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Rural areas in core economies had to face the spatial 
reorganization during the transition from the Fordism 
to the post-Fordism with all its negative impacts as any 
other area (Knox et al. 2003). Agriculture become to 
be dominated by integrated, corporate, transnational 
system called agribusiness during that reorganiza-
tion, which was accompanied by the economic crisis 
of 1970s (Wilson 2001; Knox et al. 2003; Robinson 

2004). This shift in the world economy (Knox, Marston 
2001) induced the search for the ways how to sustain 
the life in the rural areas (Ilbery 2001). There was 
pointed out especially the diversification of rural 
based commercial activities (Butler 1998) as one of 
them and planning of these activities as the best prac-
tice (Ilbery 2001). The Czech Republic faces similar 
processes with delay in the context of its socialistic 
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period. However, the needs for rural diversification 
intensified after 1990 when rural areas of the Czech 
Republic experienced global trends.

Rural areas and tourism

Tourism becomes one of the first recommended 
activities (Wilson et al. 2001), but tourism was intro-
duced to rural areas much earlier – during the second 
half of 19th century in Great Britain (Robinson 1998b). 
Also the support for rural tourism is older than the 
crisis of Fordism and goes back to 1960s (Pina, Delfa 
2005). Since then, many rural areas of Europe have 
turned to tourism as an alternative development strat-
egy (Kneafsey 2000) and tourism activities become 
a part of policy-making and planning (Veal 2002). 
Subsequently, the national-level policies concentrated 
on trying to encourage the ‘bottom-up’ development 
revolving around the commodification of local re-
sources (Kneafsey 2000). Nowadays, rural areas are 
complex tourist destinations which attract people 
of different interests and characteristics (Molera, 
Albaladejo 2007), for whom rural communities are 
developing recreational and agricultural tourism 
products (Lowry 1996). 

Tourism induced into rural areas is called rural 
tourism. However, there is no clear definition of 
rural tourism (Chen, Kerstetter 2004; Meastro et 
al. 2007) as there is no clear definition of rural ar-
eas as well (Moravčíková et al. 2007; Ryglová 2007; 
Šimková 2007). Nevertheless, rural tourism has been 
identified as a niche market with segmentation on 
continuum from the “rural based tourism” to “real 
rural tourism” (Roberts, Hall 2004). There have been 
also identified four basic rural tourist types – “want it 
all”, “independent”, “traditional” and “environmental” 
(Kastenholz et al. 1999). 

Angling as tourism

Angling is considered as one of the rural tourism 
activities (Wilson et al. 2001; Ryglová 2007), but there 
is a lack of studies considering human dimensions 
in recreational fisheries (Arlinghaus 2006), although 
angling is one of the most significant water based rec-
reational activity (e.g. Upneja et al. 2001; Arlinghaus 
et al. 2002) and is generally considered as an efficient 
way of active relaxation which is important particu-
lary for people exposed to adverse impacts of urban 
environment (Adámek et al. 1997). 

The importance of angling as a tourism activity was 
studied first of all in the USA (Ditton et al. 2002), 

because there are huge and long-term databases of 
anglers���������������������������������������������      ’��������������������������������������������       fishing behaviour. Canada (Berry 1997) and 
Australia (Ormsby, Innes 1999) are the examples of 
the others. 

Researchers attempted to study angling as recrea-
tional activity within the urban areas (Arlinghaus, 
Mehner 2003a) but it is also activity of tourism that 
is located in the rural areas across the world. The 
urban areas are also the greatest suppliers of anglers 
in the rural areas (Ditton et al. 2002). For example, 
the study of Berlin������������������������    �� �������� ’s anglers �������������  �� �������� shows that 71% of them 
spent more than 50% of their fishing time outside 
the city, the average distance to recreational fish-
eries where they occasionally catch is 60–70 km, 
almost 68% of them catch during their holidays and 
60% have undertaken fishing holiday (Arlinghaus, 
Mehner 2004). 

