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Abstract: The following paper presents methodology of valoriza-
tion of geotourism objects adapted to meet the expectations and
needs of various groups of potential recipients: tourists (casual,
witting, hobbyist), educators (school teachers, academic staff,
guides, organizers) and investors (owners, managers). Any geo-
tourism object can be valorized using four principal categories
of criteria: visual, cognitive, functional and investing. Each cat-
egory is evaluated separately and selection of particular criteria
depends on the needs of given recipient.
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Tresé: W artykule zaproponowano sposob waloryzacji obiektow
geoturystycznych uwzgledniajgcy potrzeby potencjalnych od-
biorcow: turystow (przypadkowy, swiadomy, pasjonat), edukato-
row (nauczyciel szkolny i akademicki, przewodnik, organizator
turystyki specjalistycznej), inwestorow (wlasciciel, zarzqdca).
Na oceng obiektu sktadajq si¢ cztery glowne kryteria: wartosé
wizualna, wartos¢ poznawcza, wartos¢ uzytkowa oraz warunki
i potrzeby inwestycyjne. Kazde z kryteriow oceniane jest osobno,
a o waznosci i doborze kryterium decyduje samodzielnie odbior-
ca waloryzacji.

Stowa kluczowe: geoturystyka, obiekt geoturystyczny, kryteria
waloryzacji, odbiorcy waloryzacji

Introduction

Valorization of biotic and abiotic nature is a common pro-
cedure in studies on relationships between humans and en-
vironment (Kostrowicki, 1992). Important part of this envi-
ronment is an abiotic nature, which components are assessed
for the purposes of land planning and management, nature
protection, environment protection, mapping, mining op-
erations, building industry and others. In the field of Earth
sciences, the valorization of abiotic nature is important for
e.g., development of mineral deposits, geotechnical and ge-
ological-engineering examinations of construction grounds
environmental impact reports and, in last decades, also geo-
conservation and geotourism.

The tourism and/or recreational attractiveness of abiotic
nature is assessed rather for areas than for particular sites for
the purposes of physical geography, tourism geography or
landscape ecology. Usually, evaluated are: land morphology
and its parameters, surface waters and/or climate (see e.g.:
Warszynska, 1974; Nowacka, 1984; Sotowiej, 1992; Brodka
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red., 2010; Chmielewski, 2012). Some authors distinguish
so-called “geological peculiarities” (e.g., Krzymowska-Ko-
strowicka, 1999), the others sometimes even notice the value
of landforms, rock exposures and minerals as tourism attrac-
tions (Kozuchowski, 2005) but detailed assessments of such
objects are rather rare. The new approach is the comprehen-
sive valorization of the abundance of abiotic nature objects
within the “geodiversity” (Gray, 2004), where assessed are,
among others, geological structure and geomorphology of
particular areas (Kot, 2006). Sometimes, such valorization is
supported by advanced mathematical methods (Benito-Calvo
et al.,2009).

The valorization of geological objects (geosites) has be-
come popular as one of the tools of geoconservation. A vari-
ety of abiotic nature objects: natural and anthropogenic rock
exposures, tors, caves, waterfalls, springs, erratics, etc., can
be valorized for their scientific and/or educational values, and
accessibility (Alexandrowicz et al., 1992). Hence, numerous
assessment methods of geosites have been proposed up to
now, differing in criteria, weights and calculation methods
of final score (e.g.: Alexandrowicz, 1989; Nita J., Nita M.,
1994; Reynard et al., 2007; Pereira et al., 2007; Migon,
Sobezyk, 2009; Bruschi et al., 2011; Fassoulas ef al., 2012;
Rocha et al., 2014).

The valorization for geotourism purposes is an extension
of standard valorization of geosites when more attention is
paid to their development and management, and visual val-
ues (e.g.: Rybar, 2010; Dmytrowski, Kicinska, 2011; Kubal-
ikova, 2013). The important shortcomings of currently ap-
plied assessment methods are: (i) summing up the all scores
attributed to particular features, (ii) little attention paid to so-
cial and economic aspects, and (iii) negligence of recipients
of valorization.

The authors aim to present the new attempt to valorization
of geosites in which the valorization criteria are selected in
such a manner that allows to reduce the shortcomings and to
facilitate the characterization of geosites, and evaluation of
their usefulness for tourism industry.

Methodology

The valorization is a defined procedure in which we attrib-
ute values to particular site, area, feature or process in order
to determine its usefulness for given purpose. In the case of
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geotourism, this purpose is the usefulness for human’s needs.
The valorization of natural objects (e.g., geosites) indicates
the opportunities to develop and manage the environment
(Chmielewski, 2012). Valorization can be quantitative and
qualitative, dependent on defined criteria to which the fea-
tures of the environment are referred (Bartkowski, 1986).

The valorization is a common procedure in various fields
of science. Unfortunately, this method is strongly influenced
by subjective views and feelings of the researcher. It is well-
known that the valorization procedure run by two persons
with the same methods and under the same conditions may
provide different results. Many authors regard valorization
as an approximation of rather provisional significance. In the
tourism industry, valorization is a tool suitable for evalua-
tion of mutual relationships between the tourist flow and the
natural environment (Kozuchowski, 2005). Conclusions can
improve the quality of tourism services. The branch of sci-
ence devoted to quality measurements is named “qualitolo-
gy” (Kolman, 2009).

The recent literature provides numerous assessment meth-
ods of natural environment (see e.g., Kowalski 1996; Kis-
towski, Korwel-Lejkowska, 2007). The most common proce-
dure is the scoring, in which the researcher attributes defined
numbers to defined features of the environment. Then, the
numbers are summed and confronted with the predefined scale
of values, which provides final evaluation of the quality of en-
vironment (Sotowiej, 1992). The areal assessment includes
methodology of basic field’s determination (Kot, 20006).

The objections to the scoring system arise when numbers
attributed to various features of the nature are summarized.
Another shortcoming is the estimation of tourists’ perception
of the nature based upon public opinion polls — a method
commonly used for adaptation of tourist offer to the changing
demands of the visitors. Another method is the descriptive
evaluation, as proposed by e.g., Stomka (ed., 2013) who dis-
tinguished five categories of geotourism objects:

outstanding (“must see”) object due to uniqueness, high
aesthetic values, clear important cognitive features and su-
perb development;

recommended object having distinct aesthetic values, val-
uable cognitive features and reasonable development;
average object, aesthetically mean, worthy to visit only if
opportunity occurs due to the presence of similar objects in
the vicinity, of comparable aesthetic and cognitive values;
minor object, interesting from the scientific point of view
but poorly visible cognitive features require extended
knowledge and professional guidance;

inadequate object, useless for tourism due to the lack of
aesthetic values and poorly readable cognitive features,
suitable only for advanced, university-level education
and/or scientific research.

In common practice of geoconservation and geotourism,
valorized are rather the geosites than the geotourism objects.
The authors define the “geotourism object” as any natural or
cultural object which contains the elements of Earth’s sci-
ence knowledge and which can generate the tourist flow after
relevant development and promotion. Such object becomes
the geotourism attraction and can be supplemented with

26

geoproducts: geo-information panels, geological or geour-
ist guides, geotourist trail, geotourist events, etc. (Dryglas,
Miskiewicz, 2014).

Our methodology of geotourism valorization present-
ed below does not provide a single, final score. Instead, we
propose the set of four scores representing the four principal
categories of values: visual, cognitive, functional and invest-
ment (Tab. 1). The score values are summated only within
the categories because various recipients have different pref-
erences (Tab. 2).

The set of valorization criteria of geotourism objects is
directed to three groups of recipients: tourists, educators
and investors, among which we identified several subgroups
(Tab. 2), each of them having different preferences.

Within the tourist group, the casual tourists pay attention
first of all to visual attractiveness of an object, which gen-
erates emotions but they are usually unaware of its scientif-
ic value and uniqueness, and resulting protection measures.
The normal motivation of casual tourist is leisure, relaxation,
sometimes recreation but not education and cognition. He
arrives to the object by chance, having no Earth’s science
knowledge. However, if the visual values turn his attention
and if the object development, and infrastructure are ade-
quate the casual tourists will very likely decide to visit it. It is
obvious that for this subgroup of visitors the functional value
of an object plays important or even decisive role.

