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Abstract

The paper examines individuals’ attitudes towards the developf formalised

coastal walking routes such as way marked ways. The mowsiwalking trails can
facilitate individuals in meeting health related guidelifes physical activity.

Moreover, formally developed coastal walking routes can halvstantial benefits for
individuals as a recreational resource and can be a tool for pngmatonomic

development in marginal rural areas. Just over half (53%eahdividuals surveyed
favoured the development of these formal walking routespdeents in the survey
and focus groups also reported that the ‘certainty of acaessgased safety and
potential for increased use and subsequent tourism benefistmemajor benefits
behind the development of way marked ways. The results logie model also

suggest that individuals cannot be considered a homogeneous grouggaitt to

their preferences for the development of formalised walkingstrail
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Introduction

Society utilises the countryside for a variety of recopal purposes such as for
walking, mountaineering, cycling, swimming and surfing (MountaingeCouncil of
Ireland, 2005; Hynes and Hanley, 2006; Irish Sports Council, 2086ecent times,
factors such as greater affluence, urbanization and cigangiues have all operated
to increase the demand for recreational amenities. Moredlves now widely
recognized that rural based recreational activities providexigh amenities such as
walking trails have the potential to deliver significaobnomic benefits to rural areas
through tourism based revenue and as such can be an importafdrtoaial and
regional development (Moore and Barthlow, 1998; Lane, 1999; Vaughan 20GD;

Failte-Ireland, 2005).

In addition to its benefits as a land based recreationaumes, there have been
numerous reported positive health related outcomes assomatedalking activities
(Gebel et al., 2007). A growing proportion of the population in evassocieties is
not physically active leading to the increased prevalensedéntariness and obesity.
Recent research has determined that environmental changeasstigh provision of
walking trails, cycle paths, public outdoor recreational settorgsven building and
street design can increase the likelihood of more activevimhral choices (Sallis et
al., 1998: 2002; Bauman et al., 2002). Walking is the physicaitgdhat perhaps
offers the most scope for public health benefits as it@sntiost commonly reported
physical activity of adults and, in addition, the public Hediterature has long
established walking as the physical activity indicator thahost open to influence

(Owen et al., 2004).
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Walking activity is viewed by many people as natural andadthe antidote for the
stresses and strains of modern life (Roberson and Babic, 20095 especially
promising as a means of improving the health related outctomé@wdividuals with a
low prevalence of physical activity because of its relataceessibility for all
population subgroups. It has been shown that access to walkilsgctari have a
positive impact on trail use (Brownson et al., 2000; Troped. €2001). In effect, the
provision of walking trails or other measures aimed at fatiiig walking activities
could potentially become a cost effective public health ingathat can be used to

help people meet physical activity recommendations (Librett e2006).

Despite its numerous reported benefits, the provision of walkimits has been
problematic in the Republic of Ireland as in a number of m&ts landowners have
prevented recreationalists from accessing their land. Awotantial solution to
problems relating to public access to the countryside policyrmakehe Republic of
Ireland have sought to create a number of formal walking r@ltes specific trail
paths with relevant trail facilities (called way markedys). On these formalised
walking routes the general public will be granted a genegat f access and the
relevant local authority will be responsible for its maintex@a and will provide
relevant trail infrastructure and facilities. Using afoimal but established short
distance coastal walk in Galway in the West of lmdlathe overall aim of this paper is

to examine respondents’ preferences towards the developmensefitakking trails.

Policymakers in the Republic of Ireland recognise that tieesn under-supply of
public access to the Irish countryside (O’Cuiv, 2004). In 2004, #sponsible

Ministry (Community, Rural and Gaeltacht Affairs) set upoaintryside recreational
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council ‘Combhairle Na Tuaithe’ to examine the issue of s&dte the Irish countryside,
develop a countryside code and develop a countryside recreatitegystraThe
council noted how countryside recreation can improve our health alhth&ing and
assist the development of sustainable rural communities. Banifprogress has
been made on the latter two objectives (Comhairle na TjaRb06), but the
problematic issue of access and the policy instrument uséd d@elivery remains

(O'Reilly 2006).

