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Abstract  

The most significant source of nitrate pollution in the European Union is attributed to 

agricultural activities, which poses a significant threat to marine and freshwater resources. 

The Nitrates Directive (91/676/EEC) is a key feature of the Water Framework Directive 

(2000/60/EC) which seeks to reduce nitrate pollution from agricultural sources to protect 

Europe's bodies of water. Compliance has proven to be problematic as demonstrated by the 

fact that every Member State has experienced difficulties in fulfilling their respective 

implementation duties. This study aims to examine the nitrate management discourse in 

Poland. Further, a comparison in management approaches between Poland and Denmark is 

made to provide a calibration in assessing performance respective to another Member State.  

Based on an assessment of implementation performance, Poland and Denmark are 

categorized as laggard Member States. This case contributes new insights in identifying the 

main factors affecting the ability of Member States to fulfill their implementation duties. The 

study further posits that divergent stakeholder views based on historical and cultural norms 

demonstrate that differentiated measures tailored to domestic conditions are necessary for 

effective fulfillment of the objectives set forth in European Union environmental legislation.   

Keywords: Nitrates Directive, Water Framework Directive, Member State compliance, 

governance capacity, implementation performance, actor relations. 

 

 

  



 

 

Abstrakt 

Głównym źródłem zanieczyszczeń azotanowych w krajach Unii Europejskiej jest 

działalność rolnicza, która powoduje znaczące zagrożenie dla wód morskich i słodkich. 

Dyrektywa Azotanowa (91/676/EWG)  istotną częścią Ramowej Dyrektywy Wodnej 

(2000/60/WE) i zaleca zredukowanie zanieczyszczeń azotanowych powodowanych 

działalnością rolniczą w celu ochrony Europejskich zasobów wodnych. Stosowanie się do 

zaleceń Dyrektywy było, i jest, bardzo trudne, na co wskazuje fakt, że każdy kraj Unii 

Europejskiej doświadczył problemów związanych z jej wdrożeniem. Celem tej pracy było 

zbadanie i przedstawienie sposobu zarządzania i używania azotanów w Polsce, a także 

porównać go  z gospodarką azotanami w innym kraju Unijnym – Danii. To porównanie 

zostało zrobione, aby przedstawić różne tempa przystosowywania się do Dyrektywy 

Azotanowej dwóch różnych krajów Unii. 

Na podstawie oceny wyników wdrażania dyrektywy, Polska jest krajem na niskim 

poziomie przystosowywania się do zaleceń, a Dania na wysokim. Ten szczególny przypadek 

pokazuje główne czynniki wpływające na możliwości wdrażania i realizacji wytycznych 

Dyrektywy przez kraje członkowskie. Praca dodatkowo wskazuje, że różne kraje unijne, ze 

względu na swoje historyczne i kulturalne normy, powinny stosować niejednakowe metody 

pomiaru i weryfikacji, a także brać pod uwagę indywidualną sytuację każdego kraju 

członkowskiego. Jest to konieczne do efektywnego wdrażania i wypełniania ustaleń prawnych 

Unii Europejskiej odnośnie ochrony środowiska. 

 

 

  



 

 

Acronyms 

AAS: Agricultural Advisory System 

AEP: Agri-environmental policy of the European Union 

ARiMR: Agency of Restructuring and Modernization of Agriculture (Agencja 

Restrukturyzacji i Modernizacji Rolnictwa) 

 

ARR: Agricultural Market Agency (Agencja Rynku Rolnego) 
 

CAP: Common Agriculture Policy 

 

CEECs: Central and Eastern European Countries 

 

CGAP: Codes of good agricultural practice  

 

DLBR: Danish Agricultural Advisory Service (Dansk Landbrugsrådgivning) 
 

EU: European Union 

 

FAS: Farm Advisory System 

 

GAEC: Good Agricultural and Environmental Conditions 
 

GIOŚ: Chief Inspector of Environmental Protection (Główny Inspektorat Ochrony 

Środowiska) 

 

IR: Agricultural Chamber (Izba Rolnicza) 

 

KRIR: National Council of Agricultural Chambers (Krajowa Rada Izb Rolniczych) 

 

KPODR: Kujawsko-Pomorski Agricultural Extension Centre (Kujawsko-Pomorski Ośrodek 

Doradztwa Rolniczego) 

 

KZGW: The President of the National Water Management Authority (Krajowy Zarząd 

Gospodarki Wodnej) 

 

MS: Member State 

 

MŚ: Ministry of Environment (Ministerstwo Środowiska) 

 

MRiRW: Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (Ministerstwo Rolnictwa i 

Rozwoju Wsi) 

 

ND: Nitrates Directive (91/676/EEC) 

 

NFOŚiGW: National Fund for Environmental Protection and Water Management (Narodowy 

Fundusz Ochrony Środowiska i Gospodarki Wodnej) 

 

http://www.arimr.gov.pl/
http://www.arimr.gov.pl/
http://www.minrol.gov.pl/
http://www.minrol.gov.pl/


 

 

NVZs: Nitrate Vulnerable Zones (OSN: Obszary Szczególnie Narażone) 

 

ODR: Agriculture Advisory Center (Ośrodek Doradztwa Rolniczego) 

 

RBMP: River Basin Management Plan 
 

RZGW: Regional Water Management Boards (Regionalny Zarząd Gospodarki Wodnej) 

 

SEGES: Knowledge Center for Agriculture (SEGES, Landbrug & Fødevarer)  

 

SODR:  Silesian Agricultural Advisory Center in Częstochowa (Śląski Ośrodek Doradztwa 

Rolniczego, Częstochowa)  
 

WFD: Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC) 

 

Note: The acronyms of the institutions refer to the name in the original language. When 

referring to the institution by its full name, the English version is utilized to offer clarity and 

consistency. 
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Definition of terms 

Agri-environmental policy: the term is utilized in a broad manner to cover environmental, 

water and agricultural policies as they relate to nitrate management, such as measures 

contained with the Nitrates and Water Framework Directives in addition to the Common 

Agricultural Policy of the European Union. When the specific agri-environmental policy of 

the EU is discussed it is stated and referred to by its acronym (AEP). Otherwise, the use of 

agri-environmental policy and measure throughout the text connotes a broader interpretation 

to encompass the nexus of environmental, water and agricultural policy fields.  

 

Governance capacity: The definition utilized is based on a broader categorization of 

governance capacity based on a definition of water governance capacity given by the IUCN. 

The IUCN provides a working definition of water governance capacity as “a society’s level of 

competence to effectively implement water arrangements through policies, laws, institutions, 

regulations, and compliance mechanisms” (IUCN, 2009). In the scope of the present research 

study governance capacity entails the ability for a state to implement institutional and 

administrative arrangements, along with normative values, to effectively address agricultural 

nitrate pollution.  

 

Political culture: cultural and historical underpinnings are expressed through perceptions and 

views which ultimately inform state behavior and are expressed as domestic interests.  

  

Social Capital: For the purpose of the study a simplistic definition is adopted based on the 

work by Putnam (1993) and Paldam (2005) and refers to levels of trust (generalized and 

special) ability to cooperate and network membership. While various operational definitions 

of social capital exist, they are beyond the scope of this study and therefore will not be 

addressed in the present research. An analysis of social capital is made to understand how 

historical and cultural factors can influence governance capacity and is therefore confined to 

the relevant aspects of the definition.  
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1. Introduction 

The most significant source of nitrate pollution in the European Union is from agricultural 

activities. The European Union has sought to remedy the situation through the establishment of 

various policies aimed at the reduction of nitrate pollution. The Nitrates Directive (91/676/EEC), is 

the main legislative measure which seeks to reduce nitrate pollution from agricultural sources to 

protect Europe's waters. The Nitrates Directive has proven to be problematic as demonstrated by the 

fact that every Member State has experienced difficulties in fulfilling their respective 

implementation duties. The point of departure of the study is to examine the nitrate management 

discourse in Poland. In addition, a comparison in management approaches between Poland and 

Denmark is made to calibrate implementation performance. 

Academic research regarding implementation of European Union Directives focuses on macro-

scale formal compliance, thereby neglecting the dynamism and complexity of implementation 

performance taking place within a particular state. Taking a uniform approach to domestic 

implementation performance neglects variances of conditions and performance at the local level 

(Keessen et al., 2010; Moss et al., 2004). Thus, local cases may not fit constructed national meta-

narratives of compliance performance (Börzel, 2009; Gorton et al., 2005). The dissonance of the 

premise of uniform compliance behavior and analyzing performance at a particular level reveals a 

gap in the research field of evaluating environmental policy performance. In doing so, inaccurate 

categorizations of Member State compliance may be made (Knill et al., 2012). Thus, it is important 

for monitoring purposes to analyze how implementation is realized in practice at the local level and 

further, to check for consistency with documentation of formal compliance submitted to the 

European Commission. The present study seeks to address the gap by offering an assessment that 

focuses on local level implementation situated within the larger context of governance capacity. In 

doing so, a more accurate assessment of Member State compliance performance is provided for 

Poland.  

Understanding how a state behaves is critical in light of examining the issue of EU Member 

State compliance. The EU as an institution cannot be realized if Member States are not acting to 

advance the interests of the EU itself. This phenomenon can be observed by examining Member 

State implementation performance. Therefore, the legitimacy of the European Union as an 
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institution is contingent upon the compliance performance of each of the Member States which 

make up the supranational governance body.  

 

In regards to evaluating implementation performance, the area of environmental policy has 

been fraught with weak compliance by Member States. Weak compliance runs the risk of rendering 

environmental legislation ineffective and unable to achieve the aims of the EU environmental 

acquis. Nitrate management is an issue which demonstrates this case in point. Every EU Member 

State has experienced difficulties in relation to fulfilling the requirements of the Nitrates Directive, 

which seeks to limit nitrate pollution stemming from agricultural sources. Nitrate management is a 

particularly complex issue to contend with, as it attempts to regulate non-point source pollution and 

spans various sectors. The study situates nitrate management within the context of the nexus of 

water, agricultural and environmental policy.  

 

A comparative analysis of the nitrate policy implementation development in Poland and 

Denmark is relevant as the two states are responsible for the reduction of nutrient loading to the 

Baltic Sea. Both states dedicate more than half of their land area to agricultural activities, with a 

significant portion for livestock production, which produces a high amount of nitrate pollution. The 

average farm holding size is approximately 10 ha in Poland and 67 ha in Denmark (Eurostat, 2013), 

demonstrating a large variance in the agricultural systems. Denmark has classified its entire territory 

as a nitrate vulnerable zone (NVZ), as all surface waters drain to marine waters. Poland has 

designated 4.46% of the state as NVZ and 98% of its surface waters drain to the Baltic Sea (KZGW, 

2010). The domestic situations vary between Poland and Denmark, yet both states face considerable 

pressure to reduce their respective nutrient loadings to coastal waters. Both states have been 

referred to the Court of Justice of the EU by the European Commission regarding improper 

implementation of the Water Framework Directive (European Commission 2011, 2013, 2014). 

Thus, there is a shared responsibility for both states to improve compliance performance through 

better nitrate management. 

Multi-actor relations are a contributing factor which influences the governance processes that 

thereby shape the capacity of the state to manage nitrogen use by the agricultural sector. 

Agricultural advisors play a significant role in the inter-play of actor relations, as they are the main 

arbitrators in the translation of written objectives into practical application and realization (Juntti et 
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al., 2002; Karaczun, 2000). Thus, particular attention is focused on the role of agricultural advisors 

within the discourse.  

Effective implementation is important in terms of supporting the legitimacy and credibility of 

the Member States, along with the European Union itself (Keessen et al., 2010). Current literature 

has focused on assessing Member State compliance performance based upon a traditional discourse 

confined to formal transposition at the national level. Research efforts to understand how actor 

relations influence the discourse of a particular issue which a Directive relates to are nascent.  

  



4 

 

2. Objectives 

The present study attends to the following inquiry, which is the subject of the over-riding objective:  

What are the factors that impede or facilitate governance capacity for nitrate management and 

thereby lead to a particular compliance performance level?  

The research focus centers on nitrate management within the agricultural sector for improved 

water quality status. The case study focuses on the nitrate management discourses in Poland and 

provides a comparison with Denmark. The study seeks to address the existing research gap 

concerning that evaluations of compliance performance are focused on transposition and application 

at the national institutional level, neglecting that the local level is the place where rules are realized 

in practice. Thus, the specific aims are four-fold: 

1. To identify critical factors to assess the overall governance capacity of Poland to fulfill EU 

obligations in the field of environmental and water policy as it relates to nitrate management in the 

agriculture sector. 

2. To evaluate the role and structure of agricultural advisory services in translating policy into 

practice at the local level, along with the significance of social capital levels in Poland and 

Denmark. Further, to make a comparison between the two states.    

3. To critically examine the existing categorizations of the compliance performance of Poland and 

Denmark on nitrate management. 

4. To address the current research gap of evaluating practical implementation performance at the 

local level. 
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3. Theoretical Background 

3.1. The role of institutions 

The institutional framework is essential in understanding a state’s mindset in taking a 

particular approach to interpreting and implementing EU law. There exists a dialectic relation 

between state interests and institutions in realizing the state itself. Cultural and historical 

underpinnings contribute to shaping the interests of the state and are thereby embodied in 

institutions. The institutional structure and arrangements in turn reflect state interests. Institutions 

then act to is to advance and reproduce these interests to realize the state. 

   Cultural frames lend themselves to a political tradition and practice, which manifest as a 

political culture. The interests, of a Member State are revealed through its actions. Yet, actions are 

often shifting in response to both domestic and greater geopolitical dynamics. Therefore, an 

examination of the political culture enables an understanding of the motivations, capacities and 

direction of a state. 

Institutions are embedded within a larger socio-economic discourse. The existing 

governance structure and arrangements reflect the particular historical and cultural conditions of a 

nation. Institutions act to reflect, reproduce, and advance the interests of the State. An 

understanding of the `mindset´ of a State is crucial to identify enabling and constraining factors 

which influence policy implementation performance.  

3.2. Political theory approaches 

The theoretical background is based on a compilation of complementary political theory 

approaches which are utilized to assess a state’s compliance performance. Nitrate management is 

examined through the lens of a theoretical framework composed of six approaches which categorize 

compliance performance. The decision to compose a matrix of different theories of implementation 

approaches is due to the fact that the field of EU compliance studies lacks an all-encompassing 

theoretical approach which takes account of the diverse implementation patterns (Falkner et al., 

2007). As each theoretical approach offers “limited explanatory capacity” (Falkner et al., 2007), 

taken collectively, a more robust framework emerges which incorporates the leading theories (see 

page 15). The framework is then utilized in the analysis for categorizing Poland’s implementation 

performance in the nitrate management discourse. In recognition that there is not one single 

determining factor of compliance performance (Falkner et al., 2008), a comparative approach of the 
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theories is taken to develop a more nuanced understanding and to be better able to give an accurate 

picture of the implementation narrative taking place within a particular Member State.  

 

The theoretical framework establishes the lens through which the issue of nitrate 

management is understood and examined. Further, the theoretical framework structures the 

underlying reasons which contribute to the final assessment of compliance performance. The 

following section will give a brief overview of each of the six approaches and will conclude by 

providing an explanation of how the framework functions as a whole within the study, along with 

the table of the framework itself.  

 

3.3. Leaders and Laggards 

Literature focused on Member State compliance with European Union Directives often 

seeks to categorize performance patterns according to performance assessments. The leaders and 

laggards categorization seeks to rank state performance according to their implementation record. 

States are considered to be leaders if they exhibit compliant behavior and attitudes towards EU rules 

and if Directives are fully implemented and on time. A ‘leader’ or ‘front-runner´ connotes a state 

that is positioned in front and influencing the direction of how a particular policy is pursued. Leader 

states can exhibit a positive influence on laggard states by raising the standards of performance 

through their own efforts, as well as setting a positive example for how compliance can take place. 

Laggard states are characterized by a poor implementation performance record, which is attributed 

to incapacity along the lines of deficient institutional structures and arrangements. Non-compliance 

is exhibited by minimal or incomplete implementation of Directives due to issues of institutional 

incompatibility, along with the lack of financial and administrative resources. ‘Laggard’ or ´foot-

dragging´ connotes a state that is positioned behind in comparison to the performance of other 

states. Laggard states can have a negative impact on the overall success of a policy by dragging 

down the performance standard of other states in facilitating a race to the bottom through their own 

unwillingness to comply, (Knill et al., 2012) Ranking implementation performance is useful in 

terms of discerning patterns of implementation performance among Member States and further 

anticipating how states will act in relation to future Directives. As every state is concerned with its 

image and reputation, the ranking may compel states to behave differently to improve their ranking 

and to avoid being the target of negative branding in terms of their overall compliance record.  
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3.4. Minimalist versus Maximalist  

The minimalist versus maximalist approach refers to what extent European Union 

legislation is transposed into national law by Member States. The approach offers a categorization 

of policy style exhibited by a state regarding compliance. Furthermore, the minimalist versus 

maximalist approach offers a behavioral explanation regarding prevailing attitudes and interests of a 

state which lead to a particular interpretation of EU policy implementation. The maximalist 

approach is defined by strict and complete transposition, while the minimalist approach is defined 

by lenient and incomplete transposition. The maximalist approach connotes with front-runner and 

leader categorizations. The minimalist approach connotes with foot-dragging and laggard 

categorizations, (Gorton et al., 2005). The focus is on the transposition stage of the implementation 

process, rather than the application and enforcement stages. In this sense, compliance is confined to 

evaluating state performance at the national level. Yet, adopting only the minimalist versus 

maximalist approach for the analysis can be misleading in offering a narrow interpretation of 

compliance. Obtaining a complete evaluation of state compliance is difficult as divergences exist 

throughout the implementation process, which is dependent upon highly variable factors such as the 

individual character of an administrator. Therefore, additional approaches are drawn upon to 

compose a broader, all-encompassing theoretical framework for the evaluation of compliance 

performance. 

 

3.5. Worlds of Compliance  

The Worlds of Compliance approach offers a typology of state behavior in relation to what 

extent compliance is an overriding national interest which the state pursues. Specifically, the theory 

seeks to cover and explain the range of implementation patterns exhibited by Member States in 

relation to EU Directives. It is important to note that discerned compliance patterns are dependent 

upon different factors for each of the worlds of compliance as the overall outcome is reached 

through a variance of processes (Falkner et al., 2007). There are four categories within the worlds 

of compliance: the world of law observance is explained by the factor of a culture of compliance, 

the world of domestic politics by political factors where domestic preferences have priority, and the 

world of neglect by administrative factors marked by incompatibility and inaction. A fourth 

typology was added to account for the unique position of the Central and Eastern European 
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Countries (CEECs) and called the world of dead letters. The main determining factor is 

administrative capacity in hampering the implementation process.  

 

The world of law observance is categorized by state behavior demonstrating compliance 

taking precedent over domestic concerns. Following EU law is part of a wider culture of 

compliance that takes place. The interpretation of the objectives set forth in the EU Directive is 

characterized by ambition to achieve the aims. Transposition takes place by the deadline and is done 

correctly. Additionally, domestic institutional arrangements and the administrative culture are well-

organized and have the proper resources to support the practical application, enforcement and 

monitoring of the EU legislation at multiple levels.  

 

The world of domestic politics is categorized by domestic interests being preferential to EU 

Directives. Transposition depends on how well the EU measures match with domestic preferences. 

If there is a conflict of interest, domestic concerns will be pursued as the dominant priority. When 

Directives are transposed, application and enforcement take place as existing institutional 

arrangements and the administrative culture function effectively.  

 

The world of transposition neglect is categorized by compliance not being a goal in and of 

itself which the state aims to fulfill. States in this category are characterized by inertia and do not 

recognize their transposition obligations. When transposition takes places the minimal requirements 

are transposed and which fit within existing arrangements and structures. Application and 

enforcement are often lacking due to negligence. 

 

The world of dead letters refers to states which demonstrate dissonance in compliance, 

depending on the stage of implementation. The legal transposition stage is marked by compliance, 

while the practical application and enforcement stages are marked by non-compliance. Lack of 

institutional capacity, weaknesses in civil service systems and a traditional administrative culture 

are the main obstacles leading to the impediment of practical implementation (Falkner et al., 2008). 
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3.6. Fit versus Misfit 

The fit versus misfit theory was established as part of the research focused on the effects of 

Europeanization on domestic institutional arrangements. Compliance performance is gauged 

according to what extent EU laws fit within the existing domestic systems of Member States. It is 

argued that Member States face adaptation pressure in transposing EU legislation at the national 

level, which can be hindered or supported by ‘fit’ within the domestic policy structures and 

arrangements. If there is a high degree of fit, then transposition will follow a smooth process of 

clearly defined objectives, deadlines, delegated responsibilities and the legislation will be fully 

implemented. If there is a high degree of misfit, then the transposition process will be fraught with 

problems which hinder implementation, due to a mismatch of expectations, institutional 

arrangements and an administrative culture which does not have the capacity and resources to 

properly address objectives. Implementation is therefore minimal, delayed or incomplete. To 

improve the level of fit, state institutions are to be structured based on criteria of compatibility with 

EU expectations of effective governance to achieve Directive objectives. While the ‘fit versus 

misfit’ (Moss, 2004), epithet is useful to compare policy approaches, it is more relevant to view it as 

a ‘process of framing’ in recognition that implementation is marked by a high degree of institutional 

interplay. Compliance is viewed as a complex and dynamic process producing a particular set of 

arrangements at a specific time and place (Moss, 2004). Hence, implementation practices reflect a 

high degree of variance of fit and misfit in determining the most appropriate institutional response 

for a certain context.  

 

3.7. Street-level bureaucrats 

  The theoretical approach of ‘street-level bureaucrats’ is focused on examining public civil 

actors and their role in translating policies set at the national level into practice at the local level. 

Street-level bureaucrats are instrumental in shaping policy outcomes. They wield considerable 

influence as their actions are imbued with particular values and interests which shape policy 

delivery. Street-level bureaucrats are a key actor in the implementation of policy through their role 

as interpreter in processing and communicating information.  They operate at the interface of the 

convergence of stakeholder interest groups as a “cultural sieve” (Juntti et al., 2002). Actors 

involved in the policy discourse include lawmakers, citizens, and street-level bureaucrats, who are 

situated in the middle and relay the exchange of information across the two groups. Street-level 
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bureaucrats interact directly with state official and with citizens and are situated at the position 

where policy is acted upon. Yet, the different actors form divergent interpretations and it is 

therefore important to understand how the divergences interact to ultimately support or impede 

policy implementation (Juntti et al., 2002).  

 

In recognition that state interests are expressed through how institutions act, it is important 

to examine the role of street-level bureaucrats. An analysis of actor relations and interactions 

contributes to articulating the mindset of institutions, along with understanding the motivations 

driving actions amidst an evolving geopolitical backdrop. In the Polish and Danish cases, the street-

level bureaucrats consist of the network of agriculture ministry and agency officials and agricultural 

advisory services for the delivery of agri-environmental schemes to farmers (Juntti, 2000).  

