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Abstract:  The article questions where and how rural tourism (with special focus on small scale 
village tourism) that is often focused on in rural development initiatives can 
contribute to rural development in the light of the OECD’s ‘new rural paradigm’. For 
this purpose theoretical findings from research about tourism and factors of success 
of rural development processes are combined and reflected against findings of 
empirical research conducted in five eastern German rural regions. It is shown that 
although tourism might, in the majority of rural regions, induce only small economic 
impacts – which indicate failure as a factor for regional development – it can cause 
important non-economic implications. Thus, even in regions not suitable for tourism, 
tourism can function as a vehicle for rural development. Thereby it is important to 
develop a suitable strategy and consider the specific regional situation and potentials 
of success.  
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Zusammenfassung: Der Artikel untersucht wo und wie ländlicher Tourismus (mit Fokus auf 
Dorftourismus), der häufig in ländlichen Entwicklungsinitiativen im Rahmen des ‘new 
rural paradigm’ der OECD als eine vielversprechende Möglichkeit angesehen wird 
Entwicklung zu initiieren dem Ziel auch gerecht werden kann. Dazu werden 
theoretische Erkenntnisse der Tourismusforschung mit Erkenntnissen zu 
Erfolgsfaktoren ländlicher Entwicklungsprozesse betrachtet und mit empirischen 
Forschungsergebnissen aus fünf ostdeutschen ländlichen Regionen widergespiegelt. 
Dabei zeigt sich, dass, obwohl Tourismus in der Mehrheit der ländlichen Regionen 
nur geringe ökonomische Erfolge hervorbringt – was zunächst dafür spricht, dass 
Tourismus kein geeignetes Mittel zur Entwicklung ländlicher Regionen ist – 
Tourismus auch wichtige, außerökonomische Entwicklungseffekte initiieren kann. Als 
Ergebnis last sich daher festhalten, dass Tourismus auch in Regionen, die sich 
eigentlich nicht für eine touristische Inwertsetzung eignen als Katalysator für 
Entwicklungsprozesse fungieren kann. Dazu ist jedoch eine entsprechende an die 
spezifischen regionalen Gegebenheiten angepasste Strategie unter 
Berücksichtigung der Erfolgsfaktoren ländlicher Entwicklungsprozesse notwendig. 
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1. Introduction 

The article critically questions where and how as well as where not and why rural tourism (in 
the form of small scale tourism) can contribute to rural development. Therefore we use empirical 
results from a pilot project for village tourism. Object of investigation is rural tourism in European 
countries. As such initiatives are supported by the European Union political strategies regarding 
rural development since the end of the 1980s (Figueiredo and Raschi, 2013), there is a long 
history of rural tourism as a measure to maintain rural areas.  

Thereby especially small scale rural tourism is often seen as one promising solution to 
support or initiate regional development in structurally weak rural areas – especially on 
the part of politicians and administrations responsible for rural development (McAreavey and 
McDonagh, 2010; Matarrita-Casante, 2010; Saxena and Ilbery, 2008; Terluin, 2003; Dong et 
al., 2013).  

So, tourism is also a key target sector in the so called ‘new rural paradigm’ from the OECD, 
whose main characteristics are a focusing on places instead of on sectors and an emphasis 
on investment rather than subsidies (OECD, 2006; Ward and Brown, 2009). Thus, the ‘new 
rural paradigm’ promotes integrated rural development by accounting for co-ordination 
across sectors, across levels of government and between public and private actors (OECD, 
2006). 

In this regard it is supposed that tourism can, on the one hand, contribute to the creation of 
new job opportunities outside of agriculture and also strengthen the often declining small 
trade companies; and on the other hand trigger positive economic impulses in industries 
related up- and downstream to tourism. But reality is often not that simple. And in addition it 
is difficult to measure regional impacts of tourism (Madsen and Zhang 2010).  

