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Abstract: Angling tourism is becoming increasingly important at Central Europe’s largest
lowland reservoir, Lake Tisza. The lake, created in the 1970s, covers 127 km2 and has been
increasingly used for recreational and nature conservation purposes recently. This study
seeks to identify anglers’ site selection preferences at Lake Tisza, considering hydrological
and ecological aspects, in support of sustainable site management. In order to achieve
this, an in-person questionnaire survey was carried out covering the whole area during
springtime 2024. During the survey period, a total of 224 anglers provided answers about
their preferred location and recreational characteristics. Data processing was carried out
using SPSS 26 and ESRI ArcGIS version 10.4.1. Based on the created catchment area map,
it was found that a significant proportion (74%) of anglers arrive from within a 50 km
radius, but the lake also has appeal outside the country. A total of 53.1% of respondents
visit the lake several times per month, typically for fishing purposes. In addition, cycling,
walking and picnicking are popular recreational activities among anglers. The respondents
considering different landscapes (pictures showed by the interviewers) for angling prefer
shaded areas with vegetation and a narrow view of the wide expanse of water (62%). The
results of the open-ended questions indicate that site selection is primarily based on the
existence of a shadow (49.5%), and suitability for fishing is only the second aspect (40.6%).
Our study also highlighted the international trend that anglers are more interested in leisure
activities in a green environment. In addition, the results have practical significance for
more successful recreation planning and sustainable site management.

Keywords: landscape character; lowland reservoir; angling tourism; vegetative shading

1. Introduction
1.1. General Characteristics of Angling Tourism

Recreational fishing is a significant tourism activity, and despite being characterized by
high participation rates and being an important economic activity, especially in coastal, lake
and river areas, relatively little research is devoted to it [1]. For example, the FAO estimated
the global non-market value of recreational fishing in inland waters at USD 65–79 billion in
2018 [2]. Fishing is a highly popular recreational activity in many countries [3]. In Europe,
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the number of anglers fishing in lakes and rivers is very significant in the Scandinavian
countries, in Poland and in the United Kingdom [4]. In Norway, for example, 32% of the
population are members of an anglers’ association. Angling tourism alone can be a market-
leading type of tourism, but it also has a synergistic relationship with other products,
which further strengthens its positive position. Anglers and their companions can come
into contact with many other tourist products. There is a strong synergy between active
tourism and ecotourism and moderately strong synergy with rural tourism; furthermore, it
is connected to the tourism product shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Synergic connections of angler tourism with other tourism products (source: own editing
based on Michalkó, 2011 [5]).

The literature on angling tourism is rich mainly in Swedish, Finnish, Polish, German,
US and Canadian examples [6–11]. A significant body of literature deals with the attitudes
of anglers. Several studies have found that the experience of harvest is more important
than the prey itself [12–15]. The trend of recent years has been to increase the acceptance
of catch-and-release (C&R) and size limitation fishing techniques aiming at ecological
balance [16].

More recently, the majority of studies have focused on ecological sustainability and
environmentally friendly angling because some experts see worrying phenomena regarding
the future of this type of recreation [1,17]. However, certain research projects [17–20] have
found that the sustainability of fishing sites in nature reserves is provided by creating
protected shorelines.

1.2. Trends in Angling Tourism in Hungary

In Hungary, a continuous increase in the number of people buying annual fishing
tickets since the middle of the 20th century can be observed. The unbroken rise lasted until
the regime change, followed by almost 20–25 years of stagnation (Figure 2). From 2013
onwards, there has been a clear increase; infrastructural conditions have improved, and
the number of fishing locations available has increased dramatically. In addition to fishing
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sites along rivers, many former rock, sand and gravel pits have been converted into fishing
lakes, but new lakes (public and private) have also been added [21].
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Figure 2 shows that 2022 was an outstanding year in terms of the number of anglers
who purchased state fishing tickets. An even more dynamic increase can be seen in
the number of registered anglers; in 2023, it exceeded 940 thousand (including those
who bought so-called tourist fishing tickets), meaning that about 8% of the population
of Hungary regularly fishes. With this proportion, Hungary is close to England, the
Netherlands and France, thus positioning among the leaders in Europe [23]. There are
several reasons for the outstandingly high value in Hungary, among which the conscious
organizational development of MOHOSZ (Hungarian National Fishing Association) should
be highlighted. The result is better tracked ticket sales. The cessation of commercial fishing
(Act 2013/CII) may have had an indirect effect, but several successful domestic initiatives
have also led to an increase in the number of anglers. For example, international fishing
competitions enrich the domestic market (e.g., the International Balaton Carp Cup, IBCC).
Finally, we should not forget that in 2020 the restrictions due to the COVID-19 pandemic
affected domestic tourism less, and fishing was also one of the safest forms of leisure
time [22].

