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Abstract: The COVID-19 pandemic has had a significant impact on the way tourism activities are
conducted. Restrictions on moving from place to place have likely limited the spread of the SARS-
CoV-2 virus but have also led to economic crisis in many countries around the world. In this article,
we assessed the impact of the COVID-19 crisis on the activities of cultural heritage tourism sites in
Europe. Scientific research was carried out in industrial heritage tourism sites associated with the
European Route of Industrial Heritage (ERIH). Analysis of the literature and the results of our own
research indicated a strong impact of the pandemic on the examined sites, expressed in the limitation
of the operating time of the sites, a decrease in the number of tourists attended to, and a decrease in
revenues. No significant reduction in employment was noticed. These sites were not generally used
in preventive actions during the health crisis. Only some managers took an active part in supporting
emergency services in a difficult situation. We concluded that taking up innovative functions by
tourism enterprises should be open innovation.

Keywords: tourism; management; cultural heritage tourism; open innovation; ERIH; COVID-19
pandemic; heritage tourism site; open innovation with digital transformation

1. Introduction

The SARS-CoV-2 virus, which caused the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 and, con-
sequently, the global health crisis, is also the cause of the economic crisis in the global
economy. The negative impact of the pandemic is perceived in many sectors, but the
industry that suffers the longest loss from a pandemic is tourism. After the first year of the
pandemic, UNWTO [1] estimated losses due to the restriction of tourist travel in the amount
of USD 1.3 trillion in export revenues, while another year of struggling with this disease has
passed and it is still difficult to define the end of its impact, let alone the horizon in which
global economies will start making up for their losses. As proven by subsequent UNWTO
publications [2], in the first three quarters of 2021, the number of arrivals of international
tourists around the world was 20% lower than in the first three quarters of 2020 and 76%
lower than the number in 2019. At the same time, the direct economic contribution of
tourism in tourism direct gross domestic product was estimated at USD 1.9 trillion in 2021,
while in 2019 it was USD 3.5 trillion.

However, in addition to the financial dimension, the impact of the pandemic on tourist
sites also has other consequences. These include limitations in the continuity of supplies
and business service activities caused by lockdowns and, consequently, the reduction of
employment in these sites [3]. However, it is unique that in a crisis of a global nature, the
tourism industry may also engage in preventive measures related to reducing the incidence
of disease or supporting the counteracting of the effects of a pandemic.
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The aim of this article was to assess the impact of the COVID-19 crisis on the activities
of cultural heritage tourism sites in Europe. The assessment was based on scientific research
by the authors at the turn of 2021 and 2022 among the management of cultural heritage
tourism sites associated with the European Route of Industrial Heritage (ERIH). The
research issues undertaken are also a voice in the discussion on open access to innovative
functions of tourism enterprises in times of global crises.

2. Cultural Heritage Tourism during the COVID-19 Pandemic
2.1. Cultural Heritage Tourism

J.M. Luoa and L. Ren [4] emphasised that cultural heritage tourism is one of the oldest
forms of tourism, as its subjects often date back to ancient times. Therefore, it is no surprise
that it is also one of the most popular forms of tourism. The 2018 UNWTO report on
Tourism and Culture Synergies [5], i.e., before the COVID-19 pandemic, notes that even
in the 1990s, 37% of all trips contained a cultural element, and the growth rate of tourist
trips was forecast at 15% per year [6]. Meanwhile, in the 21st century, the percentage of
cultural elements in tourist trips is estimated at about 40%, and according to the OECD
report, it is as much as 50% in European and American tourism [7]. In turn, the study
by Price Waterhouse Coopers [8] in the 2009 report [5] indicated that cultural tourism
in Europe is responsible for between 28% and 39% of tourism expenses. However, it
should be noted that the given estimates depend on the scope of the adopted definition
from 1985 [9]. Higher scores are obtained if a broad (conceptual) definition of cultural
tourism is adopted, including all movements of persons that satisfies the human need
for diversity, tending to raise the cultural level of the individual and giving rise to new
knowledge, experience, and encounters. However, its technical version (narrow definition)
is limited to “movements of persons for essentially cultural motivations such as study
tours, performing arts and cultural tours, travel to festivals and other cultural events, visits
to sites and monuments [5].” Similar estimates are quoted by G. Richards [10], who also
showed the growing interest in the subject of cultural heritage tourism throughout the last
three decades among scientists.