Nevertheless, although sometimes only minor economic effects can be triggered by efforts to 
establish rural tourism, other effects like the enhancement of regional identity or socio-political 
change can be registered instead (so in ideal cases, tourism indirectly helps to empower local 
communities and build capacity which, in turn, improves the livelihoods of the affected 
communities (Nyaupane and Poudel, 2011), suggesting that there are different ways rural 
tourism can contribute to rural development (Belletti et al., 2013, p. 94; Brandth and Haugen, 
2011 Iorio and Corsale, 2010). Nevertheless tourism does not only induce positive effects but 
might also have negative impacts on local development constraining its suitability as rural 
development measure (Wilson et al., 2001, p. 132; Belletti 2013, p. 94). For example, tourism 
activities may contribute to an increase in conflicts among the local population, tourists and 
tourism operators (Figueiredo and Raschi, 2013, p. 9). 

The limitations of regional economic development through tourism are well acknowledged in 
the existing literature (see for example: Neumeier and Pollermann, 2011, Figueiredo and 
Raschi, 2013; Gascón, 2013).  

This article is a further, more detailed step to find a suitable way to deal with the constraints 
and opportunities in practice. Against this background the article focuses on the questions of 
where and how tourism can contribute to rural development and in which way this can be 
supported through participatory planning at the local level and via funding programs which 
contributes to realistically asses its possible constraints as well as opportunities as means 
of rural development. The article is divided into three sections: 

Following this introduction, Section Two focuses on theoretical aspects by considering what 
rural tourism is and how it can contribute to rural development. This section also presents 
knowledge from empirical research found in the literature. 

Section Three takes the pilot project “Income maintenance through village tourism” as 
an example and discusses experiences within rural development from a participative tourism 
development approach applied to five eastern German peripheral rural areas at the local 
level.  

In the concluding section the findings about the role of tourism as a factor of rural 
development are summarized. Thereby the findings are reflected against scientific 



272/346 

 

knowledge on factors of success of rural development processes in order to derive 
recommendations for the future shaping of projects and programs promoting rural tourism 
within rural development.  
 

2. Theoretical background: Definitions and assumptions 

2.1 Tourism versus rural tourism 

“There is little consensus on the definition for rural tourism. Researchers from different 
countries have developed their own definitions based on their unique experiences or contexts” 
(Nair et al. 2014). So when talking about rural tourism, it is important to define the term first. 

This is not easy because the definition of tourism itself is already quite problematic and different 
views exist as to its nature (cp. Johnston et al., 2000; Darbelly and Stock, 2011). In general, 
tourism is defined as all activities of persons travelling and staying in places outside their place 
of work, residence or provision, for longer terms - but for not more than one consecutive year - 
for leisure, business and other purposes not related to the exercise of an activity remunerated 
from within the place visited (cp. OECD, 2002; Leser et al,. 1992). Commuting and shopping, as 
well as local recreation not connected with at least one overnight stay are, according to 
the general tourism definition, explicitly not part of tourism (cp. Leser et al., 1992).  

To clearly define rural tourism is also difficult because rural tourism is, similar to the rural areas 
multi-faceted, rarely either static, self-contained, or free from urban influences (Lane, 1994, p. 9-
10). Therefore, the nature of rural tourism is in many aspects different from tourism in general. 
As possible spectrums for defining rural tourism, rural tourism is, on the one hand, seen as all 
touristic activities taking place in rural areas, or, on the other hand, restricted to very specific 
categories or forms of tourism, as for example farm tourism (Oppermann, 1996, p. 87) or 
agritourism (Flannigan et al. 2014). Sometimes wilderness tourism or temporary stays in second 
homes in rural areas are included, sometimes not (cp. Oppermann, 1996, p. 87). 

To give a concise general definition considering the broad spectrum of possible forms rural 
tourism might have, Lane (1994) defines rural tourism as tourism taking place in rural areas, 
which are characterized by low population densities and open spaces; small-scale settlements 
with generally less than 10,000 inhabitants and land use mainly dominated by farming, forestry 
and natural areas (cp. Lane, 1994, p. 14).  