1.3. Angling Tourism in the Case of Lake Tisza

In 1975 the Central Tisza Regional Management Committee established a recreation
resort in the area of the Kisköre dam opened in 1973, with the aim of reducing overcrowding
at Lake Balaton [24]. The unique image of the resort area began to take shape in the 1980s,
relying on the different features of the surrounding settlements (14 settlements). Based
on this, water sports—mainly fishing—were the main elements on offer in Tiszafüred and
Kisköre, while swimming and sailing were the main elements in Abádszalók. By the end of
the 1980s, marketing work promoting Lake Tisza also started [25]. The pace of development
was slowed down by the burden of the debt crisis, with the exception of angling tourism.

From 2004, after joining the European Union, the number of attractions and products
that made Lake Tisza attractive increased as a result of tender opportunities. Products
include waterfront holidays, angling tourism, ecotourism, cycling tourism, rural tourism,
gastro tourism, youth tourism, event and conference tourism, cultural tourism and health
tourism [26]. Thanks to its spatially and temporally variable natural conditions [27], Lake
Tisza offers the possibility to use different angling methods, almost all year round, which
gives it a competitive advantage over Lake Balaton, for example. Today, angling tourism is
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characterized by a large market share at Lake Tisza, the second tourist segment targeted by
local governments after cycling tourism [28]. The increasingly significant active tourism
developments have a multifaceted impact on angling tourism, from platform infrastructure
development that is beneficial for them to conflicts arising from common use.

Angling tourism is an essential element of tourism around Lake Tisza not only because
of its season-lengthening effect but also because of its role in branding. It is part of
the products that determine the USP (Unique Selling Proposition) of the area, thereby
generating a beneficial effect on the popularity of the area [29].

At Lake Tisza, an activity closely related to fishing is backcountry camping [30]
(overnight stay in an undesignated place, without developed infrastructure, with own
equipment). There are several reasons for this, from the desire for successful fishing to
good company [31]. Growing interest [27,30] also comes with increasing load, which is an
urgent visitor management task for wetlands.

The appropriate design of fishing areas (location, area, etc.) is a very important site
management tool with which visitors can enjoy the experience so that the natural values
of the area are also sustained. The conscious application of this is important at one of the
most popular fishing sites of Hungary, Lake Tisza, as well. Successful application depends
on how well the area, on the one hand, and the visitors, on the other hand, are known.

Lake Tisza is an artificial lake that is the largest lowland water reservoir in Central
Europe and the second largest lake in Hungary. In addition to water management and
energy production, the lake now performs both recreational and nature conservation
functions. Thanks to development and marketing, the number of visitors is increasing
year by year, which means an increasing environmental burden. Therefore, multi-faceted
research of this destination with its unique landscape character is indispensable.

1.4. Landscape History

The main river of the Great Hungarian Plain in the middle of the Carpathian Basin, the
Tisza, was regulated in the second half of the 19th century, and, as a result, the marshland
created by floods was reduced to one-tenth of its former extent [32]. Since rainfall in the
central part of the Great Hungarian Plain does not reach 500 mm [33], a canal network of
several hundred km was established in the first half of the 20th century for irrigation in
order to mitigate the effects of frequent droughts and thus help arable farming [34]. Also,
from the middle of the 20th century, the country’s energy demand increased. Between 1973
and 1980, a 30 km long and 3–6 km wide lake was formed above the Kisköre dam opened
in 1973, which was first named Kisköre Reservoir, then, from 1988, Lake Tisza.

The utilization of the water of Lake Tisza has changed fundamentally over the past
40 years. The initial priority of irrigation water and energy supply was replaced by
recreation, which was initially strongly related to fishing; the other perspective was nature
conservation. The proportion of arable land in the region has been steadily decreasing since
the 1990s [35].

