany are 

driven by the government and are often focused on honeybees and not on wild pollinators. Wild 

pollinator initiatives, however, are focused on raising awareness and setting rules (often 

mandatory) for farmers to implement, such as decreasing the use of certain pesticides or 

planting flower strips as a source of food and habitat for pollinators (Underwood, Darwin, & 

Gerritsen, 2017). However, there is currently no national pollination initiative plan. There is 

only an NGO-developed proposal for such a plan for wild pollinators, but it has not yet been 

approved. Thus, Germany as a case study was selected because it appeared to have a centrally 

governed approach to enhance the abundance and diversity of pollinators, and it uses many 

mandatory measures for farmers.  

3.1.2 England 

 

England was chosen because it has a National Pollinator Strategy (2014–2024), which 

addresses managed and wild pollinators. In England, the government has small budgets for 

regional and local projects (Underwood, Darwin, & Gerritsen, 2017), and it focuses on the 

creation of a more participatory climate for policy development and deployment. Thus, it is 

trying to include a range of stakeholders in the policy process who have various expertise 

(Maderson & Wynne-Jones, 2016). The regional pollinator strategy is based on the main 

challenges and pressures for different stakeholder groups, locations and the main reasons 

pollinators decline in the different areas.  

 

Compared to Germany, England has multiple NGO-based initiatives that educate 

farmers on creating habitat for pollinators. There are also initiatives created in an alliance of 

NGOs and the government to protect wild pollinators. Many of these initiatives in England are 

voluntary for farmers to implement (Underwood, Darwin, & Gerritsen, 2017). Thus, it is 

interesting to compare Germany, which appears to have a more centralized mandatory approach 

to England's more interactively voluntary approach, and to assess and compare the effectiveness 

of these different strategies in regard to the motivation and uptake of them to protect wild 

pollinators.     

3.2 Data Collection and Analysis 

 

The following sections will detail the data-collection and analysis processes. 
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3.2.1 Characterizing the Mode Governance of Wild Pollinators Protection  

 

To answer RQ1 – How, by whom, and with what objectives is wild pollinator 

conservation in agricultural landscapes governed in Germany and England? – a literature 

review was undertaken on current wild pollinator governance arrangements, their main goals, 

their main actors, their policy instruments and their mode of governance.  

 

Figure 3: Steps followed to answer RQ1 

Source: Own creation 

 

Five steps, as depicted in Figure 3, were followed. First, a primary selection of 

potentially interesting initiatives in Germany and England was undertaken. This relied on the 

snowball effect. While reading about one initiative, umbrella initiatives and other projects were 

often mentioned. In this first step, the first two indicators (see Table 4) were used, which 

excluded all initiatives that were established before 2000 and are not focused on agricultural 

landscapes and are thus not relevant for this research. Using these indicators, 11 relevant 

initiatives were found in England, and 20 relevant initiatives were found in Germany.  

Second, more information was gathered about the initiatives through web research. 

Additionally, four more indicators were added to reduce the number of relevant initiatives for 

this research. The third indicator was set to only include initiatives that actively target wild 
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pollinators. The focus on wild bees and insects was also satisfactory, since wild bees in 

Germany are often considered the most prominent and important pollinators.  

Third, since the motivation and also barriers for farmers are relevant in this research all 

initiatives not specifically targeting farmers were excluded. Furthermore, it seemed to be 

relevant that the farmers “receive” some kind of tangible output from the initiative, such as 

guidelines or incentives. Thus, initiatives that were only focused on research and knowledge 

distribution were excluded. Moreover, initiatives created by an umbrella organization were 

combined, and thus three relevant initiatives were identified for both countries.  

 

Indicators Identified 

initiatives 

in England 

Identified 

initiatives 

in 

Germany 

Indicator 1: Start of the initiative was no later than 2000 and has a strong 

emphasize on agricultural land (Beginning Indicators) 

11 20 

Indicator 2: The initiative focuses on farmers and not just on agricultural 

land in general (Yellow-Indictor) 

11 16 

Indicator 3: Initiative focuses on wild pollinators (wild bees and insects are 

also okay) (Blue- Indicator) 

8 12 

Indicator 4: The initiative is still running in 2021 (Purple-Indicator) 6 10 

Indicator 5: There is a tangible output for farmers e.g. guidelines or 

incentives (Pink-Indicator) 

3 4 

General: connected initiatives were put together i.e. if an umbrella 

organization created another project/initiative with similar goals (Green-

Indicator) 

3 3 

Sum of Identified Initiatives 3 3 

Table 4: Used indicators to reduce the number of relevant initiatives 

Source: Own creation 

 

Fourth, to triangulate the findings, three semi-structured interviews in Germany (see 

Appendix C Error! Reference source not found. for interview guide Germany) and two in 

England (see Appendix D Error! Reference source not found.) for interview guide England) 

were conducted with experts in the field. Semi-structured interviews were used to detail the 

previously identified initiatives but also to explore other, perhaps newer, governance 

arrangements not detected by the researcher (Cavaco, Dias, & Bates, 2005). The experts were 

chosen with the help of indicators, created by the researcher, listed in Table 5. 
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Number Indicator  Comment 

1 Based in Germany or England -  

2 Research/expert on wild pollinators -  

3 Works in an institute connected to research does not 

have to be at a university it can be a bee institute etc. 

-  

4 Neutral, cannot work for one of the identified 

initiatives 

To decrease bias 

5 Knowledge about the decrease of pollinators in 

agriculture 

-  

6 Knowledge about governance/policy connected to 

land-use change and wild pollinators (ideally) 

This indicator was used to establish 

which expert to contact first i.e. 

the ideal expert (wild bee expert / 

agricultural land use/change  

expert /plus governance/policy 

background 

Table 5: Indicators to identify relevant experts 

Source: Own creation 

 

An individual was considered an expert if s/he either undertook research on wild 

pollinators, the decline of wild pollinators connected to agricultural practices or have practical 

work experience in this field. Additionally, it was considered a criteria if the identified experts 

had experience with governance and policy related to the decline of wild pollinators and land-

use change.  

 

In Germany, 13 experts were identified and contacted via email. Three experts 

responded, and an approximately 45-minute interview was scheduled in Microsoft Teams or on 

Zoom. Due to Covid-19, no in-person interviews could be conducted. The interviews were 

recorded and a summary of the key messages were created. Those summaries were sent back 

to the expert, who was then asked to add or change information if necessary and give their 

feedback. The respondents were asked to validate the information to check for inconsistencies 

and to decrease any chances of bias that the research might have had (Anderson, 2010). A list 

of contacted experts can be found in the Appendix (Appendix E Error! Reference source not 

found.). Table 6 shows the interviewed experts in Germany. All experts from Germany and 

England agreed to be mentioned by name in this thesis. 

 

Number Name Profession Why choosen? 

Expert 1 Annik 

Dollacker 

Senior Expert in Regulatory Policy at 

BAYER (responsible for biodiversity and 

ecosystem services in regulatory policy) 

- Knowledge about 

agricultural policies 

- Knowledge about pollinator 

initiatives in agricultural 

landscapes in Germany 
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Expert 2 Dr. Frank 

Jaucker 

Post-doctoral researcher at the University 

of Giessen in Germany. His previous 

research covered landscape ecology and 

pollinator ecology 

- Specific knowledge about 

pollinators and pollinator 

needs in agricultural 

landscapes 

Expert 3 Dr. 

Rheinhold 

Siede 

Researcher at the bee institute Kirchhain, 

Hessen. His research and projects mainly 

focus on honey bees. He worked on 

pathogens of the honeybee and the 

importance of pesticides for all bees. 

- Knowledge about 

differences in needs for 

honey bees and wild 

pollinators 

- Knowledge about the 

effects of pesticides on 

pollinators 

Table 6: Interviewed experts Germany 

Source: Own creation 

 

In England, 12 experts were identified and contacted through email (Appendix F Error! 

Reference source not found.). Two interviews with experts were scheduled through Microsoft 

Teams. Table 7 shows the interviewed experts in England, their profession and why they were 

chosen. 

 

Number Name Profession Why choosen? 

Expert 1 Dr. Michael 

Garratt 

Senior Research Fellow. He focuses 

on invertebrate ecology in the agri-

environment and primarily the impacts 

of farming practice and land 

management on the ecosystem services 

of pest control and pollination 

underpinning crop production. 

- Knowledge in the impact of 

different farming practices 

on pollinators and crop 

production 

Expert 2 Tom Breeze  Research fellow in ecological 

economics. He focuses on economic 

and social impacts that ecological 

changes have. Works with Stakeholders 

like DEFRA and EU. 

- Knowledge in farmer 

oriented initiatives in 

England to improve 

biodiversity 

- Connections to interesting 

stakeholders such as Defra 

Table 7: Interviewed experts in England 

Source: Own creation 

 

 The information from the interviews was used to understand if a mode of governance is 

prevailing in one country and if an important initiative had been missed. Furthermore, 

similarities and differences between the initiatives were discussed in regard to their main actors, 

main goals and policy instruments. Additionally, in the interviews, the experts were questioned 

about the motivation and barriers for farmers. Those information were later used for the IA. 

 

3.2.2 Assessing the Perceived Effectiveness of Wild Pollinator Governance 

Arrangements 

 

 To answer RQ2 – How effective are governance arrangements in Germany and 

England, and what motivates farmers to adapt their practices to participate? – an indirect IA 
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was performed, which was focused on the perceived impact of farmers. For the analysis, three 

assessments were undertaken based on the approach by Runhaar et al. (2017). 

First, a tentative assessment of the theoretical impact of the governance mode was 

undertaken based on the scope of the initiative (i.e., how many farmers are targeted) and the 

quality (i.e., the ambition levels of the objectives; see Figure 4). Criteria to assess the quality 

and the scope of the research was created by the researcher to assess whether the scope and 

quality is high, moderate or low (see Table 10 for the criteria). 

 

 Secondly, a tentative assessment of the actual impact of the governance arrangements 

was done by analyzing four proposed conditions by Runhaar et al. (2017) to see how many 

farmers will participate and implement measures. The four conditions are farmers’ motivation 

to participate in the initiatives, the demand of the initiatives, the farmers’ ability to participate 

in the initiatives and the legitimization of the initiative (see Figure 4). There are multiple factors 

that can influence these conditions, including factors from governance arrangements, context 

and characteristics of the farmers. Table 9 details the operationalization of these conditions and 

which factors can be influential. 

 

To assess how fulfilled (high, moderate-high, moderate, moderate-low or low) the conditions 

are in the different initiatives, criteria were developed by the research also for those conditions 

(Table 10). The explanation of the achieved score can be found in Table 8. For the quality and 

scope assessment, fulfillment was only assessed to be either high (2 points), moderate (1 point) 

or low (0 points). 

Fullfillment Explanation 

High • The assessed condition received 2 points on 

the impact assessment.  

• All criteria mentioned in table 10 were 

fulfilled (detailed assessment including 
experts and farmer statement can be found in 

Appendix A Error! Reference source not 

found. for Germany; and B Error! 

Reference source not found. for England. 

 

Moderate-High • The assessed condition received 1.5 points on 

the impact assessment 

• Most of the criteria mentioned in table 10 

were stated to be fulfilled by the farmers and 

or experts 

Moderate • The assessed condition received 1 point on 

the impact assessment 
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• Many of the criteria mentioned in table 10 

were stated to be fulfilled by the farmers and 

or experts 

Moderate-Low • The assessed condition received 0.5 points on 

the impact assessment 

• Some of the criteria mentioned in table 10 

were stated to be fulfilled by the farmers and 

or experts 

Low • The assessed condition received 0 points on 

the impact assessment 

• None/almost none of the criteria mentioned 

in table 10 were stated to be fulfilled by the 

farmers and or experts 
Table 8: Explanation of achieved score 

Source: Own creation 

 

Additionally, the third assessment identified theoretical barriers and motivations (Table 

12). These were used as a starting point to compare mentioned barriers and motivation by 

farmers, to check for inconsistencies and to evaluate if other conditions were necessary to add. 

The whole process is visualized in Figure 4. The information gathered in the desk research 

especially influenced and backed up the motivation condition. However, the ability condition 

was also influenced, mostly based on the barriers mentioned in the literature.   
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Figure 4: Visualization of IA 

Source: Own creation based on Runhaar et al. (2017) 

Additionally, desk research about the initiatives was undertaken and added in the IA 

where necessary, especially to assess the scope and quality of the initiative.  

Condition Operationalization Influencing Factors  

Motivation How far are farmers motivated 

to participate in wild pollinator 

protection initiatives? 

Governance arrangements: 

Rewards; cooperation’s; visible results  

 

Context: 

Cost-benefit ratio; social capital; natural 

background (i.e. their fields); behavior of other 

farmer and recognition of close by citizens 

 

Characteristics: 

Intrinsic motivation; education; farming style; 

training and education; interest; enjoyment; 

satisfaction 

Demand How far are farmers obligated to 

participate? 

Governance arrangements: 

Environmental market regulations; contracts with 

customer; pressure from NGOs; consumer 

strategies 

 

Context: 

Public opinion; other policies; social capital 

 

Characteristics: 

Economic considerations; religious values  

Ability Do farmers have the resources 

and skills to participate? 

Governance arrangements: 

Resources made available such as time and money; 

communities of practice; learning 

 

Context: 

Physical opportunities or restrictions; market 

conditions; support from NGOs 

 

Characteristics: 

Competences; knowledge; farming style; farm 

economy; finance 

Legitimization Are farmers allowed to 

participate in wild pollinator 

protection initiatives? 

Governance arrangements: 

Degrees of freedom within contracts with 

customers or in legislation; strictness of legislation 

and standards 

 

Context: 

Prevailing social norms; room for changing 

legislation 

 

Characteristics: 

Norms within the sector like group pressure; 

cultural setting; social control; innovativeness 

Table 9: Operationalization and influencing factors of conditions 

Source: Runhaar et al. (2017)  
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Performance  Criteria “High” Criteria “Medium” Criteria “Low”  

Scope • Addresses most farmers in the country 

• Considers differences in farming style  

• Address larger number of farmers  

• In some parts, measures can be adjusted based on 

the farming style of a farmer 

• Small ambitions of targeted farmers 

• Does not consider differences between farmers 

Quality • Compensation for farmers is given 

• Established positive effect on wild 

pollinators 

• Benefit for farmers 

• Farms motivation is high to 

implement measures and perhaps 

expand them  

• Clear goals and update on the 

achievement 

• Compensation is limited 

• Motivation of farmers is higher but they are facing 

some restrictions  

• Clear goals but no updating plan  

• Requirements are soft and thus a low effect on 

pollinators and for the farmers are to be expected 

• Low motivation of farmers to participate 

• Bottlenecks identified in demand  

• Enforcement of the measures are low 

• Goals of the initiative are not stated clearly or very 

average  

 

Condition Operationalization Influencing Factors  Criteria “High”  Criteria “Moderate” Criteria “Low” 

Motivation How far are farmers 

motivated to participate in 

wild pollinator protection 

initiatives? 

