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_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Abstract. The European territory is characterized by a strong presence of rural areas. Approximately 52% of the 
European territory is classified as predominantly rural. In this context, Rural Tourism is one of the key 
opportunities in terms of potential growth for rural areas, in the wider context of the Sustainable Management 
and Promotion of Territory activities (Fagioli et al, 2014). In the last two decades, in many European Union 
member countries, rural tourism is considered as a strategy for the future, which can contribute to economic and 
social development of local communities, of less favored regions alike, in order to create jobs and reduce 
migration. At the same time, rural tourism has the advantage that it acts for the purpose of opening new 
investment prospects. Thus, it must be regarded as an economic activity that contributes to regional 
development and, consequently, to the overall economic growth (Alina,2015). 
Keywords:  Tourism, rural development, European context. 
_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
Introduction  
 The year 2011 marked 60 years since the first 
village family homestead for tourism appeared. Long 
ago in the year 1951, senator of a small archetypical 
French village Chandal a la Javie in Provence, Emile 
Aubert, started the idea of providing tourist services on 
a village homestead. The prime goal was preservation 
and development of rural environment, opening up 
new business perspectives by providing tourism 
services, new impulse to revivification of agriculture 
and based on that prevention of population migration 
out of the rural and into urban areas. An old long-
abandoned traditionally built stable was transformed 
into a tourist object, i.e. village house for providing 
tourist services and it was named „cottage“ (fr. gites). It 
was then and there that the successful realization of 
this pilot project started the development of village 
tourism in the form that we know today (Đenadić et al, 
2016). 
 According to Milenković and Utvić (2013), 
citing on research Hrabovski - Tomić (2008) and World 

Tourism Organization (2004) indicates that in many 
countries, EU Rural tourism from the 1970s is 
considered a strategy of development of regions and 
rural areas, which has a very good chance, and that 
helps in keeping the population in the area, creating 
new jobs, and ultimately contributes to the socio-
economic remaining areas of progress”.  Since that 
time, and until 1986, rural tourism has matured and 
became more complex category of interest to all levels 
of socio - economic development. Therefore, the 
following item was born which became a legislative 
initiative for tourism development in rural areas of 
Europe. However, this year is designed to give more 
political definition, as a result of the Council of Europe. 
Already in 1994.year authors have begun to observe 
the development of tourism in rural areas, as a new 
challenge to the successful shaping of economic 
physiognomy of this range and, thus, laid the 
theoretical foundations of transforming attitudes in 
practical realization of rural tourism. “Rural tourism is 
multi - activity, not just tourism on farms”. 

http://www.seasinop.com.br/revista/index.php?journal=SEA&page=article&op=view&path%5B%5D=427&path%5B%5D=pdf
http://www.seasinop.com.br/revista/index.php?journal=SEA&page=article&op=view&path%5B%5D=427&path%5B%5D=pdf
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 Global economic restructuring has created a 
climate in which many local economies have to adjust, 
in order to maintain or enhance their socio-economic 
viability. As Butler et al (1998) according to Gopal et al 
(2008) citing on research Williams (1998) and Reid et 
al (2000) indicates that  economic and social forces 
operating at the global level are determining both the 
nature and form of the rural landscape and how we 
value and use it. These changes, coupled with new 
ideas and approaches to leisure and recreation time 
are encouraging tourism development in rural areas at 
an ever increasing pace. Rural tourism development in 
areas not traditionally considered tourism destinations 
per se occurs incrementally; either as a result of 
entrepreneurs developing businesses that attract 
visitors or as a result of visitors discovering the area 
and thereby generating a demand for tourism related 
activities to which local entrepreneurs responds. The 
development of tourism in a rural area is not simply a 
matter of matching tourist demands with local product 
supply but a matter of evaluating local suitability and 
acceptability (Gopal et al, 2008). 
 
