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LANDSCAPE UNITS TYPOLOGY FOR TOURISTIC PURPOSES IN MOUNTAINOUS
AREAS (IN THE EXAMPLE OF THE SILESIAN BESKID MOUNTAINS, POLAND)

The article offers a proposition of the delimitation and typology of landscape for the purposes of spatial
research in tourism in mountainous areas. A method of spatial units delimitation based on river basins was
presented. Identification of units was an initial step for suggesting the author’s units typology. The delimitation
and typology were tested in the Silesian Beskid. The studied area was divided into three basins (Vistula, Olza,
Brennica) and 74 spatial units. Basing on the shape of the river basin, forest cover and distribution of settlements,
the typology of spatial units was suggested. Using river basins for spatial unit delimitation is particularly effective
in mountain areas. River basins form there cohesive functional units integrating natural and land cover processes
and are clearly visible in the landscape. The presented research shows a relation between physiognomic type of
the valley and tourist facilities.

Keywords: landscape, tourism, river basin, landscape units, typology of catchments

Kemua-Ceciuka AHHa, Anapeiiuyk B’siuecnaB, Mura-Iliontek Ypmyna. TUIIOJOI'IA OAUHUID
JAHJIIMA®TY JJISA TYPUCTUYHUX HIJIEW Y T'IPCBKHUX PAHOHAX (HA TTPUKJIAJI
CUIE3BKUX BECKU/IIB, ITIOJIBIIA)

VY crarTi 3amponoHOBaHO CMOCIO PO3MEXyBaHHS Ta THIIOJOTI] MPOCTOPOBUX JaHIMA(THUX OJUHUIL
JUISL TIJIeH OnTHMi3anii po3MINeHHsT 00 €KTIB TYPHCTUYHOI 1HPPACTPYKTYPH Y TIPCHKHX pailoHax 3 BUCOKUMH
TEMIIaMU TyPUCTUYHOTO OCBOEHHS JIaHAIIAa(QTHOrO IpocTopy. Po3amexkyBaHHS MPOCTOPOBUX OJMHUIb 311HCHEHO
Ha OCHOBI BHIIJICHHS PIYKOBHX OaceiHiB pi3HOTO MOpsIKY («OaceiHOBUII miaxin). Po3MexxyBaHHS Ta THITONOTs
Oynu ompanpoBaHi Ta anpoOoBaHi Ha MPHUKIIAAI OJHOTO 13 Kapnarchkux perioHiB [lompmi - Cinesskux beckuais.
B mexax gociipkyBaHoi TepUTOpii BUAIIICHO TPH TOJIOBHI piukoBi Oacelnu (pivok Bicna, Onp3a i bpennni), a
y iX Mexax - 74 mpocTOpOBi OAMHUILI HMKYMX paHriB. [Ipy BUAINCHHI OJMHUIL HUKYOTO PAHTY BPaXOBYBAJIUChH
¢dopma Bomo30ipHOTO OaceiHy, JICHCTICTh Ta OCOONMBOCTI 3aceleHHsI TepUTOpii (XapakTep Ta PO3MIlICHHS
HaceJeHuX MmyHKTiB). L{i xapakTepucTuku Oyl TOKJIaIeHI B OCHOBY THTIOJIOTII MPOCTOPOBUX ONuHUIIG. [IpoBeaeHi
B Cine3pkux beckuaax MOCHIKEHHS MOKA3yHOTh 3B’S30K MK (Di3IOHOMIYHUMH THIIAMH JOJIMH (32 (HOPMOIO,
POCIMHHUM TIOKPUTTSM 1 pO3TallyBaHHIM TOCEJICHb) Ta PO3MIMIEHHSIM 00’ €KTiB TYPUCTUYHOI iHOPACTPYKTYpH.
VY HaWOUIbIIIH Mipi PO3MIIICHHS TYPUCTHUHUX €JICMEHTIB IOB’SI3aHE 3 PO3IOMAIIOM HACEJIICHUX IYHKTIB, Y
TOW K€ Yac JICHCTICTb, SIK BUSBWIOCH, JIETEPMIHY€E IX pO3TallyBaHHSA y HalMeHLIH Mipi. Onucanuil cnociod
PO3MEXKYBaHHSI PO3WICHOBAHOTO TIPCHKOTO OOIApy HAa OCHOBI CTPYKTYpH PIYKOBOTO OaceliHy € JIOUiJIbHUM,
OCKIJIBKH Y TIPCHKUX paifoHaX BiIacHE BOJI0300pH PivOK i TOTOKIB BU3HAYAIOTh PO3IIO/LT Ta JMHAMIKY ITPOIIECiB, M0
JIeTepMiHYIOTh HOTO IPOCTOPOBY CTPYKTYPY, baceiiHoBa (TOTOKOBa) CTPYKTypa ripChbKUX PalioHIB Y BUPIIIATBHIH
Mipi TIAMOPSIKOBYE MaTepialbHO-eHePTeTHUHI 00IrH y iX MeXKaX, 3MYIIYIOUH JEOJUHY MPHCTOCOBYBATH CBOIO
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rocrofapcbky (y TOMY YHMCII TYpUCTUYHY) IiSUIBHICTB J10

