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ABSTRACT
The aim of this article is to evaluate selected tourism development strategies in Poland, in the
context of strategic planning, stakeholders’ participation, and sustainable development prin-
ciples. A questionnaire evaluation of strategy (44 questions) was established and based on
measurement scales developed and validated by other authors in earlier studies. The five
authors of the study rated 37 tourism development strategies in 13 provinces, 11 cities, 5
counties, 6 municipalities, and 2 other areas. Analysis revealed that they implement para-
digms of sustainable development of tourism to only a small extent. Definitely higher quality
is documented for higher levels of administrative division. The highest rated domains of the
tourism development strategy in the examined documents are Strategic Planning Indicators
and Implementation, Monitoring, and Evaluation.
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1. Introduction

Sustainable development is understood as a “process to
meet the needs of the present generation, without
jeopardizing the ability of future generations to meet
their own needs. “([WCED] World Commission on
Environment and Development 1987, p.41). In particu-
lar, sustainability issues are considered now in four
dimensions: political, economic, socio-cultural, and eco-
logical (Sharpley 2009; Ritchie and Crouch 2003). In
territorial units, sustainable development is realized
through strategic management, which is reflected in
the development strategy (Niezgoda 2006, p.
221–222). In addition to the overall local or regional
development strategy, sectoral strategies, including
tourism development strategies, are also being devel-
oped. The development strategy for tourism in the
region, as argued by Ritchie and Crouch (2003, p. 31),
should be part of the overall socio-economic develop-
ment planning process in the region for two reasons:
first, it will be developed because it will have to respond
to similar questions but in a broader context, and sec-
ond, because its goals will not be achieved unless they
are in harmony with the overall plan. The most impor-
tant prerequisite for building a tourism development
strategy in the region is to improve the quality of life
of the local community, by increasing the number and/
or expenditure of tourists in the region, while maintain-
ing the principles of sustainable development
(Niezgoda 2006; Carter 2007; Gołembski 2009).

Sustainable tourism is now perceived mostly as the
normative orientation that seeks to change behavior
in order to achieve sustainable development goals;
however, it is required to make trade-offs between
these goals rather than seek the perfect balance
between them. Sustainable tourism is also increas-
ingly assumed as relevant for all forms of tourism,
regardless of scale, including mass-tourism (Bramwell
et al. 2017). Currently, the concept of sustainable
tourism brings together social, cultural, economic,
and political alongside environmental issues.
Although sustainability has its origin in environment-
alism at some point of discussion, the critique arose
about the lack of balance in the concept of sustain-
ability regarding its human actors and their needs
(Butler 1999). According to some researchers, our
main task is not to limit growth within the meaning
of classical book of Meadows et al. (1972) but to
manage growth in a way that is appropriate to the
tourists, the destination environment, and the host
population (Liu 2003). In recent years, some key issues
in sustainable tourism framework have been reframed
(Bramwell et al. 2017). For example, it is suggested
that sustainable tourism research and policies are too
concentrated on behaviors of individual actors instead
of considering wider social relations and structures,
social norms and institutional rules, social capital and
governance regimes, as well as systems of production
and consumption (Bramwell et al. 2017; Gössling et al.
2012; Hall 2013; Nunkoo 2017). Moreover, there is the
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growing interest in whole systems perspectives con-
necting human and natural systems. In this area, tour-
ism studies are adopting ideas and concepts from
general systems approach to social-ecological systems
analysis, like resilience and vulnerability, as of yet
widely present in research on climate change, ecosys-
tem services, or water governance (e.g. Butler 2017;
Cheer and Lew 2017). The conceptualization of sus-
tainable tourism affects associated policies and
actions when we apply theoretical constructs in
practice.

The basic assumptions of sustainable tourism are
formulated in international documents that are the
final result of the deliberations of international bodies
related to tourism and nature protection. The most
important are:

● Agenda 21 for Travel and Tourism Industry
(Agenda 21 for the Travel and Tourism Industry) –
developed in 1996 jointly by the World Travel and
Tourism Council, the World Tourism Organization
and the Earth Council. It was created on the basis
of the Global Action Program – Agenda 21:
Program of Action for Sustainable Development.),
adopted during the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro
in 1992 ([WTTC] World Travel & Tourism Council,
[UNWTO] World Tourism Organization, [EC] Earth
Council 1996);

● Charter for Sustainable Tourism – formulated by
participants of World Conference on Sustainable
Tourism in 1995 (Global Development Research
Center 2018);

● Global Sustainable Tourism Criteria – adopted in
2008 at the World Conservation Congress (Global
Sustainable Tourism Council 2018).