A central argument advanced by the research is that cultural and historical frames play a 

significant role in policy implementation. An analysis of the role of agricultural advisors as 

intermediary actors representing the interface where national policy objectives intersect with the 

practicalities of local conditions exposes the cultural frame which a discourse takes place within. 

Since agricultural advisors act as an intermediary, the main responsibility becomes taking into 

account all the interests of the various actors. Stakeholder interests are often divergent and 

agricultural advisors are faced with the task to reconcile the divergences. Therefore, the 

convergence of stakeholder interests reflects the collective cultural frame and is expressed through 

the beliefs and actions of agricultural advisors as a body: 

 “Far from being neutral receivers and transmitters of centrally formulated policy instructions, 

these actors are portrayed as reinterpreting policy rules according to personal and collective 

agendas and professional allegiances, at the very least forming a kind of cultural sieve between 

policymakers and the target group,” (Juntti et al., 2002).  

The quote articulates that the position that agricultural advisors occupy within the existing 

set of actor relations is highly relevant. The role of intermediary placed at the site of convergence 

represents the point of interpretation of polices. Yet, it is important to note that agricultural advisors 

are not a tabula rasa in terms of being neutral in the establishment of schemes to realize the policy 

goals set at the national level. The advisors themselves hold particular views and agendas of their 

own, which are influenced by both national and local level interests. In regards to an issue, such as 

nitrate management, stakeholders involved represent divergent standpoints. The coalescence of 
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divergences into a particular policy interpretation is relevant as divergences can either facilitate or 

impede policy implementation (Juntti, 2000). Intermediary groups, such as agricultural advisors, 

play a significant role in mediating interactions taking place at the interface of the translation 

process in realizing national policy at the local level. Agricultural advisors are situated at the nexus 

of the nitrate management discourse, where water, agricultural and environmental policy converge.  

 

In the case of nitrate management, agricultural advisory services are instrumental in their 

role as street-level bureaucrats. Agricultural advisors are responsible for assisting farmers in their 

understanding and compliance with EU legislation through the provision of extension services such 

as trainings. Hence, the delivery of policy objectives at the farm level is largely contingent upon the 

communication and actions of agricultural advisors. Further, agricultural advisors play a “critical 

enabling role” (Juntti et al., 2002) in facilitating attitudinal changes in farmers regarding their 

acceptance and participation in agricultural programs. The study undertaken takes a close look at 

the structure and arrangements of agricultural advisory services in Poland to evaluate their role in 

the implementation process.   
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3.8. Social Capital theory 

 An evaluation of social capital levels is relevant to the discussion of nitrate management in 

offering an understanding of the prevalent attitudes and behavior existing within a society in 

relation to an issue. Robert Putnam is a leading scholar credited with defining the term and refers to 

social capital as “networks and the associated norms of reciprocity” (Putnam, 1993). Social capital 

can further be categorized by trust and cooperation. The table below adopted from Paldam (2005) 

provides a working definition, which is used for the study, with an emphasis on generalized trust 

(SC3).  

 

Table 1. The three main components of social capital (Paldam, 2005) 

SC1 Is the ability of people to cooperate voluntarily  

In organizations it is the excess cooperation (team spirit) above the 

one imposed by the hierarchy  

SC2 Is network density. A well-known proxy (Putnam’s instrument) is the 

density of voluntary institutions 

SC3 Is trust, that is generalized trust in people, and special trust in 

neighbors and in authorities 

 

Criticism has been leveled at Member States labeled as “countries in transition” (Poland is 

included in this category) in that the pace of implementation has been too slow in adopting the 

legislative measures of the European Union. Research by Paldam and Svendsen (2002) have 

highlighted that low levels of social capital, which is a shared feature of the post-Soviet bloc 

Member States, can be attributed to the slow rate of change. Low social capital levels demonstrate a 

lack of trust and an unwillingness to participate. Thus, low social capital levels effectively act as 

barrier in overcoming long-standing socio-political arrangements and state to non-state relations. 

Further, socio-economic development relies on collective action. When citizens within a society 

lack pre-existing trust and established networks of exchange it is difficult to undertake collective 

action. The transaction cost in terms of the amount of time and energy it takes to engage relevant 

stakeholders is high and the likelihood of success is much lower (Hunka, 2011: 40).  
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Understanding the levels of trust and the willingness of individuals to cooperate and form 

associations has important policy implications in regards to how measures are perceived and 

thereby acted upon. Resource management entails governance of a common good, such as water or 

land and therefore, requires collective action in the management of that common good. Therefore 

social capital is an important component that must be present if resources are to be managed in a 

sustainable manner and to avoid a tragedy of the commons situation (Hardin, 1968). In the scenario, 

a common pasture shared by herdsmen will fall into ruin, as each individual user acts in their self-

interest to maximize their gains and in doing so, will add more livestock until the carrying capacity 

is over extended and the pasture lays in ruin. The paradox lays in that what is beneficial for an 

individual user can be harmful for the whole of all users and lead to the collapse of a system or the 

depletion of a resource. The case of agriculturally induced nitrate pollution has the potential to be a 

tragedy of the commons scenario in the absence of adequate governance and lack of social capital. 

Social capital is an important component in indicating that there exists trust amongst individuals to 

follow the rules and within a system of governance that has the capacity to address the issue.  

 

Nitrate management entails land management practices where farmers limit the amount of 

nitrogen application in an effort to reduce water pollution. The farmer forgoes the benefit of 

maximizing their yield and increasing overall profit by limiting the input of fertilizer. The system of 

compliance relies on farmers respecting the established norms to deliver a societal good at their 

own individual expense. The European Union has sought to correct the common-pool resource 

(CPR) paradox (Ostrom, 1990), by restructuring economic incentives that reward compliant 

behavior. Direct payments are linked to cross compliance measures, which include following good 

environmental practices. Farmers are required to demonstrate compliance with the established rules 

to receive direct payments. Failure to comply with the measures can lead to a financial penalty or 

loss of the direct payment, thereby creating a disincentive for non-compliance and pursuing one’s 

own agenda.   

 

The study makes a unique investigation of social capital levels among farmers. Existing 

literature extensively covers the case of Poland, yet takes a generalized approach in focusing on the 

public as a whole, rather than a specific segment of the population. A detailed social capital survey 

was distributed to farmers to understand how social capital levels compare to results from the 

general public. 
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3.9. Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework sets forth that the nitrate management in Poland is best 

understood by examining political, cultural and historical factors operating within a particular 

governance context. The matrix below is composed of the six theoretical approaches which 

comprise a framework for the study. The first two approaches listed in the table (leaders and 

laggards, minimalist v. maximalist) are utilized for compliance performance assessment. The next 

two approaches (worlds of compliance and fit versus misfit) are used as explanatory categorizations 

regarding state behavior in evaluating governance capacity. The street-level bureaucrats and social 

capital theoretical approaches are utilized to discern the interaction of national and local factors 

present in the discourse. This aspect of the evaluation comprises the second component of 

evaluating governance capacity. The last approach focuses on the role of social capital and 

comprises the third component to evaluating governance capacity. 
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Table 2. Matrix of theoretical framework 

Theoretical Approach Author(s) Non-compliant Compliant 
 

Leaders (front-runners) and 

Laggards (foot-dragging) 
 

Legal implementation  

 
“The way norms and standards 

are legally formulated and 
regulated in national law” 

(Keessen et al., 2010; 220). 

 

 

Börzel, 

2000 

 

Keessen et 

al., 2010 

 
Laggard or foot-dragging 

 

Rationale: unambitious 

national practices. Lenient and 

lack of enforcement of 

measures facilitate race to the 

bottom in terms of lowering 

policy performance and 

standards. 

 
 Leader or Front runner 

 

Rationale: ambitious national 

practices. Strict interpretation 

and enforcement of measures. 

Pioneer through the initiation 

of innovative policy 

instruments, role model to 

other states who seek to 

emulate, lead and set 

advanced regulatory trends. 

Minimalist v. Maximalist 

 
Policy approach taken in terms of 

formal compliance; to what extent 

legislation is adopted in terms of 

instituting minimal requirements or 

seeking to do more (maximal)  

Gorton et 

al., 2005 

Minimalist 

 

Rationale: hands off approach, 

foot dragging with designation 

of NVZs. Low percentage of 

territory designated. 

Maximalist 

 

Rationale: designate entire 

territory as NVZ. 

Perceived as ´pioneer´ or 

´leader´ of  EU environmental 

policy.   

Worlds of compliance 
 

Worlds discerned regarding to 

what degree compliance is 

observed: 

1. world of law observance 

2. world of domestic politics 

3. world of transposition neglect 

4. world of dead letters 

 

Falkner et 

al., 2007, 

2008 

 

World of dead letters 

 

Rationale: pattern of pick-

and choose transposition and 

enforcement lacking. 

 

 

 

World of law observance 

 

Rationale: pattern of 

compliance culture 

including enforcement. 

 

 

Fit v. Misfit 
 

Success of EU policy 

implementation contingent 

upon level of 'fit' with existing 

institutional structures and 

practices (p. 86). 

 

Moss, 2004 

 

Misfit 

 

Rationale: rivalries among 

Ministries, which gives 

evidence to lack of 

cooperation and coordination. 

Further, lack culture of trust. 

 

Fit 

 

Rationale: taking an 

integrated approach as 

evidenced by entire territory 

designation as NVZ. Policy 

congruence present between 

domestic and EU levels. 

 

Street-level bureaucrats 
 

Represent the interface of 

policy realized: trust, 

knowledge, communication 

 

Juntti et al., 
2002 

 

Disjuncture 

 

Rationale: lack of trust in 

institutional structures and 

state actors. 

 

Juncture 

 

Rationale: high level of trust in 

institutional structures and 

state actors. 

 

Social Capital 

 

Levels of trust, ability to cooperate 

and network membership 

 

 

Putnam, 

1993 

 

Paldam, 

2005 

 

 

Low social capital 

 

Rationale: lack of trust, 

absence of networks, little or 

no organization membership, 

lack of cooperation and 

reluctance to form 

partnerships. 

 

High social capital 

 

Rationale: relations of trusts, 

presence of networks, 

organization membership, 

cooperation and willingness to 

form partnerships. 
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3.10. Analytical Framework 

The multi-method analytical approach to the analysis is comprised of four main components (each 

explained in detail in the methodology section), divided into qualitative (1 and 2) and quantitative 

sections (3 and 4):  

1) content analysis of the interviews and literature review to identify key factors, 

2) street-level bureaucrat interview content analysis,  

3) social capital survey,  

4) EU Directive infringement case measurements for Poland and Denmark.  

The analytical framework focuses on how the four separate components relate to one another to 

comprise the analysis in its entirety. Second, how the analysis is utilized to structure the discussion 

is addressed as well. An overview is given with the aid of a flow-chart containing three figures.  

 

The flow-chart figures demonstrate the main elements and sequence of steps comprising the 

multi-method analytical approach to the analysis. The analytical framework consists of three phases 

which include the four main components detailed above. The figures provide a sequential visual of 

how the theoretical framework links to the separate analysis components and how taken 

collectively, the analysis influences the interpretation of the results and thereby structures the 

discussion. The figures focus on the following:  1) factor interplay analysis 2) analysis components 

in deducing governance capacity elements for the Poland and Denmark comparison 3) discussion of 

the factor interplay, along with the Poland Denmark comparison for overall performance 

assessment. 

 

Phase 1: Factor Interplay 

The analysis of component 1 is focused on the identification of factors based on the 

extensive literature review and empirical evidence gathered from the qualitative research. The 

literature review was conducted to highlight diverse aspects of nitrate management and enabled the 

identification of key factors contributing to the overall discourse. Content analysis of the interviews 

followed and themes were established based on the theoretical framework. The theoretical 

framework had provided the lens which the nitrate management discourse in Poland was examined 

within and thereby shaped the structure of the interview inquiries. The themes that emerged from 
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the content analysis could then be assessed in relation to the factors identified a priori by the 

literature review. Thus, the comparison of the themes and factors acts a verification instrument in 

terms of establishing consistencies and inconsistencies in the results.  

 

Figure 1. Phase 1: Factor interplay               

 

 

The factor interplay analysis resulted in the identification of 19 factors (13 constraining and 

6 enabling). The factors are not independent of one another, but rather coalesce as an interplay 

which establishes the discourse that determines governance capacity and ultimately, implementation 

performance. While the study identifies both constraining and enabling factors, the interplay is 

focused solely on how constraining factors relate to one another and impede governance capacity. 

The study does not attempt to assess how enabling factors interact within the interplay and to 

identify the potential effects in minimizing constraining factors. The considerations associated with 

the enabling factors are beyond the scope of the present study. However, the enabling factors are 

relevant to policy considerations and are present in the policy section following the conclusion to 

the study.  
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Phase 2: Governance capacity                                             

The second, third and fourth components of the analysis are featured in phase 2. Each 

contributes to confirming the presence of factors within the discourse and helps to determine at 

which level(s) they are operating. 

 

Figure 2. Phase 2: Governance capacity 

 

The third component (social capital), provides an evaluation of levels of trust among actors 

and thereby confirms at what level specific factors relating to social capital are present. The third 

component (street-level bureaucrats) focuses on the role and capacity of Agricultural Advisory 

Services to confirm the processes of factor interplay taking place within the discourse. The fourth 

component, (compliance measurement), focuses on the number of infringement cases against 

Poland and Denmark to confirm if particular factors are present at the national level. An assessment 

of these three analysis components leads to the distillation of three main governance capacity 

elements:  1) social capital: levels of cooperation and trust, 2) street-level bureaucrats: capacity and 

resources of the Agricultural Advisory Services, 3) political culture.  The governance capacity 

elements are then utilized for the Poland comparison with Denmark. Each state is evaluated in terms 

of their governance capacity to address nitrate pollution stemming from agricultural sources for 

water management.  
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Phase 3: Compliance performance assessment 

The third figure demonstrates that the composite results of the factor interplay and the 

Poland comparison with Denmark are evaluated in tandem to determine overall governance 

capacity. In doing so, a final compliance performance assessment is made.  

Figure 3. Phase 3: Compliance performance assessment 
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4. Methodology 

The study takes a multi-method analytical approach to address the four aims outlined in the 

objectives section. The research undertaken is both qualitative and quantitative. The quantitative 

research is comprised of the results obtained from the social capital survey and the measurements of 

compliance performance based on monitoring data of infringement cases. The qualitative research 

is comprised of an extensive literature review, a content analysis of key stakeholder interviews, 

identification of influencing factors, and a theoretical analysis of street-level bureaucrats. Further, a 

comparison with Denmark of governance capacity elements (social capital, street-level bureaucrats, 

and political culture) is made in the discussion section. The Poland and Denmark comparison is 

evaluated in tandem with the factor interplay to make an overall implementation and compliance 

performance assessment. 

 

4.1. Literature Review 

  An extensive literature review on theories of Member State compliance, European Union 

water and agri-environmental law, social capital, nitrate pollution, stakeholder relations and 

participatory scenarios was performed to identify concepts and scenarios relevant for understanding 

the conditions for evaluating the nitrate management discourse in Poland. The literature review 

included peer-reviewed journal publications, legislative documents, agency materials, conference 

papers, research studies, presentations, statistics, surveys and historical documents. The theoretical 

findings based on the literature review were then used as a basis for the case study analysis 

approached from a governance perspective by first identifying actors in the agricultural sector of 

each state and then looking towards individual actors within the arrangement to illuminate 

understanding of the actual sets of relations taking place regarding implementation.  

 

4.2. Interviews 

  To gain a more nuanced understanding of the interplay of factors operating within the 

nitrate management discourse in Poland, interviews were conducted with key stakeholders 

corresponding to different governance levels. The aim of the interviews was to get a first-hand 

account of the relations taking place amongst actors of the nitrate management discourse and to 

understand how the interactions and inter-relations are realized in practice. Understanding the first-
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hand experiences and practices of key actors gives an insider perspective regarding the most 

relevant and current issues, as agricultural development is changing rapidly in Poland (MRiRW, 

2015; Alterra, 2007), and the existing body of literature does not keep pace with the current 

changes.  

 

 Initially, the study focused on determining which state and non-state actors were involved 

in the nitrate management discourse in Poland. Ministerial and agency documents and websites 

were consulted, along with a review of existing literature. Once the institutional structure was 

mapped and the relevant actors identified, a framework was the established for the intended 

interviews. The administrative division in Poland is divided into national, provincial, county and 

municipal levels. Therefore, the intention was to interview agency officials at each level to be able 

to understand how governance takes place at different levels within a particular institution. In doing 

so, a comparison could be made regarding transposition at the national level and practical 

application at the local level. 

 

 Contact with the national ministries and agencies was initiated via email which contained a 

formal introduction to the project, along with a letter of support from the supervisor. Due to a poor 

response rate, further contact was attempted through direct phone calls. In the events when an 

official did answer, instructions were given to email the interview questions to the secretariat. 

Requests for interviews with both the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development and the 

national level Agency of Restructuring and Modernization of Agriculture were denied. Repeated 

attempts to contact the Ministry of Environment remained unanswered. One interview at the 

national level was granted with the president of the National Agricultural Chamber.  

 

 Detailed interviews were conducted with key stakeholders during two field visits in Poland.  

Both structured and semi-structured interviews took place. Empirical data was gathered over two 

periods in May and July 2016. Contact with farmers was made through email and telephone to 

explain the project, provide the questions beforehand, and to discuss logistical aspects. The 

interviews took place on site and composed of ten to fifteen questions clustered into particular 

themes which are grounded in the theoretical framework.  The interview themes and questions were 

initially formulated in English and then translated into Polish, (Appendix A). 
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 In total, nine interviews were conducted. In addition, three written correspondences with 

agency officials are included in the interview analysis. Three interviews were conducted with 

farmers residing within the Silesian province (Województwo Śląskie). Each farmer represented a 

different farm holding size to account for potential differences in farming practices due to the 

variance in the structure. The farmer with the largest holding size (Farmer A) produced mostly 

grains. The farm with the medium sized holding (Farmer B) was mixed production of grain and 

livestock. The small farm holding (Farmer C) focused on fruit and grain subsistence production. 

The small farm holding is considered to be a hobby enterprise as the farmer additionally held a full-

time employment in another sector. An interview with the president of an agricultural cooperative 

made up of 34 farmers in the Silesia province was conducted. In addition, the farmer cooperative 

was the group to which the social capital survey was administered and utilized for the study 

analysis. Three interviews were conducted with agency officials at two different regional ARiMRs: 

two in Częstochowa and one in Toruń. One interview was conducted with an academic researcher 

and expert on nitrate management, who served as a former advisor to the Ministry of Environment 

and also worked extensively with local environmental non-governmental organizations. An 

interview with the president of the National Council of Agricultural Chambers was conducted. One 

interview took place with an agricultural advisor and expert on the Nitrates Directive.  

 

 Interviews were recorded and varied from 20 minutes to 2 hours with an average length of 

one hour. All interviews were conducted in Polish, with the exception of one which was conducted 

in English. The interviews were then transcribed. The interviews were not translated to English as 

the study author understands Polish. Quotes which are used in the analysis and discussion are 

translated to English (See separate Appendix A2). The author of the study was assisted by a native 

Polish speaker who conducted the interviews in tandem with the author.  

 

 The analysis of the interviews centered around the pre-determined themes which established 

the framework for what type of questions would be asked during the interview. The themes relate to 

farmer perceptions, state actor views, actor relations, roles and responsibilities, institutional 

structure and arrangements, nitrate management, and international perspectives. The analysis 

consisted of reading through each interview and highlighting text that corresponded to a particular 

theme. Each theme was color-coded for organizational purposes. Please refer to the table below 

regarding the scheme for the thematic framework and the particular attributes of each theme. 
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Table 3. Themes for analysis: Color coordinated in relation to the theme which the text corresponds  

Color Theme Attributes 

Orange Farmer perceptions 

Farmer-to-farmer relations 

Attitudes, thoughts and beliefs in relation to how they 

define their own role, relations of trust and 

cooperation among farmers, interests 

Yellow Farmer-to-agency relations Farmer relations with agencies, how they describe and 

typify the relations, cooperation and trust with 

institutions, information and knowledge exchange  

Green Agriculture in an international 

perspective 

Perceptions and knowledge of agricultural practices in 

other Member States, EU rules, international aspects 

of agriculture, economic market operations and 

product pricing 

Blue Agency relations: 

agency-to-agency 

agency-to farmers 

How agencies define their relations, interactions, 

views 

How agencies define their relations with farmers  

Red 

underline 

Agency self-perception Agency as it defines itself: its role, duties, tasks, 

responsibilities 

Pink Nitrate management Discussion of the Nitrates Directive, agricultural 

practices in relation to N-management, agency 

knowledge and action, perceptions of nitrate pollution 

Black 

underline 

Institutional structure and 

arrangements 

Legislation 

How institutions are positioned, administrative 

delineations, division of competencies, levels of 

governance 

References to domestic and/or international legislation 

affecting the agricultural sector,  

Purple Social capital Views expressed on the topic of cooperation and 

relations of trust among society 

 



24 

 

 Once all of the interviews had been organized according to the thematic structure, the 

narrative of each theme could be analyzed. Each theme was evaluated in terms of gathering together 

the sections from all of the interviews that corresponded to the particular theme. In doing so, the 

narrative (connoted as sub-narrative) of each theme emerged. The sub-narratives collectively make 

up the meta-narrative of the discourse of nitrate management (Appendix B). An analysis of the 

components of each sub-narrative were found to lend themselves to particular factors which either 

impede or facilitate governance capacity and thereby, overall compliance performance. 

 

4.3. Social Capital Survey 

In consideration that there exists an extensive body of literature on social capital levels in 

Poland, the study focuses on understanding how a particular community within Polish society 

compares to the general population in their responses. The main inquiry that the survey sought to 

explore was social capital levels of farmers. Do farmers display similar, lower or higher levels of 

social capital compared to the general population of Poland and what are the implications of the 

findings? 

 

A social capital survey was formulated and adapted from an earlier study by Paldam (2005), 

which consisted of data compiled from 21 countries, including Denmark and Poland, with a total of 

25,000 respondents. The survey comprised 10 questions to measure social capital levels in each 

country (See Appendix C). The results for Poland from the Paldam study (2005) were then utilized 

for comparison with the results obtained from farmer responses. 

 

The survey questions from the Paldam study (2005) were translated from English to Polish 

and further amended (as needed) to be applicable to the audience of Polish farmers. Specifically, in 

regards to the “Background elements” section, the question of occupation was omitted, as it was 

irrelevant in this case since all respondents are farmers. The question about monthly income was 

also omitted as it was found to be both intrusive, despite the survey being anonymous, and 

irrelevant to the aim of the study. The set of questions is divided to answer to behavioral or 

attitudinal components of social capital. The behavioral component is addresses through the 

questions on organization and network membership, along with other forms of civic engagement. 