But similar to rurality (with its “Plurality of Rurality” (Lukić 2013)), rural tourism should be seen 
as a continuum of different forms of tourism subject to the region/location where it is taking 
place (Lane, 1994, p. 15-16). That is, “the demand for rural tourism is related directly to 
the particular characteristics of rural areas” (Sharpley and Roberts, 2004, p. 120). So according 
to Lane (1994) rural areas close to urban areas are most likely to display some urban trends, 
whereas peripheral rural areas while attracting lower levels of tourists may offer more 
opportunities for more rural-specific tourism activities (cp. Lane, 1994, p. 15; Sharpley and 
Roberts, 2004, p. 119) (see Figure 1). For example, farm tourism is typically rural, while cultural 
tourism is often a more urban form of tourism. In contrast, wellness tourism is in between. 

As according to our opinion the understanding of rural tourism as expressed by Lane (1994) 
takes into account the different facets of rural tourism quite well, that can be actually found in 
the quite different non urban areas commonly addressed as rural, when talking about rural 
tourism in the remainder of the article we adopt Lane’s (1994) definition but contrasting 
the definition of tourism in general widen its scope explicitly to local recreation/day tourism, 
which might – as we will see later – have a certain importance especially in rural areas in 
the urban hinterland. 
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Fig 1. Conceptual model rural tourism as a continuum. 

 
So, when talking about rural tourism we mean tourism as well as recreation/day tourism taking 
place in rural areas which are characterized by low population densities and open spaces; 
small-scale settlements with generally less than 10,000 inhabitants and land use mainly 
dominated by farming, forestry and natural areas. Thereby rural tourism strongly builds on 
the specific rural world’s features and comprises a continuum of different forms of tourism 
subject to the region/location where it is taking place. In more detail, in the case studies we will 
discuss, we especially refer to small scale rural village tourism taking place in municipalities with 
less than 10,000 inhabitants (in the majority of the five cases less than 1,000) with no existing 
large regional or even supra-regional tourism enterprises which are quite typical for areas 
addressed by rural development initiatives in light of the OECD’s ‘new rural paradigm’. 
 
2.2 Tourism as a factor of regional development  

Tourism as a whole is thought to be one of world’s largest industries (Wallace and Russel, 
2004; Saarinen, 2006) with a still continuing economic growth (McAreavey and McDonagh, 
2010). For example in 2005, 440 million tourist arrivals were recorded in the European states, 
accounting for 10% of the European Gross Domestic Product and 20 million jobs (Tourism 
Sustainability Group, 2007, p. 2). Rural tourism also makes a significant contribution to the rural 
economy and to the wider tourism industry. For example there are estimations that in England 
rural tourism creates 380,000 jobs (Haven-Tag and Jones 2012). Because of figures like these, 
tourism experts assume that tourism has a great potential to contribute to regional economic 
growth (cp. Wilson et al., 2001; Jensen-Butler et al., 2007; Deller, 2009). The reason is that 
money spent by tourists flows in industries up- and downstream to tourism and thus activates 
regional economic growth – but only if the operators of tourist facilities obtain their provisions 
and needs from local markets. If not, which is often the case with, for example, national or 
international hotel chains, the benefit for the region will be only marginal (cp. Jensen-Butler et 
al,. 2007; Belletti et al. 2013). In economic terms the logic behind regional development via 
tourism can be explained with different models (shown in detail in Madsen and Zhang, 2010). 
Another reason that tourism is thought to be a promising option to contribute to regional 
economic growth is that sometimes in regions where pre-conditions for other economic 
development are quite disadvantageous, quite favourable pre-conditions for the development of 
tourism might exist. Thus, especially in rural regions which have undergone economic 
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restructuring with a declining role of agriculture, great hopes are pinned on tourism as a central 
factor of economic development and income opportunities for the rural population (Jensen-
Butler et al., 2007; Cawley and Gillmor, 2008; Deller, 2009; Brandth and Haugen, 2011). 
Following these arguments rural tourism development often starts as an initiative of a local 
government (Komppula 2014, p. 364). 