With the formation of Lake Tisza, the area of wetlands that shrunk during the river
regulations in the 19th century increased again, and the former semi-natural ecosystem
was partially regenerated. The extensive reservoir provides a feeding and resting place
for migratory birds in autumn and spring, and the local bird life is also rich. The entire
area of the lake is a Natura 2000 area of European Community importance, managed by
the Hortobágy National Park Directorate. Since 1979, its northern part has been a Wetland
of International Importance, the so-called Ramsar area, and it is also an important part of
the National Ecological Network. It was declared a nature reserve in 1972 and has been
managed as a National Park since 1993.
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Our research work regarding Lake Tisza has a history of more than 10 years [36–39].
Our investigations have always focused on the relationship between tourism and nature
conservation [40]. In recent years, we have focused on analyzing the environmental impact
of fishing [31]. In addition, partly with GIS tools, we began to survey land-use mosaicism,
landscape diversity and typical landscape character types in detail [27].

The aim of this study is, on the one hand, to give an overview of the relationship
between the landscape history of Lake Tisza, its ecological features and the development of
angling tourism. On the other hand, we would like to present the results of a questionnaire
survey conducted among anglers at Lake Tisza. The survey was carried out in order to
help the managers of the area, who are also responsible for the development of the fishing
sites, to manage sustainable angling tourism.

The questionnaire examined how anglers spend their time, the landscape charac-
teristics of the sites they preferred and the environmental–landscape characteristics that
contributed to the selection of the sites. During our questionnaire survey, we paid special
attention to presenting locations with diverse landscape character to our respondents and
assessing what kind of character (mosaics) they prefer for recreational purposes. Our hy-
pothesis is that anglers visiting Lake Tisza prefer sites with natural landscape characteristics
and that infrastructure is not important at all at a given fishing site (e.g., platform).

The novelty of our research lies in the fact that no similar landscape character prefer-
ence survey has been conducted among anglers in Hungary before; therefore, our results
may be of international interest. It also highlights the power of mosaicism in an artifi-
cially designed destination with diverse landscape features. Moreover, the results help site
managers implement sustainable site management.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Outline of the Study Area

Lake Tisza is the second largest lake (and the largest lowland water reservoir) in
Hungary with a water surface of 127 km2. Due to the establishment of extensive built-up
areas following embanking (new residential areas, roads and agricultural buildings in
the outskirts), only a lake with irregular shape was possible to establish. Considering
topography, the lake can be divided into 4 sub-basins (Figure 3). The hydrodynamical,
water quality, ecological and landscape conditions of the sub-basins differ from each other
in many respects [27].

The water level in the lake is regulated seasonally and is high in spring and summer
and lower in autumn and winter. The main reason for setting the low water level in winter
is that the ice formed in winter does not damage the dam or various technical facilities
(lock gates, ports, etc.). From November to March, 43 km2 of the 127 km2 is temporarily
dry. Due to the significant fluctuation in the area covered by water, the seasonal dynamics
of vegetation again resemble the natural conditions before river regulation [41].

Woody vegetation can be found almost everywhere along the lakeshore, mostly planted
poplar and willows. In some places, forming small patches of forest, a more complex woody
ecosystem has emerged, with maple, elm and ash species. A total of 42% of the open water
surface is covered by floating plant species (Potamogeton sp., Myriophyllum spicata, Salvinia natans,
Trapa natans, etc.), despite the regular thinning of these plants, the proportion of open water
surface decreases. Due to the spatial and temporal variability of water supply, Lake Tisza is
characterized by a mosaic habitat pattern [27] (Photo 1).
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Ecological mosaicism alone increases the landscape attractiveness of the lake, and
different habitat types allow for different tourist utilization [42]. The lake is surrounded by
a continuous embankment with a narrow road (Photo 2).
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2.2. Mosaic Recreational Land Use of Lake Tisza

Lake Tisza and its immediate surroundings were declared a resort area in 1975, partly
to reduce the overloading and crowdedness of Lake Balaton, the top lake resort in Hungary.
The changing habit of the reservoir in space and time makes the area a unique destination,
based on which the Tourism Development Concept completed in 1997 primarily supported
ecotourism. The ecological approach to regional development was helped by the fact that
the interventions were controlled by the Hortobágy National Park Directorate from the
very beginning.

