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Abstract: Manor parks are characteristic cultural features in Polish agricultural landscapes. About
10,000 manor parks are estimated to exist in Poland, and due to their high natural, historic and
scenic value, these features represent potential in terms of ecosystem services. To properly manage
these sites, it is advisable to determine the preferences of its visitors. The present study presents
the results of a quantitative survey based on a group of 352 young visitors to manor parks in south
Poland. The results show that visitors with higher monthly incomes have a statistically significant
higher awareness as far as caring for the authenticity and preservation of the natural and historical
heritage of manor parks and forests. Conversely, for visitors with lower incomes, additional touristic
promotion attractions (e.g., souvenirs, guided visits) are increasingly important. The results of the
study provide an important basis of information for local authorities, as well as private owners, with
regard to preserving the natural and historical values (which are closely connected with the scenic
values) of these sites, as well as local tourism development. The values of nature, sustainability,
tourism and the improvement of life quality are linked to the enhancement of manor parks, as these
facilities are providers of ecosystem services.

Keywords: manor park; forest; preferences; scenic quality; tourism development; Poland

1. Introduction

Poland, as one of the member states of the European Union, is required to safeguard
natural and semi-natural habitats, as well as menaced species of plants and animals, which
are extremely important in the context of preserving the biodiversity of agricultural areas,
together with their scenic values and ecosystem services [1].

Ecosystem services should be understood as all benefits derived from the environment
by humans [2] According to Mengist et al. (2020) [3] ecosystem services are the conditions
and processes through which natural ecosystems sustain and improve human life. Ecosys-
tem services are also defined as the set of products (material goods) and ecosystem functions
(life-sustaining and life-enhancing functions) that are useful to human society [4,5]. That
is, they meet the fundamental needs of society and have a direct impact on human health
and overall well-being. A commonly used classification of ecosystem services was pro-
posed in the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment [6]. It distinguishes supporting services
(e.g., soil formation, photosynthesis, primary production, water cycling), provisioning
services (e.g., food, fuel, genetic resources, water), regulating services (e.g., climate, water
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and erosion regulation) and cultural services (e.g., recreation, ecotourism, cultural diversity,
educational values and inspiration).

In addition, scenic qualities are indispensable characteristics of the elements that make
up cultural ecosystem services: this applies to assessing the scenic qualities of vegetation
or cultural features as well as, e.g., tourist facilities [7–9]. Daniel et al. (2012) [10] have
established that cultural ecosystem services are operationally definable by a system of
interdependent socioecological models including the recreational value of park tourism,
the aesthetic appreciation of managed natural forests and the heritage value of cultural
landscapes, among others. Furthermore, in the Nature Conservation Act of 16 April 2004
(Poland), landscape values are defined as “ecological, aesthetic or cultural values of the
area and the relief, creations and components of nature shaped by the forces of nature or
human activity” (Article 5, p. 23).

Ecosystem services assessment can also be used as a means to determine how relevant
their contribution is to sustainable spatial management at different levels of territorial
units [11]. The concept of ecosystem services can also play a significant role in sustainable
development in a geo-ecological and socio-economic synthesis [12].

Manor parks are characteristic features in agricultural areas in Poland (over 10,000 such
facilities are known within the country). These are most often found in open rural land-
scapes, on hills or on riverside slopes gently passing into forests [13]. As defined by
Latowski and Zielinski (2001) [14], a manor park is an area that is outside the city and
on agricultural land, and in its composition, it includes a manor house, farm buildings,
gardens, high and low greenery, water features (e.g., pond) and other small architecture
elements (e.g., sculptures). In some manor parks, the recreational area was created by
incorporating an existing forest or part of it. The use of natural features was characteristic
of landscape parks, which were mostly established in the 18th and 19th centuries. Cur-
rently, some forests still belong to manor parks and are a remnant of cultural and natural
heritage [15].

Forests in manor parks can function as nature refuges and be “environmental islands”
due to the presence of forest species compatible with the oak-hornbeam habitat and old-
growth forest species [16]. Sites such as manor parks with oak-hornbeam forests represent
a potential value for the agricultural landscape in terms of strengthening its natural sys-
tem [16]. All forests, including those found in manor parks, provide several important
health functions for life and for physical as well as psychological human development and
spiritual functions (cultural, scientific and didactic) [17]. Rural areas where manor parks are
most often found are often attractive for nature conservation programs. By improving the
spatial order, the image of the region is strengthened, thus increasing its tourism potential.
This also happens by increasing biodiversity and the presence of valuable forest species and
by improving landscape values [18]. The economic potential is also strengthened through
manor parks as a part of cultural heritage [19].