But already Dwyer et al. (2004, p. 307) claimed “The importance of tourism to economies is now 
well recognised. As a result, when tourism changes or policy shifts are being considered, there 
is an interest in determining what impact on the economy they might have. However, 
the approach to economic evaluation typically undertaken in the tourism context, “is both 
incomplete and misleading”. So, although the potentials of tourism as factor of regional 
development are well acknowledged it is up to now still often difficult to concretely measure 
the economic impact of rural tourism in detail (Madsen and Zhang 2010).  

Furthermore, considering tourism as factor of development we should be aware that 
the success of tourism is strongly depending on regional conditions, that tourism is subject to 
seasonal changes and susceptible to risk which might in some cases relativize its potentials 
considerably. Altogether high destination competitiveness might contribute to attracting more 
visitors to a destination, but this does not automatically mean that local people benefit from 
tourism development (Webster, Ivanow 2014). To strengthen the benefit option for locals there 
are approaches like a community based tourism or a local leadership, which fits to small scale 
rural tourism (Haven-Tag, Jones 2012; Blackstock 2005). 

So, to fully understand tourism’s economical transitions the interplay of processes at least at 
following three different levels are relevant: micro- (local), meso- (regional) and macro- 
(European) level (Randelli et al., 2014). 
 
2.3 Requirements for touristic attractiveness 

In order to successfully develop an economically viable tourism, it is necessary to develop 
an attractive, competitive touristic profile. That means a tourism destination must offer a variety 
of products and services (Haugland et al., 2011; Dong et al., 2013), which are constantly being 
adapted to changes in demand by the different regional stakeholders (McAreavey and 
McDonagh, 2010; Belletti et al., 2013). Another important aspect is that the touristic-profile is 
developed from within the region itself so that it will be accepted to the same degree by locals 
as by tourists. Regions that cannot be competitive, and where the touristic infra- and supra-
structure, as well as the attitude towards the tourists, fail to meet the standards expected by 
the tourists will not profit from tourism in the long run. Furthermore an offensive marketing and 
advertising campaign for the region is indispensable (cp. Wilson et al., 2001). Connections to 
the wider region and other destinations are an advantage as these poses opportunities to 
exchange experiences (Fink and Plankl, 1998, p. 105-106; Haugland et al., 2011). 

Besides prerequisites attributed to some kind of attractions as well as natural and cultural 
landscapes within a region, the amount and quality of the service infrastructure and touristic 
supra-structure, as well as the service-ethos of the local population are important factors for 
a successful tourism development (cp. Wilson et al., 2001).  

Altogether, focusing on a tourism that may induce noteworthy economic effects, the touristic 
attractiveness can be positioned within the following seven building-blocks of a holiday 
(Romeiß-Stracke, 1989, p. 12): “Accommodation”, “Food, Beverage”, “Service” (including 
information), “Infrastructure”, “Character of the village or region”, “Natural prerequisites”, “Traffic, 
accessibility”. Thereby it has to be mentioned that although this seven building-blocks represent 
only a quite simplified model, they constitute a suitable basis for the further discussions in this 
article (for a more detailed literature overview about “Tourism destination: development and 
competitiveness” see Lukić 2013). 

The interplay of these and additional building-blocks (such as promotion and booking 
possibilities and marketing as a super-ordinate building-block) has proven to be important for 
success or failure. The development of these building-blocks is formed through complex 
networks of actors and strongly contributes to the image formation of a successful tourist 
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destination (Haugland et al., 2011; Figueiredo and Raschi 2013; Volgger and Pechlaner 2014) 
and a high competiveness of a rural tourism destination (Komppula 2014). 

For a credible rural tourism product, most tourists also expect some local authenticity (Cawley 
and Gillmore, 2008; Brandth and Haugen 2011; Flannigan et al. 2014). For example in 
connection with local food experiences (Sidali et al. 2013). For more detailed research about 
destination attractiveness see: van der Borg (2008); Kamata et al. (2010); Haugland et al. 
(2011) as well as Dong et al. (2013) who recently presented a study about travel motivations 
and characteristics of tourists visiting a rural destination in the United States. But it is not 
sufficient only to take into account the local attractive features, rather it is important to also look 
on the demand. So, similar to tourism in general, for a successful rural tourism a demand-
analysis (including target group analysis) and target-oriented marketing strategies are 
a prerequisite which is one of the reasons that “marketing” represents one of the super-ordinate 
building-blocks of a destination. 
 
