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ABSTRACT 

Public policies play an important role in impacting the use of land. In this paper we aim to evaluate 

the importance of public policies and its perception in the public. As shown by our results the most 

important area from public policies was health care by respondents. Education was placed as 

second. Interestingly environment protection was ranked 4th. The results provide also important 

insights for policy makers. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

If landscapes are true public goods then there is essentially a limitation to the extent to which these 

motives can be transacted through the market mechanism. People do not transact landscape and 

land managers have little incentive to supply them because of the inability to collect payment. As 

it happens, many landscapes to not conform exactly to pure public good characteristics. For 

example, exclusion is possible, either through private land or through congestion from unregulated 

visitation. Where exclusion and charging are possible then the market mechanism can motivate the 

supply of specific services. 

In last few decades there has been a great deal of research attempting to value (to place a price on) 

agricultural landscape (e.g. Drake, 1992; Garrod and Willis, 1995; Hanley and Ruffell, 1993; 

Pruckner, 1995; Ciaian 2011;). 

The value of the landscape is determined by different components, such as: biological diversity 

(e.g. genetic species and ecosystem diversity, agrobiodiversity); cultural and historical components 

(e.g. management of the natural landscape, buildings, traditions, handicrafts, stories and music), 

amenity value of the landscape (aesthetic value); recreation and access (e.g. outdoor recreation, 

skiing, biking, camping) and scientific and education interests (e.g. from archaeology, history and 

geography to plant and animal ecology, economy and architecture) (Romstad et al, 2000; 

Vanslembrouck and van Huylenbroeck 2005). 

The main objective of the paper is to investigate the importance of public policies vs valuation of 

agricultural landscape. Several non-economic indicators were considered during this investigation 

as health services, education, social security, infrastructure development. 

Methodology 

To gather the date used for our analysis, we provided a questionnaire survey. Questionnaire 

consisted of 23 questions which were divided into 4 parts. The first question was focused to find 

out the priority of respondents, to which areas the Government should spend money from the state 

budget. Interviewees must sort the list of the following areas, health, education, agriculture and 

rural development, prevention of criminals, environmental protection, art and infrastructure 
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according to their preference that should be the most subsidized by the state. The second part 

contains 4 questions which refer to opinion on the agriculture and rural development in general. In 

these questions, respondents must choose one of five options which are as follows: strongly 

disagree, disagree, strongly agree, agree, and do not know. The following third section evaluates 

the agricultural land. Section contains 5 questions.   

The aim of the questionnaire is to valuate agricultural land which includes the following elements: 

 scenic value of agricultural land 

 preservation of agricultural land for future generations 

The aim of the questionnaire is not to evaluate the following elements of agriculture: 

 food production and food self-sufficiency 

 employment in agriculture 

 living standards of farmers 

 biodiversity 

 environmental protection 

Question number 6 is asking whether people prefer to be surrounded by landscape as it is now, 

where most of the land is farmed by large companies as cooperatives. And respondents can choose 

from yes or no or don’t know answers. The sample consisted out of 204 respondents from Nitra 

and Topolcany region in two time periods (in two terms) in the year 2016.  

 

Results 

The main focus of the questionnaire survey was to analyse respondents’ perception of public 

policies as an indicator influencing the use of agricultural land.  

The first question was to find out respondents’ opinion and valuation of different public policies. 

The aim of the question was to recognize how important different public areas to respondents are. 

The interviewees were asked to rank different public policies according to their preferences. Their 

responses were evaluated and ranked according to the average value to see on which public policy 

they imply the biggest importance. The following public policies were considered in the 

questionnaire: health care, educational system, agriculture and countryside, criminality 

prevention, environment protection, art, infrastructure. 
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Graph 1.  Importance of Public Areas According to Respondent’s Preferences  

 

Source: questionnaire survey (2016), author’s calculations 

 

The most important area from public policies was considered to be the health care. 204 respondents 

valuated health care as the most important and 73 respondents as the second most important for 

them. For 93 respondent’s health care is one of the most important area in public policies. On the 

second place, with 84 percent of respondents, they valued education as the most important (40 

respondents), the second (186 respondents) or the third (114 respondents) most important out of 

the policies surveyed.  On the third place from public policies ended agriculture with 29 percent of 

respondents put number 4 as their priority and 37 percent saying it is one of the most important 

areas. Environment protection was placed on the fourth place with 26 percent of number 5 priorities 

and 24% of respondents ranked the public policy criminality prevention on the fifth place. 
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Infrastructure was placed on the sixth place by 24% of respondents. At the end is interesting to 

mention that on the last place ended art which got 242 respondents (60 percent) with lowest priority 

which is number 7.    