The attitudinal components are addressed through the questions relating to generalized trust and 
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trust in institutions. The generalized trust question is adopted from the World Values Survey: 

“Generally speaking, do you believe that most people can be trusted or can’t you be too careful in 

dealing with people?” The question on trust in institutions is based on a five-point scale gaging the 

level of trust and broken down to four categories. 

 

The survey was distributed to farmers of an agricultural cooperative residing in the site area 

of the study. The agricultural cooperative, which goes by the acronym “SMUGI” was established in 

1980 and consists of thirty-four farmer members, along with three administrative staff. The main 

agricultural areas the cooperative is engaged in are fish breeding and grain production for both food 

consumption and livestock feed. The total area farmed is 1,285 hectares (SMUGI WB, 2016). The 

president of the cooperative is a life-long farmer, who was a subject of the stakeholder interviews of 

the study as well. In total, 31 surveys were utilized for the analysis. A total of 33 surveys were 

received, but two were eliminated from the analysis due to the high level of incomplete answers 

given (Appendix D). 

 

4.4. Measuring institutional compliance performance 

 A quantitative assessment based on data of monitoring the application of EU legislation is 

used to substantiate Member State performance categorizations found in the existing body of 

literature. The assessment is based on monitoring data from the European Commission on 

infringement cases to determine institutional compliance performance. The resolution rate and the 

number of infringement cases against a Member State are elements utilized in the evaluation. 

Infringement includes both subcategories of late transposition and incorrect transposition, including 

insufficient application. The results are utilized to contribute to an understanding of state behavior 

as it relates to domestic institutional action on EU law. The results further add to the qualitative 

evaluation of Member State performance records. Thereby, categorization results in the existing 

literature for Denmark and Poland can either be supported or refuted. 

 

 A comparison between Denmark and Poland can only be made by situating their respective 

performance levels within the context of EU, in relation to how other Member States perform. 

Assessing their individual performance level in relation to the EU average establishes a baseline 

which enables categorical distinctions to be made. In other words, a systematic categorization of 
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'leader' or 'laggard' can only be made once Denmark and Poland are compared to the records of the 

EU-28 in its entirety. Collectively evaluating the number of infringement cases for each Member 

State establishes the EU context from which a state-to-state comparison can be made. Member 

States with a lower number of cases are performing better and Member States with a higher number 

of cases are performing worse in terms of evaluating compliance performance. Although it must be 

taken into account that the total number of infringement cases may put smaller Member States at an 

advantage since there is less capacity load in terms of the total area to cover in the practical 

application and implementation of legislation. 
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5. European Union Policy Setting 

5.1. Agri-environmental policy (AEP)   

Agri-environmental policy lies within the jurisdiction of the EU Common Agricultural 

Policy (CAP). The AEP is featured prominently as a principal regulatory measure for fulfilling 

environmental agendas such as sustainable water resource management, climate change mitigation, 

and the protection of biodiversity, (Juntti et al., 2002). The 2003 CAP reform introduced the cross-

compliance mechanism linking direct payments with standards covering the environment, food 

safety and animal welfare, in addition to the requirement of maintaining good agricultural and 

environmental conditions (GAEC). To facilitate farmers in their ability to implement cross-

compliance measures a Farm Advisory System (FAS) requirement was established by the EU. Each 

Member State was obligated to establish a FAS so that all farmers could seek and be provided with 

advisory services to ultimately aid in the implementation and compliance with agri-environmental 

measures (Council Regulation 73/2009). 

 

Direct payments provide an important source of income to farmers to stabilize their income. 

At present, 30% of the budget for direct payment allocation is linked to fulfilling sustainable 

agricultural practices and constitute the “Greening” measures. In 2013, a reform of CAP was made, 

representing an overhaul of the policy to address existing gaps and to be more targeted, such as 

being able to meet new challenges. In doing so, the EU perspective on the role of farmers has 

evolved to recognize farmers as playing an integral role in land and natural resource management. 

Thus, there has been an expansion of the role and responsibilities of farmers from producer to 

nature manager. In assuming a greater role, the EU Commission has stated that farmers should 

receive due recognition for the services provided including ecosystem services such as landscapes, 

farmland biodiversity, and climate stability (DG Agriculture and Rural Development, 2013). The 

situation highlights the significant role of the FAS in supporting farmers and facilitating the 

exchange between policy objectives and practical implications at the farm level. 

 

5.2. Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC 

The Water Framework Directive establishes a framework for European Union water policy. 

The Directive is complemented by comprehensive legislation relating to specific aspects of water 

management such as the Groundwater and Floods Directives. The WFD was adopted in 2000 and 
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serves as an operational tool in establishing objectives for both surface and ground water protection. 

The coordination of different EU polices into a comprehensive framework is based on an integrative 

water management approach to protect and further enhance water quality. Further, waters are 

managed based on river basins, in recognition that a holistic approach is necessary for the 

sustainable management of Europe’s water resources (Rieu-Clarke et al., 2015) Every river basin 

district is required to establish a river basin management plan (RBMP) as the main implementation 

tool and is subject to being updated every six years. Member States are required to establish 

competent water authorities responsible for the management of river basins, along with the 

preparation and implementation of RBMPs.  The overall objective is to achieve "good ecological 

and chemical status" of all European waters to safeguard the integrity of natural ecosystems, human 

health, water supply, and biodiversity. Good ecological status is defined under Annex V as the 

quality of the biological community, along with the hydrological and chemical characteristics, 

(Council Directive 2000/60/EC). 

 

The WFD identifies public participation as a critical component in achieving improved 

water quality objectives. The rationale provided is to balance stakeholder interests, making water 

issues more personal and politically salient. Public engagement is viewed as stimulating a sense of 

ownership of water resource management at the local level, which will greater enhance enforcement 

capacity since stakeholders have a vested interest in the issue (Tawfik, 2016). Therefore, the 

success of measures is contingent upon the local community following stewardship practices and 

upholding the existing laws.  

 

Nearly 40% of the territory of the EU-28 is utilized for agricultural purposes (Eurostat, 

2013). In addition, agriculture is the main consumer of water due to irrigation needs (European 

Commission, 2010). In recognition that land management practices highly influence the quality 

status of water bodies, the role of the agricultural sector is critical in addressing persistent water 

problems. In light of this recognition, the European Union has sought to integrate farming practices 

within water policy. There are a number of combined measures taken to address diffuse and 

complex problems, such as non-point pollution stemming from agricultural sources. The Nitrates 

Directive is integrated into the WFD as a subset to address the issue of water pollution as it relates 

to agricultural activities.  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32000L0060
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5.3. The Nitrates Directive 91/676/EEC 

The Nitrate’s Directive was introduced in 1991 in response to widespread pollution of 

waters in Europe. Institutional changes in the agricultural sector marked by increased intensification 

and productivity were coupled with greater inorganic nitrogen fertilizer use, leading to 

eutrophication.  The main objectives of the Nitrates Directive are the reduction of water pollution 

due to agricultural activities and to prevent further pollution. A focus on nitrate management is 

important to reduce costs and health related risks associated with the treatment of drinking water to 

remove nitrates and eutrophication of waters. Member States are responsible for nitrate 

management in terms of designating areas sensitive to nitrate pollution, establishing measures, and 

monitoring water quality, (Council Directive 91/676/EEC). 

 

The designation of territorial areas sensitive to nitrate pollution is contingent upon the 

discretion of Member States. Some Member States have designated their entire territory, while 

others have designated discrete areas covering a small percentage of the total area of the state. The 

designation of such Nitrate Vulnerable Zones (NVZs) entails a maximum application limit of 170 

kilograms of nitrogen (from manure) per hectare. Member States are required to implement 

agricultural action programme measures to promote best practices regarding the use and storage of 

fertilizers and manure. Measures include specific time periods for the application and storage of 

fertilizers and manure, along with the capacity of storage containers and are obligatory to follow in 

designated areas. Additionally, Member States are responsible for establishing codes of good 

agricultural practice (CGAP) which includes optimal fertilizer use, application periods, methods of 

manure use and storage, along with other best practices identified to promote efficient land 

management. While the CGAPs are a voluntary measure, the promotion of efficient farming 

practices is beneficial for the self-interest of farmers in being able to minimize costs associated with 

the purchase of fertilizers and for the sustained health of the soil, (Council Directive 91/676/EEC). 

 

Nitrate management is a cross-sectoral issue drawing from environmental, agricultural and 

water policy. Nitrate Management operates at the intersection of these three inter-related areas, 

placing the role of agriculture center in the debate shaping the development trajectory of the 

European Union.  
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6. Country Profile: Poland 

6.1. Study site areas 

1. The main site area of the study is situated within the Kocinka river catchment, located in 

Southern Poland and covers an area of 257,000 km
2
. Agriculture is the dominant land use 

feature in the area, although livestock production is largely absent. (Soils2Sea,  2016). The 

site is located in the Silesian province, which does not contain any designated Nitrate 

Vulnerable Zones (NVZs). The site area is part of the BONUS Soils2Sea project, which is 

investigating the reduction of nutrient loadings from agricultural soils to the Baltic Sea. 

Poland and Denmark are among the selected case studies for the project. The present study 

utilized the farmer contacts and relevant findings from the Soils2Sea project. Interviews 

were conducted with farmers residing within the catchment and with agency officials in the 

city of Częstochowa, which lies South of the river catchment. When interviewees were 

asked about implementation of the Nitrates Directive, responses reflected that nitrate 

management is not a high priority within the area, most likely due to the relative absence of 

livestock production.  

 

2. Further interviews were conducted with an agency official and an agricultural advisor in the 

Kujawsko-Pomorski province due to the presence of designated NVZs. The intention was to 

fill the research gap that had emerged after the first round of interviews in terms of 

understanding how the Nitrates Directive is being implemented at the local level.  

 

The map below highlights the two site areas of the study. The delineation for the boundaries 

(highlighted in black) is the county which each site is situated within. Site 1, which does not contain 

NVZs, is located in the lower half of the map and Site 2, which does contain NVZs, is located in the 

upper half of the map. In addition the system of major rivers within Poland is presented.  
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Figure 4. Study Sites 1 (located in lower half of map) and 2 (located in upper half of map), along 

with system of major rivers in Poland. 

 

(ArcGIS, Esri, 2016) 

6.2. Background 

Poland has the highest population of agricultural workers in the EU-28. (Eurostat 2013; 

MRiRW, 2015). The state is divided into 16 provinces, 314 counties, and 2479 municipalities. 

(MRiRW, 2015).The agricultural sector has experienced significant structural changes since 

accession to the EU took place in 2004.There has been a simultaneous reduction in the number of 

agricultural holdings with an increase in the total area of existing holdings. A comparison made 

between 2014 data with results from the Agricultural Census published in 2002 shows that there has 

been a significant decrease in small holdings; a 49.4% decrease in the number of the smallest 

holdings (1-2 ha of total area), 27.4% in the number of 2-10 ha holdings, a 19.4% decrease of 10-

15 ha holdings, and a 10.2% decrease of 15-30 ha holdings. These decreases are accompanied by 
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a significant expansion of larger holdings, with an increase of 25.1% for 30-50 ha holdings and 

a 66.8% increase for holdings with a total area of 50 ha or more, (MRiRW, 2015).  

 

Figure 5. Changes in the structure of farm and agricultural holdings from 2002 to 2014 

 

(GUS, 2014, 2015) 

 

The Polish agricultural sector has various limitations which contribute to a lower yield in 

comparison with the average of EU States. First, agricultural soils are predominantly categorized as 

low quality, which limits production capability. Second, climatic conditions are highly variable, 

affecting total output. Erosion, soil acidification, drought, and flooding are common occurrences. 

Precipitation and water resources are lacking as well. Over 50% of soils lack appropriate water 

conditions (Karaczun, 2000). 

 

In the case of Poland, accession to the European Union in 2004 was motivated by the 

interest of economic advancement (Gorton et al., 2005). Development became the driving force, 

including agriculture. The main priorities of the agricultural sector are rural development and 

growth in production, which is being realized through technological advancement, restructuring of 

farms, and modernization of the agricultural sector. Production-oriented interests are highly 

entrenched and a top priority of the state, as is reflected in the ‘agri-political culture’ (Juntti et al., 

2002). 
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Prior to accession, Poland was in negotiations with the European Union regarding 

transposition of the Nitrates Directive. Initially, the Polish government formally requested a 

derogation due to the high financial cost attached to manure storage tanks, which were an absent 

feature on small-scale farms and inadequate amongst medium and large scale farms. The European 

Commission rejected the claim and urged the Member State to submit a plan detailing Nitrate 

Vulnerable Zones (NVZs), along with a financial plan for implementation. In response, a report on 

the state of Polish waters was prepared by The Institute of Meteorology and Water Management to 

be used as the basis for the designation of NVZs. The results of the monitoring study from 1990-

1999 concluded that nitrate pollution was not a serious threat to water quality. High nitrate levels 

found in surface waters was attributed to inadequate sewage facilities and further stated that 

current agricultural activities did not warrant the designation of NVZs. The EC largely accepted 

the results, but did request a report detailing NVZs of areas recognized for high nitrate 

contamination (Dzikiewicz, 2000; Karaczun, 2000). 

 

In 2000, amendments were made to the Water Law, along with the introduction of The Act 

on Fertilizers and Fertilization to provide the proper regulatory framework of water law for 

implementation compliance with the Nitrate Directive. Specifically, the new Water Act set 

institutional and administrative requirements for monitoring of waters and designation of NVZs. 

The latter addresses preventative provisions of the Nitrates Directive. The Ministry of Agriculture 

was designated with the task of establishing Good Agricultural Practices, as required by the 

Directive. Regulative rules on manure disposal were established and required farmers to acquire 

storage facilities within an eight year period which had a storage capacity support of four months’ 

worth of manure collection. Yet the four months in is direct non-compliance with the Directive's 

minimum standard of six months storage capacity. While the draft of the Act did state six months, it 

was later reduced to four months by Members of Parliament, who stated concern of implementation 

costs for farmers as justification (Karaczun, 2000).  

 

The Ministry of Environment was delegated the responsibility of linking domestic 

environmental legislation with the European Union's policies. To make the necessary structural and 

organizational adjustments to make implementation of the Nitrates Directive possible, the Ministry 

of Environment required information from the Ministry of Agriculture. Specifically, a 

characterization of the extent of nitrate pollution in Poland was needed. Further, the two agencies 
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were to work together as a partnership in formulating an implementation strategy. The Ministry of 

Agriculture dragged its feet in responding to the request, as it did not want to acknowledge 

agriculture activities as a source of pollution. The prevailing operative norm of the Ministry of 

Agriculture was production driven. Therefore, the issue was perceived and framed as counter to the 

agency's main priority, as pollution prevention would most certainly entail limits of fertilizer 

application. Furthermore, Poland has a tradition of bureaucratic policy-making characterized by 

rivalry between the ministries, which makes institutional reforms difficult to implement (Gorton et 

al., 2005).  

 

The failed attempt at structural administrative reform, along with framing nitrate pollution 

as a non-issue for the Polish state, marginalized EU priorities. The results of the debate reinforced 

the Polish government's view of nitrate pollution as a localized issue to be dealt with by local 

authorities and farmers (Gorton et al., 2005). The seven Regional Water Management Boards 

were given the responsibility to identify NVZs within each of their respective areas. By the 

deadline in 2003, only three of the seven boards had submitted their results to the national 

government with each designating approximately 3% of the area as vulnerable (KZGW, 2010; 

Karaczun, 2000). Further, the recent court case in 2014 against Poland by the European 

Commission regarding inadequate designation highlights Poland's antagonism to implementing 

EU reform in the case of the Nitrates Directive (European Commission, 2014). 

 

The detailed approach discussed above offers insight into the normative valuation by state 

actors in transposing the Nitrate Directive into national legislation. While attempts were made at 

restructuring administrative, institutional and regulatory structures to align requirements of the EU 

Nitrates Directive with domestic environmental policy, they largely fell short of delivering practical 

gains. The main reason for this is that the political culture and normative paradigms characterizing 

how Ministries act and respond were not addressed. Thus, changes were meant with reluctance and 

resistance. Furthermore, nitrate pollution was framed as non-issue for the nation state, which 

effectively marginalized nitrate management. 
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6.3. State and Non-State Actors 

There exist a large number of actors involved in the management of nitrate use in the Polish 

agricultural sector. Government agencies from the national to the local level, research bodies, 

private companies, farmer associations, and advisory agencies all contribute to the discourse of 

nitrate management. The various actors exert influence and shape the development of agricultural 

policy in the Polish state.  

 

6.3.1. Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MRiRW) 

The Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development is the leading actor in coordinating 

policies mandated by national government in line with agricultural and rural development. The 

agency prepares drafts for proposed legal acts which directly influence the development of rural 

areas and agriculture. Additional duties include taking part in budget planning, creating programs 

and strategies, supervising implementing units, and coordinating negotiations with the EU. One of 

the main priorities of MRiRW is the development, modernization and innovation of the Polish 

agricultural sector and rural areas. Measures to fulfill such aims are focused on improving the 

efficiency and effectiveness of production, developing an international market for Polish products, 

and increasing competitiveness of Polish farmers. Specifically, Poland is seeking reform of the 

European Union’s distributive system of farmer payments ``to guarantee the real conditions of 

equal competition,´´ as the Minister of MRiRW, Krzystof Jurgiel, has stated, (MRiRW, 2015: 8).    

 

6.3.2. Agency for Restructuring and Modernization of Agriculture 

(ARiMR) 

The Agency for Restructuring and Modernization of Agriculture (ARiMR) is oriented 

towards support in the structural changes involved with the development of agriculture and rural 

areas. It is the central executive institution in terms of implementing the agricultural policy set by 

the state at the national level. ARiMR directly supports the Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 

Development by seeking to realize the objectives of the policy agenda. The agency was established 

in 1993 upon accession to the European Union. ARiMR assists through investments in agriculture, 

the creation of agricultural markets, organizing trainings and offering advisory services to farmers, 

employment opportunities outside the agricultural sector, along with rural infrastructure 
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development. Throughout the years, the level of assistance has increased, along with the number of 

available support instruments. It is important to note that support for employment opportunities 

outside the agricultural sector is specific to increasing the professional development of farmers and 

the diversification of economic activity in rural areas. ARiMR is responsible for the distribution of 

direct payments in regards to measures and EU programs focused on agriculture and rural 

development. ``The most important instrument of the Common Agricultural Policy implemented by 

the ARiMR is the system of direct payments, which covered approximately 1.35 million farmers in 

2014,´´(MRiRW, 2015: 123). The Agency takes part in deciding the allocation of financial 

resources from the state budget and foreign assistance. Recipients of financial assistance include 

farmers, agricultural advisory agencies, local authorities, agricultural and food industry plants, 

agricultural schools. In addition, the agency implements instruments of national aid such as 

subsidies and preferential loans. Subsidies are granted for investment in technical instruments for 

the improvement of production methods and activities related to improvements of current activities, 

along with credit interest rates to purchase agricultural land, and the creation of new workplaces 

outside the agricultural sector. The Agency maintains the register of identified farm animals, along 

with the Land Parcel Identification System (LPIS). The agency plays a dual role in terms of acting 

as an implementation (finance distribution) and support (trainings and advisory services to farmers) 

institution (MRiRW, 2015).  

 

6.3.3. Provincial offices of ARiMR 

There are sixteen provincial offices, which are each responsible for coordinating activities 

for the implementation of national agricultural and rural policy at the regional level. They 

coordinate their activities with the local county offices within their respective area and work in 

tandem with agricultural advisory agencies.  

 

6.3.4. Ministry of Environment (MŚ) 

In regards to agriculture and rural development, The Ministry of Environment is responsible for 

establishing the legal framework for agricultural activities while taking into account environmental 

protection requirements. The Department of Ecological Policy and European Integration seeks to 

incorporate environmental objectives in other sector strategies, including agriculture policy. The 

department is the coordination unit of the Implementation Strategy for the requirements of the 
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Nitrates Directive. Specifically, the department focuses on construction of water and sewage 

infrastructure in rural areas. The environmental protection inspectorates are attached to the Ministry 

of Environment. The National Fund for Environmental Protection and Water Resource Management 

is responsible for financing environmental investments (MŚ, 2016). 

 

6.3.5. Agricultural Chambers (IR) 

The main purpose of the Agricultural Chambers is to organize the agricultural profession 

and to represent the interests of farmers. The Agricultural Chambers defines itself as a self-

governing institution. The IR works in partnership with government agencies and local authorities 

to influence measures affecting the agricultural sector. The Chambers seek to promote and advance 

the agricultural sector through involvement in legislation and through cooperation with government 

authorities on relevant matters.  

 

 The first agricultural chamber was founded in 1895 in Poznan, yet was not received well by 

Polish farmers, as at the time, the Polish state ceased to exist and was divided amongst neighboring 

countries.  The city of Poznan was under German rule and Polish farmers were reluctant to 

participate in the Agricultural Chamber. In 1918, the Polish state regained independence and the 

Chamber was transferred to Polish ownership  Following interruption of their activities due to 

World War II and an imposed totalitarian system the Agricultural Chambers were reinstated in 

1995. The establishment of the Act on Agricultural Chambers December 14
th

 1995 provides the 

legal basis of their functioning and entered into force on April 5
th

 1996 (KRIR, 2015). 

 

The institutional structure of the Chambers is comprised of a national council, sixteen 

regional offices, and over 300 county offices. The Chambers cooperate with international partners 

such as COPA-COGECA and have an office in Brussels, Belgium to be directly involved in 

European Union agricultural policy-making.  

 

The National Council of Agricultural Chambers (KRIR) is located in the state capital 

Warsaw. The main competencies of the KRIR are to represent the Chambers interests in 

government administrative bodies, to issue an opinion on drafts and executive legislation of 

agricultural and food policy acts, to support the chambers in implementation of their own tasks, and 
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to oversee elections of Chamber offices. The Act on Agricultural Chambers stipulates that the 

Parliament and Senate are obliged to take into account the opinions submitted by the Council. The 

management board is comprised of a president, vice-president, three board members and a director 

to oversee operations. The National Council is comprised of two representatives from each region; 

the serving president and the appointed delegate. Therefore, there are 32 representatives total. There 

is also a revision commission and a budget commission and its members are selected from the 

current members of the National Council (KRIR, 2015).  

 

The main competences of the regional offices include issuing assessments and opinions on 

issues affecting agricultural production, promotion and improvement of market access of Polish 

agricultural products, providing advisory services to farmers, taking action to aid rural 

development, cooperating with educational institutions to enhance farmer knowledge and 

competency.  (art. 5 of Act on Agricultural chambers, KRIR, 2016).  