Methods  
 The whole information volume in this article 
was obtained through specific methods for the 
selective research, respecting all its stages from the 
methodological point of view: identification of the 
researched issue, research framework delimitation, 
information collection, data processing, analysis and 
interpretation drawing up the conclusions. Research 
also played an important role in the article, which 
consisted, in the identification of other studies and 
articles on the same subject. Hence, the information 
sources used can be classified into national 
publications (research institutes, university...), and into 
non - governmental sources (independent 
publications). A special place in the study takes text 
from the international literature, based on similar 
studies. The research results are based on a series of 
mainly qualitative analyses, on the one hand, and on a 
series of logical rationales, on the other hand (Rajović 
and Bulatović, 2016). 
 
Analysis results and their generalizations  
There is a renewed degree of interest in rural 
development. Despite this interest, and some positive 
action at various levels, there is little by way of a 
successful blueprint for rural development. As one 
reviewer of research (in Europe) has stated “durable 
generalizations (about rural development) are scarce” 
(Whitby, 1986). This scarcity of results may be due to 
the relatively recent origin of the strategies adopted 
and to the fact that much of what is taking place is ad 
hoc, often co-existing alongside a more traditional 
institutional and policy framework and in all cases 
conditioned by the particular economic, institutional 

and socio - economic context of each rural area 
(Keane, 2000). 
 Balanced development of the countryside can 
be seen as a long-term improvement of living 
conditions of the country but according to the 
imperatives of economic, environmental, social and 
cultural self - respect due to population. Tourism 
development in rural areas aims to solve key business 
objective outside motivation and satisfaction of tourism 
and economic issues related to the depopulation of 
areas caused by migration of rural population to urban 
centers. By ensuring the practice of profitable in 
villages seeks to stop labor and return migration from 
urban to areas of origin, increasing the stability of the 
active population, improve living conditions, protect 
and conserve the environment as a factor of recreation 
and rehabilitation creative potential of the individual, 
creating conditions for carrying out other economic 
activities, industrial, commercial, rural areas 
(Drăgulănescu and Druţu, 2012). 
 The concept of sustainable tourism, where 
rural tourism is very well defined, such as preserving 
the natural environment, traditions, customs, culture, 
and the satisfaction or fulfillment for the tourist town 
full of sophisticated services and hotels (Drăgulănescu 
and Druţu, 2012). The contribution of tourism to rural 
development is important if local people participate in 
its development, it is also a means to protect the 
environment, economic and cultural-historical 
traditions, rural local. According to Wilson et al (2001) 
rural tourism also is less costly and easier to establish 
than other rural economic development strategies 
such as manufacturing. Rural tourism can be 
developed locally with participation from local 
government and small businesses, and its 
development is not necessarily dependent on outside 
firms or companies. Although tourism can be 
expensive to develop in certain cases (e.g., large 
resort areas) or can involve large firms and chains, 
rural tourism can be developed with relatively little 
investment credit, training, and capital.  Hence, 
according to Wilson et al (2001) citing on research 
Shaw and Williams (1994) and Fesenmaier et al 
(1995) indicates that rural tourism can be less costly to 
develop as compared to other economic development 
strategies; additionally, rural tourism need not involve 
dependency on outside firms and their decisions on 
whether they want to be in an area.  Rural tourism 
provides a base for these small businesses that might 
not otherwise be in rural communities because of their 
small populations.  
 Draws the conclusions that  tourism 
particularly (see Wilson et al, 2001; Mjalager, 1996; 
Oppermann, 1996)  helps two types of small 
businesses in rural areas - those directly involved in 
tourism (e.g., attractions and hotels/motels) and those 
indirectly involved in tourism (e.g., gas stations and 
grocery stores). Additionally, rural tourism works well 
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with existing rural enterprises such as farms (e. g., U - 
Pick farms) and can generate important secondary 
income for farm households. In this view, it is of 
paramount importance to recognize the diverse needs 
of locals and to provide the appropriate form of tourism 
or tourism development sustainable in the rural context 
(Hall et al, 2005). 
Figure 1 presents one way of viewing the complex 
nature of rural regions and tourism’s role by mapping 
the links between elements and issues. The map 
serves its purpose in illustrating the relationship 
between tourism and rural regions. The community is 
central to this process, and in many ways cannot be 
separated from any of the elements on the map (Aref 
and Gill, 2009). 

