
1. Introduction
The purpose of this pa-

per is to undertake a review
of the Italian literature in the
field of landscape evalua-
tion. These studies can be of
particular interest because
laws for landscape conser-
vation we re first adopted in
Italy a long time ago and to-
day encompass various poli-
cy instruments. As will be
described below, to effi-
ciently and correctly imple-
ment the policies aimed at p-
reserving or improving the
landscape quality it is  neces-
sary to evaluate the social
benefits that they can pro-
duce. Starting from the
needs for landscape evalua-
tion provided for by the Ital-
ian legislation, scholars
have conducted many stud-
ies in the last fifteen years
using both monetary and
non-monetary approaches.
Numerous me tho dologies
have been applied and tested
with reference to different
landscape policy scenarios. 

The need for public intervention in this field derives from the
economic characteristics of landscape. As is well known, the
rural landscape is a pure public good and an externality (posi-
tive or negative) of farming and other economic activities that
exploit and modify the land (Vanslembrouk and van Huylen-
broeck, 2005). Especially in Italy, the rural landscape can be
considered a cultural good because it preserves important fea-
tures of past farming practices (Antrop, 2005; Sereni, 1961;
Cosgrove, 1993; Antrop, 2005; Sereni, 1961). From this point

of view it can be considered
a merit good and therefore
a market price cannot exist
for cultural rural landscape.
According to economic
theory, in the case of merit
goods, the benefits per-
ceived by the citizens, be-
cause of their lack of
knowledge, are lower than
those effectively enjoyed or
which future generations
can enjoy (Klamer and
Zuidhof, 1998; Leon and
Tuccini, 2011). Also, for
this kind of good, the spon-
taneous activities of eco-
nomic agents lead to an in-
efficient land use arrange-
ment. There are many use-
ful tools that can correct
the se market failures,
which can be broadly di-
vided into two main cate-
gories: command and con-
trol instruments and finan-
cial incentives (Tietenberg,
1984; Randall, 1987; Ti-
etenberg, 1984). 

Command and control
policies are based on the

definition of standards to be respected in land transformation
(especially building activities). In general, standards can state:
a) an absolute prohibition (especially for actions that can pro-
duce extremely significant transformations); b) a threshold of
maximum landscape impact. In either case the constraints
cause some social or private costs. In order to respect the land-
scape regulations, the citizen or businessman who wants to s-
tart up an activity that involves a landscape modification will
have to bear higher costs or renounce some possible returns. It
is consequently necessary to clearly define the characteristics
and value of the benefits of landscape policies: the social
benefits will in any case exceed the private costs. 

Command and control instruments only allow the negative
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impacts of active and voluntary actions to be reduced. They
are ineffective in opposing passive transformations due to an
activity being abandoned that in some way contributes to the
landscape maintenance. The degradation of the landscape in
hilly and mountain areas caused by the abandoning of agricul-
ture and pastures is a typical case. Command and control in-
struments cannot support landscape quality improvement. On-
ly the provision of financial incentives can allow the mainte-
nance or improvement of the landscape. 

Moreover, command and control instruments cannot support
landscape quality improvement. In these cases only monetary
incentives can pursue rural landscape quality objectives. 

Both controlling land use transformation and subsidising
landscape preservation or improvement impose some costs
(private or public) on the citizens that in either case have to be
lower than the benefits (Santos, 1998). As a consequence, to ef-
ficiently implement landscape policies it is necessary to evalu-
ate the benefits from public intervention. 

This last point is of fundamental importance: when a public
action involves some costs charged to the citizens or the pay-
ment of monetary incentives, the policy-maker will always
have to evaluate the effectiveness or efficiency of the action.
Adequate evaluation methods are therefore indispensable. 

In this respect reviewing the Italian experience could be use-
ful. In Italy there are several policy instruments aimed at pre-
serving and improving landscape. The decree law n. 42 of
2004, the “Codex of cultural heritage and landscape” (a-
mended by decree law 157 of 2006, 62 and 63 of 2008) states
that, in an area of particular landscape interest, any interven-
tions that could alter the view have to be submitted to the val-
uation of the public authorities. People that modify the land-
scape without state permission have to restore the landscape
and pay the value of any landscape damage.

With reference to the provision of financial incentives, in I-
taly as in the other countries of the European Union, the farm-
ers can be paid to preserve or improve landscape. In this case
the Common Agricultural Policy requires that the effects of the
subsidies have to be evaluated by the Regions or by the States. 

