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Abstract: Plurality is considered to be one of the most important indicators of rurality in
the contemporary society. But in what sense can plurality and diversified geographic
context of countryside make a difference for development of farm tourism, if any?
This paper aims to explore the significance of rural diversity of Croatia for farm
diversification into leisure-orientated activities. The main method is comparison of
spatial distribution of those farms, on the one hand, and seven different types of rural
areas, on the other. Among others, the results indicate the significance of overall
(mass) tourism development along the coast for development of tourism on
agricultural households. Furthermore, age and education are confirmed as important
factor in the process.

Key words: farm tourism, farm diversification, rural typology, rural tourism, factor analysis,
cluster analysis, Croatia

Sazetak: Pluralnost je jedan od najznacajnjih suvremenih obiljezja ruralnosti. No imaju i
pluralnost i diverzificiranost geografskih obiljezja ruralnih podrucja utjecaja na razvoj
turizma na seljackim domacinstvima? Cilj ovog istrazivanja jest istraZivanje vaznosti
razli¢itih tipova ruralnih podrucja za diverzifikaciju seljackih domacinstava i pruzanje
turistickih sliénih usluga. Osnovna istrazivactka metoda jest usporedba prostornog
razmjestaja takvih domacinstava s sedam razli€itih tipova ruralnih podrucja koji su
odredeni tehnikama multivarijatne (faktorske i klaster) analize. Rezultati, medu
ostalim, upucuju na znacCaj koji za pojavu i razvoj turizma na seljackim
domadinstvima ima masovni kupalisni turizam u priobalju. Takoder, potvrdena je
vazna uloga dobne i obrazovne strukture stanovnistva.

Klju€ne rije€i: turizam na seljakim domacinstvima, ruralni turizam, seoski turizam, tipologija,
ruralna podrudja, faktorska analiza, klaster analiza, tourism.

1. Introduction

Tourism and recreation have for decades been one of the responses to various challenges and
threats to rural areas across Europe and elsewhere (Adamowicz, 2010; BaleZentis et al. 2012,
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Butler et al., 1998; Cawley and Gillmor, 2008; Hall et al., 2003; llbery, 1998; Latkova and Vogt,
2011; Sharpley, 2002; Wilson et al., 2001; Woods, 2005). Diverse responses to those
challenges could be understood as consequences of how geographically different areas outside
cities and towns have faced varied agents of spatial transformations, such as changes in
agricultural production or increased demand for countryside amenities (Woods, 2005). As
an outcome, one can have witnessed the (re)emergence of heterogeneous and diversified non-
urban areas with different demographic, social, cultural, economic, functional, physiognomic
and environmental realities. Furthermore, the evolution of social thought and alterations in
the materialistic dimensions of rurality has triggered changes in a perspective adopted by
different stakeholders when seeing and utilizing rural space, which has accelerated the whole
process. Eventually, the identity and discourses in which the rural is perceived, experienced,
lived, planned and developed are constantly reconfiguring (Cloke, 2006; Halfacree, 2006).
Building on this conceptualization the papers argues that plurality of rurality is becoming
increasingly important factor in researching farm tourism development.

Although there are many success stories about diversifying farms into leisure activities as a tool
for adapting to the above mentioned new rural realities, farm tourism development has not
always followed despite high expectations of it (Briedenhann and Wickens, 2004; Sharpley,
2002). Numerous researches have tried to identify the most important elements constraining or
supporting successful development of various forms of farm and rural tourism (Briedenhann and
Wickens, 2004; Cawley and Gillmor, 2008; McGeheea et al., 2007; Santana-Jiménez et al.,
2011; Sharpley and Vass, 2006; Wilson et al., 2001). However, the gap has been identified in
recognizing the linkages between rural diversity (i.e. geographical context), on the one side,
with the development of leisure activities, on the other. This is not to say that the geographical
context, understood as spatial expression of mutual dependencies between natural,
demographical, historical, social, economic, cultural and other elements of place has not been
recognized as an important factor (Sznajder et al., 2009). Nevertheless, we suggest that
growing number of research on rural diversity using typological approach could be used to
further deepen the existing knowledge of complex linkages between factors contributing to
successful development of farm diversification into tourism.

The research is positioned within this framework. Its’ aims are twofold. Firstly, it aims to explore
the significance of rural diversity of Croatia for farm diversification into leisure-orientated
activities. The main method is comparison of spatial distribution of households with agricultural
production related with tourism, accommodation and other leisure activities (HAPT), on the one
hand, and seven different types of rural areas that have been identified using multivariate (factor
and cluster) analysis in authors’ previous research, on the other. The second aim is to try to
recognize, using statistical methods, indicators of rural diversity that influence farm
diversification into leisure-orientated activities in Croatia.

2. Factors contributing to success in farm and rural tourism development —
theoretical background

Success in farm tourism inevitably leads towards discussing at least two important overlapping
concepts, namely 1. The tourism destination and 2. Diversity of rural areas as a setting for
tourism development.

Tourism destination: development and competitiveness

Development and competitiveness of tourism destinations is rich and constantly growing area of
research. However, in line with the aims of the paper, the following concise outline is not
an attempt to provide comprehensive overview of different theoretical or methodological
research models concerning tourism destinations. Some recent papers serve that purpose very
well (e.g. Haugland et al., 2011). This paper will strictly aim to reveal critical factors of (rural)
tourism destination success according to various selected approaches. Some of the most
important approaches recognized are those reflecting on tourist supply and demand, push and
pull factors, tourism destination competitiveness (TDC), and various integrated and/or multilevel
perspectives on tourism destination development (e.g. IRT). The paper by Lim (1997) offers

357/376



a useful departure point, both conceptually and temporally. The author reviewed 100 empirical
studies of international tourism demand models, published mostly in the 1980s (although some
date from 1960s, providing a useful long-term overview). According to the paper, the most used
factors explaining tourist demand in that period were income, relative prices, tourism prices, and
transportation costs. Furthermore, the paper lists exchange rates, trends, dynamics, competing
destinations/goods, seasonal factors, marketing expenditures, migration, business travel/trade,
economic activity indicators, qualitative and other factors. Qualitative factors, which reveal
greater importance of certain aspects of destination attractiveness and uniqueness (e.g.
climate, culture, history and natural environment), although present, are not among the most
important ones. We would argue that this hierarchy is in line with the concept of mass tourism
development dominant in that period.