 

6.3.6. Agricultural Advisory Centres (ODR) 

The 2003 Common Agricultural Policy reform required Member States to establish a Farm 

Advisory System (FAS) tasked with advising farmers on Good Agricultural and Environmental 

Conditions (GAEC) and cross-compliance requirements. Poland codified the measure into a 

national Act established October 22
nd

 2004 on Agricultural Advisory Bodies, which went into 

effect on January 1
st
 2005. The farm advisory system in Poland is therefore based on both 

European Union and national law provisions. The main aim is to support farmers in the fulfillment 

of cross-compliance requirements. A national agricultural advisory system was established with a 

central institution, three national branch offices and 16 provincial centers and 33 county offices. 

The Center is a public institution with jurisdiction over the entire territory and reports directly to 

the MRiRW. Funding is provided by the state and through its own activities. 

 

The Central Agricultural Advisory Centre (CDR) is responsible for the certification and 

registration of agriculture, agri-environmental and forestry advisors. Teaching takes place through 

seminars, trainings, courses, e-learning courses, workshops and demonstrations. Additional duties 

of the center include the following: preparation of training materials, creation and maintenance of 

the information system, coordination of organic farming tasks for the provincial level offices, 
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inspection of private advisory units. There are 205 employees and 60 certified advisors at the CDR 

and its three national branch offices.  

 

 The CDR cooperates with government administration institutions such as the Ministry of 

Agriculture and Rural Development (MRiRW), the Agency of Agricultural Restructuring and 

Modernization (ARiMR) and the Agricultural Market Agency (ARR), regional and county self-

government bodies, farmers, higher education institutions, research organizations, Polish and 

foreign institutions and companies involved in promotion of new varieties, plant protection 

products, feed and feed additives, new technologies in the field of mechanization, along with the 

media. The provincial centers focus on dissemination of information to farmers, the organization of 

trainings, preparation of documentation for EU requirements, promotion of rural cultural heritage 

and tourism, support the development of agricultural production. There are 2,471 certified advisors 

and 1500 employees.  

Additionally, the 16 provincial Agricultural Chambers have 120 advisers. There are 104 

units of private advisors with 200 advisers. Accreditation is given by the Ministry of Agriculture 

and Rural Development (MRiRW). The total number of advisors is 3,415 (including forestry 

sector) (2010 statistic). There are 1,431,000 farm holders (any farmer in possession of more than 1 

ha of land), it means that there is one advisor for every 420 farmers. 

 

The main aim of the advisory system is to support and guide farmers in compliance and 

implementation of both national and EU requirements; provide technical assistance and trainings to 

increase the knowledge and capacity of farmers to address relevant issues. The main tasks of the 

agri-environmental advisory services in Poland for farmers are providing trainings, assistance with 

obligatory documentation, monitoring of program effectiveness, dissemination of the agri-

environmental issues among society. Examples of trainings include making nitrogen balance and 

fertilization plans, along with documentation cards of fields, increasing the level of social 

consciousness concerning valuable habitats, and promotion and implementation of the agri-

environmental program. Technical advisory services include fertilization plans and nitrogen 

balance, natural fertilizer management, utilization of a proper crop rotation system, obligatory 

documentation, and consultations. Priority areas identified to improve compliance are livestock 

records and identification and soil and environmental protection, (Odrobińska, 2015; Urbanowska, 

2014).  
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Figure 6. Agricultural Advisory System structure 

 

(See Appendix E for original) 

Figure 7. Map of ODR offices situated within provinces 

(Baltic Deal, 2010)  
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6.4. Water Management 

Water management in Poland is largely governed from top-down, with the central 

government being the key actor in the decision-making process. Water management is aimed at 

improvement of the quality of surface waters and groundwater, ensuring the appropriate quantity 

and quality of water for the population, industry and agriculture, protection against floods and 

drought, protection of waters against pollution maintenance and improvement of the status of 

aquatic and water-dependent ecosystems, creation of the conditions for the use of water resources 

for energy, transport and fishing purposes, meeting needs related to tourism, sports and recreation. 

6.5. Organizational Structure of Water Management in Poland 

The current structure consists of a two-tiered centralized system headed by the Ministry of 

Environment and the National Water Management Authority (KZGW). The KZGW oversees the 

seven Regional Water Management Boards, which govern ten water basins in Poland. The structure 

was institutionalized based on the Water Law of 2001 under the provision of disseminating water 

management responsibilities from the national to the provincial level. The Ministry of Environment 

is responsible for providing oversight in the implementation of River Basin Management Plans 

(RBMPs). The President of the National Water Management Authority develops the RBMPs and 

oversees their implementation by the Regional Water Management Boards (RZGWs). Further, 

National plans are prepared by the President of KZGW and regional plans are prepared by the 

respective Directors of the RZGWs. The specifications set forth in the regional plans are to be 

carried out by municipal authorities (Mrozik et al., 2015; Facchini et al., 2012; Eurobalt, 2003). 

There are current plans to further reform the water management system to meet compliance 

measures with EU legislative requirements and to enhance implementation performance of the 

Polish state due to insufficient compliance with the WFD (European Commission, 2013). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



42 

 

 

Figure 8. Institutional structure of water management in Poland 

  

 

(See Appendix F for original) 

 

6.6. Institutional Actors 

6.6.1. Ministry of Environment (MŚ) 

The Ministry of Environment is the central institution governing water management. The 

main duties of MoE include creating state policy, along with economic and legal instruments to 

carry out measures, providing oversight to the activities of the NWMA, and supervising ministerial 

units (MS, 2016).  
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6.6.2. The President of the National Water Management Authority 

(KZGW) 

The President of the National Water Management Authority (NWMA) was established July 

1
st
 2006 and is a central government administration institution responsible for the management and 

use of waters. The President of the NWMA is appointed by the Prime Minister, based on the 

recommendation by the Minister responsible for water management. The agency is responsible for 

the preparation, coordination and production of RBMPs. The Directors of the Regional Water 

Management Boards are responsible for reporting, conducting public consultations and providing 

information for the development of RBMPs. 

 

The main duties, which are set forth by the 2001 Water Act, include development of a 

national program for the aquatic environment, preparation of River Basin Management Plans, along 

with plans for flood risk management and drought response across the country, approval of 

conditions for the use of waters in a water region; supervising the activities of the Directors of the 

Regional Water Management Boards, supervising the activities of the State Hydrological and 

Meteorological Service and the State Hydrogeological Service, planning and supervising the 

implementation of tasks related to the maintenance of waters or water facilities and investment 

projects in water management; approval of the draft lists of priority programs relating to water 

management of the National Fund for Environmental Protection and Water Management, and 

management of water-related State Treasury property and the maintenance of water facilities. 

(KZGW, 2010; Eurobalt, 2003).  

 

6.6.3. Regional Water Management Boards (RZGW) 

The responsibilities of the Regional Water Management Boards include overseeing the 

implementation status of water management plans and programs established pursuant to the Water 

Act, maintenance of waters and water facilities, the use of waters, and compliance with the 

conditions with decisions and measures issued regarding the 2001 Water act and for flood 

protection. (KZGW, 2010).  
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6.6.4. Chief Inspector of Environmental Protection (GIOŚ) 

Compliance and monitoring are the main functions of the Chief Inspector of Environmental 

Protection.  The structure is two-tiered with a state Inspector and institutional bodies at the 

provincial level, which are responsible for performing tasks under the supervision of the state 

Inspectorate. There are three levels of monitoring networks: state, provincial and local. The national 

network is responsible for monitoring in border territories, cooperation and implementation of 

international projects, approval of establishing monitoring stations and programs, along with the 

maintenance of early-warning stations. The regional network is overseen by the Voivodeship 

Inspectorates of Environmental Protection VIEP, which makes monitoring assessments in specific 

regions. The local network is focused on monitoring the impact of local industry on the 

environment.  

 

Data collection is also coordinated by the Chief Inspector for Environment Protection and is 

based on the monitoring network. Data collected is used by the state government, along with the 

President of the National Water Management Authority in drafting measures and RBMPs. 

Additionally, information is utilized by local municipalities to guide the implementation of 

measures based on local monitoring data (Eurobalt, 2003). 

 

6.6.5. National Fund for Environmental Protection and Water 

Management (NFOŚiGW) 

The NFEPWM is in charge of the system of financing for environmental protection and 

water management in Poland. The state agency was established in 1989 and seeks to promote 

sustainable resource management through financial investment. The National Fund functions as a 

‘center of competences’ and provides the additional services: consultation, educational campaigns, 

analyses and surveys. Financial resources are obtained from water user fees and financial penalties 

from misuse. Funds are collected and administered by the National Fund for Environmental 

Protection and Water Management. The main source of funding is from usage charges and fines, 

along with maintenance and concession charges. Funds are apportioned to all departmental 

branches responsible for water and environmental policy at each administrative level (state, 

province, county, and municipality). In addition, NGOs, state budget units, entrepreneurs, 

individuals and housing cooperatives receive financial assistance.  
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6.7. Current Status 

The water management sector of Poland is currently in the process of organizational and 

structural reform. Driving the reform is the external pressure from the European Union for Poland 

to comply with water policy. At present, Poland risks financial penalization due to improper and 

insufficient transposition of the Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC) and Nitrates Directive 

(91/676/EEC). In 2013, Poland was referred to the EU Court of Justice due to shortcomings in 

domestic transposition, including the absence of Annexes and gaps in monitoring of water status. In 

the same year, Poland was also referred to the Court for failing to address water pollution stemming 

from nitrates by designating an insufficient amount of nitrate vulnerable zones (NVZs), along with 

the lack of effective measures (European Commission, 2013). 

 

At present, amendments to the Water Law have been drafted and are awaiting adoption by 

Parliament. Most significant are the proposals of the restructuring of public institutions responsible 

for the management of water resources, in addition to the abolishment of fee exemptions, while 

concurrently raising fee prices. The draft includes a provision of introducing a unified 

organizational unit called Państwowe Gospodarstwo Wodne "Wody Polskie" which is responsible 

for the supervision of integrating water management agencies and their activities. The proposal 

includes the introduction of 300 water supervisors at the county level and 50 catchment boards 

within river basins. The system of issuing water use permits will be assigned to Wody Polskie to 

relieve the Regional Governor (Starosta Wojewoda) and Regional Marshal (Marszalek 

Wojewodztwa) agencies of the task. The introduction of the new institution is aimed at addressing 

insufficiencies within the current water management system. The designation of a government 

agency dedicated to coordination and the promotion of inter-sectoral integration is aimed at the 

fulfillment of harmonization with legislation of the Water Framework Directive, along with the 

Nitrates Directive (KZGW, 2016).  
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6.8. Mapping Institutional Relations 

The following figure provides an overview of the institutions involved in nitrate management in 

relation to the water, agricultural and environmental sectors. 

 

Figure 9. Mapping institutional relations of the nitrate management discourse in Poland 
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7. Denmark 

It is important to note that in evaluating Denmark's environmental performance record, the focus is 

on nitrate management and therefore, the review is focused on an assessment of N policy actions 

the state has taken in relation to water pollution management. The aim of the section is to give an 

overview of the Danish situation, which will then be compared to the Polish situation as a 

calibration for assessing governance capacity in the discussion section. 

7.1. Environmental Policy Implementation Performance  

 Based on an evaluation of a thirty year timeline of nitrate policy development Denmark is 

considered to follow a maximalist approach. The nitrate management approach taken by Denmark 

has been responsible for the reduction of nitrate leaching by 50% from 1987 to 2007. Further, the 

state had an extensive environmental policy and recognized nitrate pollution stemming from 

agricultural sources as an issue prior to the introduction of the Nitrates Directive in 1991. The 

categorization of Denmark reaches further to typify the state as a ´pioneer´ and ´leader´ due to its 

engaged role in seeking to upload features of its domestic environmental policy to the EU level 

(Gorton et al., 2005: 203). Therefore, Denmark had a greater governance capacity to harmonize EU 

legislation within its existing national structure. In regards to the designation of nitrate vulnerable 

zones, Denmark designated its entire territory. An advantage to pursuing a strategy of designating 

an entire state is the establishment of uniform environmental standards and ensuring that all farmers 

and administrators are aware of the issue (Gorton et al., 2005). 

 

Denmark is viewed as a front-runner that has been instrumental in the EU environmental 

governance arena in taking an active role in the design and implementation of policy. Taking an 

institutional approach, Denmark has been evaluated as a leader in having a domestic institutional 

context marked by more favorable conditions which facilitate implementation performance of 

environmental directives (Bursens, 2002). Denmark’s leader status in the implementation of 

environmental directives is attributed to the following explanatory elements which enable favorable 

conditions for compliance: positive attitudes of public opinion and political elites in regards to 

environmental policy, a regulatory culture of compliance in the transposition of EU legislation, 

sufficient institutional capacity, the clear division of competencies, a well-functioning coordination 

mechanism, along with a suitable administrative context, (Bursens, 2002; Andersen et al., 1997).  
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The state has been successful in ‘uploading’ (Bursens, 2002) aspects of its own policy to be 

incorporated into the EU agenda. In playing an instrumental role in the design of EU environmental 

policy, Denmark has been better positioned to transpose EU legislation in accordance with its own 

domestic regulatory system (Gorton et al., 2005). This facilitated a better fit since the EU policy 

contained aspects modeled on the Danish case itself. Thereby, there is a comparative advantage in 

being a leader state by increasing overall governance capacity. The success of Denmark’s strategy 

is attributed to its favorable national institutional context. There is a high degree of continuity and 

commitment to deliver policy outcomes which is supported by a culture of compliance. The Danish 

position is supported by a high degree of coordinating mechanisms, along with distinct delineation 

of roles. This is in recognition of the fact that as a small Member State, presenting a strong and 

unified position is important to advance the state’s interests at the EU level.  

 

Domestic institutions which facilitate coordination include the presence of special policy 

committees, which play an instrumental role in the preparation of EU policy. The special 

committees are centered on a particular policy, such as the environment, which draws from different 

ministerial areas, such as the environment, transport and industry. The committees are composed of 

a broad spectrum of actors including officials from different ministries, along with public and 

private interest groups. The various stakeholders within a committee decided upon a common 

Danish strategy to ensure agreement in advancing a particular position that will benefit from 

continuous support (Bursens, 2002). The special committees help to facilitate communication 

among actors and functions as a radar in identifying potential implementation issues at an early 

stage. Denmark demonstrates consistency in scrutinizing how EU legislation affects the domestic 

context, which reduces adaptation pressure in the application of EU Directives. The European 

Committee of the Parliament (Folketing) is instrumental in facilitating the state’s commitment to 

the European Union by creating a European mandate for the government to fulfill (Brusens, 2002). 

Furthermore, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is responsible for supervising the transposition of EU 

Directives, providing clear direction and coordination in terms of delegated roles. The consistent 

coordination of institutions and commitment to its role as a compliant state within the EU create a 

favorable context for Denmark to fulfill its Member State implementation requirements. 

 

Furthermore, Denmark has consistently demonstrated a clear commitment to its duties as a 

compliant Member State based on its transposition record. Annual monitoring reports by the 
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European Commission on Directive implementation performance show Denmark ranking near the 

top in terms of overall compliance (European Commission, Monitoring on the application of EU 

law, 2015). This position is supported by the state’s political tradition, which is characterized by 

pragmatism and consensus-building (Brusens, 2002). 

 

Additionally, Denmark took an active role in exporting its domestic environmental policy in 

regards to particular areas to other Member States. Denmark has provided considerable leadership 

in promoting multilateral agreements and partnerships in the management of the Baltic Sea in 

seeking to reduce pollution and to promote better environmental stewardship. (Gorton et al., 2005). 

Denmark has been instrumental in shaping international agreements regarding governance of the 

Baltic Sea and mentoring Baltic Sea states through knowledge sharing and transfer, financial 

assistance and partnerships (Gorton et al., 2005). The state aimed to facilitate greater cooperation 

and commitment towards a shared vision and regulatory framework among the Baltic States. Doing 

so advanced Denmark’s interest and expanded its domestic environmental policy agenda to the 

larger Baltic State community. Denmark is ensured that its own efforts to reduce nutrient loadings 

to the Baltic Sea are not undermined by other states in making a joint commitment to overall 

reduction. Further, Denmark provided assistance to Lithuania in establishing its own agricultural 

advisory services (Gorton et al., 2005). This is another case of the Danish model being further 

legitimized, which supports the state’s status as a leader in environmental management. 

 

7.2. Nitrate Management 

A literature review of Denmark’s record on nitrate policy demonstrates that the state has 

performed considerably well in establishing institutional structures and administrative arrangements 

in the delivery of successful environmental policy outcomes. Denmark began action on nitrate 

pollution stemming from agricultural sources in the 1980s in response to groundwater and 

eutrophication problems influenced by an increased use in fertilizers and intensification of 

agricultural production.  

 

Beginning in 1985, legislation was enacted to reduce N losses from agricultural sources. The 

narrative of nitrate pollution was motivated by public health concerns regarding contamination of 

groundwater for drinking purposes, along with aquatic die-off events which received considerable 
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media attention (Kronvang et al., 2008). The NPo Action Plan set mitigation standards in an effort 

to reduce N and P pollution. The legislation established uniform compliance measures regarding the 

length of slurry storage, maximum limits on livestock density, along with measures to reduce 

runoff. The lobster die off in Kattegat Bay in 1986 due to hypoxia resulting from algal blooms 

attributed to high nutrient runoff from agriculture motivated further action. The visual presence of 

the first-hand effects of pollution contributed to a public narrative of water pollution being a 

societal problem followed by a strong public mandate to address the issue. In 1987, the first Action 

Plan for the Aquatic Environment (AP-I) was enacted to decrease N-losses by 50%. Further 

measures aimed at regulation through mitigation mechanisms were introduced, including a longer 

length of time of manure storage capacity and mandatory fertilizer plans. When the EU Nitrate’s 

Directive was established in 1991, Denmark had a comparative advantage in being ahead of the 

curve. Denmark had previously recognized nitrate pollution stemming from agricultural sources as 

an issue of national concern and was already undertaking legislative efforts to remedy the issue. In 

the successive years, an additional five Action Plans were enacted to further mitigate N-losses and 

to improve the efficiency of N-use. The effects of policy measures have been successful in 

delivering upon the overall objective of reduced water pollution, as evidenced by monitoring data 

demonstrating a 30% average reduction in nitrogen loads to the aquatic environment (Kronvang et 

al., 2008). The loading of N to the marine environment averages approximately 60,000 tons per 

year. The Green Growth plan introduced in 2009 seeks to further reduce total loads by an additional 

third to 40,000 tons. The reductions are based on a variance of measures including more catch 

crops, constructed wetlands, restrictions on soil tillage and plowing during autumn, targeted and 

differentiated field practice according to soil conditions, along with the possibility of tradable N 

quotas (Bondsgaard, 2013).  

 

The discourse of nitrate management in Denmark is the culmination of thirty years of 

experience in addressing the complex issue of diffuse pollution control stemming from agricultural 

sources. While the overall approach can be categorized as top-down in establishing measures set at 

the national level, in doing so, the legitimacy of the issue was strengthened and therefore became 

better integrated as part of the national narrative. Additionally, policy set at the national level makes 

the enforcement and commitment more uniform and thereby strengthens the incentive to comply. In 

many ways, Denmark is viewed as a model to other member states and regarded as a success story 

in delivering policy outcomes of reduced N losses, while managing to increase agricultural 
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production (Kronvang et al., 2008). Indeed, the state has a long history and experience in managing 

nitrate pollution from agricultural sources.  

 

7.3.   Agricultural Advisory Services 

 The formation of farmer associations and cooperatives in the 1880's was followed by the 

enlistment of services of consultants in terms of management. As the number of associations grew 

and changes took place in the agricultural sector, such as the shift from grain to animal production, 

the demand for advisors grew. Consultants were hired directly by farmers and provided extension 

services. The government provided financial support which was instrumental in the development of 

the advisory system, along with the efficacy of services delivered. Beginning in the 1900s the 

Ministry of Agriculture sought to consolidate the advisory system to bring it within the jurisdiction 

of the Ministry. Farmers rejected the attempt. The agricultural advisory system began with farmer 

ownership and remains so today. The system is highly organized and effective in making 

agricultural interests a pertinent interest of the state. There exist strong partnerships with relevant 

stakeholders, which include universities ministries, agencies, agricultural education centers, 

companies and farmers.  

 

7.3.1. The Danish Agricultural Advisory Services (DLBR) 

 The system is comprised of 30 local centers, which are each members of the Danish 

Agricultural Advisory Services. Each local center is owned by one or a few farmer associations and 

functions independently. Despite the centers functioning separately from one another, cooperation 

takes place. The Director of each local center is a member of the DLBR Board of Directors. The 

Board convenes regularly to discuss prevalent issues, along with the needs of advisors, farmers and 

the agricultural sector. While private advisory services do exist, they are marginal and provide 

specialized services for a particular production unit. The DLBR is highly organized and dominates 

the market for advisory services (Madsen-Østerbye, 2014).  

 

7.3.2. Knowledge Center for Agriculture (SEGES) 

 The DAAS is also supplemented by the Danish Knowledge Center for Agriculture 

(SEGES), which facilitates the exchange of knowledge and acts as a national research center. The 
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role of the KCA is comprehensive as its duties are extensive and varied. The KCA is responsible for 

providing extension and mentoring services to farmers, delivering reports in relation to the situation 

of Danish agriculture, running databases, providing trainings for advisors, and facilitating 

partnerships with key stakeholders (Madsen-Østerbye, 2014).  

 

7.3.3. Current Status 

 The Danish agricultural sector has undergone significant structure changes in the past thirty 

years, which has had an impact on the structure of the agricultural advisory system as well. The 

number of agricultural holdings decreased by 50% since 1990 and at present totals 39,930 holdings. 

The shift was accompanied by an equal decrease in the number of local centers from 65 to 30 

centers. Additionally, the average farm holding size has increased from 35 ha in 1990 to 67.5 ha in 

2013, (EuroStat, 2013;  Madsen-Østerbye, 2014). Despite the structural changes and consolidation 

of farm holdings, the number of advisors has remained fairly constant in the past thirty years.  

 

7.4. Denmark and Social Capital 

 Based on the working definition which has been established for the study, social capital is 

defined as generalized trust among people, trust towards institutions and the density of informal 

networks (Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 1993). The review of social capital in the agricultural sector in 

Denmark centers on the role of cooperatives. Danish cooperative dairies document the historical 

trajectory of the building of social capital in Denmark (Chloupkova et al., 2003). Beginning in the 

mid-19
th

 century, cooperatives were established by farmers in response to protect against economic 

and market threats. The farmer taken as an individual unit had a relatively weak bargaining 

position. Therefore, farmers formed associations and cooperatives to strengthen their collective 

bargaining position. Thus, in Denmark social capital was created bottom-up. The cooperatives were 

established on the basis of democratic decision-making processes, and marked by cooperation and 

frequent interactions, which generated trust among members. Further, cooperation was not confined 

to the sale of farm products. Cooperation regarding the purchase of farm supplies, livestock 

breeding, and fertilizer plants also took place. Farmers shared the risk of economic failure by 

becoming a cooperative member. Adopting this position entailed trust among fellow members in 

sharing the risk and taking a chance that the benefits of cooperation outweighed potential 

disadvantages. Trust is therefore a critical component to generating social capital.  