Governance arrangements: 

Rewards; cooperation’s; 

visible results  

 

Context: 

Cost-benefit ratio; social 

capital; natural background 

(i.e. their fields); behavior of 

other farmer and recognition 

of close by citizens 

 

Characteristics: 

Intrinsic motivation; 

education; farming style; 

training and education; 

• Farmers mention that they 

see visible results, that they 

have a benefit 

• They are planning on 

continuing with those 

measures and perhaps even 

adapt new ones 

• Intrinsic motivation 

included such as making 

family happy, showing that 

farmers are not bad per se 

• Willingness to adapt 

measures for endangered 

pollinators in the area even 

• If there is enough of a 

benefits farmer are willing 

to implement measures  

• Willing to add additional 

measures when 

compensated properly  

• Farmers do not see a 

purpose of pollinator 

protection and do not need 

pollinators in their field and 

thus do not have a perceived 

benefit on their farm 

• There is no or almost no 

motivation to implement 

measures 

• Measures are only 

implemented under the CAP 

pillar 
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Condition Operationalization Influencing Factors  Criteria “High”  Criteria “Moderate” Criteria “Low” 

interest; enjoyment; 

satisfaction 

though farmers are not 

depended on pollinators 

Demand How far are farmers 

obligated to participate? 

Governance arrangements: 

Environmental market 

regulations; contracts with 

customer; pressure from 

NGOs; consumer strategies 

 

Context: 

Public opinion; other policies; 

social capital 

 

Characteristics: 

Economic considerations; 

religious values  

• Participation is mandatory  

• Consumers/civil society 

urge for action immediately  

• Requirements for farmers 

are very strict  

• The initiative is complex  

• Participation is voluntary 

however if farmers 

participate they are bound 

on some requirements  

• There is a societal pressure 

to participate 

• Participation is voluntary 

and there are no or almost no 

requirements that need to be 

followed 

• Low societal pressure to 

participate  

 

Ability Do farmers have the 

resources and skills to 

participate? 

Governance arrangements: 

Resources made available 

such as time and money; 

communities of practice; 

learning 

 

Context: 

Physical opportunities or 

restrictions; market 

conditions; support from 

NGOs 

 

Characteristics: 

• There are no technical 

limitations for farmers to 

participate in the initiative  

• There is a compensation for 

the cost 

• The measures fit to their 

farming style (e.g. 

dependent on animal 

pollination) 

• Farmers can implement 

area-specific measures 

• Farmers might not have 

enough time to implement 

measures properly  

• Farms do get compensated 

for the implementation of 

the measures, but it does 

not cover all cost 

• The measures might not fit 

completely with the 

farming style → perhaps 

farmers can choose the 

measure that fits best 

• Some complaints about 

bureaucracy  

• There are technical 

limitations for farmers  

• Farms do not get 

compensated for 

implementing measures 

• There is not enough time  

• The measures do not fit with 

the farming style  

• Farmers cannot implement 

area-specific measures 
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Condition Operationalization Influencing Factors  Criteria “High”  Criteria “Moderate” Criteria “Low” 

Competences; knowledge; 

farming style; farm economy; 

finance 

Legitimization Are farmers allowed to 

participate in wild pollinator 

protection initiatives? 

Governance arrangements: 

Degrees of freedom within 

contracts with customers or in 

legislation; strictness of 

legislation and standards 

 

Context: 

Prevailing social norms; room 

for changing legislation 

 

Characteristics: 

Norms within the sector like 

group pressure; cultural 

setting; social control; 

innovativeness 

• Flexibility in the 

implementation of the 

measures 

• Involved parties ask for 

more bee friendly 

agriculture 

• Social pressure 

• Pressure by neighboring 

farmers 

• Stricter measures with 

some autonomy  

• Some cultural pressure to 

increase untouched nature 

in agricultural landscapes 

again  

• Neighboring farmers do 

not necessarily care what 

other do  

 

•  

• Very strict legislation 

• Complex rules and 

requirements 

• No cultural voices for 

change  

• Neighboring farmers are 

suspicious and sometimes 

afraid of the measures the 

other farmer does  

 

•  

Table 10: Operationalization for criteria of Impact Assessment 

Source: own creation based on Runhaar et al. (2017) 
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To assess which governance arrangements and which mode of governance is the most 

effective, seven interviews with farmers (four in England and three in Germany) were done.  

Based on the interviews with farmers, expert interviews and desk research, the scores of the 

initiatives were assessed and used to compare the initiatives. If an initiative was assessed as 

“high” in one condition, it was given 2 points. If it was assessed as “moderate,” it was given 1 

point, and if it was assessed as “low,” it was given 0 points. A maximum of 12 points was 

possible to achieve. This scale allowed for an easy comparison of the initiatives but also of the 

different conditions. The scoring system can be seen in Table 11.  

 

Condition Fullfillment Score 

Scope High 2 

Moderate-High 1.5 

Moderate 1 

Moderate-Low 0.5 

Low 0 

Quality High 2 

Moderate-High 1.5 

Moderate 1 

Moderate-Low 0.5 

Low 0 

Motivation High 2 

Moderate-High 1.5 

Moderate 1 

Moderate-Low 0.5 

Low 0 

Demand High 2 

Moderate-High 1.5 

Moderate 1 

Moderate-Low 0.5 

Low 0 

Ability High 2 

Moderate-High 1.5 

Moderate 1 

Moderate-Low 0.5 

Low 0 

Legitimization High 2 

Moderate-High 1.5 

Moderate 1 

Moderate-Low 0.5 

Low 0 

Table 11: Scoring System Impact Assessment 

Source: own creation 

 

In the desk research, identified barriers and motivations in other European countries (see 

Table 12) were compared to statements the farmers and experts made. If inconsistencies were 

detected between the information gained in the desk research and the interviews, the interviewer 

assessed whether the inconsistency occurred based on an interpretation mistake (the video 
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recording was checked for specific parts) or if it might be a topic that has not yet been assessed 

in the literature. 

Motivation: 

Economic Factors e.g. financial support 

Personal Factors e.g. need to do something for the environment 

Soft Factors e.g. opinion of others 

Barriers: 

Space 

Time 

Sanctions 

Bureaucracy 

Lack of knowledge  

Table 12: Motivation and barriers to implement measures identified in literature  

Source: Herzon & Mikk, 2007; Defrancesco et al., 2008; Villanueva et al., 2015; Joormann& Schmidt, 2017. 

 

 The semi-structured interviews were held in English or German. A summary of the 

interviews with key messages and opinions can be found in the Appendix (Appendix G Error! 

Reference source not found. (Germany); Appendix H Error! Reference source not found. 

(England)).  

3.2.3 Transfer of the Most Effective Mode of Governance and Initiative 

 

 To answer RQ3, the results from RQ2 were used in combination with the desk research 

(see Figure 5). 
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Figure 5: Steps to answer RQ 3 

Source: Own creation 

With the results from RQ2, three initiatives were assessed based on their perceived impact. 

Therefore, a conclusion on which initiative is most effective concerning the perceived impact 

of the governance arrangements and the motivation of farmers to participate could be assessed. 

Furthermore, lessons could be drawn from answering this research question based on what 

appeared to be the most effective mode of governance and initiative and thus by assessing what 

motivates farmers most to participate. Additionally, negative lessons could also be assessed. 

These include any criticism that farmers emphasized or initiatives that are not effective and thus 

are not worth transferring.  

  

Furthermore, to decide whether the most effective initiative or the most effective mode 

of governance could be transferred from one political setting to the other, the results of RQ2 

(i.e. the most effective initiative), the identified goals, and main actors of the initiative from 

RQ1 and desk research about the German and English cultural, geographical and socio-

economic backgrounds has been done. Based on these results, on the most effective mode of 

governance and initiative in either country and on the governance arrangements’ main goals, 

policy instruments and main actors, an assessment of whether a PT or adoption is possible and 

reasonable could be given.   
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4 Results 
 

In the following section, the results pertaining to the prevailing modes of governance in 

wild pollinator protection are assessed. Moreover, the perceived effectiveness of the prevailing 

initiatives in Germany and England are analyzed in an indirect IA as well as the motivations 

and barriers of farmers to participate. Furthermore, differences in the prevailing mode of 

governance are analyzed to uncover their effects on effectiveness. Lastly, positive and negative 

lessons that can be learned from either country are described, and the possibility of a PT is 

discussed.   

4.1 Germany 

 

In Germany, approximately 46% of the land, roughly 23 million hectares, is used for 

farming purposes (BMEL, 2020). In 2019, approximately 1 million people were working in 

about 270.000 farms across Germany, producing goods of roughly 50 billion Euros annually 

and there has been an increase in bioenergy production. Currently, more than half of the 

agricultural land is used to grow crops to feed cattle. The most commonly grown plants are 

cereals, potatoes, sugar cane, oilseed rape, fruit, and vegetables (BMEL, n.d.). Additionally, in 

Germany, a downward trend from 2015 to 2019 has been seen in the number of farms. However, 

the quantities of the produced goods have increased. The main explanation for this is that there 

are larger and more efficient farms today, even though they are mostly still family-run (BMEL, 

2020). 

Most agricultural land is currently used to plant cereals (see Figure 6), especially wheat, 

but barley, rye, and oats are commonly cultivated. Only around 20% of the production is used 

for human consumption. 57% are used to feed animals such as cattle, pigs, and poultry. The 

rest of the land is used for horticulture; the Federal Ministry of Food and Agriculture (BMLE) 

differentiates between fruit, vegetables, and potatoes. As shown in Figure 6Figure 6, grapes and 

hops are also commonly planted for alcohol manufacturing, as well as rapeseed and maize 

(corn) for biofuel production.   
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Figure 6: Use of croppable land in Germany in 2019 in mio ha 

Source: Own creation based on BMEL, 2020 

 

In Germany, a decline in insects has been confirmed. Currently, there is no pollinator 

monitoring scheme; however, it is in progress and there are approximately 561 wild bee species 

recorded. However, 41% are on the red list and close to extinction (BMU, 2019). Furthermore, 

Hallmann et al. (2017) published a groundbreaking study in Germany in which they have 

discovered an average decrease in insect biomass of 75% in the last 27 years in protected nature 

areas in Germany (see Figure 7), greater than the global average of 58% (BMU, 2019).  In 

response, the German government decided that initiatives must be created to stop this decline 

and stabilize insect and pollinator diversity. Those initiatives should target especially 

agricultural landscapes since many problems such as the overuse of pesticides and insecticides, 

landscape fragmentation and therefore habitat loss for wild pollinators can be connected to 

agricultural intensification (Eardley et al., 2016; Kovács-Hostyánszki et al., 2017; Krimmer et 

al., 2019; Cole et al., 2020).   
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Figure 7: Insect decline in Germany 

Source: Hallmann et al. (2017) 
 

In Germany, the BMU (the federal ministry for Environment, Nature Conservation, and 

Nuclear Safety), BfN (the Federal Agency for Nature Conservation), and the BMEL (the 

Federal Ministry of Food and Agriculture) are the main actors in nature conservation. The BMU 

focuses on implementing and regulating governmental policies concerning the protection of the 

general public from environmental toxins and radiation. The ministry further focuses on 

establishing climate change action, the responsible use of raw materials, and on the 

conservation of biodiversity (BMU, 2019a). The BfN is the scientific authority by the 

government which focuses on nature conservation in Germany and globally. The BfN acts as a 

scientific consultant for the BMU to advise the government based on research and scientific 

evidence concerning nature conservation and landscape management. The BfN also coordinates 

multiple funding programs (BfN, n.d.). The BMEL focuses on all food and agricultural-related 

issues, such as animal welfare and food security. 

Furthermore, the BMEL has multiple areas of focus that are connected with the 

protection of bees and insects (BMEL, n.d.a). The BMEL recognizes the decline in wild 

pollinators and determined that a main reason is land-use change and agricultural 

intensification. The BMEL developed the National Biodiversity Strategy to enhance 

biodiversity in general, with a focus on agricultural landscapes and the promotion of organic 

farming (BMEL, n.d.b). 

4.1.1 Characterizing the Mode Governance in Germany 

 

After the initial assessment (see Figure 3), twenty relevant initiatives were identified in 

Germany (Appendix I Error! Reference source not found.). Figure 8 shows the distribution 
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of the modes of governance of the identified initiatives. Interestingly, more than half of the 

initiatives are centrally governed i.e. public actors are the central actors in Germany concerning 

wild pollinator protection.  

 

 

Figure 8: Modes of governance of identified initiatives in Germany 

Source: Own creation 

 

Generally, it is mandatory for farmers in Germany to cultivate different crops and to 

have permanent grassland areas. Furthermore, it is mandatory to leave 5% of arable land as 

ecologically-focus areas. This, for example, includes the use of nitrogen fixing crops, but it can 

also be an area which is not productive, such as flower strips or hedges (BMEL, n.d.a). Except 

for these mandatory measures, most other measures and initiatives are voluntary for farmers to 

implement, however they are often incentivized by the government. Expert 2 explained that this 

can be problematic. Firstly, most government-run initiatives are very complex and are 

connected to a burdensome bureaucracy that are difficult for farmers to navigate. Secondly, 

these initiatives often come with strict rules and potential sanctions. In his opinion, this often 

frightens farmers. Generally, Expert 2 considered voluntary measures to be ideal, however, he 

also emphasized that an underlying law is needed to push farmers in the right direction 

concerning the use of pesticides and the implementation of pollinator friendly measures.  
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Figure 9: Reasons for excluding initiatives in Germany 

Source: Own creation 
 

Figure 9 shows that most initiatives in Germany were excluded because there was no 

tangible output such as monetary rewards, guidelines etc. Furthermore, many initiatives only 

addressed managed honeybees. There are multiple educational campaigns, websites and 

initiatives, however it appears that the education and knowledge exchange of threats to wild 

pollinators and their importance for humans and ecosystems is not widely communicated in 

Germany. After further applying the excluding indicators (see Table 4), four more initiatives 

were excluded because they only focused on the honeybee rather than “all pollinators.”  

Additionally, it was found that governmental campaigns and initiatives often started by 

addressing managed bees but later on added the term “all pollinators” or “all insects”. A prime 

example relates to the use of pesticides. The National Action Plan for plant protection (NAP), 

which is based on research on the effects of pesticides and herbicides on plants and bees, 

initially only focused on honeybees. Only later on it was recognized as important to evaluate 

the risks for wild pollinators as well since they do not react the same way as honeybees do 

(NAP, 2021). Not only was the focus on wild pollinators often missing, initiatives focusing on 

agricultural landscapes often did not focus on the farmers and their benefits at all. Even though 

agricultural land-use is often named as one of the main causes of the pollinator decline 

(Holzschuh et al., 2008; Tirado, Simon & Johnston, 2013; Kovács‐Hostyánszki et al., 2017; 

Cole et al., 2020), initiatives mainly focused on what individuals can do at home i.e. greening 

their balconies with proper plants. 
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Furthermore, if initiatives focused on farmed land, often the benefit for farmers was 

neglected. Expert 1 explained, that some farms and some crops such as rape are self-pollinated 

and thus do not depend on pollinators. Forcing those farmers to implement pollinator friendly 

measures does not appear to make sense, especially without a benefit. In the interviews, the 

opinion to implement measures at a farm for natures sake only was not mentioned. The main 

reasons to implement measures and to participate in initiatives were the negative opinion of 

civil society or to satisfy the wishes of family members. One farmer, however, mentioned that 

he wants to protect birds on the red list in his area and thus became interested in insect protection 

as food source for the birds. Additionally, all farmers mentioned that they are farming as their 

main occupation and thus need compensation if they leave some part of their fields uncropped. 