In the following sections, after clarifying the concept of land-
scape, the main results of these studies will be summarized.
The strengths and weaknesses of the Italian experience in this
field will lastly be discussed.

2. The concept of landscape 
The term “landscape” has various and sometimes strongly

contrasting meanings. For some authors landscape is synony-
mous with environment or ecosystem; for others it has a pure-
ly aesthetic connotation (Daniel, 2001; Gobster et al., 2007).
The formulation of as precise a definition as possible is funda-
mental in order to establish what the objectives of the land-
scape policy are to be. The European Landscape Convention,
signed in Florence in 2000, has given a clear definition of the
concept of landscape and the objectives of landscape policy.
Art. 1 indicates that “landscape means an area, as perceived by
people, whose character is the result of the action and interac-
tion of natural and/or human factors”. Landscape policy must

allow “specific measures aimed at the protection, management
and planning of landscapes” to be adopted in order to satisfy
the “aspirations of the public with regard to the landscape fea-
tures of their surroundings”.

According to this definition it can be said that: 
• the landscape is the visible aspect of a natural or anthro-

pogenic ecosystem as it is perceived by the people; 
• the quality of the landscape depends on the objective char-

acter of the territory and on the aspirations of the people who
live there or use it for a variety of purposes;

• landscape policies should be based on the value that the
population ascribes to the landscape and must deal both with
landscapes of high quality (to be protected) and degraded ones
(to be improved); 

• the landscape is the result of the interaction between the nat-
ural environment and past and present human activities. So in
some contexts it can be considered as a historical-cultural good
and as such should be subject to appropriate conservation ac-
tions.

3. The landscape benefits
Many researches works in the last decades highlighted that

landscape quality affects people’s wellbeing. It has been seen
that the quality of the landscape interacts with numerous phys-
iological parameters of an individual and that more pleasant
landscapes tend to improve overall personal health (Ulrich,
1984; Ulrich et al., 1991; Hartig et al., 2003; Berto, 2005; Har-
tig et al., 2003; Munoz, 2009; Ulrich, 1984; Ulrich et al., 1991;
Velaverde et al., 2007; Munoz, 2009. As stated by the Sustain-
able Development Commission (2008, p. 3) “The knowledge
base shows that exposure to natural spaces – everything from
parks and countryside to gardens and other green spaces – is
good for health”. Some researches works pointed out that the
more pleasant landscapes have in general a restorative effect on
the people (Kaplan, 1995; van den Berg, 2003).

It can be argued that man prefers landscapes where he feels
better, and, in general, he tries to pass as much time as possible
in such landscapes, so it is possible to state that a demand ex-
ists for landscape quality.

On the other hand, it has to be considered that the rural land-
scape is always the result of the layering and overlaying of hu-
man interventions in the past. In some areas, notwithstanding
the major changes after the Second World War, landscapes that
were formed in times past may still be found. More often, land-
scapes have been altered but retain elements of the agriculture
of the past. These landscapes are part of our cultural heritage
and will be preserved for future generations (Antrop, 2005).
Given that culture plays a central role in human evolution, p-
reservation of the cultural heritage responds to basic needs, es-
pecially within a context of sustainable development. 

According to the above observations on landscape benefits
it is possible to identify two types of landscape demand (and
value components). One demand, which can be generically
defined as “recreational”, comes from the tendency of peo-
ple to pass part of their time in environments that are more
pleasant, or more interesting, from an aesthetic-perceptive
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point of view. Also, when able to choose,
people will often prefer to have their home in
a pleasant landscape, so the landscape quality
can affect the real estate market. 

When the landscape is considered as a his-
torical good, its demand has to be placed in re-
lation to the need for cultural heritage conser-
vation. Note that the two types of demand are,
at least to some extent, independent of one an-
other, even if the traditional elements can af-
fect the aesthetic perception by making the
landscape more pleasant. 

4. Landscape policies and evalua-
tion methods

In Italy there are numerous and different
policy instruments aimed at the conservation
and/or improvement of landscape quality. Con-
sidering the type of intervention, they can be
grouped into four main categories (Table 1):
protection of cultural landscapes (decree law
n.No 42 of 2004 – article 135); landscape trans-
formation control (decree law n.No 42 of 2004
– article 146); payment of subsidies to the
farmers to improve the landscape (Council Regulation EC No
1698/05); evaluation of the damage caused by landscape trans-
formations (decree law n.No 42 of 2004 – articles 160 and
167). 