53 

 

 

 The results of a previous survey study demonstrated that Denmark has high levels of social 

capital. Approximately three-fourths of the respondents agreed that people can generally be trusted. 

In addition, close to 80% of respondents had either 'a great deal' or 'quite a lot of trust' in formal 

institutions (the legal system, police, administration, and government), (Hjøllund et al., 2001). 

Based on the survey results, a majority of respondents demonstrate generalized trust. Social capital 

is thereby a strong feature of Danish society. Social capital is also a strong feature of the Danish 

agricultural sector. The development of agricultural cooperatives demonstrates that a particular 

culture of cooperation based on social capital emerged. Denmark's agricultural sector uniquely 

features “cultural cohesion” as expressed by “a strong sense of unity and the readiness to help and 

assist your follow farmer with advice and guidance. It is a constitutive element of the culture among 

Danish farmers to share knowledge and cooperate about innovation,” (Madsen-Østerbye, 2014).  

 

  Social capital can be beneficial to farmers to gain higher product prices and to have more 

influence in the regulation-making process to favor their interests. Social capital is important from a 

governance approach as the 'transaction costs' for monitoring and enforcement by the state is 

reduced due to social cohesion, (Coleman, 1988 and Chloupkova et al., 2003). In Denmark, 

cooperatives are driven by both economic and civic components. At present, Danish cooperatives 

are voluntary enterprises, receiving no financial support from the state (Madsen-Østerbye, 2014). 
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8. Analysis 

The analysis section is comprised of four components, which includes 1) content analysis of the 

interviews and literature review to identify key factors, 2) street-level bureaucrat interview content 

analysis, 3) social capital survey, 4) EU Directive infringement case measurements for both Poland 

and Denmark.  

8.1. Identifying constraining and enabling factors 

The implementation of EU agri-environmental measures has been particularly problematic 

for the Polish state as there is a ´misfit´ between EU requirements and the governance capacity of 

the state to fulfill objectives set forth by the Nitrates and Water Framework Directives. There are 

various constraining and enabling factors which inform the discourse of nitrate management and are 

identified in the following section. A synthesized table and a figure of the interplay are included at 

the end of the analysis. 

 

Legislative measures differ by region and even within a particular area, as specific sites have 

been designated as Nitrate Vulnerable Zones (NVZs) (KZGW, 2010; ARiMR Head specialist, 

2016: 11, KRIR president, 2016: 2). Therefore, different areas reflect different levels of engagement 

with nitrate management, making the discourse in Poland nuanced and varied. The variance is 

demonstrated by the diverse number of factors present in the interplay.  

 

The Polish agricultural sector is typified by a complex and fragmented farming system in 

terms of size and production, as diverse geographical conditions determine what type of farming 

takes place, (Academic expert, 2016: 2; FDPA, 2004, 2006; MRiRW correspondence, 2015:1). 

There are sixteen provinces that make up the republic of Poland. Ten of the sixteen provinces 

contain areas designated as NVZs, which are disparately located throughout the country except for 

the south where they are absent (see Appendix G for map of NVZ designation areas in Poland). The 

vulnerable areas are therefore subject to compliance with action programmes which contain 

measures regarding limits on fertilizer application, capacity of storage containers, and periods when 

fertilizer may be applied (Council Directive 91/676/EEC). The issue of territory designation is an 

on-going challenge for Poland. Initially, in the time period from May 2008 to April 2012, 1.48% 

percent of the total territory was designated as NVZ, (KZGW, 2010). The European Commission 

rejected Poland’s designation assessment and required that the state reform its action plans which 
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were deemed incomplete, (European Commission, 2011). Poland increased the total designated area 

to 4.46% of the territory, which is reflected in the updated plans from 2012 to 2016 (KZGW, 2010). 

There are internal conversations taking place amongst agricultural agencies regarding the 

consideration of designation of the whole territory as NVZ. In an independent assessment 

commissioned by the European Union, a recommendation was made that Poland should designate 

the entire territory as NVZ (Alterra, 2007). When agency interviewees were presented with the 

enquiry regarding if the total NVZ designation area was sufficient, all stated that the current 

designation level is too low. Further, there was consensus among the interviewee responses that the 

percentage of designated areas should be raised, but not the entire area. The common opinion 

expressed was that designation of the whole territory is excessive and therefore, not necessary. 

There is concern that the heavy policy load would entail significant financial investment and 

constraints placed upon farmers which would lead to detrimental effects on the functioning of the 

Polish agricultural sector, including increased costs of production and of Polish products, (ARiMR 

Head specialist, 2016: 2; Academic expert, 2016: 6).  

 

“For sure we don’t agree to cover the whole country as a whole area, but there could be 

some compromises so we designate, maybe not 12, but even 20 percent. But still will be the question 

if the real investments are going on this area and if the farmers are really implementing all of the 

requirements, all of the needed activity or not because it will not be controlled’’ (Academic expert 

2016; 6).  

 

In the Śląski province, where the site area is situated, there are 53,000 farms (ARiMR Head 

specialist, 2016: 8). There is a lack of oversight and of monitoring, due to the large number of 

small, self-sufficiency farms which largely do not complete fertilization plans, which makes an 

assessment of the inventory of total nitrogen use difficult. The historical legacy of Soviet 

occupation and imposed communist rule contributes to a public culture that is highly suspicious of 

government control, as evidenced by the low levels of social capital (Academic expert, 2016;8, 

President agricultural cooperative, 2016;2, President of KRIR, 2016:16; Hunka et al., 2011; 

Lasinska, 2013; Lukatela, 2007). Approximately 25% of the population resides in the countryside 

and farmers are treated as a special interest group which political parties cater to (Academic expert, 

2016: 5). The political situation is such that farmer’s exercise considerable power as a voter 

constituency and there is a pro-farmer attitude which prevails in the public sphere. Therefore, there 
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is a lack of political will to control how measures are implemented by farmers (Academic expert, 

2016: 2,5; ARiMR Head specialist, 2016: 9). The lack of political will extends farther, as the 

government seeks to protect farmers from European standards. (Academic expert, 2016: 2,4,5,7). 

The immediate consequence of the lack of enforcement is that there is a discrepancy among formal 

compliance and local implementation: what is written in official documents does not match what is 

happening in practice on the fields (ARiMR Specialist, 2016: 2).  

 

It is important to understand the motivations and perceptions which contribute to the 

mindset of a particular stakeholder group, as different mentalities lead to variance in the 

interpretation and thereby realization of policy in practice. In the case of Poland, the historical 

legacy of an imposed totalitarian system is viewed as a major constraining factor in informing the 

domestic situation (Lasinska, 2013; Karaczun, 2000). Current institutional arrangements and 

administrative culture reflect the top-down, central-controlled governance culture of the past 

communist regime (Kowalczak et al., 2013, Guttenbrunner, 2009; Regulska, 2009; Hunka et al., 

2008; Gatzweiler, 2005). Under the imposed totalitarian communist regime, the market was isolated 

by protectionist measures. Once the market was liberalized and opened to the   international market, 

farmers had to contend with competition and low prices which they were not prepared for. Further, 

Polish farmers lacked significant capacity in terms of knowledge and technical expertise (ARiMR 

Specialist, 2016: 3; Dzikiewicz, 2000; Karaczun, 2000). Additionally, in joining the EU, the state 

was faced with a situation of policy overload (Guttenbrunner, 2009). The conditions in which the 

sudden institutional and economic changes were taking place were entirely unfamiliar and to this 

day, are characterized by uncertainty, due to continued frequent changes taking place (President 

agricultural cooperative, 2016: 4; Farmer B, 2016: 5; Farmer C, 2016:4).  

 

The heavy load of performance expectations and policy requirements imposed upon farmers 

amidst weak capacity to keep pace with the changes puts pressure on the already burdensome nature 

of farming as a profession. Farming itself is a field fraught with uncertainties and risks inherent to 

the system such as the instability of commodity prices, unpredictable weather affecting product 

growth, and a heavy policy requirement load (Farmer B, 2016: 5,8; Farmer C, 2016: 5; President of 

KRIR, 2016: 22). The role and responsibilities of farmers is changing against the backdrop of 

payments being coupled with environmental measures (President agricultural cooperative, 2016: 4).  
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The group of Polish farmers interviewed for the study expressed that there should be more 

support for farming as the EU is expecting more of farmers. In doing so, the role of farmers is 

evolving to that of nature managers in addition to food producers (Eurostat, 2013). Polish farmers 

interviewed were in agreement that environmental considerations are important in relation to the 

eco-system services provided to farming and that measures should be taken to protect the 

environment. Yet, it was also expressed that farmers have a self-perception as playing a significant 

role for society in providing a vital service of food production for survival and therefore, the costs 

of environmental considerations should be borne by all of society. Thus, there should be more 

support for farmers to comply with agri-environmental measures (President KRIR, 2016; 4, 

Soils2Sea, 2016).  

Furthermore, there is a persistent negative perception against environmental protection 

measures. Environmental protection is viewed as a barrier for economic growth and development 

(Academic expert, 2016; 6; Guttenbrunner, 2009; Karaczun et al., 2003). There is a lack of 

willingness and even resistance of the state to comply since environmental Directives are perceived 

as an impediment to the advancement of Polish economic interests. Existing environmental 

regulations are exogenous in terms of originating as a political mandate from a higher level 

(European Union) which further deepens the distrust Poland holds. The origin of distrust was pre-

existing to accession, as the EU is viewed as an external actor which seeks to influence the internal 

affairs of the Polish state. The pre-existing political culture which holds a negative perception of 

environmental protection coupled with distrust towards the EU as an institution contribute to a 

stance where Poland can be considered a sceptical Member State in terms of compliance with 

environmental EU Directives.  
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Table 4. Constraining factors identified in component 1 of analysis for the evaluation of governance 

capacity. 

Influencing Factor:  
 

Constraining 

Explanation 

 

 

 

Citation  

 

 

 

Category 

 
Cultural 

Political 

Administrative  

Operational 

Level 
State-wide (S) 

National (N) 

Regional (R) 

Local (L) 

Interest group 

(I) 

Pressure 

 
Internal 

 (IN) 

External  

(EX) 

Negative 

environmental 

perception 

Environmental protection 

viewed as a barrier to 

economic development.  

Lack of knowledge and 

interest lead to stagnation 

of integrating 

environmental 

considerations in sectors  

(Karaczun, 

2000, 2003, 

2005; 

Guttenbrunner, 

2009)  

Cultural S IN 

EX  

EU acts as a top-

down regulatory 

institution  

EU perceived as 

regulatory supranational 

institution imposing its 

interests 

(Gatzweiler, 

2005; 

Guttenbrunner, 

2009) 

Cultural 

Political 
S IN 

EX  

Historical political 

tradition of 

imposed system 

Imposed totalitarian 

communist regime 

governed top-down  

Chloupkova et 

al., 2003; 

Hunka et al., 

2011; Lasinska, 

2013; 

Guttenbrunner,

2009) 

Cultural S IN 

Low levels of 

social capital 

Lack of general trust 

contributes to a weak 

capacity of civil society 

to engage and constitutes 

mental barrier  

(Karaczun, 

2000; 

Gatzweiler, 

2005; Hunka et 

al., 2011, 

Lasinska, 2013; 

Guttenbrunner, 

2009) 

Cultural S IN 

Resistance to 

external norms: 

nitrate pollution 

attributed to 

agricultural 

sources 

Viewed as a local 

problem, rather than a 

national priority.  

More emphasis placed on 

sewage treatment or 

control of industrial 

pollution  

(Karaczun, 

2000, 2003 

2005) 

Political 

 
N IN 

EX  

Diffusion and 

mismatch of 

responsibilities 

amongst various 

agencies leading to 

lack of cooperation  

Inter-sectoral integration 

difficult to achieve and 

thereby limits the 

efficacy of fulfilling EU 

Directive objectives  

(Karaczun, 

2000, 2003, 

2005; 

Kowalczak, 

2013; 

Guttenbrunner, 

2009;  Hunka et 

al., 2008) 

Political 

Administrative 
N to L IN 
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Financial 

constraints 

High costs associated 

with measures to 

implement such as 

building manure storage 

containers  

(Karaczun, 

2000, 2003, 

2005; 

Guttenbrunner, 

2009; 

Dzikiewicz, 

2000) 

Political N to L IN 

Command-and-

control approach  

In terms of national level 

setting policy priorities, 

which does not account 

for the variance in policy 

priorities of the 

provinces, leading to the 

lack of coherent policy 

objectives  

(Karaczun, 

2000, 2003; 

Kowalczak, 

2013; 

Gatzweiler, 

2005; Regulska, 

2009; 

Guttenbrunner, 

2009) 

Cultural 

Political 
N IN 

Competing policy 

priorities 

A variance of priorities 

present at different levels 

of government and in 

different provinces. 

Production interests and 

economic growth prevail 

(Karaczun, 

2003, 2005, 

Guttenbrunner, 

2009) 

Political N to L IN 

Lack of resources  Financial and other 

competencies such as 

proper amount of staff 

and sufficient levels of 

knowledge  

(Karaczun, 

2000, 2003, 

2005; 

Dzikiewicz 

2000; 

Gatzweiler, 

2005; 

Guttenbrunner, 

2009) 

Administrative N to L IN 

Heavy policy load Adoption of entire EU 

body of law upon 

accession 

(Guttenbrunner, 

2009; Börzel 

2009) 

Administrative N to L EX 

Fragmented 

farming system 

Variance in size of farms 

and production taking 

place, along with large 

number of farms 

(FDPA, 2004, 

2006) 

Administrative N to L IN 

Relative power of 

farming 

constituency  

The large number of 

farmers together make a 

influencing agricultural 

policy priorities 

(Academic 

expert ,2016: 

2,5-7; ARiMR 

Head specialist, 

2016: 9) 

Political I IN 
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Interplay of constraining factors 

The identification of the dynamics which put pressure on the discourse thereby limiting 

governance capacity and constricting overall compliance is presented in the figure below. The 

interplay of constraining factors acts as pressures and relates to the capacity of the governance 

regime to address the issue of nitrate pollution stemming from agricultural sources. The schematic 

diagram categorizes how pressures relate to one another and to which actors they are attributed to, 

facilitating the understanding of how their interplay influences and ultimately defines the discourse.  

 

Figure 10: Interplay of the constraining factors which shape the discourse of nitrate management  

 

Assessing the interplay of constraining factors which shape the nitrate management 

discourse leads to an understanding of the pressures and their interactions in shaping Poland’s 

stance and ability to realize the objectives of EU laws seeking to address nitrate pollution stemming 

from agricultural sources. In the case of Poland, there is a confluence of constraining factors which 

interact and weaken governance capacity, which impedes overall compliance performance.  
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The following table provides an overview of the enabling factors identified in analysis 

component 1. A discussion of the implications of the enabling factors is beyond the scope of this 

study. It is important to note that the enabling factors could be useful to consider in shaping future 

policy considerations. Therefore, the enabling factors could be utilized for further research. A brief 

section is dedicated to policy considerations following the conclusion of the present research study.  

Table 5: Enabling factors identified in component 1 of analysis 

Influencing 

Factor:  

 

Enabling 

Explanation 

 

 

 

Citation  

 

 

 

Category 

 
Cultural 

Political 

Administrative  

Operational 

Level 
State-wide (S) 

National (N) 

Regional (R) 

Local (L) 

Interest group 

(I) 

Pressure 

 
Internal 

 (IN) 

External  

(EX) 

Legislative 

framework 

provided 

EU provides framework to 

address non-point source 

pollution stemming from 

agricultural sources in the form 

of the ND, WFD, CAP, etc. 

The Water 

Framework 

Directive (2000

/60/EC) 

The Nitrates 

Directive (91/6

76/EEC) 

Political N to L EX 

Degree of 

devolution of 

power  

 

From national to local levels 

with reinstatement of local 

governments and assignment of 

competencies and 

responsibilities 

(Kowalczak, 

2013; Regulska, 

2009) 

Administrative L IN 

Compliance 

pressure 

Pressure to comply with 

Directives by EU and 

instruments invoked to ensure 

sufficient implementation 

(European 

Commission, 

2011, 2013, 

2014;  ARiMR 

Head specialist 

2016:7) 

Political N to L EX  

Prior 

examples of 

policy fit 

 

Previous water management 

system based on river basins as 

WFD requires 

(Eurobalt, 

2003) 

Administrative R IN 

Diverse 

system of 

communicati

on channels  

 

 

Agencies and farmers use a 

diverse array of communication 

channels to access and provide 

information and knowledge, 

contributing to a shared 

understanding 

(ARiMR head 

specialist, 2016: 

1,3,4; Farmer 

C, 2016:1-3; 

Farmer B, 

2016: 6) 

Cultural 

Administrative 
S IN 

Greater 

acceptance 

and 

legitimacy of 

nitrate 

pollution 

General acceptance that nitrate 

pollution stems from 

agriculture and that 

environmental measures are 

necessary to address the issue 

(ARiMR 

specialist, 2016: 

2,4; President 

KRIR, 2016: 

4,5) 

Political S IN 
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8.2. Evaluating the role of street-level bureaucrats 

Agricultural advisors in representing the intersection of policy interpretation and 

implementation 

 

In regards to how policy rules and procedures are interpreted by street-level bureaucrats, the 

Polish case is marked by a high degree of arbitrariness. While policy implementation takes places 

within the context of a particular cultural frame, interpretation is highly contingent upon the 

character and motivation of the individual state actor. This aspect is supported by the interview with 

an agricultural advisor who stated that there are farmers from different districts who travel a greater 

distance to a different office to avoid a particular advisor that they do not like at their local office. It 

was emphasized that such behavior is standard, as “everyone has their personal preferences” 

(KPODR advisor, 2016: 5). Furthermore, the agricultural advisor expressed that similar behavior is 

exhibited at the national level. Often consultants are appointed in regards to their ‘likeness’ in 

fitting with the current regime’s views: “When the ruling party of the government changes, they 

choose their own collaborators, the ones they want to listen to. It was always like this and it’s a 

normal thing,” (KPODR advisor, 2016: 4). Thus, there is evidence of a reliance on an informal 

network, where actors seek out individuals perceived with a greater degree of trust and a greater 

likelihood of amicable relations. An advantage to seeking out a common collaborator is the ability 

to expedite the probability of achieving the end goal in each set of relations.  

The interview with an agricultural advisor was instrumental in understanding what actors are 

important in the nitrate management discourse and how the interactions take place. Further, an 

assessment was able to be made to compare the how the role and competencies of agricultural 

advisory services is defined by legislative measures with the actual tasks and responsibilities being 

carried out at the local level. In the case of the agricultural advisory service consulted relations with 

state officials was largely confined to formal networks and cooperation took place only when 

necessary. The advisor made it explicit that his main role is to work for farmers, not for state 

officials. Contact with agencies is largely confined to the communication of legislative 

requirements and at times when trainings are provided for advisors by a Ministry or to consult about 

a particular issue.  
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The Farm Advisory Service in Poland has been evaluated by existing literature as lacking 

capacity in terms of financial resources, sustaining a sufficient amount of staff, along with advisors 

themselves lacking knowledge and expertise of agri-environmental measures. The advisor 

confirmed that financial resources are indeed strained and that staff do not receive adequate 

payment for the job that they are performing. When asked about staff numbers and the level of 

knowledge, the advisor stated he could not answer if there are a sufficient number in the country, 

but did think that advisors received adequate training opportunities to increase their level of 

competencies and be able to deliver reliable services to farmers. 

When asked what has been the biggest challenge and what has required the most work in the 

delivery of advisory services, the advisor answered: “The biggest problem is always the 

psychological barrier. To break the people’s reluctance. This is the biggest problem. To convince 

them that what we are talking about matters for them,” (KPODR advisor, 2016: 1). The advisor 

went on to explain the prevalent mindset and valuation norms of the psychological barrier: “The 

psychological barrier is that, until now, everything was answered with a “no”. The answer to every 

new thing suggested was “no”, “why?” “it costs money”, etc. But if you show them and 

demonstrate that the water in the well that the farmer drinks has influence on the children’s health 

or that the nitrogen that leaks from manure to the groundwater takes away money from his pocket, 

then they will do this differently… It is about breaking some kind of mindset, a way of thinking,” 

(KPODR advisor 2016; 2-3). The advisor further expressed that breaking the psychological barrier 

entails clearly defining the role and responsibilities of actors involved in the issue and having access 

to information.  
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8.3. Social Capital survey results  

Measuring social capital levels among farmers 

  Today, negative perceptions towards collectivization and cooperatives persist, as evidenced 

by literature on the topic, along with empirical data gathered during the study based on the views 

expressed by the three individual farmers. When asked if they belonged to any agricultural 

organization, they all answered no. The reasoning given was that the time and effort to work 

together in a group outweighed any possible gains. Also, the behavior expressed was similar in 

taking a skeptical and somewhat defensive stance. One farmer expressed resignation, shaking his 

head and wincing, his body language conveying that talking about the subject was uncomfortable 

and of no interest. There appeared to be skepticism that collective action would be beneficial for 

their personal situation. In response to the question of belonging to a farmer association, one farmer 

exclaimed “No. I am free. I am an individual farmer,” (Soils2Sea, 2016). This expression captures 

the mindset and worldview which many Polish farmers hold. Freedom is a highly held value which 

is connected to self-reliance. Being part of an organized group is therefore perceived as taking away 

or giving up personal liberty and therefore diminishing freedom. Taken in the context of the 

historical legacy of an imposed totalitarian regime which existed for nearly half a century and 

attempted to force collectivization of farming, negative perceptions are deeply entrenched and 

perpetuated. Low levels of trust and skepticism towards the idea of collective participation manifest 

themselves as a particular worldview, which underlies the mindset of the Polish state and shapes 

relations among actors and State interests. In relation to the study in assessing the implementation 

performance of nitrate management in Poland, low social capital levels are argued to be one of the 

main constraining factors which contribute to a laggard response. 

 

The group of farmer respondents for the social capital survey can be considered as a best 

case because agricultural cooperatives are relatively rare in Poland. During Communism attempts 

were made by the regime to force collectivization and were met by resistance from Polish farmers. 

Attempts were later abandoned by the imposed communist regime due to the large number of 

farmers, which therefore formed a powerful constituency. Based on the historical and cultural 

framing there is an assumption that the farmers of the respondent group belonging to the 

cooperative may display higher levels of social capital than farmers not belonging to an agricultural 

organization.   
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In regards to the results on generalized trust, the farmer group demonstrated that there is a 

greater attitude of trust among farmers than the general public. The general public survey had 

20.1% of respondents agreeing that most people can be trusted, while 74% of the farmer group 

agreed.  

 

Table 6. Generalized Trust in Poland: “Generally speaking, do you believe that most people can be 

trusted or can’t you be too careful in dealing with people?” (Paldam, 2005). 

