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Introduction

 In the Czech Republic (CR), the forest is generally accepted as a multifunctional
natural resource, which is both a production and non-production factor in the
life  of  the  society;  it  is  the  natural  wealth  of  the  society  but  also  wealth
reproducible by labour. The economic, environmental and social importance of
forest comes from a wide range of both market and non-market services. 

In  the  Czech  Republic,  forests  are  considered  as  a  very  important  socio-
economic and environmental phenomenon, covering 33.8% of the total area of
CR (Report, 2016). The area of forests has been gradually increasing over a long
period from 2.191 mil. ha in 1875 and 2.479 mil. ha in 1950 to 2.662 mil. ha in
2013 in spite of big deforestations for infrastructure and artificial lakes building,
natural  raw  materials  mining,  industry  and  settlements  enlarging,  and  is
gradually  still  increasing  (mostly  by  afforestation  of  abandoned  agricultural
lands). In 2012, forest stands covered 98.2% of the total forestland area, which
demonstrates a relatively high density of forests and percentage of forestland
used  for  the  forest  services’  providing  (Report  2014).  Forests  are  almost
regularly scattered all over the country, easily and freely accessible to people
irrespective of forest ownership kind without any general limits (there are only
several specific limits for forest visiting, e.g. in nature strong protected areas,
drinking water reservoirs perimeters, and military areas). 

The beginnings of forest services valuations dates back to the 1970s and 1980s
in  the  CR.  Generally,  the  methodological  approaches  were  focused  to  both
expert valuation methods and consumer surplus valuation methods (mainly CVM
– Willingness to pay variant). 

Generally, particular valuation methods and techniques have been chosen by: 
 aims of forest services valuation, 
 relationships of individual forest services to the market: 

- market forest services, 
- non-market forest services influencing the market (saving financial means 
of the society), 
- pure non-market forest services (so called social forest services), 

 input data availability. 

Such  differentiation  has  been  generally  used  for  forest  services  valuation
approaches and techniques up to the present times in the CR.

Contingent Valuation Method-WTP variant

The first known experimental attempt regarding CVM – the WTP variant was
performed by the Institute for Public Opinion Research already in 1971 (Snětivá,
1971). According to the results, most inhabitants spent their recreation in forest
without any payments and they were not able to imagine they should pay any
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money for recreational use of forests. This opinion reflected historical reality.
Almost all forests in the CR were owned by the State in the period. Forests were
basically freely accessible to people,  and people had the right to pick forest
berries, medicinal plants, mushrooms and other non-wood forest products free
of charge, to which they have been accustomed since the medieval times up to
now. 

Another large pilot  experimental  research of  the forest frequentation,  NWFP
collection, and WTP applicability, supported by the Ministry of Agriculture of the
CR, was performed in 1994 and 1995 (Šišák, 1996, 1997, 1998), several years
after  the  big  social,  political  and  economic  changes  brought  about  by  the
transformation  to  market  economy.  The  research  was  concentrated  on
frequentation of forests and on the amount of non-wood forest products (wild
berries,  mushrooms  and  medicinal  plants)  collected  by  forest  visitors.  The
research was based on questioning representative samples of the CR inhabitants
(quota selection; face to face personal interviews). The representative samples
of respondents were formed according to the basic structure of demographic
features of inhabitants aged 15 and more. 856 respondents took part in 1994,
and 991 in 1995.

Under  the  historical,  cultural,  socio-economic,  policy  and  legislative
environment of the CR, people still could hardly imagine they would pay for the
recreational benefits of forests, for forest access, or for the picking of non-wood
forest products (NWFP). The results show 68.1% of all respondents in 1994, and
67.7 % in 1995 were not willing to pay any money for visiting forests, and only a
small part was willing to pay a certain amount. The ascertained values were
even much lower than the shadow price values of only some main NWFP picked
by forest visitors.  It  was obvious that such declared values by forest visitors
underestimated  substantially  the  real  socio-economic  importance  of  the
recreational value of forests including NWFP collections.