In the past several evaluation methods have been proposed
by scholars that in general can be classified as follows:

a) Non-monetary (Daniel and Booster, 1976)
a1) based on expert judgement
a2) based on the judgement of the population
b) Monetary (Santos, 1998; Vanslembrouck and van Huylen-

broek, 2005)
b1) supply based
b2) demand based 
b2.1) revealed preferences
b2.2) stated preferences
With the exception of the protection of historical landscapes,

in order to fulfil the European Landscape Convention and the
Italian legislation prescriptions, the approaches based on peo-
ple’s preferences analysis have to be preferred (a2 and b2). 

In some cases (e.g., the impact of buildings, roads, pylons,
etc.) non-monetary methods are more suitable than the monetary
ones. Consider, for example, the situation where a new farm
building can alter the landscape. In this case it is possible to p-
reserve the quality of landscape by simply analyzing the visual
aesthetic impact of the new building and trying to find a better
position or mask it with hedges or trees. The Italian legislation
only requires a cost-benefit analysis in the case of larger infra-
structure, and consequently, a monetary landscape valuation.

Another important field of landscape monetary valuation is
the analysis of the effectiveness of financial subsidies paid to
the farmers within the Common Agricultural Policy. The subsi-

dies can be paid in order to preserve or to improve the landscape.
From this point of view the kind of evaluation required depends
first on the level at which a public authority operates. At the na-
tional level it is possible to quantify the amount of money to be
spent for any specific agro-environmental intervention. In this
case the expenditure has to equal the benefits and it is necessary
to evaluate the monetary value of the benefits. 

In other cases the public decision-maker cannot decide the
amount of money to be spent. He simply has to spend a given
amount of money in an efficient or effective manner. The
amount of money to be spent is usually decided at a national or
international level. In this case a monetary valuation of the
landscape would not be necessary. It would be possible to use
some mixed approaches based on the aesthetic, non-monetary
evaluation (through the so-called psychophysical approaches)
and the analysis of the farmers’ opportunity costs. Sometimes
the public authorities have also made direct investments aimed
at improving the landscape quality and a cost-benefit analysis
was then necessary to evaluate the efficiency of the public
expenditure. 

Finally it has to be remembered that the Italian legislation,
in some cases, requires a monetary repayment of landscape
damage, but this is an extreme measure that has to be under-
taken when it is not possible to restore it. 

5. Non-monetary evaluation researches
The non-monetary methods are useful in order to find

thresholds of aesthetic impact to be respected by the
landowner. They can also be utilised to pay the farmer who
improves the landscape quality of his farm by changing the
land use. In the first case it is necessary to find the rela-
tionship between the landscape aesthetic quality and the in-

Table 1 - Types of intervention, aim of the landscape policies and evaluation methods.



cidence of a manmade intervention on a particular view. In the
second, the relationship between the landscape aesthetic quality
and the land use has to be analysed. 

Many non-monetary methods to assess landscape were pro-
posed and tested in the past (Daniel and Boster, 1976; Zube et
al., 1982; Aoki, 1999; Swaffield and Foster, 2000; Daniel and
Boster, 1976; Daniel, 2001; Stamps, 2004; Swaffield and Foster,
2000; Stamps, 2004; Zube et al., 1982), but only a few are use-
ful for the implementation of landscape policies. It is necessary
that the method permits a mathematical relationship to be found
between landscape aesthetic quality and land use or view com-
position.

The non-monetary methods can be divided into two broad cat-
egories (Daniel, 2001): 

• based on expert judgement;
• based on the judgement of the population. 
The methods based on experts’ opinion cannot be considered

entirely reliable. Some studies have shown that very often the
experts’ judgement on the aesthetic quality of landscape differs
greatly from that of users (residents and tourists) (Daniel, 2001;
Daniel and Booster, 1976; Kaplan, 1985). 

Instead, methods based on the opinion of the population tend
to reveal the users’ landscape preferences and are, from this
point of view, consistent with the statements of the European
Landscape Convention. 

Among these, the psychophysical approaches are of particular
interest. They try to identify a statistical relationship between the
territorial layout (usually illustrated by photographs or slides)
and the value assigned to the landscape by the population (usu-
ally through scores). 