 

Constituency Farmers General public 

Paldam (2005) 

Yes, can be trusted 74 % 20.1 % 

 

Trust in institutions included four categories: the legal system, police, administration, and 

government. The question asked: “How much confidence do you have in the following institution?” 

Respondents were allowed to select from five options on a scale ranging from ‘a great deal’ to 

‘none at all’, along with the opt-out option of ‘hard to answer’. For all four system categories, the 

highest number of respondents stated to have ‘not very much’ confidence. Regarding trust in 

administration, the farmer group expressed to have no confidence, with 77.8% of respondents added 

together stating ‘not very much’ or ‘none at all.’ The survey results of the general public 

demonstrate that 53.1% of respondents do not trust administration. In comparison to the farmer 

group, the general population has higher confidence. There are important implications, as farmers 

spend a considerable amount of time handling administrative matters. Administration is considered 

the most relevant institution in evaluating the effectiveness of Directive implementation at the local 

level, as farmers spend the most amount of time interacting with this institution. Farmers are 

required to fill out mandatory documents regarding applications for EU subsidies, etc. The lack of 

confidence expressed by the farmer group highlights the state of distrust, which ultimately may 

hamper implementation efforts.  
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Table 7. Trust in institutions: “How much confidence do you have in the following institution?” 

(Paldam, 2005) Composite results (expressed as a percentage) 

Level of trust A great 

deal 

Quite a 

lot 

Not very 

much 

None at all 

Institution 

Legal system  0 14.3 47.6 38.1 

Police  10.35 24.1 55.2 10.35 

Administration  0 22.2 59.3 18.5 

Government  4.4  8.7 39.1 47.8 

 

 

Table 8. Comparison of trust in institutions (composite results)  

Level of Trust Farmers 
        Yes                  No 

General public (Paldam 2005) 

            Yes               No 
Institution 

Legal system        14. 3 % 85.7 %           43.1 % 56.8 % 

Police         34.5 % 65.5 %           62.4 % 37.5 % 

Administration         22.2 % 77.8 %           46.9 % 53.1 % 

Government         13.1 % 86.9 %            44.8 % 55.1 % 
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Figure 11. General levels of trust in Institutions  

 

 

 

 Returning to generalized trust, the farmer group may demonstrate higher levels than Polish 

society because trust is reserved at the community level. In the Polish case, the center of the 

farming community is the relatively tight-knit village consisting of its small number of inhabitants, 

where information pathways are highly embedded in the existing social fabric of society. There 

exists a high awareness of who is a member of the community and therefore, information travels 

quickly. Farmers may exhibit attitudes and behavior of trust within their community as personal 

relations with family, friends and community members experience a high degree of connectivity 

and closeness. This argument is supported by the survey results as well.  

 

Question five of the survey asked: “Suppose your neighbor suffered an economic loss, say 

crop failure. In that situation, who do you think would assist him? Pick 3.” From the 16 options to 

choose from, family, neighbors and friends were the top three choices. The results demonstrate that 

farmers would rely on their personal network, rather than the state, which has the responsibility to 

assist farmers in natural disaster relief efforts Thus, there is a lack of trust exhibited towards the 

state in being able to meet the needs and fulfill the interests of farmers. 
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Question seven of the survey was composed of ten statements which the respondent was 

asked to agree or disagree with. There were four options to choose from to gauge the level of 

agreement: strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree. The statements focused on 

individual attitudes of trust in relation to family, friends and their community. In response to the 

statement: “Most people in this village are basically honest and can be trusted”, 79.3% of the 

farmer respondents agreed, while 20.7% disagreed. The table below shows the results for the farmer 

group of half of the statements. The following five were chosen to display in the results section, as 

each directly relates to substantiating the argument. For the full table of composite results, please 

refer to the appendix. The results demonstrate that the majority of farmer respondents were in 

agreement with the statements.  

 

Table 9. Question 7: “Please state whether in general you agree or disagree with the following 

statements:” (Paldam, 2005). Farmer group results 

 

Statement Agree Disagree 

Most people in this village are basically honest and can be 

trusted 

79.3 % 20.7 % 

Members in this village are always more trustworthy than 

others 

72.4 % 27.6 % 

If I have a problem, there is always someone to help you 71.4 % 28.6 % 

Most people in this village are willing to help if you need it 65.4 % 34.6 % 

I feel accepted as a member of this village 81.5 % 18.5 % 
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8.4. A comparison of infringement cases in Poland and Denmark 

In the most recent annual report on ‘Monitoring the application of European Union Law’ the 

European Commission concluded that timely and correct application by Member States remains a 

challenge as evidenced by the high number of infringements, (European Commission, 2015). There 

were a total of 1368 infringement cases recorded in 2015 and divided across 12 policy areas. The 

highest number of infringements were related to environmental policies and accounted for 20% of 

the total share of cases.  

 

In terms of evaluating the application performance of Denmark and Poland, the data shows a 

high differentiation rate. In comparison to the entire EU-28 performance, Denmark ranks high in the 

state’s application performance based on the low number of infringement cases (23), placing the 

state in second place overall, in addition to an above EU average resolution rate. Poland ranks low 

in their application performance based on the high number of infringement cases (78), placing the 

state in 23
rd

 place, yet has a resolution rate that meets the EU average. In addition, Poland is tied 

with one other Member State in having the highest number (30 of Poland’s total of 78 cases) of late 

transposition infringement cases.  

 

It is important to note that the quantitative assessment is only for one distinct year, which 

represents the most up to date and readily available data. Therefore, a review of the monitoring 

reports on the application of EU law from 2011 to 2015 was made to provide a more robust 

assessment. The review covers five years of monitoring data and thereby provides a check that the 

categorizations were consistent, rather than reflecting a particular trend for a given year. A longer 

timeline could not be accounted for, as the European Commission did not make detailed account for 

each Member State available in their annual monitoring report until 2011. Previous reports focus on 

highlighting overall trends and the total number of infringement cases. 

 

The results from the extended assessment can be found in the tables and graphs below. The 

results show that for both Denmark and Poland, the number of infringement cases is rather 

consistent in regards to the yearly increments and that the ranking position each state occupies in 

relation to the performance of the other EU-28 Member States remains relatively consistent as well. 

Denmark is continuously ranked high, as evidenced by a low number of infringement cases and 



70 

 

Poland is continuously ranked low, as evidenced by a high number of infringement cases in relation 

to the average EU performance.  

 

Table 10. Total number of infringement cases for select Member States 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Infringement 

cases (total) 

1775 1343 1300 1347 1368 

Denmark 37 27 30 26 23 

Poland 95 82 68 79 78 

 

 

Table 11. Infringement cases in the policy area environment 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Infringement 

cases (total) 

1775 1343 1300 1347 1368 

Environmental 

cases 

299 272 334 322 276 

% share 17% 20% 26% 24% 20% 
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9.      Discussion 

The discussion answers the research objective which sought to identify factors which impede or 

facilitate governance capacity for nitrate management and thereby lead to a particular compliance 

performance level. The results from each of the four analysis components are discussed in terms of 

the implications for governance capacity and address the four aims of the overall objective. Section 

A provides an assessment of governance capacity of Poland (aim 1) based on the interplay of 

constraining factors (component 1), levels of social capital (component 2), and the role of 

agricultural advisors (component 3). Section B details the current state of the nitrate discourse in 

Denmark to provide the context for the comparison. Section C focuses on a comparison of Poland 

and Denmark to understand how domestic contexts influence interpretation and realization of EU 

requirements, which is substantiated by the results from the compliance measurement analysis 

(component 4). Additionally, a comparison of the three principle elements of governance capacity 

(political culture, street-level bureaucrats and social capital) is provided as well (aim 2). The 

findings are synthesized in a table at the end of the section. Section D focuses on a critical 

examination of the compliance performance assessment approach (aim 3), which is illustrated by 

the results from the comparison of the Polish and Danish cases. In addition the research gap of 

evaluating implementation performance at the local level is addressed (aim 4). 
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Section A 

9.1. Poland's governance capacity 

The analysis indicates that Poland lacks considerable governance capacity due to a confluence 

of constraining factors which exert pressure on the nitrate management system and limit overall 

efficacy to achieve EU policy objectives. The results of the analysis demonstrate that past and 

present policy approaches shape perceptions, practices, and the behavior of actors at all levels of the 

discourse. The current status of weak governance capacity is a reflection of low levels of social 

capital, a marginalized role of agricultural advisors and a constrained political culture. The 

following aspect focuses on how the interplay of constraining factors which make up the nitrate 

management discourse contribute to a particular political culture in Poland. 

 

Political Culture 

Prior to Poland’s accession to the European Union in 2004, the state had previously 

established a body of environmental law and institutions to manage environmental affairs. Yet 

under the imposed communist regime, enforcement was lax and the system of environmental 

protection was weak. In preparing for membership, Poland sought to harmonize existing national 

arrangements with the requirements of the European Union environmental acquis. Various 

amendments and reforms of existing law took place, along with the introduction of new legislative 

measures to address shortcomings. At present, the hierarchical political structure still does not fit 

with the EU framework, which demands a more decentralized decision-making approach with local 

government playing an important role in implementation. Albeit, it is important to note that the EU 

leaves little room for flexibility in the adaption of domestic governance structures to the EU 

environmental framework. Implementation of EU environmental Directives has thereby required 

significant financial resources and institutional restructuring by the state to manage the significant 

policy load. Where European Union regulations have left space for national provisions, EU 

measures have been rarely been fully transposed, giving rise to competing interpretations among 

different stakeholders and public authorities (Guttenbrunner, 2009). 

 

Poland’s top priority is economic development, including the agricultural sector. Poland is 

seeking to modernize its farms and to become a more powerful player on the global market 

(MRiRW, 2015). While Poland’s farm structure remains highly fragmented, current trends 
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demonstrate that through mechanization and modernization, along with being a member of the 

European Union and thereby under the jurisdiction of supranational polices which prioritize certain 

farming practices, the state’s farming structure is undergoing substantial changes. The average farm 

holding size is increasing as small farms are being consolidated and large farms focus on 

intensification and specialization. In tandem, Poland is required to comply with the environmental 

measures present in the EU’s agricultural policy framework; The Common Agricultural Policy. The 

state has displayed reluctance to implement the environmental measures due to perceptions that 

doing so would put Poland at a competitive disadvantage by raising prices of products.  

 

An examination of the situation in Poland reveals that nitrate management is pursued 

through a narrow framing based on norms and perceptions that privilege domestic state interest of 

economic growth over EU environmental requirements. The reluctance on behalf of the state to 

prioritize the management of nitrate pollution reflects that the saliency of the issue is questioned, 

despite the European Union’s mandate. The legitimacy of environmental issues is questioned as part 

of an overall strategy to resist and postpone the financial costs and enforcement of legislative 

measures which are viewed as restrictive and burdensome and ultimately at odds with the domestic 

interests of the state.  Ultimately, the constraining factors present in the discourse exert considerable 

pressure on Poland’s governance capacity to effectively address agriculturally induced nitrate 

pollution and constitute a constricted political culture. At present, the European Commission has 

referred Poland to the European Court of Justice regarding its insufficient implementation of the 

Nitrates and Water Framework Directives The ramifications of a constricted political culture entails 

that Poland risks financial penalization for insufficient implementation.  

 

Social Capital 

Low levels of social capital are a barrier to implementing environmental policy (Hunka et 

al., 2011). This is particularly problematic because building trust is a lengthy process which 

requires profound changes in the culture itself. A paradox presents itself in that EU environmental 

governance requires multi-stakeholder involvement, yet the Polish context is still marked by a top-

down, command-and-control administrative culture. The rigidity of the institutional structure 

combined with the reluctance to devolve power and decision-making to the local level acts as a 

barrier to realizing EU environmental objectives. A limitation to the study highlights this case in 

point regarding public access to information.  During the study, the author experienced first-hand 
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directly how the state operates in relation to attempts by citizens to access institutions.  The author 

experienced a high degree of difficulty and even inability to gain personal contact and to request an 

interview with administrative officials. The restricted access to personnel reflects a command-and-

control administrative culture where knowledge and access to information is highly controlled at the 

national level. Requests for interviews with the Ministry for Agriculture and Rural Development, 

the Ministry of Environment and The Agency for Restructuring and Modernization at the national 

level were denied.   

 

Poland is considered an ``exception´´ in relation to displaying low levels of social capital 

due to particular historical and cultural attributes (Lasinska, 2013). The imposed communist rule, 

consequences of the system transition and factors relating to Catholicism contribute to low levels of 

social capital. Antagonism towards state control persists amid Polish society due to the state’s long 

historical legacy of fighting against invasion and occupation. Therefore, in the current context of 

being a Member State of the European Union, Poland struggles to reconcile its opposing character 

with a polycentric form of governance that the European Union promotes to strengthen relations 

among Member States. "-the experience Polish citizens gained when mobilizing against the regime 

became useless when cooperative skills in a friendlier democratic environment were required," 

(Lasinska, 2013; 239). An understanding of the mindset in asserting one’s identity through 

opposition to a regime is important in understanding current perceptions of nitrate pollution and 

how such views influence the current policy agenda.  

 

The low levels of social capital in Poland play a significant role in analyzing the discourse 

of nitrate pollution stemming from agricultural sources. Therefore it is important to analyze how 

cooperation is being fostered amongst actors in Poland in relation to the adoption of agri-

environmental measures. While relations of trust and reciprocity are important elements, the input 

capacity of local institutions to support and sustain relations is essential for sustained cooperation 

(Pretty et al., 2001).  In Poland, one can observe attempts to foster cooperation taking place through 

informational meetings which the ARiMR and advisory centers set-up and provide, along with 

receiving direct payments. When farmers received payments the first time, there was a tangible 

benefit and a greater willingness to cooperate thereafter. In doing so, the norms and behavior of the 

compliance narrative were quickly established. Filling out and submitting applications is viewed as 

a tedious task by farmers, but farmers accept the requirement because they know it is a necessary 
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condition to fulfill to receive financial support. Yet it is important to note that a majority of small 

scale farms (less than two hectares of land) are not eligible to receive EU payments and therefore, 

are not subject to compliance with agri-environmental measures.    

 

A comparison of the social capital results reveals a somewhat contradictory situation. On the 

one hand, farmers express higher attitudes of generalized trust than Polish society. On the other 

hand, farmers demonstrate lower levels of trust towards institutions, such as administration, than 

Polish society. At this point, it is important to recall the earlier mentioned aspect that the farmer 

group selected for the survey may be considered a best case, as all are members of a cooperative 

and therefore may display higher levels of trust. Yet following that claim, it would be expected that 

the farmer group would have higher levels of trust in institutions and not lower levels, as the results 

demonstrate. The central reason for why the farmer group may have lower levels of trust in 

institutions may be explained by the previously mentioned historical legacy of attempted imposition 

of collectivized farms by the communist regime. Additionally, the low trust in institutions may 

reveal dissatisfaction on behalf of the farmers in their interaction with administration, along with 

the perception of inefficacy of their performance of tasks and responsibilities, which was expressed 

by some of the farmers during the interviews. (President of agricultural cooperative, 2016: 4, 

Farmer B, 2016: 1,11,12; Farmer C, 2016: 4) The historical and cultural underpinning of the current 

mindset of distrust in institutions held by farmers supports the notion that low levels of social 

capital impede overall governance capacity of the Polish state to manage nitrate pollution.   

 

Street-level bureaucrats: Agricultural advisors 

The agricultural advisory system lacks sufficient capacity in terms of financial and human 

capital. Advisors lack sufficient level of knowledge in terms of integrating environmental protection 

into farming practices and operate under the constraint of an insufficient amount of staff to carry out 

tasks. Coupled with a highly fragmented framing system in terms of the large variance in holding 

size and a high total number of farms, the conditions create considerable constraints on the ability to 

provide adequate output in terms of services available. The institutional structure and administrative 

arrangements of agricultural advisory services changes often due to historical and political 

conditions. Thus, it is difficult to establish consistency and coherency within the system and again 

detracts from the ability to provide for farmers. The structure of the system is hierarchical with the 

MRiRW setting political priorities and supervising reporting and certification. Pro-production and 
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technical modernization of the agricultural sector is the priority of the state and functions as a 

mandate. Thus, farm services are also oriented towards this goal and farmers are not present in the 

decision-making process. The agricultural advisory system functions separately to farmers, rather 

than entailing the farmer stakeholder group as an integral aspect. Also, the extension of the state 

may act to further impede farmer distrust as agricultural services are connected to the state. The 

various constraints of the agricultural advisory service in Poland effectively marginalize the role of 

agricultural advisors within the nitrate management discourse. In recognition that advisors play a 

critical role as street-level bureaucrats and thereby influence how national policies are interpreted 

and realized in practice, the implications of a marginalized role weaken governance capacity. In 

doing so, compliance performance is compromised as farmers are not informed or instructed in the 

appropriate manner in terms of how to manage nitrogen and mitigate potential environmental 

threats.  
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Section B 

9.2. Denmark’s governance capacity 

Denmark has historically demonstrated a 'pioneering' role (Knill et al., 2012) in being one of 

the first states to recognize and address diffuse pollution stemming from agricultural sources. The 

state exhibited leadership in setting ambitious nitrate pollution reduction targets and policies before 

the Nitrate Directive was enacted. In the broad body of literature ranking EU Member States on 

their environmental policy performance, Denmark is consistently ranked as a leader (Knill et al., 

2012). Yet, it is important to acknowledge that general categorizations may not hold when 

evaluating performance of a particular policy subfield. Further, rankings are subject to temporal and 

spatial variation as policy development and outcomes are continuously evolving in response to the 

current context (Knill et al., 2012). In the case of Denmark, past environmental performance 

regarding nitrate management has demonstrated a leader role within the EU. At present, the Danish 

status is more difficult to rank based on their weak performance on the Water Framework Directive. 

An evaluation of the nitrate management narrative demonstrates that environmental efforts have 

stalled in the past 15 years. While indeed Denmark was a front-runner in terms of reducing N 

loading and optimizing N use efficiency, the state has now adopted a laggard position in making 

further reductions. In doing so, Denmark's environmental leader role is questioned in terms of its 

saliency and applicability to typifying the Danish case.  

 

The narrative of over-implementation of EU environmental protection measures emerged as 

evidence of compliance records of other Member States demonstrated weak performance and 

minimalist transposition of measures. Despite Denmark making considerable progress in reducing 

pollution from diffuse agriculture sources, overriding productionist concerns combine with weak 

compliance of other EU states have dampened Denmark’s interest to continue as an environmental 

leader. Coupled with the fact that 60% of the entire Danish territory is dedicated to agricultural 

production, there appears to be a political limit that has been reached, met with an unwillingness to 

set more ambitious targets.  
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Denmark’s shifting implementation performance: foot-dragging on the WFD 

It is important to note that while Denmark has taken considerable measures to improve N-

efficiency and to reduce both N-surplus and environmental loadings, further reduction measures are 

needed to meet compliance requirements of the Water Framework Directive (Dalgaard, et al., 

2014). Denmark's performance in regards to nitrate management has placed the state in the position 

of environmental leader, (Gorton et al., 2005; Bursens, 2002; Eliason, 2001) yet the state's 

performance is considerably weaker in terms of the Water Framework Directive (Jager et al., 2016).  

 

 Denmark exhibits implementation behavior of foot-dragging in failing to adopt the Directive 

in a timely and correct manner. The state was delayed in the delivery of River Basin Management 

Plans by the deadline in 2009. The plans are essential to establish measures responsible for policy 

deliverables. Failure to make and submit plans effectively stalls the practical implementation of the 

WFD. When plans were submitted by Denmark in 2012, they had to be rescinded because the 

public comment period had been too short and thereby violated domestic law. The delay in the 

submission of RBMPs led to an infringement case being brought against the Danish State by the 

European Commission in 2014.  

 

 In addition, there is a lack of consensus among key stakeholders regarding further reduction 

targets and appropriate measures to implement. The validity of scientific data has even been 

questioned, along with the perception that there has been too narrow a focus on N-discharge and 

over-implementation of environmental policy. The views support the narrative of domestic 

protectionism in terms of safe-guarding the economic interests of Danish farmers. The protectionist 

narrative sharply contrasts with the previous patterns of implementation behavior exhibited. 

Denmark demonstrated high ambitions for environmental protection, a culture of compliance, 

leadership and a commitment to delivering upon policy objectives. The effect can be witnessed by 

Denmark taking a step back from its role as an environmental leader and adopting a minimalist 

position in relation to implementation of the WFD. While the common consensus found in the 

literature demonstrates that environmental leaders more often have the effect of picking up 

environmental laggards and raising their performance level, the Danish case refutes this claim. 

Denmark has effectively lowered its environmental ambition, partially in response to the fact that 

many fellow Member States failed to deliver results at the same level of Denmark. Therefore, the 

Danish case supports the situation in which environmental laggards, in their minimal or incomplete 
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implementation, drag environmental leaders down and lower the overall level of environmental 

performance. The competitive advantage of being a leader is lost if the majority of Member States 

fail to perform at the same or similar level. Achieving EU policy deliverables requires every 

Member State's commitment and contribution. The European community environmental objective 

of achieving good status of all waters cannot be met without Member States acting together to 

manage the common-pool resource (CPR) (Ostrom, 1990) of water.  

 

 The Danish case is difficult to typify due to constraining elements unique to the national 

context, along with differentiated responsibility in terms of the variance of nitrate pollution 

pressure. Due to the constraining elements of intensive agriculture and vulnerable bodies of water, 

Denmark has a greater nitrate pollution pressure in comparison with other Member States 

(Dalgaard, et al., 2014). Therefore, greater measures are needed to fulfill the requirements of 

reaching good ecological status of waters and overall, to meet EU obligations of the WFD. Yet, 

there is perceived risk of reduced economic returns and being placed at a competitive disadvantage 

if further N-reductions are to be made. The total cost of the investment of financial resources and 

other services, along with economic losses is viewed as outweighing the environmental benefits. 

Denmark is placed in a difficult position as the state seeks to balance its domestic interests, which 

are at a dissonance with its commitment to EU water policy goals. Denmark's interest is to remain a 

global leader in the export of livestock, yet its ability to deliver upon EU water quality requirements 

is compromised, leading to a conflict of interests. The role of Denmark is shifting as the state 

responds to dynamics taking place both within the national discourse and the larger geopolitical 

landscape it’s situated in. It is predicted that Denmark will continue with foot-dragging behavior as 

domestic economic interests conflict with EU objectives. The European Commission will most 

likely pressure Denmark to raise its level of performance, yet it does not appear optimistic that the 

state will be compelled to comply. The reality of the domestic situation is difficult to reconcile with 

EU expectations. In doing so, the validity of such expectations may be challenged and could even 

lead to reform of water policy itself to better match the national contexts of Member States. 
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Section C 

9.3. Comparison of Poland and Denmark 

A comparison of nitrate management approaches between Poland and Denmark is made to 

provide a calibration in assessing performance respective to another Member State. The comparison 

therefore serves to facilitate an understanding of how different Member States interpret EU 

requirements and how implementation is realized in practice.  