Going further towards tourist motivation is the second well-known approach: the push—pull
framework that provides a useful method for examining the driving forces underlying tourist
behavior (Kim et al., 2003). Push factors are explained as the specific forces that influence
a person’s decision to take a vacation. On the other hand, pull factors refer to the forces that
influence the person’s selection of specific destination. Although application of this framework
has not been very common in recent discussions on farm diversification into tourism, other
examples in rural settings offer some insights. For example, the paper by Kim et al. (2003)
provides a comprehensive overview of the approach in the context of protected areas and
explores the influence of push and pull factors at Korean national parks. The common push
factors found in numerous analyzed studies were: escape from everyday environment, novelty,
social interaction, and prestige; while those focused specifically on national parks were
challenge or adventure, enjoyment, social interaction (building friendship or family
togetherness), novelty and religious heritage (especially for Korean National Park visitors).
Moving to the pull side of the framework, the analysis of various studies discovered four general
dimensions: entertainment, infrastructure, physical environment, and high profile entertainment
opportunities. However, the authors warn that pull factors of national parks are likely to be
different between countries or their locations and, we would add, should not be generalized
uncritically.

In the 1990s, above-mentioned approaches towards tourism destination demand and
development have been enriched with the concept of competitiveness. Ritchie and Crouch,
the authors of much used model of tourism destination competitiveness (TDC) from
the beginning of the 1990s, would even argue that although “...competition occurs between
airlines, tour operators, hotels, and other tourism services, this inter-enterprise competition is
dependent upon and derived from the choices tourists make between alternative destinations”
(Ritchie and Crouch, 2000:1). It is no surprise then that competitiveness is an area of growing
interest among tourism researchers, extending and integrating previous studies that focused on
supply and demand, push and pull factors, destination image or attractiveness. The updated
TDC model identified the following success factors of destination competitiveness and
sustainability (summarized by the author):

e Core resources & attractors (physiography and climate, culture and history, market ties, mix of
activities, special events, entertainment, superstructure);

e Destination management (resource stewardship, marketing, finance & venture capital,
organization, human resource development, information/research, quality of service, visitor
management);

e Destination policy, planning & development (system definition, philosophy, vision, audit,
positioning, development, competitive/collaborative analysis, monitoring and evaluation);

e Qualifying and amplifying determinants (location, interdependencies, safety/security,
awareness/image/brand, cost/value);

e Finally, supporting factors and resources have also been recognized (infrastructure,
accessibility, facilitating resources, hospitality, enterprise) (Ritchie and Crouch, 2000).
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Although very comprehensive, several researchers have further built upon this model in various
ways. Enright and Newton (2004) for example added generic factors of competitiveness that are
applicable to any industry, to the mainstream factors of destination attractiveness. Mihali¢
(2000) focused more clearly on environmental aspects of competitiveness from a managerial
perspective. Her paper concluded that the destination competitiveness could be enhanced
through certain environmental marketing activities. The strongest impact was documented in
using internationally recognised accreditation schemes (e.g. eco-labels, green brands and trade
marks) by independent third organisations or bodies. However, Mihali¢ (2000) warns that too
many environmental signs cause confusion for potential customers and eventually lower
the value of every single green brand. To conclude, the question one might ask is whether this
competitiveness model is of any great importance for farm tourism? We would argue that
although often considered a small and niche market, farm tourism is today, without doubt, part
of the global leisure industry with growing importance (Butler et al., 1998). In that sense,
the success of farm tourism, on its own or as an integrated part of a complex destination is
influenced by its relative competitiveness in world markets.

In the 2000s, a new buzzword seemed to appear in researching tourism development:
integrated approach. Growing importance of different stakeholders and structures influencing
tourism in rural areas required new concepts of understanding. Furthermore, although
integrated approach was a well-known and often used concept in rural development since
the second half of the 1980s (which also helped pushing it into a tourism agenda),
the fragmentation of research on destination development finally brought it to attention
(Haugland et al., 2011). Their paper argues that although existing research had paid attention to
a large number of issues concerning destination development, it still left a gap in recognizing
strategies “spanning individual actor boundaries” and requiring attention to “issues at the level
of the individual actor, the level of the destination (inter-firm or inter-actor), and the level of
a larger geographic or regional area (inter-destination)” (Haugland et al., 2011: 269). Identified
“major parts” of their integrated, multilevel framework (which could be possibly understood as
the factors of success) are: destination capabilities (destination image and branding, utilization
of distributed resources and competencies), coordination at the destination level (degree of
integration in the local network structure), and inter-destination bridge ties (imitation,
innovation). At the moment, the author is not familiar with any concrete application of this model
that promises recognizing linkages often left out of research.

In the field of rural tourism studies, the idea of integration has been applied within the concept of
“‘integrated rural tourism” (IRT) conceived as “a method of encapsulating its multidimensional
nature and the multiplicity of stakeholders” (Cawley and Gillmor, 2008:317). It is possible to
recognize following factors of success in the IRT model: an ethos of promoting multidimensional
sustainability, the empowerment of local people, endogenous ownership and resource use,
complementarity to other economic sectors and activities, an appropriate scale of development,
networking among stakeholders, and embeddedness in local systems (Cawley and Gillmor,
2008:319). The model of IRT was applied, for example, to analyze the value added or taken
away by changes in tourism over the years 1992 to 2002 in western Ireland, an area with a long
tradition of tourism activities. The evaluation identified dimensions concerning agreement and
disagreement among the stakeholders on the factors supporting and constraining sustainability,
reflecting growing importance of participatory approaches needed for successful rural tourism
development.