These functions allow the contribution of each item to the aes-
thetic perceptive quality to be identified. They can therefore pro-
vide planners with the objective knowledge necessary to draw
up more effective and efficient landscape policies. 

However lay people are sometimes not able to understand the
true historical importance of a landscape. In this case only the
experts can propose a scale of merit to be considered in order to
allocate the funds assigned by the public authorities. Neverthe-
less, to identify the areas and actions that will be subsidised it is
necessary to analyse the costs (implicit or explicit) faced by the
owner (usually the farmers) in order to preserve some historical
elements of the landscape (see section 6.1). 

5. 1. Land use and landscape preferences
In the 1990s, studies were conducted in Italy that tried to i-

dentify which factors improve or worsen the aesthetic-percep-
tive quality of the rural landscape (Aldegheri, 2003; Bonotto,
1995; Favalli, 1996; Tempesta, 1998; Tempesta and Crivellaro,
1999; Aldegheri, 2003; Tempesta, 2006; Tempesta and Crivel-
laro, 1999). These studies were carried out in the Veneto and
Friuli Venezia Giulia Regions and used a similar approach re-
garding the ways in which the pictures were taken, interviews
collected, and data processed and analysed. Real images were
generally used. Images obtained through photomontages were
only used in one study.

The results obtained are therefore substantially comparable.

The studies covered areas of the plains and low hills with arable
land, meadows, orchards and vineyards, but other elements were
also present (woods, poplar plantations, hedges, tree rows and s-
cattered trees).

Sometimes there were also historic landscape features, such as
interspersed vine-mulberry rows, hilly surface or plain field lay-
outs (“cavini”, “ciglionamenti”, etc). Interviewees were all resi-
dent in the regions, usually close to or within the studied areas,
so their cultural and social background was quite homogeneous.
In three researchesworks, interviewees were just students, while
in the others samples were more diversified with regard to age,
educational qualifications and employment.

Images were submitted to the interviewees for about ten sec-
onds so the score concerned first impressions. In all studies, the
score was expressed on a 1 to 10 scale, while land use was ex-
pressed as a percentage of the territory or as a dummy variable. 

In order to understand which elements affect the landscape ap-
preciation in each of the studies a model was estimated using a
stepwise approach (Ttable 2). All the regression coefficients are
statistically significant (p<0.05) and collinearity is absent. 

Despite the diversity of both the territory and the people inter-
viewed, some regularity can be detected:

• arable fields, especially when the soil is bare, have a nega-
tive effect; 

• uncultivated land and intensive cultivation (orchards, horti-
cultural field crops, greenhouses, etc.), have a negative effect;

• other human elements (modern houses, shopping malls, fac-
tories, high voltage transmission lines, etc.) generally have a sig-
nificant negative impact;

• meadows, hedges and woods have a positive effect, as well
as scattered trees and rows of trees;

• the presence of water bodies (streams, rivers, etc.) improves
the aesthetic value; 

• if present, elements of the traditional agrarian landscape im-
prove the aesthetic-perceptive value. 

It is interesting to observe that the regression coefficients of
the various components of the landscape usually have the same
sign and are quite similar to one another despite the diversity of
landscapes analysed.

These results are coherent with the findings of the internation-
al literature in this field (Schroeder, 1988; Cook and Cable,
1995; Arriaza et al., 2004; Cook and Cable, 1994; Kaplan et al.,
Taskin and Onenc, 2006; Rogge et al., 2007; Palmer, 2008;
Rogge et al., 2007; Schroeder, 1988). Generally, also within ru-
ral landscapes, all the elements perceived as natural increase the
appreciation. Cultural perception also seems to play an impor-
tant role: people prefer mulberry tree rows on the plain and s-
cattered olive trees on the hills.

5.2. View composition and landscape prefer-
ences

The psychophysical method is also useful for the detection of
impact thresholds to be used, for example, in environmental
impact assessment or in strategic environmental assessment. In
a study carried out in Italy (Tempesta and Thiene, 2007) the re-
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lationships were identified between the proportion of a view
occupied by high-voltage pylons, factories and modern houses
and the aesthetic-perceptive value. The research highlighted
that just a slight intrusion into the rural landscape of pylons and
factories can determine a strong reduction in the aesthetic qual-
ity (Figure 1). It should also be noted that the greatest degrada-
tion is caused by the initial intrusion of any element, whereas
the marginal effect tends to diminish when the part of the view
occupied increases. 