Furthermore, Expert 2 mentioned, that solutions like flower strips should be analyzed more and 

cannot be seen as the one golden solution. According to him, a proper understanding of how 

they work has thus far not been established. Accordingly, differing expectations may result in 

misleading recommendations. For example, efforts towards a “universal” flower mixture 

composition contradicts the dependency of local pollinator community structures on landscape 

context. Instead, spatially explicit solutions are required, which currently challenges legal 

regulations, but open opportunities for pollinator conservation activities initiated by non-

government actors, which appear to be lacking at the moment. This was also backed up by 

Expert 1 who explained that a systemic approach is needed in Germany and that a connection 

between similar landscapes should be aimed for by initiatives.  

 

All German experts concluded that there is not one solution or one perfect initiative that 

can increase the amount and diversity of pollinators across all of  Germany’s landscapes and 

regional contexts. However, especially Expert 3, emphasized that NGO-lead initiatives are very 

important, but that legislation has to play a role to achieve and create long-term solutions.  

 

In this analysis, after using all excluding indicators (see Table 4) three relevant 

initiatives were established which have been further assessed (Table 13).  

 

 Action Program for Insect 

Conservation  

Competition of Insect Friendly 

Farming  

#Beebetter 

Explanation Comprehensive plan for 

Germany to protect insects and 

increase their diversity; nine 

areas of action → agricultural 

land is one of them 

Annual Competition as part of the 

Action Program to reward farmers 

with measures in place  

Platform to gather 

information and interact with 

different actors 

→ Additional creation of a 

competition 
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Mode of 

Governance 

Centralized 

 

Centralized Interactive  

Main Actors Federal Ministry for the 

Environment (BfN), Nature 

Conservation and Nuclear 

Safety (BMU)  

Ministry of Food and Agriculture 

(BMEL) 

BurdaHome, WWF, Federal 

Ministry of Food and 

Agriculture, famous people  

Main Goals • Increase habitat for 

insects 

• Connect habitats 

• Promote insect 

protection by the 

creation of binding 

requirements and clear 

guidelines for the use 

of pesticides etc. 

 

• Honor farmers' 

engagement  

• Motivate and inspire other 

farmers to implement wild 

pollinator protection 

measures – show that 

pollinators can have an 

advantage for farmers if 

the amount and diversity 

increases 

• Decrease impact that 

agriculture has on 

pollinators by showing 

innovative ideas, increase 

habitats and decrease 

threats for wild pollinators 

• Enhance knowledge 

exchange and 

collaborative 

working between 

stakeholder by 

putting information 

online and hosting 

events 

• Increase motivation 

of farmers to 

participate in 

pollinator protection 

• Stimulate innovation 

regarding the 

protection of wild 

pollinators 

throughout different 

landscapes but also 

especially in 

agriculture 

Policy 

Instruments 

• Create binding 

requirements to 

increase wild pollinator 

habitat 

• Regular reports 

(initiative to check if 

they achieved goals & 

farmers to see if they 

comply with the rules) 

• Field visits to check 

compliance 

• fines if rules are 

broken  

• Price money 

• Short movie for winner to 

use for marketing purposes 

and raise awareness 

• Newsletter 

• Public events 

• Quiz and games 

Table 13: Relevant initiatives in Germany 

Source: Own creation 

 

4.1.1.1 The Action Program for Insect Conservation  

 

Germany, compared to England, does not have a specific national pollinator strategy. 

The main plan to protect pollinators and increase their diversity is part of the Action Program 

for Insect Conservation.  
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The Action Program for Insect Conservation was created and implemented in 

September 2019. This program focuses on nine areas of action which significantly impact 

insects based on scientific research (Promote Pollinators, n.d.). The Action Program starts with 

a detailed analysis of why insects are needed and how to achieve a stable community in 

Germany. Thus, the federal government aims to reverse the negative trend of insect abundance 

and diversity. They base their argumentation on the nationwide Red List and scientific studies 

in Germany and other EU countries (BMU, 2019b). With the Action Program, the government 

plans to create mandatory and voluntary measures to tackle landscape fragmentation and 

agricultural intensification (BMU, 2019b).  

 

 The main actor in this governance arrangement is the BMU, which initiated the project. 

Thus, it is centrally governed. This program aims to create binding requirements for all 

stakeholders under the Insect Protection Act (see Appendix I Error! Reference source not 

found. for more details). They furthermore desire to create rules for nature conservation law 

and create legislation, especially in agricultural land, for fertilizers and wastewater (Promote 

Pollinators, n.d.). Additionally, the government plans to invest 100 million Euros per year in 

insect protection initiatives to promote insect protection and increase research funds. They aim 

to create clear guidelines on how, who, which, and when to use pesticides (Promote Pollinators, 

n.d.). For agricultural landscapes, the Action Program aims to achieve six goals. Those goals 

all strive to be fulfilled at different times between 2020 and 2030. The main objectives are for 

the federal government to cooperate with  regional states and to put the needs of insects in the 

German strategic plan for the CAP post-2020 with an emphasis on establishing and maintaining 

diverse habitats and creating pathways for insects in agricultural land (BMU, 2019b). This 

includes an insect-friendly mowing strategy, crop rotations, the delivery of mixed flower seeds, 

and the creation of flower strips. 

Secondly, an increase of transition or boundary habitats (ecotones) are sought to be 

established (BMU, 2019b). Those areas can naturally or artificially be found in transition areas 

between different ecosystems, landscapes, or habitats. Usually, in the semi-natural 

environment, these boundaries cannot be delineated. Human-made boundaries can be, for 

example, through field margins (Dennis, Fry, & Andersen, 2000). Boundary habitats mainly 

offer a significant number of ecological niches. Thus, as the BMU 2019b report mentioned, 

these areas tend to have a high amount and diversity of insects and need to be expanded and 

protected.   
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 Thirdly, the federal government aims to develop an arable farming strategy that is 

backed by funding. This strategy will specifically focus on increasing biodiversity in 

agricultural landscapes (BMU, 2019b).  

 Lastly, the Action Program aims to invest in further research to assess threats to 

pollinators in agricultural landscapes. Moreover digital technologies should be used more 

frequently in agriculture with a focus on conserving biodiversity and insects to, for example, 

make the mapping of pollinator measures on fields easier for farmers by measuring them with 

satellite pictures (BMU, 2019b). 

  

 As policy instruments, the central governed initiatives mainly uses reporting activities. 

They publish regular updates on the implementation to allow checks on the implementation 

progress of measures, to check whether the set objectives are achievable, and recognize early 

on if any adjustments are necessary. Furthermore, the government will assess whether those 

measures have been successful and if the set goals can be achieved. This will be done with 

indicators and a progress report. These will be published on a biannual basis by the Federal 

Environment Ministry. Additionally, farmers will have field visits and receive fines if they do 

not comply with the rules. Farmers also will have to report annually about the scale of their 

measures and the type of measure implemented in their farms (BMU, 2019b). 

 

4.1.1.2 Competition of Insect Friendly Farming   

 

The Competition of Insect Friendly Farming was first held in 2020 by the BMEL. This 

initiative arose through a proposal of the Action Program for Insect Conservation by the BME, 

which aimed to create an annual competition. The BMEL recognizes that farmers have a high 

responsibility for producing foods for stabilizing biodiversity. With this competition, they seek 

to honor and reward farmers' engagement, motivate others to implement those measures, and 

show that the protection of insects can be an advantage as well. The BMEL will honor those 

projects and ideas that are, in their opinion, long-term and future-oriented solutions, which 

should also open up a dialogue between researchers and farmers, which currently is not enough. 

Projects should aim to increase and stabilize the amount and diversity of insects with a 

particular focus on pollinators in agricultural landscapes (BMEL, 2020a). This initiative, 

coordinated by the BMEL, is also centrally governed.  

 

The BMEL rewards farmers in two different categories. The first category is for 

individual farmers who implement insect-friendly measures in their fields. The second category 



Master Thesis – Carina Bindel (6968023)  Utrecht University 

Effectiveness of Wild Pollinator Governance in Germany and England  Faculty of Geosciences 

 50 

is for cooperation’s, for example, farmers clusters or farmers cooperating with civil society or 

other actors such as beekeeper associations. In every category, the BMEL  names three projects 

which are the most inspiring, influential, and future-oriented. The first place will receive 

5.000€; the second place will receive 3.500€, and the third place will receive 2.500€. Price 

money in this initiative is used as one of the main policy instruments.  

Furthermore, the winning projects are filmed, and professional short movies are 

presented to the winners, which can be used for marketing purposes. Moreover, the winners  

receive a certification that states that they are an insect-friendly farm or association (BMEL, 

2020b). Judges of this competition are selected from the BMEL and are independent industry 

representatives of agricultural associations, nature protection agencies, and researchers (BMEL, 

2020a). 

4.1.1.3 #Beebetter 

 

#Beebetter was created as a platform to gather information, to engage with others, and 

to share new ideas, with participants ranging from individuals to groups, farmers, schools, 

companies, cities, etc. (beebetter, n.d.). Information on the platform is available about both 

honeybees and wild pollinators. Furthermore, the website publishes information about 

pollination, the decline of pollinators, and tips on what people (farmers, individuals, etc.) can 

do in their own home, garden or field.  

#Beebetter is interactively governed. The main actors and associators are BurdaHome, 

in cooperation with the World Wildlife Fund, and the company Neudorff (beebetter, n.d.). The 

idea behind the initiative is that small individual projects will lead to progress and eventually 

increase the diversity and number of pollinators around Germany (Neudorff, n.d.). Furthermore, 

it uses famous people in Germany, such as Uschi Glas, Nina Rufe, or Steven Götjen, to advertise 

the initiative on social media to especially also reach the attention of the younger generation. 

The organization was created under Julia Klöckner, the Federal Minister of Food, Agriculture 

and Consumer Protection.  

 

The overarching goal is to enhance the knowledge exchange of stakeholders and build 

a conversation around the declining trend of pollinators. Furthermore, #beebetter aims to bring 

parties together to work on different solutions throughout Germany to create insect pathways 

of similar landscapes (beebetter, n.d.). Moreover, the organization has created the #beebetter 

award. This award is given in five different categories. Farmers in the farming category can 

win €10.000 for their projects, with the understanding that this prize money will be reinvested 

in pollinator protection initiatives (beebetter, n.d.a). The competition's goal is to make existing 
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projects more widely known in Germany and ideally to inspire others to do the same or to invest 

in new ideas.  

The judges of this competition are a mixture of experts, including experts of wild 

pollinator and honeybees, and representatives of the agricultural association, research and 

landscape management. Furthermore, representatives of the #beebetter partners and sponsors 

so as the journalist of Hubert Burda Media (beebetter, n.d.b) are included in the decision process 

of who is winning. The whole initiative focuses on stimulating innovation and emphasizes 

knowledge exchange. 

 

4.1.2 Assessing the Perceived Effectiveness of Pollinator Governance Arrangements in 

Germany 

 

In the IA, firstly, the quality and scope of the three identified initiatives were assessed 

with desk research about the initiative and with interviews with experts and farmers. 

Furthermore, the four proposed conditions by Runhaar et al. (2017), motivation, demand, ability 

and legitimacy were also assessed based on desk research and interviews. In total, a score of 12 

was the highest an initiative could achieve (see Table 11). With this score, the perceived 

effectiveness of the initiatives was assessed, and they could be compared. Additionally, it was 

useful to assess if the motivation of farmers to participate differed depending on the mode and 

if the scopes of the initiatives were different depending on their mode of governance. For the 

IA in Germany, interviews were held with three experts and three farmers. 

 

In the following parts, first an assessment of the effectiveness and the peculiarities of 

the identified initiatives are given, including the opinions of the interviewed farmers and experts 

on the three identified initiatives: Action Program for Insect Conservation, Competition of 

Insect Friendly Famers and #beebetter. After this, a general conclusion of the IA in Germany 

is given. In this conclusion, the differences and similarities between the initiatives are 

highlighted, and an analysis is given as to whether the mode of governance played a role in the 

effectiveness and as to whether any of the four conditions have substantially influenced the 

score. 

 

4.1.2.1 Action Program for Insect Conservation 

 

In the IA, the Action Program for Insect Conservation achieved a score of 5.5 out of 12 

possible points (a detailed assessment can be found in Appendix A Error! Reference source 

not found. of all the initiatives). The distribution of the scores can be seen in Table 14.  
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Condition Fullfillment Score 

Scope High  

  

Moderate 1 

  

Low  

Quality High  

  

Moderate 1 

  

Low  

Motivation High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate  

Moderate-Low 0.5 

Low  

Demand High  

Moderate-High 1.5 

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low  

Ability High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate  

Moderate-Low 0.5 

Low  

Legitimization High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate 1 

Moderate-Low  

Low  

Overall Score 5.5 

Table 14: Score distribution Action Program for Insect Conservation 

Source: Own creation  

 

 

The centrally governed initiative has a moderate scope (i.e., it targets all farmers in 

Germany; an explanation of the scores can be found in Table 8); however, it does not distinguish 

between different farming types and styles (e.g., dairy farmers and cereal farmers), and it also 

does not differentiate between different landscape contexts. Additionally, it works with a mix 

of mandatory and voluntary measures. From the latter, the farmers can choose the one that suits 

them the most (BMU, 2019a). 

 The quality of the initiative was also considered to be moderate. The initiative shows 

clear objectives and ambitious auditing and reporting plans to fulfill the objectives. However, 

the focus on insects and not just pollinators might be too generic (Expert 1; all interview 

summaries can be found in the Appendix C Error! Reference source not found.). 

Furthermore, the compensation for farmers is minimal and only available if strict rules are 
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followed (Farmer 1). The overall motivation of farmers to participate in this governance 

arrangement is only moderate-low. 

 The motivation of farmers to participate in this initiative is moderate-low because 

farmers consider it essential to receive some reward for implementing measures, ideally a 

financial reward, benefit or compensation (Farmers 1, 2, 3). Additionally, it appeared to be 

important that measures are voluntary to implement for farmers (Farmers 1, 2, 3). However, 

experts state that in their experience, voluntary measures do not lead to the desired uptake and 

thus cannot be considered effective for the diversification and increase in pollinators (Experts 

1, 2). Nonetheless, farmers might feel suppressed if they are forced to implement measures and 

have no say in which measures to implement, especially if they do not benefit from them 

(Farmers 1, 3).  However, motivation to participate in initiatives appeared to increase if direct 

effects could be seen, for example, on the number of pollinators in their fields, especially with 

flower strips, bee hotels and dirt hills (Farmers 1, 2). However, none of the farmers have thus 

far experienced an increase in crop production. Furthermore, some changes need time and 

cannot be observed immediately, which should be communicated to farmers transparently so 

that they do not lose motivation too quickly (Expert 1). 

 

 In the demand condition, the governance arrangement received a score of 1.5. Thus, it 

is moderate-high. Farmers are partly obligated to participate under the CAP. However, some 

measures are voluntary and adjustable on a trim level (BMU, 2019a). The requirements for 

farmers, however, are stringent (Farmers 1, 2, 3). Societal pressure to participate in a wildlife 

protection initiative is also perceived as very strong (Farmers 1, 2, 3). 