The witting tourists carefully plan their trips because
their motivation includes also the extension of knowledge.
They are open-minded, hence, they regard geotourism ob-
jects as the sources of new, interesting experience and in-
formation. They usually have some basic Earth’s science
knowledge and, when visiting the object, they expect and
even demand an advanced guidance with detailed explana-
tions and interpretations of observed landforms, rocks, struc-
tures and/or geological processes. The visual attractiveness
and the adequate infrastructure of an object are not crucial
but may facilitate their decisions.

The hobbyists thoroughly plan their visits to selected ob-
jects where they can observe particular features, collect sam-
ples and/or take photographs. They have sometimes surpris-
ingly advanced geological knowledge (at least in some fields,
e.g., mineralogy or paleontology) so they expect not only the
relevant explanations but also some professional discussion.
Commonly, they prefer the self-guidance. On the contrary to
other subgroups, the visual attractiveness and the comfort in-
frastructure are unimportant for their planning and decisions.
Specific representatives of this category are professionals:
geologists, geomorphologists, geographers, etc., who visit
the objects as attendants of conference trips.

The second group of recipients contains educators. This
group includes school teachers, academic staff, professional
guides and trip organizers, i.e., those who run high-school
“open air” nature lessons, geological/geographical field trips
or practical field sessions for university students, or guide
various categories of visitors, or prepare the new tourist
products and organize the new, interesting forms of relax and
recreation. Hence, the members of this group must know the
cognitive and educational values of the object, particularly
its representativeness, readability and diversity of features.
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Tab. 1. Criteria for geotourism valorization ¢ Kryteria waloryzacji geoturystycznej

1.1
prominence in the landscape (indistinct/distinct)
ekspozycja w krajobrazie (nie zwraca uwagi / zwraca uwage)

size (indistinct/distinct)
wielkos¢ (nie zwraca uwagi / zwraca uwage)

1.2

Dominating element shape (indistinct/distinct)

ksztatt (nie zwraca uwagi/zwraca uwage)

Element dominujqcy
color (indistinct/distinct)
kolor (nie zwraca uwagi / zwraca uwage)

Visual values
Wartosci wizualne

1.3
naturalness of landscape (industrial zone or high-density housing/scattered settlement/undeveloped area)
naturalnos¢ otoczenia (przemystowe lub zwarta zabudowa / zabudowa rozproszona / brak zabudowy)

1.4
outlook (absent/present)
punkt widokowy (brak/jest)

number of readable features (geomorphology, hydrology, mineralogy,
paleontology, pedology, petrography, sedimentology, stratigraphy,
tectonics, volcanology, recent geological processes, others?)
liczba czytelnych cech (geomorfologia, hydrologia, mineralogia,
paleontologia, pedologia, petrografia, sedymentologia, stratygrafia,
tektonika, wulkanologia, wspétczesne procesy geologiczne, inne?)

preservation (poorly visible / partly visible / distinct)
stan zachowania (stabo widoczne / czesciowo widoczne / wyraznie widoczne)

2.1 uniqueness (local scale / country scale / worldwide)
Geodiversity unikalnos¢ (obiekt lokalny / krajowy / Swiatowy)
Geordéznorodnos¢

representativeness (no/yes)
reprezentatywnos¢ (nie/tak)

scientific, international (no/yes)
naukowej swiatowej (nie/tak)

appearance in the literature scientific, domestic (no/yes)
obecnos¢ w literaturze naukowej krajowej (nie/tak)

popular science (no/yes)
popularnonaukowej (nie/tak)

geomithology (legends, cults, cult sites) (absent/present)
geomitologia np. podania, legendy, wierzenia, miejsca kultu (brak/obecna)

historical/archeological importance (absent/present)
znaczenie historyczne/archeologiczne (brak/obecne)

Cognitive values

2.2
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Cultural links mining, industrial, technical heritage (absent/present)
Powigzania dziedzictwo gdrnicze/przemystowe/techniczne (brak/obecne)

kulturowe industrial stones in construction and architecture (absent/present)

kamiert w budownictwie i architekturze (brak/obecny)

others (artistic, cultural landscape, history of science) (absent/present)
inne (np. artystyczne, krajobraz kulturowy, historia nauki) (brak/obecne)

specific fauna / flora habitat (absent/present)
specyficzne siedlisko fauny / flory (brak/obecne)

site protection (absent/present)

form of domestic legal przyrodnicza punktowa (brak/obecna)

2.3
Additional values
Wartosci dodatkowe

protection areal protection (absent/present)
forma ochrony krajowej przyrodnicza obszarowa (brak/obecna)

(prawnej) cultural monument (absent/present)

zabytek kultury (brak/obecny)

international appreciation (absent/present)
prestiz miedzynarodowy (brak/obecny)
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Tab. 1 cont.

availability (closed area / limited / full)
mozliwos¢ zwiedzania (brak /limitowana / petna)

public transport (absent/present)
transport modes publiczna (brak/obecna)
(less than 100 m
from the object) private transport (absent/present)
komunikacyjna samochodowa (brak/obecna)
(moZliwos¢ dojazdu
do 100 m od obiektu) bike trail (absent/present)
3.1 rowerowa (brak/obecna)
Accessibility . - . . -
Dostepnos¢ obiektu pedestrian access (no pathway / over 0.5 km distance to object / below 0.5 km distance to object)
piesza - dojscie do obiektu (brak Sciezki/ powyzej 0,5 km /do 0,5 km)
trail difficulty rating (difficult/moderate/easy)
difficult — steep climbs, unstable ground, additional equipment necessary
moderate — gentle climbs, unstable ground, additional equipment recommended
easy — flat land, stable ground, no additional equipment
stopien trudnosci w dojsciu (trudny/sredni/tatwy)
trudny — teren, strome podejscia, niestabilne podtoze, niezbedne dodatkowe wyposazenie
Sredni — bardziej strome podejscia, niestabilne podtoze, zalecane dodatkowe wyposazenie
tatwy — ptasko, stabilne podtoze, niepotrzebne dodatkowe wyposazenie
3.2 natura objects (no/undeveloped/developed)
o g Location of other obiekty przyrodnicze (brak/niezagospodarowane /zagospodarowane)
=) . .
= tourism objects
S E (upto 1 kJm) cultural objects (no/undeveloped/developed)
. E § Potozenie w stosunku obiekty kulturowe (brak/niezagospodarowane/zagospodarowane)
;2.. e do innych obiektéw
4 turystycznych settlement with services (present/absent)
= § (do 1km) miejscowos¢ z zapleczem ustugowym (obecna/brak)
3.3
Trip hazards (present/absent)
Zagrozenia przy zwiedzaniu (obecne/brak)
parking lot (absent/present)
parking (brak/obecny)
technical and sanitation infrastructure (picnic sites, toilets, litter bins) (absent/present)
3.4 infrastruktura techniczno-sanitarna (miejsca piknikowe, wc, kosze) (brak/obecna)
infr-l;a(;l::lljscr?ure gastronomic facilities on site (absent/present)
Infrastruktura punkty gastronomiczne przy obiekcie (brak/obecny)
turystyczna accommodation (within 1 km distance) (absent/present)
obiekty noclegowe do 1 km (brak/obecne)
blazed trails in the vicinity (tourist, thematic, etc.) (absent/present)
znakowane szlaki w poblizu (turystyczne, tematyczne itp.) (brak/obecne)
blazed access to the object (absent/present) e.g. maintained and blazed route or trail
3.5 dojscia do obiektu (brak/obecne) np. wytyczona i oznakowana sciezka, szlak
Blazing
Oznakowanie information on site (absent/present) e.g. information panels
obiektu (brak/obecne) np. tablice informacyjne
available on site (absent/present)
e.g. contents of information panels
3.6 dostepne przy obiekcie (brak/obecne)
Information about general information np. tresci tablic informacyjnych
he obi materials
Inf the ° Jec;. ki materiaty informacyjne available outside the object (absent/present)
nrormacja o oolekcle e.g., webpages, leaflets
dostepne poza obiektem (brak/obecne)
np. strony internetowe, ulotki
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Tab. 1 cont.
available on site (absent/present)
] e.g. contents of information panels
3.6 ) geoe@ucatlonall dostepne przy obiekcie (brak/obecne)
Information about information materials np. tresci tablic informacyjnych
he obi (popular sciece)
the object materiaty geoedukacyjne available outside the object
Informacja o obiekcie (absent/ 1) b fold
(popularnonaukowe) absent/present) e.g., webpages, folders
dostepne poza obiektem (brak/obecne)
np. strony internetowe, foldery