Angling related activities are one of those used 
by destination managers to (1) diversify the tourist 
supply of region by making packages of individual 
tourist attractions and to (2) tie local community with 
visitors by supporting special fishing tournaments 
(Wilson et al. 2001). Fishing related information is 
also utilized to promote the region attractiveness by 
the destination management (Cawley et al. 2002)

The human dimension of angling is known in the 
Czech Republic (Pivnička, Čihař 1986). The attention 
was paid in the most cases to the hydrobiological, 
ecological or agricultural point of view (Hartvich 
1982; Pivnička, Rybář 2001; Smutný, Pivnička 2001). 
However, there is still not any sufficient knowledge 
about anglers as tourists in the Czech Republic (Spurný 
et al. 2003), regardless the fact that attractiveness of 
angling is counted as a part of the tourism develop-
ment potential in several strategies for tourism de-
velopment in the tourism marketing of the regions 
of the Czech Republic. 

Development of tourism

Overall, the impact of development of tourism ac-
tivities on places and societies has been well known 
for many years (e.g. Eyster 1976). The physical and 
economic development of tourism are the most con-
spicuous impacts of all tourism related issues but the 
environmental and socio-cultural consequences of 
these impacts must be taken into account (Heydendael 
2002).

Several approaches were evolved to reduce the 
negative impact of tourism activities on environment 
and the communities of host areas with preservation 
of the level of tourist satisfaction, but two significant 
ones are:
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– the concept of sustainable tourism (WTO et al. 
1995)

– the concept of ecotourism (Epler Wood 2002)

The concept of sustainable tourism very briefly 
means: “Sustainable tourism development meets the 
needs of present tourist and host regions while protect-
ing and enhancing opportunities for the future. It is 
envisaged as leading to management of all resources in 
such a way that economic, social and aesthetic needs 
can be fulfilled while maintaining cultural integrity, 
essential ecological processes, biological diversity and 
life support systems” (WTO, WTTC, EC 1995).

The aims of sustainability in tourism could be 
achieved only if they are based on (1) responsible 
planning with the implementation of policies that 
embody the principles of sustainability and (2) coop-
eration of the government and the private sector with 
the participation of civil society and local communi-
ties (Vereczi 2002). This is not imaginable without 
the optimal knowledge of all parts and processes of 
the tourism system (WTO 2004).

Based on the definition, the concept of ecotourism 
very briefly means: “All nature-based forms of tour-
ism in which the main motivation of the tourists is 
the observation and appreciation of nature as well as 
the traditional cultures prevailing in natural areas” 
(WTO, UNEP 2001). 

In contradistinction to the traditional nature-based 
tourism: (1) it contains educational and interpretation 
features, (2) it is generally organised for small groups 
by specialised and small, locally owned businesses, 
(3) it minimises negative impacts upon the natural and 
socio-cultural environment (WTO, UNEP 2001). The 
definitions and concepts of ecotourism are further 
analysed e.g. by Sjøholt (2000) or Fenel (2001). 

If ecotourism meets the criteria of the sustainability 
principles, ecotourism could be considered as sus-
tainable tourism. However, this concept depends on 
the authors������������������������������������������    ’�����������������������������������������     understanding of sustainability (Klapka 
et al. 2005) and also the tourist perception of what a 
ecotourism activity is, and what it is not (Hvenegaard 
2002). Angling is usually included into the group of 
eco- and/or sustainable tourism activities (Ditton et 
al. 2002; Williams, Richter 2002).