The IRT concept helps us now to focus more on tourism (destination) development in rural
context. We would argue that by recognizing factors such as embeddedness in local systems
and endogenous ownership and resource use, not very common within general approaches to
coastal or other mass tourism destinations, the specificities of rural context have been brought
to very much needed attention. One of them is, for example, discussion concerning the best
possible approach for rural tourism development. Wilson et al. (2001) recognized two opposing
views that dominate current debate. The first could be labeled as entrepreneurial, market-
oriented approach that draws heavily on the economic literature. It argues that helping and
creating individual businesses, and then letting them compete in the market place, best
develops tourism and its associated entrepreneurship opportunities. The opposing, community
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approach, argues that “tourism is a community product and that, along with entrepreneurial
skills and the presence of tourist businesses, it is also necessary to have the community and
local capabilities (e.g. local leadership and formal and informal networks) directly involved”
(Wilson et al., 2001:133). Trying to overcome this dualism, their study (focus group
methodology) tried to identify those factors that help rural communities successfully develop
tourism by also including entrepreneurs. Eventually, numerous important factors have been
detected: (1) a complete tourism package, (2) good community leadership, (3) support and
participation of local government, (4) sufficient funds for tourism development, (5) strategic
planning, (6) coordination and cooperation between businesspersons and local leadership, (7)
coordination and cooperation between rural tourism entrepreneurs, (8) information and technical
assistance for tourism development and promotion, (9) good convention and visitors bureaus,
and (10) widespread community support for tourism (Wilson et al., 2001:134).

Although the list of factors contributing to success in rural tourism development may seem
exhausted by now, some studies that focused on certain specific aspects, revealed more
interesting elements. Gender was, for example, also identified as an important factor. Results of
the study by McGehee et al. (2007) indicate that women were found to have higher motivation
for agri-tourism entrepreneurship, even if not consistently significant. Household characteristics
could also play an important role in decision to start a tourism-related activity on the farm. Liu et
al. (2012) support the hypothesis that the local households’ livelihood assets (i.e., financial,
human, natural, physical, and social capitals) have an effect on the likelihood to participate
directly in tourism. Their research concluded that, “in general, households with greater financial
(e.g., income), physical (e.g., access to key tourism sites), human (e.g., education), and social
(e.g., kinship with local government officials) capitals and less natural capital (e.g., cropland)
were more likely to participate in tourism activities” (Liu et al., 2012:1). In the line with place-
oriented nature of rural tourism (Wilson et al., 2001), the importance of land use diversity and
remoteness has also been correlated with tourism setting. Santana-Jiménez et al. (2011) has
found positive influence of those factors for the rental price of the house, an important factor in
tourism development.

This short overview of factors contributing to and deterring development of tourism and other
leisure-oriented activities in rural areas clearly reveals huge complexities. It is becoming evident
that any single approach is insufficient to holistically examine numerous factors and their mutual
dependencies. However, although different physical, natural, human, social, economic, and
cultural assets are often analyzed as important parts of different theoretical models and
empirical research, we would argue that spatial diversity, which is the result of their linkages, is
often foreseen. We continue therefore this paper with concise introduction to diversity of rural
areas and typologies as an instrument for its identification. After that, the paper continues with
the role of diversity of rural areas in Croatia for farm tourism development.

Diversity of rural areas as a setting for farm tourism development

As discussed in the previous chapters, different theoretical and methodological approaches are
possible in dealing with the importance of factors and geographical context for farm and rural
tourism development. Diversity of rural areas as a setting for tourism development is in one way
or another used in numerous approaches. However, the gap was identified in researching
the importance of different types of rural areas as a setting for development and success of
farm tourism.

As already noted, contemporary differentiated countryside could be understood as the result of
diverse responses to numerous challenges faced by rural areas (Woods, 2005). As an outcome,
one can have witnessed the (re)emergence of heterogeneous and non-urban areas with
different demographic, social, cultural, economic, functional, physiognomic and environmental
realities. The differentiated view has been prominent not only in academic reading of
the countryside, but also within the political context. The most important process that changed
the way rural areas are being dealt with in the political context was the decline in the importance
of agriculture in the economy. Planning and policy-making in rural areas turned away from
a sectoral (agricultural) basis and turned towards a place-based approach supporting
the economic performance, social inclusion and environmental assets of rural localities (OECD,
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2006; Shucksmith, 2010). Eventually, this led to multidimensional approach to researching
plurality of rurality, revealing the connections between numerous characteristics of rural areas
and seeing “the big picture”. This approach was markedly different from the earlier attempts,
which have usually focused on quantifying degree or index of rurality (e.g. Harrington and
O’Donoghue, 1998). However, in both approaches typologies have been recognized as a useful
tool in empirically researching plurality.?

Typology of rural areas in the EC document The future of rural society (1988), which recognized
three standard problems of European rural areas (the pressure of modern life, rural decline and
marginalization), and classified areas accordingly (integrated, intermediate and remote rural
areas), is, to authors’ knowledge, the first attempt to recognize plurality of rurality within
the political context. Later, in the 1990s and 2000s, typologies based on advanced statistical
techniques and GIS have been produced both in ESDP and ESPON (Bengs and Schmidt-
Thomé, 2006). Finally, descriptive rural area types recognized in the background document for
the The Territorial Agenda of the European Union 2020 (TA2020), arguably the most important
political framework concerning spatial planning and territorial development, were the last in
the row of typological analysis of European territory. The TA2020 typology recognized four
different territorial types in EU countries: accessible rural territories in the metropolitan centres’
surroundings, remote rural areas, internal rural peripheries and traditional agricultural areas.?

Numerous other academic and political attempts to empirically research and understand
plurality of European rural areas were also present. Ballas et al. (2003) and Gulumser et al.
(2007) provided recent overview of typological approaches to diversity of rural areas. However,
in order to research empirical treatment of plurality in more details, author analyzed numerous
typologies of rural areas (Luki¢, 2012): Bosna and Herzegovina (Meredith, 2007), Canada
(Reimer, 2002), Finland (Malinen n.d.), Greece (Benaki et al. n.d.; Benaki et al., 2005) Ireland
(Centre for Local and Regional Studies - NUlI Maynooth and Brady Shipman Martin, 2000),
Crete (lliopoulou et al., 2006), USA (Berry et al., 2000), Serbia (Meredith, 2006), United
Kingdom (Harrington and O’Donoghue, 1998; Marsden, 1998) EU (Politecnico di Milano, 1999;
Ballas et al., 2003)., SAD (2004), Slovenia (Kladnik and Ravbar, 2003; Perpar and Kovadcic,
2002).

Comparative analysis of above-mentioned typologies was conducted in order to identify:
1. Variables and data requirements, 2. Spatial level of analysis, 3. Methodological approach and
4. Basic results, i.e. number of types and their names. Following conclusions were made:

1. Approaches to creating typologies can be divided into aggregative and disaggregative. In
aggregative approaches individual spatial units are gathered into larger clusters based on
their mutual similarities. In disaggregative approaches all spatial units are observed as
a single group divided into a number of subgroups, based on predefined criteria.