ocobiaMBOCTE  JaHAMA(THOTO CEpeIOBUIIA.

[Ipencrariena Tumosnoris JaHAmMAa@THEX (TIPOCTOPOBUX) OTUHUIHL MAE PETiOHATBLHUN XapaKTep, ajie MPHHIIMIT il

3aCcTOCYBaHHsI € yHiBepcaldbHUM. Tomy 1eii croci0 audepenuianii Tepuropii Moxe OyTH anpoOOBaHHUN TAKOXK Y

IHIITUX TIPCHKUX CHCTEMaX.

KurouoBi ciioBa: nanamadrt, Typusm, piukoBuil Oaceiit, onuHuLi JaHAmadTy, TUIIOIOTiS BOA0300PIB.

Introduction. Tourism is an increasingly
important activity which affects the landscape
[15, 39]. Numerous articles on the relationships
between tourist activities and landscapes have
been published so far[1, 17, 19, 21, 23, 37, 38, 39,
40,42, 53]. However, very few studies analyse the
relationship between tourist elements location and
the physiognomic aspects of the landscape [12,
14, 17, 42, 58, 59, 60]. A particular problem and
conflict between tourist and landscape is present
in Carpathians. As a mountain range with special
landscape values, the Carpathians are under
strong tourist pressure. All countries in which this
mountain range lies struggle with the problem of
being properly prepared for tourist exploration.
Problems of sustainable tourism development in
Carpathians are considered in many research and
presented in the papers articles, eg. Romanian
[18], Serbian [44] or Polish [30, 45, 55]. This
article presents a study concerning wide issue of
the relationship of tourism and landscape, which
is a part of the larger research on the spatial
distribution of the tourist infrastructure. The aim
of this article is to propose a delimitation of units
and landscape typology in mountainous areas
for the purposes of spatial research in tourism.
It includes the use of river catchments as spatial
units and the author’s typology of these units
based on landscape physiognomy. The second
aim is to verify the relation between the type and
the location of tourist facilities. The delimitation
method and typology of identified landscape
units were tested in the Silesian Beskid mountain
range (Western Carpathian). The delimitation and
typology ofthe primary units used in its assessment
is an important subject in the research concerning

the relationship of tourist infrastructure and the

landscape. The issue of the delimitation of spatial
units is widely discussed in the literature, both in
the theoretical and in the application approach
[5, 22, 48]. Spatial units, understood as primary
units, are fundamental to research in various
fields. The selection of spatial units depends on
several factors, including the scale and purpose
of the study [5, 12, 24]. Three types of spatial
units can be used in tourism and landscape
research: administrative boundaries [37], artificial
geometric units with uniform outlines [11, 28, 29,
37, 46, 47] and natural environment boundaries.
Natural based units are one of the most suitable
for tourism studies in the spatial context. It can
be delimited on the basis of various criteria. In
physical geography, units based on geographical
regionalisation are used, for example, macro,
meso, microregions (dependent on the scale of the
study) (i.e. [27, 52]. These units are understood
as relatively closed sectors of nature which
constitute a coherent whole due to the processes
occurring within them and the interdependencies
of the geocomponents of which it is composed
[4, 10, 26, 31]. Other natural units based on the
geographical criteria are river catchments (basins)
[36,48,56]. In landscape architecture, the units
are based on criteria of terrain relief and land
cover [8, 13]. In this article, the primary spatial
unit (used in calculations) is a river basin of the
appropriate category (microbasin). In the case
of spatial studies in mountain areas, basins form
functional units integrating natural processes [25]
and processes related to land cover [7].Spatial
units based on catchments are commonly used,
but mostly in environmental research [2, 7, 32,
41, 48, 57]. In reference to the tourism it is not a