In a subsequent study the impact of modern buildings, mod-
ern large-plot vineyards, greenness (percentage of the view
occupied by green: hedges, woods and meadows), traditional
buildings and Venetian Villas on landscape appreciation was
analysed (Tempesta, 2010). The results confirmed that people
dislike modern buildings and like greenness and traditional or
historical buildings. Also in this case the presence of a non-
linear relationship emerged between landscape aesthetic val-
ue and the percentage of a view occupied by any elements.

6. Monetary evaluations
The monetary landscape evaluation methods can be divided

into two broad categories, depending on whether they are
based on the costs required to improve/preserve the landscape
or on the demand for the landscape itself. So we can distin-
guish: 

1) supply- based methods:
• analysis of the farmers’ opportunity cost of the

landscape improvement;
2) demand based methods:
• revealed preferences;
• stated preferences.

6.1. Supply- based methods
The opportunity cost of improving the land-
scape

Farms, like any other business enterprise, use inputs
in order to maximise their income so fail to take into
account the externalities that they produce (positive or
negative). Modern agriculture has progressively sim-
plified the landscape in an effort to maximise the pro-
ductivity of inputs.

Some elements that strongly contribute to improving
the aesthetic quality (such as small woodlands, hedges,
rows of trees, scattered trees, meadows, etc) have thus
been eliminated. 

These elements can be reintroduced only by reduc-
ing the farmer’s income. These losses are the opportu-
nity cost of the landscape improvement.

The use of methods such as multi-objective pro-
gramming or goals programming make it possible to i-
dentify optimal compromise solutions between land-
scape quality and farm income (Marangon and Tem-
pesta, 1998; Bazzani et al., 2004; Borin et al., 20109;
Bazzani et al., Tempesta and Thiene, 2004; Marangon
and Tempesta, 1998). To implement these approaches
it is necessary to estimate the relationship between

land use and landscape quality and, on the other hand, be-
tween land use and farm income. Starting from these func-
tions it is possible to find the efficient compromise solutions
between income and landscape quality. 

As an example, figure 2 presents a diagram illustrating the
trade-off between landscape quality (quantified by a visual
aesthetic index per hectare ranging from one to ten) and gross
income with reference to arable farms on the Veneto plain
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Table 2 - Factors affecting the aesthetic-perceptive appreciation of the landscape resulting from
six studies conducted in North-East Italy. 

(*) Dummy variables; land percentage otherwise.

Figure 1 - Visual-aesthetic index (VAI) and percentage of the view occupied by pylons, non-
residential buildings (factories) and scattered houses.



(Bazzani et al., Tempesta and Thiene, 2004). The graph iden-
tifies all the efficient compromise solutions between land-
scape and income, making it possible to calculate the oppor-
tunity cost of improving the landscape on the Veneto plain un-
der two different policy scenarios. 

It is possible to highlight that the entry into force of the Fis-
chler reform of the Common Agricultural Policy in 2003 has
significantly reduced the opportunity cost of landscape im-
provement. 

6.2. Demand-based methods
Both stated and revealed preferences methods can be used

to estimate the monetary value of the landscape. However in
Italy the stated preference approaches have been used almost
exclusively. The approach commonly employed has been
the Contingent Valuation Method (CVM), while some Dis-
crete Choice Experiments (DCE) have only recently been un-
dertaken. In general, by means of these methods the scholars ask
people to state their Willingness To Pay (WTP) to preserve or to
improve the landscape quality. By means of the CVM the WTP
is asked directly (Mitchell and Carson, 1989) while by means of
DCE the WTP is inferred analysing the choice made by the peo-
ple with reference to alternative landscape scenarios (Birol and
Kundouri, 2008). It is worth underlining that DCE present an
important advantage with respect to the CVM. By means of this
method it is possible to estimate the value of all landscape ele-
ments considered by the experiment while, on the contrary, the
CVM permits only one landscape asset to be evaluated at a time
or, in other words, the effect of the presence or absence of a par-
ticular feature. By means of the stated preferences methods
scholars estimate the average WTP (per family or per person)
and then compare this figure to the average costs (per family or
per person) necessary to implement preservation or improve-
ment policies. 