The majority of development tools related with 
tourism assistance on all geographical levels are based 
on principles of sustainable development. There are 
the principles of the United Nations World Tourism 
Organization (UNWTO) on the global level with its 
STEP Programme aimed at the development assist-
ance for local communities in developing and last 
developed countries (UNWTO 2008). However, the 
UNWTO helps to spread the concept of sustainable 

tourism worldwide. The principles of tourism sus-
tainability are applied in the regional development 
in the EU. Although there is no common tourism 
policy, the European Community considers the tour-
ism development to be very important (EU 1984). A 
renewed EU tourism policy (EU 2006) is also aimed 
at the rural areas development. Rural areas are sup-
ported within the EU policy by the European Regional 
Development Fund (Rural Development Programme). 
The EU concepts are implemented on the national 
level of the Czech Republic. The Programme of Rural 
Renewal can be mentioned as a main tool for rural 
development via tourism activities. Its aim is to pre-
dominantly support the population stability of rural 
areas, the diversification of economic activities within 
rural areas, the improvement of transport accessibility 
and the improvement of the quality of life in these 
areas (Ministry of Agriculture 2007).

Attitudes of local communities towards tourism 
development are among other considered as the most 
important factor for the local tourism development 
(Huh, Vogt 2008; Wilson et al. 2001). Resident attitudes 
towards tourism have been a subject of research for 
more than 30 years and have constituted one of the 
well-studied areas of tourism research (McGehee, 
Andereck 2004). However, the results of research 
findings are mixed (Harrill 2004) and there have been 
found differences among communities (Andereck, 
Vogt 2000) as well as changes in attitudes during the 
transition of the community from the traditional to 
a new one that is based on tourism income (Huh, 
Vogt 2008).

Based on this, the authors would like to contrib-
ute to enlarging the knowledge about Czech rural 
anglers, especially about the rural anglers’ attitudes 
to the complex of the recreational fishing environ-
ment. Two contexts were adopted – the motivation 
to participate and the perception of conflict. The 
aim of this paper is to reveal (1) the importance of 
the particular motives and complex factors of fish-
ing motivation of rural anglers and (2) the percep-
tion and factors of the perception of conflicts of the 
recreational fisheries.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

A self-organized questionnaire survey of the mem-
bers of the South Bohemian Board of the Czech Fishing 
Union in a selected area was used to obtain the in-
formation on rural anglers’ motivations and percep-
tion of conflicts on the recreational fisheries. The 
Třeboň basin was selected as the study area, because 
it is (1) a famous area with fish related image in the 
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Czech Republic and (2) one of the most important 
nature and cultural based tourism destinations in 
the Czech Republic. Distribution of questionnaires 
was conducted with support of the Czech Fishing 
Union, South Bohemian Board. During January 2005, 
there were sent the prints of questionnaires (together 
270) by mail to the chiefs of eight local associations 
that stretch to the Třeboň basin and that agreed to 
participate in the survey (Nové Hrady, Suchdol n. 
Lužnicí, Trhové Sviny, Kardašova Řečice, Borovany, 
České Velenice, Veselí n. Lužnicí, Soběslav). The 
chiefs were asked (after phone agreement) to kindly 
distribute the questionnaires to anglers, to collect 
them and to send them back by mail to the author���’��s 
address. The questionnaires were distributed and 
collected on the annual members’ meeting that took 
place from January to April 2005. 123 questionnaires 
returned till the end of June 2005, 11 of which had 
to be discarded because of the lack of credibility. 
Finally, there were data from 5.1% members of the 
local associations that agreed to participate in the 
survey for the analysis.

It was pointed out, that the motivation for tourism 
has two sides – individuals are pushed by the motiva-
tion variables into making travel decisions and they 
are pulled (or attracted) by the destination attributes 
(Yoon, Uysal 2005). The motivations were measured 
on five point Likert-type scales where 1 = not at all 
important, 2 = rather not important, 3 = slightly 
important, 4 = very important, 5 = extremely im-
portant. The order of push and pull motivations was 
separately randomized. 

The push motivation importance and structure were 
studied by using the particular push angling motives 
that were compiled from related research studies, es-
pecially studies on the socio-economic characteristics 
of anglers (Arlinghaus, Mehner 2003b; Spurný et al. 
2003). The final list consisted of 24 items: to get away 
from everybody, to obtain fish to eat, to catch the 
fish I can keep, to get away from the everyday work, 
to experience nature, to be with friends, to enjoy the 
experience of peace, to take fish home, to get away 
from the everyday life, to test my own baits, to get 
silence, to present my catch in the public, to improve 
my knowledge and skills, to catch any fish, to catch 
trophy fish, to compete with the others, to be with 
people like me, to take a rest from my wife/husband, 
to enjoy pleasant surroundings, to enjoy fighting fish, 
to have a rest, to enjoy the apprehension if I catch fish 
today, to be alone, to catch at least one fish. 