 
Figure 1.  Rural tourism (Source: Aref and Gill (2009) 

according to Beeton (2006). 

 
 According to Fagioli et al (2014) citing on 
research European Commission (2013) and Eurostat 
(2013) & European Commission (2011) concludes that 
in 2010, the European Commission adopted a new 
method to classify its territory, thus highlighting how 
the European Territory is characterized by a strong 
presence of rural areas. Approximately 52 % of the 
European territory is classified as predominantly rural, 
38 % intermediate and only 10% predominantly urban.  
In this context, Rural Tourism is one of the key 
opportunities in terms of potential growth for rural 
areas. In fact, the overall importance, in terms 
ofstandard output, of the agricultural holdings that 

undertake a Tourism services, in the EU - 28 
Countries, amounts to 12.5 %, after contractual work 
(39.1 %) and after both the processing of farm’s 
products and the production of renewable energy 
which amount to 18.7 %. With nearly three quar ters of 
bed places located in the rural areas, in the EU - 27, 
this sector already plays a major role in the rural 
economy and it plays a fundamental role in the wider 
context of the EU Rural Development Policy (RDP) 
2014 - 2020, which aims at coping with the new 
challenges faced by rural areas, by improving the 
competitiveness of agriculture and forestry, the 
environment and the countryside and the quality of life 
in rural areas, and by fostering the diversification of 
economic activities. 
 Namely, according to Barbu (2013) 
implementation travel plans requires long - term efforts 
and sometimes consistent investments. Modalities of 
implementation are: approval policy and tourism plan, 
as an official document of the tourism development in 
the region and managing development for a longer 
period than five to ten years; planning development 
projects and necessary actions and efficient 
organization of public and private sector; adoption and 
implementation of relevant legislation and regulations 
for tourism development and measures such as 
environmental protection and development standards; 
efficient and systematic funding of individual tourism 
projects and public sector to develop attractions and 
infrastructure tourism; preparing and training staff in all 
tourism activities - human resource development in 
tourism and local community involvement in tourism 
development and tourism marketing and efficiency 
advertising of tourism across the region and private 
firms. 
 We'll take the example, breakdown by 
Member State of Community support for rural 
development from 2007 to 2013 (in current prices in 
EUR). Namely, according to European Commission 
Directorate - General for Agriculture and Rural 
Development (2012) on the highest level, the funding 
of rural development policy is based on the 
multiannual financial framework agreed between the 
European Parliament, Council and Commission in an 
inter-institutional agreement. The financial framework 
sets the maximum amount of the EU budget each year 
for broad policy areas ("headings") and fixes an overall 
annual ceiling. The current financial framework covers 
the period 2007 - 2013. EAFRD has at its disposal 
EUR 96 billion 133 over the 2007 - 2013 period, 
including the amounts coming from the application of 
the modulation system. In Table 1 provides a 
breakdown of Community support for rural 
development from 2007 to 2013134 by Member State. 
The table contains the total Community support and 
the minimum reserved for regions under the 
convergence objective135. It should be kept in mind 
that not all public funds are covered in this overview, 
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notably the support provided in the framework of State 
Aids. Procedures for the analysis of the potential of 
rural tourism according to Šimkova (2004) and 
Šimikova (2007) starting from (1) Evaluation of the 
place appropriateness for rural tourism: demographic, 
social and economic features, communit plans and 
stakeholder expectations; analysis of the area 
potential (natural resources, cultural resources, public 
resources and services, possible risky areas and 
environment conditions); analysis of the current state 
(attractiveness, size of non-urban areas, ecology-
oriented responsibility of inhabitants, cultural wealth 
and experience, access to financial resources, 
availability of qualified workforce, eco - behaviour); 
evaluation of organisations and institutions which 
support tourism and current problems and obstacles to 
tourism; (2) Analysis of business and local specific 
risks in relation to rural tourism: existing risks must be 
perceived at two levels. At the first level, any business 
risk can also become a business opportunity, and any 
lost opportunity can be viewed as damage. At the 
second level, all risks represent some degree of 
business uncertainty. Risk analysis must therefore be 
performed with systematic approach. The CATWOE 
(see Checkland and Scholes, 1999) methodology can 
be useful, of course with respect to rural tourism 
requirements: Customer is the user of rural tourism. 
Actor is the provider of rural tourism service. 
Transformation describes the ways of how inputs 
change to outputs. Worldview - the kind of experience 
and pleasure rural tourism provides. Owner is the one 
who can decide on whether or not to continue in 
service providing. Environmental constraints – impacts 
of rural tourism on the environment stability, 
requirements on infrastructure; (3) Trend description: 
evaluation of sustainability indicators of the place 
(economic prosperity, health a life quality, wellness, 
environment conditions, …); trends in rural tourism 
within the EU; (4)  Attractiveness of the locality for rural 
tourism from the view of the investor as well as users; 
(5) Selection of the right place for rural tourism; 
(6)Infrastructure requirements for rural tourism 
(questionnaires); (7) Financial sources and ways of 
financing of rural tourism (EU funds availability); (8) 
Marketing strategy (potential target groups of 
customers, PR and different ways of presentation). 
In order to promote rural tourism, in European Union 
countries and in others, there has been developed a 
number of programs, among which is worth mentioning 
the following: The program “EXPERT”, with the 
objective to encourage the development of rural 
tourism in participant regions and countries, is based 
on the principles of innovation, transferability, 
sustainable development and profitability. After the first 
year of operation the Rural Tourism Development 
Association (ATRAC) was created, with the purpose of 
encouraging cultural and rural tourism and continuing 
the projects of the program “EXPERT”. The project is 

