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Abstract 

Hiking trail research focuses mainly on environmental impacts caused by 

their usage. However only a few studies analyze consumers (hikers) 

who cause those impacts. The article aims to fill the gap in hiking trail 

research by determining the crucial factors influencing hikers´ decision to 

choose a concrete hiking trail. The research was conducted in 

landscape protected areas in the Czech Republic. To reveal the key 

factor influencing hikers´ decision the logistic regression is used. Among 

studied factors belong gender, age, profession, the highest obtained 

education and the reason for being in the landscape protected area. 

According to the main reasons for choosing the concrete hiking trail six 

models of logistic regression are tested and analyzed. The analyses 

reveal for example that men tent more than women to choose hiking trail 

according to landscape appearance, its surrounding by forest, its 

location and availability. On contrary, women tent more than men to 

choose the trail according to concrete objects. Results of the research 

will serve for landscape protected areas management as the bases for 

hiking trail development and management. 
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Souhrn 

Výzkum turistických tras se zaměřuje zejména na dopady na životní 

prostředí způsobené jejich užíváním. Pouze pár studií analyzuje 

konzumenty – turisty, kteří tyto dopady způsobují. Článek pomáhá 

doplnit informace ve výzkumu turistických tras vyhodnocením klíčových 

faktorů, které ovlivňují turistu při výběru konkrétní turistické trasy. 

Výzkum byl prováděn ve chráněných krajinných oblastech České 

republiky. Pro odhalení klíčových faktorů ovlivňujících turistovo 

rozhodnutí byla použita logistická regrese. Mezi studované faktory patří 

pohlaví, věk, profese, nejvyšší získané vzdělaní a důvody návštěvy 

chraněné krajinné oblasti. Ohledně důvodů pro volbu konkretní turistické 

trasy bylo testováno šest modelů logistické regrese. Analýza například 

odhaluje, že muži vybírají více než ženy trasy dle okolní přírody, 

obklopení trasy lesem, jejího umístění a dostupnosti. Naopak ženy více 

než muži volí trasy dle konkrétních objektů. Výsledky výzkumu mohou 

sloužit pro vedení správ chráněných krajinných oblastí při plánování a 

strategii rozvoje cestovního ruchu. 

 

Klíčová slova: turistická trasa; turista; turistovo rozhodnutí; chráněná 

krajinná oblast 

 

Introduction  

Tourism in landscape protected areas has been intimately related for 

centuries with notable implication since the establishment of 

Yellowstone, the first national park (Ching & Yusoff, 2010). Since the 

first national parks were designed, they have been given a double role 

both as destinations of nature conservation and tourism. Berzina-Livina 

(2008) point out that nature-based tourism creates 50% of all 

international tourism in Europe and increases 10 -30% per year with 

global spending increases by 2% per year. According to Gray, Duwors, 

Villeneuve, Boyd, & Legg (2003) nature-based tourism has received a 
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great deal of attention in recent years and creates an effective way to 

ensure sustainable development for nature reserves.  

 

In recent years the role of protected area in society has been re-

evaluated. The cost of preservation compete the public need and 

increasing demand for land and sources place pressure on governments 

(Walpole, Goodwin, & Ward, 1999). Wood, Glasson, Carlsen, & Hopkins 

(2006) summarize the findings of several researches and points out that 

parks often supply the most important part on the nature-based tourism 

experience however capture very little of economic benefits. The 

majority of protected areas charge low entrance fee and these revenues 

cover only a part of the costs of management. Consequently 

government lack hard fiscal evidence to justify the allocation of public 

funds to park management despite its importance of tourism. Walpole, 

Goodwin, & Ward (1999) adds that protected areas do not generate 

significant direct revenues. According to Eagles, McCool, & Haynes 

(2002) this type of tourism requires explanatory materials (e.g. guides, 

booklets), interpretive facilities (e.g. in visitor centres) and interpretive 

guiding (e.g. ecotours) which increases the expectations of service 

quality in protected areas, and raises political pressure for greater 

protection of cultural and natural heritage.  