According to the UNWTO (2017), the principles of
sustainable development relate to the environmental,
economic, and socio-cultural aspects of tourism devel-
opment, and the right balance between these three
dimensions should be maintained in order to guaran-
tee their long-term sustainability. According to the
above, sustainable tourism should (UNWTO 2017):

(1) optimally use environmental resources that are
a key element in the development of tourism,
maintain basic ecological processes, and con-
tribute to the preservation of natural and bio-
logical diversity;

(2) respect the socio-cultural authenticity of recep-
tion area communities, save their material and
living cultural heritage, traditional values, and
contribute to intercultural understanding and
tolerance;

(3) safeguard the vital and long-term operation of
the economy, providing socio-economic bene-
fits for all stakeholders, including stable

employment, income, and social services for
reception area communities and contribute to
poverty reduction.

The sustainable development of tourism requires
the conscious action of all interested parties, as well
as strong political leadership, in order to ensure broad
stakeholder involvement and to reach consensus
among them. Achieving sustainable tourism is a con-
tinuous process and requires ongoing monitoring of
the changes that it entails, the introduction of neces-
sary preventive measures, and, where necessary, cor-
rective action (UNWTO: definition of sustainable
development of tourism 2017).

So far, there is little research to assess the degree of
implementation of sustainable development in tour-
ism development plans. As one of the first, Simpson
(2001) has developed a questionnaire for evaluating
tourism development plans for the implementation of
sustainable development. The questionnaire consisted
of 51 claims he grouped in five domains: stakeholders’
participation, vision and values, environmental analy-
sis, objectives and assumptions, implementation and
evaluation. With this questionnaire, he assessed 19
regional tourism development plans in New Zealand.
In other studies, Ruhanen (2004), using the tool devel-
oped by Simpson, evaluated 30 tourism development
plans in Queensland’s tourism destinations (Australia).
The purpose of the study was to verify whether the
assumptions of sustainable development (strategic
planning and participation of stakeholders) are present
in the planning of tourism development (she con-
cluded that they are not).

The aim of this article is to evaluate selected tour-
ism development strategies in Poland, in the context
of the principles of strategic planning, stakeholders’
participation, and the principles of sustainable tour-
ism development.

2. Methodology

Construction of the research tool beganwith a review of
the literature on the evaluation of strategic documents
in the tourism sector. The initial questionnaire evalua-
tion of the strategy was based on the measurement
scales developed and validated by Simpson (2001) and
Ruhanen (2004). On this basis, a questionnaire with 51
questions on various elements of the strategy was
grouped into five parts: (1) strategic planning indicators,
(2) environmental analysis, (3) stakeholders’ involve-
ment and their impact on the strategic planning pro-
cess, (4) vision and values, and (5) implementation,
monitoring, and evaluation. The questionnaire was
then subjected to an expert assessment. Seven
renowned experts with experience in creating and/or
evaluating tourismdevelopment strategies in the region
assessed each questionnaire question with a three-tier
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scale (from inadequate to appropriate). There also were
given the opportunity for experts to propose their own
suggestions for wording of questions as well as to for-
mulate additional questions not included in the ques-
tionnaire. The question which received four inadequate
assessments was removed from the questionnaire. In
this way, 44 questions were left in the final
questionnaire.