aimed at harmonizing the information available with 
the services necessary for rural tourism, in order to 
facilitate contacts between the suppliers of services of 
rural tourism and agencies. The program has been 
tested in the regions of Friuli-Venezia-Giulia and it was 
offered to other regions by the Italian Ministry of 
Tourism. The program “EUROPEAN RURAL 
TOURISM NETWORK”, organized by EUROGÎTES in 
collaboration with 12 organizers of rural tourism in 9 
European countries and EUROTER (Alina, 2015). 
 
 
Table 1.  Breakdown by Member State of Community 
support for rural development from 2007 to 2013 (in 
current prices in EUR) 
 

Source: European Commission Directorate - General 
for Agriculture and Rural Development (2012). 
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 This project involves three elements: technical 
assistance for the development of a chain of tourist 
lodgings in Germany, Spain, Portugal, Hungary, Czech 
Republic and Romanian. In addition, it assures 
knowledge of the European rural tourism market and 
assists in the creation of a program for information and 
promotion of accommodation in each country. This 
project contributes to maintaining rural life in Europe 
and also assists countries in Eastern Europe and 
Central Europe in their rural development efforts. The 
program for integrated development of rural tourism is 
the third phase of the EU strategy for sustainable 
development of rural tourism, based on actions at local 
level, which benefits from the strategy LEADER and 
from structural funds. This program aims at diversifying 
the economies of certain countries by developing 
tourist activity throughout the year and thus, creating 
new jobs in periods of low season and promoting a 
rural tourism product (Alina, 2015). 
 According to OECD methodology, 
Montenegro’s entire territory can be considered as 
being rural. However, given the significant differences 
between territorial units on a local level (municipalities) 
and taking into account other specific characteristics of 
Montenegro, the following approach has been 
proposed to define rural areas: if a municipality has a 
population of more than 10.000 living in urban centers, 
i.e. in settlements classified by MONSTAT as urban 
settlements which belong administratively to those 
urban centers, such settlements are not classified as 
being rural; remaining territory in the same municipality 
is, however, classified as rural. On the other hand, the 
municipalities that had less than 10.000 inhabitants 
living in urban settlements in the 2011 Census are 
classified as being entirely rural areas. This proposed 
division best reflects the current situation in 
Montenegro (Ministry of Agriculture and Rural 
Development, 2015). 

