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Abstract: Geoheritage sites are important resources due to the diverse ways in which they can be
utilized. There are small, low-ranked geosites that have attracted significant attention from the
lay public. This study reports on one such geosite from the Hosta area of the Western Caucasus.
Field observations allowed us to make judgments related to its geoheritage properties and establish
the factors for its successful touristic exploitation. This geosite represents a furrow in the Upper
Cretaceous limestones in the area, which inherited the former weak zone or minor fault and grew due
to landslides. The degree of uniqueness of this geosite is low; it is curvilinear in space; it boasts perfect
accessibility, including from a nearby resort, and its landscape context is scenic. The Labyrinth geosite
is located in a yew–boxwood grove in the natural reserve, and it is visited by crowds of tourists.
Three direct factors in its exploitation success are proposed as follows: story (popular explanation of
the geosite’s origin), route (inclusion into a popular touristic route through the grove), and cultural
appeal (analogy to man-made labyrinths). Applying these factors to another geoheritage-rich area
of the Western Caucasus implied that some of them may not be meaningful according to objective
reasons, but that there are other important factors such as geoproduct (particularly geofood) selling.
It is also noted that the small size and relatively low value of geosites do not necessarily limit their
geotouristic potential. Overall, this case study suggests that “selling” geosites successfully requires
advanced, innovative solutions and significant creativity.

Keywords: Cretaceous; geoconservation; food products; marketing; natural commodities; tourism;
Western Caucasus

1. Introduction

Geoheritage requires very careful and extensive conservation [1–6], and it is also a
precious resource for contemporary society [7–9]. Particularly, geotourism has already
become an important movement on the international, national, and local scales, and it
is able to bring serious socio-economic benefits [7,10–17]. Indeed, scientists, students,
and amateurs of the Earth sciences can easily be attracted by the availability of unique
geological phenomena. However, the touristic exploitation of geosites implies something
more, i.e., mass activities, and, thus, the following big question arises: how may geosites
attract the lay public?

Previous research has revealed that the development of geotourism requires many
special efforts. Most visitors of geosites and geoparks are not true geotourists, and their
motivations are not related to their geological knowledge and skills [18–20]. They may
have different opinions on geoheritage values and conservation needs [21]. The central
problem of this is that knowledge of geology is more restricted and less popularized than
that of other fundamental sciences like astronomy or physics, and, thus, the lay public
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may be unaware of the uniqueness of even very elementary geological features. Therefore,
information about geosites requires a different “language” in order to be communicated
to these people [22]. Moreover, opinions of the lay public on geoheritage and geotourism
remain poorly studied [23]. Considering the above, specialists and the practitioners do
not have a full understanding of how to “sell” their geosites, i.e., how to attract the lay
public to geosite-related touristic activities. Recommendations related to this cannot be
universal because geological knowledge and attitudes may differ substantially between
countries around the world. This serious gap in the knowledge should be filled. Particularly,
analyses of cases in which geosites have already been “sold” successfully and have attracted
a significant number of visitors are demanded.

The objective of the present study is to characterize a notable geosite, namely, the
Hosta’s Labyrinth, which has been used effectively for the purpose of tourism in the
Russian South. This small and very ordinary geosite has already become a demanded
geotourist attraction, and, thus, paying attention to its successful touristic exploitation is
especially interesting. Evidently, it is easier to attract visitors to large and globally unique
geosites, but the majority of geosites are neither very large nor unique. These constitute
a significant portion of territorial geoheritage resources, and, thus, the existing practices
of their exploitation and the underlying strategies are worth learning. In other words, the
present study tries to outline a scenario that has allowed the given geosite to attract so
many visitors. The main attributes of this scenario are well-visible and can be interpreted
rather objectively on the basis of field-based observations. The research question is as
follows: why does this geosite attract so many visitors despite its local importance? So,
this study does not aim to make recommendations for the exploitation of this geosite for
touristic or educational purposes because it is already exploited successfully.