According to the morphological and hydrological characteristics of the reservoir, the
so-called zonation land use system of the lake was elaborated, according to which different
types of recreation are allowed in the 4 well-separated lake basins (see Figure 3) from
N to S (in the direction of flow) [27]. Apart from the Tiszavalk Basin, fishing is possible in
almost the entire area of the reservoir:

1. In the Tiszavalk Basin, there are closed and strictly closed habitats and bird protection
reserves where maintaining a close-to-natural state is given absolute priority.

2. The Poroszló Basin is a nature conservation and ecotourism area where so-called ”soft”
water sports and fishing are allowed.

3. The Sarud area is a recreational and fishing area where certain conservation interests
have to be also taken into account.

4. Finally, in the area of the most separated Abádszalók Basin, priority is given to
development for tourism, and the area is open primarily for water sports and fishing.

Potential recreational opportunities are mostly influenced by water depth and vege-
tation. For bathing, shallow water without floating vegetation is the best. For canoeing,
sailboat, jet ski and speedboat trips, deeper but also vegetation-free areas offer the best op-
tions. Water “trails” for canoe and boat access are regularly established in areas overgrown
with seaweed and water caltrop.

2.3. Applied Methods

The questionnaire survey was conducted in the spring of 2024 among anglers along
the shores of Lake Tisza with the help of interviewers. During the survey, the entire area of
the shore was covered thanks to the large number of interviewers. Our preliminary goal for
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the sample size was 180–200 because we thought that this number of respondents would
give us a chance to conduct more thorough analysis. Personal questionnaires had a positive
impact on the willingness to respond and the evaluability of answers.

Although our survey was conducted in spring, the season did not significantly influ-
ence the respondents’ location preferences. The choice of spring was primarily made to
avoid the peak season when the lake is visited by other types of tourists (e.g., cyclists and
beachgoers), thereby ensuring that we could focus specifically on anglers. The analysis of
the attraction district revealed that most anglers came from the surrounding municipalities
and were regular visitors to the lake. While their fishing locations may vary throughout
the year, the respondents based their answers on their overall fishing experience.

During the survey, the questionnaire was supplemented by a montage consisting of
8 photos (Appendix A). Based on foreground and background size, openness and vegetation
characteristics, 36 potential scenery categories can be distinguished. The important aspects
of views and the principle of selection can be seen in Appendix B. From these, 8 scenery
categories (which can be seen from the shore) were selected (Figure 4) based on our
studies about natural mosaic conditions [27] and field experience. (Many of the potential
landscapes do not exist or are not particularly characteristic of the area.)
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Figure 4. Site types at Lake Tisza (as an illustration of the questionnaire survey) and the typical
landscape characters.

The questionnaire contained 19 questions (see Appendix C), which, in addition to
sociodemographic indicators, examined the purpose of the visit, landscape preferences
of anglers for recreation, nature, frequency and seasonal preferences of anglers spending
time at Lake Tisza and factors influencing site selection. In addition, the preferred short-
and long-stay locations for fishing were chosen by showing the respondents the pictures
mentioned in the paragraph above [43], each with different and unique landscape charac-
teristics, from which they could select and rank three. The answers were dichotomized
during data encoding (1—selected; 0 not selected) (Figure 5).
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Several landscape metric indices are now used to describe and analyze a land-
scape [44,45]. In addition, one method is used frequently in landscape character research
when landscape preference is presented through photographs showing typical types of
landscape [46–51]. This method complies with participatory planning, which is considered
one of the basic principles of modern landscape research and landscape design and thus
satisfies the requirements of the European Landscape Convention.

In addition, the environmental characteristics contributing to site selection at Lake
Tisza are based on ten statements and answers given on a five-step Likert scale (1—not at
all; 5—completely). The processing and statistical analysis of the questionnaire data were
carried out using the software SPSS 26.

3. Results
A total of 224 questionnaires were completed (N = 224). In terms of sociodemographic

characteristics, the largest proportion of our respondents had vocational secondary school
qualifications (65—29%), and the largest age group was 51–60 years old (54—24.1%). In
terms of gender, the respondents were mostly men (197 people—87.9%), and 64.38% were
living in towns.

The respondents mainly came from within a radius of 50 km (61.6%), but the attraction
district extends over the border as well, over a distance of 250 km (Figure 6). Similarly to
our previous research [36,37], the proportion of returning anglers remains very high (89%
in this survey).