At the same time, along with the popularity of tourism related to the exploration of
cultural heritage, the discussion on its determinants, especially the concept of authenticity,
is intensively developing. R.W.K. Lau [11] recalled that this discussion gained importance
more than half a century ago by developing the concept of the authenticity of MacCan-
nell [12]. This concept included relationship and object authenticities. It was criticised and
rejected by some, and intensively developed by others [11,13–16]. Criticism most often
concerns pseudoevents [17] resulting from mass tourism or staged authenticity [12], loosely
related to reality, which the literature also presents in the form of examples, e.g., related to
the reconstruction of medieval castles in the 20th century [18].

M. Żemła and M. Siwek [18] presented an overview of the development of the concept
of authenticity in tourism activity. Such as other researchers, they noted that as a result of
numerous applications and concepts, and the multitude of included elements, the concept
of authenticity had become an ambiguous term. Therefore, these researchers proposed three
different approaches to authenticity, used according to different types of heritage: pieces of
art, buildings, and monumental zones. The consensus seemed to be obtained by referring
to the conception of objectivism of authenticity [19] which refers to the measurement of
authenticity according to individually formulated absolute and objective criteria.

As already mentioned, the reports of UNWTO [5] proved that tourism, in which
the cognitive element is connected with getting to know the cultural heritage of a given
place, is an extremely dynamically expanding form of tourism activity. This also applies
to postindustrial areas with a long history of socioeconomic development. Then, heritage
tourism becomes a function that allows the past to be transferred into the present in active
processes of remembering and forgetting [20]. Cultural heritage tourism is often based on a
dichotomous definition of heritage [21], which may have a material dimension, generally
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related to buildings, settlements, or locations, or an intangible dimension, related to local
cultural elements, including local traditions, dialect, and intangible works by local artists.

Attempts to define the issue of heritage by defining its significance for tourists were
undertaken by L. Smith [21]. With a sample of 273 travellers, she noticed that among
the most frequent answers, almost every third concerned the intangible past (30.0%), and
every fifth concerned patrimony or preservation (22.0%) or history in general (15.4%). The
material attributes of the past were only in fourth place in terms of preferences of choice
by tourists. They were chosen by every tenth respondent (10.6%). This meant that tourists
participating in L. Smith’s research [21] were far more likely to understand heritage in the
intangible sense.

Just as cultural heritage is commonly divided into tangible and intangible [22], so
can the sites that represent heritage be divided. However, H. Park [23] indicated that
some sites make use of both tangible and intangible heritage [24]. Ch.-K. Lee et al. [25]
(following T. Lam and C.H. Hsu [26]) noted that cultural heritage tourism sites are one
type of destination, where culture has been found to be an important determinant of
visit intention.

However, defining heritage related to a specific destination is not limited to determin-
ing its tangible or intangible dimension. Often it is also about the time dimension, as it
can take the form of a process. Therefore, the literature also includes attempts to reject
the dichotomous approach to heritage. R. Zhang and L. Smith [27] indicated that it is
possible to adopt the functional meaning of heritage by defining it as something that is
produced, and that at the same time it is in a continuous process of taking place through
the practice of management and tourism. This means that the heritage may not only be
what was created in the distant past, e.g., in previous centuries, but even what was created
during the life of a tourist or their immediate ancestors. Of course, it is not about newly
built castles reminiscent of those from previous eras, but about authentic exhibits that were
created in the relatively recent past. A striking example is postindustrial heritage tourism,
which limits the scope of heritage tourism to industrial sites and equipment associated
with industrial activities that have ceased operation or are still running [28].

E. Parka et al. [29], based on the literature [11,30,31], reminded us that the volume of
demand in heritage tourism activities results from (i) the level of awareness of heritage in
society; (ii) the ability to express uniqueness through the awareness of historical environ-
ments or staged history; (iii) increasing the wealth of the society resulting in more leisure
time resources, mobility, and access to works of art; (iv) the need to surpass contemporary
experiences; and/or (v) satisfying the need for historical continuity with previous generations.

There are also many attempts to estimate the value of these objects in the literature.
However, it is not only limited to financial value, but also to its intangible dimension in the
form of cultural capital. D. Throsby [32] defined it as an asset that embodies or gives rise to
cultural value in addition to whatever economic value it might possess. Assuming that the
object functions in a closed economy system, the stock of cultural capital K is a combination
of two values for society V = V (Ke, Kc), where Ke is the financial valuation of capital at a
given moment, and Kc is a cultural valuation resource measured in a notional metric that
reflects the importance or value of the cultural object for society. This interesting concept is
implemented by estimating the cultural value of its tourist utility, i.e., by the number of
tourists visiting a specific site [33]. Considering, however, that the COVID-19 pandemic
has restricted tourist traffic and income from tourism, it should be stated that the cultural
value of heritage tourism sites has also been limited.