Problems in relation to public access is not a situation unigubet Republic of
Ireland as issues relating to public access to land for outckmreation are a
contemporary preoccupation amongst government’s worldwide (Millwag®3:
Curry, 2001; 2004). In England there is no public right of acceistoountryside
and landowners have often prevented individuals from walking at¢hess land.
Virtually all of the land in England is under private ownegpshind access to the
countryside has historically been possible through an extensiwenkeof rights of
way (Mulder et al., 2006). However in recent years, major pieces of legislation
have given the public rights to access a much greater shéne countryside. The
first was the Countryside Rights of Way Act 2000 (CROW). Wittile did not grant
the right to walk anywhere it did permit access on foot tq@R&bhectares of mapped,
open, uncultivated countryside. The second development, a nenmeMBill
announced in April 2008, relates to coastal access. Théiamtex this Bill is to give
rights to the general public to access beaches, dunes adlres along a coastal

strip.
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In France, and similarly to England and the Republic of Irelegtts to privacy and
the private ownership of land take precedence in the coutgryBraditional rights of
access are largely restricted to pre-existing public rightway. Private ownership
rights are also dominant in the Dutch countryside as aciggs relate primarily to
public rights of way such as public roads, cycle-ways angh&tlos and public access
to seashores. Outside Europe, all states in the USA (hattexception of Maine)
have a legal situation where landowners control the rightadéss (Acheson, 2006).
Likewise, in New Zealand, access is not freely availablprivately managed lands
except where well established routes are in place (Fitzpa2005). New Zealand
does, however, have a relatively large share of its laagsmm the form of national

parks where the general public are allowed access for tiecr@aactivities.

There are many countries where access works well in thaeteral public has the
right to walk (with some exceptions) wherever they warftor example, the
Scandinavian countries, Germany and Switzerland have traditigi$ of access
(Scott, 1991; 1998). In Norway, access to private land bytldic exists through
the concept of Allemannsretten ("Everyman's Right" or "Right of Common
Access"). This allows the public to travel across, enjayt stays and the right to
pick natural products such as berries, flowers and musisram the countryside. A
law formalizing the principle of public access wasge in 1957 through the Outdoor
Recreation Act. Sweden enjoys similar rights of accesthat of Norway albeit
without the same level of legislative protection. In Derlnthe 1968 Conservation
of Nature Act permits walking in state forests and other pualds, on beaches;
rural roads and paths; roads and consolidated paths in foresis andultivated and

unfenced land. The traditional right of public access (Betgsrecht) has been given
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a modern statutory basis in Germany. The basic prinapieait of a public right of
access to forests, unenclosed land and foreshores, and ald@pgthscand roads.
Public access is seen in these countries as part of dhkiral heritage and in
addition there is a strong emphasis on not disturbing or destraymgart of the

owners’ property while accessing their land.

In a study by Buckley et al. (2009b) a variety of issues sschugsance impacts
(interference with agricultural activities), insuran@bility and potential invasion of
privacy were reported as the main reasons why landownersenaywilling to allow

public access to their farm land for walking activities.neQpotential solution to
facilitating access to private land for walking and othere@tonal activities are what
have been termed way-marked ways. A way-marked wpasesents an informal
permissive agreement between the landowner, the local autand the Irish Sports
Council. They are operated on a non statutory basis wheyeatle managed and
maintained by local authorities and landowners are not compenia access. In
1978 the National Way-marked Ways Association of the Irish S@wtincil was set
up to establish way-marked ways throughout the Republic of Ireladd. these

walking trails, landowners have agreed to allow public adwespecific parts of their
land for recreational activities. The relevant local authds responsible for the
maintenance of the walking route and generally provide aerarigrelevant trail

infrastructure such as stiles/footbridges and signage.

This scheme has, however, had limited impact on the siooviof walking trails as
landowners are not compensated for public access provision anchasften restrict

individuals from accessing their land. More recently, a pNatkways Management
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Scheme was launched in 2007 by the national government wherieal lamber of
landowners are compensated for the development and maintenaneeexisting
walking trails. Under this scheme, landowners receive patgier the development,
maintenance and enhancement of approved, way-marked waysyoged Iwalking
routes that pass through their land. Somrdemillion has been provided for the
scheme in 2008 and four existing trails have been selecteti$opilot project. A
similar measure called the Woodland Welcome scheme has bleted by the
Forestry Commission in the South East of England. Similarlthe “walkways
management scheme” piloted in the Republic of Ireland, f@rimethis scheme have
been offered remuneration for their services in developing aaihtaming the

walking trail.