The appropriate management of these areas may create conditions for the development
of a local economy focused on the production of ecological goods or tourism. Additionally,
forests themselves and forest management in connection with the industry processing forest
products are becoming relevant factors for the local population looking for employment [20].
Manor parks are thus important spatial, historical and cultural assets of rural areas in
Poland [21]. The demand for the social functions of forests increases as the society becomes
more affluent and better educated [22], since social (survey) research shows that the most
important public functions of forests for Poles are air protection, providing optimal living
conditions for plants and animals and recreation [23].

Despite such widely documented socially, healthily, environmentally and economically
important functions of greenery, including forests and manor parks, there is still a deficit of
research exploring the expectations and preferences of visitors to manor parks with forests
regarding the management of such places [24,25].
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For that reason, this paper aims to study the preferences of manor park visitors,
depending on their average household income and including factors such as scenic qualities
and the provision of ecosystem services.

Scenic and ecosystem service values that are strictly connected with human well-being
are closely related [26]. Determining the link between them will be significant to the
realization of the sustainable development of manor parks.

The following research hypotheses have been formulated:

H1. The higher the frequency of visits to manor parks, the higher the awareness of supporting the
historic value of manor parks in the case of scenic qualities;

H2. The higher the income of visitors to manor parks, the higher the awareness in the case of scenic
qualities and the higher the awareness of supporting the historical value of manor parks;

H3. The lower the income of visitors to manor parks, the greater the importance of other touristic
promotion attractions (e.g., guided visits).

Research on the preferences of visitors to manor parks in Poland regarding the de-
velopment of tourism as one of the aspects of services has not been carried out in Poland,
hence the innovative character of this study. The results will provide important data for
local municipalities in improving the design of manor parks in terms of ecosystem services
and the expectations of visitors of these facilities.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Area

The study was conducted in 30 manor parks with forest characters in the Sandomierska
Basin in southern Poland (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Localization of manor parks in the Sandomierska Basin, Poland (a), the example of a manor
park with a forest (b).

All manor parks were established in landscape style at the turn of the 18th and 19th
centuries on fertile, oak-hornbeam soils. The owners of the time incorporated the oak-
hornbeam forests into the parkland. The size of the forests ranged from 1.5 ha to 2 ha.
The forests were adjacent to either areas with low vegetation (gardens) on the park side
or agricultural areas, i.e., arable fields. The study selected manor parks that had not been
tended since the Second World War. These sites are still not revitalized, and the vegetation
is spontaneously formed.

2.2. Study Design, Participants and Questionnaire

Empirical materials were collected by using the auditorium questionnaire technique.
The answers to questionnaires were collected between May and September 2022. Com-
pleting the questionnaire took approx. 5–7 min. The respondents were students who had



Land 2023, 12, 323 4 of 12

visited manor parks in the Sandomierska Basin at least once during the last year, and the
criteria assumed for the selection were met by 352 respondents. In the analysis, they were
treated as manor park visitors, and their answers were used to verify the research hypothe-
ses formulated above. According to the assumed goal of the study and the formulated
research problems, the survey questionnaire included questions about the following:

• Respondents’ characteristics (accounting for gender, age, place of residence, education
and average per capita household monthly income—divided into three categories, as
presented in Table 1).

• Frequency of visiting manor parks—measured on a 6-point scale where 1—every day,
2—once a week, 3—once a month, 4—sometimes a year, 5—once a year and 6—does
not visit this type of place; only persons who gave answers from 1 to 5 were further
analyzed in the survey.

• Reasons for visiting manor parks—multiple choice question; respondents could select
any number of answers from the list (learning about the history of manor parks,
relaxing in manor parks, interest in this type of architecture, interest in greenery in
manor parks, the interesting appearance of parks, places attractive to tourists);

• Selected criteria of ecosystem services [27]: (position scale 1–5: 1—definitely irrelevant
factor; 5—definitely relevant factor). Statements regarding: the possibility of buying
souvenirs, the possibility of hiring a guide, tourist information in the media, the
promotion of the manor park, the involvement of the local community in running this
type of place, accommodation nearby or in the area.