2.4 Constraints and opportunities for rural development via rural tourism 

Against the background of the loss of jobs in agriculture and industry, caused by structural 
change, tourism can locally and individually create jobs and other possibilities to earn a living. 
But not as broadly and of such macroeconomic importance that it will be able to replace 
the productive sector or compensate its decline (cp. Benthien, 1995; Figueiredo and Raschi 
2013). In a similar way Terluin (2003) summarises her findings about differences in economic 
development in rural regions in western Europe: “The pattern of employment growth shows that 
tourism, which is often one of the main pillars in rural development programmes, is not the only 
potential source of rural employment growth, but one amongst many other branches” (Terluin, 
2003, p. 338). McAreavey and McDonagh (2010, p. 13) mention that a “paradox in this debate 
is seeming desire to replace one vulnerable activity (agriculture) with another (tourism).”  

As seen, the considerations about tourism and regional development clearly distinguish 
between regions suitable for establishing an economically successful, or respectively intensive, 
rural tourism and regions more suited for extensive forms of tourism with only minor prospective 
value added from tourism. 

But the majority of rural areas do not have enough cultural, natural or other attractions suitable 
for developing outstanding unique selling propositions, clearly distinguishing the region from 
other regions creating possibilities for the development of an economically successful, or 
respectively intensive, rural tourism. In addition, there is a hard competition among tourism 
regions within a country as well as with international destinations. In this regard, for the majority 
of peripheral rural areas, disadvantageous preconditions can be registered for infrastructure and 
accessibility so that the critical mass of guests important for a successful tourism cannot be 
reached (Deller 2009; Benthien 1995).  

Another important aspect to consider, mentioned by Pike et al. (2007) is the question, of who in 
the region profits from tourism (see also Belletti et al., 2013, p. 94). A study in Romania shows, 
for example, that creating a tourism enterprise can create a suitable additional income and fits 
well to the livelihood strategies of the families of the owners of tourism enterprises. But 
the study also clarifies that the capital that is required to develop a property for tourists excludes 
the poor rural residents from participating (Iorio and Corsale, 2010). In addition new leisure and 
recreation opportunities created might not be a benefit for all of the local residents as some may 
not be able to afford the services provided themselves. Furthermore in general, aside from 
the management, tourism offers often only low paid inferior job opportunities that are sometimes 
even only seasonal (Deller, 2009). 

Taking this considerations in account it can be concluded, that all in all, except for few 
exceptions with outstanding unique selling propositions (or chances to develop such), for most 
rural regions, and especially peripheral rural regions, the development of extensive forms of 
tourism with only minor economic effects seem to be realistic. Therefore it is quite surprising 
that within rural development, tourism seems to be again used as some kind of promising 
universal remedy – especially on the part of some politicians as well as administrations – 
especially for structurally weak rural regions (Figueiredo and Raschi, 2013; Dong et al., 2013). 



276/346 

 

So, if the potential economic effects of tourism are likely to be marginal in the majority of rural 
regions, this poses the question of what other effects tourism might induce in these regions 
justifying the implementation of tourism projects within the scope of rural development? 

To answer this question it is important to consider the success or failure of tourism as a factor of 
rural development not only in economic terms as it is unfortunately quite-short sighted done too 
often. 

Instead, two possible forms of tourism and tourism development should be distinguished. One 
that is in line with the mainstream economic development paradigm focusing on hedonistic 
recreational activity and one that focuses more on socio-political change (cp. Stronza, 2001, 
p. 264; Nyaupane and Poudel 2011). 