Given this policy background this paper is structured as folloinstlyf using survey
responses and focus group data, individuals’ attitudes towarateteéopment of a
formalised walking route such as a way-marked way are exdminkis is followed

with an analysis of the importance individuals place oriouar walking related
features on their enjoyment of walking in the countrysitlext, a binary logit model
is formulated to explore individuals’ preferences towards the igoov of trail

infrastructure such as car parking, information points andiaedietrail on walking

routes. Analysis of individuals’ attitudes towards walkingated attributes can
provide information from which policymakers can ascertaipaficy measures in
relation to the provision of walking trails and public accesthé countryside are in
line with citizens’ views and needs. Finally, this paperctates with a discussion of

its major findings and their implications for public access [gioni
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Methodology
The standard theoretical framework used to examine siteatgmmal choice (in a
setting such as ours, this is characterized by the indivi&lghbice between several
walking sites with varying perceived attributes) is utiltheory. An individual
chooses from a number of alternatives (e.g. walking sites)seledts the one that
yields the highest expected utility level on any given choamasion. Assume that an
individual, n, hasJ possible multi-attribute walking sites from which to choose. The
total utility perceived by individuah from visiting a candidate siids assumed to be
given by:

Uin =V(xin’ Yoo Bn I ns %)"’ €n= \414' €n
Here,V, is the indirect utility function from visiting walking siie is a vector of
individual specific parametersz, are individual-specific covariatesg, is the
stochastic element of utilityX,, is a vector of perceived site attributgsjs income

and p,, is travel cost. Whenever the utility from walking visitisgei is greater than

the utility from visiting all other siteg/J, site i will be chosen. Within this
framework, the individual will chose the walking location (based@mnperception of
the characteristics of that area) that yields her tigadsit level of satisfaction or
utility. The attitudes towards walking related attributes \wahat drive the decision
making process of the individual and it is theses attitudgswthaexamine in the
following sections.

Case study site and survey design

The case study site is Omey Island which is a tidal istdragpproximately 1 sq mile
located six miles North West of the town of Clifden ire tConnemara region of

County Galway. Tourism has long been promoted as the mategst for regional
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development in this area as its combination of lakes, mounaaiges, bogs and
coastline make it an ideal location for outdoor activityrtipalarly walking. To
access Omey Island one has to cross almost 1 km ofsadds which is impassable
for two hours either side of high tide. The trail itselfa low lying looped walk of
approximately 5.5 km in length, along small roads, open tragksvand beaches. In
terms of facilities, the route has limited direcy(sige, stiles, information point etc.)

and indirect backup (car-parking) infrastructure.

Omey Island is predominantly commonage land and as such hgssiareholder
owners and communal grazing of livestock. Commonage reféaadan which two
or more farmers have grazing rights (Lafferty et al., 1999der common law, land
held in commonage is seen as a tenancy in common. Haait teolds an undivided
share in the property and has a distinct and separateshtin the property (Pearce
and Mee, 2000). Similar to access on to private landnglesiownership, access to
commonage land is not a de-facto right in Ireland but deperwtathe goodwill of

landowners.

To examine opinions on the development of walking trails a surfeysitors was
conducted during the months of July — September 2005. A pilot phase w
undertaken prior to the main survey. Interviews were condustesite and in person
and lasted approximately 30 minutes. A total of 240 valid reggowere secured.
To advise on the survey design a panel of experts with amtieexperience was
established. The panel consisted of an archaeologigtikeng tour operator based in
Connemara, an ecologist and an academic with extensiveiengeein the field of

tourism economics. In consultation with this panel of experts and tise tourism
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and walking literature (Kay and Moxham, 1996; Curtis and Whlsia 2004; Visit-
Scotland, 2004) a number of walking-related attributes weretedléor examination
in the on-site survey. It is important to point out that the samoplindividuals
surveyed were those already engaged in walking activitiesaarslich may not be
representative of the entire population. That said, elisttat this serves as a useful

case study in examining preferences towards the developmeninai foalking trails.