Then, using a questionnaire, six authors of the article
evaluated 37 tourism development strategies in the
regions: 13 provinces (updated and available to the
public), 11 cities, and 13 local (5 counties, 6 municipa-
lities, 2 other areas). Due to a limited number of stra-
tegic papers on the development of tourism in the
regions, the authors have decided to classify (for a
given spatial unit) the most recent available docu-
ments. Strategies were taken from Public Information
Offices Newsletters and Bulletins. Only those docu-
ments that have been approved separately (not part
of general strategies) have been evaluated. The
selected group was supposed to be able to compare
the quality of the strategies developed at various levels
of the country’s administrative division. Individual ele-
ments of the strategy were assessed using a four-step
scale: 0 – not included in the strategy, 1 – tracer/short/
weak record, 2 – partial/average record, 3 – complete/
large/very good record (the question of the time hor-
izon of the strategy was excluded from the qualitative
assessment, where the number of years included in the
strategy horizon were assumed). In order to investigate
the reliability of the measurement scales, i.e. the con-
sistency of the questions in each of the five parts of the
questionnaire, α Cronbach coefficients were calcu-
lated. For four domains, the Cronbach α coefficient
has exceeded the required level of 0.70 (Hair et al.
2007, p. 137), which means sufficient scale reliability.
Only the factor ‘stakeholders’ involvement’ α was
0.645. Analysis of the theorems of this part showed
that after removing one of the claims (the strategy
included the opinions of existing visitor segments),
the α coefficient has adopted the accepted value of
0.708 (this is probably due to a very low frequency of
occurrences of this element in comparison with the
other elements of this part of the questionnaire)
(Table 1). Thus, in the final questionnaire, 42 assertions

were remained, and α Cronbach’s coefficient for all 42
assertions was very high and amounted to 0.909, which
confirmed the high reliability of the tool developed.

In order to investigate the compatibility of the
ratings made by the five authors, the rater agreement
index was calculated (Burry-Stock et al. 1996). This
index takes values between 0 and 1, where values
above 0.70 testify to the high compliance of the
judges in the ratings given. The calculated index of
correspondence ratings granted by the five authors of
the article on the evaluation of 37 strategies was
0.752, and was therefore considered sufficient.

Differences between strategies were verified with
the nonparametric tests: Mann–Whitney U test (for
comparing two groups) and Kruskal–Wallis H test
(for comparing multiple groups).

3. Results

The analysis of the values obtained by each domain of
the strategy showed that the highest ratings were
attributed to the Strategic Planning Indicators
(x = 1.290, in this respect very agreeable as
δ = 0.345) and Implementation, Monitoring and
Evaluation (x̄ = 1.206, δ = 0.544). The lowest authors
rated the part of Vision and Values (x̄ = 0.781) – also
with high agreement (δ = 0.423) (Table 2), which
means that the authors of the least evaluated strate-
gies were devoted to the analysis of values, socio-
demographic and lifestyle characteristics, and atti-
tudes of local communities in terms of tourism, and
to a small extent incorporated these elements into the
visions of tourism development.

3.1. Strategic planning indicators

The first analyzed indicator of strategic planning was
the time horizon of the strategy. The analyzed strate-
gies were created in 2003–2016, and their time hor-
izon ranged from 0 (no time horizon) to 14 years. The
most frequent planning horizon was 8 years (six stra-

Table 1. Cronbach α coefficient values for questionnaire
scales.

Strategy domain
Number of
assertions

Cronbach α
coefficient

Strategic planning indicators 11 0.716
Environmental analysis 14 0.858
Stakeholder participation in the
planning Process

5 0.708

Vision and values 6 0.870
Implementation, monitoring and
evaluation

6 0.713

In total 42 0.909

Source: own research.

Table 2. Distribution of values obtained by individual domain
of strategies.

Strategy domain Average (x̄) Minimum Maximum
Standard

deviation (δ)

Strategic
planning
indicators

1.290 0.600 1.872 0.345

Environmental
analysis

1.163 0.314 2.128 0.475

Stakeholder
participation in
the planning
process

1.137 0.280 2.320 0.586

Vision and values 0.781 0.166 1.733 0.423
Implementation,
monitoring
and evaluation

1.206 0.333 2.333 0.544

Source: own research.
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tegies), 10, 11, and 13 years (five strategies), and 6,
7 years (four strategies). It can be stated that the
planning horizon is increasing, along with the year
of strategy development: the newer the strategy, the
longer the horizon. Of the remaining 11 elements of
this section, top rated was the implementation of the
specific objectives of the strategy for general pur-
poses of strategies (2.31),1 the formulation of specific
targets based on supply (2.05), and the definition of
objectives related to the direction and scale of tour-
ism development in the region (2.10). Unfortunately,
only eight of the documents formulated alternative
scenarios for the strategy (0.30), with only four scoring
each of these scenarios (0.18).