The ERIH newsletters [34,35], published as part of their own analyses of heritage
tourism sites, showed that European heritage tourism entities target a wide range of people,
but also have an important educational mission, including that of educating tourists. It is
also known that the range of these sites is supraregional, as in general 60% of the structure
of visitors are people from the region, 30% from outside the region, but from the given
country, and 10% are foreign guests.
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2.2. Tourism during the COVID-19 Pandemic

A review of research and scientific opinions published after 2019 showed that few
scientific papers do not take into account the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. The very
fact of such a widespread discussion of this issue makes one realise how an important factor
influencing the contemporary shape of the tourist market is the health crisis caused by the
spread of the SARS-CoV-2 virus. After two years of operation of the related restrictions,
the above remarks do not come as a surprise. However, it was interesting that scientists’
warnings about a possible pandemic caused by a virus threatening humanity occurred long
before the SARS-CoV-2 virus appeared. An example is the publication of P.J. Tew et al. [36],
who, in 2008, made a forecast predicting an almost certain outbreak of an epidemic similar
to the one that took place in the world in 2003 (SARS epidemic). The forecast predicted that
the H5N1 virus would be the source of the epidemic. Y.Y. Fan et al. [37] reached similar
conclusions in 2018.

More than two years of experience in the mutation and spread of the virus increased
the ability of scientists and state leaders to actually assess the situation and implement
solutions to reduce the negative impact of the disease [38]. Figure 1 shows the evolution of
the COVID-19 pandemic in Europe, as measured by the number of new COVID-19 cases
and deaths from the virus (Figure 1).
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Many scientific publications focused on the behaviour of tourists in the context of pan-
demic threats. Researchers analysed the relationship between psychological distance and
the risk associated with falling ill [40], diagnosed the reasons for fear of travelling [41,42],
analysed travel restrictions [43], or examined the residents’ perception of the situation
(risk, emotional solidarity, and support) [44]. However, there were also analyses of the
tourism sector and its main stakeholders (representatives of demand, supply, and the
authorities) [45]. The literature also included recommendations to develop new methods
of crisis management [46] and to consider the issue of COVID as an environment for ver-
ifying theories related to threats [47]. However, with time, more and more researchers
pointed to the troubles of enterprises related to tourism, especially the hotel and aviation
industries [48].

More and more often, especially since the COVID-19 pandemic, it was also noticed
that the popularity of elements of cultural heritage was also present in the digital space [49].
A. Lungu et al. [50] noticed that modern digital technologies make it possible to preserve
the motives and symbols of our ancestors and pass them on to the next generations.
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The experience gained in the past, especially during previous epidemics, turned out to
be extremely important in predicting the future about the postpandemic situation. An inter-
esting query in this respect was presented in the work of V. Kaushal and S. Srivastava [51],
who pointed to the important role of events that make people aware of the need to prepare
for the effects of the threats. Similar conclusions were formulated by F. Altuntas and M.S.
Gok [52], who noticed a research gap in the absence of scenarios for the hotel industry in
emergencies in the initial period of the pandemic. Likewise A.E.E. Sobaih et al. [53] ap-
pealed to entrepreneurs from the tourism industry to develop resistance plans to epidemic
crises. Contrary to appearances, this was not an individual problem, because, as aptly
noted by T. Gonzalez-Torres et al. [54], maintenance of the tourism supply chain (TSC)
means a network of mutual dependencies between participants of the tourism market, and
thus the risk taken by one of the entities may also have an effect on other stakeholders.

Interesting issues were discussed in the article by G.I. Bhaskara and V. Filimonau [55],
who considered the activities of tourism enterprises in the context of organisational learning
for disaster planning and management. They noticed that the perspective of estimating
losses was usually very short (current), the attempt to compensate was limited to observing
the competition and implementing similar actions limiting losses. This meant that tourism
enterprises were not prepared for crisis situations. The case of the lack of reaction of entities
that received information about the appearance of the SARS-CoV-2 virus much earlier than
others but did not take preventive measures, not believing that the virus would spread
quickly, was especially appealing to the imagination.

The literature cited solutions that should be adopted to immunise the tourism industry
against the effects of threats such as COVID-19. According to G.D. Sharma et al. [56], this
resilience depended on a government response, technology innovation, local belongingness,
and consumer and employee confidence.