Focus groups

To provide a qualitative dimension to the study two focus groups weyanised
consisting of 8 participants in each. Focus groups were usefdirther probe
prominent issues raised in the questionnaire survey, providingor@ intensive
method to gain additional depth and understanding of key issgeAsBury (1995)
suggests focus groups can give greater insights as to \waynogpinions and beliefs
are held by respondents. This insight is difficult to achiesth other quantitative
research methods. The first focus group consisted of matwdenss organised
through a student association in a University in Galway wheevall familiar with
walking trails in the Galway region. The second focus groupistedsof members
from a mountaineering club in Galway. The focus groups wesigmied to acquire a
more detailed understanding of issues raised through the analysisponses to the

survey.

Attribute analysis
A principal component factor analysis was performed on resptsidienportance
ratings of various walking attributes. Factor analysis haespread applications

because of its potential to condense the information containedumber of original
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variables into a smaller set of dimensions (factors) wvétiminimum loss of
information. In particular, factor analysis seeks to l#sta if a large number of
variables can be mostly explained by a much smaller nuaihariables often called
factors. Factor analysis is carried out by analyzing thgenpaof correlations (or
covariances) among a number of variables and transforming a swmirrelated

variables to a smaller number of uncorrelated variables.

The smaller number of resulting uncorrelated variables hbpsesearcher to better
understand the data and can be more useful in subsequent andilgsisone can
operate with a smaller number of variables. In other wasl<hatfield and Collins
(1980) describe, one of the main uses of factor analysisilieseducing the
dimensionality of the data in order to simplify later anislysin this paper, factor
analysis is employed to reduce the data pertaining to respishdaportance ratings
of a number of walking related features into a smallerofetariables for use in

further multivariate analysis.

Model specification

A binary logit model was formulated to examine the eftéqiersonal
characteristics, familiarity with way marked ways amensity of walking

activities on individuals’ preferences for the provision ofaas trail facilities (see
Greene, 1997 and Long and Freese, 2006 for a more detailegtiesaf this

type of estimation). Binary logistic models of this tyy@ere been used extensively
in the health sciences as they are particularly apt foemmadhere, for example,
disease state (diseased/healthy) and decision making (y&sthe)dependent

variable (see Bagley et al. 2001 for examples). In nerent times, however,



10-WP-SEMRU-03

they have been employed across a much broader range ofideciplthe social
sciences including that of environmental policy (see for elaiarkes et al.,
2002 and Howley et al., 2009) because of their ability to modabtbhmous

outcomes.

Results

Preferences for walking trails

Respondents were asked to give their opinion on a scenario tubreimg proposed
where an informal but established short distance coastalav@kney Island (off the
coast of Galway in the West of Ireland) would be formallyedigwped and maintained
as a recreational walking resource for the general publidetthis scenario, access
would be agreed with landowners through a 5 year access agreerSemey

respondents were told that:

Although this route has been used by walkers fanymgears and is fairly well documented it
is not covered by an official access agreementthedrail is not maintained. Access to the
route is informal and dependent on the goodwillhef landowners. This could be withdrawn
at any time thereby legally preventing walkers froging the route. We are investigating the
feasibility of formally developing this route as afficial way marked way. As a way marked
way this walking route would be covered by an ddfi@ccess agreement made between the
Irish Sports Council, the local authority and taedowners concerned. This agreement would
provide public access to this walk for a periodbofears. The agreement would also ensure

that the walk is maintained and that sign postigsstnd map boards would be provided.

Respondents were then given the following two options and asked whéclhey

prefer:
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Option 1: Maintain the status quo with informal access andailontaintenance on
the walking route.
Option 2: Develop the walking route as an official way mdrkeay with trail

maintenance for 5 years.

