120 uczniow) miata 4 klasy. Klasa | oraz Il byly jednoroczne, klasa Ill byia dwuletnia
(rocznik 3 14), klasa IV byla trzyletnia (rocznik 5, 6, 7). Szkota powszechna Il stopnia 0 3
lub 4 nauczycielach (liczba uczniow 121-210) miata 6 klas. Klasy 1-5 byly jednoroczne,
klasa 6 byla dwuletnia (rocznik 6-7). Szkola powszechna Il stopnia 0 5, 6, 7 i wi‘cej
nauczycielach (liczba uczniow 211-310) miata 7 klas o kursie jednorocznym.

Przy reorganizacji szkolnictwa powszechnego Statut zaliczyl ,do nizszych stopni wiele szkol,
ktore mialy wszelkie dane do zakwalifikowania do stopni wyzszych".5 Dotychczasowe szkoly 1-
i 2-klasowe zaliczono do szkol stopnia pierwszego. Szkoly 3- i 4-klasowe zakwalifikowano do
szkol stopnia drugiego. Dopiero szkoly 5-, 6-, 7- klasowe zaliczono do szkol stopnia trzeciego.
Konsekwencj” takiego przeksztalcenia byla likwidacja klas siodmych w szkolach drugiego
stopnia oraz klas pigtych w szkolach pierwszego stopnia.
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TOURISM DEVELOPMENT PERSPECTIVES IN POLISH LANDSCAPE PARKS

Aleksandra Spychala
Poznan University of Life Science, Agritourism Unit, Poland

A landscape park is currently considered the best model of 21 century nature
preservation, demonstrating how to retain natural and cultural variety, without renouncing
various forms of use - obviously, while observing the rules of eco-development [1].
Therefore, it seems that these areas are predestined for eco-tourism development.

0 M. Falski, Koncepcja szkoly powszechnej i jej roli w ustroju szkolnictwa w okresie
mi?dzywojennym w Polsce, ,,Rozprawy z dziejow oswiaty”, t. 1, Wroclaw 1958, s. 214.
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Currently, there are 120 landscape parks in Poland; their surface area is 2517183,9
hectares, that is 8,1% of the whole country territory, with the medium acreage of 21459,4

hectares (Drawing 1).
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Drawing 1 Landscape parks ain Poland, and their land use structure

Source: GUS information for the year 2004

Landscape parks take up the largest area in the Subcarpathian Voivodeship - 279750,9
hectares (15,7% of its surface area), and the smallest in the Opole Voivodeship - 62590,5
hectares (6.7% of the voivodeship surface); interestingly, in comparison of percentage share of
the parks in relation to the voivodeship area, the Silesian Voivodeship is the first with 18,6 % of
this form of nature preservation, while in the Podlaskie Voivodeship - the famous “green lungs"
of Poland - landscape parks occupy only 4.4%.
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One of the basic functions of landscape parks is tourism, which should mostly be
carried out in the following forms: tourist, recreational, weekend, and qualified, as
conditioned by natural and cultural-historical diversification of these areas [2, 3]. In the
issue of tourism development in landscape parks, it is not their attractiveness that matters
- research performed in the nineties showed that over 90% of the parks are located in areas
ofthe highest tourist attractiveness [3]. - but rather the distance from heavily urbanized areas
is important, particularly for holiday tourism. In Poland, 53 parks, 32 of which only in part, are
located within one-hour isochrone, corresponding to 40 km equidistance from the tourist's
domicile (circle radius of 40 km around every voivodeship capital), which is the condition of
relatively small waste of driving time in comparison to the rest period [4].

Unfortunately, vividly developing tourism also carries threats - first of all, excessively
developed tourist facilities (e.g. Poprad and 2ywiec Landscape Parks), and illegal holiday
construction (e.g. most of the landscape parks in Greater Poland) [5,6,7]. Despite the risk of
natural and social environment degradation created by tourism in landscape parks, it should
still be developed - obviously in conditions of balanced development - as it can disburden
excessively concentrated tourist movement in national parks [8]. One should remember that
the area of landscape park has a higher protection level than its buffer zone - therefore
development of tourism (especially mass tourism) should take place in the buffer zone.

Research confirm that in communes, which have a landscape park on their territory, the
tourist function is intensified, or simply just appears in their functional structure. For
example, in 1996, when the Landscape Park was created, magnitude of tourist
movement increased by as much as 20% compared to the previous year; interestingly,
the number of provided accommodations increased as well, but only by 4%. Therefore,
this region became much more frequently visited.