However, it is rare to include the role of tourism operators in limiting the effects of
the virus in research. Based on the research on spa enterprises by A.R. Szromek [3], he
noted that the tourist and spa infrastructure of modern tourism enterprises may play an
important role in the pandemic. Due to the lack of tourism in spas, these enterprises got
involved in activities supporting the health system through:

• treatment of patients who were diagnosed with SARS-CoV-2 but who did not require
intensive care,

• treatment of patients who had COVID-19 but needed help with their recovery,
• running isolation units, i.e., places where people in self-isolation were quarantined,
• vaccinating the local population.

Although the issue of the involvement of tourism enterprises in rescue efforts may be
incomprehensible to most stakeholders of the tourism sector, they can play an important
role in an emergency. During the global health crisis caused by SARS-CoV-2, the tourism
industry was one of the first to experience its effects. The lockdown announced in many
European countries at the beginning of 2020 brought tourism to a standstill. The hitherto
crowded tourist sites suddenly became useless for society. In many cases, state subsidies
provided for maintaining jobs became the salvation for business services. However, some
studies [3] proved that tourist sites abandoned by tourists may play an important social role
in a crisis period, consisting of supporting these entities by entrusting them with specific
tasks. They may concern activities that unburden the health service industry or directly
limit the transmission of the disease. However, it seems that knowledge on this subject
should be open innovation.

An interesting framework for the concept of open innovation was formulated by
E.K. Huizingh [57], which organised the existing knowledge and various approaches.
They only complemented the achievements of H.W. Chesbrough two decades ago [58–60].
E.K. Huizingh [57] made the differences between innovation in terms of the openness
of both the process and the result of innovation extremely clear. It should be noted,
however, that the impact of the concept of open innovation on business performance
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was not unequivocal [61], and the creator of this concept even proved that there was no
universal set of practices to successfully practice open innovation [62].

After two decades of developing the concept, you can encounter its different views
in the literature. The approach that captures sustainable open innovations seems inter-
esting [63]. One of the dynamically developed approaches is open innovation dynamics,
which took various forms in the literature, e.g., culture for open innovation dynamics [64],
and even entrepreneurial cyclical dynamics of open innovation [65]. J.J. Yun [64,65] pointed
out that open innovation dynamics has two layers:

• open innovation microdynamics and
• open innovation macrodynamics.

The first included the process: open innovation—complex adaption—evolutionary
change dynamics, while the second included the dynamics: market open innovation—
closed open innovation—social open innovation.

The idea of using open innovation in counteracting the effects of COVID-19 was
present in the literature since the beginning of the pandemic, as it seemed to be an
extremely valuable solution in a situation of crisis requiring unity in actions taken.
H. Chesbrough [58–60,66], as the creator of the concept of open innovation, extended it
by this aspect [67], and the idea was followed by other researchers [68].

3. Materials and Methods

Assessing the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on cultural heritage tourism sites
needed research among managers and administrators of sites associated with the Euro-
pean Route of Industrial Heritage (ERIH). The research consisted of indepth interviews
conducted in December 2021 and January 2022, about two years after the first COVID-19
case in Europe. For this purpose, a research tool in the form of a research questionnaire
was used and made available via an online survey platform. The research questionnaire
contained a set of 54 questions that were divided into a data table with 8 groups of themed
questions. Due to the diverse specificity of cultural heritage sites, some groups of ques-
tions were assigned to specific types of sites, while others covered issues of homogeneous
themes. An example of issues assigned to specific sites would be a group of questions only
asked to administrators of historical estates. Other themed groups concerned the activities
of sustainable development, applied business models, the use of open innovation, and
activities conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic. Due to the complexity of the issues
raised, we only discussed the results of research concerning the running of sites during
the pandemic.

The request for participation in the research was sent to all tourist sites included in
the ERIH, which is the largest association of such sites in Europe. During the research
period, the ERIH owned 316 cultural heritage tourism sites, of which 110 (34.8%) were
flagship sites (ERIH Anchor Points), while the rest (65.2%) were ordinary members of the
association (ERIH Members). Ultimately, 73 cultural heritage tourism sites from all over
Europe took part in the study, i.e., every fourth ERIH site (23.1%). The list of site locations
that participated in the research is presented in Table 1. It shows that almost every third site
was located in Germany (30.1%), and a little more than every fifth site was in Spain (21.9%).
A total of 9.6% of the sites, i.e., every tenth examined, came from the British Isles. On the
other hand, 5.5% of the examined sites were located in Poland. The percentage structure of
sites participating in the research indicated that in the case of other European countries, the
share of sites representing these countries did not exceed 5%.