A total of 240 valid surveys were conducted on site in spé the proposed
hypothetical walking scenario. In all 126 respondents (53%) peefé¢he proposed
way-marked way scenario while 114 (47%) had a preferencehéorstatus quo
situation to remain. When asked why they preferred thtustquo, 82% of
respondents stated they preferred a more natural or undevelopednment. A
further 9% stated it would become overcrowded or too commeihliwhile 9%
gave other reasons. Those favouring the way-marked way scenditated
guaranteed access (43%), ability to walk while protectingethngronment (27%),
promotion of tourism (16%) and improved ease and safety whilkinga{(16%) as

the main rationale for their preference.

Two focus groups were organised to provide a deeper understandegpohdents’
preferences in relation to the provision of formal walking rewtéth trail facilities.
The main advantage reported by focus group participants fofogéawg a walking
trail such as the one described above related to what one respatescribed as
“certainty of access! Participants reported that they often felt nervous aboogusi
walking trails as they were unsure whether landowners wah#&d accessing their
land. As one respondent commentated in describing the potentiaitagles of a

way-marked way'l have felt quite nervous before coming across people in places
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which is quite stressful and | would rather have a relaxed walk ikigoivhave the

right to be there?”

Participants also reported that once people know that they dextainty of access
then this will encourage use of the walking trail. Tmgurn, will, as one participant
described help tourism which will be a big help for the local communityOne

further advantage reported by respondents was the potential favilpsafety on
walking routes resulting from the provision of relevant traftastructure. Finally,
many focus group participants felt that a formal trail stmectould help to minimize

erosion and damage to the natural environment.

Participants reported that the biggest disadvantage assbuidh the development of

a formal trail structure was that the addition of tradilfaes can ‘take way from the
natural beauty of the place”. As one participant stated:Iréland’s natural
environment is what draws visitors to the countryside in ttet iitstance and the
walk should be kept as natural as possibleSome respondents also felt that
formalising walking trails could lead to overcrowding thus distiing their own
enjoyment of walking trails. One final issue raised by fti®is group participants
from the mountaineering club was that the presence of variailsfacilities can
lessen the challenge of undertaking these walking trailss oAe participant
commentatedmost of us prefer the challenge of navigating and finding our own

way”.

The importance of walking related attributes on individuals’ enjoyraewntalking in

the countryside
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Respondents were given 17 statements describing various walkatedréeatures
and asked to indicate by circling the appropriate number oal@ st1 (unimportant)
to 5 (most important) how important or unimportant was the presehdbese
walking related features in their enjoyment of a walktle countryside. The
descriptors offered were: unimportant, neither important/unimprtsomewhat
important, very important and most important. Attributes wewarened under 3
main headings: landscape features, biodiversity, and talititss. Attributes tested
in relation to landscape features included a mountainafd or valley, forest and a
lake or coast. In relation to biodiversity, the featuremm@ned included the presence
of wild animals, birds, livestock and wild flowers. Fiyadl variety of attributes in
relation to trail facilities such as: an information ppenmap or guide, a defined tralil,
route signs, a car park and a guaranteed access agreeitiefangowners were
included for analysis. Table 1 list all the various wadkrelated attributes and the

mean scores of each for all respondents.

The attribute that attracted the highest mean score frepomeents related to having
a lake or a coast on the walk. This is consistent withynfandscape preference
studies in which water related features is often repoagdthe most desirable
landscape feature for individuals (Steinitz, 1990; Dramstadl ,e2006). However, it

must be noted that the sample of individuals surveyed wermre akkdastal area and as
such would be expected to have a strong preference forrakeoastal environments.
This was closely followed by the need for a clearly agraecess agreement with
landowners. This highlights individuals’ awareness of current prable relation to

access to the countryside for recreational purposes. Thetlavean scores were for

trail facilities such as a route map, an information pamd signposting. That said,
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while these attributes attracted the lowest mean sctes were still held as

important by respondents with a median score of 3 (somewhat anport

Insert table 1 here

To simplify the study, factor analysis was used to ideniiigerlying factors that
would assist in understanding the observed response patternshe loase of
environmental preferences it has been previously used to disentamggumers’
attitudes to various features of the environmental landgsageKline and Wichelns,
1996; 1998; Karp, 1996; Kaiser et al., 1999; Nunes, 2002). As the watdated
attributes could be classified under three headings, namebjsdape features,
biodiversity and trail facilities a factor analysis (pripai component with varimax
rotation) was employed to extract three factors. As caebr from Table 2 the three
factors extracted all had an eigenvalue greater than onexatained 55 percent of

the variance in total.