This observation is, according to our understanding, quite in line with Lane’s (1994) perception 
of rural tourism as a continuum, whereas for different regions, different forms of tourism seem to 
be suitable, leading to different forms of development opportunities (economic, social, cultural) 
or negative effects (Belletti et al., 2013). Simultaneously tourism, as a factor of rural 
development, has to be analysed in a quite differentiated manner, and its success should not be 
measured only on its direct economic impacts. 

It is also especially interesting whether tourism contributes to a general improvement of 
a collaboration of different actors, because such implications are generally an integral part of 
recommendations for economic development in rural areas: “Strengthen the cooperation of local 
actors and the cooperation of actors inside and outside the region. This cooperation facilitates 
the creation and maintenance of networks and public/private partnerships and may result in 
local synergy […]. In addition, a cultural-territorial identity may also serve as a main catalyst in 
raising local consciousness towards cooperation,” (Terluin 2003, p. 342).  

Overall, beyond economic aspects, a touristic development influences social, cultural and 
ecological matters, which should also be taken into account, as these might induce positive as 
well as negative impacts important for the region and the overall regional development. (Cawley 
and Gillmor, 2008; McAreavey and McDonagh, 2010; Belletti et al. 2013). 

Given the recognition that focusing on economic aspects alone does not adequately capture 
the dynamics of economic performance of rural areas, aspects of social-cultural changes should 
be taken into account as an additional explanatory factor, too. The reason is that social relations 
and networks are quite important for economic interactions in regional development especially 
for neo-endogenous approaches (Agarwal et al., 2009; Dax et al., 2013). Promotion of issues 
such as the empowerment of local people should be part of the objective for integrated rural 
tourism (Cawley and Gillmore, 2008; Nyaupane and Poudel, 2010). A sustainable approach to 
tourism avoids an unbalanced approach to economic growth by using tourism as a tool for 
broader economic progress, actively seeking alternatives to tourism (cp. Lane, 1994, p. 19).  
 
2.5 Support for touristic development via planning and funding 

The constraints and opportunities raise questions about the management and related policy 
approaches of these issues. Especially how planning and/or funding (from European or national 
sources) can really contribute to a durable successful development. 

The development of a destination is achieved by different actors in the rural area, and 
the success of individual actors, as well as the success of the entire destination, is dependent 
on efficient coordination (Haugland et al., 2011). Thereby touristic developments have different 
causes, only some of them can be influenced via planning and there are also restrictions for 
steering the development. Thus, Baggio et al. (2010, p. 55) describe destination development 
as a task of ”finding the way to direct a complex system which, almost by definition, is quite 
unmanageable”. This, and the importance of the different building-blocks named earlier, make 
clear that there should be an integrated and participatory planning approach. 

It is a key issue for the development of rural tourism to involve all stakeholders on a regional 
level, and it is especially important that there are organizational structures, which permit 
continuous progress (Pollermann, 2004; Cawley and Gillmor, 2008). In addition the importance 

http://dict.leo.org/ende/index_de.html#/search=raise&searchLoc=0&resultOrder=basic&multiwordShowSingle=on
http://dict.leo.org/ende/index_de.html#/search=question&searchLoc=0&resultOrder=basic&multiwordShowSingle=on
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of individual entrepreneurs is highlighted by Komppula (2014). These organizational structures 
have to connect different actors with diverging interests: From a thematic point of view one can 
for example differentiate actors from agriculture, tourism, nature conservation or local trade and 
handicraft. Another distinguishing factor to be taken into account is the sector to which 
the actors belong: the state, the private sphere or the civil society, also in sense of 
a Governance-arrangement (Pollermann, 2013; Volgger and Pechlaner, 2014). One of the main 
principles for participatory planning is that insiders have expertise that should contribute to 
the work (Korf, 2007, p. 261).  

An organizational structure should provide a framework within which strategic decisions (in 
relation to the objectives – here tourism), organizational decisions (regarding the use of 
resources) and operational decisions (regarding the delivery of the outputs) are made (Jobin, 
2008, p. 441). Altogether, the collaboration of different types of actors needs more time, but it 
enables better solutions and reciprocal learning processes. This is especially important for 
the aspect of socio-political change (s. chapter 2.4). 