4.1 Tourist flow (low/medium/high), e.g., Defert indicator (after Szromek, 2012; Warszyriska, 1985)
Wielkos¢ ruchu turystycznego (niska/sSrednia/wysoka), np. wskaznik Deferta (wg Szromek, 2012; Warszyriska, 1985)

4.2 Form of ownership (private/state)
Forma wtasnosci (prywatna/paristwowa)

4.3 Protection regime (high/moderate/low or no protection)
high (e.g., national park, nature reserve, natural monument, culture monument)
moderate (e.g., landscape park, documentation site, Natura 2000 area)
low (e.g. area of protected landscape, city park)
Rezim ochrony (wysoki/ sredni/ brak ochrony lub niski)
wysoki (np. park narodowy, rezerwat przyrody, pomnik przyrody, pomnik kultury)

Sredni (np. park krajobrazowy, stanowisko dokumentacyjne, obszar NATURA 2000)

niski (np. obszar chronionego krajobrazu, park miejski)

paved road (necessary/unnecessary)

road infrastructure droga utwardzana (niepotrzebna/potrzebna)

infrastruktura drogowa pathway (unnecessary/necessary)
Sciezka piesza (niepotrzebna/potrzebna)

) conservational (low/moderate/high)
range of maintenance works konserwatorskich (niski/Sredni/wysoki)

zakres prac i zabiegéw
ochronnych protective (low/moderate/high)

zabezpieczajqcych (niski/Sredni/wysoki)

connection routes (unnecessary/necessary)
e.g., blazed pathway, tourist trail
dojscia do obiektu (niepotrzebne/potrzebne),

blazing np. wytyczona i oznakowana sciezka, szlak turystyczny

4.4 oznakowanie within object (unnecessary/necessary) e.g. information

Development level panels, blazed trails within the areal object
Poziom obiektu (niepotrzebne/potrzebne) np. tablice informacyjne,
zagospodarowania znakowana i opisana $ciezka po obiekcie obszarowym

gastronomic facilities on site (unnecessary/necessary)
punkty gastronomiczne przy obiekcie
(niepotrzebne/potrzebne)

accommodation within 1 km distance from
the object (unnecessary/necessary)

tourism infrastructure facilities obiekty noclegowe do 1 km (niepotrzebne/potrzebne)

infrastruktura turystyczna parking lot (unnecessary/necessary)
parking (niepotrzebny/potrzebny)

technical and sanitation facilities (unnecessary/necessary)
e.g., toilets, litter bins, picnic sites
obiekty techniczno-sanitarne (niepotrzebne/potrzebne),
np. wc, kosze, miejsca piknikowe

information panels (unnecessary/ necessary)
4.5 tablice, panele (niepotrzebne/potrzebne)

Geotourism
information
Materiaty

printed materials (unnecessary/ necessary)
materiaty drukowane (niepotrzebne/potrzebne)

geoturystyczne virtual materials (internet) (unnecessary/ necessary)
materiaty wirtualne (internet) (niepotrzebne/potrzebne)
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Tab. 2. Importance of geotourism valorization criteria for various recipients * Znaczenie kryteriow waloryzacji geoturystycznej dla roz-
nego rodzaju odbiorcow

RECIPIENT Valorization criteria

Odbiorca Kryteria waloryzacji

primary values

secondary values

pierwszorzedne drugorzedne
visual values
casual atrakcyjnos¢ wizualna cognitive values
przypadkowy functional values atrakcyjnos¢ poznawcza
atrakcyjnosc uzytkowa
cognitive values
Tourist witting atrakcyjnos¢ poznawcza visual values
Turysta Swiadomy functional values atrakcyjnosc wizualna
atrakcyjnosc uzytkowa
visual values
hobbyist cognitive values atrakcyjnos¢ wizualna
pasjonat atrakcyjnos¢ poznawcza functional values
atrakcyjnosc uzytkowa
cognitive values
school/academic teacher atrakcyjnos¢ poznawcza visual values
nauczyciel functional values atrakcyjnos¢ wizualna
atrakcyjnos¢ uzytkowa
functional values
Educator guide atrakcyjnosc uzytkowa visual values
Edukator przewodnik cognitive values atrakcyjnos¢ wizualna
atrakcyjnos¢ poznawcza
visual values
organizer atrakcyjnos¢ wizualna cognitive values
organizator functional values atrakcyjnos¢ poznawcza
atrakcyjnosc uzytkowa
investment values cognitive values
owner potrzeby inwestycyjne atrakcyjnos¢ poznawcza
wiasciciel visual values functional values
Investor atrakcyjnosc wizualna atrakcyjnosc uzytkowa
Inwestor . .
investment values visual values
manager potrzeby inwestycyjne atrakcyjnos¢ wizualna
zarzqdca cognitive values functional values
atrakcyjnos¢ poznawcza atrakcyjnosc uzytkowa

For school teachers and academic staff, decisive is the
education process, which is controlled by teaching standards
and detailed curricula. Hence, essential will be both the cog-
nitive and educational values, which must clearly illustrate
the theoretical knowledge and enable the students to run their
own observations, and making conclusions within the opti-
mal time span. However, important is also the functional val-
ue of the object, particularly the safety measures.

For trip guides, crucial is the attractiveness of trip pro-
gramme, particularly if enriched in “peculiarities” which
may rise the interest of visitors, generate emotions and result
in positive opinions about the trip (and about the organizers!).
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However, these recipients pay attention also to development
of the objects because they are responsible for safety and
comfort of their customers.

The organizers must think how to generate profit because
tourism is a business. They will focus on drawing attention of
potential customers and stimulate them to choose their tour-
ism product. Hence, they will prefer the visual and functional
values of an object. The cognitive value may also play some
role but rather in terms of impressive features and/or curi-
osities, which may help in better promotion of a geotourism
object. However, the organizers will rather favour the known
objects, which have already generated the tourist flow.
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The investors subgroup includes the owners (both private
and public, as e.g., national parks, landscape parks, national
forests, and local state administration and local authorities)
and managers. Usually, they know very little about geotour-
istic objects located in their land even if such objects repre-
sent high cognitive value and may contribute to attractive-
ness of tourism in the region.

The owners will be interested mostly in expected benefits
coming from the development of an object and relevant ser-
vices. Hence, important for them will be the widely accepted
visual values as well as indication of development details,
which would raise the attractiveness of an object and satis-
faction of visitors.

The managers will appreciate the financial profit, as well,
but their main target will be the promotion of an object in or-
der to increase the tourist flow and, thus, stimulate the local
economy. This can be achieved with the help of visual and
cognitive values of a geotourism object but equally impor-
tant will be the indication of necessary development issues,
which would ensure the control of tourist flow (in sustainable
manner, in order to secure long-lasting exploitation of the ob-
ject), the safety measures and the comfort of visitors.

The role of investors is to develop a geotourism object
and to create the tourism product based on its values. Hence,
we included also the social and economic elements into our
valorization system, as e.g., accessibility and infrastructure
necessary for proper perception of and object.