Factor 1 has high factor loadings (or cross correlation caif&) on various trail
facilities such as an information point, route map, definedl, signposting,
stiles/footbridges, car park and an access agreementanidbwners and accounts for
28 percent of the variance in importance ratings of walkitriputes. This factor has
therefore been termed ‘trail facilities’. Factor Ztehigh factor loading on various
scenic features of the countryside such as mountainsrékaioa a valley, a forest and
finally a lake or a coast and explains just under 17 per cemieofvariance in
importance ratings. This factor has therefore been clesimed as ‘landscape
features’. Finally factor 3 has high factor loadings on theegmee of birds, wild
flowers and wild animals and explains almost 10 per cenapénce in importance

ratings. This factor has therefore been termed ‘biodiyérsitThe variable
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representing the presence of livestock on a walking teailehhigh factor loading for

both factor 2 and 3 and it is held as representing botha@gidally fits both factors.

Insert table 2 here

In addition to factor loadings, individual factor scores wemalpced which were the
scores of an individual on a particular factor. The scoessure the degree to which
individuals’ attitudes regarding various walking attributes deyiaither positively or
negatively, from the sample mean score for each factothelfollowing section, the
individual factor scores for factor 1 (trail facilities) meused as a dependent variable
in a binary logit model designed to determine if there wemg variables that
distinguished respondents who felt the provision of trail facilitieswalking trails
were important from respondents who felt they were not importihe dependent
variable (factor 1) was split into two categories, thogh wifactor score greater than
1 and those with a factor score less than 1. This split ehsureequal number of
respondents in both groups. Respondents with a factor scorerdreaiel were
classified as rating the provision of trail facilities anfilastructure as important while

those with a factor score less than 1 were classifi@teasng it as not important.

The factor scores have the advantage in that large numbershdy bigrelated
variables (in this instance respondents’ opinions on a varietyaliing attributes)
can be reduced to a smaller more manageable number ofalatadrvariables thus
eliminating any potential multicollinearity problems. Eaifhithe respondents factor
scores are relative to the sample mean, which cor@ceny potential bias accruing

from respondents giving positive responses “yea-saying” which cootentially
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inflate support for certain walking attributes (Boyle et al., 198%&hnston et al.,

2003).

Insert table 3 here

Model results: Examining individuals’ preferences for the provisiomail facilities

A binary logit model was developed to examine the effect fqmeal characteristics
(age, gender, education, income, presence of children), fetpikeith way marked
ways and intensity of walking activities in predicting tingportance respondents
placed on the provision of trail infrastructure and facilif@s captured by factor 1).
The regression results from the binary logit model are pteden Table 4. The log

likelihood ¢ 2 statistic shows that, taken jointly, the coefficientgha binary logit

model are significant at the 1% level.

In relation to the socio-economic variables examined, age, ganddhe presence of
children were all found to have a significant influence. MaexHically, individuals
who were 50 years of age or older were much more likelgdbthat the provision of
trail facilities are important. Additionally, respondents wiaal children and/or were
female were also much more likely to rate the provisiomadgffacilities as important.
It could be hypothesised that for these individuals the increase¢egience and
safety provided by the provision of trail facilities are mogkevant. Respondents
who used a way-marked way in the past were also more tidbel the provision of
trail facilities were important rather than those who newsed a way-marked way.
This would suggest that experience with way marked wanyshnare characterized by

formal trail facilities has a positive impact on respondehrtswever, it must be noted
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that individuals who already have a positive predisposition fokimgtrails with a

high level of trail facilities may be more likely to laused way-marked ways.

Respondents were also asked how often they undertake a walie dbllowing
duration: a walk of six hours or greater, a walk of betweenh8's, a walk of
between 2-3 hours and finally a walk of less than or about 1 hourotal, 36% of
respondents reported that they at least occasionally undertafik ®f six hours or
greater. Interestingly respondents who undertake relativelye rdifficult walks
(classified here as respondents who have undertaken walikshofuss or greater) are
less likely to feel the provision of trail facilities amportant. For these walkers their
primary motivation may be to experience a challenge andniay prefer to walk in a
more natural undeveloped environment. This would be consistent heithesults
from the focus groups where a number of participants from the mioeatag club
commentated that providing trail faciliies can take wagnt the challenge of
undertaking walking based recreational activities.