Continuous work is necessary to support the development of a tourist destination. In order 
to be able to properly coordinate this development, a planning strategy that builds up on 
potentials of success is needed. Such potentials not only influence the results of planning 
processes, but they are changeable themselves. In order to combine the potentials which 
determine the success of planning for rural tourism development, the following six main 
strategic success-potentials could be identified based on empirical research and a broad 
review of German literature about success factors of participatory planning, which was also 
verified by expert interviews in Germany, Austria and Switzerland (derived by Pollermann, 2004; 
updated by Neumeier et al., 2011): “Quality of professional concept”, “Organizational structure”, 
“Commitment of the participants”, “Abilities of the participants”, “Level of acceptance and 
cooperation”, “Access to material resources”. 

For the development of the planning-strategy, the initial conditions specific to the region need to 
be determined to adapt the strategy to its specific conditions ("strategy-fit") at an early stage. Of 
course the strategy has to fit the demands of tourists, so the strategy-fit can be supported by 
a market analysis (s. chapter 2.4). 

As already mentioned, funding of tourist activities is a common approach in European rural 
development programs (Belletti et al. 2013; Randelli et al., 2014; Pollermann et al., 2013).  

Due to external funding it is important to strengthen the activities of local actors in general 
and use the most suitable endogenous potentials (Terluin, 2003). 

It is more problematic for policy to influence economic performance by overcoming problems 
associated with poor accessibility and peripherality. In contrast, improving rural economic 
performance by raising skills is more amendable to policy intervention (Agarval et al,. 2009, 
p. 318). 

Besides it should always be questioned to what extent lasting self-contained processes 
develop, projects and measures should be stable after the expiration of external support. 
 

3. Practical experiences: A pilot project in Eastern Germany 

3.1 Approach and aims of the pilot project 

In order to test the opportunities of rural tourism for peripheral rural regions in eastern 
Germany, in 1993 – just three years after the German reunification in 1990 – the German 
Ministry of Food, Agriculture and Forestry initiated the model-project “Income maintenance 
through village tourism.” The main objective of the project was to develop exemplary rural 
tourism in rural areas typical for the eastern federal states of Germany that do not have any 
touristic experience and that are not exceptionally suited for a tourist valorisation in order to 
achieve an income maintenance through village tourism. To choose rural tourism as 
a vehicle for an economic development approach against the background of the situation of 
Eastern Germany just after the reunification in 1990 has been quite reasonable because: In 
rural policy “rural tourism has long been considered as a means of achieving economic and 
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social development and regeneration. More specifically, it has been widely promoted as 
an effective source of income and employment, particularly in peripheral rural areas where 
traditional agrarian industries have declined” (Sharpley, 2002) . This, together with the fact, 
that in structurally weak areas such as the project regions other possibilities for economic 
diversification outside agriculture seemed to be difficult to develop (also see chapter 2.2) 
have been the decisive factors to focus on rural village tourism as means of rural 
development. Thereby only regions that may have an exemplary function, that means 
villages that are ideal-typical for rural regions within the federal state, came under 
consideration (so this is why it was called a model-project: to use the project as a model to 
test the suitability of the approach as possible measure of rural development for other 
similar regions). Figure 2 shows the five municipalities which were chosen to participate. 
Thereby a neo-endogenous approach (cp. Ray, 2006)1to tourist development was pursued. 
The selected villages were not supported by extra funding, but the local actors were 
professionally advised as to how they can apply for funding. Thereby following objectives 
have been pursued (see Neumeier, Pollermann, Jäger 2011): 

 Aims related to contents: Increasing the tourist attractiveness of the areas, 
generating income via tourism, economic stabilization.  

 Aims related to methods: Activating public participation, triggering self -contained 
activities / utilizing funding programs, initiating and ensuring long term commitment 
for the own local area. 