 

Tourism in protected areas brings not only economic increase but also 

various impacts on the nature and its environment (Kuss & Morgan, 

1980; Hall, 1994; Sun & Walsh, 1998; Green, 1998). Although 

recreational experiences are affected by a variety of setting attributes, 

including social, managerial, and natural factors, ecological impacts are 

rated among the most important (Floyd, Jang, & Noe, 1997). The hiking 

trails are linkages between visitors and nature, so they concentrate most 

of the adverse impacts such as trampling problems caused by visiting 

(Symmonds, Hammitt, & Quisenberry, 2000). Trampling problems 
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usually result in vegetation loss, soil compactions, erosion, landscape 

degradation (Wenjun, Xiaodong, & Chunyan, 2005). The most common 

forms of recreational use impacts on trails include soil erosion, 

muddiness, trail extension and widening, vegetation damage, litter, and 

fire rings (Marion, Roggenbuck, & Manning, 1993; Hendee, Stankey, & 

Lucas, 1990). 

 

Many trail impact problems are the results of poor planning and location 

rather than higher impacting types or amounts of use. Among common 

impact problems ranks poorly located trails, deficient construction or trail 

maintenance, lack of trail condition standards and monitoring (Marion, 

Roggenbuck, & Manning, 1993). Another trail problem is caused by 

group of visitors who wish to make new trail to enjoy more unfamiliar wild 

nature (Wenjun, Xiaodong, & Chunyan, 2005). 

Without proper research, managers cannot predict how more visitors or 

new activities will affect primary conservation values, or select visitors. 

The same as resource-management tools that minimize both - 

degradation of natural environment and intrusion on visitor experience 

(Buckley, 1994). 

 

Methodology used in the studies varied a lot. The commonly used 

technique is GIS. The GIS technique was used by Tomczyk (2011), 

Chiou, Tsai, & Lejny (2010), Reed, Ainsworth, Wilson, Mixon, & Cook 

(2004), Kliskey (1998), Xiang (1996). Only a few studies focus on 

tourists themselves. Among these belong Lynn & Brown (2003) who 

measured the effects of recreational use on the hiking trail experience or 

Wolf, Hagenloh, & Croft (2012) who monitored the tourists along the 

hiking trails and discussed the advantages of monitoring methods. 

 

Many studies, as demonstrated at above literature review, focus on 

environmental impacts however only a few of them focuses on the 
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consumer (hiker, tourist) who causes these unwanted impacts. To 

manage the undesirable environmental impacts it is crucial to get 

knowledge of consumer (hiker) behavior. The presented research aims 

to determine reasons of consumer to choose concrete hiking trail and 

determine the key factors influencing hiker’s decision of using a hiking 

trail in landscape protected areas in the Czech Republic, the country 

with the highest density of hiking trails. 

 

Materials and methods 

2.1. Studied area 

The survey was conducted in four landscape protected areas selected 

near the capital Prague - LPA Kokořínsko, LPA Železné Hory, LPA 

Český Kras and LPA Blaník. LPA Blaník is the smallest one with the 

surface 40.31 km2, followed by  LPA Český Kras – 132.25 km2, LPA 

Kokořínsko 272.66 km2 and LPA Železné Hory 285.87 km2. More then 

70% of each LPA is formed by forests and unwatered plough lands. 

Location of the studied landscape protected areas is shown in map 1.  

 

Map 1 Location of protected landscape areas 
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Characteristics of respondents 

Respondents asked in the survey are women (53.8%) and men (46.2 %) 

with average age 35 years. The most of respondents reach university 

degree (41.6%) and high school education (40.6%). 6.7% of hikers 

reach only elementary education, 9.2% reach technical institute degree. 

Without any education there are 1.8% of hikers.  