• Selected criteria of scenic qualities [27]: (position scale 1–5: 1—definitely irrelevant
factor; 5—definitely relevant factor). Statements regarding: the current appearance
of the forests should be preserved without conversion, the current appearance of the
forest should be preserved with consideration of the species that historically occurred
here, the current appearance of the forest should be maintained with the addition of
recreational infrastructure features, the historic appearance of the forest should be
maintained without the addition of recreational facilities, the historic appearance of
the forest should be retained, recreational infrastructure features should be introduced.

Table 1. Socio-demographic structure of the research group, accounting for selected characteristics (%).

Gender

Female Male

46.02 53.98

Education

Secondary Higher

96.02 3.98

Place of Residence

Manor areas
surroundings Towns with fewer than 50,000 residents Towns with 50,000–100,000 residents Cities with over

100,000 residents

42.04 17.04 5.96 34.96

Per Capita Income PLN/EUR *

1500/
318.49

(1)

1501–3000/
318.50–636.97

(2)

Over 3000/
636.97 EUR

(3)

17.90 41.19 40.91

* according to [28].

2.3. Characteristics of Respondents

The participants of the research were aged between 18 and 26 (average—21.04 years).
In terms of gender, the sample consisted of 46% women and 54% men. Over 42% of the
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respondents lived in manor park areas, nearly 35% lived in towns of over 100,000 residents,
17% lived in towns with fewer than 50,000 residents and 5.9% lived in cities with a pop-
ulation between 50,000 and 100,000 people. A total of 96.02% of respondents declared
having secondary education, while the remaining 3.98% reported having higher education.
The analysis of the economic situation of the respondents showed that 41% of them had a
monthly income of PLN 1500–3000 per person, while 17.90% made less than PLN 1500; a
total of 40.9% of the respondents had an income of more than PLN 3000 per person, per
month (Table 1).

2.4. Statistical Analysis

To initially verify the hypotheses set out, an analysis was carried out to determine
the existence of a relationship between the selected criteria of ecosystem services and the
criteria of scenic qualities and between the frequency of visits and the per capita monthly
income using Spearman’s Rank correlation coefficient. In order to assess whether per
capita income (divided into three categories) variables affected the opinion about the
selected criteria of ecosystem services and the criteria of scenic qualities, a non-parametric
U Mann–Whitney test was used for a deeper statistical analysis. To further verify the
hypotheses related to the influence of income on visitors’ preferences for manor parks, a
test of frequency comparisons of reasons for visiting manor parks was performed through
a Chi2 Pearson test.

To assess the statistical significance of the test statistics in the Spearman’s Rank cor-
relation coefficient, the U Mann–Whitney test and the Chi2 Pearson test, the assumed
significance level was α = 0.05.

3. Results

In order to initially verify hypotheses 1–3, i.e., the relationship between the frequency
of visiting the manor parks and the income of the respondents as well as between the
selected criteria of ecosystem services and the criteria of scenic qualities, a Spearman corre-
lation analysis was performed. When analyzing the relationship between the frequency of
visits to the manor parks and the criteria of ecosystem services and the criteria of scenic
qualities, no statistically significant relationships were found. Therefore, the results ob-
tained did not confirm H1. In the case of the relationship between income and the elements
of the tourist attraction of a manor park and the directions of the development of this
type of park, weak correlations, although statistically significant, were shown with all the
touristic promotion tools and with four out of five statements about the development of
manor parks (Table 2).

Regarding the opinion of visitors to manor parks with incomes up to PLN 1500, the
most important criteria of ecosystem services were the ones related to information about
the touristic promotion on site and in media (both means scored 4.25). For respondents with
incomes above PLN 1500, the most important aspects were those related to the involvement
of the local community in running this type of place. The least important for all respondents
was the possibility of buying souvenirs. In the case of the scenic qualities of the manor park,
all respondents agreed with the statement that the current appearance of the forest should
be preserved with consideration of the species that historically occurred there. Nevertheless,
visitors with incomes below PLN 3000 were least likely to agree with this statement. The
historic appearance of the forest should be maintained without the addition of recreational
facilities, for those with incomes above PLN 3000, who mostly disagreed with the ideas that
the historic appearance of the forest should be retained and that recreational infrastructure
features should be introduced (Table 3).
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Table 2. Correlation analysis between the selected criteria of ecosystem services and the criteria of
scenic qualities and between the frequency of visits and per capita income.