2. Typology is a highly selective instrument in research and it depends on the selection of
variables and spatial level.

3. Variables that are used can be divided into several basic groups: general geographic
indicators (locational, topographic), demographic structure and dynamics, socio-economic
structure of population, the importance of agriculture and accessibility.

4. In creating synthetic, multidimensional typologies through aggregative approach,
the application of interdependent techniques of multivariate analysis (factor and cluster
analysis) is dominant.

5. Itis important to observe rural and urban areas in their interdependency.

2 Although typologies, especially those based on advanced multivariate techniques have been present in geography
and other spatial studies since at least mid-20" century (Robinson, 2008), they have become more and more
prominent in rural studies in the 1980s.

® The Territorial State and Perspectives of the European Union, 2011 update, Background document for
the Territorial Agenda of the European Union 2020, (2011:55-57).
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The comparative analysis of selected typologies was also very useful in recognizing data
requirements and data collection approaches. Typology of rural and urbanized settlements in
Croatia, explained in the following part of the paper, has been constructed in the line with
the abovementioned insights.

To conclude, typologies have been used as an instrument for identification of territorial
differences, as well as for systematization, comparison and analysis of the collected
information. Today, typologies of rural and urbanized areas are common in spatial and regional
strategies of European countries. They might be especially useful in constructing the “big
picture” and thus overcoming the discordance among the policies influencing development in
rural areas at the national level (rural policy, regional policy, spatial/town and country planning
systems etc.).

However, although empirical treatment of plurality of rurality based on typological approach is
the most used approach, it is certainly not the only possible method. The evolution of social
thought and alterations in the materialistic dimensions of rurality has triggered changes in
a perspective adopted by different stakeholders when seeing and utilizing rural space. This is
avery dynamic process that is very hard to grasp by any statistically based approach.
The identity and discourses in which the rural is perceived, experienced, lived, planned and
developed are constantly reconfiguring (Cloke, 2006; Halfacree, 2006) and it is worth keeping
that in mind when typologies are used.

3. Typology of rural and urbanized settlements in Croatia

Rural and urbanized settlements in Croatia constitute around 90% of the total area and are
home to around 46% of the population disproportionately distributed in the country*. This is
the reflection of urbanization and modernization processes which have, in various and
constantly transformative forms, unevenly swept the countryside: between 1961 and 2001,
the population of more than 80% of all rural settlements was reduced, with half of them
shrinking by at least 50%, mainly as a result of long-term depopulation, “de-agrarization” and
pauperisation triggered already in the 19" century by the economic and political crises, followed
by overseas emigration (Luki¢, 2012). The polarization of regional development intensified in
the socialist period with strong industrialization and littoralization, transforming some areas into
suburban zones, others into over-built tourist settlements and some into peripheral and marginal
areas. The Homeland War (1991-1995) and the transition into a market economy were among
the last very influential elements of spatial and regional transformation of the country.

* The latest official statistical research on urban and rural population in Croatia states that 46.4% of total population
could be considered rural and non-urban (mixed) (Ostroski, 2011).
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Types of rural and urbanized settlements
- A - Dynamic, structurally stronger s.
B - Accessible, commuting dependent s.
I c - Market oriented agricultural .
- D - Economically diversified, mainly tourist s.
E - Extensive agriculture and weaker demographic structure
- F - Rural periphery
- @G - Other rural settlements
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Fig 1. Typology of rural and urbanized settlements in Croatia. Source: Lukic¢, 2012.

Typology based on multidimensional aggregative approach has been developed in order to
spatially recognize the abovementioned differences among non-urban settlements, using
59 variables in 10 categories (Appendix 1) (Luki¢, 2012)°. The categories used in the analysis
are: topography; size, distribution, and population structure; demographic dynamics;
employment and commuting; socio-economic structure of settlements; importance and structure
of agriculture as a source of income; land use; functions and shape of housing; household
equipment; settlement centrality and accessibility by road. We argue that these are partially
similar to variables that have been considered important for farm tourism development, as
revealed in the literature overview. The principal components and factor analysis have resulted
in 8 factors, which have been used in a cluster analysis. Finally, 7 types have been recognized
(one being residual with 0.2% of total population) (Fig. 1, Tab. 1 and Tab. 2).

® Detailed overview of the variables is given in the Appendix 1. Most of them were obtained by special analysis on
settlement level (6759) of census data provided by Croatian Bureau of Statistics. The analysis included the following
three data sources: the 2001 Census of Population, Households and Dwellings; the 2003 Agricultural Census and
Report on Sale Capacities in Retailing in 2004. Vital statistics data for the period 2001-2006 were also used. Data
used to determine the level of settlement centrality were obtained from relevant institutions and from their official web
pages. The techniques used in the analysis were descriptive statistics (shares, indices), cartographic visualisation
and interdependent techniques of multivariate analysis: factor and cluster analyses. The software used in analyzing
the data were MS Excel, MS Access, SPSS 12.0 for Windows, ArcGIS 9.2 and Network Analyst extension. The time
frame of the research is from 2001 to 2008 during which three key databases were published and data about central
functions of settlements was collected, with the exception of the data regarding the settlement size (the population
change index was calculated by using the data from the period 1961-2001).
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Type of rural and
urbanized settlements

Selected characteristics

A

Dynamic, structurally
stronger rural and
urbanized settlements

(688 settlements,
747,054 people)

Predominantly in close proximity of important urban centres in the country, alongside
the main axes of urbanization in Central and Eastern Croatia and large settlements
in Eastern Croatia (developed central functions). The average population is 1085.8,
with the population density of 102.5 people/km?. The biggest and most densely
populated type. The best age and educational structure of population. Strong
demographic concentration is connected with (sub)urbanization, a key process
contributing to population growth during the last 30 to 40 years. The proportion of
employed daily commuters is very high. Although the secondary (industrial) sector
has the highest share compared to the other types, the proportion of used
agricultural land is still relatively high.