The main motivation for hikers coming to LPAs is being in the nature 

(46.0 %). For natural and cultural sightseeing come 26.3% of hikers, for 

sport activities 10.4% of hikers. 6.7% of hikers come to visit their 

relatives and friends. The lowest number of hikers come for business 

purposes (3.5%) and 6.5 % stop in LPA on their way to other 

destinations. 

 

Most hikers choose the hiking trail according to landscape appearance 

(57 %). Concrete objects close to the chosen trail or on the trail are 

important for 51.7% of hikers. For significant part of hikers (32.8 %) it is 

important that the trails lead through forest. The length of trail signifies 

important reason for choosing the hiking trail for 13.4% of hikers. The 

accessibility of the trail is significant for 11.8 % of hikers and the location 

of starting point and finish of the trail influence the decision of 10.4 % of 

hikers. 

 

Gathering information and logistic regression 

 

For the data collection there was chosen a method, which combines 

self-administred data collection (questionnaire is filled without the 

presence of the investigator) and other-administred data collection. The 

data collection was effectuated on the crossroads of hiking trails during 

the summer 2011.  

Chi-square test (p-value 0,198) shows that the representation of hikers 

interviewed in the research and the real representation of hikers 
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according to the demographic characteristics is not different, so the 

results of that research may be considered as valuable. 

Hikers were questioned about the reasons to choose a hiking trail. They 

were offered 8 possible answers and asked to mark 3 most important 

ones. Among the possible answers were: 

 Length of trail 

 Landscape appearance  

 Trail leading through forest 

 Concrete objects (natural and cultural sightseeing) 

 Location of starting point and finish 

 Good transport accessibility 

 Other 

These answers represent the dependent variable in the estimated logit 

models. The independent variables correspond to the factors that may 

influence hikers´ decision. Therefore hikers were asked about their 

gender, age, the highest obtained education, profession and reasons for 

visiting landscape protected area.  

In total 443 questioners were elaborated in SPSS and finally estimated 6 

models of logistic regression. The general model function is 

characterized as follows: 

ln (p/ (1-p) ) = α + β1 (gender) + β2 (age) + β3 (education) + β4 (profession) + β5 (reasons for 

visiting LPA) + e, where                                                                                      

 (1) 

ln (p/ (1-p) ) is logit or log odds ratio of dependent variable,α is constant,β is coefficient of 

dependent variable,e is error term. 

The independent categorical variables are subsequently coded 

according to the studied variables. Category of Gender is coded as: 

Gender (1) – man; the reference category for Gender is woman. 

Education is coded as Education (1) – elementary; Education (2) – high 

school; Education (3) – college/technical institute; Education (4) – 

university;  the reference category for Education are hikers without any 
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education. Profession is coded as follows: Profession (1) – 

agriculture/forestry; Profession (2) – industry; Profession (3) – 

ecology/environmental sphere; Profession (4) – architecture and 

landscape planning; the reference category for Profession is non-natural 

profession. Reasons to visits LPA are coded as: Reasons to visit LPA (1) 

– being in nature; Reasons to visit LPA (2) – natural/cultural sightseeing; 

Reasons to visit LPA (3) – sport; Reasons to visit LPA (4) – visiting 

friends/relatives; Reasons to visit LPA (5) – business trip; the reference 

category for Reasons to visit is represented by hikers on their overstop 

on the way to other destination. 

 

All analyzed models are tested by Chi – square test, -2 log likelihood 

ration as a measure of how well the estimated model fits the likelihood. 

There are used also tests that explain the variability of the dependent 

variable Cox&Snell R Square and Nagelkerke R Square (for more see 

Nagelkerke, 1991). Cox&Snell R Square,  Nagelkerke R Square and – 2 

log likelihood are for guidance only since they can take moderate or low 

levels, even when the estimated model could be appropriate and useful, 

due to the fact that the dependent variable is categorical (Pardo & Ruiz, 

2002). Finally the Hosmer and Lemeshow test was applied (for more see 

Hosmer and Lemeshow, 1989). 