typical approach. Usually the river basin is an area
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of research, not a primary unit of assessment [20,
34, 36]. The typology of the landscape units was
particularly developed over the last two decades,
mainly due to the development of international
legislation on landscape protection and shaping,
including the European Landscape Convention
[33]. The typology is formed according to various
methods and criteria. One of the most popular
typologies is British Landscape Character
Assessment (LCA) based on natural, cultural and
physiognomic criteria (topographic features, flora
and fauna, land use, sights, sounds, touch and
smell, cultural associations, history and memories
[54]. In Spain, there are catalogues used to
describe the types of landscape. This typology is
based on six criteria: inter alia terrain relief, land
cover and land use, landscape structure but also
feelings related to the area [43]. In Poland, the
typology based on the diversity of land cover and
land-use, and the nature of the dominant factors
in the landscape was adapted for the purpose
of landscape audits [50]. This article proposes
a new typology of landscape units based on the
shape of the river catchment and of the chosen
aspects of land cover (forest, settlement) relevant
to location of tourist facilities .Presented in this
article hierarchical order of spatial units, regional
and typological, is a concept rarely used in spatial
studies (e.g. [49]). In the following article, such
use is justified due to the physiognomic approach
to river valleys, which are determinant for finding
similarities between units.

Study area. The study area is located in
Poland in the Western Carpathian Mountains
Outer

(subprovince), Western Beskid (macroregion),

(province), Western ~ Carpathians
and covers the geographical mesoregion of the
Silesian Beskids (Fig. 1) [27]. In accordance
with the latest division into mesoregions, the
study area also comprises part of the Koniakoéw
Intermontane mesoregion [5, 52]. This is a

mountainous area with rolling hills, whose height
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reaches 1000-1500 m above sea level, with height
differences of 300-600 m.

The Silesian Beskid is a mountainous
region with an extensive surface water system.
The area has numerous watercourses, tributaries
of the rivers Vistula, Olza and Sota. Most of the
rivers in the Silesian Beskids belong to the Baltic
Sea basin. The European watershed between the
basins of the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea runs
through the southern part of the Silesian Beskid.
Also running through the region is the major
water divide (category I) between the basins of
the Vistula and the Odra rivers. The Olza river
basin is part of the Odra river basin, while the
tributaries of the Vistula are part of the Vistula
basin.

The study area includes the upper Vistula,
Brennica and Olza basins (27,300 ha) i.e. the
majority of the Silesian Beskid region. The
study area also includes numerous minor water
divides between the basins of tributaries of the
Vistula river (category II) and is divided between
the basins of the Olza tributaries (category III).
The upper Vistula basin is the largest and most
complex part of the region (Fig. 2). It contains
numerous tributaries of the Vistula river, with
districts of Wista city and of Ustron city along
their banks, as well as its other tributaries. The
Brennica river basin is located in the northern part
of the study area. It includes the Brennica and
its major tributaries, Lesnica and Holcyna, and
numerous small streams. Istebna is located in the
Olza basin, which is located in the southern part
of the study area.

Silesian Beskid is a region of high landscape
value due to its mountainous character and high
forest cover. However, it is also a region suffering
from the problem of progressive landscape
changes, caused by agriculture, urbanization,
forest cutting for production, land abandonment
and pressure from tourism [51].

Materials and methods. The method
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Fig. 1. Location of the study area

includes three stages of work: the first one is the
delimitation of landscape units and the second
one concerns the typology of delimited units.
The third step is the verification of the location of
tourist facilities in delimited units.

The boundaries of the study are determined
by basins of the Vistula, Brennica and Olza. In
the case of the Vistula and Brennica basins, the
boundaries coincide with water divides and the

resulting microbasins are artificially “enclosed”

in locations where this requires the shortest line
possible (perpendicular to the river course). In the
case of the Olza river basin, the study boundaries
follow the state border along the Potok Bystrzanski
and Olecka rivers, dividing their basins.

Using the river basin as a criterion, it was
possible to obtain spatial units delimited based on
water divides of various categories, ranging from
the European watershed to category III water

divides. In order to clearly delimit river basins,
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Fig. 2. Study area and boundaries

water divides marked on a hydrographic map
(Hydrographic maps M-34-86-B, M-34-87-A,
M-34-74-D, M-34-75-C 2002 and [61]) were
used. Due to the character and scope of the study,

a regional scale has been adopted (1:50 000).
60

Figure 3 below presents water divides in the study
area.