Additionally, it is perceived that some of the rules of the action program should be made 

stricter but that farmers should be able to choose between the measures they want to implement 

(Farmer 1). However, controversially, the farmer that stated this added that the rules in the 

implementation of measures are too harsh. If a field margin is 100m2, the farmer will get money 

for it, and if it is 98m2, they will not, which does not reflect the actual benefits. Furthermore, 

some farmers do not apply for the funds because it is too complex, too complicated, or too 

harsh. Instead, Farmer 1 mentioned that some farmers create a flower margin in areas that are 

not very fertile and are happy if neighbors or family consider it “pretty.” 

 

 The ability of farmers to participate was moderate-low, and thus the action program for 

insect conservation only received 0.5 points. The main issue regarding participation was the 

significant bureaucracy involved and, therefore, the time that farmers need to invest (Farmers 
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1, 3). Since all interviewed farmers are working full-time on their farms, the more time they 

spend in the office working on fulfilling criteria of this initiative, the less time they have on 

their fields, and thus this often translates into a decrease in yield and hence money. Therefore, 

it is not appealing for farmers to participate in this initiative (Farmers 1, 2, 3). Additionally, 

more advanced reporting knowledge of farmers is needed to join because detailed reporting is 

necessary. Furthermore, computer mapping skills are essential, which the farmers do not always 

have, especially the older farmers, making it harder for them to participate (Expert 2; Farmers 

1, 2).  

 

 Lastly, the legitimization of this initiative was considered moderate, and thus a score of 

1 was given. The initiative involves implementing mandatory measures, which are strictly 

controlled (BMU, 2019a). However, farmers have some autonomy in implementing the 

measures on their farms (Farmer 1). They did not experience any cultural pressures to 

participate. However, neighboring farmers and civil society significantly influence farmer 

behavior (Farmers 1, 2; Expert 2). 

 

Additionally, the initiative provides information on the main areas of impact for insects 

and thus has an excellent problem statement; however, the strategies for tackling the problems 

are not explicit (Expert 3). Furthermore, it appeared problematic that the suggested measures 

do not consider that landscapes can be very different across Germany, so more local initiatives 

and solutions should be regarded (Experts 1, 2). This is also backed up by Mupepele et al. 

(2019), who state that for the action program to become a central instrument to reverse the 

negative insect decline, the adaptability to local conditions needs to improve.  

 

 Furthermore, the Action Program also seems to receive criticism from farmers and 

industry. Harsher rules for pesticides in particular appear to have conflict potential. 

Counterparts argue that the decrease in pesticides could lead to a reduction in crop production 

and does not necessarily help pollinators; therefore, in the end, no one would profit from this 

rule (Evers & Stephan, 2021; Expert 1). 

 

4.1.2.2 Competition of Insect Friendly Farmers 

 

 In the IA, the Competition of Insect Friendly Farmers received 6 points out of 12. This 

score is similar to the other centrally governed initiative in Germany (the Action Program for 



Master Thesis – Carina Bindel (6968023)  Utrecht University 

Effectiveness of Wild Pollinator Governance in Germany and England  Faculty of Geosciences 

 55 

Insect Conservation). However, the distribution of the scores are different, especially in regard 

to demand and scope (for the distribution of scores, see Table 15). 

Condition Fullfillment Score 

Scope High 2 

  

Moderate  

  

Low  

Quality High  

  

Moderate 1 

  

Low  

Motivation High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low 0 

Demand High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low 0 

Ability High  

Moderate-High 1.5 

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low  

Legitimization High  

Moderate-High 1.5 

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low  

Overall Score 6 

Table 15: Score distribution Competition of Insect Friendly Farming 

Source: Own creation  

 

This governance arrangement received a score of 2 for the scope, which was considered 

to be high. This assessment was made because the initiative targets individual farmers with 

measures in place and farmer collaborations, which are considered essential to achieve a more 

significant effect for pollinators (BMEL, 2020a; Expert 2). Thus, this initiative also addresses 

differences in landscape contexts and is accessible for all farmers in Germany (Experts 1, 2). 

The quality of this initiative was considered to be moderate. The compensation (i.e., the 

prize money for the winner and the two other best projects) is very reasonable. Additionally, a 

short movie of the farming practices and the pollinator protection measures will be created for 

the winner that can be used for marketing purposes. However, there is controversy about 

whether farmers need this. Some think that they can create an appealing website themselves 

(Farmer 3), and others often also use social media and believe a professional short movie could 
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be helpful (Farmers 1, 2). Furthermore, the Competition of Insect Friendly Farmers initiative 

does not have specific information on how their initiative will benefit wild pollinators, and there 

are no guidelines in place, which makes it difficult to assess whether it is a success or not 

(BMEL, 2020; Experts 1, 2).  

 

Furthermore, the motivation of farmers to participate in this initiative is low, and it thus 

received 0 points mainly because farmers do not feel like they would get a benefit from their 

participation (Farmers 1, 2). They, however, appreciate the initiative because it gives them room 

to implement suitable measures without much bureaucracy and without many rules to follow. 

Additionally, farmers liked the idea of knowledge exchange between farmers to see what works 

for them, how much each farmer had to invest and if they profit from the measures put in place 

(Expert 1). This initiative might also open up a dialogue between farmers, the government and 

society, which appears to be essential to benefit farmers and pollinators (Experts 2, 3). Even 

though the initiatives are considered interesting in terms of opening up dialogues between 

different stakeholders, farmers are not motivated because they do not have enough time to read 

about suitable measures and putting them in place to participate in a competition (Farmers 1, 2, 

3). 

Additionally, a competition was not considered a good tool to increasing knowledge 

exchange and innovation because farmers should ideally be urged to work together (Farmer 2; 

Expert 2). Furthermore, most measures proposed by the government are directly considered 

negative. Farmers feel that civil society and the government assume that the loss of biodiversity 

is their fault, and they feel that they are the only ones who have to change and work to counteract 

this decline. Additionally, governmental incentivized initiatives are understood as the 

government pushing away their responsibility and placing it instead on individuals (Farmers 1, 

2; Expert 2). However, this centrally governed initiative does not appear to be too complex. It 

does not have many rules, guidelines or penalties, but it focuses on increasing and strengthening 

farmers' creativity and sense of innovation (BMEL, 2020a). However, if a negative perception 

hinders farmers from participating in this initiative, it cannot be considered effective.  

 

The demand for this initiative is also considered low because the participation is 

voluntary, there are no specific measures that have to be taken and no guidelines, and the 

applying process does not appear to be complicated (BMEL, 2020a; Expert 2). The main reason 

for potential participation is the increasing pressure of civil society for farmers to use more 

nature and biodiversity-friendly farming methods (Farmers 1, 2, 3).  
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 The ability of farmers to participate was considered moderate-high because all farmers 

can theoretically participate; however, they do not have much time, and since only three farmers 

get compensation, or a reward, farmers would spend money and time on something that has no 

financial benefit (Farmers 1, 2, 3). In terms of bureaucracy, there have been no complaints about 

too much paperwork. 

 The legitimization of this initiative was considered moderate-high because farmers can 

implement their measures based on their own farming style and landscape contexts (BMEL, 

2020a). Since there is societal pressure to implement more measures, this competition is 

perceived as interesting and effective by civil society to counteract the negative impacts 

traditional farming without any measures in place has on wild pollinators (Farmers 1, 2; Expert 

2). 

Since there has only been one contest so far, which took place in 2020, long-term 

negative aspects could not yet be identified in the literature. Newspaper articles have been 

relatively neutral. 

4.1.2.3 #Beebetter 

 

#Beebetter achieved a score of 5 in the IA, which is the lowest score for the German 

initiatives. However, the three initiatives all scored within a range of 1 point difference of each 

other (for the score distribution, see Table 16).  

 
Condition Fullfillment Score 

Scope High 2 

  

Moderate  

  

Low  

Quality High  

  

Moderate 1 

  

Low  

Motivation High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate 1 

Moderate-Low  

Low  

Demand High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low 0 

Ability High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate 1 
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Moderate-Low  

Low  

Legitimization High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low 0 

Overall Score 5 

Table 16: Score distribution #Beebetter 

Source: Own creation  

 

The scope of this initiative was considered high, and it received 2 points. #Beebetter 

targets all farmers in Germany, including individuals or groups (beebetter, n.d.a). Thus, they 

take landscape and farming context into consideration, and collaboration of farmers is always 

considered positive and more impactful for pollinators because landscapes can be connected. 

Therefore pollinator habitat can increase (Experts 1, 2).  

 The quality of this initiative was considered to be moderate, and thus 1 point was given. 

The initiative focuses on creating a knowledge exchange between stakeholders; however, there 

are no plans or strict goals that are being followed or that are measurable. Additionally, 

compensation is only available for the winner of the competition. However, an independent 

jury (beebetter, n.d.-a) assesses the benefit for pollinators, but it is not specified if they are more 

concerned with especially threatened pollinators. 

 

 The motivation of farmers to participate in this initiative was considered to be moderate. 

#Beebetter was perceived more positively by farmers (Farmers 1, 2) mainly because it focuses 

on smaller projects and projects that do not necessarily have to be the most innovative ones 

(Experts 1, 3; Farmers 1, 2). However, time was considered an issue here and the perception 

that they do not get a benefit out of participating in this initiative (Farmers 1, 2, 3). Additionally, 

it was considered positive that the initiative is not solely incentivized by the government 

(Farmers 1, 2, 3). 

 

  The demand for this governance arrangement was considered to be low. Thus, 0 points 

were given. This governance arrangement is voluntary and focuses on knowledge exchange and 

the stimulation of innovation. It increases farmers' motivation to participate with less effort; 

however, there is no benefit for farmers, and the initiative is not very well-known (Farmers 1, 

2, 3; Experts 1, 2, 3). The requirements to participate are not strict, but except for creating 

knowledge and possibly winning prize money, the farmers do not get much out the 

participation, especially if they do not win (Experts 1, 2; Farmer 2).  
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 The ability of farmers to participate was considered to be moderate. There are no 

bureaucracy issues and not much paperwork needed. However, time is crucial for farmers. 

Thus, if they have to invest more to benefit from this initiative, it is not considered worth it, and 

therefore the benefit of this initiative is considered too low (Farmers 1, 2, 3).  

 

Regarding legitimization, the initiative was considered low, and thus it received 0 

points. The initiatives appears to be interesting for farmers since it is not very complex and 

completely voluntary (Farmers 1, 2, 3), but this decreases its legitimacy (Expert 2). There are 

no rules or guidelines that have to be followed. The winner is established through a jury based 

on criteria that are not clear (beebetter, n.d.a). 

 

Thus, it appears that even though the #beebetter award is similar to the award from the 

Competition of Insect Friendly Farmers, it is perceived as a better award mainly because it is 

not only incentivized by the government. 

 

4.1.2.4 Overall Assessment Germany 

 

In Germany, only a minor difference in the score (i.e., the perceived effectiveness, 

including the conditions and the scope and quality of the initiative, of the governance 

arrangements) has been detected (see Figure 10) within a range of 1 point difference. 

 

 
Figure 10: Achieved score of identified initiatives in Germany (GER) 

Source: Own creation 
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In this assessment, the centrally governed initiative Competition for Insect Friendly 

Farming was considered the most effective. Looking at the mode of governance, one can see 

that the centrally governed initiatives received a higher overall score than the interactively 

governed one, and thus it is considered that centrally governed initiatives are most effective in 

Germany (see Figure 11).  

 
Figure 11: Achieved score, based on the mode of governance in Germany (GER) 

Source: Own creation 

 

However, if comparing the scores of the different conditions individually, it is 

fascinating that the interactively governed initiative #beebetter scored the highest in the 

motivation for farmers (see Figure 10) and that it also scored high in regards to the scope (see 

Figure 12) even though it was considered the least effective in the overall score.  

Governmental initiatives do not seem to incorporate farming clusters much. 

Furthermore, they do not appear to differentiate between different farming styles and landscape 

contexts. Thus, the scope is smaller than for the interactively governed initiative (Experts 1, 2).  

 

Additionally, German farmers specifically mentioned that farming had been an object 

of changing legislation for years now. They do not feel heard, understood, and talked down to 

by the government. Thus, farmers mentioned that they do not have a good relationship with the 

government and that the first impression is always a bit lower than for other initiatives (Farmers 

1, 2, 3). They also mentioned that they know that agricultural landscapes and practices might 
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and incorporated and want civil society to stop understanding them in negative terms (Farmers 

1, 2). 

 

Furthermore, intrinsic motivation currently in Germany appears to be essential for 

participation, such as the desire to counteract negative opinions of civil society, to make family 

members happy, to have diverse wildlife for future generations and to show neighboring 

farmers that a more sustainable way of farming might be to some extent possible to combine 

traditional farming (Farmers 1, 2, 3). 

 

Figure 12: IA - Score based on scope and motivation 

Source: Own creation 
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identified in research on the implementation of measures for biodiversity in other countries. 

However, lack of knowledge was not mentioned in the interviews with the farmers or with the 

experts. 

 

4.1.3 Lessons Drawn from Germany 

 

The German case showed that in the overall assessment including all conditions, scope 

and quality, centrally governed governance arrangements appear to be effective concerning the 

perceived impact. Especially positive is the high legitimization of those initiatives. Centrally 

governed initiatives usually have a clear outline of measures to implement, of how to implement 

1

2 2

0.5

0

1

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

Action Program for Insect
Conservation

Competition of Insect Friendly
Farming

#beebetter

Achieved Score based on the Scope & Motivation

Scope

Motivation



Master Thesis – Carina Bindel (6968023)  Utrecht University 

Effectiveness of Wild Pollinator Governance in Germany and England  Faculty of Geosciences 

 62 

them and of how success is measured. Thus, this is comfortable for farmers because they do 

not have to do much of their own research, which saves valuable time (Farmers 1, 3; Expert 2). 

However, the uptake of farmers and their motivation to participate are low, especially 

when participation is voluntary. Farmers and experts agreed that a regulatory framework is 

needed to push farmers into achieving the same goal. This is also helpful because not all farmers 

have intrinsic motivation to participate on their own in such initiatives (Expert 1). It appears to 

be essential that as many farmers as possible start to use some measures to connect natural 

habitats. Within this framework, however, voices by experts and farmers themselves are loud 

to give farmers the option of adjusting measures and picking relevant ones. If this were 

implemented, farmers would be able to focus on adopting measures to their specific farm 

characteristics, such as size, farming style, soil type and type of farms, and threatened 

pollinators in the area could be better addressed. Additionally, minimum requirements, harsh 

fines and penalties also decrease farmers' motivation to participate in any initiative. They also 

decrease the demand and thus the overall effectiveness.  

 

 Moreover, farmers are suspicious of the government, primarily due to the ever-

changing regulations concerning pesticides and mandatory requirements, fines and penalties 

that are feared and due to there being little or no (monetary) benefit for farmers. Therefore, a 

mainly centralized approach, especially for voluntary measures, does not appear to be effective. 

A lesson learned here is that farmers voices need to be heard, and they should be included in 

the creation of initiatives. Decisions should not only be made top-down. Including farmers in 

the creation of initiatives would not only increase farmers’ motivation to participate, but it 

might also increase the initiatives scope by including all farming styles.  