Figure 12. Map of Europe highlighting Poland and Denmark 

(ArcGIS, Esri, 2016) 

A realization has emerged that despite EU Environmental Directives establishing common 

objectives and norms of environmental standards, the share of responsibility varies considerably. In 

other words, some Member States may be required to do more relative to other states to achieve the 

overarching EU targets. In the cases of both Poland and Denmark, there is considerable pressure on 
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both Member States to reduce nitrate pollution stemming from agricultural sources. Poland is the 6
th

 

largest country in the European Union with a total area of 312,679 km2 and has a population of 38.5 

million.  Poland makes up half of the total population of the Baltic Sea Basin. Further, nearly 100% 

of its surface waters drain to the Baltic Sea, (Soils2Sea, 2016). Based on these conditions, Poland is 

therefore the state with the greatest influence on the ecological status of the Baltic Sea. Indeed, data 

demonstrates that Poland contributes the most nitrate runoff to the Baltic. Denmark is a 

Scandinavian state surrounded by water with 7,314 kilometers of coastline and all of its surface 

waters draining to the surrounding aquatic environment. Denmark is the 22
nd

 largest country with a 

total area of 42,925 km2 and has a population of 5.66 million. Denmark is approximately one-

seventh the size of Poland. Agriculture makes up 60% of the total land area use and the majority is 

intensive production, focused on livestock for export, (Bechmann et al., 2016; Dalgaard et al., 

2015; Dalgaard et al., 2014; Madsen-Østerbye, 2014; Su et al., 2010; Kronvang et al., 2008) which 

leads to high amounts of nitrate loads produced. For both states, nitrate management is situated 

within a context of a strong agrarian cultural tradition, which contributes to agriculture playing a 

significant role in the interests of each respective state.  

 

Member States, such as Denmark and Poland, face considerable constraints in terms of 

managing nitrate pollution stemming from agricultural sources. There is also greater responsibility 

and pressure on both states to do more to achieve reduction targets. Confronting the national 

contexts of both states highlights the challenge of achieving higher water quality standards for 

Europe. An analysis of the nitrate management discourses for both states presents pertinent 

inquiries in regards to the feasibility and overall efficacy of EU environmental policies: Are EU 

targets at a dissonance with the national contexts of Member States? Further, how are Directives to 

account for differentiated responsibilities in terms of reduction targets? Also, it is important to note 

that Denmark and Poland vary considerably in their interpretations of EU environmental policy, 

which affects how measures are applied and carried out in practice. 

 

Political Culture 

A comparison of the political cultures in Poland and Denmark demonstrate considerable 

divergences, which overall influence state behavior in relation to how nitrate pollution is perceived 

and acted upon. Poland has sought to minimize the issue to privilege domestic interests over EU 

environmental protection priorities. Negative perceptions of environmental protection, skepticism 



82 

 

towards the EU, the designation of 4.46% of the territory as NVZ despite recommendations that a 

greater area should be covered, and the high cost associated with implementation measures of the 

Nitrates Directive contribute to a constricted political culture. Poland can be considered to belong to 

the world of dead letters (Falkner et al., 2008) due to the lack of capacity coupled with the 

constricted political culture.  

 

In Denmark, nitrate pollution was recognized as an issue before being formally addressed by 

the EU. Prioritization of the issue at the national level established a political culture where nitrate 

management was salient. The state was therefore well organized and had the resources to support 

implementation, supported by a political culture of compliance. Yet the past fifteen years 

demonstrate a drawback from earlier ambitious targets and a narrative emerge of “over 

implementation.” The narrative of over-implementation is demonstrated by the down-scaling of 

environmental targets and ambitions.  

 

The results from the assessment of infringement cases (component 4) support the categorical 

distinctions in ranking the implementation performance records for Denmark as belonging to the 

world of law observance due to a relatively low number of infringement cases and Poland 

belonging to the world of dead letters due to a relatively high number of infringement cases. Yet, 

based on Denmark’s minimalist approach to the Water Framework Directive, it would be better to 

categorize the state as belonging to the world of domestic politics to provide a more accurate 

evaluation of compliance performance.  

 

Social Capital 

 A comparison of social capital levels in Poland and Denmark demonstrate that the states 

diverge. Poland is categorized by low levels of social capital, which was confirmed by the survey 

results. Denmark is categorized by high levels of social capital. The implications of social capital 

are important for assessing the governance capacity of a state as actor relations are fundamental to 

the practical application of EU legislation. Trust and cooperation are components of social capital 

which facilitate governance capacity and increase compliance performance. In the case of Poland, 

distrust is pervasive throughout all levels of society and significantly dampens the ability of 

government to function properly, due to an unwillingness to cooperate and coordinate. Yet nitrate 

management entails inter-sectoral integration among a variety of policy fields including the 



83 

 

environment, water and agriculture. Therefore, low levels of social capital in Poland serve as a 

constraining factor which limits governance capacity.  

 High levels of social capital are considered a feature of Danish society, including the 

agricultural sector. Social capital is recognized for its benefits in terms of gaining more influence in 

the decision-making process. The high levels of social capital are displayed by the actor relations of 

the agricultural sector. Farmer relations are characterized by cooperation and trust demonstrating 

social cohesion and a willingness to engage. Thus, relatively high social capital levels in Denmark 

ultimately serve as an enabling factor which facilitates greater governance capacity.  

 

Street-level bureaucrats: the role of agricultural advisors 

The street-level bureaucrats analysis (component 3) focused on the role of agricultural 

advisors in the nitrate management discourse The analysis facilitated the ability to identify 

implementation performance beyond formal transposition measures and gain an understanding of 

how implementation is realized in practice at the local level. It is important to note that the Danish 

Advisory System does not fit the definition of street-level bureaucrat as civic state actors because 

the Danish AAS does not receive state financial support. The definition has been expanded for the 

comparison to be made, which is focused on evaluating the mediating role played by street-level 

bureaucrats in the interpretation and implementation of policy. In the cases of Poland and Denmark 

the agricultural advisory systems differ in terms of the structure and arrangements, which influence 

governance capacity of the state to effectively implement measures at the farm level.  

In Denmark, farmers play an integral role in the system and act as a catalyst for the actions 

taken at the higher level. The presence of the advisory system is contingent upon farmers for 

funding. Farmers pay into the system which in turn thereby provides services to the famers. In 

doing so, accountability and pressure is on service providers to provide for their clientele. Thus, the 

system is driven by the interests of the farmers. An organized system of assistance is provided, 

which is coherent and consistent in its delivery of services. The structure of the system 

demonstrates power-sharing among relevant stakeholders and bottom-up driven policy priorities. 

The Danish Knowledge Center for Agriculture (SEGES) serves to employ effective means of 

communication in terms of information and knowledge to farmers. Further, there are clear 

expectations and instructions of delivering upon policy measures set at the national level. Through 
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the existing structure of arrangements trust and cooperation are further realized, which may further 

serve to enhance actor relations and strengthen governance capacity.  

The Polish case demonstrates that the system of agricultural advisors is operating within a 

context of an agricultural system in transition and contending with multiple constraining factors 

which ultimately marginalize their role as street-level bureaucrats. Agricultural advisors lack the 

capacity to deliver services in terms of communicating the interests of the state to farmers and in 

turn, relaying the local situation to the farm level. The lack of capacity is attributed to lack of 

sufficient resources, frequent structural shifts, and low levels of social capital. There is a disjuncture 

between state priorities and farmer capabilities in being able to deliver upon national policy 

objectives. Agricultural advisors are therefore constrained in their role as a mediator in attempting 

to reconcile expectations set at a higher level with the practicalities of the lower level. 

A comparison of the Danish and Polish agricultural advisory systems reveals differences in 

institutional structures and administrative arrangements which gives rise to distinct actor relations 

operating within the respective nitrate management discourses. The active role of farmers in 

shaping priorities within the Danish advisory system contrasts with the top-down hierarchical 

structure found in Poland where farmers are largely receivers of policy. Further, the Danish 

advisory system functions separately from the state, whereas in Poland the advisory system is 

directly connected to the state. These aspects have considerable effects on policy output. It appears 

that the Danish agricultural advisory system has more sufficient capacity due to alignment between 

farmer interests and advisor services. In Poland the agricultural advisory system lacks capacity due 

to a disjuncture of national policy expectations and capabilities at the local level to deliver upon 

objectives, which is further inhibited by the interplay of constraining factors present within the 

nitrate management discourse in Poland. 
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Table 12. Matrix of theoretical framework adopted for governance capacity comparison of Poland 

with Denmark 

 

Theoretical Approach Poland Denmark 

Political culture -Minimize issue of nitrate pollution to 

undermine its legitimacy 

 

-Negative perceptions towards 

environmental protection 

 

-Belong to the world of dead letters 

-Nascent narrative of over-implementation 

diminishes saliency of nitrate pollution issue 

 

-Agricultural interests at a dissonance with 

environmental protection targets 

 

-Belong to the world of domestic politics 

Agricultural Advisory 

System 

 

Disjuncture  

 

-Lack of capacity: financial and human 

capital (lack knowledge, insufficient 

amount of staff) 

 

-Highly fragmented framing system 

 

-Frequent changes of institutional structure 

and administrative arrangements; lack 

consistency and coherency 

 

-Hierarchical system structure of the is 

with the MRiRW setting political priorities 

and supervising reporting and certification  

 

-Narrow priority-setting: pro-production 

and technical modernization of farms is the 

priority of the state and functions as a 

mandate 

 

-Extension of the state may act to further 

impede farmer distrust as agricultural 

services are connected to the state 

 

-Farmers are not present in the decision-

making process 

 

-The presence of the agricultural services 

functions separate to farmers (in terms of 

funding) 

Juncture  

 

-Sufficient capacity: financial and human 

capital 

 

-System is highly coherent in terms of farm 

size and number of farms  

 

-Organized system of assistance provided, 

which is coherent and consistent in its 

delivery of services 

 

-Structure of the system demonstrates 

considerable power-sharing and bottom-up 

driven initiatives.  

 

-Priority setting is driven by the interests of 

the farmers, which drive the actions at the 

higher levels of the system 

 

 

-Through the existing structure of 

arrangements trust and cooperation are 

further realized 

 

-Farmers are an integral part of the decision-

making process  

 

-The presence of the agricultural services is 

contingent upon farmers  

Social Capital  
 

 

 

Low social capital 

 

-Especially high levels of distrust present, 

absence of networks, little or no 

organization membership, lack of 

cooperation and reluctance to form 

partnerships (esp. by farmers) 

 

-Lack of trust in institutions and state 

actors 

 

-Participation is viewed as a one-way 

transaction where members of civil society 

are informed by experts through 

consultation 

High social capital 

 

-Relations of trust present, presence of 

networks, organization membership takes 

place, cooperation and willingness to form 

partnerships as evidenced by dairy 

cooperative 

 

-High levels of trust in institutions and state 

actors 

 

-Participation is viewed as a two-way 

transaction where members of civil society 

take part in dialogue and their views are 

taken into account during policy formulation 
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Section D 

9.4. Discussion of methodology 

A comparative approach based on a classification scheme consists of disadvantages when it 

comes to evaluating state performance of environmental policy. First, in classifying a state with an 

epithet, a state’s implementation performance is reduced to a stereotype by typifying a state’s policy 

performance as uniform throughout the territory. Yet, policy performance is often marked by high 

variance within the state itself (Börzel, 2000), which was witnessed in the analysis of the Polish 

case. Second, there is a risk that the stereotype will be reproduced by other studies, as the 

classification is taken as static, rather than being identified as subject to constant change and 

reflecting the current discourse. Third, comparisons based upon separate classifications within the 

body of literature which do not share the same criteria upon which the initial assessment was made 

can lead to inaccurate comparisons. Thus, an examination of what the criteria consists of is highly 

relevant and to be taken into account.  

 

The comparison between two Member States with highly differing track records on nitrate 

policy performance demonstrated a high degree of differentiation in regards to governance capacity. 

The literature review revealed Denmark to be a leader and compliant Member State in regards to the 

overall performance of a successful nitrate reduction program. Poland, on the other hand, is 

categorized as a laggard and non-compliant Member State. Therefore, the point of departure of the 

comparison was to accept the categorizations and explore the underlying reasons for each state’s 

particular position. Such categorizations are made based on a review of formal compliance 

measures consisting of official documents prepared and submitted by Member States themselves. 

This can now be viewed as a limitation to the study because through the research process and 

examining implementation efforts taking place at the local level, it was found that the 

categorizations do not accurately account for the situation taking place in each Member State. In the 

case of Poland, there is a considerable amount of work taking place in implementing appropriate 

measures in areas containing designated NVZs, albeit, such areas comprise a small total (4.46%) of 

the state territory. While Poland does fall short of the performance level of Denmark, it is important 

to note that Poland joined the EU at a much later date and has therefore its track record is still 

relatively short in assessing the actions that have taken place. 
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It could be argued that the classification of compliance performance must be examined 

separately for each state and cannot be considered comparable, as the assessments are often based 

on different criteria. It is also relevant to inquire further if a comparative approach is even 

appropriate, considering the severe limitations. The implications of the study results support this 

question in light of the attempt to acknowledge and confront the existing limitations. The variability 

of conditionality is highly relevant as each state is confronted with a different context. This situation 

is exhibited by the fact that the CEECs joined the European Union at a later time than other 

Member States. At the time of accession, the CEECs were required to adopt the legislative body of 

the EU in its entirety. Further, these states were not present in the conversation and therefore did not 

play a role in shaping the development of the laws, which they were then required to comply with. 

On the other hand, preceding states received legislation piece-meal over a longer trajectory and had 

the opportunity to influence how the legislation was composed. Thus, while the EU attempts to craft 

a common narrative and approach regarding environmental governance, states are bound to differ in 

their responses, as a reflection of the vast difference in the historical development trajectories of 

environmental policy of each state. Any attempt to create common criteria to base a comparative 

assessment of implementation performance will fail, as the complexity and dynamism of what 

governance entails is lost in the attempt to reduce the assessment to commonalities.  

 

Limitations 

The study encountered various limitations, which may impede the quality of the results 

obtained. First, the study author is not a native speaker of either of the Member States which were 

the subject of the comparison. Thus, the body of literature which the author had access to was more 

limited and therefore, there is a risk that important relevant documents which could have 

contributed to the output were missed. Second, the language barrier was also particularly 

problematic in evaluating the Polish case. Skepticism towards taking part in an interview was 

foreseen as a potential issue based on an understanding of the culture. Preemptive attempts to 

reduce this potential were made by writing the emails requesting interviews, along with the 

interview questions in Polish. Yet the fact that an 'outsider' was requesting an interview further 

added to the skepticism. The non-native accent and the fact that a student residing in another 

country was requesting an interview was viewed as a non-priority for agency officials.  
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The intent of the study was to conduct interviews with a wide range of stakeholders at different 

levels and positions relevant to the discourse of nitrate management. The lack of response to 

interview requests placed a major constraint on the study in terms of not being able to interview 

officials at different levels within a particular institution. In fact, the lack of response meant that the 

researcher had to conduct some of the interviews ad-hoc by simply turning up at an office and 

requesting to speak with someone once the topic had been explained in person. Therefore, the 

interviews taken collectively do lack consistency in terms of who is included and excluded, but 

could not be avoided as a limitation. Yet, the variety of stakeholders interviewed does contribute to 

an understanding of the nitrate management discourse in Poland.  

 

 Although the interviewees were told that their responses would be anonymous, the fact that 

the majority of the interviews took place at the workplace and were recorded, may have been a 

disincentive or could have created a pressure to give answers that did not reflect their personal 

views and experiences, but rather that of the official policy of the agency. Further, while the author 

could often understand the conversations taking place during the interviews, at times important 

aspects were missed and thus, the opportunity to ask relevant follow-up questions was missed. 

Third, the author was reliant on the assistance of a student who acted as an interpreter and aided the 

author in the transcription of the interviews. A considerable delay in the transcription of the 

interviews took place since the student was not available for a lengthy period of time. Fourth, 

resource constraints in terms of time and finances placed restrictions on the project. Since the author 

had a strict budget and work schedule to adhere to, the timeframes for when the fieldwork could be 

conducted were limited.  
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10. Conclusion 

It is important to note that implementation performance cannot be taken as the central measure 

for state compliance. Rather, implementation performance itself needs to be examined in relation to 

the governance capacity of a state, which thereby gives rise to a particular level of performance.  

 

While Poland has put in place policy, legal, regulatory and institutional frameworks that are 

relevant to the formal compliance measures of the Nitrates and Water Framework Directives, 

Poland has not succeeded in fulfilling the reduction targets of nitrate effluent loads to the Baltic 

Sea. The inability to meet reduction targets is largely in part due to the confluence of constraining 

factors which limit the ability of both state and non-state actors to act and adequately address 

agriculturally induced nitrate pollution. The various pressures of low levels of social capital, a 

marginalized agricultural advisory system, and a constricted political culture are interlinked and 

together contribute to a situation where the nitrate pollution discourse faces serious challenges in 

terms of Poland having sufficient governance capacity to fulfill its Member State obligations. The 

lack of sufficient governance capacity leads to an implementation performance categorized as 

“laggard” and “minimalist”. Poland is therefore considered a state marked by weak compliance of 

nitrate management.  

 

In the case of Denmark, there are a considerable number of enabling factors that advance 

governance capacity and contributes to an implementation performance categorized as “front-

runner” and “maximalist”. Yet recent trends over the past fifteen years demonstrate that there has 

been a change in approach, reflecting a narrative of over-implementation which is expressed in the 

down-scaling of environmental targets and ambitions. Presently, Denmark fits the categorization of 

foot-dragging in relation to the WFD. At present, both Denmark and Poland are argued to be 

laggard states in regards to implementation performance of the Water Framework Directive. Both 

states face considerable pressure to reduce nutrient loadings to the Baltic Sea and are in a situation 

where domestic interests conflict with EU ambitions for environmental protection. The situation 

looks different when evaluating the implementation performance of the Nitrates Directive as 

discussed above in regards to Denmark’s performance. In that case, Denmark is considered to be a 

leader, while Poland remains a laggard state.  
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In understanding the interplay of constraining which contributes to governance capacity and 

implementation performance, policy gaps can be more accurately identified. Addressing the 

existing policy gaps leads to an overall strengthening of the institutional structure which better 

reflects conditions of locality. Therefore, well-tailored policy will be able to better address the issue 

of agriculturally induced water pollution, which was the motivation behind the establishment of the 

Nitrates Directive in the first place. Building a more appropriate governance structure that accounts 

for the complexity and diversity of the issue of nitrate management will lead to greater compliance 

by Member States. A high collective compliance level demonstrates appropriate implementation 

performance and governance capacity of the Member States in their ability to fulfill their 

obligations. In doing so, the integrity of the policy framework is maintained and the environmental 

interests of the European Union are advanced. Overall, the legitimacy and efficacy of the European 

Union environmental governance system is strengthened in being able to successfully manage a 

collective resource issue such as agriculturally-induced nitrate pollution.  
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11. Policy Implications 

In recognition that natural resources are a common good, collective management is a 

prerequisite for sustainable use (Pretty et al., 2001). The European Union Water Framework 

Directive recognizes that successful implementation requires stakeholder involvement at the local 

level and thereby requires Member States to develop participatory programs. Yet, costs associated 

with the establishment and monitoring of participatory schemes are a deterrent when allocating 

project funds. Seeking to enhance relations among stakeholders and to support local institutional 

capacity is a long-term investment which requires a significant amount of time for outreach, 

education communication and coordination efforts by staff with the local community, (Pretty et al., 

2001; The World Bank Group, 1994). "Participating in solving collective-action problems is a 

costly and time consuming process" (Ostrom, 1998). Addressing collective issues, such as 

managing nitrate pollution stemming from agricultural sources, requires adequate funding, 

sustained engagement by staff with stakeholders, and lengthy project time periods for capacity 

building of local institutions. Yet the operational aspects of project work are often limited due to 

inadequate funding and short time-frames, fixed deadlines, along with pressure to deliver results 

quickly. Therefore, there is a disjoint between what is required for successful stakeholder 

engagement and the practices that take place amidst the existing administrative arrangements.  

 

 The Water Framework Directive acknowledges and actively promotes the importance of 

local engagement, but in doing so, imposes its uniform normative framework regarding how 

relations are to be realized in practice. Cooperation, transparency, collective action, deliberation, 

dialogue, and capacity-building are common principles attached as measures to the promotion of 

stakeholder involvement in local decision-making, yet are unsubstantiated in terms of how they 

directly contribute to making governance inclusive and participatory.  

 

 Social relations are complex and vary drastically between Member States and may even 

differ within a particular state. Yet the WFD does not take pre-existing social relations into account. 

Compliance measures therefore may be in conflict with existing social relations. According to the 

livelihoods framework (DFID, 1999), social capital can be destroyed when forced interventions 

impose new social relations without taking into account the strengths of the old. The comparative 

case of Poland and Denmark highlights how variance in institutional structure of agricultural 

advisory services influences social relations between farmers and state agencies, along with 
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perceptions of issues such as nitrate pollution stemming from agricultural sources. Therefore, the 

European Union should be keenly aware of the existing social relations in each Member State and 

assess their individual capacity for compliance of stakeholder engagement measures of the WFD.  

 

 In the case of Poland, perhaps funds would be better used to support the building of slurry 

and manure storage facilities, as farmers prefer to work individually. Yet, the farm structure in 

Poland is undergoing profound changes. The number of small holders is decreasing, while 

remaining farms are growing in size. Further, the majority of farms are switching from mixed 

production to specialization in a particular product. Consolidation and intensification are processes 

replacing the traditional small-scale model. Therefore, it may not be efficient to dedicate funds to 

building storage facilities on farms which may cease to exist in the near future.   

 

The study has revealed that nitrate management in Poland is largely an issue governed from top-

down, with the central government being the key actor in the decision-making process. Findings 

from the study have demonstrated that there is a mismatch between the interests of the national 

government and needs at the local level. This gap can be explained in part by the disparate and 

varied farm structure in Poland, which leads to farm areas having different priorities and resources 

to address issues. Thus, attempts to impose uniform and universal regulations on farmers will have 

a disproportionate effect, depending upon locality and the level of applicability of the measure.  

11.1. The co-governance potential 

11.1.1. The merits of co-governance for boosting compliance  

The benefits of participatory governance are widely acknowledged and have been 

incorporated as a requirement in the WFD. Co-governance may be an effective means to realizing 

more effective and efficient water management. Local stakeholder engagement and participatory 

decision-making are the main working components which have demonstrated effectiveness in 

building relations of trust and local institutional establishment which delivers long-term success. 