Contingent valuation studies
The CVM studies in Italy mainly concerned the preservation

of existing rural landscape against possible sources of degrada-
tion, but there were also studies aimed at assessing the impor-

tance of improving landscape, for example through the planting
of forests on the plains or the laying of underground high volt-
age transmission lines. 

Both donations and taxes were used as payment vehicle. For
taxes, two different contingent market formulations were pro-
posed. Sometimes an increase was assumed in order to preserve
the landscape in its current form and so people were asked to s-
tate their WTP. In other cases it was proposed to waive a reduc-
tion in taxes paid in order to continue to pay subsidies to farm-
ers whose interventions ensure the conservation of the land-
scape. Willingness to accept (WTA) was therefore sought.

Different contingent market designs were also adopted as re-
gards donations: a) one shot donation (residents) (Signorello et
al., 2001; Signorello et al., 2005); b) unlimited annual donation
(residents) (Idda et al., 2006); c) limited annual donation
(tourists) (Tempesta and Thiene, 2004). In the last case, the in-
terviewees were also asked to state the number of years of pay-
ment. Obviously, in the first case the estimated benefits cannot
be compared with those obtained when the contingent market
considers a permanent increase in taxes or a continuative dona-
tion over time. In the case of one-shot donation, for reasons of
comparability, it is necessary to annualise the amount obtained
with the average WTP, with reference to a certain period.

The calculation of the benefits when the contingent market in-
volves a donation made for several years by tourists is equally
complex. In this case, the duration of the donation depends on
the number of years the tourists think they will be visiting the
same location in the future.

However, in Italy tourists rarely visit the same location for
more than two or three years, with the exception of the owners
of holiday homes. When the average number of years in which
tourists visit a certain area is equal to the average number of
years for which they are willing to pay a contribution, then the
annual declared WTP can be considered the annual flow of fu-
ture benefits. Otherwise, the WTP must be appropriately in-
creased or decreased.

In the Italian studies, the elicitation method is generally the di-
chotomous choice. 

Another important element of diversification among the stud-
ies reviewed is the economic agent supposed to pay the contri-
bution, which in some cases is the family, while in others it is an
individual. This second solution, although not always theoreti-
cally correct, is the only one possible when, for example, the
contingent market supposes the introduction of a tourism tax,
expressed in euros per person per day’s stay. Again, to compare
the different results it becomes necessary to make some as-
sumptions about the average number of components per family. 

In order to compare the results of the researches, the amounts
were discounted and expressed in constant euro 2005. Secondly,
the WTP was annualised when it was expressed as a one shot
payment. Finally, an average WTP/WTA was calculated per
family, as if it had been estimated per person, considering an
average number of 2.5 persons per family. 

As can be seen in table 3, the estimated values are very
diverse considering both the value per family and per
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Figure 2 - Efficiency frontier: arable farm comparing Agenda 2000 and Mid- Term Review scenario. 

Legend: y axis = visual aesthetic index per hectare; x axis = farm gross margin per hectare. 
Source: Bazzani et al., Tempesta and Thiene, 2004.



hectare. This can partly be ascribed to the differences between
the studies described above, but probably also depends on the
characteristics of the landscape considered. In fact the highest
value per hectare has been estimated in the case of a peri-urban
afforestation programme (13,554 € per hectare) (Tempesta,
2006) that, to certain extent, is comparable to an urban park. In-
stead, the lowest value has been estimated in the case of the Sar-
dinia pastoral landscape (Idda, 2006) that does not seem to be
threatened by phenomena of degradation or abandonment. 

It is interesting to note that the benefits of landscape preserva-
tion are in general higher than the subsidies paid yearly to the
farmers through the CAP accompanying measures for landscape
preservation in Italy (Antonelli et al., 2006; Tempesta, 1998;
Tempesta and Thiene, 2004; Antonelli et al., 2006; Torquati and
Musotti, 2007).

Discrete choice experiments applications

There have been only a few estimates of landscape value us-
ing DCE in Italy.

The first was carried out by Bottazzi and Mondini in 2006.
The results obtained appear contradictory. This was probably
due to the way in which the choice experiment was set up. It was
highlighted that, paradoxically, the WTP for conserving the tra-
ditional landscape of the “Cinque Terre” National Park (Liguria)
is negative because the foreign tourists tend to prefer a more nat-
ural arrangement.