Additionally, in Germany, there is not only one ministry that is focused on the 

insect/pollinator decline; instead, it is part of the plans of many ministries. This, however, 

makes it difficult to gather the desired data promptly. Furthermore, it makes it difficult for 

farmers to understand which ministry to contact for questions, and it creates a time-consuming 

process to acquire the desired answer.  

 

None of the initiatives in Germany consider which pollinators are in decline in which 

area. However, this seems to be an essential point to understand to make the measures more 

adaptable. For example, flower strips should not only be created with a standard seed mix. It 

should be possible to check which pollinators are threatened in the farmers' area and adapt the 
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seed mix since most threatened pollinators are usually plant-specific (i.e., they need the specific 

nectar of a particular flower/plant). 

Thus, the lessons learned in Germany are that a centrally governed approach appears to 

be effective however when the motivation of farmers to participate in, especially, voluntary 

centrally governed initiatives is low, the uptake will be low and thus the initiatives cannot be 

considered effective. Hence, farmers’ goals, needs and benefits should be included in the 

creation of initiatives. However, they should be framed by mandatory measures with voluntary 

ones to adapt to individual farming styles and landscape contexts.  

 

4.2 England 

 

 In 2020, England’s utilized agricultural area (this includes arable and horticultural 

crops, uncropped arable land, temporary and permanent grassland, grassland used for outdoor 

pigs and common rough grazing) was estimated to be approximately 8.9 million hectares. Of 

the utilized agricultural area, 54%, which is approximately 4.8 million hectares, is the total 

croppable area; 41% is permanent grassland; and 6% is owned land (Defra, 2020). Currently, 

302,000 people are employed in agricultural holdings. The majority of crops planted in England 

are cereals and oilseed crops. Figure 13 shows the distribution of cultivated crops in the 

croppable area in England in 2020 (Defra, 2020). 

 

Figure 13: Distribution of use of croppable land in England in 2020 

Source: Own creation based on Defra, 2020. 
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 Due to Brexit, England is currently in a transition phase, including the agricultural 

sector. In 2021, the government began its 7-year transition period, moving away from the set 

rules by the EU. The key goals of this transition are to move away from the Basic Payment 

Scheme, close existing agri-environmental schemes, and start a new approach by delinking 

payment. England is focusing on paying farmers to improve the environment, reduce their CO2 

emissions and increase animal well-being. Thus, farmers and landowners will get paid for 

nature-friendly practices. Furthermore, they aim to decrease the focus on penalties as a default 

response if some rules are broken or bent. The government aims to develop the new scheme in 

cooperation with farmers and the wider industry and thus to find an approach that works for all 

(Defra, 2020a).  

 

 In the UK, including England, there has been a decline of wild and managed pollinators 

for the last 50 years (Downing & Sutherland, 2017) (Figure 14). Currently, data is only 

available for the UK in general and not divided by the four countries. Some research suggests 

that there are approximately 500 species of wild pollinators in the UK; however, it is often 

estimated to be more (RHS, 2021; Defra, 2014). Nonetheless, even though the importance of 

the pollinators is emphasized in almost all UK governmental documents and research, there is 

still no robust large-scale and species-specific calculation about the distribution change in the 

UK. The only available information is from field-scale experiments, which usually assess short 

periods (Powney et al., 2019). This is true for most wild pollinators but not for the honeybee. 

Nevertheless, there is a great deal of information available on the honeybee (Defra, 2014). 

 Furthermore, it was established that to prove the pollinator decline, a systematic and 

standardized monitoring program of the abundance of pollinators is needed (Vanbergen et al., 

2014). Thus, due to these gaps in data, the UK pollinator monitoring and research partnership 

were established in 2017 (Downing & Sutherland, 2017). Ever since then, it has been essential 

to evaluate the abundance of insects and the diversity of species and has been used as a base for 

new targets and measures (FSC, n.d.). 
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Figure 14: Changes in distribution of wild pollinators, 1980–2017, in the UK 

Source: Powney et al., 2020 
 

 However, it has been established that this downward trend in pollinators is not universal; 

thus, not all species are in decline. In the UK, bees and hoverflies are seen as the key indicator 

species because they are the ones that pollinate the most crops grown in the UK. Downing and 

Sutherland (2017) state that, in the UK, bees and other pollinator insects are declining in number 

simultaneously to the plants that rely on them. However, the number of managed beehives has 

been stable and has even increased a little. Downing and Sutherland (2017), furthermore, state 

that it is neither bumblebees nor solitary bees that are threatened because they can collect pollen 

and nectar from a variety of plants; instead, species that are more selective or have special nest 

requirements are declining. Furthermore, it is said that, in the UK, a decline of moths and 

butterflies has been noted, which is associated with the land-use change. It is unclear, however, 

why there is an abundance of other pollinators, such as hoverflies (Downing & Sutherland, 

2017). 

 In the years between 1980 and 2014, it was established that 32% of the pollinator species 

in the UK have declined, and 10% showed a strong decline (Downing & Sutherland, 2017). 

Figure 14 shows this downward trend and also offers a difference between the temporal patterns 

of decline. It can be seen that a more severe reduction was observed in recent times, 

approximately after 2007 (Powney et al., 2020). However, this trend might vary if the focus 

changes to individual pollinator species. 

4.2.1 Characterizing the Mode Governance in England 

 

In England, after the first assessment (see Figure 3), 11 relevant initiatives were identified 

(see Appendix J Error! Reference source not found.). Figure 15 shows the distribution of the 

modes of governance of the identified initiatives. 
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Figure 15: Prevailing mode of governance in England 

Source: Own creation 

 Compared to Germany, in England, no mode of governance is prevailing. This was also 

supported by Expert 1. However, most of the 11 initiatives were either interactively governed 

(four) or centrally governed (three). There was no de-centrally governed initiative, and thus it 

was excluded from this figure.  

Expert 2 mentioned that there are policy initiatives in England, but many NGOs work with 

farmers and have pollinator protection goals. He also considered the industry as an essential 

driver of farmer behavior and activity concerning pollinators. Thus, he does not think that there 

is a prevailing mode of governance in pollinator protection in England. The Department for 

Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra), however, seems to be the main actor in most of 

the identified initiatives.  

Defra is a UK government department that focuses on protecting and enhancing the 

natural environment and the food and farming industry. It also focuses on a healthy rural 

economy (Defra, n.d.). Widespread pollinator protection action is currently predominantly done 

by the policy, initially through the CAP and the Countryside Stewardship Scheme (CSS). The 

CSS is now transitioning to the Environmental Land Management Scheme (ELMS), which 

works similarly and is trying to make pollinator measures more effective. The CSS gives 

financial support directly to farmers to implement certain practices (more details on this in the 

next chapter).  

Figure 16 shows that the main reason for excluding initiatives was that they either did 

not target wild pollinators or did not have any tangible output for the farmer and thus were 

mainly created to gather information (knowledge creation). Interestingly enough, these were 

also the same main excluding factors in Germany (see Figure 9). 
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Figure 16: Reasons for excluding initiatives in England 

Source: Own creation 

In this analysis, three relevant initiatives were found in England, which have been 

further assessed (Table 17).  
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Table 17: Summary of relevant initiatives in England 

Source: own creation 

 

4.2.1.1 National Pollinator Strategy 

 

 Since 2014, England has had its own national pollinator strategy (NPS). Defra published 

this strategy; however, it is a shared plan created by the government and stakeholders, such as 

Bee Farmers Associations, and NGOs, such as Buglife and the Royal Horticultural Society. The 

main idea is that everyone should work collaboratively. In the NPS, five key outcomes and 

target areas are addressed, with a goal to achieve them by 2024. One of the key areas is 

agricultural landscapes (CBD, 2018).  

The main goal of the NPS in agricultural landscapes is to create more habitat for 

pollinators with the creation of more and larger areas of flowers (Defra, 2014). Expert 1 also 

mentioned that hedgerows play an essential role in England to maintain the pollinator 

population. He explained that hedgerows are great for nesting resources, especially if they are 

not heavily managed. The NPS also aims to increase the general health of pollinators to increase 

their resilience to climate change. Furthermore, it seeks to have a clear idea of the pollinator 

trend and to stop the decline of wild pollinators, including raising awareness around the decline 

(Defra, 2014).  

The NPS is based on the mandatory measures from the CAP and voluntary measures. 

In England, it is compulsory, as it also is in Germany, to meet its 5% ecological focus areas 

requirements. This can be done by through land lying fallow and by planting buffer strips, 

hedges, nitrogen-fixing crops, catch crops or green covers. Furthermore, based on the NPS, new 

practices, such as integrated pest management, were created to reduce risk factors, such as 

pesticides for pollinators (Defra, 2014). The NPS works with policy instruments, such as 

pollinator events and free flower seed mixes for farmers. It also conducts field visits and hands 

out fines if the measures are implemented incorrectly (Defra, 2014).   

4.2.1.2 Countryside Stewardship Scheme  

 

The CSS gives incentives for land managers to take care of the natural environment. It 

is made up of different elements. One of the elements is the Wild Pollinator and Farm Wildlife 

Package (Defra, 2021). The CSS gives financial support for all farmers, woodland owners, or 

land managers who participate and improve their environment (UK Government, n.d.). 

Different targets or packages can be chosen within this scheme, such as wild pollinators (Defra, 

2021). Within the Wild Pollinator scheme, farmers can apply for three different packages: the 

arable package, the mixed and the pastoral. However, if farmers have a mixed farm, they do 
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not need to apply for the mixed package. Farmers can choose the package that is the most 

suitable for their farm. Each package, however, includes several measures that farmers can 

implement. These measures focus primarily on nectar and pollen sources, increasing nesting 

habitat and winter food (for birds). However, they also focus on preserving the characteristics 

of the countryside. From the list of options, farmers can choose as many as they like; the more 

they choose, the better for the natural environment and the targeted wildlife (UK Government, 

2021).  

However, the package has a minimum number of requirements that must be followed. 

Firstly, there are mandatory categories from which at least one measure must be implemented. 

Secondly, minimum hectare requirements must be followed (e.g., for hedges or flower strips). 

Additionally, these measures must be used for at least 3% of the farmland (Defra, 2021).  

After implementing the measures, the farmers and the measures are evaluated by Defra 

and scored. If measures target a hotspot for pollinators or other wildlife, special points are 

rewarded. After the implementation of the measures, the farmers can claim reimbursement. 

There are strict rules for this, which are publicly available (Defra, 2021). The CSS is currently 

in a transition phase. It will be fully replaced by the ELMS by 2024. 

 The Defra centrally governs the CSS; however, other stakeholders are consulted before 

publishing it, such as the forestry commission, Natural England or the European Agricultural 

Fund for Rural Development. The initiatives main policy instruments include penalties if the 

minimum requirements are not achieved, the set of minimum requirements, site visits and a 

scoring system to make sure that farmers implement the measures. With the options of 

measures, the initiative also aims to support the NPS and to act through it (Defra, 2021; UK 

Government, 2021a). 

 

4.2.1.3 B-Lines (by Buglife) 

 

The NGO Buglife initiated the B-Lines project; however, it is interactively governed. 

Buglife focuses on protecting and enhancing all invertebrates in the UK, but they predominately 

focus on pollinators and freshwater habitats. Regional and national governments have adopted 

many of the projects initiated by Buglife. For example, their flagship project B-Lines has been 

funded by all UK governments and is seen as integral to their pollinator strategies (Buglife, 

n.d.). 

The B-Lines project targets the loss of habitat of wild pollinators. This includes the loss 

of habitat in all landscapes, such as agriculture, forests or cities. Buglife describes B-Lines as 
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imaginative lines which represent insect pathways across England and the rest of the UK. These 

insect pathways create a network and connect existing wildlife areas. Shown on a map, it looks 

like a railway throughout the UK. To create these pathways, existing habitats are connected, 

but new large areas, especially for pollinators, are needed. This project aims to connect as many 

wildlife areas as possible and increase habitat for wild pollinators and other wildlife.  

The aim is thus to conserve wildlife and have resilient pollinators for climate change in 

the coming years. Ideally, Buglife intends to create and restore a minimum of 150,000 hectares 

of flowery habitat in the UK. It wants to achieve this by working together with farmers and 

landowners and businesses, local authorities and the general public. The participation is 

voluntary but can be connected with other schemes, such as the CSS, to receive payment.  

Buglife’s main policy instrument is educational campaigns to reach as many people as 

possible and spread its message that every individual can participate, even if they only have a 

roof or a balcony. Furthermore, Buglife has included its experiences and previous projects on 

its website for credibility. Additionally, it has created a map of connected habitats so the process 

can be monitored. Everyone can add their project and the size of their area of flowers based on 

regions in the UK (Buglife, n.d.-a). 

4.2.2  Assessing the Perceived Effectiveness of Wild Pollinator Governance 

Arrangements in England 

 

In this subsection, the three identified initiatives in England’s NPS, CSS and B-Lines 

are assessed on their perceived impacts and peculiarities. For the IA in England, interviews 

were held with two experts and four farmers, and additional desk research was done. 

 

4.2.2.1 The National Pollinator Strategy  

 

The NPS achieved an overall score of 6, including all four conditions and the scope and 

quality in the IA (see Table 18).  

Condition Fullfillment Score 

Scope High  

  

Moderate 1 

  

Low  

Quality High  

  

Moderate 1 

  

Low  

Motivation High  

Moderate-High  
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Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low 0 

Demand High  

Moderate-High 1.5 

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low  

Ability High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate 1 

Moderate-Low  

Low  

Legitimization High  

Moderate-High 1.5 

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low  

Overall Score 5 

Table 18: Score distribution NPS 

Source: Own creation  

  

The scope of this initiative was considered to be moderate, and thus 1 point has been 

given. The initiative targets all farmers in agricultural landscapes; however, there is a focus on 

cereal farmers (Defra, 2014). Some measures are very hard to implement for dairy farmers, for 

example due to smaller field sizes (Farmer 2). 

 The quality of the initiative has been considered moderate-high. The NPS states very 

clear goals in regard to the operationalization of the goals and updating plans (Defra, 2014). It 

is regarded as a leading initiative to get a good overview of the current pollinator situation. Still, 

it needs to be connected to other initiatives to implement the measures (Experts 1, 2), especially 

since there is no monetary reward. However, the initiatives partly play a role in different 

governance arrangements, such as the CSS.  

 

 The motivation of farmers to participate in this governance arrangement is low, and thus 

0 points were given. Since two of the interviewed farmers were dairy farmers, they stressed that 

the mandatory measures do not make sense. The initiative focuses much more on farmers that 

are dependent on pollinators. However, dairy farmers are usually not reliant on them, so those 

farmers should benefit from their participation. Since there is no monetary compensation, most 

farmers do not receive enough benefits to warrant participating (Farmers 1, 2, 3). 

Additionally, all farmers mentioned that their motivation to implement pollinator 

measures is always based on civil society's negative opinion. However, working with fines and 

strict regulations is not appealing. Moreover, some measures and goals appear not to be 
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realistic, and farmers do not benefit from this initiative but might have to pay fines or penalties 

if the measures are not implemented perfectly (Farmers 3, 4). 