 

Results and discussion 

1) Models of logistic regression  

Model 1: Trail length 

Logit (trail length) = – 2.071 – 0.185 Reason to visit (1) – 0.581 Reason 

to visit (2) + 0.023 to visit (3) + 0.358 Reason to visit (4) – 0.659 Reason 

to visit (5) + 0.226 Gender – 0.009 Age + 0.748 Education (1) – 0.42 

Education (2) – 0.141 Education (3) + 0.289 Education (4) + 1.333 

Profession (1) + 0.180 Profession (2) + 1.190 Profession (3) + 0.513 

Profession (4)  
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Chi-square 16,997 

-2 Log likehood 234,056 

Cox&Snell R Square 0,038 

Nagelkerke R Square 0,071 

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test (sig.) 0,865 

Percent of Right Prediction 86,6 

 

The model 1 reveals that the only parameter of profession is statistically 

significant. According to the result the odd that hikers choose the hiking 

trail according to its length is 3.79 times higher for hikers employed in 

agriculture and forestry and 3.29 times higher for hikers employed in 

environmental sphere than for hikers employed in non-natural 

professions. 

 

Model 2: Landscape Appearance 

Logit (landscape appearance) = 1.120 + 0.161 Reason to visit (1) – 

0.419 Reason to visit (2) + 0.214 Reason to visit (3) – 1.269 Reason to 

visit (4) – 1.094 Reason to visit (5) + 0.284 Gender – 0.010 Age – 1.053 

Education (1) – 1.296 Education (2) – 1.030 Education (3) – 1.270 

Education (4) + 1.634 Profession (1) – 0.190 Profession (2) + 0.457 

Profession (3) – 0.105 Profession (4)  
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Chi-square 30,180 

-2 Log likehood 561,463 

Cox&Snell R Square 0,067 

Nagelkerke R Square 0,090 

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test (sig.) 0,335 

Percent of Right Prediction 63,5 

 

Analysis of model parameters reveals that hikers with an education are 

less likely to choose the hiking trail according to landscape appearance; 

however this parameter is not statistically significant. According to the 

statistical significance the model reveals that 1 % increase on scale of 

business trip being a reason to visit LPAs caused 0.2% decrease of odd 

that hikers choose the hiking trail according to its landscape 

appearance. On the other hand there is proved statistically significant 

increase of odd that hikers choose hiking trail according to its landscape 

appearance by hikers employed in agriculture, the odd of these hikers is 

5.126 higher than the one of hikers employed in non-natural professions. 

 

Model 3: Trail leading through forest 

Logit (forest) = – 1.563 – 0.895 Reason to visit (1) – 0.166 Reason to 

visit (2) + 0.868 Reason to visit (3) + 0.258 Reason to visit (4) + 0.359 

Reason to visit (5) + 0.353 Gender – 0.009 Age + 1.304 Education (1) – 

0.402 Education (2) – 0.181 Education (3) + 0.500 Education (4) + 0.954 

Profession (1) – 0.071 Profession (2) – 0.358 Profession (3) – 1.794 

Profession (4)  
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Chi-square 38,066 

-2 Log likehood 509,864 

Cox&Snell R Square 0,084 

Nagelkerke R Square 0,117 

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test  (sig.) 0,366 

Percent of Right Prediction 69,7 

 

The model 3 results reveal that in spite of model being significant, the 

parameters are mainly insignificant. Statistically significant on the level α 

= 0.1 is the parameter Reason to visit (1), which indicates that the odd 

for choosing the hiking trail according to its surrounding by forest is 

2.446 higher for hikers coming to LPA for being in nature than for hikers 

just stopping on their way to other destination. 