Frequency of
Visits Per Capita Income

Criteria of ecosystem services in manor parks

Possibility of buying souvenirs −0.04 −0.29 *
Possibility of hiring a guide −0.02 −0.30 *

Tourist information in the media −0.05 −0.24 *
Promotion −0.07 −0.17 *

Involvement of the local community in running this type of place −0.09 −0.02 *
Accommodation nearby or in the area 0.03 −0.09 *

Criteria of scenic qualities

The current appearance of the forests should be preserved without conversion 0.02 −0.02
The current appearance of the forest should be preserved with consideration of the

species that historically occurred here 0.06 0.12 *

The current appearance of the forest should be maintained with the addition of
recreational infrastructure features −0.05 −0.19 *

The historic appearance of the forest should be maintained without the addition of
recreational facilities 0.06 0.17 *

The historic appearance of the forest should be retained, and recreational
infrastructure features should be introduced. −0.07 −0.32 *

* means that the p-value < 0.05.

The analysis employed the U Mann–Whitney test. All the statistical values in the
table marked with the (*) symbol correspond to statistically significant differences at the
significance level assumed for the research. The higher the income, the lower the importance
of the “possibility to buy souvenirs” criterion of ecosystem services. These differences were
statistically significant in the comparison between the respondents with the lowest and
medium incomes (group 1 versus group 2, respectively), between the respondents with
the lowest and highest incomes (group 1 versus group 3) and between the respondents
with medium and high incomes (group 2 versus group 3, respectively). Thus, these results
confirm H3. An analogous correlation occurred in the case of three more criteria: having the
possibility to hire a guide, having touristic information in the media and having touristic
information locally. Higher-income groups yielded a statistically significant decrease in
the preference of these features when comparing the respondents of the highest income
group (group 3) with those of the lowest and medium income groups (groups 1 and 2,
respectively). Finally, regarding the need to involve the local community in running this
type of place, this criterion was found to be more important for those with lower incomes,
but a statistically significant difference was only shown between the lowest and medium
incomes (group 1 versus group 2). Only the criterion “accommodation nearby or in the
area” showed no differentiation by income level (Table 4).

For the scenic qualities criteria such as “the historic appearance of the forest should
be retained” and “recreational infrastructure features should be introduced”, the lower
the income, the more the respondents agreed that it was worthwhile to add recreational
infrastructure features in manor parks; these differences were statistically significant in the
comparison between the respondents with the lowest and medium incomes (group 1 versus
group 2 and group 2 versus group 3, respectively). An analogous correlation occurred in
the case of “the current appearance of the forest should be maintained with the addition
of recreational infrastructure features”, but a statistically significant difference was shown
between the lowest and highest incomes (group 1 versus group 3) and between the medium
and highest incomes (group 1 versus group 3, respectively). In the case of the statements
advocating for the preservation of the historic appearance of the forest without the addition
of recreational facilities or the consideration of the species that historically occurred in these
forests, the level of agreement with this statement decreased as the respondents’ income
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decreased, but a statistically significant difference was shown between the lowest and
highest incomes (group 1 versus group 3) and between the medium and highest incomes
(groups 2 and 3, respectively) (Table 4).

Table 3. An average score of the selected criteria of ecosystem services and the criteria of scenic
qualities by visitor income (ranging from 1 to 5).

Household Income per Capita Groups

1 2 3

Criteria of ecosystem services

Possibility of buying souvenirs 3.16 2.76 2.38
Possibility of hiring a guide 3.56 3.43 2.97

Tourist information in the media 4.25 4.17 3.71
Promotion 4.25 4.25 3.98

Involvement of the local community in running this type of place 4.08 4.30 4.23
Accommodation nearby or in the area 3.51 3.68 3.41

Criteria of scenic qualities

The current appearance of the forests should be preserved without conversion 3.67 3.77 3.66
The current appearance of the forest should be preserved with consideration of the

species that historically occurred here 4.17 4.18 4.49

The current appearance of the forest should be maintained with the addition of
recreational infrastructure features 4.02 3.35 3.35

The historic appearance of the forest should be maintained without the addition of
recreational facilities 2.83 3.01 3.47

The historic appearance of the forest should be retained, and recreational
infrastructure features should be introduced. 3.75 3.41 3.01

Table 4. Correlation between the selected criteria of ecosystem services and the criteria of scenic
qualities by visitor income (U Mann–Whitney test for pairs of income groups).