 

 The demand for the initiative was considered moderate-high because some measures 

are mandatory under the CAP, but also voluntary measures are used. Thus, the most suitable 

one from the voluntary measures can be chosen and ideally be adapted. However, rules by the 

Defra still need to be followed. Additionally, all farmers mentioned that there is societal 

pressure to implement some measure, and the NPS is a good starting point to do so (Farmers 1, 

2, 3, 4). Additionally, it is considered an advantage that there is much interaction between the 

public, the government and farmers (Experts 1, 2). 

 

 The ability of farmers to participate was considered moderate. It does not appear that 

specific knowledge is needed to participate in this initiative; everything needed can be found in 

a comprehensive document. However, farmers need time to go through it, and thus the 

bureaucracy involved was stated as another reason not to participate (Farmer 1). Additionally, 

a farmer criticized that the initiative claims that it has created the measures and goals in 

collaboration with farmers and farmer associations; however, he does not believe this because 

the goals appear unrealistic (Farmer 2).  

 

 The legitimization of this initiative was considered moderate-high because of the 

combination of stricter mandatory measures that give the farmers some autonomy and voluntary 

measures (Farmers 1, 4).   

 

4.2.2.2 Countryside Stewardship Scheme 

 

The CSS is the initiative that has achieved the highest score of all initiatives, including 

the ones in Germany. It achieved a score of 7.5 (see Table 19).   

Condition Fullfillment Score 

Scope High  

  

Moderate 1 

  

Low  

Quality High  

  

Moderate 1 

  

Low  

Motivation High 2 
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Moderate-High  

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low  

Demand High  

Moderate-High 1.5 

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low  

Ability High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate  

Moderate-Low 0,5 

Low  

Legitimization High  

Moderate-High 1.5 

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low  

Overall Score 7.5 

Table 19: Score distribution CSS 

Source: Own creation  

 

The CSS has a moderate scope and thus received 1 point. Defra itself states that all 

farmers can participate, farmers can choose their farming type (e.g., cereal, dairy, etc.), and 

suitable measures are proposed (Defra, 2021). However, some farms are too small to participate 

and cannot implement the measures; therefore, they are excluded (Farmer 2; Defra, 2021).  

The initiative's quality was considered moderate because it has published clear goals 

(Defra, 2021), but there is no updated plan nor an idea of how it measures its success. However, 

farmers consider the compensation for implementing the measures to be excellent (Farmer 1) 

and even went as far as calling it the best initiative (Farmer 4). 

 

The CSS is the only initiative for which farmers had high motivation to participate. The 

main reason for this is because it offers monetary benefits for farmers (Farmer 1). Participation 

in this initiative mainly has two reasons. The intrinsic motivation for the efficient 

implementation of pollinator-friendly measures and the idea that they get money for it makes 

up for their costs (Farmer 1, 2, 3 4). In this initiative, fines are also used, and thus some farmers 

are afraid of the punishment (Farmer 3). However, since the reward appears to be so appealing, 

it outweighs this fear. Additionally, Defra aims to change the fine and penalty procedure after 

Brexit and the move to ELMS.  

The demand for the initiative is moderate-high because the participation is voluntary 

(Defra, 2021). However, if farmers decide to participate, there are precise rules to be followed, 

and an assessment of farmers' progress is made annually (Defra, 2021; Experts 1, 2).  
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The bureaucracy is very time-consuming and complicated; thus, the ability of farmers 

to participate was considered moderate-low. In this initiative, farmers do not have many options 

for adapting the measures, which would have been significant for small-scale farmers. 

However, even though the farmers have much work to do to implement measures and 

participate, it is still considered worth it (Farmers 1, 2, 3, 4). Furthermore, the minimum 

requirements created by the initiative excludes small-scale farmers (Farmer 2, Expert 2). Lastly, 

farmers need reporting skills and need to be able to keep up with the minimum requirements to 

see if they are still eligible to participate and if any of the mandatory measures have changed 

(Defra, 2021; Expert 1, 2).  

 

The legitimization is considered to be moderate-low because it only focuses on 

individual farmers, and farm clusters are neglected. This initiative additionally distinguishes 

between farm types, but this distinction is not very detailed. Moreover, even though the rules 

and the fines seem strict at first glance, once they are read thoroughly and understood, it is a 

straightforward procedure (Farmer 4). 

4.2.2.3 B-lines 

 

 The interactively governed initiative B-Lines scored the lowest out of England’s 

initiatives. The initiative achieved a score of 5 (see Table 20). 

 
Condition Fullfillment Score 

Scope High 2 

  

Moderate  

  

Low  

Quality High  

  

Moderate  

  

Low 0 

Motivation High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate  

Moderate-Low 0.5 

Low  

Demand High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low 0 

Ability High 2 
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Moderate-High  

Moderate  

Moderate-Low  

Low  

Legitimization High  

Moderate-High  

Moderate  

Moderate-Low 0.5 

Low  

Overall Score 5 

Table 20: Score distribution B-lines 

Source: Own creation  

B-Lines scored high in its targeted scope because it addresses all types and sizes of 

farmers, and everyone interested who has a field or garden in England or UK-wide can 

participate. Furthermore, there is flexibility in the measures implemented and the size of them. 

Thus, farmers can individually decide which measures to use (Buglife n.d.a). 

However, the initiative scored low on quality. Buglife states the initiative's goals very 

precisely. However, there are no checkups or updates, and most goals they mention are not 

measurable. Furthermore, the participation is entirely voluntary, and there are no rules or 

guidelines to follow. It is not complex and not time-consuming; however, intrinsic motivation 

is needed for this initiative (Expert 1, Farmers 1, 3). There are also no assessments or reports 

on their progress except a map on their website with connecting lines but no proof of tangible 

data. 

 

Furthermore, the motivation of farmers to participate was only moderate-low. Farmers 

and experts agreed that the initiative is not very well known. The main initiator, the NGO 

Buglife, however, is well known. Nonetheless, the approach the initiative takes is considered 

attractive as it aims at connecting different landscapes. However, since farmers do not benefit 

from it (Farmer 1) and there is no compensation, the motivation is not very high (Farmers 2, 4). 

 

Additionally, the demand for the initiative is low, mainly because the initiative is 

entirely voluntary, and there are no guidelines to follow. There is a general societal pressure to 

protect biodiversity in agricultural landscapes; however, intrinsic motivation appears not to be 

motivation enough for farmers to transform parts of their field to flower strips or hedges without 

any benefit (Farmers 1, 2, 3, 4).  

 

The ability of farmers to participate in this initiative was considered to be high, mainly 

because there are hardly any technical requirements needed for the farmers (Buglife, n.d.a) and 
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no minimum requirements or farm size to participate. Additionally, farmers can adjust and 

experiment with the measures the way they see fit (Expert 1; Farmers 2, 4). 

 

4.2.2.4 Overall Assessment England 

 

In England, compared to Germany, a greater difference between the scores has been 

established. The centrally governed initiative CSS has received the highest score out of all 

initiatives, including the ones in Germany (see Figure 17). Thus, in England, like in Germany, 

a central mode of governance for the wild pollinator protection has been established to be the 

most effective. 

 

 

Figure 17: Achieved score of initiatives - Germany (orange) and England (green) 

Source: Own creation 

 

Additionally, the motivation of farmers to participate was the highest for the CSS of all 

initiatives, mainly because of the monetary benefit, which outranked the potential fines and the 

fewer opportunities to freely decide which measures are suitable for which farm (see Figure 

19). 
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Figure 18: IA scoring motivation and scope of individual initiatives 

Source: Own creation  

 

 However, interestingly, the centrally governed initiatives in both countries have a lower 

scope than the interactively governed initiatives (Figure 18). This is surprising since the 

centrally governed initiatives seemed to be bigger and seemed to focus on including all farmers. 

However, after further assessment, in both countries it seemed that the measures that could be 

implemented were mostly on-field measures, which are impossible for dairy farmers to 

implement for example and therefore decreased the scope of centrally governed initiatives. The 

interactively governed initiatives in both countries left it open for farmers to choose their 

measures, and therefore all farmers were targeted because they could implement measures 

based on their farming style and landscape context. 

 

Figure 19: IA scoring motivation and ability – Mode of Governance 

Source: Own creation 
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 Overall, this analysis showed, when taking motivation, demand, ability, legitimization 

and scope and quality into consideration, the centrally governed initiatives appear to be more 

effective concerning the uptake by farmers (see Figure 20). However, none of the initiatives 

scored higher than 7.5, which is only slightly more than half the points that could have been 

achieved. 

 
Figure 20: Achieved score, based on the mode of governance in Germany (orange) and England (green) 

Source: Own creation 

 

In Germany, this is connected to the low motivation of farmers concerning their 

participation in centrally governed initiatives. In England, centrally governed initiatives did not 

receive a higher score than 7.5 mainly because of the low assessment for the farmers ability to 

participate (Figure 19). Most centrally governed initiatives in England are connected with 

minimum requirements for farmers to participate. These requirements often include a minimum 

field or farm size; thus, small-scale farmers are systematically excluded from these initiatives, 

which decreases their effectiveness and the uptake by farmers.  

 

4.2.3 Lessons Drawn from England 

 

In England, farmers showed in general more motivation to participate in initiatives when 

they benefit from their participation. In general, monetary benefits seem to create the highest 

motivation, considering the financial means they need and the time they have to put in to 

implement measures. Farmers are mainly motivated to participate in the centrally governed 

CSS, which offers farmers precisely this kind of benefit even though it is connected to a 

considerable amount of bureaucracy. Farmers especially appear to be interested in the Payment 

by Result Scheme, which the UK government wishes to implement once they have left the EU. 
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This will reward farmers for environmentally friendly farming and will protect nature and 

wildlife, instead of focusing on minimum requirements, penalties and fines. Currently, 

however, England still follows the mandatory requirements by the CAP (Defra, 2020a). 

Additionally, what seems to motivate farmers is that the English government does not 

monopolize wild pollinator protection, which appears to also increase the demand. Nonetheless, 

the government is trying to involve all stakeholders and take farmers’ needs and ideas into 

consideration to create achievable and reasonable measures. Sometimes, it even takes 

landscapes and farming styles into consideration, which is essential, according to the experts. 

Additionally, in the 11 initiatives identified, most aimed at the intrinsic motivation of 

farmers, and participation was voluntary. However, solely relying on the intrinsic motivation 

of farmers might not be enough to counteract the decline of wild pollinators. Often, the farmers 

are interested in a participation; however, time and financial incentives are lacking, and thus 

participation might not be as high as desired. 

Furthermore, it appears to be essential to have a pollinator monitoring scheme, which is the 

case in England. With the help of the monitoring scheme, trends can be established, and the 

identification of which species are in decline in which area can be assessed. Based on these 

numbers, measures to counteract the decline of specific species can be created, and this might 

be more effective for the diversity and abundance of pollinators. 

 

Thus, England’s approach of having one central ministry responsible for agricultural 

matters appears to be more effective. Additionally, its approach of combining a mandatory 

framework with adaptable measures for farmers based on their farming style appears to be 

appreciated by farmers. Lastly, monetary rewards or compensation in English centrally 

governed initiatives appears to outweigh barriers such as high bureaucracy or a fear of fines.  

4.3 Transfer of the Most Effective Mode of Governance and Initiative 

 

Based on the analysis of the mode of governance and the effectiveness of wild pollinator 

protection initiatives in Germany and England, it can be seen that there is no silver bullet when 

looking for an effective pollinator protection initiative. Both countries face issues that 

compromise the effectiveness and the uptake of governance arrangements. One possible 

solution could be to analyze what works in one country and what does not and transfer goals, 

instruments, programs or ideas to the other country. By analyzing and identifying the most 

effective initiative and mode of governance in either country (RQ2), lessons could already be 

learned. By taking the socio-economic and cultural background of the two countries into 
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consideration, an assessment of a possible PT of whole initiatives, perspectives, goals or policy 

instruments can be given.   

4.3.1 Germany: Geographic, Socio-Economic and Cultural Background 

 

The Federal Republic of Germany is at the center of Europe, and it has approximately 

82.8 million inhabitants, making it one of the most populated countries in the EU (European 

Commission, 2021). The landscape in Germany varies across areas: mountainous areas in the 

south, vast sandy plains in the north, forestry, and more urbanized areas in the west, and mostly 

agricultural land in the east (Hamerow, 2021). Today, the most common soils in Germany are 

temperate brown and deep brown soils, which depend on relief, specific hydrologic conditions, 

vegetation and human intervention. The most fertile soils can be found in the northern part of 

the Central German Uplands, the Rhine Valley and the Alpine Foreland, and most of this land 

is arable land under cultivation (Hamerow, 2021). 

 

 Since 1949, Germany has been a democratic and social federation. Therefore, the 

primary responsibility for legislation lies with the states (Länder). After the reunification of 

West and East Germany, there are now 16 federal states within Germany (Hamerow, 2021). 

 However, policies in relation to defense and foreign affairs are decided by the federal 

government. Both the federal and state government prevail in parliamentary democracy 

(Hamerow, 2021). 

 After World War II, the organization of agriculture and settlement was different in East 

and West Germany. Federal and state governments in West Germany gave large subsidies for 

improving existing structures, and thus larger holdings were created, and some farmers were 

moved outside of villages. However, there were only a handful of full-time farmers, and 

therefore the land was left uncultivated as afforested or grass areas.  

 In East Germany, however, private estates were confiscated and often turned into state 

farms. Additionally, large-scale animal husbandry was created. These different impacts can still 

be seen in the distribution and sizes of farmers around Germany (Kroll, 2010; Hamerow, 2021). 

 

 Germany additionally has been shaped culturally through its philosophers from the 

middle ages onwards. Furthermore, modern natural science and the connected decline in 

religion can be based on German philosophy due to an increase in questions concerning the 

relationship between science and ethics. Additionally, Germany is considered a country of 
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investors and engineers, which shapes the German economy. Furthermore, it is shaped by a 

plurality of lifestyles and is regarded as a modern and advanced society (Kroll, 2010). 

 

4.3.2 England: Geographic, Socio-Economic and Cultural Background 

 

England is part of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. The UK 

is a parliamentary democracy with a constitutional sovereign as its head of state. Scotland, 

Wales and Northern Ireland have separate governments. However, England’s legislation is 

passed by the UK Parliament. England holds approximately four-fifths of the UK population 

(European Commission, 2020). 

 The British monarchs were the executing power until the late 17th Century; however, 

they still had to follow the law (European Commission, 2020a).  

 

 England is surrounded by large rivers, small streams and fertile land. Thus England’s 

soil fertility has helped to establish a thriving agricultural economy. Agriculture was the major 

economy in England until the Industrial Revolution. In the Industrial Revolution, England 

became the most industrialized country and the center of the revolution. Today, England is still 

mainly an industrial country using coal mines, quarries and clay pits. However, compared to 

other countries in the UK, the physical environment in England is more favorable for agriculture 

(Kellner & Hartford, 2019). 

To the North of England is Scotland, and to the west is Wales. It does not have much 

elevation except in the east. England’s landscape is diverse, and so is its soil structure. Within 

a couple of miles, it is possible to pass through different types of soil varying from chalk to 

limestone to sand. Each type of soil comes with a different set of vegetation. However, today’s 

modern landscape has significantly been changed by humans, and there is little wilderness left 

except for some remote moorlands or the tops of mountains (Kellner & Hartford, 2019). 

 

The English culture is also very diverse and has been influenced by Asians, Muslims, 

Afro-Caribbeans and other groups through the expansion of the British Empire. England, today, 

has a strong cultural impact on the rest of the world concerning the music, film and literature 

industry (Kellner & Hartford, 2019). 