 

Model 4:  Concrete objects 

Logit (concrete objects) = 0.590 – 0.316 Reason to visit (1) + 0.813 

Reason to visit (2) + 0.442 Reason to visit (3) + 0.086 Reason to visit (4) 

– 0.952 Reason to visit (5) – 0.287 Gender – 0.003 Age – 1.728 

Education (1) – 0.374 Education (2) – 0.179 Education (3) + 0.320 

Education (4) + 0.372 Profession (1) – 0.085 Profession (2) – 0.635 

Profession (3) – 0.493 Profession (4)  
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Chi-square 37,100 

-2 Log likehood 565,646 

Cox&Snell R Square 0,082 

Nagelkerke R Square 0,110 

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test  (sig.) 0,820 

Percent of Right Prediction 63,0 

 

The odd of being a concrete object as reason for choosing a hiking trail 

is 2,255 higher for hikers coming to LPA for visiting natural and cultural 

sightseeing than for hikers stopping on their way to another destination 

(significant on α = 0.1).  There is also statistically proved (α = 0.1) that 

hikers with elementary education tent less to choose hiking trail 

according to concrete objects than hikers with no education, the odds 

ratio is 0.178. The β coefficients of education shows that education of 

the hikers corresponds to decline of logit to choose hiking trail according 

to concrete objects. 

 

Model 5: Start – Finish 

Logit (start - finish) = –  2.935 + 1.421 Reason to visit (1) + 1.226 

Reason to visit (2) + 0.677 Reason to visit (3) – 0.244 Reason to visit (4) 

– 1.359 Reason to visit (5) + 0.583 Gender – 0.023 Age + 0.819 

Education (1) + 0.297 Education (2) + 0.544 Education (3) + 0.154 

Education (4) – 19.166 Profession (1) – 0.102 Profession (2) – 19.618 

Profession (3) – 0.528 Profession (4)  
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Chi-square 25,889 

-2 Log likehood 288,022 

Cox&Snell R Square 0,058 

Nagelkerke R Square 0,113 

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test  (sig.) 0,768 

Percent of Right Prediction 88,2 

 

The analysis of model parameter reveals only one statistically significant 

parameter (on the level α = 0.1) is the parameter of gender. The odd for 

choosing a hiking trail according to its position start and finish is 1.791 

times higher by men than by women. The β coefficients of education in 

the model equation shows that educated hikers are more likely decided 

according to trail localization than hikers without any education. 

 

Model 6: Accessibility 

Logit (accessibility) = –  20.141 – 0.611 Reason to visit (1) – 1.234 

Reason to visit (2) – 0.193 Reason to visit (3) – 1.821 Reason to visit (4) 

– 0.019 Reason to visit (5) + 0.603 Gender – 0.034 Age + 19.432 

Education (1) + 19.483 Education (2) + 19.590 Education (3) + 19.658 

Education (4) + 0.651 Profession (1) – 0.137 Profession (2) – 0.427 

Profession (3) – 19.165 Profession (4)  

 

Chi-square 21,155 

-2 Log likehood 267,764 

Cox&Snell R Square 0,048 

Nagelkerke R Square 0,098 

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test  (sig.) 0,248 
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Percent of Right Prediction 89,6 

 

Statistically significant results of the model 6 shows that the odd of 

choosing hiking trail according to its accessibility is 1.828 times higher by 

men than by women (on the level α = 0.1).  The age is also statistically 

significant parameter in analyzed model. One year increase in the age 

leads to decision based on accessibility less likely (expβ = 0.966).  Also 

hikers, coming to LPAs for cultural and natural sightseeing, tent to 

decide according to the accessibility less than hikers stopping on their 

way. The odd ration in this particular case is 0.291. 

 

2)  Analysis of hikers´ characteristics  

Detailed descriptions of all analyzed factors that may influence hikers´ 

decision of choosing hiking trail are demonstrated in Table 1 and Table 

2.  