From the point of view of residents, local government, and, of course, tourists, this is
a very positive phenomenon - after all, it generates additional profit for the local
communities, and the visitors can rest in an unpolluted environment, which guarantees
essential regeneration of mental and physical strengths. Unfortunately, this downgrades
the protective function, which should also be fulfilled by a park, to further positions. Thus,
the fundamental question is: how can these two functions, particularly important in nature
preservation provided by a landscape park, coexist.

It should be noted that humans have possibility, at least partial one, to somewhat
control and manage the tourist movement. This is possible at the moment of creating
individual elements of tourist facilities, created by various, spatially diversified, forms of
tourism at various stages of development, allowing for simultaneous protection of the
most environmentally valuable areas.

Significantly lesser level of tourist infrastructure development, obviously smaller tourist
movement, and natural environment retained in clean condition, despite necessary human
actions, make these areas particularly predisposed to development of alternative and
environment-friendly tourism, the forms of which include agro-tourism and eco-tourism.

The close relation between development of various tourism types can be also noticed
in combination with other elements of tourist attractiveness.

In the areas connected with landscape parks, the long-stay tourism dominates, yet,
more and more frequently, one can meet weekend or one-day visitors. These are mostly
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qualified (specialist) tourists - lovers of nature, and in particular of birds, anglers, pickers
of fruits of the forest, bicyclers, but also sightseers, who travel for research purposes, or
finally fans of strictly recreational tourism, who spend most of their time passively. All
these forms of tourism are favoured by large density of tourist trails (including bicycle
trails), and lots of cyclical cultural, entertainment, and sports events.

Although hunting is considered one of the most conflictual form of tourism [9], which
collides with its other forms, and - most importantly - with nature conservation, it is
permissible in landscape parks. Moreover, hunting changes the seasonal layout of tourist
movement, extending it over spring and autumn, which is positive from the point of view
of accommodation providers. For example, the period between September and 21¢ of
December is the time of hunting for birds (ducks, geese, herons, and coots); autumn is
also the apex of deer hunting [10].

According to the theory of tourist space classification by S. Liszewski [11], due to the
influence of tourism on natural environment (table 1), it would be best if the protected
areas were the place of developing tourist assimilation characterized by relatively small
concentration of tourist movement, created by tourists who first of all want to rest, and get
to know the tourist destination place; they mostly use the already existing infrastructure.
The tourist assimilation area is most frequently created by accommodation facilities
connected with agro-tourism and country tourism.

able 1- Characteristics of tourist area types

Area type Characteristic traits
concentration of tourist facilities major tourist influence of
tourist function tourism on
movement nature
exploration minimal none research harmless
penetration varied, from small research- oppressive
small to mass recreational
assimilation average average recreational- neutral
research
colonization large large recreational transforming
(harmful)
urbanization average large residential degrading

Source: Liszewski, 1995

First, the difference between these two notions, which are so similar that they are
often used interchangeably, while they definitely are not identical, should be explained.
Generally speaking, country tourism is every form of tourism which takes place in country
environment, while the accommodation is provided mainly by small, family boarding
houses, camping sites located next to homesteads, individual housing units, but also
hunting lodgings, etc. Agro-tourism, on the other had, is strictly connected with a
functioning farmstead, where the tourists sleep, and its major attractions are cultivation
and animal husbandry [12]. Thus, agro-tourism is a part of broadly taken country tourism,
but only it can create tourist assimilation area, as accommodation facilities are not new;
their tourist function is secondary to the residential function for their owners, the owners
do not appropriate new lands. A tourist’s stay under one roof with permanent residents is
most often the best measure of tourist assimilation.
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Unfortunately, in the case of landscape parks, the most frequently encountered
phenomenon is that of sub-space of colonization, characterized by permanent tourist
development in an area, which, in combination with concentrated tourist movement, often
leads to unfavourable transformations of the natural environment. This area is occupied
by tourist settlements, understood as all the permanent, but temporarily-operating,
facilities, created as the result of tourist function [13]. It exists in two basic forms: facilities
connected with mass rest (mostly leisure centres) and individual rest (recreational
cottages and the so-called second houses).

To sum up, three main conclusions should be emphasized - uneven development of
tourism is favourable for protected areas, as it enables preservation of the most valuable
- from the environmental point of view - grounds.

Second, a protected area can and should stimulate tourism development which is beneficial
forthe local community, the well-being of which is part of eco-tourism principles.