 
Table 2. The Number of Urban and Rural Populations, by 
Region 

 

 
Source: MONSTAT, Census 2011. 

Rural tourism in Montenegro ( Rajović and Bulatović, 
2012;  Rajović and Bulatović, 2014; Rajović and 
Bulatović, 2015; Bulatović and Rajović, 2015; Rajović 
and Bulatović, 2015;  Rajović and Bulatović, 2016) 
encompasses a great number of activities that take 
place in rural areas, in protected areas, e.g. national 
parks, or in wilderness of many Montenegrin 
Mountains and hills. This potential is partly valorized 

through rural tourism operators situated in the central 
and northern region of Montenegro (Figure 2). Positive 
characteristic of the rural tourism is the relatively 
convenient regional distribution considering the need 
for balanced regional and sustainable development. 
More than 61% of rural tourism businesses in central 
and northern region represent an important base for 
current and further development and valorization of 
rich cultural and natural heritage of rural areas in 
Montenegro. Wilderness areas have become very 
popular destinations, especially where these are 
untouched until today, and where the appeal of 
solitude and communing with nature is most common 
(Morić, 2013). 

 
Figure 2. The regional distribution of rural tourism operators 
in Montenegro (Morić, 2013). 

 
In the sense of the role and potentials of rural tourism, 
the future of rural areas in Montenegro and their 
development will be determined by three main factors: 
First - the support of government and other 
international and/or national bodies/organizations, 
whose main aim is to keep and attract people, 
especially young and educated people in rural areas 
by ensuring adequate living conditions (e.g. 
infrastructure development, social services 
development, protection and preservation of cultural 
and natural heritage…). Second - development of new 
and diversification of present tourism offers in rural 
areas, based on market research and needs and 
wishes of modern tourists, and their better connection 
with other sectors of tourism industry in the country. 
Third - improvement of government policy in the sector 
of entrepreneurship and starting-up of new (tourist) 
businesses in rural areas (Morić, 2013). 
 
Concluding remarks 
 According to Cawley and Gillmor (2008) 
relying the on studies (see Pearce, 1994; Stonich, 
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1998; Hall and Jenkins, 1998; Bramwell and Lane, 
2000; MacDonald and Jolliffe, 2003; Saarinen, 2006) 
indicate that tourism is allocated a central role in rural 
development policy in areas undergoing economic 
restructuring in many countries. The comparative 
advantage of such areas is often closely rooted in 
features of the physical, cultural, and social 
environments, and it is recognized that sustainable 
use should form part of any effective development 
strategy, as should the empowerment of local people. 
It is recommended that policy to promote sustainability 
in tourism as a contributor to rural development should 
also include the range of stakeholders involved.  

Table 3 gives an overview of relevant levels of 
analysis in rural development research. It indicates the 
critical importance of the farm household and the 
particular significance of the regional level. The 
interrelationship between levels must also be 
considered. Although rural development often starts in 
the farm or farm household, it must also be defined at 
the level of the region or the countryside that is in 
relation to rural life in the broadest sense, and to the 
other (economic) actors operating in the countryside 
(Knickel and Renting, 2000). 
 
 

 
Table 3. Different levels of rural development analysis 

Level Key aspects 

 
 

Farm 

Most case studies start at farm level. Key aspects are: the interrelationships between 
different farming activities; the reorganization of existing agricultural practices in order to 
accommodate new activities; the mechanisms through which new revenues and/or new 
forms of cost reduction are realized; the development of the multifunctional or multi-
product farms (economies of scope versus economies of scale). 

 
 

Farm household 

Strategies, patterns of resource use, interrelations and networks can only be adequately 
dealt with at farm household level. A key question is the reorganization of the way farming 
is combined with other (economic) activities at household level. The farm household level 
is most important in understanding pluriactivity. 