 

Reasons for visiting LPA  

The increase of visitors coming to LPA for being in the nature in 

comparison to those who just stop on their way to another destination 

leads to higher odd of deciding about hiking trail according to landscape 

appearance, surrounding by forest and its location. On the other hand 

the increase of hikers stopping on their way in comparison to those who 

come to LPA for being in the nature leads to higher odd of deciding 

about hiking trail according to trail length, concrete objects and 

accessibility. 

 

Consequently there can be derived other relations regarding reasons to 

visit LPA in comparison to stopping in LPA. The increase of hikers 

coming to LPA for natural and cultural sightseeing leads to higher odd of 

choosing a trail according to concrete objects and location, and lower 

odd of choosing a hiking trail according to trail length, landscape 
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appearance, forest and accessibility. The increase of hikers coming to 

LPA for sport activities leads to higher odd of choosing trail according to 

concrete objects, location, forest and lower odd of choosing the hiking 

trail according to its accessibility (see Table 1). 

 

Age 

One year increase in the age of hikers leads to lower odd that hikers 

choose hiking trail according to its length, surrounding by forest, 

concrete objects, its location (start and finish) and its availability. 

However the same increase in the age leads to higher odd they choose  

hiking trail according to landscape appearance. 

 

Gender 

To compare decision made by men and women about hiking trail, the 

results show that men tent more than women to choose hiking trail 

according to landscape appearance, surroundings by forest, its location 

and availability. On contrary, women tent more than men to choose trail 

according to concrete objects. 

 

Education 

In respect of education and comparison of educated and not educated 

hikers, the results reveal that hikers with elementary education tent more 

decide about hiking trail according concrete objects, accessibility, trail 

length and forest. On contrary these hikers tent less to decide according 

to location and landscape appearance. The increase of hikers with high 

school education leads to higher odd of making decision based on 

concrete objects, accessibility, forest, and lower odd of other reasons for 

visiting LPA. Increase of hikers with the highest education gained on 

technical institute provokes higher odd of making decision based on 

concrete objects and accessibility. Higher odd of choosing trail according 

to concrete objects, accessibility, trail length and forest is connected with 
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increase of hikers with university education. Lower odd is consequently 

connected to other reasons of LPA visit. 

 

Profession 

Analysis of the model reveals that the odd of choosing trail according to 

any kind of reasons to visit LPA is higher by hikers employed in 

agriculture than by those employed in non-natural professions. Increase 

of tourists employed in industry and construction leads to higher odd of 

decision making process based on trail length, concrete objects and 

location. Increase of hikers employed in ecology and environmental 

sphere leads to higher decision based on trail length, concrete objects, 

location and landscape appearance. Increase of hikers employed in 

landscape planning leads to higher decision based on trail length, 

location and accessibility (see Table 2). 

 

Table 1 Factors influencing hikers´ decision 

  M1: Trail Length M2: Landscape 
Appereance 

M3: Forest 

  Sig. Exp(B) Sig. Exp(B) Sig. Exp(B) 

Reasons to visit PLA .641   .003**   .005**   

Reasons to visit PLA(1) 
being in nature 

.742 .831 .705 1.175 .070* 2.446 

Reasons to visit PLA(2) 
Natural/cultural 
sightseeing  

.342 .559 .343 .657 .754 .847 

Reasons to visit PLA(3) 
sport 

.972 1.023 .678 1.238 .128 2.381 

Reasons to visit PLA(4) 
visiting friends/relaives 

.613 1.430 .027** .281 .687 1.295 

Reasons to visit PLA(5) 
business trip 

.488 .517 .117 .335 .640 1.432 
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Gender .461 .797 .177 1.329 .118 1.423 