Since respondents could pick several options for the question “For what purpose do
you usually spend time at Lake Tisza?”, “only angling” (52.5%) was followed by “recreation”
(47.5%). The category of recreation includes walking, cycling, picnic and physical exercise.

The largest proportion of the respondents visit the study area 2–3 times a month
(33.04%), followed by those who visit several times a week (20.09%) (Figure 7). The same
frequency applies for angling and recreational visitors. A total of 32.9% of anglers visit the
lake 2–3 times a month, while 21.3% visit it several times a week. For those who come to
relax, the proportions are 32.5% and 22.5%, respectively. Regarding the question “What
are the most beautiful seasons at Lake Tisza?” most people (67.4%) chose spring. This was
followed by autumn (56.7%), then summer (48.2%) and winter (17.4%).
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In order to assess the recreational habits of our respondents belonging to a specific
landscape type, we asked the following question, during which they could pick several
answers: “What other landscapes do you travel to in your free time, and for what purpose?”
(Figure 8). Unsurprisingly, 46.9% of anglers go fishing to other lakes, and 38.4% to rivers.
Some anglers also prefer lowland plains (12.5%) and mountainous areas (8%) for fishing.
Since 82.4% of the area of Hungary is lowland with altitudes less than 200 m [52], vertically
more dissected landscapes are valued. Therefore, our respondents consider mountain areas
most attractive because of the beauty of the landscape (31.3%) and also value them for
leisure (30.8%) and physical activity (19.2%) (Figure 8). The beauty of the landscape is a
subjective element, but our goal was to assess which type of landscape is considered the
“most beautiful”. Based on the data, we conclude that since most of our angler respon-
dents come from an attraction district of 50 km (Figure 6), they are accustomed to similar
landscapes to the lakes (e.g., Lake Tisza) and rivers (e.g., Tisza river and its tributaries)
of the Great Hungarian Plain. Since they spend most of their life in this landscape, they



Land 2025, 14, 600 11 of 21

consider the mountainous landscape, which has completely different characteristics, much
more beautiful.
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We also examined the specific landscape characteristics and significance of our study
area. We assessed how attractive the locations of Lake Tisza with different and specific
landscape characteristics are for short or longer fishing stays. The anglers were shown eight
images, from which they could select and rank three, and after data coding and clearing,
we dichotomized the answers to the questions (0: was not selected; 1: selected).

For fishing, 62% (139 respondents) selected image 2 (first place: 9.4%, second place:
14.7% and third place: 37.9%). The image with the highest number of first place rankings
was the eighth (28.1%). In the case of both pictures (2 and 8), there is a narrow view of the
water from the fishing site, lined with vegetation giving a shade (gallery forest, reeds). The
wide water is closed in the distance by a gallery forest (image 2) and some reeds peppered
with trees (image 8).

For short stays (maximum 1–2 h), most people selected image 4 (first place: 8.5%,
second place: 21.4% and third place: 12.1%). This image depicted a grove-like wide
fishing site with one or two sparsely standing trees and a narrow water surface. It
should be emphasized that the proportion of missing data in this question was very high
(45 respondents—20.1%), which confirms that most of our respondents (anglers) do not
visit here for a short time, so they could not justify the exact reason for their image selection.
The image with the highest number of first place rankings was again the eighth (21.4%).

For longer stays, most respondents, 57.2%, selected image 2 as well (first place: 11.6%,
second place: 14.3% and third place: 31.3%), and the image with the highest number of first
place rankings was again the eighth, similarly to angling (23.2%).

In the case of the sites selected for short or long fishing stays from the images provided
(Figure 4), respondents had to justify the decision in their own words (unlimited choices
for three chosen pictures). A total of 377 responses were received for fishing, 314 for longer
stays and only 219 responses for short stays.

In addition to ranking, they had to justify the decision in their own words by means
of an open-ended response. The generated categories and their corresponding typical
responses are illustrated in Table 1.
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Table 1. Categories established based on responses to open-ended questions and the most frequent
typical mentions.