Characterization
of assessment criteria

Visual values

The visual value is a very subjective matter as its percep-
tion and evaluation depend strongly on individual sensitivi-
ty to emotional feelings and to the knowledge of the visitor.
However, some characteristic features can be selected, which
determine visual attractiveness of any geotourism object

In our system, the general view of an object is evaluat-
ed according to the four aspects, which define the contrast
between an object and its surrounding. Hence, scored is the
prominence in the landscape because it is obvious that any
object jutting out from the surroundings automatically turns
attention of the observer. Furthermore, we realize that the
prominence in the landscape strongly depends on several fac-
tors, as e.g. position of an outlook, land development (e.g.,
surrounding buildings), season and density of vegetation.
However, taking into account the main goal of visual valori-
zation, which is the usefulness of an object for tourism con-
trolled by its perception by recipients, we recommend bas-
ing the assessment on observation made during the Summer
season. The prominence in the landscape can be evaluated
with various methods applied to the landscape valorization
(Senetra, Cieslak, 2004, Kil, Kowalczyk, 2011). Determina-
tion of dominating element for particular geotourism ob-
ject (size, shape, color) enables us to indicate its distinctness
in the surrounding landscape, which makes it better visible
and more intriguing for visitors. Attention must be paid also
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to different perception of an object in variously developed
(= transformed) landscape because the open landscape (crop
fields, meadows, forests) generates more pleasant aesthetic
emotions than high-rise blocks or industrial zones. Hence,
we included to the scoring system the naturalness of land-
scape with highest scores attributed to undeveloped areas,
unaffected by anthropogenic changes. Lower scores were in-
dicated for scattered (rural) settlements of relatively low an-
thropogenic impact and the lowest values were assigned to
urban high-density housing or industrial zones. Obviously,
the presence of outlooks in the close vicinity of an object
rises its value, particularly if panoramic view is available (as
e.g., from the top of a tor).

The visual values are important criterion for all recipients
but not at the same level (Tab. 2). In our opinion, these are
decisive for casual tourists because it turns attention and,
thus, motivates to the visit. These are important for educa-
tors, too, because they can use the characteristic features of
the object to capture visitors’ attention, to illustrate the talk or
lecture and to emphasize the cognitive values. For the man-
agers, the high visual values mean rising interest of visitors
resulting in rising tourist flow, which generates better return
on investment, (i.e., rises the economic efficiency) and im-
proves the profit.

Cognitive values

This criterion enables us to indicate whether an object
can avail of geoeducation. In the published valorization sys-
tems of geosites, this criterion is determined as “scientif-
ic” (Migon, Sobczyk, 2009; Thnatowicz et al., 2011), “sci-
entific-educational” (Alexandrowicz, 1989), “substantive”
(Dmytrowski, Kicinska, 2011) or “educational” (Cedro et
al., 2009), etc. Despite the terminology, this criterion aims
to assess the uniqueness, representativeness and education-
al quality of geological/geomorphological features and pro-
cesses, which can be recognized in given object. The sub-cri-
teria determine the diversity of geological/geomorphological
features and processes together with a wide spectrum of their
interrelations with culture and society as well as some addi-
tional values, which raise the prestige of that site (and region)
and influence its popularity among tourists.

The assessment of geodiversity includes the number of
readable, geological / geomorphological features and/or
processes which can be observed in the object and which can
illustrate particular problems of Earth sciences. The main in-
dicator is the clear presentation of specific features and pro-
cesses, which can explain structure, geological history and
origin of given object. Well-readable features facilitate the
successful education whereas the large number of such fea-
tures makes the object more universal, hence, more useful
for teaching process and attracting more recipients. Assessed
is also the preservation of the object as whole, in which
all static and dynamic elements are specified, disturbing the
observations and blurring the contours, and details. Another
value is the uniqueness of the object determined on world-
wide, regional (country) and local scale. It determines the
rare and exceptional features of the object, which may raise
the interest of visitors and, thus, increase the tourist flow. The
representativeness is the presence of most typical features
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and processes which can be used as geological standards,
e.g., stratotypes, fossil assemblages or model landforms. Fi-
nally, the appearance in the literature, both the scientific
and popular, means the number of publications and the rank
of periodicals in which the specific papers have appeared be-
cause the descriptions of more valuable objects are usually
published in renowned journals and books.

The cultural links sub-criterion provides an opportunity to
evaluate the importance of the object for local culture. Some
geological objects, particularly the caves, tors or springs were
common cult sites used by ancient communities or were al-
leged the sceneries of legends explored by geomythology.
The historical/archeological importance includes a varie-
ty of relationships between the object, the local community
and its economic activity including the mining, industrial and
technical heritage, crucial for civilizations. An example can
be the application of industrial minerals in the architecture,
which documents the extraction of various types of rocks as
aggregates, construction or siding stones, etc., from the ob-
ject or its vicinity and their distribution on local, regional or
even international scale. Finally, all other relevant links of the
object to local culture and economy should be specified and
evaluated. These can be e.g., thematic events (as gold pan-
ning shows or “Dymarki” — a metallurgical festival held in
the Holy-Cross Mts., in a pre-historic center of iron metal-
lurgy), cultural events (space for concerts, art exhibitions and
workshops, vernissages), folk fests (harvest festivals, picnics,
fairs), sport competitions (races, rallies) and artistic perfor-
mances. Other elements under consideration can be e.g., the
cultural landscape (here understood as geological and geo-
morphological controls of human settling and economy) or
the history of science (in terms of historical geosites, impor-
tant for principal discoveries and evolution of Earth sciences).

Finally, suitable can be the valorization of additional
values which enhance the rank of given object, i.e., some
specific features which make it so important for science or
so valuable for Earth heritage that domestic and/or interna-
tional institutions are ready to extend high-rank protection
rules in order to preserve the object for future generations.
Such highly valuable elements can be the unique biocenoses,
which occur within the object and in its vicinity due to spe-
cific geological structures, rock assemblages or geomorphol-
ogy. Moreover, various forms of domestic and international
nature and culture protection (biotic and abiotic nature re-
serves, national parks, and national historic or cultural her-
itage sites, UNESCO World Heritage List, European and
Global Geopark Networks, UNESCO Biosphere Reserves)
may raise the interest of at least some groups of tourists.
Hence, the international appreciation (prestige) of an ob-
ject may have both the natural and cultural aspects.

The cognitive values are particularly important for witting
tourists, hobbyists and educators (Tab. 2). For them high
score will be crucial as such tourists are interested in gaining
the knowledge, including the discovery of new fields, obser-
vation and interpretation of natural features and processes.
High values will be appreciated by educators because they
ensure diversity of problems to be demonstrated, interpreted
and discussed during the teaching process. However, for the
remaining categories of recipients, the cognitive values are
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only a supplement to other values. In our opinion, a signif-
icant part of them neither appreciate nor take advantage of
cognitive value of geotourism objects.

Functional values

The assessment of object’s functional values enables us to
recognize its development, which controls both the aesthetic
perception and the comfort of visitors. These values include
the accessibility of the object, the quantity and quality of infra-
structure, the blazing of connection roads and trails, the infor-
mation available “on site” and accessible at information offic-
es, and in the Internet. In our opinion, the distance to the object
plays an important role in the valorization procedure. This ele-
ment is rather difficult to quantify because it depends strongly
on individual health and fitness of particular visitor but it facil-
itates the evaluation and is easy to score (at least theoretically).

The availability considers the possible restrictions result-
ed e.g., from seasonal factor and limitation of a number of vis-
itors due to safety measures, nature protection requirements
and/or climatic constrains, or even the temporary closure of
an object or its parts for visits due to various reasons (e.g. bi-
otic nature protection). The transport access evaluates how
close we can get to the object by a car or public transport.
Highest-scored is the distance less than 100 meters and ac-
cess with at least two transport modes. The pedestrian access
scores the distance to the object to be covered by walk. We
suggest the boundary value of 500 meters, as suggested by
average fitness of an average tourist. Despite possible relief
constrains, such distance can be easily walked even by seniors
and children if trail is properly maintained. A supplementary
sub-criterion is the trail difficulty which reflects the differ-
ence between walking the flat, hilly and mountainous lands.
We propose the three values representing the easy, moderate
and difficult terrain including the necessary additional equip-
ment (hiking boots and sticks, crash helmet, food, additional
water and/or drinks) and trail quality (soil stability, slope).

The functional values of the object can be increased by the
presence of other attractions, however, within a 1 kilometer
radius. Hence, we consider yet another subcriterion: location
of other objects: natural and cultural, and settlements with
basic infrastructure (grocery, ATM, post office).

The potential hazards criterion evaluates the safety meas-
ures within the object and in its close vicinity. The visitors
can be endangered due to steep, unstable or slippery slopes,
unsuitable for pedestrians, steep or vertical, unstable and un-
protected walls of rock exposures, slippery trail surfaces, etc.