After reviewing the answers from both terms of questionnaire surveys it can be concluded that the 

responses are almost identical to each other. However, from the second term the majority of 

participants were from different towns and nearby rural areas. The data proves the hypothesis 

which was set at the beginning of the research. Which concludes that for majority of participants 

the most prominent policies made by policy makers is to promote health services and education 

system. 

1st Hypothesis: Highest priority was focused on policy development in health services and 

education system. The results verify this point. 

Nevertheless, the above hypothesis is confirmed by the participants, country view and cultivation 

were ranked thirdly as a priority by participants. Going forward from this the research make the 

hypothesis in the second hypothesis. As the participants put lot of emphasis on the policy related 

to agriculture and country view we can assume it will consist non-value WTP. Next step of the 

research will focus on that particular hypothesis. 

Respondents views about agriculture and countryside 

The following questions relate to respondents’ views about agriculture and the countryside in 

general. Next four questions of the questionnaire had 5 possible answers. Respondents had to 

decide if they: strongly disagree, disagree, strongly agree, agree or don’t know with given 

questions. 

Respondents' view on the countryside if agriculture will stop existing 

This question is hypothetical. Respondents supposed to assume that agriculture will stop existing 

and how it can affect certain areas in agriculture landscape. The table 8 presents ranking of the 

different scenarios which may occur in the case that the agriculture will stop existing and what may 

be the consequences for the countryside.  
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Table 1. Respondents' View on the Countryside if Agriculture Will Stop Existing  

  

Country would be 

less attractive 

Rural 

economy 

suffers 

The rural 

population 

suffers 

Fewer 

people visit 

the 

countryside 

Environmental 

quality will 

improve 

Conditions 

for wildlife 

will 

improve 

Strongly 

disagree 5% 1% 2% 4% 18% 14% 

Disagree 18% 7% 9% 26% 43% 27% 

Agree 53% 47% 47% 31% 12% 19% 

Strongly agree 16% 39% 35% 14% 8% 9% 

Do not know 9% 6% 6% 25% 20% 31% 

Source: questionnaire survey (2016), author’s calculations 

 

Majority of respondents (53%) agree with statement that countryside would be less attractive, plus 

another 16% of respondents strongly agree with this statement. Only 5% of respondents strongly 

disagree that countryside would be less attractive. Second part of this question consider that rural 

economy would suffer. Again most of the respondents agree 47% and strongly agree 39%. Even in 

the third part most of the respondents agree (47%) that rural population would suffer plus 35% 

strongly agree. Respondents were not so sure about less visits to the countryside. Even though again 

most respondents agreed 31% only 14% strongly agree but 26% of respondents disagreed with this 

possibility and 25% didn’t know. In the next part 43% disagree and 18% strongly disagree that 

environmental quality will improve. Lower percentage or people agreed 12% and 8% strongly 

agreed, plus 20% don’t know about environmental part. The last section of this hypothetical 

question considered that conditions of wildlife will improve. But in this case respondents were bit 

confused and that is why most of them 31% answered they don’t know. The research anticipates 

this opinion could have emerged due to lack of knowledge and its consequences related to 

agriculture and its contribution to the environment. 



 

7   

 

Agriculture subsidies and payments 

The third question is asking the respondents about government subsidies and payment to 

agriculture. Again, the respondents had to decide if they agree or disagree with given statements. 

Their answers are showed in the following table:  

Table 2. Agriculture Subsidies and Payments 

  

Agriculture 

receives too much 

support 

Other parts of 

the rural sector 

should be 

encouraged 

Rural areas 

deserve no 

more support 

than 

municipalities 

Payments farms 

have the effect 

of producing 

more food 

Payments farms 

have resulted in 

environmental 

damage 

Strongly 

disagree 13% 2% 16% 5% 11% 

Disagree 47% 9% 44% 14% 44% 

Agree 8% 63% 18% 36% 6% 

Strongly agree 2% 13% 4% 8% 4% 

Do not know 30% 14% 17% 36% 35% 

Source: questionnaire survey (2016), author’s calculations 

 

First part of this question is asking the respondents either agriculture receives too much support. 