U Mann–Whitney Test

1 vs. 2 1 vs. 3 2 vs. 3

Criteria of ecosystem services

Possibility of buying souvenirs 2.13 * 4.41 * 2.67 *
Possibility of hiring a guide 0.89 3.63 * 3.56 *

Tourist information in the media 0.34 4.20 * 4.62 *
Promotion 0.05 2.83 * 3.41 *

Involvement of the local community in running this type of place −2.10* −1.02 1.59
Accommodation nearby or in the area −1.12 0.38 1.58

Criteria of scenic qualities

The current appearance of the forests should be preserved without conversion −0.72 −0.09 1.26
The current appearance of the forest should be preserved with consideration of the

species that historically occurred here −0.17 −3.07 * −3.78 *

The current appearance of the forest should be maintained with the addition of
recreational infrastructure features 4.64 * 3.33 * −0.19

The historic appearance of the forest should be maintained without the addition of
recreational facilities −0.96 −3.19 * −3.26 *

The historic appearance of the forest should be retained, and recreational
infrastructure features should be introduced. 2.24 * 4.02 * 2.92 *

* means that p-value < 0.05.

In addition, an analysis was made considering the reasons for visiting manor parks
within different income groups. For all income groups, the most important reason was
the interesting appearance of this type of park. In the case of people with the lowest
income, this answer was indicated by more than 38% of people. For those with a medium
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income, it was indicated by 51%. It was indicated by almost 58% of people with the highest
income (results for individual reasons are presented as a percentage of people indicating
a given answer in a multiple-choice question). The least often chosen reason for visiting
the courtyard parks for those with the lowest and highest incomes was to learn about
the history of the place (11% of Group 1 respondents and 8% of Group 3 respondents,
respectively). For middle-income people, it was an interest in the greenery in such parks
(25.52% of Group 2 respondents) (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Comparison of the reasons for visiting manor parks based on per capita income.

To verify whether the results obtained are statistically significant between income
groups, a Pearson’s Chi2 test was performed for pairs of income groups. All the statistical
values in the table marked with the (*) symbol correspond to statistically significant differ-
ences at the significance level assumed for the research. In the case of reasons for visiting
manor parks, such as a desire to learn about history or an interest in this type of architecture,
respondents with a medium income were statistically significantly more likely to give these
reasons for visiting manor parks compared to the other two groups. Respondents with the
highest income were statistically significantly more likely, compared to respondents with
the lowest income, to state that they relax in manor parks, that they like their appearance
and that they are attractive places for tourists. Additionally, compared to respondents with
a medium income, people with the highest income were more likely to state that they like
their appearance and that they are attractive places for tourists, while people with medium
incomes, compared to respondents with the lowest income, were more likely to visit the
manor parks for relaxation (Table 5).
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Table 5. Correlation between reasons for visiting manor parks by visitor income (Chi2 Pearson test
for pairs of income groups).

Chi2 Pearson Test

1 vs. 2 1 vs. 3 2 vs. 3

Reasons for visiting manor parks

learning about the history of manor parks 9.30 * 0.41 23.52 *
relaxing in manor parks 7.04 * 6.28 * 0.04

interest in this type of architecture 14.19 * 1.66 11.58 *
interest in greenery in manor parks 0.21 0.19 0.00

interesting appearance of parks 2.95 6.70 * 1.27
places attractive to tourists 0.86 12.16 * 11.31 *

* means that the p-value < 0.05.

4. Discussion

Forests in manor parks provide many ecosystem services. Their importance is now
especially important due to the current Covid-19 epidemic [29]. Forests are a place where
leisure time can be spent safely. This is true for residents of small towns and large
cities, and being in them provides residents with many physical, psychological and social
benefits [30–32]. Moreover, they are open to the general public, and accessing them in
Poland is usually free. Forests, due to their high level of biodiversity and their numerous
ecological, social, protective and economic functions, should be subject to a comprehensive
assessment for all the services they provide [33,34]. The authors of studies on manor
parks have highlighted the significant role of manor parks in terms of ecological [35–37],
social and landscape value [15], and there is also a considerable number of publications
emphasizing the historical aspect of these sites [13,38]. Country parks are characterized by
high historical values, linked to the tradition of the region [35].