Nevertheless,  the  obtained  data  on  amounts  of  annual  forest  visits  (forest
frequentation) by inhabitants of the CR, and on amounts and values of main
NWFP picked by forest  visitors per year (using data on physical  amounts of
NWFP collection  and  their  unit  prices  in  mostly  shadow  markets),  were  so
surprisingly  high  not  only  for  researches  but  also  for  the  state  institutions
including the Ministry of Agriculture that the research had to be repeated again
in the following year. The level of the data obtained was proved. The data in
1994, 1995 on forests frequentation are presented in Table 1, data on amounts
and values of NWFP collection by forest visitors are presented in Tables 2 and 3.

Table 1 Forest Frequentation in 1994 -1995

Source: Šišák et al. 2016b

Table 2 Total amount of collected NWFP in the CR (mil. Kg) in 1994 -1995

Source: Šišák et al. 2016a
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Table 3 Amount of collected NWFP (mil. CZK) in 1994-1995

Source: Šišák et al. 2016a

Therefore, since 1994, the research on forest frequentation, amount and value
of NWFP collection, has become a regular part of statistical investigations with
the data annually published in the yearbooks “Zpráva o stavu lesa a lesního
hospodářství České republiky” (Report on the state of forest and forestry of the
Czech Republic) by the Ministry of Agriculture); the research still continues.
Since the 1990s, methods related to the consumer surplus approach, contingent
valuation method – willingness to pay (WTP) variant, travel cost method (TCM) –
were  applied  in  some  experimental  case  studies  in  the  frame  of  CR  with
different results. Nevertheless, The methods were not still generally accepted by
the practice, both by forest owners and policy makers in local, regional and the
state levels just because of general reluctance of forest services’ users to pay for
forest visits for simply existing forest ecosystem services, without any important
additional  values  provided  by  multifunctional  forestry,  by  forest  owners,
managers  and  tenants  activities  improving  and  intensifying  the  respective
naturally existing forest ecosystem services. 

For  example,  in  the  experimental  research  performed  in  2007–2009  (Šišák
2011), a vast majority of the three independent sets of forest visitors in three
different  parts  of  the  CR answered the question  about  the “sources  of  non-
market forestry services financing” (face-to-face interviews, random choice of
respondents). The prevailing majority of respondents answered similarly in all
three sets of respondents that the main financial sources for providing the non-
market forestry services to users should be paid from “revenues from timber
sales”,  and from the “state budget”,  followed by “other public  budgets” and
“international sources”. The payment by the forest visitors themselves was the
last, the least preferred, possibility – see Table 4.

Table 4 Sources of finance for non-market forestry services from the point of 
view of the forest visitors (frequency and percentage of respective classes)

Source: Šišák 2011
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Also the research performed by Riedl in 2015 provided similar results (in Šišák
2016).  The  majority  of  respondents  rejected  payments  even  for  entrance  to
protected  areas,  vast  majority  rejected  payments  for  NWFP  picking,  (e.g.
imposing  a  charge  on  collection  of  mushrooms was  rejected  by  71%)  –  see
Figure 1.

Figure 1 Willingness to pay for forest visit  and main NWFP collection (Šišák
2016)
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Nevertheless, in recent years, we can observe in practice more activities and
intensive negotiations between forest owners, managers and tenants on one side
and representatives of forest visitors – clubs, groups – on the other side about
providing  the  users  with  additional,  mainly  recreational,  services  at  certain
prices – payments in forest areas intensively used for recreational and sports
purposes. But in these cases, the negotiated payments represent rather values
of multifunctional  activities – services (operations, works) done by respective
forest owners and enterprises than pure, simple values of  not improved,  not
intensified  naturally  existing  forest  ecosystem  services.  Probably,  these  two
kinds of values, i.e. forest ecosystem services values and forestry multifunctional
services values should be treated and considered separately in the conditions of
the  CR because  the  vast  majority  of  the  Czech  inhabitants  still,  up  to  now,
cannot imagine they should pay for naturally existing forest ecosystem services
irrespectively of forest ownership kind, existing from times immemorial like a
non-market  public  service of  the  natural  essence.  But  now people  do  try  to
understand  the  payments  for  improving,  intensifying  of  forest  recreational
routes  and  areas  by  work,  financial  means  of  forest  owners,  managers  and
tenants.  This  was also proved by the research in 2015 (Riedl  2015 in  Šišák
2016), see Figure 2.

Figure 2 Willingness to pay for multifunctional forestry activities (forestry 
services) improving and intensifying recreational forest services (Šišák 2016)
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