The pull motivations importance and structure 
were studied by using the particular pull angling mo-
tives that were compiled from the related research 
literature, especially studies on anglers’ perception of 

environmental issues and outdoor recreational set-
tings (Arlinghaus, Mehner 2003a; Spurný et al. 2003; 
Navrátil 2004). The final list consisted of 18 items: 
absence of other holidaymakers, low number of an-
glers on fishery, pub at the hand, occurrence of a 
parking place for a car, beauty of natural environ-
ment, accessibility of information about fisheries, 
many individuals of all fish species, price of angling 
tickets, many fish species, amount of harmful matters 
in fish meet, size of fish, water quality, high amount 
of favourite fish species, higher chance to catch the 
trophy fish, the “wilderness”, occurrence of favour-
ite fish species, special forms of banks modified for 
anglers, distance from home.

Previous studies on the recreational uses of water 
have confirmed that all of the three types of conflicts 
over the recreational use of water are of big impor-
tance for regional tourism (or destination) manage-
ment (Kakoyannis, Stankey 2002). The perception of 
conflict was studied by using several types of issues 
relating to the uses of water. The list was based on 
the previous research on local organization of the 
Moravian Fishing Union (Navrátil 2004). Anglers 
were asked to decide if each activity from the list is 
or is not an enemy of the recreational fishing. If the 
answer was “yes”, they were then asked to decide how 
big the enemy is. Their opinion was measured on 
the five-point scale ranging from 1 = insignificant 
enemy to 5 = substantial enemy. There was assigned 
the value “0” for the answer “no”. The final list con-
sisted of 16 items: irresponsible common population, 
small water power plants, swimming, water pollu-
tion caused by agriculture, special modification of 
shores, environment protection, introduction of alien 
fish species, fish eating predators, irresponsible an-
glers, fish farming, water pollution caused by waste 
from settled areas, boating, second homes owners, 
poaching, windsurfing, water pollution caused by 
industry.

The importance of each item of motivation and 
the utilization water was assessed by using the mean 
value and standard deviation values (SD). Complex 
factors of the push motivation, pull motivation and 
the structure of factors of the conflicts perception 
on recreational fisheries were studied using factor 
analysis with the principal component analysis method 
(Luo, Deng 2008). Only the factors with eigenvalue 
> 1 were considered as crucial (Robinson 1998a). 
The results of factorial analysis were rotated with 
the varimax rotation method. 

The basic angler’s demographic data (gender, age, 
education) and the recreational data (angling experi-
ence in years of angling, angling experience in days per 
year, angling specialization) were also collected. 



512	 Agric. Econ. – Czech, 55, 2009 (10): 508–518

Table 1. Push motivations of rural anglers 

  Mean SD
Factor loadings

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Factor 1: Introvert professional experience

to test my own baits 2.65 1.16 0.77 –0.11 0.03 0.16 0.09 0.04 0.15

to enjoy fighting fish 3.82 1.03 0.71 0.23 0.11 0.05 0.24 0.05 0.06

to improve knowledge and skills 3.17 1.24 0.67 –0.18 0.21 –0.01 0.02 0.10 0.38

to catch trophy fish 2.94 1.30 0.56 0.29 0.16 0.01 –0.13 –0.03 0.41

Factor 2: Catch fish

to take fish home 2.00 1.00 –0.15 0.91 0.01 0.04 0.07 0.06 0.09

to obtain fish to eat 2.01 1.02 –0.09 0.87 0.01 –0.05 –0.02 0.09 0.04

to catch the fish I can keep 2.31 1.12 –0.01 0.85 –0.07 –0.01 –0.09 0.10 0.00

to catch at least one fish 2.46 1.15 0.25 0.71 0.07 0.26 –0.12 –0.05 0.11

to catch any fish 2.55 1.11 0.42 0.59 –0.01 0.21 –0.20 –0.01 –0.14

to enjoy the apprehension  if I catch fish 
today 2.86 1.24 0.41 0.58 0.10 –0.12 0.14 0.37 –0.10