After obtaining the spatial units, a typology
of units was carried out. The identification of the

types of units was based on the following criteria:
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Fig. 3. Water divides and river basins in the Silesian Beskids study area

a) the shape of the valley: the shape
understood as the type of valley depending on the
type of river:

— main rivers with a wide floor,

— mnarrow valleys of streams and

tributaries,

b) forest cover: understood as the percentage
area of forest in relation to the unit area,

—  low (0-30%),

—  medium (=30%-70%),

—  high (=70%-100%).

¢) distribution of settlements:

— no settlements,

— dispersed or compact development,

located along the river,

— dispersed or compact development,

located along the water divide,

— dispersed or compact development,

independent of the river,

The typology was provided in three steps:
first, all units were assigned to the group of
the shape of the valley. The visual shape of the
valley is the most important criterion deciding
of physiognomic aspect of the landscape, as, in
mountain areas, catchments (understood here

as individual valleys), create clear, visible and
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Fig. 4. The algorithm of typology of the units

cohesive units. Next the units were divided
depending on the forest cover. The percentage of
the forestation decide not only about the visual
aspects of the valley, but also about the possibility
of the location of new tourist infrastructure. The
greater is the forest coverage, the less opportunity
there is for developing tourist infrastructure.

In the last step, the units were assigned to
one of the types of settlement distribution. The
tourist infrastructure (hotels, restaurants) often
occur in the built-up areas. The authors assumed
that the settlement distribution will be related to
the location of the tourist elements. The algorithm

of typology is presented in Fig. 4. Thirty types of
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units were obtained.

The third stage of the studies was an
inventory of the tourist facilities (carried out
on the basis of field research and tourist maps)
based on spatial types of elements (cubature,
area and linear elements). The cubature elements
include buildings such as accommodation
facilities, restaurants, sports facilities (sport
halls, swimming pools, horse riding halls) and
ski lift stations. The area elements are tourist
infrastructures without buildings (for example,
downhill runs, summer toboggan runs, off-road
areas, training areas, paintball fields, mini-zoos,

horse farms, golf courses, amusement parks). The
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Fig. 5. Spatial units of the Silesian Beskids’ studied area

linear elements include tourist trails and ski lifts.

Results. As a result of the cartographic
analyses, 74 spatial units were delimited: 18
units in the Brennica basin (I), 46 units in the
Vistula basin (II) and 10 units in the Olza basin.
The smallest unit is 11.43 (13.44 ha), covering a
small stream emptying into Lake Czernianskie.
The largest unit is .17 (2320.53 ha), covering the
Lesnica stream and its tributaries. The delimited
spatial units are presented in Fig. 5.

Spatial units were assigned to the types
of units based on the criteria of the shape of the
valley, forest cover and settlement distribution. In
the studied area, 12 types were identified (Fig. 6).

Every type of unit was examined for the location
of tourist facilities. The results are presented in
table 1.

The spatial distribution of different types of
units is presented in Fig. 7. The most prevalent
unit type (in terms of quantity of units) in the
study area is type 2.3.2. (15 spatial units), while
the least frequent is type 1.2.3. (1 spatial unit).
In terms of area, the largest type in the studied
area is type 2.2.2 (16%) and types 1.2.2 and 2.3.2
(15%). The smallest types are type 2.2.4 (1%) and
2.2.3 2%).

Discussion. A relationship between the

shape of the catchment, the size of the watercourse,
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Table 1. The characteristic of the types of spatial units

streams; forest located on upper
parts of slopes (50% - 64%).