Category Related Mention Examples

Shadow Shadow, cool, trees
Natural Vegetation Vegetation, green area, natural

Beauty of the Landscape Beauty of the landscape, beauty of nature, romantic
Angling Presence of fish, fishable, free space

Camping, Friends Suitable for tenting/camping, wide
Open Water Open water, good view of the water, large water surface

Peace and Quiet Quiet, calm, hidden
Infrastructure Good access, clean/tidy environment

Other Mayfly swarming

Since our respondents generally came for fishing, the reasons were mostly associated
with suitability for fishing (e.g., presence of fish, vegetation that does not prevent casting
and local knowledge) (91 mentions); however, natural vegetation (38 mentions) and shade
(111 mentions) play a very important role in the decision. Spending a short time without
fishing (e.g., relaxing while cycling and picnicking) received the smallest number of men-
tions, as this is less typical of the respondents, and many of them could not choose a picture
based on their own experience. However, still shade was mentioned most frequently (71),
followed by fishing (25), as shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 9. Factors influencing the selection of a site.

In the case of stays for several days, then in addition to the shade (86 mentions), it is a
decisive feature whether several tents can fit at the site (98 mentions) (Figure 9) and whether
it is suitable for wild camping. In such cases, anglers often set up several tents in addition
to the sleeping tent, for example, for toilets and equipment (Photo 3). Therefore, the most
important part of the infrastructure for them is the road on the embankment (18 mentions)
(due to the large amount of equipment and luggage), but beyond that, the platform and the
“tidy environment” were mentioned infrequently (e.g., cleared of vegetation and free of mud).
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Photo 3. Self-built campsite by anglers coming for a longer stay (a,b): tents for sleeping, kitchen,
storage and bathing; (c,d): toilet equipment.

After the open-ended question, anglers had to rate the criteria given by us on a five-
step Likert scale (1—not at all; 5—completely) according to how much they played a role in
site selection (Figure 10). The most important was “A few trees, in a grove-like setting”.
(mean: 4.36; SD: 0.94). A total of 55.8% of the total sample fully agreed with this statement.
This was followed by “I want to see only natural elements”. (mean: 4.24; SD: 1.10), with
which 54.9% of the respondents agreed fully. The least important was that “There should
be artificial objects (platform, viewpoint, motorboat on the water” (mean: 1.83; SD: 1.09), a
statement that only 2.2% of anglers agreed fully with; 51.8% did not consider it important
at all (Figure 10).
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4. Discussion
In this study, we aimed to provide an overview of the connection between landscape

history, ecological characteristics and the evolution of angling tourism at Lake Tisza. In addition,
the study’s main goal was to present the findings of a questionnaire survey conducted among
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anglers at Lake Tisza. Our findings explored the purpose of the visit of anglers, their landscape
preferences for recreation, together with the nature, frequency and seasonal preferences of
anglers spending time at Lake Tisza and also the factors influencing their site selection. In
addition, the locations chosen for short or longer fishing stays were analyzed.

In terms of the number of anglers, national data show that the number of tickets issued
has increased sharply from 2021. This trend could be detected in the case of Lake Tisza
as early as 2020. In 2020, the number of days spent fishing was 30%, more than in the
previous year (130,000 days) based on the reviewing of catch logbooks. Data published by
Lake Tisza Sport Angling Non-profit Ltd. show that the number of annual fishing tickets
remained high in 2021, 2022 and 2023, with only a slight decrease compared to 2020. The
lake is advertised as a “four-season fishing site”; besides nature walks and cycling, it also
offers recreation in winter. Our results partly confirm this statement, as for the question
“What are the most beautiful seasons at Lake Tisza?”, most people chose spring, followed
by autumn, then summer and winter. Furthermore, our results reflect the importance of
angling tourism in Hungary because the respondents mainly came from within a radius of
50 km, and the majority spent their time at Lake Tisza by angling.