As presented in the table, the highest number of respondents 47% disagree and 3% strongly 

disagree with this statement. Majority of respondents agree and 13% strongly agree that other parts 

of rural sector should be supported as well. Just 2% strongly disagree and another 9% disagree 

about this support. Following statement is asking respondents that rural areas don’t deserve more 

support than cities and villages. 44% of respondents disagree with this opinion plus another 16% 

of respondents strongly disagree. Together 22% of respondents agree and strongly agree. Next two 

statements show high percentage of participants who don’t know the answers (36% and 35%). 

Assuming they were not sure either payments to farms can produce more food as well as payment 

to farms can result in environmental damage. On the other hand, the same number of respondents 

(36%) agree that payments to farm can effect higher food production and even more people 
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disagree (44%) about environmental damage effected by payment to farms.  

Targeting money to different areas in agriculture 

The fourth question is considering that money which farmers receive from the government could 

be targeted in different ways. There are given different examples to respondents where the money 

should be targeted. They again have to agree or disagree with the options.  

Graph Targeting Money to Different Areas in Agriculture 

 

Source: questionnaire survey (2016), author’s calculations 

 

The graph illustrates above, higher percentage of participants give their consent to all the 

statements. Proportion of the participants who strongly agree has gone up in contrast to the group 

before announcement. Slightly over majority answered in support of policy makers should target 

spending into consumer food production and only 11% did not agree with them.  
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Table 3. Distribution of respondents according the answers 

  

Increased food 

production 

assistance to 

disadvantaged 

rural areas 

Improving the 

environment 

programs 

programs to 

improve the 

rural landscape 

ensure public 

access to the 

countryside 

The rural 

employment 

Strongly 

disagree 3% 0% 2% 1% 1% 0% 

Disagree 12% 5% 3% 8% 9% 0% 

Agree 53% 66% 62% 58% 51% 51% 

Strongly 

agree 26% 18% 22% 20% 20% 43% 

Do not know 7% 10% 11% 12% 18% 5% 

Source: questionnaire survey (2016), author’s calculations 

 

However, 66% proposed payments should be distributed to help the poor village areas. 61% 

consents that policy makers should pay attention to environmental protection. 57% suggested that 

landscape should be improved. More than majority suggests that policy makers i.e. government 

should make country side viewing to be publicly available.  

 

Which types of farms should be supported? 

The participants answered the 5th question with focus on their consent or disagreement over the 

government's attitude to provide incentives to agricultural companies and family owned farms. Past 

research and data illustrate that majority of large cultivation lands in Slovakia are over 1000 

hectares. According to Slovak Statistical Office there are over 24,000 cultivation lands in Slovakia 

cultivating over 1,895,500 hectares. 

The following table shows the size of cultivation lands according to geographic distribution. 
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Table 4. Distribution of Utilized Agriculture Area 

Region Utilized Agriculture Area Average Utilized 

Agriculture Area 

Bratislava 75,810.77 137.34 

Zilina 168,629.71 38.57 

Nitra 414,907.70 104.14 

Trnava 261,070.39 92.74 

Trencin 136,202.57 99.35 

Presov 270,267.46 91.31 

Kosice 271,212.36 74.2 

Banska Bysterica 418,658.30 62.56 

Source: author’s calculations 2016 (Slovak statistical office) 

 

Highest utilized agriculture area is managed by supportive farms than privately joint ownership 

companies. In the region of Nitra, where the questionnaire was conducted, 1,796 hectares is owned 

by supportive agreements.  

As imminent before as well, health services and communal policy were highly ranked by the 

participants. Further, after them the participants illustrated the importance of education system and 

country view. Rating of communal policy was accepted and was mentioned in the research 

hypothesis number 1.  

 

Conclusions 

The main aim of this paper was to analyze how individuals’ asses’ public policies and prioritize 

those public policies. The most important area from public policies was considered to be the 

education.  
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