Insert table 4 here

Discussion and Conclusion
The provision of walking trails can facilitate individuals nmeeting health related

guidelines for physical activity. Moreover, formally develdpeastal walking routes
can have substantial benefits for individuals as a recrahtiesource and can be a
tool for promoting economic development in marginal rural areBespite the
potential benefits accruing from use of the rural landscape, patdiess to private
farm land is a contentious issue with many landowners restrigublic access.

Concerns surrounding potential negative impacts on production iastigite often
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cited as potential reasons why landowners may be unwilling dw @tcess to their

land for recreational activities (see Buckley et al., 2009b).

One potential solution to facilitating access to private l&rdwalking and other

recreational activities is the development of way-mankegis. A way-marked way
represents an informal permissive agreement betweenatidowner, the local

authority and the Irish Sports Council whereby specific walkinges are developed
and maintained by local authorities. On these walkingstréaindowners agree to
allow unrestricted public access on specific walking triditsugh their land and the
relevant local authority is responsible for their maintenamzk provide relevant trail

infrastructure such as signage, stiles and information peticits

Within this context, this paper examined individuals’ attitudesvards the
development of formalised walking routes such as way marlegs.wJust over half
(53%) of the individuals surveyed favoured the development oé tieemal walking
routes. Respondents in the survey and focus groups also reportéuethagrtainty
of access’, increased safety and potential for increasedngsesubsequent tourism
benefits were the major benefits behind the development pimeaked ways. That
said, it is important to note that the formal developmentmaintenance of walking
trails is not favoured by a large proportion of individuals as sinhalf (47%) of
respondents in the sample preferred the status quo, namelyahfaccess with no
trail maintenance. This cohort generally prefer to walkvirat they perceive as a
more natural environment and fear the addition of variousféilities will have an

adverse effect on the scenery on walking trails.
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In reporting on the importance of a variety of walking relaéributes, the attribute
that attracted the highest mean score from individualsecelat having a lake or a
coast on the walk. This would be consistent with a varietammdscape preference
surveys in which water related features is ofterath@ute that individuals find most
desirable. In relation to access to the countryside, respt@ppear to be highly
aware of problems regarding public access to the countrysitie aged for a clearly
agreed access agreement with landowners was the attribusdtthated the second

highest mean score.

The results also suggest that individuals cannot be considdrech@eneous group
with regard to their preferences for the development of dbsed walking trails.
More specifically, results from a binary logit model swgjgbat certain cohorts of the
population are more likely to prefer trail maintenance andptbeision of various
trail facilities. In particular, individuals who arelagvely older, female and/or have
children are much more likely to rate the provision of varioai facilities (such as
an information point, route map, defined trail, signpostindesgtootbridges, car
parking and an access agreement with landowners) as imporiantould be
hypothesised that the provision of trail facilities to improvietyaand ease of use is
relatively more important for these individuals. On the otr@nd, individuals who
engage in relatively longer and more challenging walksless likely to feel the
provision of trail facilities and infrastructure is importanit could be that these
individuals feel the addition of trail facilities will lems the challenge and the

associated overall sense of satisfaction with completi@gget walking trails.
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This split between those who prefer ‘certainty of access'tiildfacilities and those
who prefer to walk in a more natural undeveloped setting suggesighere is
unlikely to be one policy approach to address the needs of corssu@ertainly the
present situation in relation to public access to the coudé&yssi a constraint on
tourism development and moreover any measures to increase poddiss to the
countryside for walking activities can also have signifidaealth benefits. As such,
any efforts towards the development of formalized walkingstrgith associated trail
infrastructure and guaranteeing the right to public accedlsbwhg significant
benefits to rural regions. That said, such measures wilhewt the needs of all
individuals. Policymakers must be careful not to destroy thereme of public
access to the countryside for walking activities for one groupdfiduals in order to
cater for the needs of others. Any long term solution wildnt® cater to both the
needs of those who value the provision of trail facilitied eelated infrastructure and
those who prefer to walk in a more natural and undeveloped sefiing suggests the
need for a nuanced policy response, one that is capable ghgnde needs of a

diverse group of individuals.