The number and condition of tourism infrastructure di-
rectly influences comfort of visitors to the object. Scored is
the presence of parking lots in close vicinity, large enough to
accommodate several cars and at least one bus. Other scored
elements are: picnic sites, litter bins, toilets (technical-san-
itary infrastructure), food services and blazed trails. Ad-
ditional amenity is availability of accommodation close to
the object, i.e., within 1 kilometer radius, easy to walk even
with the baggage.

For any tourist, important functional element is the blazed
trail leading to the object and information available on site.
Higher-scored are carefully designed, built and marked ac-
cess roads or trails. Attention should be paid to indication of
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the main attraction, particularly if the object comprises sev-
eral, more or less similar elements, e.g., a group of tors. It is
valuable information especially for casual tourists who are
unfamiliar with a diversity of nature and are unaware that,
commonly, the appearance of an object does not correspond
to its real cognitive value.

The information about the object includes access to all
types of paper and electronic materials: from outdoor and in-
door information panels through leaflets, folders, brochures
and guides to various maps. Due to specific character of geot-
ourism objects, scored are geoeducational materials, which
describe and interpret the geological structure of an object,
its age, geological history, formative processes and geolog-
ical peculiarities. Appreciated is also the free collection of
rocks, minerals and fossils (if allowed by regulations). Sep-
arately scored is the access to information “on site” and in
the neighbourhood of the object as well as possibilities to
acquire at least basic data via mobile phones or to download
suitable files directly from the webpages.

The functional value of geotourism object is important for
both the casual and witting tourists (Tab. 2) who pay atten-
tion to comfort during the trip. The information (public or
private, as the word of mouth) about the level of tourism in-
frastructure and services may be crucial in decision making
by potential visitor.

Similarly important is the functional value for educators
(Tab. 2), particularly for guides who are responsible for safe-
ty of their groups. High functional values facilitate the guides
and organizers to plan the visit, including the timing and the
safety measures, and improves the preparation of educational
materials depending on available, written or electronic infor-
mation.

The functional values is helpful also for managers and
owners (Tab. 2) as it indicates deficiencies in development
of objects otherwise attractive from visual and/or cognitive
points of view. On the contrary to other recipients, these two
categories take advantage of low functional scores because
such opinion clearly shows what investments are necessary
in particular sectors of local tourism industry.

Investing values

This criterion is addressed to owners, managers and po-
tential investors. Two aims are assigned: (i) analysis of eco-
nomic environment of the object and its vicinity in order to
recognize how much is it friendly for the new investments
(Tab. 1, p. 4.1-4.3) and (ii) analysis of existing tourism infra-
structure (Tab. 1, p. 4.4-4.5) in order to indicate most urgent
investments. In this criterion, we do not valuate the natural
resources sensu e.g., Tisdell (2003) and do not specify the in-
vestment costs but rather point out deficiencies in tourism in-
frastructure, which influence attractiveness of the object and,
thus, reduce the tourist flow.

The tourist flow is a measure of the number of potential
visitors. It is rather difficult to estimate and is commonly de-
termined with the Defert indicator — one of the tools indicat-
ing the progress of tourism functions (Szromek, 2012).

Another important subcriterion is the form of ownership.
In our opinion, the state ownership is more favourable for
investments at least because it avoids sometimes long and
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usually costly legal battles concerning the rights to land.
Similarly important is the protection regime as it controls
the scale and the types of allowed investments.

The development level of geotourism object represents
the density and quality of communication routes revealing
e.g., the need for construction or repair of a trail, boardwalk
or paved road leading to the object. Scored is the type and
range of maintenance works necessary for proper state of
the object. In the case of geotourism objects, the most im-
portant maintenance works are: mowing down the meadows,
cutting the shrub, pruning the branches, removal of rubble,
installing protection barriers in dangerous sites, repairing the
trails, etc. All these works aim to ensure the attractiveness of
the object, to secure the visitors and to control their flow by
construction of blazed trails or boardwalks, which prevent
land devastation within or around the object. The range of
maintenance works depends on many factors, e.g., vegeta-
tion type and density, weather conditions, intensity of tourist
flow) and is determined annually. Separately scored is the
blazing of connection roads and trails leading to the object
and the current state of tourism infrastructure (i.e., park-
ing lots, picnic sites, rain shelters, waste baskets, toilets, food
services and accommodation).

The geotourism information materials criterion evalu-
ates the availability, number and quality of information pan-
els and written materials distributed “on site” or in close
vicinity of the object: leaflets, folders, brochures, guides,
books, papers, sets of slides or photographs, films, etc. ad-
dressed to a wide spectrum of visitors — from children to
professionals. Another category are souvenirs related to the
object, particularly rock samples, minerals specimens and
fossils. Important subcriterion is the presence and quality of
virtual information — first of all the webpages of objects
but also the web portals of state administration, local author-
ities, geological, geographical and tourist organizations, etc.
Scored is also availability of mobile applications.

Discussion

The proposed valorization methodology of geotourism
objects is a new attempt. It emphasizes the needs of three
groups of recipients: tourists, educators and investors. The
selection of criteria was based upon the general level of
knowledge, fields of interest and profession. Although many
selected criteria appear also in other systems known from the
literature, we focused on diversified demands of recipients,
not only on aesthetic and cognitive values, which are usual-
ly the most important arguments when legal protection of an
object is planned.

Our criteria were clustered into four categories but the fi-
nal score is not a single value. Instead, we propose four val-
ues corresponding to four valorization categories: visual,
cognitive, functional and investment. When assessment is
completed, the recipient decides which category (or catego-
ries) is most important for his purposes. Hence, the tourist
will rather prefer visual and cognitive values whereas the ed-
ucator will focus on cognitive and functional values, and or-
ganizer will pay attention to investment values.
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In comparison with other valorization systems, our pro-
posal contains an extended part related to investment condi-
tions and needs of the object and its vicinity. It is a response
to some suggestions expressed in the literature (see e.g.,
Kowalczyk et al., 2010, p. 99-100) that the valorizations of
geological and geotourism objects do not represent adequate-
ly the points of view of social and economic sciences, and
that both the social and economic criteria can be applied to
defined areas, e.g., communes (see valorization models after
e.g., Gotembski, ed., 2002) but not to single objects.

In our opinion, two aspects play the crucial role: the in-
vestment attractiveness of the area surrounding the object
and the investment needs of the object. We intentionally
simplified the problem of investment attractiveness due its
complicated nature (Gotembski, ed., 2002; Lizinska et.al.,
2011;). Furthermore, we recognized the existing or anticipat-
ed tourist flow in the vicinity of the object (e.g., in the com-
mune) as the main control of the usefulness of an investment.
Here, the question arises what scale should be considered
for tourist flow measurements: the area within an arbitrary
determined radius (in kilometers) around the object or the
area of commune (or county) in which the object is located?
The commonly applied Defert indicator is not perfect tool as
it considers only the overnight visitors staying within given
area. We can calculate the indicator for e.g., particular com-
mune but datasets collected by the Central Statistical Office
of Poland do not comprise private accommodations and farm
stays as well as do not count one-day visitors. Hence, the re-
sulting figure of tourist flow is underestimated, and the indi-
cator becomes inaccurate. Apparently, methodology of tour-
ist flow determination around the geotourism object must be
improved in order to avoid highly intuitive assessment of
this important value. Another data source might have been
the annual number of tickets sold in the surrounding objects
(not always available) as well as data from visitor centers and
tourism departments in communes, and in counties adminis-
trations (rather rarely collected).

In order to make the investment values criterion more con-
sistent, we added only two other sub-criteria: ownership and
protection regime as these issues may either downgrade the
range of an investment or even cancel the whole project.

In the literature, one can find other valorization methods
of investment attractiveness (e.g., Gotembski, ed., 2002;
p- 25) but their applicability to geotourism objects depends
on the scale and the type of particular investment. For in-
stance, in the case of basic works within the object area
(e.g., blazing and securing the connection trails, arranging
the picnic sites, designing and producing the information
panels), the detailed information about e.g., the length of
sewage network or number of industrial employees seem to
be quite irrelevant.