Factor 3: Relaxation through enjoyment of nature

to enjoy pleasant surroundings 4.08 0.86 0.15 –0.06 0.80 0.19 0.09 0.14 0.06

to experience nature 4.40 0.78 0.17 –0.02 0.74 –0.01 0.04 0.05 0.05

to get silence 3.75 1.04 –0.04 –0.03 0.72 0.34 –0.13 0.14 0.20

to have a rest 4.13 0.96 –0.03 0.07 0.70 0.21 0.10 –0.03 0.03

to enjoy the experience of peace 3.10 1.22 0.13 0.08 0.68 –0.25 0.11 0.22 –0.05

Factor 4: Escape

to get away from the everyday work 3.11 1.21 0.10 0.19 0.13 0.87 0.10 0.08 0.03

to get away from the everyday life 3.25 1.14 0.11 –0.01 0.23 0.85 0.02 0.16 0.11

Factor 5: Social gathering within anglers community

to be with friends 3.24 1.18 0.00 –0.11 0.05 0.16 0.91 –0.01 0.17

to be with people like me 3.12 1.21 0.23 –0.06 0.15 –0.05 0.84 –0.11 0.17

Factor 6: Loneliness

to get away from everybody 2.31 1.23 0.11 0.14 0.16 0.12 0.00 0.86 0.02

to be alone 2.63 1.24 0.02 0.13 0.30 0.07 –0.18 0.78 –0.09

Factor 7: Extrovert public appreciation

to compete with the others 1.93 1.14 0.31 –0.01 0.09 0.04 0.13 –0.05 0.81

to present my catch in the public 2.39 1.23 0.17 0.13 0.12 0.04 0.28 –0.06 0.73

to take a rest from my wife/husband 1.81 1.07 0.01 –0.02 –0.08 0.21 0.05 0.49 0.52

Eigenvalue 5.30 3.70 2.52 1.63 1.60 1.33 1.09

% total variance 22.08 15.40 10.50 6.80 6.66 5.53 4.55

% cumulative variance 37.47 47.98 54.78 61.44 66.97 71.51

Results of factor analysis (principal component method, only factors with eigenvalue > 1), results rotated (Varimax 
normalized); n = 112

Source: Authors’ own research 



Agric. Econ. – Czech, 55, 2009 (10): 508–518	 513

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Especially males (91%) of middle age (23% between 
31 and 40, 23% between 41 and 50, 23% between 51 
and 60) with any type of secondary school education 
(77%) took part in the questionnaire survey. Our sam-
ple consists predominantly of non-specialised (83%) 
experienced anglers (45% with more than 20 years 
experience) spending from 25 to 49 days a year (31%) 
on angling trips. 

Motivation factors

Push motives related only to the environment quality 
and the motive “to enjoy fighting a fish” are considered 
by the rural anglers as very important (Table 1). The 
perception of high importance of the environment 
quality for recreational fishing was also found among 
local organizations (Navrátil 2004).

As reported in Table 1, all 24 push motivation items 
loaded on seven factors which together explain 71.5% 
of the total data variance. The seven factors were 
labelled (in order of factor eigenvalues) “Introvert 
professional experience”, “Catch fish”, “Relaxation 
through enjoyment of nature”, “Escape”, “Social gath-
ering within anglers community”, “Loneliness” and 
“Extrovert public appreciation”. Relaxation through 
enjoyment of nature was found as the most important 
factor with the lowest standard deviation. Although 
some push motivation items were loaded differently 
and ordering of the factors is different than in the 
most comprehensive study of Arlinghaus and Mehner 
(2003b), the core of the motivation factors as well as 
their importance was revealed analogically. 