Collaborative forums may help policymakers to weigh and baldhe competing
viewpoints when it comes to the provision of formal walking reutnd to learn
more about the issues at hand. The establishment offtocahs could provide a
means of galvanising support for a possible future walking sch8meh forums
should not only promote the involvement of the general public but also the
involvement of landowners in the design and development of any faoess
schemes. This could empower individuals with a view to makireg afslocal

knowledge in the management of future ‘access areas’.
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Arguably, the provision of public access to the rural landscamgesents a
multifunctional role agriculture can play in the utilisation adevelopment of
managed landscapes in marginal rural areas (Buckley e2(fl9a). The results
presented in this paper could be used by the providers of public gooite

countryside, such as local government authorities or rural @@weint agencies, to
design walking trails that are targeted towards the needmddfiduals. Any

measures aimed at facilitating public access to the coidgry®r recreational
activities can only improve society’s health and well-beiagvell as bring significant

economic benefits to rural communities through increases irstougvenue.
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Table 1: Opinions on the importance of walking attributes

Mean Median Std. Dev.
That a walk includes a lake or a coast 3.86 4 @840
That a walk has access clearly agreed with landmwvne 3.604 4 0.94498
That a walk has wild flowers 3.326 3 0.98759
That a walk includes a flat area or valley 3.185 3 1.01046
That a walk has stiles and footbridges if required 3.119 3 1.03311
That a walk has car parking 3.107 3 1.0337§
That a walk includes a forest 3.104 3 1.04974
That a walk has birds 3.058 3 1.09552
That a walk includes a mountain or hill 3.012 3 1061
That a walk has wild animals 2.819 3 1.11168
That a walk has an established clearly defined trai 2.759 3 1.11447
That a walk has livestock (cattle/sheep/horses) or.7 3 1.11723
That a walk has signposting 2.7 3 1.12258
That a walk includes an information point with aite
description 2.623 3 1.1403
That a walk includes a route map/guide or leaffeavided 2.527 3 1.2014

Table 2: factor analysis, extraction of three factors with an eiglere > 1

Initial eigenvalues

Rotation sums of squared loadings

Factor Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total %Vairiance Cumulative %
1 4.21 28.065 28.065 3.188 21.255 21.255
2 2.506 16.707 44771 2.521 16.81 38.065
3 1.475 9.831 54.603 2.481 16.537 54.603
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Table 3: Rotated factor matrix showing factor loadings for each angerer (values

> 0.4 are in bold

Factor 3:
Factor 1: Trail Factor 2: landscape
infrastructure Biodiversity features
Information Point 0.642 0.058 0.42
Map / Guide 0.688 0.145 0.276
Signs 0.797 -0.002 0.072
Defined trail 0.76 -0.073 0.095
Stiles / Footbridges 0.678 0.131 -0.124
Car Park 0.453 0.283 -0.123
Access agreed with landowners 0.53 0.224 -0.183
Wild Animals 0.131 0.795 0.184
Birds 0.106 0.85 0.188
Livestock 0.138 0.533 0.479
Wild Flowers 0.107 0.762 0.114
Mountain or hill -0.193 0.268 0.567
Flat area or valleys 0.198 0.022 0.609
Forests 0.053 0.101 0.782
Lake or a coast -0.066 0.207 0.731

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Table 4: Logit model of individuals’ importance ratings for the provigibfacilities

(factor 1)
Independent variables Coefficient Std. Err. P>z
Aged over 49 0.66* 0.35 0.06
Female 0.72* 0.31 0.02
Have Children 0.93** 0.31 0.00
Third level education -0.06 0.34 0.86
Income 0.04 0.07 0.63
Familiarity with way-marked ways 0.84* 0.36 0.02
Walked six hours or greater -0.78* 0.34 0.02
Constant -.056 42 .18
Pseudo R? 0.11
Log likelihood -132
Likelihood ratio C 2 (7) test 31.2

**gignificant at the1% level, *significant at thé&&level
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