B

Accessible, commuting
dependent rural and
urbanized settlements

(638 settlements,
200,609 people)

Strong regional component in spatial distribution (Zagreb surroundings and Hrvatsko
Zagorje). Settlement size is smaller (with average population of 314.4 and 43.2% of
all settlements containing less than 100 residents), they are more scarcely populated
(85.5 people/sq.km) and with less developed central functions (in comparison with
the type A). Stronger rural characteristics, especially physiognomically (smaller size,
higher proportion of agricultural households and twice the size of agricultural
population). They are very accessible from the network of central settlements.
Zagreb’s recreational zone (high share of secondary homes).

C

Market oriented
agricultural rural and
urbanized settlements

(1710 settlements,
522,234 people)

Agriculture is a vital source of household income and it is very market orientated.
Almost 50% of agricultural land in Croatia. Average population of a settlement is
305.4, with average population density of 38.4 people/km?. Location: mostly Eastern
Croatia but are also important in Daruvar, Bjelovar and Krizevci area in Central
Croatia as well as some parts of Podravina and Medimurije. Its spatial distribution is
primarily the reflection of favourable natural conditions. Highest proportion of
households that generate income from agricultural sales, total used agricultural land
on a tenure, proportion of used agricultural land and the highest average size of lot
as well as proportion of agricultural households with over 20 ha of total available
land. These areas were mostly immigration zones in continental Croatia used for
unburdening agriculturally overpopulated areas, at the same time demographically
strengthening them and rejuvenating them.

D

Economically
diversified, mainly
tourist rural and
urbanized settlements

(913 settlements,
267,833 people)

Narrow coastline, islands and certain smaller areas of touristically developed or
economically diversified hinterland are predominant. With strong concentration of
tertiary sector, the type forms the core areas of Croatian tourism. The average
population of a settlement is 293.4, and the density is 35.2 people/km?. It also
encompasses areas where agricultural households diversify in other economic
activities beside tourism. It has on average the highest proportion of secondary
homes, and by far the highest proportion of agricultural households, which are
employed in tourism, accommodation, and other leisure activities. The natural
population dynamics indicators are on average more favourable compared to

the other types, with the exception of the type A.

E

Rural and urbanized
settlements of
extensive agriculture
and weaker
demographic structure

(1380 settlements,
239,985 people)

Areas of dilution of life substance, only differing in intensity. There are large areas
with distinct concentration of settlements of these two types. Apart from those areas,
both types can be found as “pockets” of extensification and periphery in all Croatian
regions, mostly in mountainous and cross-border areas and coastland hinterland as
well as in the interior of the islands.

Continuous zones: Type E: Central and Northern Istra, type F: Lika, Kordun,
Banovina and Sibenik Zagora (hinterland). In Gorski kotar and Karlovac Pokuplje
both types are mixed.

“Pockets” type E: some cross-border areas of Hrvatsko Zagorje, Bukovica, parts of
Cetina and Imotski area and Konavle. “Pockets” type F: Zumberak and Slavonian
mountains (Papuk, Psunj, Dilj, Krndija).

F
Rural periphery

(991 settlements,
58,317 people)

All demographic indicators are negative, especially in the type F. What is different in
demography of these two types is the age and education structure and indicators of
natural population change. In rural periphery, all of the aforementioned indicators are
on a very low level. Rural periphery is dependent on agriculture and the primary
sector, weak market orientation. Mobility of population: the type E has a higher
proportion of daily commuters in labour force by which it compensates for its weak
economic basis.

Tab 1. Selected characteristics of rural and urbanized settlements types in Croatia Source: Lukic, 2012.
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Settle- | Area Population Agri. Accessibility Av
ments (km?) P Av. sett. | Pop. household | to central Coastal ;
(Share . . altitude

(Share | (Share in total) size density | (Share settl. settlements of sett. (m)

in total) | in total) in total) (Score) ’
A | 688 7286,3 747.054

(10,2) (12.9) (16,8) 1085,8 102,5 | 47,5 53,6 31 175,3
B | 638 2347,4 200.609

(9.4) 4.1) (4,5) 314,4 85,5 65,7 97,9 0 204,4
Cc| 1710 13.608,2 | 522.234

(25,3) (24,0) (11.8) 305.4 38,4 73,4 30,9 0 152,2
D| 913 7606,0 267.833

(13.5) (13.4) (6,0) 293.4 35,2 43,0 20,0 309 155,0
E | 1380 10.132,8 | 239.985

(20,4) (17.9) (5.4) 173,9 23,7 63,6 24 9 302,6
F | 991 10.203,24 | 58.317

(14,7) (18.0) (1.3) 58.8 57 73,9 14,2 7 328,6
G| 195 1415,183 | 7682

(2.9 (2,5) (0.2) 39.4 5,4 10,1 15,8 20 2737
H| 139 3411,7 2.393.746

2.1) (6.0) (53,9) 17.221,2 | 701,6 | 8,7 42,6 49 117,1
A - Dynamic, structurally stronger rural and
urbanized settlements E - Rural and urbanized settlements of extensive agriculture
B - Accessible, commuting dependent rural and weaker demographic structure
and urbanized settlements F - Rural periphery
C - Market oriented agricultural rural and G - Other rural areas (mostly small settlements with poor
urbanized settlements housing conditions)
D - Economically diversified, mainly tourist H - Urban areas
rural and urbanized settlements

Tab 2. Selected statistical differences between rural and urbanized settlements types in Croatia.

4. Development of Farm Tourism in Croatia

Croatia is a country with a long tradition in tourism. Exceptional natural and geographic
conditions, abundance of historical and cultural heritage, favorable traffic position and
integration into Mediterranean and Central European culture have given impetus to tourism
development in mid-19th century. A century later, Croatian tourism was based on mass
(“sunbathing”) tourism, and the Adriatic Coast has become a dominant tourist zone. Islands and
rural areas on the coast have been urbanized on various scales and affected by second-homes
construction. New accommodation facilities such as hotels and company rest houses have been
built and many people left agriculture to work in mass tourism in cities and newly built resorts.
Villages away from the coast and many islands have been affected by strong depopulation.
Although there have been some examples of successful integration of maritime and rural
tourism, farm tourism - as a tourism product - did not really exist. However, especially on islands
and in Dubrovnik, many hinterland farms have been receiving guests for decades, whether in
cooperation with tourist agencies or on their own. Tourism in continental rural areas, especially
farm tourism, has also been marginalised. National parks, like Plitvice Lakes for example, have
been the only places in rural areas with a rather developed tourist infrastructure and a greater
number of visits. Consequently, farm tourism is one of the weakest forms of tourist sector in
Croatia.