3.2. Environmental analysis

In each of the strategies evaluated, the integration of
the document with other strategies (2.43) and the
characteristics of the geographic environment (2.09)
were indicated. Normally, the strategies enumerate
protected areas, but do not characterize habitats
and endangered species. Most of the documents
describe the capacity of the tourism infrastructure,
although they do not estimate the area’s absorption
(1.74). Often were pointed out the primary places of
concentration of tourism in the region (1.47).
Unfortunately, in any strategy, neither the porosity
nor the sensitivity of the natural environment is eval-
uated. Only 13 documents have identified the owner-
ship structure of the land, and in only 12, the business
capabilities of local tourism operators. The authors of
these documents did not attach much importance to
the negative effects of tourism development: e.g.
crowding in places of concentrated tourist traffic
(e.g. on the Great Masurian Lakes Trail), pathological
phenomena caused by tourist traffic (e.g. in the Old
Town in Cracow), environmental pollution, or land-
scape degradation. Only occasionally were there
pointed out actual or potential conflicts between
tourism function and other forms of space use (e.g.
military, environment, agriculture). The market seg-
mentation of visitors was usually based on the area’s
tourism potential or the hypotheses (propositions) of
the experts developing the strategy.

3.3. Stakeholder participation in the planning
process

The involvement of local or regional stakeholders in
the planning process was usually limited to represen-
tatives of local or regional tourism operators (1.53).
The documents often performed an analysis of the
development of tourism stakeholders in the region
(1.27). The residents themselves were the least likely
to participate in the planning of tourism development
in the region: in just 11 cases, of 37 evaluated, were

consultations conducted among the residents of the
tourism reception area. Most of the consultations
were conducted with local authorities at various levels
or representatives of the local tourism market. In none
of the documents was there information on the strat-
egy used in consulting with representatives of the
tourism segments and other visitors to the region.

3.4. Vision and values

This is the least evaluated part of the strategy by the
authors. An analysis of the vision formulated in their
strategies indicates that many of them identified cur-
rent issues of relevance to residents (1.18), and also
identified values important to the community (0.96).
However, almost no strategy outlines the overall qual-
ity and characteristics of the lifestyle of the area resi-
dents, nor the attitudes towards tourism development.

3.5. Implementation, monitoring, and evaluation

A set of indicators to monitor the implementation of the
strategy was well developed in the vast majority of docu-
ments (1.74) and clearly defined the responsibility of the
actors for implementing key tasks (1.54). Strategies, fairly
well, formulated a mechanism for monitoring and eva-
luation (1.51). Only one document contains a forecast of
the possible impacts on the environment.

3.6. The quality of the strategy and the size of
the region, the date of development, and the time
horizon

At the last stage of the analysis, the strategies
assessed differences in terms of the area they were
involved in, the date of development, and the time
horizon of the strategy (Table 3). Comparing provin-
cial strategies (n = 13) with urban (n = 11) and the
others (n = 13), there was a much higher quality of the
former in only one domain: environmental analysis
(H = 9.26, p = 0.009). There were no significant differ-
ences between the older and newer strategies and
the time horizon of the document.

4. Conclusions

The analysis allowed for the following conclusions:

(1) The overall quality of the documents reviewed
varies. Definitely higher quality is documented
for higher levels of administrative division,
which is probably due to lower financial and
technical constraints. Perhaps, as suggested by
Niezgoda (2006, p. 228), the creation of sepa-
rate strategy papers for different areas at the
lower levels is an obstacle in achieving devel-
opmental goals.
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(2) In light of the method used, the highest rated
domains of the tourism development strategy in
the 37 Polish cities and areas are Strategic
Planning Indicators (x̄ = 1.290), Implementation,
Monitoring, and Evaluation (x̄ = 1.206), and least
Visions and Values (x̄ = 0.781).