The novelty of the present study is determined by two reasons. First, it focuses on
an area (part of a famous resort that became well-known internationally thanks to the
Sochi 2014 Winter Olympics) in which geoheritage has not been reported previously (at
least to the authors’ knowledge) and offers a novel, systematic description of the geosite.
Second, the work attempts to specify the factors behind the successful touristic exploitation
of a very ordinary geosite—one of thousands small geosites in the world—which can
be employed by the international tourism and recreation industry. Although intuitive,
the proposal of these factors is innovative because they differ from commonly accepted
geological characteristics and geosite properties. It should be added that this study pays
attention to the attributes of the geosite itself (not the behavior or opinions of tourists or
managers), which can be examined directly in the field.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Area

The study area is situated on the northeastern shore of the Black Sea (Figure 1A).
Administratively, it belongs to the Krasnodar Region (Kray) of Russia. More precisely, it
corresponds to the settlement of Hosta (also spelled as Khosta), which is a southern district
of the city of Sochi with a population of ~20,000 people (Figure 1B). This is a popular tourist
destination, with dozens of thousands of visitors annually. This is part of the large summer
and winter resort of Sochi [24]. The study area is known for its highly unique, subtropical
ecosystem of a yew–boxwood grove [25], which is part of the Caucasian State Natural
Biosphere Reserve and, in itself, a notable tourist attraction.

Geologically, this area represents the southwestern periphery of the Greater Caucasus,
which is a late Cenozoic orogen formed by the Eurasia–Arabian collision [26–28]. The
vicinities of Hosta are dominated by the Upper Cretaceous–Paleogene deposits (Figure 2A),
the lithostratigraphy of which remains debatable [29]. Principally, the Upper Cretaceous
deposits are limestones of the Kazachebrodskaya Formation, and the Paleocene–Eocene
deposits are marlstones of the Akhshtyrskaya Formation (Figure 2B). They accumulated
in the relatively deep, trough-like Greater Caucasus Basin [30]. During the late Cenozoic
orogeny, these deposits were distorted to create an elongated fold, namely, the Akhun anti-
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cline [31]. The Kazachebrodskaya Formation forms its hinge zone, and the Akhshtyrskaya
Formation forms its limbs (Figure 2A).
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Figure 1. Geographical location of the study area and the Labyrinth geosite: (A) general position in
the Western Caucasus and (B) local geographical outline.
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Figure 2. Geological setting of the study area (see [29] for the related sources): (A) simplified
geological scheme and (B) composite stratigraphical section.

2.2. Approach

The materials for the present study were collected during a visit to the study area
in the summer of 2023. The Hosta’s Labyrinth is a true geosite. It presents particular
geological features and forms a separate locality. Moreover, it is exploited as a geosite.
The criteria for geosite identification/selection have been developed for a long time. The
pioneering works by Wimbledon [32,33] were followed by many other contributions [34–39].
Principally, the studied geosite matches the criteria considered in this literature. Moreover,
identification/selection procedures depend on national experience and legislation, and
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the Hosta’s Labyrinth matches the understanding of geosites in Russia. This is why this
locality should be assumed as a “ready”, already-existing geosite.

In the field, attention has been paid to the properties of the geosite located in the
yew–boxwood grove, as well as to the modes of its exploitation for touristic purposes
(Figure 3). The observed properties (see below) reflect the well-visible peculiarities of
the geosite, which can be documented objectively. The same is true for its exploitation
modes, which are evidenced by well-visible and clear signs. The opinions of visitors and
managers are not considered because of two reasons. First, the sample would be too small
to undertake any trustable sociological survey (and there may be some technical restrictions
for analyzing it). Second, the preliminary observations at this and other geosites imply that
visitors and managers may not have a clear enough understanding of the situation and
may act rather intuitively.
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Figure 3. Methodological outline of the present study.

The analysis is realized in three steps (Figure 3). First, the geological context of the
geosite is justified. Particularly, the geosite is described generally and related to what is
known about the local geology (Figure 2A). Second, the geosite is described qualitatively
(as noted above, its existence does not require additional argumentation). There are
many approaches to geosite valuation, which are based on semi-quantitative assessment
techniques with scoring using some criteria [40–45]. They are suitable in studies of territorial
geoheritage when several geosites are considered and require comparison in their overall
value; but, the present study focuses on a single geosite. Moreover, the noted approaches
do not take into account some properties which cannot be quantified. Nonetheless, the
particular properties accounted for in the above-mentioned approaches are considered
(Table 1). Each property is checked in the studied geosite, a step which can be carried out
objectively, on the basis of field observations of the evident geosite’s peculiarities.