There is a vested interest when local actors are sought out and made to be an integral part of a 

project or policy development. The advantages to promoting participatory processes are to improve 

governmental accountability, build trust and mutual understanding among stakeholders, empower 

stakeholders to take ownership and responsibility for the provision of public services, along with 

efficiency gains. (Tawfik, 2016: 3).  
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11.1.2. The Polish case 

Poland is categorized by a disparate and varied farm structure in Poland, which leads to farm 

areas having different priorities and resources to address issues. Thus, attempts to impose uniform 

and universal regulations on farmers will have a disproportionate effect, depending upon locality 

and the level of applicability of the measure. Building a more appropriate governance structure that 

accounts for the complexity and diversity inherent to nitrate management will lead to greater 

compliance by Member States, including Poland. The approach of co-governance entails the pursuit 

of better governance built upon an understanding of the inherent complexity and is reflected in 

tailored polices that incorporate meaningful stakeholder engagement in the decision-making 

process.  

 

11.1.3. Barriers to realizing co-governance in Poland 

At this point in time, Poland’s performance in engaging local stakeholders has largely fallen 

short in terms of achieving objectives set forth in the WFD. A literature review revealed that there 

are several constraining factors which contribute to a lack of meaningful local stakeholder 

engagement. Narrow perceptions of defining participatory approaches by the national government 

reveal a reluctance to devolve power to local levels of government. Thus, the requirement of the 

inclusion of public participation in water management is interpreted and applied in a narrow 

manner, with minimal measures being applied. Public participation is interpreted as a consultation 

process where knowledge transfer is a one way transaction, consisting of water experts and officials 

informing the public of its activities. Thus, knowledge is also interpreted in terms of a hierarchical 

structure.  

 

Case studies evaluating local pilot programs that included participatory measures found that 

the approaches fell short of incorporating local stakeholders in the decision-making process and 

establishing policies which reflected stakeholder considerations, (Kowalczak et al., 2013; Hunka et 

al., 2008). There are negative consequences to a narrow definition of participation. First, citizens 

will not be satisfied with the process since their opinions and thoughts are not taken into 

consideration, which may further exacerbate low levels of trust. Secondly, the decisions which 

result from the process will not reflect the actual needs of the community, as local citizen 
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knowledge may not be incorporated or even taken into account in the decision-making process.  

Thereby, attempts to incorporate participatory approaches risk failure to deliver upon the intended 

objectives.  

 

11.1.4. Evaluating the potential of realizing co-governance in Poland 

In terms of evaluating the potential for co-governance in Poland, an understanding of the 

political culture and capacity of the public to engage are necessary to consider. In doing so, the 

context of the domestic situation is accounted for, giving a more accurate landscape of water 

management. The Polish case demonstrates unfavorable factors which impede the potential for co-

governance to be realized. Poland is characterized by a weak civil society with low social capital 

levels, (Hunka et al., 2011; Regulska, 2009), which constitute a hindrance to realizing co-

governance. Low social capital levels are indicative of a lack of trust and unwillingness to engage 

through cooperative and participative means. The lack of a participatory culture in Poland is a major 

barrier to realizing co-governance. Considering the various pressures the Polish state faces in terms 

of reforming the architectural governance of water management to harmonize domestic legislation 

with EU obligations, participatory approaches are not a priority.  

 

The constraints of inadequate financial resources, lack of inter-sectoral coordination and 

cooperation, and the narrow perception of administrators focused on water management as a 

technological issue with disregard for environmental priorities and public engagement constitute a 

significant barrier to realizing co-governance in Poland. In doing so, the principles of IWRM are 

not being applied in practice and thereby limit the efficacy of achieving the deliverables of the 

WFD. Yet, it is important to recognize that enabling factors are also present, as evidenced by the 

results of the study. Focusing on the policy implications of enabling factors could alleviate 

constraining factors which otherwise impede effective governance. 

 

Poland’s attempts at structural reform to meet formal EU transposition requirements are a start, 

yet further measures are necessary to deliver upon the principles of Integrated Water Resource 

Management (IWMR), which the WFD is built upon. An integral aspect is stakeholder participation 

in realizing IWRM. Therefore, despite significant shortcomings, a co-governance approach is 



95 

 

important to pursue for Poland’s water management to govern more effectively and sustainably in 

the long-term. 

12. Further Considerations 

Co-governance as an opportunity for sustainable water management 

Water is critical for survival. Therefore, water is a shared public good and a common value. 

Water-related issues such as floods, droughts, access to drinking water, pollution, biodiversity loss, 

and a whole host of others, pose considerable challenges for societies across the globe. These issues 

are understood and contribute to the dominant political discourse of water being defined in terms of 

crisis.   The water crisis is part of a larger global challenge of unsustainable resource management, 

which at its core is a crisis of governance. Natural resources are shared public goods entailing 

collective action regarding their use, accessibility, and distribution.  It is apparent by the current 

degraded state of the environment that prevailing governance norms and systems are inadequate and 

therefore, in need of reform. The ongoing challenge of insufficient regulation of nonpoint source 

pollution is a manifestation of the wider crisis of environmental governance.      

  

Today, 40% of the total land area of the European Union (EU-28) is utilized for agricultural 

production (Eurostat, 2013). Land management is at the heart of addressing water challenges. 

Population growth, climate change, deforestation, intensive agricultural practices, biodiversity loss, 

etc. are additional pressures which exacerbate the already strained state of water resources. These 

multiple pressures do not act in isolation, but act simultaneously and have different effects, which 

may be additive, synergistic or antagonistic (Stendera et al., 2012). To address these present and 

growing risks, incorporating land-use policies and rural planning schemes which enhance water 

governance capacity into existing water management systems (Rieu-Clarke et al., 2015) are 

essential.  

 

Water-related challenges contain opportunities for addressing unsustainable resource 

management by providing the space for new modes of governance based on collective action to be 

established. Water can be used as an instrument for realizing co-governance; bringing various actors 

together to collaborate in the interest of a unifying aim. Water as a common interest can foster 

conditions for cooperation, promote more democratic participatory decision-making processes and 
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lead to more peaceful relations among states. Yet, realizing the water governance potential has 

received scant recognition from researchers, practitioners and policy-makers.  

 

Making societies sustainable entails that they have the capacity and resources to cope with 

challenges, along with contributing to sustained prosperity. There is an inherent assumption that 

sustainability, as it applies to a political system, entails stability in the capability to govern 

efficiently and effectively. Reform of existing political institutions and modes of governance is 

tantamount to fill the governance gap which currently exists. Novel and innovative governance 

systems are thereby fundamental for sustainable development to be realized in practice. Agriculture 

management is at the nexus of sustainable development and offers the opportunity for creating new 

modes of governance which address water-related challenges.  

A recent survey found that half of the global population expresses distrust in government 

institutions (Edelman Trust Barometer, 2017). This governance gap persists worldwide and applies 

to the management of natural resources as well. Co-governance may be an effective framework in 

bridging the existing gap. Local stakeholder engagement and participatory decision-making are the 

main working components which have demonstrated effectiveness in building relations of trust 

among stakeholders and local institution establishment which delivers long-term success. There is a 

vested interest when local actors are sought out and made to be an integral part of a project or 

policy development. The advantages to promoting participatory processes are to improve 

governmental accountability, build trust and mutual understanding among stakeholders, empower 

stakeholders to take ownership and responsibility for the provision of public services, along with 

efficiency gains. (Tawfik, 2016). Therefore, co-governance may serve as a means to improve water 

resource management while simultaneously bridging the governance gap. 
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14. Appendices 

Appendix A: Interview Questions (in English) 

ANALYSIS 

SYSTEMS 1 & 3 

 

THEMES 

GUIDING QUESTIONS 

Role and capacity -What duties and functions do you perform? 

-What does a typical day look like for you? 

-What is the role of the agency? 

-How do you define your role within the agency? 

-What is your role concerning…? 

-What tools are available for you to use to implement European Union 

measures? 

-Are there any particular shortcomings? 

-Please tell me about how the implementation process of the Nitrates and 

Water Framework Directives are going. Have there been any challenges or 

opportunities? 

-Please tell me about the manure storage container requirement and how that is 

being managed. 

Relations with 

farmers 

 

*Questions for 

local bureau 

-How much time do you spend interacting with farmers? 

-What is your relationship like with local farmers? 

-Do farmers approach you? If so, what are they looking for or inquiring about? 

-How do you perceive your role in relation to farmers? For example, are you 

there to help them or to tell them what to do? Are you an advisor or more of an 

authority? 

-Communication and coordination with farmers. How do you approach them? 

-Do you trust farmers? 

-Do you think that farmers trust you? 

 

Relations with 

state 

administrators 

 

*Questions for 

regional bureau 

-How much time do you spend interacting with state level administrators? 

-What is your relationship like with state level administrators? 

-How do you perceive the role of state officials? 

-Communication and coordination amongst agencies and branches. Does it 

work well or are there some difficulties?  

-In regards to the Nitrates and Water Framework Directives, is your agency 

well-equipped and receiving necessary support from the state level to ensure 

successful implementation? 

-If not, what are your thoughts on why implementation has not yet been 

successful? 

-Do you have any suggestions for improvement in implementation of the 

Directives? 
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Appendix B: Meta and sub-narratives for the analysis component 1 to structure the content of the 

interview analysis. 

 

 

Appendix C: Results from the Paldam 2005 study utilized for the comparison with the farmer 

social capital survey results study  

Trust in institutions: How much confidence do you have in the administration? 
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Appendix D: Composite Social Capital Survey Results 

Note: Numbers correspond to the assigned survey number 

1. How many voluntary organizations are you a member of?  

Survey number Organization 

Membership 

Organization Type 

1 2 Farmer/fisherman’s group 

Sports group 

2 2 Farmer/fisherman’s group 

Trader’s association/business group 

3 3 Farmer/fisherman’s group 

Cooperative 

Youth group 

4 2 Cooperative 

Religious group 

5 1 Cooperative 

6 3 Farmer/fisherman’s group 

Cooperative 

Political group 

7 1 Cooperative 

8 1 Farmer/fisherman’s group 
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9 2 Cooperative 

Parent group 

10 3 Farmer/fisherman’s group 

Cooperative 

Political group 

11 2 Farmer/fisherman’s group 

Political group 

12 2 Farmer/fisherman’s group 

Religious group 

13 2 Farmer/fisherman’s group 

Cooperative 

14 2 Farmer/fisherman’s group 

Political group 

15 1 Cooperative 

16 1 Cooperative 

17 0  

18 1 Cooperative 

19 2 Farmer/fisherman’s group 

Sports group 

20 0  

21 1 Cooperative 

22 2 Cooperative 

Other 

23 1 Cooperative 

24 1 Cooperative 

25 0  

26 1 Cooperative 

27 1 Cooperative 

28 ---- ---- 

29 0  

30 1 Cooperative 

 

*Note: Keep in mind that this is skewed in terms of your survey pool as they are all farmers 

belonging to a farming cooperative. Thus, one is given despite a few respondents listing none. Also, 

what to do in the case when both a farmer’s/fisherman’s association and cooperative are listed in the 

answer. Are they taken as separate organization memberships or as a single one that is being 

double-counted? Those that listed 3 have this ‘doubling’ occurrence. 
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2. Generalized Trust: Generally speaking, do you believe that most people can be trusted or 

can’t you be too careful in dealing with people?  

Survey number Most people can be trusted You can’t be too careful 

1 x  

2  x 

3 x  

4 x  

5 x  

6 x  

7 x  

8  x 

9 x  

10  x 

11 x  

12 x  

13 x  

14 x  

15 x  

16  x 

17 x  

18  x 

19 x  

20 x  

21  x 

22 x  

23  x 

24 ---- --- 

25 x  

26 --- --- 

27 x  

28 --- --- 

29 --- --- 

30 x  

TOTAL:                        19 of 26                                            7 of 26  

 

Results 

Number of survey respondents Yes to general trust No to general trust 

 

26 

 

74% 

 

26% 

 

  



111 

 

3. Special trust (trust in institutions): How much confidence do you have in the following 

institution?  

Institution A great deal Quite a lot Not very much None at all Hard to 

answer 

 

The legal system  0 11, 20, 

28 
3 1, 3, 7, 

10, 13, 

15, 17, 

19, 21, 

26,  

11 2, 5, 8, 

14, 16, 

18, 22, 

24 

8 4, 6, 9, 

12, 25, 

29 

6 

The police 22, *27, 

*30 
3 3, 11, 

20, *23, 

25, 28, 

29 

7 1, 2, 4, 6, 

7, 9, 10, 

13, 14, 

15, 17, 

18, 19, 

21, 24, 26 

16 5, 8, 

16, 
3 12 1 

The 

administration 

 0 10, 19, 

20, 25, 

28, 29 

6 1, 2, 3, 4, 

6, 7, 9, 

11, 12, 

13, 15, 

17, 21, 

22, 24, 26 

16 5, 8, 

14, 16, 

18 

5  0 

The government 16 1 20, 28 2 1, 3, 4, 7, 

11, 12, 

13, 17, 22 

9 2, 5, 6, 

8, 14, 

15, 18, 

19, 21, 

24, 26 

11 9, 10, 

25, 29 
4 

    *refers to the fact that the question was partially answered 

Results 

Level of trust A great deal Quite a lot Not very much None at all 

Institution 

Legal system  0 37 47.6 38.1 

The police  10.35 24.1 55.2 10.35 

Administration  0 22.2 59.3 18.5 

Government  4.4  8.7 39.1 47.8 
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4. Special trust (local loans): Do you think that in this neighborhood/village people generally trust 

each other in matters of lending and borrowing? 

Survey number Do trust Do not trust Don’t know/ not 

sure 

No answer 

1 x    

2  x   

3 x    

4 x    

5  x   

6   x  

7   x  

8   x  

9   x  

10    x 

11   x  

12 x    

13  x   

14   x  

15   x  

16   x  

17   x  

18  x   

19 x    

20   x  

21   x  

22 x    

23   x  

24 x    

25   x  

26 --- ---- --- --- 

27 x    

28   x  

29   x  

30 x    

TOTAL                     9 of 28                      4 of 28                        15 of 28               

Results       

Trust Don’t trust Don’t know 

32.1 14.3 53.6 
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5. Networks: Suppose your neighbor suffered an economic loss, say crop failure. In that situation, 

who do you think would assist him? Pick 3 

1. No one would help  2 1 

2. Family 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 

14, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23, 24, *27, *28, 

*29, *30 

23 

3. Neighbors 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 

19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26,  

18 

4. Friends 3, 5, 7, 15, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26 11 

5. Religious leaders or groups 8, 12 2 

6. Community leader 25 1 

7. Business leader  0 

8. Police   

9. Social authorities  4, 6, 8, 9, 12, 14, 19, 25 8 

10. Patron/employer/benefactor 1, 10, 11, 13, 18, 19 6 

11. Political leader  0 

12. Mutual support group to which 

s/he belongs  

15, 26 2 

13. Assistance group to which s/he 

belongs 

16, 17, 20, 25 4 

14. Other 2, 21 2 

15. Don’t know/ not sure 2, 10, 18, *28, *29 5 

16. No answer   

TOTAL   

*gave impartial answer: either one or 2, but not three 

 

6. People here look out mainly for the welfare of their own families and they are not much 

concerned with village/neighborhood welfare. Do you agree or disagree with this statement?  

Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Don’t know/ 

not sure 

No answer 

 3, 4, 9, 11, 12, 

16, 18, 21, 22, 

23, 24, 

5, 7, 13, 14, 

15, 27, 28, 30 

 1, 2, 8, 10, 17, 

19, 20, 25 

6 

 11 8  8 1 

*Did not respond: 26, 29, 31 

Results 

Agree Disagree 

57.9 42.1 
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7. Please tell me whether in general you agree or disagree with the following statements: 

 Strongly 

agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

a. Most people in this village/neighborhood 

are basically honest and can be trusted 

 1, 3, 4, 5, 

6, 7, 8, 9, 

10, 11, 

12, 13, 

14, 15, 

17, 19, 

20, 22, 

23, 24, 

25, 26, 27 

2, 16, 18, 

21, 28, 29 

 

b. People are always interested only in their 

own welfare 

 2, 16, 17, 

18, 20, 

21, 23, 

25, 28, 29 

1, 3, 4, 5, 

6, 7, 8, 9, 

10, 11, 12, 

13, 14, 15, 

19, 22, 26 

 

c. Members in this village/neighborhood are 

always more trustworthy than others 

15, 26 1, 5, 6, 8, 

9, 10, 11, 

12, 13, 

16, 19, 

20, 21, 

22, 23, 

25, 28, 

29, 30, 31 

2, 3, 4, 7, 

14, 15, 17, 

18 

 

d. In this village/neighborhood one has to 

be alert or someone is likely to take 

advantage of you 

16 2, 4, 11, 

12, 13, 

17, 18, 

20, 21, 

22,  

1, 3, 5, 6, 

7, 8, 9, 10, 

14, 15, 19, 

23, 24, 25, 

26, 28, 29 

 

e. If I have a problem, there is always 

someone to help you  

15, 26 1, 3, 4, 7, 

9, 11, 12, 

16, 17, 

18, 19, 

20, 21, 

22, 23, 

24, 25, 29 

2, 5, 6, 8, 

10, 13, 14, 

28 

 

f. I do not pay attention to the opinions of 

others in the village/neighborhood 

 2, 5, 9, 

15, 17, 

19, 20, 

25, 28, 29 

1, 3, 4, 6, 

7, 8, 10, 

11, 12, 13, 

14, 18, 21, 

22, 23 

16 

g. Most people in this village/neighborhood 

are willing to help if you need it 

 1, 3, 4, 

10, 11, 

12, 13, 

14, 15, 

17, 19, 

2, 5, 6, 7, 

8, 16, 18, 

24, 28 
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20, 21, 

22, 23, 

25, 29 

h. This village/neighborhood has prospered 

in the last five years  

 1, 2, 3, 8, 

9, 12, 13, 

14, 15, 

16, 17, 

18, 19, 

20, 23, 

24, 26 

4, 5, 6, 7, 

10, 11, 21, 

22, 25, 28, 

29 

 

i. I feel accepted as a member of this 

village/ neighborhood 

 1, 3, 4, 7, 

8, 9, 10, 

11, 12, 

13, 15, 

17, 18, 

19, 20, 

21, 22, 

23, 25, 

26, 28, 29 

2, 5, 6, 14, 

16 

 

j. If you drop your purse or wallet in the 

neighborhood, someone will see it and 

return it to you 

 1, 4, 7, 9, 

11, 12, 

13, 15, 

16, 17, 

19, 20, 

22, 24, 

25, 26, 

28, 29 

2, 3, 5, 6, 

8, 10, 14, 

18, 21, 23 

 

     

*9 did not fill out g, 24 did not fill out b,c, f, and i, 26 did not fill out f and g, 27 did not fill out b-j, 

30 did not fill out b-j, and 31 did not fill out b-j.  

    

 

 

 

 

  



116 

 

 

8. Civic actions: In the last three years have you personally done any of the following things: 

 Yes No I don’t 

know 

Total 

a. Voted in the 

election 

(29 respondents) 

1, 3, 4, 9, 11, 13, 14, 15, 

16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 

22, 23, 24, *25, *27, 28, 

29, *30 

 

2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12  Yes: 22 

No: 7 

 

b. Actively 

participated in an 

association 

(26 respondents) 

1, 5, 7, 11, 19, 22, 24 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 

12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 

17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 

28, 29 

 

 Yes: 7 

No: 19 

c. Made a personal 

contact with an 

influential person 

(25 respondents) 

5, 8, 14 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10, 

11, 12, 13, 16, 17, 

18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 

23, 24, 28 

 

15 Yes: 3 

No: 21 

Don’t 

know: 

1 

d. Were interested in 

newspapers, radio, 

or television 

interested in a 

problem  

(26 respondents) 

16, 19, 22, 28 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 

9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 

15, 17, 18, 20, 21, 

23, 24, 29 

 

 Yes: 4 

No: 22 

e. Actively 

participated in an 

information 

campaign 

(26 respondents) 

5 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 

10, 11, 12, 13, 14,  

15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 

20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 

28, 29 

 

 Yes: 1 

No: 25 

f. Actively 

participated in an 

election campaign 

(26 respondents) 

11 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 

9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 

16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 

21, 22, 23, 24, 28, 29 

 

 Yes: 1 

No: 25 

g. Taken part in a 

protest march or 

demonstration 

(26 respondents) 

15 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 

9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 

16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 

21, 22, 23, 24, 28, 29 

 

 Yes: 1 

No: 25 

h. Contacted your 

elected 

representatives  

(26 respondents) 

4, 5, 7, 21 1, 2, 3, 6, 8, 9, 10, 

11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 

16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 

22, 23, 24, 28, 29 

 

 Yes: 4 

No: 22 
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i. Taken part in a sit-

in or disruption of 

government 

meetings/offices 

(26 respondents) 

 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 

9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 

15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 

20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 

28, 29 

 

 Yes: 0 

No: 26 

j. Talked with other 

people in your area 

about a problem 

(26 respondents) 

1, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 15, 

19, 21, 22, 23 

2, 3, 5, 6, 11, 13, 14, 

17, 18, 20, 24, 28, 29 

16 Yes: 12 

No: 13 

Don’t 

know: 

1 

 

k. Notified the court or 

police about a 

problem 

(26 respondents) 

16 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 

9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 

15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 

21, 22, 23, 24, 28, 29 

 

 Yes: 1 

No: 25 

l. Made a donation of 

money 

(27 respondents) 

4, 9, 19, 21, 22, 23, *25 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 

11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 

16, 17, 18, 20, 24, 

28, 29 

 

 Yes: 7 

No: 20 

m. Volunteered for a 

charitable 

organization 

 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 

9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 

15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 

20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 

28, 29 

 

 Yes: 0 

No: 26 

*25 answered only a and l 

27 and 30 answered only a 

29 did not answer c 

26 and 31 did not answer at all 
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Background elements 

Gender 

Male 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 

15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 30 

25 

Female 18, 20, 25, 28, 29 5 

 

Age  

18-24 3 1 

25-34 2, 15, 27 3 

35-44   

45-59 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 16, 18, 20, 21, 

22, 23, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30 

21 

60 + 11, 12, 17, 19, 24 5 

 

Education 

Primary school until  16 2, 8, 12, 14, 24 5 

High school   

Vocational 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 13, 18, 21, 22, 

23, 26, 27, 30 

16 

Middle, middle technical 11, 15, 16, 17, 25, 28, 29 7 

Higher 19, 20 2 
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Appendix E. Agricultural Advisory System structure in Poland. Figure in the study was adapted 

from the original (Urbanska, 2011).  

 

Appendix F. Institutional structure of water management in Poland. Figure in the study was 

adapted from the original (KZGW, 2010). 

 

 

 

http://www.balticdeal.eu/advisory/poland-3/poland-i/
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Appendix G. Designated Nitrate Vulnerable Zones in Poland (2012-2016) 

 (Krajowy Zarzad Gospodarki Wodnej (KZGW), 2012)   NVZ 2012-2016 

 

Legend 

  NVZ 2012-2016 

Name of Regional 

Water Management 

Board (RZGW) 