(3) Analyzed strategies moderately implement sus-
tainable tourism development paradigms.
Despite the often-declared expert-participatory
type of strategy, when created, only a few were
consulted for their content with the residents of
reception areas and almost none analyzed the
nature of the local community, lifestyle features,
and attitudes towards tourism down to the
neighborhood level. There was also no esti-
mated absorption in tourism concentration
areas (p. 1 and 2 of UNWTO Recommendations,
UNWTO: definition of sustainable development
of tourism 2017). The assessed strategies do not
take into account potential negative effects of
tourism development on local communities.
Little attention has been paid to the impact of
tourism on the natural environment. The analy-
sis of natural resources, in diagnostic parts, was
performed in terms of tourism value rather than
the sensitivity of the area to anthropopression.
Rare was the inclusion of strategic environmen-
tal impact assessment documentation.

(4) Long-term planning, i.e. taking into account the
time horizon of more than 15 years, is still rarely
used in the development strategies employed in
Poland. This also applies to the analysis of alter-
native scenarios development. Lack of long-term
vision development and failure to take into
account events that may adversely affect the
attainment of goals may consequently prevent
the implementation of strategies and the conti-
nuation of the future issues.

(5) The analyzed documents also differ signifi-
cantly in terms of their volume, to a lesser

extent construction, graphic form, sources
used, and nature of the data. Only some meet
the requirements of modern strategies. Several
have a scientific context, another extensive
marketing narrative. Only part of the strategy
(to a small extent) refers to the study of tourism
demand.

(6) Lack of significant differences between older
and newer strategies indicates a lack of
improvement in the quality of emerging strate-
gies in Poland. Although the analyzed strategies
were created in different periods and under dif-
ferent conditions, their quality, and especially
the elements of sustainable development, has
not improved significantly in recent years.

Obviously, there are real problems of implement-
ing the principles of sustainable tourism in current
economic environment in Poland. In this respect, the
declaration expresses in various policies must at least
be put into practice.

There are two groups of issues that we must con-
sider (Niezgoda 2004): (1) general developmental
issues relating to systemic solutions and to the state
of the country and society; (2) specific issues concern-
ing tourism development based on the principles of
sustainable tourism. Among the general considera-
tions, the first problem relates to the planning process
and the issue of government policy cohesion. The
policy of sustainable development, as applied to spa-
tial planning and tourism, can and should be a synth-
esis of policies of various government departments.
For many people in Poland, the very idea of planning
brings the memories of the long-gone and negatively
perceived political system of central planning; hence,
the role of correctly constructed development plans
and strategies might not be properly appreciated.
And yet sustainable development relies on a long-
term perspective, hence it requires a strategy looking
ahead 10 to 15 years. Frequent staff rotation at

Table 3. Quality of the strategy versus area size, date of development, and time horizon.

Strategy domain
Strategic planning

indicators
Environmental

analysis
Stakeholder participation in the

planning process
Vision and
values

Implementation, monitoring
and evaluation n

Strategy area
Provincial 1.439 1.407 1.326 0.846 1.244 13
Urban 1.183 0.840 1.011 0.594 1.239 11
Others 1.231 1.193 1.055 0.877 1.141 13
Kruskal-Wallis H
test

3.44 (0.18) 9.26 (0.009) 1.98 (0.37) 4.34 (0.11) 0.33 (0.5)

Date of execution
Until 2010 1.280 1.177 1.110 0.750 1.085 20
Since 2011 1.302 1.147 1.169 0.820 1.349 17
Mann–Whitney U
test

−0.38 (0.70) 0.24 (0.80) −0.18 (0.85) −0.41
(0.68)

−1.49 (0.14)

Time horizon
0–8 years 1.237 1.125 1.061 0.696 1.137 19
9 and more years 1.346 1.203 1.218 0.872 1.280 18
Mann–Whitney U
test

0.98 (0.32) 0.60 (0.54) 1.03 (0.30) 1.29 (0.19) 0.82 (0.41)

Source: own research.
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ministerial positions and alternation of government
coalitions are responsible for the lack of cohesion in
strategic policies. The problem also extends to lower
levels of state administration, including local
governments.

To achieve cohesion in the guidelines and deci-
sions at different levels of administration and man-
agement, the issue of sustainable development must
be clearly understood by all players, and this requires
proper communication channels.

Note

1. In parentheses, is given the average rate to an item
among all 37 strategies.
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