Table 1. Geosite properties considered in the present study and listed in alphabetical order. These
properties may differ in their priority (“weight”), but this depends on the views of particular experts
and particular situations, and it is not the aim of this case study to enter these debates; moreover, it
would be difficult to indicate the priority of some properties which cannot be quantified.

Property Explanation (Definitions as Preferred in the Present Study)

Accessibility

Opportunity to reach geosites and move within them; this property often depends on the
physical remoteness of the geosites, on the wilderness of the landscape, on the transport
infrastructure, on the availability of bus and car stops, and on the within-geosite infrastructure
(trails, stairs, etc.).

Aesthetics
How geosites can appeal to the visitors’ ideas of beauty; importantly, this property is very
relational (different visitors may have very different, and even opposite, ideas of beauty) and is
determined by both the geological features and the geosites’ landscape context.

Configuration (geometry) Spatial appearance of geosites: too-small geosites look like points, but large geosites may
extend as a line (linear) or embrace some plots (areal); higher-complex forms are also possible.
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Table 1. Cont.

Property Explanation (Definitions as Preferred in the Present Study)

Content Geological phenomena represented at geosites, which can be assigned to one or several types.

Degree of uniqueness (rank) Spatial rarity of geosites, which can be unique on the local, regional (provincial), national, and
global levels. This property seems to be essential for geosite valuation.

Dynamics Geosites can be static (representing objects) or dynamic (representing processes).

Form Natural outcrop, road cutting, quarry, etc.

Interpretation needs How difficult understanding the essence of geosites is for visitors with different levels of
geological knowledge (which is very elementary or even absent in the majority of visitors).

Usefulness Importance of geosites to research, teaching, and tourism.

Vulnerability
Exposure to any present or potential danger, which can lead to the loss of a geosite’s
informativeness, physical damage, or destruction; this property depends on natural (also
geological) processes and anthropogenic pressure.

Third, the current touristic exploitation of the Hosta’s Labyrinth is examined. In this
study, it is assumed that the given geosite is already being “sold” successfully because
it attracts a significant number of visitors. The factors behind this success may or may
not be clear to the visitors themselves, but they are objective and can also be established
objectively with careful observations and interpretations of how this geosite is designed
for geotourists. As a result, the present examination is based on a qualitative analysis of
the functionality of the geosite in the study area. This is an attempt to realize what has
been accomplished in this geosite to attract visitors’ attention. Indeed, there are direct and
easy-to-find signs of relevant geotouristic solutions present in this geosite.

3. Results
3.1. Outline and Properties of the Geosite

The Labyrinth geosite is located in the northern part of the study area (Figure 1B). It
is situated in the yew–boxwood grove, i.e., in the territory of the Caucasian State Natural
Biosphere Reserve. It presents Upper Cretaceous limestones of the Kazachebrodskaya
Formation (Figure 4A), which crop out on the mountain slopes near the valley of the
Hosta River. Numerous joints are visible on these limestones (Figure 4B). It appears that
the jointing is linked to the late Cenozoic growth of the Greater Caucasus orogen and,
particularly, the development of the Akhun anticline. Due to the Quaternary uplift of the
area, the Upper Cretaceous rocks became elevated relative to the river valley, as a result of
which slope processes initiated. A huge mass (a kind of “tongue”) of limestones separated
and started sliding towards the valley under the gravitational force. Hypothetically, this
separation occurred along any one weak zone (probably a minor fault). As a result, a
narrow furrow inheriting the former weak zone appeared between the parent rocks and
the separated mass (Figure 4C). A lengthy trail with stairs leads visitors along this furrow
(Figure 4D). The popular, but professional, explanations of the essence and origin of this
geosite are given on a special panel (Figure 5A). Generally, the geosite is small in size
and looks very ordinary, although peculiar. Nonetheless, this is true geosite because
it demonstrates several notable geological features (see above), and it is already being
exploited as a geosite for geotouristic purposes.
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Figure 4. Labyrinth geosite, part one: (A) Upper Cretaceous limestones, (B) joints in the limestones,
(C) furrow within the limestone massif, and (D) trail with stairs constructed for hiking within the
geosite.
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yew–boxwood grove and markers of the ecological path, and (C) notable ecological attraction.