Before the transition into market economy, there were officially only a few tourist farms in
Croatia. New political and economical situation affected Croatia and other ex-socialist countries
in the beginning of the 1990s. Denationalization of agricultural land and properties, recognition
of private ownership without limitations on farm size and break-up and transformation of state-
owned agro-industrial complexes (kombinati) put farmers in Croatia in a different position. They
were affected by political and economic crisis caused by aggression against Croatia and
transition into liberal market economy, but they had the opportunity to become entrepreneurs. At
the same time, there appeared new shifts in international tourist demand and trends towards
an individual, sustainable and heritage-oriented tourism. Croatian Farmers Union (Savez
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seljaka Hrvatske) gave one of the first impetuses for farm tourism development. Some initial
research has been conducted by Institute of Tourism (Zagreb). Ministry of Tourism as well as
Croatian Chamber of Economy supported the development of rural tourism. For-profit
consultant companies (Croatian Farmer) and many non-governmental organizations contributed
to the development of different forms of tourism in rural areas (Luki¢, 2001). By the mid 1990s
Croatia had legislation which recognized farm tourism (Frani¢ and Grgi¢, 2002). First farms with
accommodation and other leisure-oriented activities appeared, amounting to 352 in 2007,
according to the last research carried out by Croatian Chamber of Economy showing that Istria
and Dubrovnik-Neretva County, the northernmost and the southernmost littoral counties,
respectively, accounted for 38% of the total number of officially recognized tourist farms.
According to that research, total number of tourist beds on officially recognized tourist farms
was 886 (Demonja and Ruzi¢, 2011).

However, the number of farms diversified in tourism, accommodation or other leisure activities is
certainly bigger and there are also various other small enterprises in rural areas offering similar
products. For example, in Agricultural Census from 2003, 4506 Households with Agricultural
Production - Tourism, accommodation and other leisure activities (HAPT) were recognized.
The difference between 352 and 4506 is huge and reflect the complexity of defining and
researching farm diversification into tourism as well as local specificities. Personal knowledge
and fieldwork experiences support the fact that many of those 4506 HAPT are not “working
farms”, or they do not produce for the market. However, they have some form of gainful leisure-
oriented activities that yield income.® In many cases, they just rent out a room (so-called
Zimmer frei economy).

In conclusion, legal framework is still considered not adequate enough to support and recognize
all different forms of leisure-oriented diversification of farms. Their promotion also seems
inadequate. Although some counties have their own catalogues directed to rural and farm
tourism, such catalogue does not exist for the whole Croatia. Furthermore, even though
legislation exists, Croatia has still not categorized its tourist farms (only rooms on the farms are
categorized).

5. Making the Connection — Rural Diversity and Farm Tourism Development

The first aim of this paper is to recognize and explain some of many possible relations between
farm tourism in Croatia, on the one side, and diversity, plurality and geographic context of
the countryside, on the other. This is done by analyzing relationships between spatial
distribution of the above-mentioned Households with agricultural production - tourism,
accommodation and other leisure activities (HAPT) and different types of rural and urbanized
settlements in Croatia (Fig.1., Tab.1.).

4506 households with agricultural production - tourism, accommodation and other leisure
activities (HAPT) are located in 538 settlements. They are present in all but one type of rural
and urbanized settlements (Tab. 3, Fig. 2). Most of HAPT are located in the littoral counties
(3492 or 77.6%), reflecting the importance of mass-tourism for the development of farm tourism
in Croatia. This is also confirmed by the fact that the greatest number of settlements with HAPT
belong to economically diversified, mainly tourist rural and urbanized settlements.

6 According to the Agricultural Census (2003) a household with agricultural production is any family or other
community of persons who live together and spend their income together for meeting the basic life needs, or any
person living alone (single-person household), which engages in agricultural production, or has an agricultural
holding, which has a single management, and uses jointly the means of production (machines, facilities, and land)
and the work of the members of the household, regardless of whether its production is for personal needs alone or for
sale. An agricultural holding is an independent unit which has a single management, uses the means of production
(machines, facilities, land, etc.) and produces agricultural products and/or rear cattle, keeps poultry, bees, and rears
other animals. Data on households with agricultural production are collected by using the interview method on census
forms filled out by the enumerators.
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Types of rural and urbanized settlements Number of settlements
with at least one HAPT*

A - Dynamic, structurally stronger rural and urbanized settlements 49

B - Accessible, commuting dependent rural and urbanized settlements 18

C - Market oriented agricultural rural and urbanized settlements 21

D - Economically diversified, mainly tourist rural and urbanized 326
settlements

E - Rural and urbanized settlements of extensive agriculture and weaker 54
demographic structure

F - Rural periphery 12

G - Other rural areas (mostly small settlements with poor housing 0
conditions)

H - Urban areas 58

Total 538

Tab 3. Distribution of settlements with households with agricultural production - tourism, accommodation and other
leisure activities (HAPT) in different types of rural and urbanized settlements in Croatia. Source: Agricultural
census 2003., Croatian Bureau of Statistics (for *Households with agricultural production - tourism,
accommodation and other leisure activities); Lukic, 2012.

