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Drivers of farmers’ willingness to adopt extensive farming 

practices in ecologically valuable river valleys

Economic objectives vs.
Conservation objectives

Area: Biebrza Valley ‒ large

wetland complex and a 

globally important bird area

(Natura 2000 sites)

Problem:

• negative biodiversity trends → agricultural sectors as

major contributor
(Foley et al., 2005; Global assessment report on biodiversity and ecosystem services of the

Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services)

• reliance on voluntary participation: limited uptake of

agri-environmental schemes, payments to farmers who

voluntarily choose to introduction specific environment-

friendly practices on their land, in the European Union

Goal: identify factors affecting farmers’ willingness to

participate in agri-environmental contracts

MOTIVATION

LITERATURE

STUDY DESCRIPTION

Method

• discrete choice experiment on uptake of agri-environmental schemes (AES)

• 470 farmers, who make managerial decisions

• CAPI by rural advisors

• June – August 2017 & March 2018

Measures

• willingness to accept for AES

• factors explaining heterogeneity of farmers’ preferences

1) randomized information treatments = factual 

information: why a specific agricultural practice is 

introduced and what are the benefits of it; matched 

AES measures

2) subjective and objective knowledge

3) attitudinal factors: norms, neighbourhood ties

4) farm and farmers’ charecteristics

RESULTS
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RESULTS: INTERACTIONS

Mean St. Dev.

Crop prod. 

(vs. mixed 

prod.)

Livestock 

prod. (vs. 

mixed prod.)

Arable land
Number of 

crops

Livestock / 

ha 

Work force 

normalized

Farm with 

streams or 

rivers

Farm with 

areas 

subject to 

flooding

Share of 

land in 

Natura 2000 

and 

National 

Park

-143.82*** 181.10*** -55.52 -117.32*** 1.76 27.78* 28.60 30.50** 26.49 82.67*** 78.11

-52.31 -11.04 -46.18 -41.79 -13.52 -14.48 -22.80 -12.71 -23.06 -22.32 -119.70

-124.66** 160.57*** 6.24 -165.91*** -0.74 49.88*** 45.68* 57.26*** 70.66*** -66.76*** 62.15

-52.50 -9.41 -44.68 -40.69 -13.85 -14.52 -23.40 -12.99 -24.32 -24.16 -108.33

-245.89*** 146.52*** 88.25** -133.80*** -36.74** 13.15 128.97*** 54.46*** 98.82*** -0.96 -1.09

-51.45 -8.24 -42.14 -40.68 -14.46 -14.12 -23.74 -13.16 -24.39 -22.96 -124.18

-139.13 79.10*** 69.08 -230.98*** 7.67 26.28 18.02 -5.56 135.69** 55.78 778.20***

-86.83 -20.47 -71.66 -62.21 -23.62 -18.97 -28.24 -30.89 -65.97 -69.17 -217.35

-356.34*** 69.98*** 130.56* -136.95** -4.72 -2.95 25.40 67.86** 211.45*** -12.50 365.45

-110.38 -19.48 -77.88 -66.61 -26.32 -24.53 -32.17 -33.75 -71.19 -76.32 -228.31

-266.32*** 213.53*** 68.03** -25.91 -80.63*** 56.72*** -7.24 10.37 23.84 22.68 353.26***

-34.74 -12.94 -27.00 -18.71 -11.83 -9.50 -10.51 -10.50 -18.31 -19.15 -75.19

-156.05*** 79.55*** -43.21 -17.78** 15.66*** -21.87*** -9.85*** -7.76*** 18.78*** 40.83*** 42.39***

-18.49 -8.77 -32.90 -7.14 -2.00 -3.48 -2.08 -2.58 -6.16 -10.41 -13.94

-6.27** 24.16*** -5.29** -6.50*** 4.06*** -2.45*** -0.34 2.17** -7.18*** 3.69** 14.61

-2.93 -1.19 -2.19 -1.96 -0.61 -0.78 -0.66 -0.87 -1.80 -1.67 -9.60

156.26*** 113.62*** -16.46 -62.35*** 26.02*** 18.48*** 36.92*** -15.35** 45.37*** -24.18* 199.54***

-19.46 -6.55 -16.01 -13.80 -5.47 -5.86 -8.49 -6.95 -14.21 -13.52 -65.52
Possible to cancel

Main effects

Fertilization 

Diversification 

Catch crops 

Basic peatland 

protection

Extended peatland 

protection

Extensive meadow 

use

Livestock reduction

Length

Interactions

Has 

participated 

agri-env 

schemes

Subjective 

bird 

knowledge 

normalized

Subjective 

AE practices 

for birds 

knowledge 

normalized

Number of 

birds 

recognized

Info 

treatment

Perceived 

social norm

Neighbourh

ood ties

Social 

norms X 

Neighbourh

ood ties

Green 

efficacy

Environment

al concern

Personal 

norm

264.54*** 33.57* -53.61*** 0.00 -82.51*** 0.22* 0.21* 0.36*** -0.16 0.15 0.10

-30.99 -18.18 -18.66 -6.85 -22.56 0.12 0.12 0.08 0.15 0.14 0.13

188.48*** 4.85 -12.24 8.96 -50.47** -0.07 0.12 0.20** -0.02 0.15 0.25*

-30.15 -18.50 -19.29 -6.64 -22.38 0.12 0.12 0.08 0.14 0.14 0.13

182.54*** 23.37 -41.50** 23.59*** -52.85** 0.00 0.19* 0.26*** -0.16 0.44*** 0.26*

-30.19 -18.01 -18.13 -6.64 -21.74 0.12 0.11 0.08 0.15 0.14 0.14

30.49 23.65 -18.11 32.35*** -12.74 0.33 0.24 0.40** -0.80** 0.49 -0.13

-63.64 -22.35 -23.53 -11.98 -38.72 0.31 0.28 0.20 0.32 0.37 0.34

27.38 -6.97 -10.67 51.20*** 29.54 0.37 -0.54* 0.29* -0.95*** -0.03 -0.01

-73.98 -23.00 -24.84 -13.71 -43.08 0.32 0.29 0.17 0.32 0.35 0.33

203.62*** -26.26** 32.98** 24.55*** 6.14 0.28*** 0.18* 0.24*** -0.17 -0.15 0.17

-26.04 -12.50 -12.87 -6.67 -18.12 0.11 0.10 0.07 0.14 0.13 0.11

71.85*** -1.36 13.90*** 6.68*** -6.32 0.01 -0.04** 0.01 -0.04** 0.00 0.09***

-8.85 -3.73 -1.96 -2.17 -6.13 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02

-0.36 5.04*** 2.93*** -3.54*** -0.88 -0.01 -0.02*** -0.01* 0.05*** 0.01 -0.01

-1.81 -0.79 -0.81 -0.51 -1.41 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01

-24.42* -23.24*** 11.41 -20.72*** -6.70 -0.03 0.15** -0.13*** -0.21*** 0.08 0.04

-12.61 -6.54 -7.26 -3.15 -10.62 0.07 0.07 0.05 0.08 0.09 0.08
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CONCLUSIONS

• strong heterogeneity of preferences

• flexibility preferred: shorter contracts, option to cancel

• simultaneous analysis of multiple agri-environmental schemes →
effects of most explanatory variables depent on agricultural

practice

• pre-test of information campaign: highlighting environmental

benefits of AES is an insufficient incentive for farmers to enroll

• Kruger-Dunning effect observed

• positive effects of

experience in AES

knowledge ‒ local bird species (objectively measured)

norms for people with strong neighbourhood ties
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