The properties of the Hosta’s Labyrinth are established in this section on the basis of
the field observations conducted. They correspond exactly to how they are explained in
Table 1, but are reported below in a slightly different order for a more logical description
that starts with an attention to uniqueness (the preferred order reflects the authors’ personal
understanding of the optimal way to describe the geosite). The degree of uniqueness of
the Labyrinth geosite is low. On the one hand, there are many other outcrops of Upper
Cretaceous limestones in the study area, and these rocks themselves are not peculiar. On the
other hand, mass wasting is also very common in the study area and beyond. The furrow
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inheriting the former weak zone or minor fault is unusual, but only locally. However, the
low degree of uniqueness does not advise against the attribution of geoheritage to this site
because the represented geological phenomena are not common, even if only on the local
scale. The content of the geosite demonstrates a moderate diversity. This geosite can be
attributed to the engineering type because it represents a process of long-term land sliding.
It should be noted that several geosites related to mass wasting have already been reported
from different countries [46–50]. Additionally, the limestones of the Kazachebrodskaya
Formation constitute a sedimentary type, and the furrow represents both tectonic (a weak
zone and a possible minor fault) and geomorphological phenomena (in which case, the
geosite is also a geomorphosite sensu [51–55]). The considered geosite has the form
of a specific, small-scale natural landform with numerous outcrops. Apparently, the
maintenance and permanent use of the trail by tourists have modified it slightly; without
them, the bottom of the furrow would be filled with soil and the vegetation would mask
some outcrops. This geosite is small in size, but extends for several dozens of meters along
the furrow. As such, it has a linear or, better to say, curvilinear configuration (the name of
the locality reflects its irregular morphology). Although the Labyrinth geosite represents
slope processes, the latter seem too slow to be observed directly (the possible stability of
the slope is a subject for further investigations). As a result, this object appears to be more
static than dynamic.

The accessibility of the Labyrinth geosite is perfect. The main entrance to the yew–
boxwood grove is situated directly on the border of the urban area and ~2 km from its
center and principal recreational facilities. It can be accessed by bus, car, or hiking. The
Hosta settlement has a well-developed transport infrastructure, and it is connected to
the Sochi downtown and other settlements on the Black Sea shore (as well as to central
railway stations and an international airport) via a high-class railway and paved roads.
Public transportation is also available. The geosite is rather close (a few hundred meters)
to the entrance of the yew–boxwood grove, and there is a well-established trail for very
comfortable hiking. The only access limitation is the necessity to pay a fee for entering
the Caucasian State Natural Biosphere Reserve, although it is cheap for all categories of
visitors. The visual examination of the geosite does not reveal any signs of vulnerability,
i.e., the locality remains in its natural state. The interpretation need is moderate. Under-
standing the essence of this geosite is very easy for geology professionals, students, and
amateurs. The lay public needs simple clarifications, and these are given professionally on
the installed panel (Figure 5A). Any additional scheme explaining the origin of this geosite
would strengthen the already-available text interpretation. The Labyrinth geosite seems
to be potentially useful for researchers of the local geomorphology, engineering geology,
and stratigraphy. It can also be employed by university lecturers to communicate basic
knowledge of slope processes. As for tourists, the unusual morphology of the furrow can
be judged as attractive. It is questionable whether the exposed geological features are of
any aesthetic value, but the attractiveness of the general landscape scenery of the grove
seems to be significant (Figure 5B,C). One should note that the beauty of tourist attractions
is a highly complex issue which has many aspects and depends on the individual aesthetic
preferences of visitors [56]. This is why any aesthetic judgments of the Hosta’s Labyrinth
and its landscape context can only be preliminary.