In the present study, it was not possible to confirm hypothesis 1, meaning that the
frequency of visiting the manor parks seems not to be influenced either by the relevance
of the ecosystem services provision nor by their scenic quality. The frequency of visits to
the forests depends on other factors, which may explain the results obtained in the study.
Undoubtedly, it largely depends on the view itself, the nature of the forest or its attractive-
ness to visitors [34,39]. The results of the literature show that tourists choose recreation
facilities with park-like features, and numerous features of small recreational architecture
are willingly visited. This is also confirmed by the results of studies in forests around manor
parks, which indicate that their historic appearance should be preserved. The introduction
of features of recreational infrastructure is also an important issue. Studies [40,41] highlight
the technical condition of recreational infrastructure as one of the most crucial factors
influencing the development of tourism in forests. A different point of view is presented
by the authors of studies whose results showed that tourists are more likely to indicate
resting in forests without developed recreational infrastructure [42,43]. Dudek showed
that [44] the demand for tourist-recreational infrastructure is higher in larger cities, and
visitors mostly need features of recreational infrastructure for walking, cycling and running.
For example, improving the visibility in the forest by removing vegetation that obscures
the landscape increases its recreational value [41,43,45]. The amount and level of care for
natural and historical features also influence the frequency of recreation, which is one of
the reasons for spending leisure time in manor parks.

The present study fully confirmed hypothesis 2, meaning that the higher the income
of visitors to manor parks, the higher the awareness in the case of scenic qualities and the
higher the awareness of maintaining the historical value of manor parks. Finally, hypothesis
3 was also confirmed, meaning that the lower the income of visitors to manor parks, the
greater the importance of other touristic promotion attractions (e.g., souvenirs, guided
visits) in the decision to visit manor houses. This is also confirmed by Liu at al.’s [46]
research, in which respondents paid attention to the well-preserved environment, the
abundance of greenery, cleanliness, beautiful landscapes and peace. Concurrently, the
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amount of “willingness to pay” depended on, among other things, their income and
recreational and environmental amenities. A higher “willingness to pay” value has also
been shown for people with a better understanding of the value of natural resources.
Older people were more willing to pay a higher price than younger tourists because they
appreciated the landscape more [47] regarding the value of the landscape [48].

The level of preference for recreation in forests depends on sociological character-
istics [49] such as the income of respondents [50]. The wealthier the individual visitors,
households or societies are, the higher the awareness of the role of forests as a place of
recreation. In manor parks, the level of income influences the awareness of their historical
value and the presence of additional tourist attractions in their area. In comparison, in
forests in the Warsaw area, it was found that people with a higher income were more likely
to visit natural forest areas (e.g., a strict nature reserve or a commercial forest without
recreational infrastructure with recreational opportunities such as walking along paths
and picking mushrooms and berries) [34]. At the same site, no such relationship was
found for forests with refined recreational infrastructures. In comparison, research by
Mäntymaa at al. [34,51] indicates that, for people with lower incomes, parks that provide
many ecosystem services are a frequent recreational destination. They are particularly ad-
vantageous to them because of the free entry and proximity to housing [34,52]. Projects for
the construction and upgrading of parks should address the improvement of recreational
and historical values for specific social groups, taking into account their income [34,51,52].

5. Conclusions

Forests in manor parks provide a range of ecosystem services, as our survey results
have shown. The importance of forests is particularly important due to the decreasing area
of natural and semi-natural forest areas. In addition, forests played a priority role during
the prevailing COVID-19 epidemic [29].

The results show that the level of awareness of scenic quality aspects in terms of
maintaining their authentic character in the manor parks is influenced by the visitors’
average household income. As the income increases, visitors’ awareness of the natural
and cultural aspects of the scenic aspects of the manor parks increases. At the same time,
the involvement of additional features accompanying the tourist attraction increases as
the income of visitors decreases, which means that, for people with lower incomes, the
complexity of the tourist attraction becomes more important.

Research into the income-related preferences of visitors to country parks (manor parks)
is pioneering/pilot research on these sites. Research in this area should be continued in
other regions of the country, and the survey should include more detailed questions and
criteria so that the results of the research will generate more detailed practical indications
regarding the shaping/management of the manor parks by local municipalities and, at the
same time, meet the expectations of respondents/users. The potential of manor parks is
that they can form the basis for the creation of local tourism products.
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