Only two pull motivations related to the environ-
ment quality were found more than very important 
(Table 2). This finding is analogical to the push mo-
tivation findings. On the other hand, unimportant 
are reported: pub at the hand, occurrence of parking 
place for a car, special forms of banks modified for 
anglers. These results are similar to other studies (see 
discussion in Arlinghaus, Mehner 2003a).

17 out of 18 pull motivation items (without acces-
sibility of information about fisheries) were loaded 
on seven factors that together explain 72.1% of the 
total variance. These seven factors were labelled (in 
order of factor eigenvalues) “Diversity”, “Media issues”, 
“Environment quality”, “Loneliness”, “Fish in fishery”, 
“Technical background”, “Pub at the hand” (Table 2). 
These seven factors can be considered as the main 
issues for the marketing communication towards the 
potential anglers-tourists and notably extend the pull 
motivation findings of Spurný et al. (2003).

Perception of potential conflicts

The poachers were found as the worst enemies 
of recreational fishing, water pollution caused by 
industry and irresponsible anglers followed. As non-
enemies of recreational fishing, there were reported 
the introduction of alien fish species, fish farming and 
surprisingly recreational activities such as swimming, 
windsurfing and boating (Table 3).

According to the results of factor analysis – the 
enemies of sport fishing can be divided into four 
main groups – “Another use of water”, “Behaviour 
of visitors”, “Technologies” and “Environment pro-
tection”. 13 out of 16 activity items were loaded on 
four factors that together explain 58.9% of the total 
variance (Table 3).

Although the selected recreational activities were 
not reported as enemies of angling, it had been found 
previously, that there was a factor of pull motiva-
tions related to the number of holidaymakers and 
other anglers on the fishery and the number of holi-
daymakers for the anglers was slightly important. 
We must point out, that the attitudes toward other 
recreational uses of water were found very good, on 
the other hand, the attitudes toward irresponsible 
water visitors (it does not matter if anglers or non-
anglers holidaymakers) were found very bad – the 
activities are not badly perceived as such, but the 
participant can produce heavy conflicts. The worst 
attitude of anglers was revealed to the second home 
owners – it may be due to the location of most of 
the second homes (in relationship to fisheries of the 
Czech Fishing Union) in the selected area of water 
streams (Klufová et al. 2003). The second home own-
ers present also a real rivalry to rural anglers. The 
second place took boating, which is commonly a 
non-beloved water based activity among anglers (e.g. 
Hladík 2002). The good position of windsurfing and 
swimming may be due to the specific conditions of 
fisheries in selected area – windsurfing is commonly 
popular on big fishponds which are not the fisheries 
of the Czech Fishing Union and swimming is popular 
on still water – in the selected area, it means first of 
all great flooded gravel-sand lakes visited especially 
by anglers-tourists. 
There were found environment related issues in the 
motivation factors as the most important. There was 
found the biggest difference between motivation fac-
tors and potentially conflict factors. It seems that 
the worst discrepancy is in the different perception 
of environment quality and environment protection. 
Environment protection has reached similar “enemy” 
values as water pollution caused by agriculture, but the 
introduction of alien fish species and fish farming were 
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reported as non-enemies. This paradox was reported 
before (Navrátil 2004). It is in contradiction to the 
motivation structure – more important are the items of 
quality rather than quantity of the recreational fishing. 
However, the activities of organizations involved in 
nature and landscape protection are perceived first of 
all as the activities that protect fish eating predators 

and reduce the quantity of fish farms by the restric-
tion on fertilizers. This could be an obstruction to 
use the recreational fishing development not only as 
a tourism development tool but also as an environ-
ment improvement tool, because recreational fishing 
is considered as less dangerous for water quality that 
fish farming (Bninska, Wolos 2001).