These are mostly areas with a strong concentration of tertiary sector jobs forming the core of
Croatian tourism. Beside their concentration along the coast, settlements of this type are
located in greater number in the vicinity of some nature protected areas in the continental part
of Croatia, reflecting the importance of natural heritage for their development (Fig. 3). On
the other hand, the smallest share of settlements with HAPT is in Rural periphery type (2.2% of
total settlements with HAPT). Although it encompasses 18% of the territory of Croatia, it is
home to only 1.3% of the total population. Mountainous areas, coastland hinterland, interior of
the islands and some cross-border areas are prevalent in this type. They are predominantly
characterized by karst geomorphology, higher altitude and relief energy hindering
the possibilities for demographic and socio-economic development.
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Fig 2. Spatial distribution of households with agricultural production - tourism, accommodation and other leisure
activities (HAPT). Source: Agricultural census 2003, Croatian Bureau of Statistics (for *Households with
agricultural production - tourism, accommodation and other leisure activities).
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It is also quite interesting to see that the number of settlements with HAPT in Market oriented
agricultural rural and urbanized settlements is quite low (3,9% of total settlements with HAPT). We
argue that while this type could offer numerous meaningful connections between tourism and
agriculture (e.g. almost 50% of agricultural land in Croatia), its strong orientation towards
commercial and large-scale agriculture (in Croatian terms) is actually not fruitful for making that
happen at the moment. Concentration of settlements with HAPT is also visible in the vicinity of
urban areas, both in very close proximity (e.g. in settlements that administratively belong to cities

and towns) and further away, pointing out the importance of urban market and transport accessibility
for the development of HAPT.
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Fig 3. Spatial distribution of households with agricultural production - tourism, accommodation and other leisure
activities (HAPT) in the vicinity of Plitvice lakes national park. Source: Agricultural census 2003, Croatian

Bureau of Statistics (for *Households with agricultural production - tourism, accommodation and other leisure
activities).

368/376



The second aim of the paper was to recognize, using statistical methods, indicators of rural diversity
influencing farm diversification into leisure-orientated activities in Croatia. Pearson bivariate
correlation analysis was conducted to examine the relationship among the share of HAPT in each
settlement with selection of variables used in producing typology of rural and urbanized settlements
(Appendix 1). The results indicated that share of HAPT in the settlement has the strongest positive
correlation with the share of employees working in hotels and restaurants (0.32) and the share of
orchards in the total agricultural land (0.32). These are followed by the share of population with
higher education and PhD (0.24), the share of second homes (0.20), the share of vineyards in
the total agricultural land (0.18), the share of households with sewage systems (0.13) and the share
of households with water supply systems (0.12). Therefore, those variables could be considered as
having an importance in supporting the development of farm tourism. We would argue that they
reflect the significance of overall tourist development (exemplified by share of employees working in
hotels and restaurants and share of second homes) as a productive milieu for farm diversification
into leisure-oriented activities. It also confirms the importance of supportive factor such as
household infrastructure.”

Variable

Altitude of the settlement -0,14
Population number 2001 0,04
Average household size 2001 -0,04
Population density 2001 0,02
Share of young population (0-19) 2001 0,01
Share of old population (60+) 2001 -0,03
Natural change rate 2001-2006 0,03
Vitality index 2001-2006 0,02
Index of biological change 2001-2006 0,04
Share of immigrants 2001 0,08
Share of population without primary education or with unfinished primary education 2001 -0,13
Share of population with higher education and PhD 2001. 0,24
Share of commuters 2001 -0,05
Share of active population 2001 -0,03
Share of employed in active population 2001 0,00
Share of employed commuters in totally employed in settlement 2001 0,03
Share of employed commuters in totally employed 2001 -0,04
Share of employed in primary sector 2001 -0,12
Share of employed in secondary sector 2001 -0,04
Share of employed in hotel and restaurant services 2001 0,32
Share of employed in traffic and communications 2001 0,02
Share of abandoned homes 2001 -0,03
Share of second homes 2001 0,20
Share of households with electricity 2001 0,04
Share of households with water supply system 2001 0,12
Share of households with sewage system 2001 0,13
Share of agricultural households 2001 -0,19
Share of agricultural population 2001 -0,07
Share of active agricultural population in total active population 2001 -0,07
Share of agricultural household members not employed in the household 2003 0,09
Share of agricultural household members not engaged in agriculture as their primary occupation 2003 0,04

" Variables concerned with share of orchards and vineyards, although may seem unexpected, are easily explained by
the fact that they dominate in littoral part of Croatia, where tourism is highly developed.
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Share of agricultural households earning profit from sale of their products 2003 0,03
Share of agricultural households earning profit from sale of crops, fruits, vegetables, grapes and

industrial plants 2003 0,02
Share of agricultural households earning profit from sale of meat diary and poultry products 2003 -0,09
Share of male members of agricultural households 2003 0,03
Share of member of households younger than 25 years of age 2003 -0,01
Share of member of households older than 64 years of age 2003 0,01
Share of used agricultural land in total available arable land 2003 -0,08
Share of plough-fields in used agricultural land 2003 -0,20
Share of gardens in used agricultural land 2003 0,06
Share of meadows in used agricultural land 2003 -0,14
Share of pastures in used agricultural land 2003 0,10
Share of orchards in used agricultural land 2003 0,32
Share of vineyards in used agricultural land 2003 0,18
Share of uncultivated agricultural land in available land 2003 0,06
Share of agricultural household with more than 3ha of total usable land 2003 -0,06
Share of used agricultural land in loan 2003 -0,05
Average parcel size of used agricultural land 2003 -0,06
Centrality of the settlement 0,10
Number of macroregional centres accessible in 30 minutes by car -0,04
Number of regional centres accessible in 30 minutes by car -0,07
Number of subregional centres accessible in 30 minutes by car -0,07
Number of weaker subregional centres accessible in 30 minutes by car -0,04
Number of microregional centres accessible in 30 minutes by car -0,09
Number of local centres accessible in 30 minutes by car -0,09
Number of functionally stronger settlements accessible in 30 minutes by car -0,07

Tab 4. Correlation analysis of Households with agricultural production - tourism, accommodation and other leisure
activities (HAPT) and selected variables of rural diversification. Source: Luki¢, 2012.

Negative correlation is indicated between the share of HAPT in the settlement and following
variables: share of plough-fields in the total agricultural land (-0.20), the share of agricultural
households in the settlement (-0.19), the share of meadows in the total agricultural land (-0.14),
altitude of the settlement (-0.14), the share of population without primary education or with
unfinished primary education (-0.13). Those variables could be considered as currently having
negative effect on the farm diversification into tourism and related services.

6. Conclusion

Plurality is considered to be one of the most important indicators of rurality in contemporary
society, no matter whether we understand rural as a material, imaginative or multifold concept
(Halfacree, 2006). In the pluralistic, diversified countryside tourism is certainly one of
the activities often promoted and/or used as an important element of countryside sustainable
development, or even as a panacea for the marginal rural areas. However, farm, as well as
other forms of tourism in rural areas, is strongly dependent on many factors. Literature overview
revealed numerous and multiple elements contributing to successful development and
competiveness of tourist destination. It also highlighted factors of special importance for
the rural context.