Criteria
(1)
Shape Forest | Settlement Units ar/eoa Characteristic Tourist facilities
cover location
floors of valleys of main rivers
in the Silesian Beskids: Vistula well or very well
1.2 River, Biata Wisetka, Malinka developed. cubatu
> o . ped, cubature
122, L11, and Jawgrmk (trilbutarles elements mostly
of the Vistula River) and
Along the 1.1, 15% Brennica: . concentrated along the
> . rennica; usually a small height | .
= g rver IL15, differences, arable fields on r1ver,. rarely on slopes, area
< = 11.26 and linear elements located
> as lower parts of the slopes and on sloes
:-qs: é’ forests on the upper parts; forest P
= o cover: 39% to 68%.
— wide floor of the Olza river
123, valley with ;ettlem}elnts . well develoge(i, .
concentrated near the tops o concentrated along the
Near tops O_f 1114 7% the mountains. Forest (6%%) river and on slopefzs’> near
the mountains location — on lower parts of the | tops of the mountains
slopes and in the valleys.
small stream valleys with well-
5 214, - developed settlements dispersed poorly developed,
5 8- or concentrated on slopes and .
,4 Independent 4% | . . S dispersed on slopes and
= ) I11.10 independent of river locations; .
of river very low forest cover (2%, 8% near tops of the mountains
and 11%).
varying level of
development — lack
LS narrow valleys of tributaries of | of elements (11.24) or
2.2.2. I 1’7 the Brennica and Vistula with numerous elements
Along the I'I 2;‘ 16% | settlements concentrated or (cubature) concentrated
river o dispersed along the river, forest | along the river, arca
11.29 cover: 64-69%. elements located on slopes,
linear elements located
near tops of the mountains
2 valley of the Olecka Stream
= and a small tributary of the
; 2.2.3. 1143 Biata Wisetka with dispersed Individual elements,
g Near tops of H'I 7 > | 2% | settlements near the tops of the | located near the top of the
< the mountains ’ mountains; forests are located mountain
Z. g along the stream (45% and
o = 59%).
[}
= small stream valleys with
o 224, . §e:1tleme£1ts disfpersed on fslopes,
1, independent of streams; forest
Indépendent I1.12 1% cover: 48% and 58%; location lack of elements
of river of forest independent of
streams.
varying level of
developments, numerous
narrow valleys of tributaries of | elements concentrated
225 In the 1.4, the Brennica and Vistula with ?long the river and slopes
lower reaches | 1110 50, settlements located on lower in the area of the mouths
of the river H. ) 0’ parts of slopes or near mouths of | of river (II.10) or a few

elements located near the
top of the mountain or lack
of tourist facilities (1.4,
11.10)
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Table 1. The characteristic of the types of spatial units (cont.)

Criteria o,
Forest Settlement Units ’ Characteristic Tourist facilities
Shape . area
cover location
1.10,
ILS,
IL.13, infrequent elements
I1.21, narrow valleys of tributaries of in diV(il dual tourist tra;ils
2.3.1. 11.33, the Brennica and Vistula with ’
6% . only one cubature element
No settlement 11.36, steep slopes and very high forest
near the top of the
11.37, cover (91%-100%). .
1145 mountain (I1.21)
11.46,
1.6
Hz- varying level of
I. 1 8’ Narrow valleys of rivers and developments, numerous
I'I 3 ’ streams, tributaries of main cubature and area
II. 4’ rivers in the Silesian Beskids elements located on slopes
2.3.2. II. 7’ 15% (Vistula and Brenica), the or numerous cubature
Along the river II.l’l ® | settlement mostly concentrated | elements concentrated
II.l 9’ along the river but also along the river, or only
II. ) 8’ dispersed on the slopes, high tourist trails (I.14, 1.16)
II. 3 6 forest cover (70-92%). or lack of tourist facilities
31 (L7)
>\ . g,
5 Narrow valleys of tributaries lack of tourist facilities
< . (I1.42) or elements
> = of the Olza and a tributary of .
> = 11.42, . . dispersed and few,
2.3.3. the Biata Wiselka, settlement
e T MIL1-, o . . cubature elements
5 ) Near tops of 7% dispersed on mountain slopes .
< . 1113, distributed near the top
Z the mountains and more concentrated near S
. II1.5, . . of the mountains, linear
S the tops of the mountains, high elements independent of
forest cover (70-81%). . P
river
1L.6,
ILS,
11.17. narrow valleys of small streams
234 IL.18, located only in the Vistula river
11.1 d.e 'en dent of I1.25, ey basin, settlement dispersed very few or no tourist
riverp 11.32, ’ on the slopes, independent of facilities
11.34, rivers, high forest cover (74-
11.38- 92%)
11.41,
11.44
1.3, 1.6,
1.7- 1.9, . .
L12 narrow valleys of rivers: the varying level of
I'I ) ’ Biala Wisetka, tributaries of the | development, lack of
2.3.5. II. 9’ Malinka, Jawornik, Brennica, tourist elements (1.6,
In the lower II. 12‘ 14% settlements concentrated on the | 1.7, 1.8) or facilities
reaches of the II. ) 6, | lower parts of the slopes or near | concentrated with the
river II. 22’ mouths of streams, the majority | settlement (1.9, 11.22 11.14)
II. 23’ of the area covered with forest or only a few elements
II. 27’ (74-93%). (mostly tourist trails).
11.35
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Fig. 6. Types of spatial units