3.2. Exploitation Modes of the Geosite

The yew–boxwood grove of the Caucasian State Natural Biosphere Reserve is visited
by dozens of thousands of tourists annually, with increased flows during the summer
and the holidays (in winter, the weather is usually mild and does not limit visits to the
grove). A significant portion of tourists visit the Labyrinth geosite. A quick analysis of
Internet-resources proves the lay public’s interest in visiting this locality, as one can deduce
from the number of comments and photographs. It is undisputable that this geosite is
exploited very actively for the purpose of tourism. A comparison with the majority of
geosites (many of which are potentially more valuable and interesting to tourists) in the
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Mountainous Adygeya area, which is the other important tourist destination in western
Greater Caucasus (Figure 1A), shows that the touristic use of the Labyrinth geosite is
significantly more intense. Importantly, the Labyrinth geosite is visited as a geological
attraction, not because of any non-geological attributes as in many other cases. Such a
successful use of this geosite seems to be unusual, taking into account its small size and
very low degree of uniqueness.

Three direct factors in the successful touristic exploitation of the Labyrinth geosite
can be specified and are named provisionally as story, route, and cultural appeal. The first
of them, story, indicates that a clear, brief, but interesting knowledge of the site has been
formulated and communicated in a popular form. This is not the only description of the
geosite, but is a true story which informs visitors about something that has happened in this
place. Particularly, in the story of the geosite, it is explained that the growth of the Greater
Caucasus caused faulting, which determined the development of the landslide. The story
is formulated briefly and in a popular form, and it is presented on a special, well-visible
panel (Figure 5A). The route factor involves the inclusion of this geosite into the program
of an officially recommended excursion in the yew–boxwood grove of the Caucasian State
Natural Biosphere Reserve. Visitors follow several, well-established trails (Figure 5B), one
of which (probably the most popular) leads them through the geosite (Figure 4C,D). The
Labyrinth geosite is one of several attractions (chiefly ecological—Figure 5C) recommended
for visiting. The route which includes this geosite is actively promoted in the reserve,
both offline and online. The factor of cultural appeal denotes the fact that the lay public
is attracted to this geosite because of its analogy to cultural objects. Although the furrow
is fully natural, it looks like a man-made labyrinth and is named accordingly. It is known
that geoheritage and cultural heritage values are mutually important [16,48,57,58]. The
labyrinth is a popular cultural symbol [59] and, thus, mentioning it in the geosite’s name
can stimulate the interest of the lay public, despite the risk of misinterpretation of the
geosite’s origin.

There are also two other factors that are not related directly to the geosite. First, the
study area is part of the very popular beach resort of Sochi, which hosts millions of visitors
each summer. So, the large tourist flows make even the smallest attraction in this area
demanded. Second, the yew–boxwood grove in the Caucasian State Natural Biosphere
Reserve is actively and very professionally promoted (also on the Internet) as one of the
most important environmental attractions of Hosta and even of the entire Black Sea shore.
This increases the number of visitors to the geosite. It would be wrong to judge these two
indirect factors as being more important than the three direct factors, because the latter
determine the interest of visitors of the yew–boxwood grove in this geosite. Nonetheless,
the touristic exploitation of the Hosta’s Labyrinth shares both active (special attention to the
geosite) and passive (attention to the geosite as the only part of a larger attraction) patterns.

4. Discussion
4.1. Broader Meaning of the Proposed Factors of Success

The three direct factors in the exploitation of the Labyrinth geosite seem to be the
successful but rather intuitive solutions of the managers of the Caucasian State Natural
Biosphere Reserve. As such, the presence of these factors in other places should be checked,
and the related published information could be gathered using major bibliographical
databases such as “Scopus”. The importance of storytelling in geotourism has been noted
in Australia [60], Brazil [61], Canada [62], France [46], and Spain [63]. The inclusion of
geosites into complex routes connecting both geological and non-geological attractions
is a common practice around the world [64–66]. As for cultural appeal, there are lines of
evidence from Iran [67] and Romania [68] about the successfulness of the use of popular
cultural ideas in geotourism. It should be noted that some geosites representing labyrinth-
looking features [69] and landslides [50,70], as well as some large geosites with inner
trails showing complex configuration [71], have already been regarded as important in
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geotourism. The literary information provided above proves that the three established
factors are not restricted to the studied geosite in question.