 

4.3.3  Policy Transfer: Germany to England 
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Promising to transfer from Germany to England is the idea of hosting wild pollinator 

awareness creating competitions, not necessarily as stand-alone initiatives but as part of the 

NPS to increase knowledge exchange and to promote innovation. Competitions appear to be 

interesting for farmers, even though some people think that farmers should be urged to 

collaborate rather than compete (Farmer 2). Furthermore, competitions are a tool that Germany 

often uses to foster innovation and to encourage farmers to implement more voluntary measures 

and to increase awareness of the current downward trend of pollinators. In England, these types 

of competitions are rare. Thus, it may be useful to implement such a competition, considering 

specific landscape contexts and therefore increase the scope and considering farmer clusters 

instead of individual farmers to increase the demand.  

 

From a geographic perspective, Germany and England are close together; however, their 

landscapes and social and economic characteristics, such as how the government is constituted, 

vary. Furthermore, cultural and historical differences have been established: England has grown 

mostly in relation to culture, literature and agriculture, and Germany has been more focused on 

philosophy and engineering. Knill (2005), Lenschow et al. (2005) and Hood (2007) all state 

that geographical proximity but also shared or similar cultural, social and economic 

characteristics improve a successful PT. If countries are very different, constraints can occur.  

 

The IA shows that the initiatives in Germany appear to be less effective than the ones 

in England, especially the centrally governed ones. This is mainly because the lack of 

motivation of farmers to participate in the initiatives decreases their effectiveness. Therefore, it 

is not appealing to England to transfer any of the initiatives from Germany. However, England 

can still draw motivation from the scoring that has been presented in this thesis. 

Firstly, scoring higher than Germany could give England a positive signal that they are 

going in the right direction. However, none of England’s initiatives scored higher than 7.5 (out 

of 12), so there is room for improvement. Based on the interviews with farmers and experts, it 

seems that a move away from the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is considered positive. 

If a move away from the CAP is perceived positively, this could also be a lesson for Germany 

or inspiration to consider other options.  

Constraints of this kind of PT or lesson-drawing are that those lessons might be 

acknowledged but not taken seriously and not actually taken into consideration when creating 

new initiatives. Additionally, Dolowitz and Marsh (1996) state that if there are time constraints 

and if there are already working policies in place, this can hinder PT, and inertia can occur. 
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4.3.4 Policy Transfer: England to Germany  

 

The IA in Germany shows that the three identified initiatives all scored approximately on 

the same relatively low level, without there being one distinct initiative. In general, especially 

because of farmers' very low motivation to participate in these initiatives, the identified German 

initiatives are considered less effective. Therefore, PT could be a possible solution.  

 The most effective initiative in England is the CSS, which also achieved the highest 

score of motivation of farmers to participate. However, an emulation of this initiative seems to 

be most realistic compared to copying this governance arrangement. Thus, adjustments can be 

made to fit the circumstances prevailing in Germany. Additionally, adjustments concerning 

landscape context and farming style could also be made. With this, Germany could increase 

farmers' motivation to participate in pollinator protection initiatives, especially centrally 

governed ones.  

 

If Germany would emulate this initiative, England could learn lessons from this; for 

example, if the bureaucracy involved would be decreased and if the fines would be made less 

strict, perhaps the uptake would increase, from which England could profit. The main actors in 

this transfer would be central actors – the Defra in England and the BMU, BfN and the BMEL 

in Germany.  

However, since one of the main issues in Germany is the negative perception of farmers 

towards the governmentally initiated initiative, it is unclear how much they would be able to 

change this opinion by implementing another centrally governed initiative. 

 

Additionally, Dolowitz and Marsh (1996) also state that copying a whole initiative from 

one country to another is very rare. Usually, policymakers copy some aspects and create 

hybrids, where they include elements from the policies of one country or several countries. 

Thus, it would be interesting, not only for Germany but also for England, to identify countries 

in which the uptake of wild pollinator protection initiatives, the motivation of farmers to 

participate, and the effectiveness of the initiative, also concerning the increase in the number 

and diversity of pollinators is high. If this were to be done, practices, goals and policy 

instruments could be analyzed, and lessons might be learned again.   
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5 Discussion and Conclusion  
 

In this research the prevailing mode of governance in England and Germany concerning 

wild pollinator protection was analyzed. Furthermore it was assessed whether the mode of 

governance affects initiatives perceived effectiveness, which are the most effective initiatives 

in either country, and what motivates farmers to participate in them. Moreover, it analyzed what 

lessons could be drawn from the countries and if there is a policy that could be transferred.  

This chapter will firstly address the research’s contribution to literature, its limitations in 

the discussion part and future research options. In the second part, the conclusion, i.e. an 

elaborate on the findings, answer of each research question, and recommendations will be 

given. 

 

5.1 Discussion 

 

This chapter discusses how this thesis added to current literature, what was missing in the 

used frameworks by Driessen et al. (2012) and Runhaar et al. (2017) and it discusses the 

limitations and future research.   

 

5.1.1 Scientific Relevance 

 

Current scientific research in the case of the wild pollinators, focusses on understanding 

the reasons for their decline (Holzschuh et al., 2008; Tirado, Simon & Johnston, 2013; Kovács‐

Hostyánszki et al., 2017; Cole et al., 2020) and the assessment of the effectiveness of measures 

that can be implemented in agricultural landscapes concerning the increase of abundance and 

diversity of wild pollinators (Eardley et al., 2016; Kovács-Hostyánszki et al., 2017; Krimmer 

et al., 2019; Cole et al., 2020).  

 Furthermore, scientific research aims to assess the motivation and barriers of farmers to 

implement such measures, however, always focused on biodiversity enhancing measures in 

general (Herzon & Mikk, 2007; Defrancesco et al., 2008; Villanueva et al., 2015), and not 

focused pollinator protection measures. However, a more specific focus on pollinators or 

insects is needed since they are experiencing the most severe decline (Sánchez-Bayo & 

Wyckhuys, 2019) and they are essential for the stability of ecosystems around the globe 

(Sánchez-Bayo & Wyckhuys, 2019; Thomas et al., 2004). The actions and measures needed to 

protect pollinators in agricultural landscapes are well studies and well known (Gemmill-Herren 

et al., 2021), however, even though this knowledge exists, large-scale uptake by farmers is 

difficult to secure. Hence, there is a need to assess what motivational reasons farmers have to 
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implement such measures on their farmers in order to adapt policy and thus increase uptake 

(Gemmill-Herren et al., 2021; Velten et al., 2018; Niens and Marggraf, 2010; Meyer et al., 

2015).  

Therefore, this research adds to the existing social-scientific body of literature through an 

assessment of which initiatives and what mode of governance is considered to be effective for 

the uptake of pollinator enhancing measures by farmers. Additionally, it focusses specifically 

on the motivation of farmers to participate in wild pollinator protection measures and thus 

shows that some motivational reasons and barriers might need to be weighted more strongly.  

 

Furthermore, a general call for better governance to manage biodiversity in agricultural 

landscapes is increasing (IPBES, 2016; Leventon et al., 2019). Currently there is too much 

reliance on the CAP, even though it was established that it is unlikely that it will deliver 

meaningful benefits for biodiversity (Pe'er et al., 2014; Leventon et al., 2019). Good or better 

governance here is used to describe a state in which farmers participation in pollinator 

protection initiatives is high and through the collaboration of state, market and civil society 

actors, ideally, the negative wild pollinator trend can be reversed. However, they do not assess 

current policies. An assessment of current governance arrangements however seems to be 

essential to understand what is currently effective, what is not and how effectiveness and thus 

governance can or should be enhanced. This research, therefore, aimed to give insights on the 

identification of the three most relevant wild pollinator protection initiatives in Germany and 

England and evaluate their effectiveness based on the uptake of farmers. Based on that, lessons 

learned could be assessed. Therefore, this research can be used as a collection of first ideas for 

policy transfer and policy adaptions.    

 

The ‘Mode of Governance’ framework by Driessen et al. (2012) was helpful for this 

research because it allowed for explicit and clear description of the complex governance 

arrangement around the wild pollinator protection discourse. As shown in this research, for the 

pollinator case, it appears that the central mode of governance is the most effective but the 

degree of effectiveness concerning the uptake by farmers is still not very high. Thus, 

considerations for alternative governance approaches for biodiversity measures or in this case 

wild pollinators in agricultural landscapes should be considered. One example could be by 

blending different governance approaches together which is not considered in the ‘Mode of 

Governance’ framework by Driessen et al. (2012). The problem with current governance 

approaches is that, as identified specifically in the Germany case, that farmers, do not apricate 
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and accept top-down approaches and thus the uptake especially of voluntary measures is low 

(Velten et al., 2018). On the other side, bottom-up approaches are usually favored by farmers, 

as also shown in this research. However Velten et al. (2018) established that those initiatives 

often have challenges in communication, collaboration and coordination and thus the effects on 

biodiversity (i.e. in environmental terms) are often less significant (Leventon et al., 2019). Thus, 

a hybrid approach could be a possible solution which could be discussed in future research to 

use each approaches strength and avoid the weaknesses. However, it is also always important 

to consider, that biodiversity is not the only issue that needs to be tackled. Thus there needs to 

be a complementary between the system focused on the governance of biodiversity and the 

system for other issues such was groundwater pollution (Leventon et., 2019). However, such 

changes might be very difficult to achieve because governance systems appear to be very 

resistant to change (Jordan, Wurzel, & Zito, 2003). 

 In any case, the results of this research show that it is essential for large-scale uptake of 

wild pollinator protection measures that farmers opinions, needs and suggestions are included 

in the creation of initiatives. Thus, it is essential for effective policy and to increase the uptake 

by farmers, that policy formulation must move beyond the focus on pollinator protection and 

be more holistic by including all stakeholders in the creation (Gemmill-Herren et al., 2021). 

 

 This research showed that the main motivation for farmers to participate in pollinator 

protection is the lousy opinion of civil society about the impacts traditional farming has on 

biodiversity and the perspective of monetary rewards. Research by Velten et al. (2018) and 

Lastra-Bravo et al. (2015) supported the results of needing financial incentives. However 

Velten et al. (2018) research also suggests, that the most important reason for farmers to 

implement biodiversity enhancing measures in general increases with improved 

communication and a collaboration between farmers. This reasons was not mentioned by 

farmers in this thesis research. Other research on biodiversity enhancing measures in general 

have also found, that the opinion of civil society and neighboring farmers do have an influence 

on the motivation to participate (Herzon & Mikk, 2007; Defrancesco et al., 2008; Villanueva 

et al., 2015; Joormann& Schmidt, 2017). 

 Furthermore, the most common barriers identified in this research to participate in 

pollinator protection measures have been stated to be time and money. Other scientific research 

focused on biodiversity in general neglects the time aspect but focuses on explaining a lack of 

motivation based on the fear of harsh rules, high sanctions, and high bureaucracy, especially in 
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Germany (Joormann & Schmidt) which was also mentioned by farmers in this research but was 

not considered the greatest barrier. 

 Kovács-Hostyánszki et al. (2017) further identified that costs concerning the 

implementation and maintenance are too high. They, therefore, mention that communication 

between farmers, policymakers, and scientists has to increase, and the farmers' insights have to 

be incorporated in decision-making processes and new policies (Kovács-Hostyánszki et al., 

2017; Tarakini, Chemura & Musundire, 2020). A lack of communication between those actors 

has also not been established in the case of pollinators. Farmers mention that a general 

consultant would be needed to make informed decisions, however, it was not considered a 

general barrier. To assess effectiveness properly, thus the proposed conditions by Runhaar et 

al. (2017) should be weighted differently, because if the farmers are not motivated or able to 

participate the initiative cannot be considered effective since the uptake will stay low. 

 

 Moreover, for the specific case of wild pollinator governance, it was established that the 

landscape context needs to be taken into consideration when trying to create initiatives that 

should be effective in the uptake by farmers and effective to restore the abundance and diversity 

of wild pollinators. This conclusion is supported by research of Dollacker et al. (2021) who 

emphasizes that similar landscapes should be grouped together to enhance biodiversity.  

Additionally, the results of this thesis show, that current initiatives mostly focus on 

targeting individual farmers to implement pollinator protection measures, however, it got clear 

that especially in the case for wild pollinators focusing on farmer collaborations or farmer 

clusters is essential, which is also supported by Leventon et al. (2019). They also suggest a 

focus on clustering farmers on similar landscapes. Landscape-scale management is increasingly 

discussed in literature especially in context of biodiversity protection (Tscharntke et al., 2005; 

Velten et al., 2018). 

The landscape approach is especially interesting for wild pollinators because the 

pollination service depends on multiple intrinsic features of the crop itself but also about the 

habitat context and the neighboring vegetation. Thus, pollinator management should be based 

on content information especially connected to the landscape context (Gemmill-Herren et al., 

2021). 

 

5.1.2 Methodological Limitations 

 

In this research four methodological limitations were identified. Firstly, by using 

Driessen et al.´s (2012) framework, a focus on ideal-typical arrangements was established. 
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Therefore, any initiatives that have been found were excluded if they did not fit into one of the 

modes. In England all initiatives fit in the modes, however, in Germany three initiatives did not 

fit properly, they all had a market actor as the main initiator. However, in this research, the most 

prevailing initiatives were identified and backed up by expert opinions to justify this selection 

and make sure that no main initiatives were missing.  

Furthermore, by focusing on countries and not regions, possibly smaller-scale, regional 

or local initiatives have not been detected (i.e. initiatives with their own characteristics or 

initiatives that only act on a local level and thus might be more effective if they consider 

landscape contexts of the area). Those small-scale initiatives, perhaps would not have been 

relevant for this analysis for the uptake by farmers because they have a smaller scope. However, 

it could have been interesting to assess with what goals and policy instruments they are working 

and what farmers motivated to participate in them.  

  

Secondly, before the interviews no specific types of farmers were preselected (i.e., farm 

size, farming style (dairy or crop production)). There was also no preselection based on whether 

they are dependent on insect-pollination. However, during the interviews, it became clear that 

the farming style, and thus the dependence on pollinators, might change farmers' perspectives 

on which measures for wild pollinators to implement along with their motivation to do so and 

resulting participation. However, this research did establish a connection between farming style 

and motivation to participate, which can be further analyzed in future research. Additionally, 

the timing of the farmer interviews (between April and June) was not ideal. Before the 

interviews, it was not considered that this would be the busiest time for farmers, and thus it was 

difficult to find farmers who were available for interviews. Therefore, only seven farmers could 

be interviewed. This number is not sufficient to generalize the findings to a whole country. 

However, since the motives and barriers were similar across the interviewed farmers, a general 

conclusion could be created. Additionally, Covid19 made it impossible to visit farms in person. 

This is unfortunate because farmers could only explain theoretically what measure they are 

implementing and how they are connected. With personal visits, a potential relationship could 

have been built up. It would have also been easier to read the farmers' emotions and better 

understand their measures and connectedness. Moreover, it would have been easier to 

understand where their problems and sorrows lie, especially concerning in-field measures and 

why some measures work or do not work. 
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Thirdly, the policy transfer section is very hypothetical. Usually, many factors have to be 

included, and policy transfer is a slow process, and mostly complete initiatives are not being 

transferred (Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996). In reality, policy makers often copy aspects of an 

initiatives or create hybrids (Nutley et al., 2012). Furthermore, this research focused on 

transferring the most effective initiative from one political set to the other, however, “policy 

making in a political context is not just about finding the most effective solution to a policy 

problem; it crucially involves finding solutions which fit particular political ideologies and 

which are seen to be innovative as well as effective” (Carroll & Common, 2013, p.43). 