the land-use, and the distribution of elements of
the tourist facilities can be noticed in different
types of the presented units. Tourist facilities are
well developed in the wide valleys, in both types
of settlement distribution. In the studied area, the
number of tourist facilities is not related to the
forest cover. In the units with the lowest forest
cover (IIL.8, II.9, II1.10), there are only a few
cubature, area and linear elements. In areas where
the settlement is independent of the river, the
tourist facilities are undeveloped, independently
the forest cover (types 2.1.4, 2.2.4, 2.34). In
the case of a settlement located along the river
(unit types 1.2.2, 2.2.2,2.3.2, 2.2.2), the number
of tourist facilities is independent of the forest
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cover but is related to the settlement location - if
tourist facilities exist, they are distributed along
the river, as are settlements in this type of unit. In
the case of settlements located near the tops of the
mountains (1.2.3, 2.2.3, 2.3.3), tourist facilities
are not related to the settlement. In the type 1.2.3,
tourist elements are located along the river and
also on the slopes. In types 2.2.3, 2.3.3, facilities
are mostly located on the tops of the hills.

The relationship of the tourist infrastructure
location and the land cover was already a
subject of research. The results shows that the
development of tourist infrastructure reduces
forest and agricultural areas [3, 9]. This is caused

by an urbanization pressure related to tourist
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Fig. 7. Spatial distribution of different types of units with reference to tourist facilities.

development. On the other hand the planning
of the location of tourist facilities (if proceeded
in accordance with the principles of sustainable
limited by the
forestation. This contradiction shows a particular

development) is strongly
kind of conflict that arises between the natural
environment and tourism development.

The presented delimitation and typology can be
used in the analysis of landscape changes caused
by the tourism and in the assessment of tourism
development for planning purposes. Physiognomic
cohesion of spatial units is crucial in determining

the impact of existing tourist infrastructure on

the landscape. Decisions regarding the location
of new facilities (in addition to other conditions,
including economic and natural one) should
take into consideration the current level of
development of the specific area, especially the
existing tourist facilities, settlements and forest
cover. The similarity of typological units indicates
the possibility of determining their homogeneous
indications for further tourist development.

The basins units and presented typology
seems to be more adequate in mountainous area
than in flat areas. In more flattened regions, the

function of potential spatial units isn’t watershed,
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but rather natural or anthropogenic linear elements
(rivers, escarpments, borders of various types of
land use, etc.). For example, for lakes the studies
concerning tourism in the lake areas often takes
into consideration a strip of a various width around
the lake (as a study concerning the analysis of the
density of accommodation facilities and other
tourist and recreational facilities was carried out
for a 100-m strip around the lakes [16]. Using
the river catchment units approach in other than
mountainous areas requires additional studies to
determine the applicability of this method.

Conclusions. Research pertaining to human
influence on the landscape is indispensable during
periods of rapid urban expansion and increases in
tourism. Any attempt to represent this problem
on a geographical scale requires an appropriate
approach to establishing the boundaries of
the study area and the spatial units used for
evaluating the transformation of different areas.
The approach presented above is an innovation
in delimitation and typology used in spatial
tourism studies. The presented delimitation
based on the river basin structure is justified
because, among other reasons, in mountainous
areas, the catchments of larger rivers and streams
determine the spatial distribution and dynamics
of processes that influence their spatial structure
expressed in the diversification of the land form.
The basin structure of mountainous areas not only
subordinates the material-energy cycles within
them, but also forces humans to adapt to them
— regardless of how its actions manifest in the
mountains.

The presented research in Silesian Beskid
shows a relation between the physiognomic
types of the valley (in terms of shape, land cover
and settlement location) and tourist facilities.
However, forest cover is not so related to the
number of tourist facilities as was expected.
Mostly, the location of tourist elements is related

to settlement distribution. Presented typology
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of landscape units probably isn’t the universal
one, which could be applied in other parts of
Carpathians mountains. It can’t fill the research
gap of all Carpathians ranges, as all countries
and regions has their own historical conditions
manifested in the unique settlement system and
land cover. To check the universality the same
research should also be carried out in other

mountainous regions.
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