The typological approach used in this study aimed to focus more specifically on
the geographical context of rural diversity and its role in farm tourism development, which
seems to be overlooked in many studies. Typology used as a reference point for the research
comprised many of the variables that have been recognized as factor enabling successful
tourism development. Besides that, the main advantage was territorial comprehensiveness,
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since it was based on researching the total number of all Croatian rural and urbanized
settlements where agricultural households diversified in tourism and related activities are
present. This enabled detailed and reliable quantitative analysis.

The most important conclusion is that overall (mass) tourism development, especially but not
exclusively along the coast, is the dominant factor contributing to development of tourism on
agricultural households. This is clearly confirmed by the experimental results:

1. Most of households with agricultural production - tourism, accommodation and other leisure
activities (HAPT) are located in the littoral counties.

2. The greatest number of settlements with HAPT belongs to Economically diversified, mainly
tourist rural and urbanized settlements, dominant along the coast and in the proximity to
nature protected areas and major urban centres in the continental part of the country. Both
are the most important tourist zones outside the Croatian littoral.

3. Pearson bivariate correlation analysis showed that the strongest correlation exists between
share of HAPT and share of employees working in hotels and restaurants, clearly indicating
the connections between touristic more oriented settlements and agritourism development.
This is also confirmed by the fact that share of HAPT is highly correlated with the share of
second-homes in the settlement.

On the other hand, it is quite visible that farm tourism is not comprehensively used as
a potential tool for regional development in Croatia since the number of settlements with HAPT
is very small in the Rural periphery. Peripheral rural areas offer various natural and cultural
attractions for tourism development but their demographic structure and social capital are big
obstacles. Integral approach to sustainable rural development, where leisure-oriented activities
could play an important role, should be envisioned for their future.

The results open up numerous questions. For example, why do we need farm diversification
into tourism and leisure-oriented activities? Although this might sound simplistic and self-
explanatory, we would argue that this question is crucial for formulating strategies for the future
development. If the main purpose was to enrich already existing mass tourism destinations, as
recognized in Croatia, than it would seem that we need almost no strategy at all. However, if we
looked at farm diversification as a tool for community-led local development of marginal and
peripheral rural areas, than even the best possible tourism strategy would not be of much use.
In that case tourism should be the part of integrated strategic development encompassing
demographic, social, economic and other aspects of sustainable development. In other words,
different rural areas need different developmental strategies. Measures of their success change
accordingly.
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Appendix

Appendix 1. Variables — Typology of rural and urbanized settlements in Croatia

Data Sources:

1- 2001 Census of Population, Households and Dwellings, Croatian Bureau of Statistics

2 - 2003 Agricultural Census, Croatian Bureau of Statistics

3 - Report on Sale Capacities in Retailing in 2004, Croatian Bureau of Statistics

4 - Vital statistics data, Croatian Bureau of Statistics

5 - Relevant Institutions and Companies in Banking, Education, Health Care, Legal System, Retailing,
Telecommunications

6 - Digital Relief Model

7 - Digital Atlas of Croatia, GISDATA

CATEGORY VARIABLE DATA
SOURCE

TOPOGRAPHY Altitude of the settlement

SIZE, DISTRIBUTION, AND Population number 2001

POPULATION STRUCTURE Average household size 2001

Density of population 2001

Share of young population (0-19) 2001

Share of old population (60+) 2001

Share of population without primary education or with unfinished
primary education 2001

Share of population with higher education and PhD 2001

Share of immigrants 2001

DEMOGRAPHIC DYNAMICS | Population change 1961-2001

Natural change rate 2001-2006

Vital index 2001-2006

Index of biological change 2001-2006

Share of active population 2001

Share of employed in active population 2001

Share of employed commuters in totally employed in settlement
2001

Share of employed commuters in totally employed 2001

Share of commuters 2001

SOCIO-ECONOMIC Share of employed in primary sector 2001

STRUCTURE OF Share of employed in secondary sector 2001

SETTLEMENTS Share of employed in hotel and restaurant services 2001

Share of employed in traffic and communications 2001
IMPORTANCE AND Share of agricultural households 2001

STRUCTURE OF Share of agricultural population 2001

AGRICULTURE AS A Share of active agricultural population in total active population
SOURCE OF INCOME 2001

Share of agricultural households with tourism, accommodation 2
and other leisure activities 2003
Share of agricultural households with some other non-agricultural 2
gainful activity 2003
Share of agricultural household members not employed in the 2
household 2003
Share of agricultural household members not engaged in 2
agriculture as their primary occupation 2003
Share of agricultural households earning profit from sale of their 2
products 2003
Share of agricultural households earning profit from sale of crops, 2
fruits, vegetables, grapes and industrial plants 2003
Share of agricultural households earning profit from sale of meat 2
diary and poultry products 2003
Share of male members of agricultural households 2003 2
Share of member of households younger than 25 years of age 2
2003
Share of member of households older than 64 years of age 2003 2
Share of agricultural household with more than 3ha of total usable 2
land 2003
Share of used agricultural land in loan 2003 2
Average parcel size of used agricultural land 2003 2
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LAND USE Share of used agricultural land in total available arable land 2003 2
Share of plough fields and commercial gardens 2003 2
Share of gardens 2003 2
Share of meadows 2003 2
Share of pastures 2003 2
Share of orchards 2003 2
Share of vineyards 2003 2
Share of uncultivated agricultural land in total available land 2003 2

FUNCTIONS AND SHAPE OF | Share of abandoned homes 2001 1

HOUSING Share of second homes 2001 1

HOUSEHOLD EQUIPMENT Share of households with electricity 2001 1
Share of households with water supply system 2001 1
Share of households with sewage system 2001 1

SETTLEMENT CENTRALITY | Centrality of the settlement 3,5

ACCESSIBILITY BY ROAD Number of macroregional centres accessible in 30 minutes by car 7
Number of regional centres accessible in 30 minutes by car 7
Number of subregional centres accessible in 30 minutes by car 7
Number of weaker subregional centres accessible in 30 minutes 7
by car
Number of microregional centres accessible in 30 minutes by car 7
Number of local centres accessible in 30 minutes by car 7
Number of functionally stronger settlements accessible in 30 7
minutes by car

Source: Lukié, 2012.
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