Therefore the analysis done is not in-depth enough to assess whether an actual policy transfer 

is possible but focused more on the lessons that could be drawn from either country.   

Lastly, the IA can only partly considered to be valid. The results are subjective and shaped 

by farmers opinions and experiences. All farmers interviewed already participated in some kind 

of initiatives and thus had measures in place. Therefore, their answers might have been biased 

based on their experiences and thus cannot be generalized to farmers who do not have any 

measures in place. Secondly, by mainly focusing on the four conditions that Runhaar et al. 

(2017) proposed, it was not considered whether one condition might be more important than 

others for the uptake of the initiatives by farmers. In the research it got clear that the motivation 

of farmers or the lack therefore and the ability of them to participate is essential and considered 

more important than the other conditions. Legitimization and demand might be a barrier to 

effectiveness but it can be substituted with some other benefit and thus might hinder the uptake 

but does not necessarily have to. However, if farmers are not motivated or able to participate 

there will be no uptake. Thus, the conditions should have been weighted differently to assess 

the actual effectiveness i.e. uptake by farmers.  

 

5.1.3 Future Research  

 

Future research could firstly address this research’s conclusion that there are different 

motivational reasons to participate in wild pollinator protection initiatives depending on  

farming styles/types. Perhaps, a survey could be utilized to reach more farmers and assess 

whether the size, style and type of farming influence their motivation.  

Secondly, because the policy transfer analysis was highly hypothetical, more in-depth 

research could be undertaken. Ideally, similar research could be done in multiple countries with 

more similar geographical, socio-economic, and cultural characteristics. After the identification 
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of the most effective initiatives, the goals and policy instruments could be transferred, and the 

successfulness of this transfer could be assessed..  

 

Additionally, future research connecting the perceived effectiveness (i.e. the social-

scientific perspective) and the ecological effectiveness should be done. Furthermore, in future 

research, a similar impact assessment could be conducted with a stronger emphasis on the 

motivation of farmers, where, for example, the score of motivation of farmers is weighted more. 

The motivational conditions and the ability from Runhaar et al.´s (2017) framework appears to 

be more important for the uptake of wild pollinator initiatives, especially if they are voluntary.  

Moreover, in this research, only farmers with wild pollinator protection measures in place 

have been interviewed. To adapt current policy, it would also be essential to understand the 

reasons why farmer’s currently do not participate in such protection initiatives. 

 

However it has to be noted that the reasons for a lack of success in the uptake of the 

initiatives, as established in this research, so as the effectiveness concerning most measures to 

conserve pollinators in agricultural landscapes might be that all governance arrangements are 

based on the idea of economic growth (IPBES 2019; Otero et al., 2020). Some research indicate 

that it is time to move away from the current growth paradigm and especially for biodiversity 

related topics it might be interesting to set specific targets first and then assess how different 

economic scenarios would accomplish them (van den Bergh, 2017; Otero et al., 2020). 

However, this topic would need a whole new research to assess if and how this would change 

the currently low uptake of pollinator protection initiatives.  
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5.2 Conclusion 

 

In the conclusion, a summary of the answers to the three research questions will be given 

and recommendations concerning the governance of wild pollinator protection will be provided. 

Additionally a take-home message for policy makers will conclude this chapter.  

 

5.2.1  RQ1: How, by whom and with what objectives is wild pollinator conservation in 

agricultural landscapes governed in Germany and England? 

 

In this analysis, 20 initiatives in Germany and 11 initiatives in England were analyzed by 

desk research and expert interviews in each country. Of those initiatives, only three per country 

were considered relevant. The analysis revealed, that Germany is centrally governed where 

state actors incentivize most of the wild pollinator initiatives (11 initiatives out of 20). 

Furthermore, it became clear that Germany handles pollinator decline in a less structured way 

because it appears to be on the agenda of multiple ministries. The BMU (the federal ministry 

for Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety), BfN (the Federal Agency for 

Nature Conservation) and the BMEL (The Federal Ministry of Food and Agriculture) are the 

main actors concerning wild pollinator conservation. Thus, there is confusion among farmers 

due to the lack of a unified pollinator strategy and there not being a singular ministry to contact.  

The goals of the three identified German initiatives appeared to be very similar and focused 

on habitat creation and protection along with knowledge creation for farmers on how to protect 

wild pollinators on their fields and farms. The policy instruments used for mandatory initiatives 

most commonly are considered to be stricter and more demanding with the requirements of 

field visits, regular reports and also fines. Other, often voluntary measures, focus on rewarding 

farmers with price money and content creation such as short movies or certification logos for 

marketing purposes.  

 

England on the other hand, did not show a prevailing mode of governance. Most initiatives 

aim to work together with all involved stakeholders and take farmers abilities and goals into 

consideration. Additionally, England appeared to be more organized, with only the Defra 

(Department for Food and Rural Affairs) as the main actor, which is involved not only in 

centrally governed initiatives but also in interactively governed and public-privately governed 

initiatives. England furthermore has a national pollinator strategy and a UK-wide pollinator 

scheme to detect which species are in decline in which areas. This seems to be essential for 

implementing measures that support threatened pollinators in specific areas. The goals of the 

relevant initiatives in England are similar to those in Germany in terms of their focus on habitat 
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creation, but they additionally focus on habitat connection to increase the resilience of 

pollinators to climate change. Moreover, the initiatives mainly emphasize voluntary 

participation, although they are often connected to mandatory measures. Their main policy 

instruments for mandatory measures are field visits and fines, while instruments for voluntary 

measures are often focused on educational exchange and inspiring other farmers to implement 

measures as well. 

 

In conclusion, wild pollinator protection in Germany is centrally governed, with multiple 

ministries focused on habitat creation in agricultural landscapes. In England, no mode of 

governance was seen as prevailing, however most initiatives aim to include all stakeholders via 

coordination by the governmental department Defra that similarly focuses on habitat creation 

but also habitat connection for wild pollinators.   

 

5.2.2 RQ2: How effective are governance arrangements in those countries and what 

motivates farmers to adapt their practices to participate? 

 

To answer RQ2 six most relevant initiatives in Germany and in England were analyzed, 

concerning their effectiveness for farmer uptake and to assess what motivates farmers to 

participate in wild pollinator protection initiatives. The analysis was divided in assessing 

objectives of the initiatives including the amount of farmers that were targeted (scope) and how 

ambitious those targets are (quality). Additionally it was analyzed how motivated farmers are 

to participate, how demanded they are to participate, if there are special skills needed to do so 

(ability) and if farmers are legitimized to participate in wild pollinator protection initiatives.  

This analysis revealed that in both countries, Germany and England, the centrally 

governed initiatives scored the highest on the overall impact assessment and thus are considered 

the most effective (see Figure 20). However, the scope of the centrally governed initiatives in 

both countries was lower than for other initiatives. Centralized initiatives have shown to target 

farmers more narrowly i.e. not taking farmer clusters or collaborations into consideration, 

compared to other types of governance who target all farmers inclusively.  

 

In Germany, the overall effectiveness for centrally governed initiatives is the highest 

compared to other modes of governance. However, the initiatives were not able to achieve a 

full score because the motivation of farmers to participate was low. Farming practices have 

been an object of legislations for years and farmers are frustrated with the way in which the 

government is treating them. The government has been perceived negatively by farmers due to  
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a lack of inclusive decision making, villainization of farmers by policymakers in biodiversity 

discourses, and strict policies with overburdensome regulations with accompanying fines. 

Thus, German farmers consider top-down initiatives demanding and unfavorable, hence, their 

motivation to participate is low and therefore the uptake is low as well.  

 

In England, the centrally governed initiatives were also assessed as the most effective. 

Farmers motivation was considered to be high due to the attractive financial benefits. However, 

the ability of farmers to participate in centrally governed initiatives was considered to be only 

moderate-low. The initiatives often have minimum requirements for farmers to participate 

which mostly focus on the size of the fields and thus small-scale farmers are excluded.  

 

Additionally, the assessment revealed that the main motivation of farmers in both 

countries to participate in wild pollinator protection initiatives is societal pressure, like the 

growingly poor public opinion about traditional farmers. Additionally, financial rewards or 

compensation for the implementation of measures or resulting yield losses is a motivation for 

farmers in both countries. Thus, a monetary reward or compensation should be made available 

for farmers to increase the uptake in initiatives and thus their effectiveness.  

 The main barriers of farmers to participate in such initiatives were also similar across 

both countries. Most farmers listed time, money, and no benefits as the main reasons not to 

participate, which corresponds to the barriers identified in literature. Additionally, their 

motivation for mandatory measures is lower than it is for voluntary ones.  

 

Based on these results, one can say that the mode of governance indeed does influence 

the effectiveness of initiatives and that there is no automatically effective mode of governance 

or initiative for wild pollinator protection yet. Especially for voluntary initiatives, the current 

barriers in the centrally governed initiatives are motivation and ability. These bottlenecks are 

especially detrimental for voluntary initiatives in regards to their uptake. If farmers cannot or 

are not willing to participate, the initiative cannot be considered effective. Germany will 

particularly have to work on counteracting the negative perception of top-down approaches to 

enhance the effectiveness of current and new initiatives perhaps based on lessons learned from 

other countries.  

 

In conclusion, centrally governed wild pollinator protection initiatives seem to be the 

most effective. However, in the ranking of the IA there is still room for improvement. Currently, 
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the implemented measures do not appear to be successful enough in farmer uptake to counteract 

the decline of pollinators in either country and thus uptake enhancing measures should be taken. 

In Germany, the motivation of farmers especially affects the initiatives effectiveness because 

there is a negative perception of governmentally incentivized governance arrangements. While 

in England, the ability of farmers to participate decreases its effectiveness because it excludes 

small-scale farmers. 

In general, the motivation of farmers in both countries to participate in wild pollinator 

protection initiative is the negative opinion of civil society and monetary rewards. The main 

barriers however are that farmers do not have the time, money and sufficient resulting benefits 

for their participation.  

  

5.2.3 RQ3: Can the most effective mode of governance work in the other country and 

are there lessons that can be learned and transferred? 

 

In the third research question, a combination of desk research and the evaluation of the 

results and RQ2 assessed if there are lessons that can be learned and if a policy transfer is 

possible between England and Germany. 

 

This research showed that there are lessons that can be learned from either country and 

for the wild pollinator governance in general.  

Lessons specifically for pollinator governance show that it is important for initiatives to 

not only to create measures focused on individual farmers for habitat creation, but that it is 

equally important to connect those habitats. Thus, policies should also consider farmer clusters 

and farmer collaborations in their scope to encourage habitat connection to effectively increase 

wild pollinator abundance and diversity. 

Secondly, initiatives have to consider the landscape contexts of farmers, as some 

measures work better on one type of soil versus others. Additionally, not all threatened wild 

pollinators are threatened in all regions. Hence, in the creation of effective measures for 

threatened pollinators, measures should be created based on the pollinators’ needs in specific 

areas. Farmers should be educated on such special measures and should be able to receive a 

benefit, ideally monetary, for implementing these specialized measures in addition to generic 

approaches. 

Lastly, it appears to be important to consider farmers farming type (i.e. whether they are 

dairy farmers or cereal farmers). Farmers with different farming styles might have different 

motivational reasons to participate in wild pollinator protection initiatives. Furthermore, 
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farmers who are not dependent on pollination, like dairy farmers, might be less inclined to 

implement measures. Thus, benefits for farmers should ideally always been given to increase 

motivation and to counterbalance potential yield losses.  

 

Specifically for Germany, it can be learned that a centrally governed approach might be 

theoretically effective because it often includes mandatory measures and harsher policy 

instruments, such as field visits and fines. However, when considering voluntary initiatives, 

farmers’ motivation is essential for their uptake. However, since the motivation to participate 

is low, the current German strategy does not appear to be satisfactory and thus either a change 

in farmers perspective about top-down approaches is needed or the initiatives should move to 

a more interactive approach, focusing on the inclusion of all actors’ motivations, needs and 

benefits. Thus, it is important to counteract these negative perceptions of environmental 

policies, regardless of how slow such a process would be. An initial step to counteract these 

negative perceptions can be the reduction in bureaucracy for the centrally-governed mandatory 

initiatives. Furthermore the rules for participation, especially in voluntary initiatives should also 

be less strict with room for farmers to develop and adapt measures to their form of farming and 

local context. Additionally, rewards should be given to increase the motivation of farmers. 

These measures as well as the inclusion of farmers in the creation of new initiatives might 

change perceptions of environmental policies with time, which would be essential for wild 

pollinator governance and the uptake of initiatives in agricultural landscapes.  

 

In England, on the other hand, a more interactive approach that included all 

stakeholders, was found. Farmers perceived this approach positively because they were more 

often asked about their opinions for policy making. Interactively governed initiatives also 

appeared more effective concerning their scopes. However, the overall assessment showed that 

the perceived effectiveness is the greatest for centrally governed initiatives in England as well. 

This is based on the initiatives quality, particularly the motivation of farmers to participate, 

which was mostly connected to sufficient monetary rewards which allowed farmers to discount 

commonly referenced barriers to uptake like bureaucracy.  

Additionally, farmers showed interest in participating in initiatives with a mandatory 

frameworks that have clear but not overly strict rules. However, they showed most interest to 

participate if they were able to adjust the measures based on their respective farming styles. 

Thus, the approach of including farmers in the decision-making process and having clear but 

flexible guidelines seems most effective in England for farmer uptake.  
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 A complete transfer of the most effective centrally governed governance arrangement 

‘Countryside Stewardship Scheme’ from England to Germany seems interesting, because it 

received the highest score for farmers motivation and because its centrally governed character 

matches the prevailing mode of governance in Germany. However, this transfer appears to be 

impossible due to German farmers’ the negative opinions about governmental bodies. Thus the 

voluntary uptake of this scheme could be less than in England.  

 

 In conclusion, this research showed that there is not one initiative or one mode of 

governance which can be considered the holy grail. All stakeholders should be involved in 

creating initiatives, while landscape contexts, farming styles, and particularly threatened 

pollinators should be considered carefully. 

 Ideally, a regulatory framework should be in place not only in some countries, but on 

an European-wide scale because pollinators do not know borders. Within this framework, there 

should be measures farmers can choose from based on their own goals, farming style, and 

landscape contexts. Additionally, there should always be a benefit for farmers who institute 

more than just mandatory measures. Furthermore, benefits should be given if farmers 

implement measures that target the most threatened pollinators in their areas. 

 Moreover, regional and local approaches should also be analyzed and taken into 

consideration because they often target more specific areas, and therefore, properly account for 

landscape contexts. 

  

 Thus, a systemic approach is needed to increase the effectiveness and hence the uptake 

of wild pollinator protection initiatives. To increase the uptake, central actors should focus on 

creating initiatives with farmers, and including their farming style, landscape-context, needs, 

ideas and benefits instead of creating measures for them.  
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