The communes connected with a landscape park should also be of multi-purpose nature,
and they should maintain harmonious interaction between culture and nature, by means of
actions in keeping with the rules of eco-development. For if development of tourism omits these
principles, it could virtually cause a catastrophe, particularly in protected areas. I. Kamieniecka
[14]. estimates the share off tourist economy in environment degradation at about 6%,
but in the case of places which are extensively overloaded with tourist movement, these
values can reach up to 40%, due to light and heavy industry.

Landscape parks are established on areas which are environmentally less valuable
than the most important protected areas - national parks, and they should become a
peculiar buffer, which moderate tourist movement. Unfortunately, many landscape parks
are absent from tourist maps, mainly due to lack of proper tourist infrastructure and
information, despite high attractiveness of their natural values.
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ANANEKTUKA KY/IbTYPbI, UICKYCCTBA, MONNTVKN B
MOCTCOBETCKNX CTPAHAX

Vonac Cpe6antoc
BUNbHIOCCKNIA T eXHUYECKNA yHBEPCMTET uM. MegummHaca, I. BunbHtoc, /InTaa,

BeegeHne. B ctaTbe nofHUMaeTcs npobnema AuanekTuki YenoBeyeckoro ghakropa.
OO6bekT cTaTbi 060CHOBAH NP06EMONl 1 onpefeneH AyXOBHLIMM, NPOU3BOLCTBEHHBLIMM,
NOAUTUYECKMMU (DOPMAMU MOPa/IbHBIX UCTUH AOCTOMHON NNYHOCTM, CyObEKTA efMHCTBA
KyNbTypbl NPOTMBOMOMOXHOCTE B CEMbE, B CTPYKTypax 3KOHOMWKW W MOJMTUYECKOTO
ynpasneHus rocyapcTBoM. HoBW3HA cTaTbi onpejeneHa 06HEKTOM W ero OnucaHuem,
NornyecknM 060CHOBaHUEM KOTOPOTo ABAseTCs: 1. 3akoH abCcoITHOMO pocTa aHTPONuY;
2. 3aKOH QWanekTukn U efyHCTBA MPOTUBOMOJIOKHBIX CUM CUCTEMBI; 3. 3aKOH BbXMBa-
HUA cUCTEMBI. 3aKOH abCOMIOTHOrO POCTa SHTPONUM [NIACKT, YTO peaslbHble MakpoCKOonu-
Yeckue CUCTEMbI UMEIT TEHAEHLMI0 Nepexofa OT C/IOKHOTO CTPYKTYPHOrO COCTOSIHUA K
6onee npocToMy cocTosiHMio [1, 33-34.]. 3aKOH BbIKMBAHWA CUCTEMbI F1ACKT, YTO MaTe-
pransHas cucteMa MoXeT (DYHKLUMOHMPOBATbL, eC/i OHa 06eCneynBaeTCcs aHeprueit aH-
TU3HTPONUM, HEOBXOAMMOI TPYAOM CAEPXMBATb TEHAEHLMIO POCTa 3HTPOMUM CTPYKTYp-
HOrO COCTOSIHUSA CUCTEeMbl. 3aKOH AVaNeKTUKU M eAUHCTBA MPOTUBOMNO/OXHBLIX CU CUC-
TEMbI SIB/IIETCSA JIOTMYECKOI OCHOBOIA MO3HAHNS 06bEeKTa CTaTby.

TeopeTuyckoil 6a3oii CUCTEMHOTO METOAA MO3HAHWS ABMIAETCA HOBAs TEOPUS BbIKM-
BaHUS CUCTEMHbIX (PYHKLMIA - 3HEPrO3HTPONMKA, KOTOPAs OLEHMBAET Ka4yeCTBEHHbIE W
KONNYECTBEHHbIE M3MEHEHWNSI PabOoTalOLLMX CUCTEM B YCMOBMAX LEACTBMSA abCOMOTHOO
pocTa 3HTpONUU CTPYKTYP.

OyHKUNMA ananekTuku. Ha ctbike XX n XXI BEKOB B 3KOHOMWUYECKUX U NOMMTUYECKUX
CTPYKTypax MOCTCOBETCKWX CTPaH, a Tak Xe B rocyfapcrsax bantuu nposisunach TeH-
LeHUMs abCoMITHOTO pocTa SHTponuu. PacTywias cKOpoCTb 3HTPOMUM - 3TO HOBbIN Bbl-
30B AMaNieKTUKe MOpasbHbIX UCTUH B CEMbE, B CTPYKTYpax MaTepuasbHOro npousBoAcT-
Ba, B Cnocobax pasBuTUSA NOSMTUYECKAX CUCTEM YNPaBNEHUS U CamMOynpaB/ieHus Ky/b-
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