At the same time, the obtained structure of the studied objects was representative
for Europe, as it was structurally consistent with the structure of objects associated with
the ERIH. This association brought together almost all the active cultural heritage sites
in Europe.
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Table 1. Location of the sites taking part in the research, along with their actual participation.

Location of the Sites Percentage Structure [%] Location of the Sites Percentage Structure [%]

Germany 30.10% Bulgaria 1.40%
Spain 21.90% Finland 1.40%
UK 9.60% Slovenia 1.40%

Poland 5.50% Croatia 1.40%
Sweden 4.10% Czech Republic 1.40%
Portugal 4.10% Ireland 1.40%
France 4.10% Ukraine 1.40%

Norway 2.70% Austria 1.40%
Italy 2.70% Belgium 1.40%

Luxembourg 2.70% Total 100.00%
Source: Own study.

The answers to the questions included in the research questionnaire were generally
provided by site directors and managers. In a few cases, the answers were provided by
persons appointed by the owner or administrator of the site.

Various statistical methods were used in the research. First, the collected data was
subjected to a formal analysis in terms of the correctness of filling in the questionnaires.
Second, a substantive analysis in terms of outliers and extreme responses (values), as well
as the transformation of responses to questions about the possibility of multiple choices.
The transformations of qualitative features and quantitative variables helped develop a
database which was subjected to statistical analysis.

The statistical analysis consisted of both univariate and multivariate analysis. In the
analysis of qualitative characteristics, structure indicators were used, as well as a five-point
Likert scale for assessing the authenticity of the represented cultural heritage site. However,
in the quantitative analysis, both a descriptive analysis in terms of classical and positional
measures as well as a correlation analysis were used. The descriptive analysis included
the use of certain activities: arithmetic mean, standard deviation, median, coefficient of
variation, and mode. The Yule correlation coefficient for the 2 × 2 convergence table (ϕ2)
was used in the correlation analysis.

In the comparison of some activities in the subgroups, tests of significance of differences
between mean values were also used. In the case of variables showing a distribution close
to normal, the Student’s t-test was used, otherwise the Mann–Whitney U test was used.
The occurrence of normal distribution was tested by the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test. When
comparing more than two study groups, ANOVA was used. The chi-square test was used to
compare the two structure indicators. The study used a significance level of p = 0.05.

4. Results

The surveyed group of cultural heritage tourism sites mostly belonged to the category
of ERIH members (60.3%), i.e., more often than every other surveyed site. A total of 39.7%
of the examined sites belonged to the ERIH Anchor Point category (Figure 2a). This meant
that the obtained structure of the examined sites corresponded to the structure of the sites
affiliated with the ERIH association (the test of significance of differences in structure
indicators showed no significant difference between the fractions (p = 0.6244)).

At the same time, the surveyed group included sites that are public and private
organisations, but also with mixed ownership, as well as nongovernmental organisations
(Figure 2b). The majority in this group were public organisations, as every second site
was state-owned (50.7%). Every sixth site had a private owner (15.1%), while every fourth
site (23.3%) had a mixed ownership structure. The smallest number was in the form of
nongovernmental organisations (11.0%).

The vast majority of the examined tourist sites offered tourism activities focused
on cultural heritage related to production and manufacturing (Table 2). Every fifth site
precisely represented such themed issues of cultural heritage (19.3%). Slightly fewer sites
offered tourist routes related to mining (15.6%), and more often than every tenth site
presented activities related to the production of iron and steel (11.9%) and transport (11.0%).
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This meant that the theme of the heritage of heavy industry was presented more often than
every second examined business.
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Figure 2. Type of membership of the examined sites (a) and their form of ownership (b).

Table 2. Themed issues presented by the examined tourist sites.

Tourism Offer Subject [%] Tourism Offer Subject [%]

Production and Manufacturing 19.3% Industry and War 3.7%
Mining 15.6% Communication 2.8%

Iron and Steel 11.9% Salt 2.8%
Transport 11.0% Application of Power 1.8%

Landscapes 8.3% Water 1.8%
Textiles 8.3% Paper 0.9%

Housing and Architecture 7.3% Service and Leisure Industry 0.0%
Extra: Company Museums and Factory Tours 4.6% Total 100.0%

Source: Own study.