The mosaic landscape structure provides a unique character for Lake Tisza. For the
landscape character research, we used photographs showing typical types of landscapes
at Lake Tisza. The main aspects are the size of the angling spot, vegetation of the angling
spot, size and extent of the water surface and vegetation of the opposite shore. In the past
10–15 years, the role of a pleasant and diverse environment, silence and closeness to nature
has become increasingly important. There is ample research detailing the environmental
expectations of anglers [53–55]. Anglers are increasingly looking for recreation, and fishing
success is less important [56–59]. The demand for high-quality infrastructure equipment of
fishing locations has increased, and accessibility, cleanliness and nearby hygiene equipment
are increasingly important [60–67]. Anglers consider an increasing number of circumstances
when choosing a location, including a favorable visual image of the area [27,61,63–67]. This
is contradicted by research by Carruthers et al. [60] and Matsummura et al. [68], who found
that the exact fishing location is chosen increasingly based on the habitat of the target
fish species, as few people fish based on the idea of “whatever caught”. According to
the research of Dávid et al. [36], Lake Tisza was popular in 30.9% of the cases because of
peace, tranquility and silence, while anglers referred to the uniqueness of the lake in 25%
of responses. The basis of all this is habitat diversity, thanks to which 38 species of fish live
in Lake Tisza [69]. Our results support these trends; since the respondents came to the lake
mostly for angling, the reasons were mostly associated with suitability (e.g., the presence of
fish, vegetation that does not prevent casting and local knowledge). Since each fish species
requires different environments, sport anglers can choose from a variety of locations; it is
possible to choose between areas of open water, along the reeds, covered with seaweed
and shallow or deeper water. In addition to suitability for fishing, additional recreational
ecosystem services provided by vegetation play a fundamental role in site selection: the
visual experience of the natural landscape and shade. Apart from the road running on
the embankment, anglers at Lake Tisza do not require significant infrastructure, rather
preferring the beauty of the landscape and natural elements.

Based on our results, anglers’ choice of location is mainly determined by natural
elements (trees, reeds), while the development of infrastructure (e.g., moorings and mo-
torboats) is less relevant for them. This suggests that the conservation and reconstruction
of natural habitats should be a top priority for development, whether at Lake Tisza or in
other angling paradises.

Our findings are parallel to the results of Valdez et al. in 2019 [43], which stated that
anglers preferred the less developed, natural sites.
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Our results are not entirely in line with the research of [57], which investigated German
anglers. The authors found that the angling preferences of different angler types are hetero-
geneous. Three groups were identified: catch-oriented, nature-oriented and trophy-oriented
anglers. They all have specific preferences for water quality but not for natural landscapes.

Local communities’ involvement is significant in the implementation of conservation
measures. Thus, raising awareness among anglers, most of whom are local or come from
neighboring municipalities, is crucial to the site management of the area. The landscape
preference of the respondents and their sensitivity to natural values can be a good basis for
environmental education and awareness-raising campaigns.

An important objective is also to increase the resilience of the destination. The nec-
essary risk management strategies should be prepared to sustain nature-based tourism
(e.g., water quality degradation and climate change impacts).

From a policymaking perspective, the results offer several relevant lessons for pro-
moting nature conservation in the Lake Tisza region. The results show that a significant
proportion of anglers prefer sites with a natural landscape character and are less demanding
in terms of infrastructure development. This may encourage conservation policymakers to:

• Increase the protection and rehabilitation of natural habitats (e.g., reedbeds and gallery
forests).

• Introduce strict rules against excessive infrastructure development (e.g., speedboat
traffic and moorings) that can damage wildlife.

• Implement sustainable fish management measures.

5. Conclusions
This study has analyzed the site preferences of anglers at Lake Tisza, which were

found to be primarily related to being in the shade. For most people, fishing is not only a
sport but also a recreational activity. Therefore, in addition to the sports experience, rest
and relaxation are part of their pastime, which they like to take place in a natural, rich,
mosaic landscape. The results supported our preliminary hypothesis that anglers visiting
Lake Tisza prefer sites with natural landscape characteristics and that infrastructure is not
important at a given fishing site (e.g., platform).

Based on the results, we believe that further research is required to obtain a more
accurate picture of the recreational habits and landscape character preferences of anglers.
These research results are comparable to results presented in the international literature
and can serve as a basis for time-series analyses in Hungarian terms.

The time limitations of this study should also be mentioned. Data were collected in
2024; thus, data from a different time may differ.

Nevertheless, the results may contribute to the development of destination manage-
ment that is based on real demands, taking into account natural conditions and prioritizing
the preservation of values.
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Appendix B. The Aspects of View and Principle of Selecting Photos