The second aspect, i.c., the investment needs of the ob-
ject defines the fields of interest in which modernizations or
entirely new projects must be undertaken, e.g., roads, trail
blazers, food services, accommodation, objects safety meas-
ures or geoeducation materials. Such information is crucial
for both the managers and the potential investors. Moreover,
we aimed to specify rather the needs for particular invest-
ment than to compose the lists of deficiencies. For instance,

the lack of paved road leading directly to the object does not
mean that it must be constructed. Similarly, not all objects
must have restaurants or other food services. The surplus of
infrastructure around the geotourism object can be even a de-
fect, not an advantage as it may Kkill the naturalness and the
harmony of the landscape.

Therefore, the investment values supported by other val-
ues discussed above should help the potential investor to de-
cide whether it is worthy to spend here money at all and, if so,
to spend money for what? For the manager, the investment
values provide additional information: (i) how much the ob-
ject located in his region is attractive, (ii) how efficiently is
it developed, (iii) what are the expectations of visitors and
(iv) how to improve the attractiveness of the object in order
to accelerate the tourism in the region and, consequently, to
improve local economy and quality of life of the residents.

Summary

In this new proposal of assessment criteria for geotourism
objects, we defined three main groups of recipients: tourists
(casual, witting and hobbyists), educators (school and aca-
demic teachers, guides and organizers) and investors (owners
and managers) and focused on their needs as users of the ob-
jects. These needs differ significantly due to contrasting per-
ception of particular objects by particular recipients.

Basing on recipients groups, we defined four categories of
valorization criteria: visual, cognitive, functional and invest-
ment, decisive for attractiveness of given geotourism object.
The scoring procedure is run within each category and the
quantitative results are presented separately for each of them.
Any recipient can choose the criteria most important for his
purposes. In our opinion, such separation of criteria will sup-
ply better practical information, more valuable for particular
recipient.

The presented criteria reflect the set of features of given
object and this is recipient who decides individually which
criterion is suitable for him. Such flexible attempt simplifies
the interpretation of valorization results and selection of ob-
jects worthy to visit, on the contrary to single, usually high
number, which informs only generally that particular object
is probably attractive , and, maybe, also properly developed.

Our criteria were selected for the needs of geotourism ob-
jects (which should generate interest of potential visitors) not
for geological objects (which should rather provide high sci-
entific/educational value). We intended to assess all the fea-
tures of given object, not only its cognitive value, usually
the only one considered when protection regulations are dis-
cussed and issued.

Finally, our assessment methodology concerns the needs
of owners, managers and potential investors in order to better
indicate the economic environment, precisely the investment
conditions and needs of given geotourism object.

Acknowledgements

The research project reported on the following paper was
financed from the AGH University of Science and Technology
grant No. 11.11.140.173.

34



Criteria of geotourism valorization specified for various recipients

Streszczenie

Kryteria waloryzacji geoturystycznej
na potrzeby roznego rodzaju odbiorcow

Marek Doktor, Krzysztof Miskiewicz,
Ewa M. Welc, Wojciech Mayer

Wprowadzenie

Ocena $rodowiska przyrodniczego jest elementem badan
relacji cztowieka z jego otoczeniem (Kostrowicki, 1992).
Czg$¢ tego otoczenia — przyrode nicozywiong — ocenia si¢
pod wzgledem uzytecznosci dla cztowieka na przyktad w pla-
nowaniu i zagospodarowaniu przestrzennym, ochronie przy-
rody i ochronie srodowiska, kartografii, gérnictwie, budowni-
ctwie czy turystyce. W naukach o Ziemi elementy abiotyczne
podlegaja waloryzacji m.in. w celu okres$lenia gospodarczego
wykorzystania z16z, jakosci kamienia budowlanego, w bada-
niach terenu pod zabudowe, w procedurach oceny oddziaty-
wania na srodowisko, a w ostatnich latach takze w geoochro-
nie i geoturystyce. W kierunkach badawczych zwigzanych
z geografig lub ekologig krajobrazu ocenia sig atrakcyjnos$¢ tu-
rystyczna i rekreacyjng przyrody nieozywionej obszarow, rza-
dziej obiektow przyrodniczych. Waloryzacji podlegaja rzezba
terenu i jej parametry, wody powierzchniowe lub klimat (np.
Warszynska, 1974; Nowacka, 1984; Sotowiej, 1992; Brodka
red., 2010; Chmielewski, 2012). Niektorzy zwracaja uwage
na tzw. ,,0sobliwosci geologiczne” (np. Krzymowska-Kos-
trowicka, 1999), dostrzegaja turystyczng wartos¢ form mor-
fologicznych, odstonig¢ skat, mineratow czy skamieniatosci
(Kozuchowski, 2005), jednak rzadko poddaja je szczegoto-
wej ocenie. Nowym kierunkiem badawczym jest komplekso-
wa waloryzacja bogactwa abiotycznych elementéw przyro-
dy, tzw. geor6znorodnosci (Gray, 2008), w przypadku ktorej
ocenie podlega m.in. budowa geologiczna i geomorfologia
obszarow (Kot, 2006), nickiedy z zastosowaniem zaawanso-
wanych metod matematycznych (Benito-Calvo ef al., 2009).

Waloryzacja obiektow geologicznych zostata rozpo-
wszechniona w ramach prac zwigzanych z geoochrona
(Alexandrowicz, 1992). Zaproponowano wiele metod wa-
loryzacji geostanowisk, przy czym réznig si¢ one przede
wszystkim doborem kryteriow oceny, zastosowanymi waga-
mi i sposobem obliczenia oceny koncowej (np. Alexandro-
wicz, 1989; Nita J., Nita M., 1994; Reynard et al., 2007; Pe-
reira et al., 2007; Migon, Sobczyk, 2009; Bruschi et al., 2011,
Fassoulas et al., 2012; Rocha et al., 2014). Nowym kierun-
kiem badawczym jest kompleksowa waloryzacja bogactwa
abiotycznych elementéw przyrody, tzw. geordznorodnosci
(Gray, 2004). Ocenie podlega tu m.in. budowa geologiczna,
geomorfologia, wody powierzchniowe i podziemne, klimat
i gleby (Kot, 2006), niekiedy z zastosowaniem zaawansowa-
nych metod matematycznych (Benito-Calvo ef al., 2009).

Ocena do celow geoturystycznych to kontynuacja opraco-
wywania metod waloryzacji geostanowisk. Wigkszy akcent
potozony jest jednak na elementy zwigzane z zagospodaro-
waniem i udostgpnieniem odwiedzajacym obiektow przyrody
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nieozywionej oraz aspekty zwigzane z walorami wizualnymi
(np. Rybar, 2010; Dmytrowski, Kicinska, 2011; Kubalikova,
2013). W stosowanych dotychczas metodach waloryzacji
najbardziej problematyczne wydaje si¢ sumowanie wszyst-
kich punktow przypisanych poszczegdlnym cechom, zbyt
maly nacisk na zagadnienia spoteczno-ekonomiczne, a takze
nieuwzglednianie w ocenie adresatow waloryzacji.

Celem niniejszej pracy jest dobor takich kryteriow walo-
ryzacji, aby zminimalizowa¢ powyzsze mankamenty oraz
utatwié¢ charakterystyke obiektow geoturystycznych i ocene
ich uzyteczno$ci w turystyce.

Metodyka

W geoochronie i geoturystyce najczgsciej waloryzacji
podlegaja obiekty geologiczne (geostanowiska), a nie obiek-
ty geoturystyczne. Autorzy pod poj¢ciem obiektu geotury-
stycznego rozumiejg kazdy obiekt (przyrodniczy lub kultu-
rowy) prezentujacy tre$ci z zakresu nauk o Ziemi, ktory po
odpowiednim udostepnieniu i wypromowaniu moze genero-
wac ruch turystyczny. Taki obiekt staje si¢ wowczas atrakcja
geoturystyczna, czgsto wzbogacong o réoznego rodzaju geo-
produkty np. tablica geoturystyczna, przewodnik geotury-
styczny itp. (Dryglas, Miskiewicz, 2014).

W efekcie zastosowanej waloryzacji geoturystycznej nie
otrzymuje si¢ jednej oceny koncowej, lecz zestaw czterech
ocen uwzgledniajacych nastepujace wartosci: wizualna, po-
znawcza, uzytkowa oraz warunki i potrzeby inwestycyjne
(Tab. 1). Sumowaniu podlegaja tylko oceny czastkowe w ob-
rgbie poszczegolnych kryteridw, a te beda mialy ré6zng waz-
no$¢ w przypadku réznego rodzaju odbiorcow (Tab. 2).