Sites offering tourists cognitive values related to the textile industry (8.3%), landscape
(8.3%), or housing and architecture (7.3%) were less frequent. The remaining themed
categories, including company museums and factory tours, industry and war, communi-
cation, salt, application of power, water, paper, and the service and leisure industry, were
represented by less than 5% of sites.

A detailed comparative analysis of average site authenticity assessments divided
into ERIH membership type (Member/Anchor point) showed no statistically significant
differences between the average scores in these groups (p = 0.6126). There were also no
significant differences between private and public sites (p = 0.1317). A comparison of the
differences between the average scores obtained in groups differentiated in terms of the
form of site ownership, performed with the ANOVA test, allowed us to establish that in
this case as well no significant difference was observed between the scores (p = 0.2453). The
statistical difference was also not observed in the case of the division into groups diversified
in terms of the target recipient of the tourist offer (p = 0.1625).

The respondents were also asked about the impact of the pandemic on the activities
of tourist sites (Figure 3). The obtained structure of responses allowed us to establish that
every third tourist destination (34.2%) operated for more than half of the first year of the
pandemic or for half of the season in which it usually operated. Almost the same number of
tourist sites (32.9%) was in operation for less than half of 2020, or for less than half of their
regular operating times in previous years. Only every fifth site (20.5%) operated without
major obstacles for all or almost all of the year. Every tenth cultural heritage tourism site
(9.6%) did not run its normal tourist activity.

Representatives of the surveyed tourist sites were also asked about the approximate
number of visitors to the site in 2019 and 2020, which made it possible to compare the
reduction in tourism caused by COVID-19. The results of the comparisons showed that
the average decrease in the volume of tourism caused by the pandemic in the studied sites
amounted to −60.4 ± 27.3% (Me = −62.5%), which meant that some sites recorded almost
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total loss in tourism. Only two sites recorded an increase in the volume of tourism, in one
case it was an increase of 2.8%, and in the other, of 42.9%.
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Figure 3. Structure of answers to the question about the functioning of the site during the pandemic.

The respondents were also asked about the average share of foreign visitors in the
total number of tourists visiting the examined sites during the year. On average, it was
14.9 ± 15.2% of visitors (Me = 10%). On average, 87,486 ± 237,914 tourists stayed in the
examined tourist sites in 2019, while a year later it was 42,111 ± 140,893 people. The site
that recorded the highest turnout in 2019 among all the examined sites welcomed a total of
1.5 million tourists, while in 2020 it was only 918,721 people.

The economic difficulties caused by COVID-19 also contributed to the reduction of
employment in the examined sites through employment dismissals or nonrenewal of
employment contracts. The average number of employees (excluding volunteers) in the
examined sites was 26.1 ± 64.4 people (Me = 7). On average, employment was reduced
by 0.68 ± 2.35 employees, and according to the median value, there were generally no
employment dismissals (Me = 0). However, there were also sites where the recorded
reduction in employment amounted to 15 employees. Nobody was hired in this period.

The respondents were also asked how the sites managed by them got involved in
rescue efforts related to the COVID-19 pandemic. It should be noted that this was one of
the most difficult questions for the respondents, as in many cases the respondents stated
that they did not understand how their site could contribute to the reduction of disease
(26.0%) or did not give any answer at all (30.1%). Almost every fourth site (23.3%) got
involved in rescue efforts related to COVID-19, and every fifth (20.5%) did not do so.

Managers were also asked about the form of involvement of sites in preventive ac-
tivities. Two approaches to this issue could be identified among the responses of the
managers of the examined sites. The first was a perspective directed towards the inside
of the institution—managers answered how they secured the facility and their employees.
Second, on the other hand, were activities directed outside—helping intervention services,
making their spaces available to medical service employees, conducting educational activi-
ties among the community, etc. The full list of activities is presented in Table 3. Therefore,
in general, it was both the development of internal emergency plans for the duration of the
pandemic and the provision of building space for rescue purposes or delegating workers to
community work related to the pandemic or organising vaccinations. Therefore, it should
be noted that although these sites rarely engaged in activities related to the mitigation of the
effects of COVID-19, when they did, they generally performed very important functions. It
is also important to note that the awareness of those in charge of these sites as to what they
can do to help during a health crisis is very limited.
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Table 3. Selected ways of involving sites in preventive activities.