 
 
 

Region 

The region is the predominant level of aggregation for structural changes and impacts. Key 
aspects are: the contribution of individual activities to the regional economy and to regional 
employment; indirect multiplier effects, substitution or replacement effects; job creation in 
rural areas; stabilization of farming activity in the region through pluriactivity; interrelations 
between farms and other rural enterprises; markets; networks; landscape; multi - farm 
cooperation at local and/or regional level. 

 
 

Global 

Interrelations between agriculture and society as a whole; new needs and expectations 
that are articulated towards the rural areas, for example, for recreative opportunities, high 
nature values or environmental services; town-countryside relations; the influence of state 
interventions and, more generally, of institutional set-up and context (for example, state-
financed programmes for nature conservation and landscape management). 

  
Source: Knickel and Renting (2000). 

 
 
 The processes of broadening, deepening and 
regrinding, which together compose the main axis of 
rural development, are omnipresent in the European 
countryside. The actual impact however, is highly 
different between countries or even regions within a 
country. This differential impact in terms of extra net 
value added regarding deepening and broadening 
activities (y-axis) and extra family farm income 
regarding regrounding activities (x-axis) is synthesized 
in Figure 3. This figure is based on extended data 
matrices built in a large, detailed, systematic, and 
comparative inquiry carried out in seven countries. 
These countries initially included Germany, Ireland, 
Italy, the Netherlands, Spain, and the United Kingdom 
with France added later. This inquiry was part of a 
three - year EU funded research programmed called 
“The Socio-Economic Impact of Rural  Development 

Policies” or IMPACT, for short (Van der Ploeg and 
Roep, 2003). 
 Rural tourism also according Wilson et al 
(2001) is less costly and easier to establish than other 
rural economic development strategies such as 
manufacturing. Rural tourism can be developed locally 
with participation from local government and small 
businesses, and its development is not necessarily 
dependent on outside firms or companies. Referring to 
the research Mjalager (1996) and Oppermann (1996) 
concludes Wilson et al (2001) that tourism particularly 
helps two types of small businesses in rural areas - 
those directly involved in tourism (e.g., attractions and 
hotels/motels) and those indirectly involved in tourism 
(e.g., gas stations and grocery stores). Additionally, 
rural tourism works well with existing rural enterprises 
such as farms (e.g., U-Pick farms) and can generate 
important secondary income for farm households. 
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Wilson et al (2001) according interesting study Gunn 
(1998) and highlights yes rural tourism requires 
several components to be successful (see 
Briedenhann and Wickens, 2004; Hegarty and 
Przezborska, 2005; Garrod et al, 2006). Tourism 
development involves (1) attractions: the natural and 
manmade features both within and adjacent to a 
community; (2) promotion: the marketing of a 
community and its tourism attractions to potential 

tourists; (3) tourism infrastructure: access facilities 
(roads, airports, trains, and buses), water and power 
services, parking, signs, and recreation facilities; (4) 
services: lodging, restaurants, and the various retail 
businesses needed to take care of tourists’ needs; and 
(5) hospitality: how tourists are treated by both 
community residents and employees in tourism 
businesses and attractions. 

 

 
 
Figure 3. Dimensions of rural development (Van der Ploeg 

and Roep, 2003). 

 
At the end, Giannakis (2014) in her study pointing out 
to research: Hall et al (2003), MacDonald and Jolliffe 
(2003), Brandth and Haugen (2011), Yiannakis and 
Davies (2012) concludes that tourism is the major part 
of the shift in the economic base of rural societies, 
promoting thus rural vitality and sustainability. The 
synergies and interrelationships between tourism, 
agriculture and the other sectors of economic activity 
are increasingly important with many different players 
getting involved. “Rural tourism has become a 

„development tool‟ for many communities seeking to 

diversify their economies due to its capacity to 
generate local employment, stimulate external 
investment into the communities and supplement 
traditional industries. Sharpley and Vass (2006) have 
identified the long tradition of rural tourism in Europe 
and stressed its capacity to solve economic and social 
problems into rural areas” (Giannakis, 2014). 
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