Turysta przypadkowy ktadzie nacisk gléwnie na atrakcyj-
no$¢ wizualna, najsilniej oddziatujaca na emocje, nie zawsze
znajac warto$¢ naukowg i wyjatkowos¢ obiektu. Nie ma zad-
nej wiedzy geologicznej, a gtéwnym celem wyjazdu takiego
turysty jest wypoczynek, a nie poznawanie obiektow geotu-
rystycznych. Przy tatwym dostepie i dobrym zagospodaro-
waniu zapewne zdecyduje si¢ na zwiedzanie, jezeli obiekt
go zainteresuje. Turysta §wiadomy czy pasjonat chce posze-
rza¢ swoja wiedze, jest otwarty na nowe tematy, a obiekty
geoturystyczne moga by¢ dla niego kolejnym, ciekawym
doswiadczeniem. Zwykle ma podstawowa wiedze¢ z zakresu
nauk o Ziemi, ale podczas zwiedzania poszukuje i oczekuje
dodatkowych wyjasnien i interpretacji na temat ogladanych
form morfologicznych, skat, struktur czy proceséw geolo-
gicznych. Atrakcyjnos¢ wizualna i rozwinieta infrastruktura
nie majg decydujacego znaczenia, cho¢ moga utatwi¢ wybor
obiektu. Pasjonat natomiast jest ukierunkowany na obiekty
geoturystyczne. Planuje szczegétowo wyjazd, by dotrze¢ do
konkretnych miejsc, gdzie moze obserwowaé okreslone ce-
chy czy zjawiska. Pasjonat ma na ogét obszerna wiedze z za-
kresu nauk geologicznych, oczekuje wiec nie tylko wyjas-
nien, ale takze szczegdtowych profesjonalnych informacji.
Atrakcyjno$¢ wizualna i komfortowa infrastruktura nie maja
dla niego istotnego znaczenia przy planowaniu odwiedzin.

Drugg grupa odbiorcow sg edukatorzy (nauczyciele szkol-
ni i akademiccy, przewodnicy i organizatorzy turystyki spe-
cjalistycznej), ktérzy w terenie przeprowadzaja roznego
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rodzaju zajecia dydaktyczne lub proponuja cickawe i dostar-
czajace wiedzy spedzenie wolnego czasu. Powinni oni znac
warto$¢ obiektu geoturystycznego pod wzgledem reprezen-
tatywnosci, czytelnosci i réznorodnosci cech widocznych
w obrebie obiektu. Dla nauczyciela nadrzedny jest proces
dydaktyczny. Istotne sg wigc dla niego warto$ci poznawcze
i edukacyjne. Fakty i procesy geologiczne muszg by¢ opisane
w sposoéb jasny i czytelny, by uczniowie/studenci mogli prze-
prowadzi¢ wlasne obserwacje. Istotna jest w tym przypadku
rowniez warto$¢ uzytkowa obiektu, a w szczegdlnosci gwa-
rancja bezpieczenstwa przy jego zwiedzaniu. Dla przewodni-
ka celem jest zrealizowanie w atrakcyjny sposob okreslone-
g0 programu imprezy turystyczne;j. Istotna bedzie mozliwos¢
pokazania cickawostek, ktore wzbudzg zainteresowanie, wy-
wolaja emocje 1 wygeneruja pozytywne opinie o wycieczce
(i jej organizatorach). Najlepsze do tego celu beda dobrze
przygotowane do zwiedzania obiekty, poniewaz zapewni to
bezpieczenstwo i wygode. Organizator turystyki specjali-
stycznej, wykorzystujac obiekty geoturystyczne, populary-
zuje wiedze geologiczng w spoteczenstwie, zapewniajac so-
bie jednoczesnie korzysci finansowe. Musi wigc przyciagnac
uwage potencjalnych klientow i zacheci¢ ich do wybrania
proponowanego produktu. Przede wszystkim zwroci uwage
na warto$¢ wizualng oraz poziom przygotowania obiektu do
zwiedzania. Istotna jest dla niego rowniez warto$¢ poznaw-
cza, jednakze bedzie bazowat na spektakularnych, wyréznia-
jacych si¢ 1 osobliwych obiektach, z reguty juz generujacych
ruch turystyczny.

Inwestor rozumiany jako wilasciciel lub zarzadzajacy
(prywatny lub panstwowy) nie zawsze ma wiedz¢ o istnieniu
na swoim terenie cieckawego, niosgcego wartosci poznawcze
obiektu geoturystycznego, ktory moze podniesé atrakcyjnosé
turystyczng obszaru. Wtasciciel terenu bedzie zainteresowany
korzysciami, glownie finansowymi, ktore odniesie ze $wiad-
czenia ustug zwigzanych z udostgpnieniem obiektu dla ruchu
turystycznego. Istotna bedzie dla niego szeroko odbierana
atrakcyjnos$¢ wizualna przyciagajaca turystow oraz wskaza-
nie dziatan, ktére musiatby podjac, aby obiekt udostepnic.
Zarzadzajacy terenem mniejszy nacisk potozy na bezposred-
nie korzysci finansowe, a skupi si¢ na lepszym wypromo-
waniu terenu dzigki wykorzystaniu walow poznawczych, co
zwigkszy ruch turystyczny i wptynie na rozwdj gospodarczy
regionu. Wazne dla niego bedzie wykazanie, ktore elemen-
ty zagospodarowania sg niezb¢dne, aby obiekt zabezpieczy¢
przed nadmierng eksploatacjg turystyczna, czyli wprowadzic¢
zasady zrownowazonej turystyki, 1 zapewni¢ dhugie uzytko-
wanie obiektu, a takze okreslenie elementow koniecznych do
zapewnienia bezpieczenstwa i wygody odwiedzajacym. Po-
tencjalny inwestor moze przystosowac obiekt geoturystycz-
ny na potrzeby ruchu turystycznego i przeksztatci¢ go w pro-
dukt turystyczny. W tym celu wprowadzono do waloryzacji
elementy spoteczno-eckonomiczne.

Kryteria waloryzacji
W artykule zastosowano cztery kryteria oceniajace: war-

to$¢ (atrakcyjno$¢) wizualng, poznawcza, uzytkowa oraz
warunki i potrzeby inwestycyjne (Tab. 1). Na kazde z nich
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sktada si¢ wiele kolejno ocenianych cech, ktore zsumowane
przedstawiajg ocen¢ catego kryterium.

Atrakeyjno$é wizualna to warto$¢ w znacznym stopniu
subiektywna. Jest postrzegana i oceniana przez obserwa-
tora w zaleznosci od jego wiedzy i wrazliwosci. To kryte-
rium wazne dla kazdego typu odbiorcy, ale w roznym stop-
niu (Tab. 2). Wysoka warto$¢ kryterium dla przypadkowego
turysty przektada si¢ na zainteresowanie obiektem i cheé
jego poznania, za$ edukator moze wykorzystaé¢ charaktery-
styczne elementy tego kryterium w celu przyciagni¢cia uwa-
gi stuchaczy oraz do ilustracji wyktadu i uwypuklenia war-
tosci poznawczej obiektu. Zarzadca przy wysokiej warto$ci
wizualnej obiektu moze spodziewac si¢ duzego zaintereso-
wania 1 wzmozonego ruchu turystycznego, co przektada si¢
na szybszy zwrot kosztow poniesionych inwestycji albo na
wzrost dochodéw z udostgpnienia turystycznego obiektu.

Warto$¢ poznawcza pozwala stwierdzi¢, czy obiekt geo-
turystyczny nadaje si¢ do wykorzystania w geoedukacji. Wy-
roznione w jej obrebie kryteria okreslaja warto$¢ obiektu pod
wzgledem zréznicowania cech geologiczno-geomorfologicz-
nych oraz ich czytelnosci, reprezentatywnosci, unikalno$ci
i stanu zachowania, szerokiego spektrum powigzan kulturo-
wych, a takze uwzgledniaja wartosci dodatkowe, podnoszace
prestiz i wplywajace na popularno$¢ obiektu wsrod turystow.