Ways of the Facility’s Involvement in Rescue Operations Related to the COVID-19 Pandemic

1. Offered public open space for cultural and community activities.
2. Implemented government recommendations and adapted to the changing epidemic situation.
3. Informed of government rescue funds and ideas and invention ideas.
4. A contingency plan for employees and visitors was put in place.
5. Adapted the facilities, adopting the necessary measures to guarantee the safety of visitors.
6. Visiting conditions, an emergency plan, and virtual visits were created.
7. The plant was not directly involved in preventive activities. Local residents were supported
by social associations.
8. Started two campaigns to raise money and keep people engaged. Obtained secured grants,
launched an online shop, and a mobile tour to facilitate self-guided visits.
9. While closed, staff members were working as volunteers of Red Cross or medical facilities, to
help organise testing point inside the main institution of the museum.
10. Organisation of testing for all employees, providing vaccination centre.
11. Staff deployed to call centre roles; venue converted into a call centre for COVID-19 support.
12. Information on the risks was made available on social media and on the website.
13. Implemented parking for employees, remote work, antivirus shield, crowdfunding platform
(patronite, screenshot), sale of assets.
14. Provided disinfectants and disinfected the facility.
15. One employee was at the pandemic staff of the district.
16. Assistance to the population as part of the efforts: carrying meals, reception in a vaccination
centre, call centre for vaccines, reinforcements in school canteens.

Source: Own study.

Correlation analysis did not show a statistically significant relationship between the
studied variables. The type of membership in the ERIH was not related to the fact that the
sites were involved in combating COVID-19 (ϕ2 = 0.065).

The site representatives were also asked for their opinion on how COVID-19 affected
the future of the site. The majority of respondents (56.2%) stated that the pandemic did not
significantly change the conducted activity; therefore, the site would continue to function
as it previously did even after the pandemic period. However, more than one in ten (12.3%)
admitted that the pandemic had brought about negative changes that would affect the
functioning of the site for a long time. A total of 4.1% of the respondents even stated that
the continuation of restrictions or their reintroduction risked the functioning of the site, and
1.4% of the respondents believed that the consequences of the pandemic meant that the site
would have to undergo permanent changes or be at risk of being closed down. Only 1 in 10
(11.0%) stated that COVID-19 contributed to the improvement of the functioning of the site.

In the case of 6.8% of sites, their situation was different than above. For example, it
was found that the financial situation of the institution deteriorated, and it was difficult to
say how this would affect the future of the institution.

5. Discussion and Concluding Remarks

General analysis of the course of the COVID-19 pandemic, measured by the number
of cases and deaths (Figure 1) proved that the variability of this phenomenon revealed
periodic fluctuations. The observed course of the phenomenon over time was consistent
with the changing seasons of the year. It was observed that in both the first and the second
year of the pandemic, the lowest levels of deaths and cases were recorded in summer, the
warmest period of the year in Europe, and the highest levels were recorded in the winter.
Considering the fact that tourism related to cultural heritage tourism generally follows
the opposite course of the year to that observed in Figure 1, it could be concluded that the
losses caused by the pandemic were lower than those of the forms of tourism that record
the greatest tourist movement in winter.

When confronting the obtained results with the previously cited studies, it was worth
noting that although, based on the ERIH [34] research, tourist sites functioned for half
of the year, our research showed that every fifth site operated throughout the year, and
every third for more than half of the year. Thus, the research showed that most of the sites
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(54.7%) operated for more than half a year. However, it should be noted that this result was
overestimated due to the sites that only function in the summer, and it was these sites that
showed no restrictions in operation.

It was also confirmed that most of the time of operation of the sites took place within
pandemic restrictions, the organisation of special events was also suspended, and the
number of visitors decreased by 60.4 ± 27.3% compared to 2019. The decline in visitors also
entailed a decline in revenues. The ERIH reported that the reduction in revenues in cultural
heritage tourism sites reached 28% compared to 2019, with more than half of the sites (51%)
receiving funding from public authorities and 24% from other sources. In addition, 34% of
businesses had to reduce employment (especially among seasonal workers). The results
of our research showed that the reduction in employment was much lower, and taking
into account the median value, it could be concluded that no reduction in employment
was recorded.

