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Abstract
Differences are conspicuous in the perception of some terms of geopark terminology such as geosite, geoheritage, geocon-
servation, and geodiversity in the publications of Turkish researchers, as well as in international research and publications 
on geoparks. This different perception hinders the unity of language in geopark studies and causes confusion in conceptual 
expression. This study aims to understand and discuss the meaning and conceptual perceptions of the main geopark terms of 
Turkish researchers by analyzing their geopark-themed studies and national/international publications. In the analysis, a total 
of 100 publications of Turkish researchers, 71 national and 29 international publications on geopark themes published after 
the referee process were evaluated. The 100 publications were classified according to the origin of the author’s discipline, 
whether the publication was national or international, cited publications related to the basic concepts of geoparks, and the 
conceptual meaning in the most cited publications and the conceptual perception in the articles were discussed. The results of 
the analysis highlighted the following findings. There is no common perception in the use of the prefix Geo in Geopark ter-
minology on a national scale and the prefix Geo is perceived differently between Turkish geologists and geographer authors. 
It is understood that Turkish geographers generally use terms such as geoheritage, geosite, geodiversity, geoconservation, 
etc., in their national and international publications. While Turkish geologist authors mostly use the prefix Geo in their inter-
national publications, they prefer the terms geological heritage, geological site, geological diversity, geological protection, 
etc., for the same basic concepts in their national publications. The use of basic geopark terms in the articles of authors with 
other backgrounds is mainly similar to the approach of authors with geology background. The conclusion of this discussion 
is that the difference in conceptual perception of geopark terms is a problem for the geopark integrity strategy, and that it 
would be better to ensure linguistic unity with terminology such as geosite, geoheritage, geoconservation, and geodiversity.
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Introduction

Geoheritage, geosites, geodiversity, geoconservation, and 
geotourism are some basic concepts frequently used in geop-
ark studies. While the terms geological heritage, geological 
site, geological diversity, and geological conservation are 
plentifully used, the meaning and content of these terms is 
still a matter of debate (Reynard 2009; Gray 2011; Kubalík-
ová and Kirchner 2016; Coratza et al. 2018; Claudino-Sales 
2021; Herrera-Franco et al. 2022). Does geological heritage 
exactly correspond to geoheritage in meaning, content and 

scope? Are geosite and geologic sites synonymous? Or does 
Geodiversity and Geological diversity have the same content 
and scope? For example, does Geological Conservation rep-
resent the entire content and scope of the word Geoconser-
vation? These examples can be increased. To answer these 
questions, what we understand from the prefix Geo becomes 
meaningful. If the prefix Geo only defines Geology, and if it 
is accepted as an abbreviated form of the term Geology, then 
is the meaning and content of the words Geoeducation, Geo-
ethics, Geostatistics, Geoarchaeology, Geostrategy, Geopoli-
tics, Geoprocessing, Geomatics, etc. limited to the content 
of geology (minerals, rocks, fossils and geological processes 
such as tectonism and volcanism)? This confusion is also 
widespread among Turkish authors who are researching and 
publishing on the subject. This article aims to identify and 
discuss some of the main “geopark” terms used by Turkish 
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