Atrakcyjno$¢ poznawcza to kryterium wazne dla odbior-
cOW typu turysta swiadomy, turysta pasjonat oraz edukator
(Tab. 2). We wszystkich przypadkach odwiedzajacych bedzie
zachgcal wysoki stopien spelnienia tego kryterium, ponie-
waz zainteresowani sg zdobywaniem badz przekazywaniem
wiedzy, checia poznania nowych zagadnien, obserwowania
atrakcyjnych zjawisk. Wysoka warto$¢ wskazuje na rézno-
rodnos$¢ tematyczng, czytelno$¢ i wyrazistos¢ reprezentowa-
nych przez obiekt zagadnien, co pozwala na wykorzystanie
go w procesie edukacji. Dla pozostatych odbiorcow bedzie to
jedynie kryterium uzupetniajace, z ktérego wysokiej jakosci
niekoniecznie w petni skorzystaja.

Wartos$¢ uzytkowa pozwala oszacowaé stopien zagospo-
darowania obiektu i jego otoczenia, a w zwigzku z tym tak-
ze komfort zwiedzania. Uwzglgdniono tu wiele parametrow
takich jak: dostgpnos$¢ obiektu, potozenie w stosunku do in-
nych obiektow turystycznych, zagrozenia przy zwiedzaniu,
istniejgca infrastruktura turystyczna, oznakowania i informa-
cje o obiekcie (Tab. 1).

Ocena atrakcyjnosci uzytkowej jest pomocna dla zarzad-
cy lub wiasciciela (Tab. 2) terenu, poniewaz informuje o bra-
kach inwestycyjnych dotyczacych obiektow interesujacych
pod wzglgdem wizualnym i poznawczym. W przeciwien-
stwie do poprzednich kryteriow, niska punktacja wskazuje
na pewne mozliwosci inwestycyjne. Niska wartos¢ kryte-
rium uzytkowego moze sugerowac braki w infrastrukturze
turystycznej, oznakowaniu i informacji o obiekcie, a takze
trudnos$ci w zwiedzaniu.

Kryterium warunki i potrzeby inwestycyjne jest adreso-
wane do zarzadcow, wihascicieli oraz potencjalnych inwesto-
réow. Zgodnie z nim ocenia si¢, czy analizowany obiekt i jego
bezposrednie otoczenie sg srodowiskiem przyjaznym nowym
inwestycjom (Tab. 1, pkt 4.1-4.3) oraz analizuje potrzebg wy-
konania konkretnych elementdéw infrastruktury turystycznej
obiektu i w jego otoczenia (Tab. 1, pkt 4.4—4.5), a tym samym
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okresla obszar do najbardziej niezbgdnych inwestycji. Kryte-
rium nie uwzglednia kosztéw koniecznych inwestycji, wska-
zuje za to braki, ktorych usunigcie moze przyczyni¢ si¢ do
poprawy atrakcyjnosci i wzrostu ruchu turystycznego.

Dyskusja i podsumowanie

Zaproponowana waloryzacja obiektow geoturystycznych
ktadzie nacisk przede wszystkim na rodzaje i typy jej odbior-
cOw (turysta, edukator i inwestor), co przektada si¢ na do-
boér kryteriow waloryzacji i ich sktadowe. Odbiorcow dzieli
si¢ na grupy, wykorzystujac nastgpujace wyznaczniki: ogol-
ny poziom wiedzy, zainteresowania oraz wykonywany za-
wod. Adresaci waloryzacji zostali takze scharakteryzowa-
ni ze wzgledu na odmienne sposoby postrzegania obiektow
geoturystycznych. Na tej podstawie opracowano cztery gru-
py kryteriow, ktore stanowig podstawe czterech odrebnych
ocen. Uwzgledniono wiele kryteriow stosowanych w dotych-
czasowych waloryzacjach, jednak skupiono si¢ na ré6znych
potrzebach odbiorcow, a nie wylacznie na ocenie wartosci
naukowych i poznawczych (w celu wykazania koniecznosci
ochrony prawnej). Odbiorca moze sam zdecydowacé, ktore
elementy waloryzacji sg dla niego wazne.

Sktadowe atrakcyjnosci wizualnej i atrakcyjnosci uzytko-
wej sa dobrane pod katem obiektow geoturystycznych, kto-
re wzbudzaja lub moga wzbudzi¢ zainteresowanie turystow.
Atrakcyjno$¢é poznawcza opiera si¢ w pewnym stopniu na
zasadach waloryzacji obiektow geologicznych — stanowia-
cych warto$¢ naukowa, jednak intencja autorow jest, by wa-
loryzacja nie ktadta nacisku wylacznie na wartos¢ naukowa
i konieczno$¢ ochrony. Aspekt poznawczy, ktory niesie ze
soba obiekt geoturystyczny, powinien zostaé wykorzystany
w promocji obiektu w turystyce jako cickawego, unikatowe-
go, wartego poznania.

Dodanie czwartego kryterium jest odpowiedzia na za-
rzuty, iz w waloryzacjach obiektow geologicznych/geotury-
stycznych nie uwzglednia si¢ spojrzenia typowego dla nauk
spotecznych (Kowalczyk et al., 2010, s. 99-100). Jednak-
ze takie oceny moga dotyczy¢ okreslonych obszarow, np.

catej gminy, gdzie mozna zastosowaé dostgpne juz modele
waloryzacji (np. Gotembski red., 2002), a nie pojedynczych
obiektéw przyrodniczych. Autorzy dostrzegaja tu dwa glow-
ne aspekty: atrakcyjnos$¢ inwestycyjng otaczajacego obszaru
oraz tzw. potrzeby inwestycyjne waloryzowanego obiektu.
Ocena atrakcyjnosci inwestycyjnej zostata celowo uprosz-
czona ze wzgledu na ztozono$¢ problemu (Golembski red.,
2002; Lizinska et.al., 2011). Za gtowny czynnik, uzasadnia-
jacy celowos¢ inwestycji, autorzy uznali zmierzong i ocze-
kiwang wielkos¢ ruchu turystycznego w okolicy, np. w gmi-
nie, w ktorej znajduje si¢ waloryzowany obiekt. Pojawia sig¢
problem, jaki obszar uwzgledniac: otoczenie w kilometrach,
skale gminy czy powiatu. Mozliwy do zastosowania wskaz-
nik Deferta (wskaznik funkcji turystycznej) nie do konca
spelnia oczekiwania, poniewaz bazuje na danych dotycza-
cych turystow nocujacych na okreslonym obszarze. Zestaw
danych, niezbedny do jego wyliczenia, moze by¢ okresla-
ny dla gminy, ale gromadzone przez Gtowny Urzad Staty-
styczny statystyki nie obejmujg m.in. miejsc noclegowych
w kwaterach prywatnych, obiektach agroturystycznych i po-
mijaja sporg liczbe jednodniowych odwiedzajacych. Wiel-
ko$¢ ruchu turystycznego, ktorg otrzymujemy jest zanizona,
a sam wskaznik nieprecyzyjny. Aby unikna¢ intuicyjnego
szacowania, sposob okreslania tego wskaznika powinien
zosta¢ dopracowany. Mozna zastanowi¢ si¢ nad wykorzy-
staniem np. ilo$ci sprzedanych w skali roku biletow w sa-
siadujgcych obiektach (nie zawsze sa), danych z informacji
i organizacji turystycznych w gminach (raczej nie sa zbie-
rane). W turystyce istniejg tez inne metody badania atrak-
cyjnosci inwestycyjnej (np. Gotembski red., 2002, s. 25),
jednak ich wykorzystywanie w waloryzacji geoturystycz-
nej zalezy od skali i rodzaju inwestycji. Przy inwestycjach
zwigzanych z podstawowg infrastrukturg turystyczng bez-
posrednio przy obiekcie (np. ustawienie paneli informacyj-
nych itp.) szczegotowa wiedza przyktadowo o dtugosci sieci
kanalizacyjnej lub udziale pracujacych w przemysle wydaje
si¢ nieistotna.

Praca zrealizowana w ramach badan statutowych AGH
nr11.11.140.173.
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