Angling Spot View/Opposite Site
Example (Photo in the Questionnaire) *

Size Vegetation Water Surface Vegetation

wide
(>5 × 5 m)

contiguous reeds on
both side

narrow

contiguous reeds

foodplain forest

reeds and few trees

open

contiguous reeds 6

foodplain forest

reeds and few trees

reeds and a few
trees, grove-like

narrow

contiguous reeds 4

foodplain forest 7

reeds and few trees

open

contiguous reeds

foodplain forest 3

reeds and few trees

foodplain forest

narrow

contiguous reeds

foodplain forest

reeds and few trees

open

contiguous reeds

foodplain forest

reeds and few trees

narrow (<5 m)

contiguous reeds on
both side

narrow

contiguous reeds

foodplain forest

reeds and few trees

open

contiguous reeds 1

foodplain forest

reeds and few trees

reeds and a few
trees, grove-like

narrow

contiguous reeds

foodplain forest

reeds and few trees

open

contiguous reeds

foodplain forest

reeds and few trees

foodplain forest

narrow

contiguous reeds

foodplain forest

reeds and few trees 5

open

contiguous reeds

foodplain forest 2

reeds and few trees 8

* Many of the potential landscapes do not exist or are not particularly characteristic of the area.

Appendix C. Questions of Survey
1. Where do you angle most often? . . .. . .. . .
2. For what purpose do you usually spend time at Lake Tisza?

Angling//Recreation//Walking//Cycling//Exercise//Picnicking//Other: . . .. . .. . .
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3. How often do you angle at Lake Tisza?

Every day//1 time a week//Several times a week//1 time per month//2–3 times a month//Quarterly//2–
3 times a year//1 time a year//Less frequently

4. Which of the 3 locations in the photos would you like the most to go angling in? Please enter the number of the
three pictures, separated by commas, in order of ranking! . . .. . .. . .
5. Why would you choose the above 3 pictures for angling? . . .. . .. . .
6. Which of the 3 locations in the photos would you like the most to spend longer time (several days) in? Please
enter the number of the three pictures, separated by commas, in order of ranking! . . .. . .. . .
7. Why would you choose the above 3 pictures for a longer stay? . . .. . .. . .
8. Which of the 3 locations in the photos would you like the most to spend shorter time in? Please enter the
number of the three pictures, separated by commas, in order of ranking! . . .. . .. . .
9. Why would you choose the above 3 pictures for a shorter stay? . . .. . .. . .
10. To what extent the followings influence site selection at Lake Tisza? (1: not at all—5: completely)

A narrow stretch of water with reeds and trees on the other side.
A vast, open body of water in front of me.
A wide view of the water.
Having a few trees, like a grove.
Many trees and shrubs should be around me (with narrow views in between).
Having a reedy riverbank around me.
I see only natural elements.
There should also be artificial objects (pier, viewpoint, motorboat on the water).
Seasonal differences are essential, as each season has its own atmosphere.
Silence is the primary value; no “neighbours”, and no activity on the water.

11. What are the most beautiful seasons at Lake Tisza?

Winter//Spring//Summer//Autumn

12. What other landscapes do you travel to in your free time, and for what purpose?

Other landscapes: To other lakes//To rivers//To mountain areas//To plain areas in the lowlands
Purposes: Angling//Resting//Physical activity//Beauty of the landscape//Hunting//Other

13. If you selected “Other” in the previous question, please describe that purpose. . . .. . .. . .
14. Place of residence: . . .. . .. . .
15. Age: . . .. . .. . .
16. Gender: female//male
17. Highest educational level: Primary school//Vocational school//Vocational high school//Grammar
school//College//University//Other: . . .. . .. . ..
18. Which income bracket would you put yourself in? (Hungarian Central Statistical Office: average is net 375,000
HUF) Below average//Average//Above average
19. How can you manage your money? Very difficult//Relatively difficult//With a schedule//Relatively
easily//Easily//Don’t know
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of the fish community structure in the different habitat types of the Lake Tisza). Pisces Hung. 2014, 8, 51–60.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1139/cjfas-2018-0168
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jort.2018.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2015.10.013
https://doi.org/10.1080/02755947.2011.629855
https://doi.org/10.1080/01490400.2013.780539
https://doi.org/10.1080/02755947.2012.675952
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.fishres.2017.01.016
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222216.2006.11950072
https://doi.org/10.1080/23308249.2018.1540549

	Introduction 
	General Characteristics of Angling Tourism 
	Trends in Angling Tourism in Hungary 
	Angling Tourism in the Case of Lake Tisza 
	Landscape History 

	Materials and Methods 
	Outline of the Study Area 
	Mosaic Recreational Land Use of Lake Tisza 
	Applied Methods 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	Appendix B
	Appendix C
	References