Apparently, the three established factors can be effective in both large, well-known
geosites and small localities of local importance. However, these factors depend strongly on
the professionalism and creativity of managers. The managers should understand well the
geological aspects of the geosite, be aware of its possible cultural interpretations, and have
enough skills to develop optimal solutions for its geotouristic exploitation. Apparently,
each given geosite requires non-standard ideas for its successful “selling” to the lay public.
Indeed, the small size and low degree of uniqueness of some objects may distract man-
agerial attention away from them. The above-given interpretations challenge the current
approaches to the evaluation of territorial geotouristic potential. As implied by the case
of the Labyrinth geosite, the degree of uniqueness and, thus, overall value of geosites
may not matter, because their deficiencies could be compensated via managerial solutions.
And, even if some good solutions are found intuitively, the related experience should be
documented and reported in the scientific literature to accumulate practical knowledge
which can be demanded by geotourism managers.

4.2. Testing Factor Availability in Another Area

The factors of the geotouristic exploitation of the geosite established in the study area
and proven using literary evidence from other countries seem to be important. However,
this does not mean that the related solutions should be adopted for the successful “selling”
of geosites in other areas. On the one hand, there may be situations when such factors
principally cannot work. On the other hand, there may be other helpful factors. To
demonstrate these options, another area in the same region can be considered. This is the
Mountainous Adygeya area, which is also located in the western part of Greater Caucasus,
although on the opposite, northern slope of this mountain chain (Figure 1A). This is
a famous geodiversity hotspot and tourist destination. Particularly, it is known for its
diversity of geomorphological phenomena, numerous sections of Mesozoic sedimentary
rocks, and Proterozoic and Paleozoic crystalline complexes.

In the Mountainous Adygeya area, the Belaya River crosses, almost perpendicularly,
several mountain ranges of Western Caucasus, and, thus, forms many scientifically impor-
tant and spectacular outcrops and landforms. A high-class, paved road stretches along the
valley of this river and serves as the main channel for tourist flows. It appears logical to
create a geotouristic excursion between the Khadzhokh canyon in the north and the Granite
gorge in the south. The three suitable localities, which can be clear to the lay public with a
minimal or even absent geological background, include the Rufabgo potholes (Figure 6A),
the Gud mountain panorama (Figure 6B), and the Lipovy contact (Figure 6C,D). Potentially
interesting stories can be proposed for each of them (Table 2). A route can link all the three
localities. However, the Rufabgo potholes are found at the toe of the tall and steep slope,
and, thus, direct access to them is limited. Principally, they can be observed from a private
bridge, leading to very popular waterfalls, but it is unreasonable to pay the entrance fee
required if a tourist does not intend to visit these waterfalls (alternatively, the excursion
becomes too long and unbalanced). As for the cultural appeal factor, it may apply only in
the case of the potholes, which look artificial to many non-professionals.

Out of the three direct factors previously discussed, only one can act fully in the
Belaya River valley, which limits its geotouristic potential (see above). Nonetheless, some
other factors, absent in the Hosta area, can be proposed. One of them is geoproducts.
Contemporary research has paid significant attention to the links between geoheritage and
local products, including foods [86–90]. Locally produced cheese, jams, and sweets are
sold in many places in the Mountainous Adygeya area. Some of them are true geofood,
because they are offered as products of the local mountainous environment (Figure 7).
The concentration of vendors attracts many tourists, and even a few vending facilities
serve as “magnets” for visitors. Indeed, placing such “magnets” close to geotouristic
attractions can stimulate visits to the latter, and this factor can recompensate the absence
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of other factors. Moreover, selling geofood at geosites can contribute to the sustainable
component of geotourism, which is very important [7,91–94]. For instance, geofood such
as the pastila is healthy (there is enough literature about the benefits of eating dried
fruits [95–99]), and its consumption cultivates a healthy lifestyle. Moreover, some types of
geofood can be made from the “excessive harvest” of fruits, nuts, vegetables, mushrooms,
etc., important products which would otherwise be lost as food waste. A problem is that
vendors sometimes mix local and non-local (“non-native”) products, which affects the true
and perceived authenticity of the local geoheritage landscape.
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Table 2. Possible storytelling during the Belaya River geoexcursion.