ERIH research [34] also showed that 79% of sites adapted their offer by proposing alter-
native solutions. This research was studied further as part of additional ERIH research [34],
conducted ad hoc through an online survey among 50 representatives of cultural heritage
tourism sites in April 2020 [35]. It was noticed that virtual tours were the most popular
during the pandemic, with the addition of contests and online exhibitions, which at the
same time confirmed the results of research by the research teams of A. Bec et al. [49] and
A. Lungu et al. [50]. Podcasts and employee videos were of slightly less interest. In turn,
webinars, online meetings, video conferences, and sharing documents, were used to contact
business recipients. In the context of further development of cultural heritage tourism
sites, it was noted that they primarily tested new formats for online sightseeing (50%).
Unfortunately, many sites reported that they have tried everything they are capable of. A
total of 20% of sites did not increase their online activity, explaining this by a lack of staff or
technical resources.

The optimistic conclusion was that half of the managers (56.2%) said that the pandemic
did not significantly change the business, so the site would continue to function as before.
Only 12.3% of the managers believed that the pandemic brought about negative changes
that would affect the functioning of the site for a long duration of time. This was confirmed
by the results of ERIH research [34], which showed that 14% of site managers believe that
their site’s operation was at risk.

The social role of cultural heritage tourism sites during the pandemic was not only
dependent on the mindfulness and creativity of managers, but also on the conditions of
the site. While in the case of the above-mentioned studies carried out among spa tourism
sites [3], the scope of rescue efforts and preventive activities was large due to the favourable
infrastructural conditions of health resorts; in the case of heritage tourism sites, these
possibilities were much smaller.

As the research showed, an overwhelming majority of managers did not take part
in counteracting the pandemic, but the rest showed great ingenuity in this regard. This
is extremely important information pointing to the very limited ability of managers and
administrators of European cultural heritage tourism sites to overcome limitations and be
mindful of being innovative. This knowledge also directly relates to the usefulness of open
innovations in such situations. M. Pichlak [69] emphasised that the use of open innovations
allows us to supplement the possessed resources of technical knowledge, and thus, achieve
additional opportunities to increase the efficiency of the innovative process.

While focusing on administrators showing innovative activity, it is worth noting
that while antipandemic activity in many sites was limited to actions taken only against
employees and customers, some managers took more advantage of the social opportunities
of their sites. For example, the area of the site was used, making it available for rescue or
vaccination purposes. An important action was undoubtedly the assigning of employees
to preventive activities as part of volunteering. These conclusions are supplemented by
the research of A.R. Szromek [3] about further critical actions made during the COVID-19
pandemic by tourism businesses.
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The obtained results of research on the need to create a crisis management strat-
egy confirmed a compliance with the needs that were also indicated in other research
by authors such as V. Kaushal and S. Srivastava [51], F. Altuntas and M.S. Gok [52],
and A.E.E. Sobaih et al. [53]. In the future, it seems necessary to increase the awareness of
managers of tourist sites in terms of the possibility of active participation in preventive
activities and the creation of programmes for functioning in times of global crises. This
need is motivated by the fact that a little more than every other manager of the examined
sites did not answer or understand the questions about how to include a tourist business
in preventive measures. Unfortunately, the negative surprise was the fact that three out
of four managers did not go ahead with any activity in this area, probably waiting for a
reaction from other institutions and services.

It is also worth noting that programmes or action strategies may be based on so-
lutions already used and made available by other entrepreneurs, or perhaps even state
administration organisations in the form of open innovations. They make it possible to
obtain innovative solutions from outside the enterprise [70], but also to share our own
solutions with other market participants [71]. Global crises should be a reason to limit
market competition in favour of coordinated, critical actions. It may be an innovation based
on a quick change of the business model, in the form of a change in the profile of activity,
which cannot be carried out due to the introduced restrictions, into one that will be socially
beneficial at the same time. It seems reasonable to develop scientific foundations and busi-
ness practices in the form of open innovations, enabling a smooth change of the business
profile, especially in industries that are extremely sensitive to limiting the possibility of
moving from place to place.

It may be useful to start work on the development of relevant recommendations
for stakeholders in the scope of activities that can be undertaken by them. For example,
facilities with a large exhibition area could protect their exhibits and make the remaining
space available to the city authorities. On the other hand, a tourist service, during a period
of stoppage in tourism, may undertake voluntary work or engage in rescue work. These
are just examples of possible activities.

It should also be pointed out that the weakness of the conducted research was the
difficulty in reaching the administrators of listed (historical) estates and in adjusting the
questions contained in the questionnaires to this group of respondents. Difficulty was
also noticed in terms of understanding the questions relating to the ways of responding
to a pandemic. This was because some respondents did not know how the facilities they
manage could contribute to supporting relief efforts in humanitarian emergencies. At the
same time, it is worth noting that such research and recommendations can raise awareness
of the ability of each tourist facility to help in emergency situations.
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