Age .511 .991 .245 1.010 .361 .991 

Education .594   .623   .144   

Education (1) 
elementary 

.531 2.112 .266 .349 .168 3.686 

Education (2) high 
school 

.971 .959 .145 .274 .650 1.495 

Education (3) college / 
technical institute 

.910 .869 .269 .357 .849 .834 

Education (4) university .802 1.336 .153 .281 .572 1.649 

Profession .087*   .199   .221   

Profession (1) 
agriculture/forestry 

.046** 3.791 .045** 5.126 .119 2.597 

Profession (2) 
industry/construction 

.621 1.198 .434 .827 .788 .932 

Profession(3) 
ecology/enviromental 
sphere 

.026** 3.286 .333 1.579 .477 .699 

Profession(4) landscape 
planning 

.560 1.670 .876 .900 .112 .166 

Constant .171 .198 .225 3.066 .100 .210 

 

Table 2 Factors influencing hikers´ decision 

  M4: Concrete Objects M5: Start - Finish M6: Accessibility 

  Sig. Exp(B) Sig. Exp(B) Sig. Exp(B) 

Reasons to visit PLA .000**   .380   .240   

Reasons to visit PLA(1) 
being in nature 

.446 .729 .175 4.40 .278 .543 

Reasons to visit PLA(2) 
Natural/cultural 
sightseeing  

.066* 2.255 .253 3.08 .057* .291 
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Reasons to visit PLA(3) 
sport 

.382 1.556 .564 1.67 .776 .825 

Reasons to visit PLA(4) 
visiting friends/relaives 

.875 1.090 .867 .784 .114 .162 

Reasons to visit PLA(5) 
business trip 

.167 .386 .362 3.94 .984 .981 

Gender .174 .750 .077* 1.91 .089* 1.28 

Age .771 .997 .115 .977 .031** .966 

Education .056*   .840   .992   

Education (1) 
elementary 

.051* .178 .507 2.69 .999 2.747 

Education (2) high 
school 

.639 .688 .799 1.46 .999 2.891 

Education (3) college / 
technical institute 

.832 .837 .655 1.23 .999 3.220 

Education (4) university .688 .726 .896 1.66 .999 .344 

Profession .594   .987   .877   

Profession (1) 
agriculture/forestry 

.543 1.451 .999 .000 .437 1.17 

Profession (2) industry/ 
construction 

.730 1.088 .779 1.07 .741 .872 

Profession(3) 
ecology/enviromental 
sphere 

.178 1.888 .998 .000 .538 .652 

Profession(4) landscape 
planning 

.499 .611 .633 .590 .999 .000 

Constant .478 1.804 .049 .053 .999 .000 

 

Conclusion  

The article aims to contribute to worldwide hiking trail research. Many 

studies focus on evaluating impacts caused by using hiking trails. 

Pickering, Hill, Newsome, & Lejny (2010) studied literature about hiking 

trail impacts, especially in the USA and Australia. They found 33 studies 
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in the USA examining the hiking impacts (14 looked at soil erosion 11 

looked at the width of trail). In Australia they found 26 studies examining 

impacts on vegetation and soil (see also Sun and Walsh, 1998). Many 

studies can be also found in Europe (Lance, Baugh, & Love, 1989; 

Lemauviel& Rozé, 2003; Tomczyk, 2011). This article extends hiking trail 

research through the analysis of hiker – consumer of hiking trails. The 

article reveals the consumers´ behavior. 

 

The analyses of personal characteristic reveal influence on decision 

process in which hikers choose hiking trails. Results of this research are 

crucial for sustainable tourism development and may be incorporated to 

development strategies of LPA. LPAs´ authorities may use the results as 

basis of further hiking trails development. 

 

However the research has some limits in worldwide application that has 

to be mentioned. The Czech Republic belongs to countries with the 

highest density of hiking trails and specific nature character. Application 

of the research is limit for countries with significant differences in nature 

character along hiking trails. 

Other limits of the application rise from the personal characteristics of 

hikers. The personal characteristic, especially the difference in decision 

process between men and women, may cause trouble with application in 

countries where the relation between men and women do not 

correspond to the European one. 
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