Table 2. Pull motivation of rural anglers 

  Mean SD
Factor loadings

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Factor 1: Diversity

many individuals of all fish species 3.04 1.09 0.86 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.14 0.02 0.07

many fish species 3.35 1.21 0.70 0.02 0.08 0.25 0.23 –0.18 0.18

the “wilderness” 3.24 1.23 0.67 –0.18 0.41 –0.04 0.10 0.09 –0.12

Factor 2: Media issues

amount of harmful matters in fish meet 3.78 1.23 –0.05 0.84 0.15 –0.04 0.11 –0.06 –0.05

price of angling tickets 2.68 1.18 –0.04 0.67 –0.14 0.17 0.05 0.35 –0.02

Factor 3: Environment quality

beauty of natural environment 4.22 0.89 0.07 –0.04 0.89 0.04 0.18 0.05 –0.07

water quality 4.46 0.79 0.34 0.42 0.62 0.10 –0.02 –0.13 –0.09

Factor 4: Loneliness

low number of anglers on fishery 2.78 1.21 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.79 0.19 –0.26 –0.10

absence of other holidaymakers 2.93 1.21 0.30 –0.23 0.04 0.69 –0.02 0.32 –0.28

distance from home 2.86 1.27 –0.02 0.39 0.06 0.64 –0.03 0.24 0.32

Factor 5: Fish in fishery

higher chance to catch the trophy fish 2.90 1.22 0.04 0.12 –0.02 0.00 0.80 0.14 –0.33

size of fish 3.27 1.07 0.07 0.02 0.29 0.15 0.74 –0.06 0.25

occurrence of favourite fish species 3.26 1.27 0.34 0.09 0.17 0.03 0.69 0.11 0.11

high amount of favourite fish species 2.84 1.10 0.49 –0.01 –0.28 0.12 0.58 0.20 0.08

Factor 6: Technical background

special forms of banks modified for anglers 2.30 1.17 0.16 0.10 –0.06 –0.07 0.07 0.81 0.13

occurrence of parking place for a car 2.30 1.16 –0.38 0.04 0.13 0.18 0.16 0.70 0.15

Factor 7: Pub at the hand

pub at the hand 1.67 1.03 0.13 –0.09 –0.14 –0.10 0.04 0.18 0.79

Accessibility of information about fisheries 3.29 1.21 0.02 0.40 –0.04 –0.18 0.38 0.45 –0.30

Eigenvalue 3.86 2.38 1.78 1.56 1.23 1.16 1.03

% total variance 21.42 13.23 9.87 8.64 6.81 6.44 5.71

% cumulative variance 34.65 44.53 53.17 59.98 66.42 72.13

Results of factor analysis (principal component method, only factors with eigenvalue > 1), results rotated (Varimax 
normalized); n = 112

Source: Authors’ own research 
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CONCLUSION

Rural anglers built up a diversified community 
according to the push motivation. It can be sup-
posed that each of its parts will answer different the 
managerial implications to attract anglers-tourists. 
There were also found several types of the poten-
tially important environment settings for anglers. 
These types can contribute to the improvement of 
fisheries management aimed at the satisfaction with 
angling. The conflict analysis has revealed especially 
the complexity of the environment related motivation 
issues as well as the complexity of relations between 
anglers and other recreational use of water. 
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irresponsible anglers 3.20 1.58 –0.01 0.82 0.11 0.13

poaching 3.48 1.61 0.14 0.81 0.17 –0.06

irresponsible common population 3.09 1.56 0.09 0.76 0.15 0.12

Factor 3: Technologies

water pollution caused by industry 3.34 1.44 0.03 0.20 0.80 0.05

water pollution caused by agriculture 2.29 1.37 0.18 0.27 0.68 –0.05

water pollution caused by waste from settled areas 2.99 1.43 0.18 0.27 0.66 0.07
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% cumulative variance 42.57 51.61 58.92

Results of factor analysis (principal component method, only factors with eigenvalue > 1), results rotated (Varimax 
normalized); n = 112

Source: Authors’ own research 
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