Locality General Geological Knowledge Story Elements

Rufabgo
potholes

Potholes reflect some specific mechanisms of
river erosion, the understanding of which
remains incomplete and attracts researchers’
attention [72–76]. It appears that potholes are
formed commonly on the river bottom
(especially during seasonal floods), and the
subsequent uplift and related valley incision
lead to their full or partial exposure above the
water level.

Basic elements:

- Formation of hard rocks
- Valley incision
- Floods and erosion

Advanced elements:

- Idea of pseudokarst
- Comparison to granitic potholes exposed upstream and

differentiated by smoother pothole edges
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Table 2. Cont.

Locality General Geological Knowledge Story Elements

Gud
mountain
panorama

Development of inverted landforms reflects
notable interaction between geomorphological
processes and local geological settings [77–81].
A particular example of this can be seen when
active river erosion removes older soft rocks at
the limbs of a syncline, whereas the hinge zone
remains “protected”, being capped by younger
hard rocks. As a result, the most elevated point
represents the syncline axis.

Basic elements:

- Not a volcano (Gud is commonly misinterpreted as an
ancient volcano)

- Isolated landform
- What is on the top?

Advanced elements:

- Idea of inverted landforms
- Jurassic stratigraphy

Lipovy
contact

In the Paleozoic, there were several episodes of
the detachment of terranes from the Tethyan
margin of Gondwana; these terranes, which
often formed chains (superterranes), moved
northward, with the oceans opening to the
south of these chains and the other oceans
closing to the north of them [82–84]. This was a
kind of mega-conveyor, which functioned even
after the assembly of the Pangaea.

Basic elements:

- Origin of the Greater Caucasus in the deep time
- “Africa meets Europe”

Advanced elements:

- Idea of terranes
- Sharpness of intrusive contact (ideas of [85])
- Gondwanan metamorphics
- Laurussian granitoids
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Generally, it appears that there are various factors to the successful touristic exploita-
tion of geosites, the combinations of which may differ significantly between areas. For
instance, geoproducts may or may not be available locally, and their essence, their attrac-
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tiveness to visitors, and the readiness of local vendors to offer them differ substantially and
depend on many additional conditions.

5. Conclusions

The present study has allowed us to characterize the Hosta’s Labyrinth geosite on the
northeastern Black Sea shore and seems to be one of the first (if not the first) geoheritage
descriptions from the area. The urgency of such studies is dictated by the demand of a
quickly growing tourism and recreation industry, which needs new tourist attractions and
a diversification of tourists’ experiences. Three main conclusions can be made from this
study. First, the Labyrinth geosite is ranked locally, but it is perfectly accessible. Second,
this geosite is already being exploited intensively for the purpose of tourism, a matter
which has been made possible thanks to three factors (story, route, and cultural appeal)
indicating managerial creativity. Third, some important factors in the successful touristic
exploitation of geosites do not exist across all existing geosites. Additionally, it should be
noted that not only tangible (exposed geological features) but also intangible elements of
geoheritage landscapes (e.g., cultural frames for judgment of geological features or local
food traditions) can act as important factors in the successful touristic exploitation of a
geosite. Generally, it appears that geotouristic developments require further attention to
innovative thinking in this sphere and a “deep penetration” into the cultural re-thinking of
geosites. The potential of contemporary creative industries can be used for this purpose.

The present study focuses on a notable, but single, example of a case in which geosites
are “sold” successively to the lay public. Further conceptual developments require analyses
of multiple examples from different countries with different cultural and socio-economical
contexts. Any comprehensive review of them would be unrealistic considering the present
state of the knowledge about the subject and the need for field investigations, and, thus,
reports of suitable case examples should be welcomed. Another research perspective is
linked to the analysis of the opinions of geotourists and geotourism managers. However,
such studies should be carried out with serious caution because many unexperienced
visitors have very limited knowledge of geology and geoheritage and some managerial
solutions are only intuitive.
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