Madau and Pulina (2011) analysed tourists’ preferences with
reference to the rural landscape of Gallura (Sardinia). The au-
thors found that the most appreciated characteristics are the p-
resence of forests (WTP = 49.5 € per capita), followed by vine-
yards (16.5 € per capita) and grazing (6.65 € per capita). Also in
this case the tourists seem to prefer a more natural landscape
than traditional (grazing) or agricultural (vineyards) ones. 

Analysing the riverscape impact of alternative water manage-
ment scenarios, Tempesta and Vecchiato (2011) found that the
inhabitants are willing to pay 82.5 € per family per year to guar-
antee a minimum in-stream flow of 10% and 26.7 € per family
per year to increase the presence of forests and hedgerows by
10% along the river Serio (Lombardia). The research, by means
of a latent class approach, also highlighted the presence of a not
negligible heterogeneity of the preferences among the people
living in the municipalities located along the river. About one
third of the interviewees did not ascribe any value to the increase
of forests and hedgerows while the others considered the green-
ing of the river banks more important than the guarantee of the
minimum in-stream flow. 

5. Conclusions 
Until recently landscape policy in Italy followed an essential-

ly top-down approach. Still today there is evident difficulty in
favouring and stimulating a participatory process that, directly
involving the population, could improve the effectiveness of the
public intervention. The possibility that landscape can have a
value is sometimes rejected a priori. The interactions between
landscape and economy are so strong that they cannot be ig-
nored by the public authorities. Amongst other things, landscape

quality can influence human health, tourism flows and consumer
habits in terms of produce and the real estate market.

Landscape preservation has costs and benefits that have to be
carefully considered by the public decision-maker. In this re-
spect, following the European Landscape Convention, it is pos-
sible to state that the benefits have to be estimated starting from
the analysis of people’s preferences. Obviously, this does not
mean that the experts’ opinions have to be ignored, but simply
that if these diverge from the lay people’s preferences it is nec-
essary to interact with the latter to make them conscious of the
importance of preserving some landscape features. 

In this respect it is of basic importance to correctly reveal peo-
ple’s landscape preferences. The implementation of landscape
policies involves a need for reliable assessment methods that can
correctly guide the public choices. 

In this paper, an overview is provided of the possible valuation
methods with reference to the Italian legislation. As discussed
above, there are many approaches that make it possible to esti-
mate the value of the landscape (both monetary and non-mone-
tary). These methods can be used both for the assessment of the
landscape impact (usually negative) of changes in land use, and
to implement actions for the conservation and improvement of
the landscape. The review of the Italian studies suggests that
these approaches have elements of strength and weakness. The
psychophysical approaches, widely applied in Italy, use photo-
graphs or photomontages as a proxy for in the field landscape
perception, but it is well known that in some cases images and
in the field rating can diverge. Moreover, the preference func-
tions are additive and do not take into account the interaction be-
tween landscape elements. On the other hand the results of the I-
talian researches are quite coherent and permit a system of pref-
erences to be identified that is substantially shared by the people. 

With reference to the monetary valuation methods, the Italian
studies highlighted that, in the case of landscape valuation, these
approaches can have some important drawbacks. The estimated
value can be biased by a lot of factors and the researchers have
to be very careful in order to prevent any possible source of er-
ror. In particular, economists sometimes neglect to specify the
landscape transformations to be evaluated and incur in the so-
called hypothetical bias. 

Despite these criticisms, the Italian studies appear to be useful
in order to correctly implement the land use and agricultural
policies. With reference to the land use policies the Italian re-
searches works highlighted that modern buildings (in particular
industrial ones) constitute one of the most important sources of
degradation of the landscape aesthetic quality. In this respect the
master plans should in future try to limit urban sprawl and pre-
serve the rural areas where the landscape is not yet compromised
by the diffusion of new buildings.

Considering the agricultural policy, the Italian studies seem to
suggest that especially on the plain the Common Agricultural
Policy should devote more financial resources to afforestation
programmes (in particular near urban areas) since woods can
produce a relevant flow of benefits for the inhabitants. On the
other hand a not negligible demand has been found for the p-
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reservation of traditional landscapes on the hills and moun-
tains. Also in this case the Italian research workses provided ev-
idence that more financial subsidies should be devoted to the p-
reservation of the fragile landscapes of these areas to contrast the
abandonment of pastures and meadows. 
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