Long term impacts of participative planning processes that aim to activate citizens can only 
be assessed after a longer time span. But concomitant research often concentrates only on 
the project period or a short time after. In this regard the model-project is an outstanding 
exception, as the success, as well as long-term development was evaluated over a period of 
15 years within two phases of research 1995-1998 (Fink and Plankl, 1998), 2005-2009 
(Neumeier et al., 2011). 
 
3.2 Characteristics of the model villages 

Glaisin: Glaisinhas 354 inhabitantsand can only be reached via minor country roads. Public 
transport is quite poor. The overall appearance of the locality is, with its well -preserved half-
timbered unplastered houses, quite appealing. The village centre is dominated by 
the “Forsthof ensemble” (a country inn with adjacent culture-barn bakehouse and spiral herb 
garden) renovated subsequent to the pilot project. There are no outstanding tourist 
attractions. The next tourist attraction is the baroque palace of Ludwigslust (eight kilometres 
away). 
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Fig 2. Impressions from Glaisin. 

 
Schlieben: The sleepy little town of Schlieben is located in the Elbe-Elster County and has 
5,881 inhabitants. The location is surrounded by spruce forests typical for Brandenburg. 
One peculiarity of Schlieben is that it is one of the northernmost wine-growing regions in 
Germany. Apart from the historical wine cellars, the area has no outstanding tourist 
attractions. 

 

Fig 3. Impressions from Schlieben. 
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Kläden: Kläden is situated in the cultural landscape of the Altmark. It has about  
9,877 inhabitants. The impacts of the demographic changes are quite obvious. High 
vacancy rates and an aging population are characteristic. The area itself does not have any 
outstanding tourist attractiveness, it is difficult to reach by public transportation and has only 
very basic gastronomic services. 
 

 

Fig 4. Impressions of Kläden. 

 

Lawalde: Lawalde is situated in the Oberlausitz. The community has about 850 inhabitants. 
Characteristic for the region are a special kind of buildings with timber framing. This 
peculiarity is not well-marketed in Lawalde and the whole character of the village 
(deterioration of the buildings, grey as predominant house paint) reminds earlier times in 
the German Democratic Republic (belonging to the eastern Bloc until the reunification; of 
Germany in 1990). As tourist attractions Lawalde advertises its billiard, table tennis and 
mini-golf facilities as well as a private collection of cacti.  
 

 

Fig 5. Impressions of Lawalde. 
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Brunnhartshausen: Brunnhartshausen is located in the mountainous area of the Rhön, 
an attractive tourist region. The village has about 400 inhabitants. All in all 
Brunnhartshausen itself does not have any outstanding peculiarities or unique selling points. 
Because of the German-Democratic-Republic-history (next to the border) the tourism in 
the eastern part of the Rhön is in general less developed than in the western part of 
the Rhön. 
 

 

Fig 6. Impressions of Brunnhartshausen. 

 
The project regions have been supported by two external consultings. Thereby one consulting 
attended to Schlieben and Kläden and the other to Glaisin, Lawalde and Brunnhartshausen. 

Prior to the development of the touristic offer but after the selection of the model regions a basic 
status analysis as well as requirements analysis has been conducted by the consultants 
together with the regions. Thereby the specific touristic potential of the regions has been 
analysed with the aim to build the village tourism to be developed upon this potential. 
Nevertheless, the analysis was mainly restricted to the local cultural and natural potentials only, 
that is, the local attractive features. The demand aspect was not thoroughly considered. So, 
a critical comparison with already existing destinations the development of unique selling 
propositions or a cost benefit analysis has not been done (see Fink, Plankl 1998 for more 
details).  
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Fig 7. Location of the pilot project areas in eastern Germany. 

 
3.3 Methods of research 

In order to analyse the impacts of the model-project the development of the model villages 
was analysed via four methodological approaches between 2005 and 2009. Thereby 
the analysis focused on the achievement of the aims of the model project already mentioned 
in section 3.1. The research started with field studies in the five areas. Thereby the current 
state of the tourist development was compared with the results of the concomitant research 
from 1995 to 1998 to record the development undergone since 1995. For this purpose about 
12 local key persons, such as mayors or head officials, were questioned in guided 
interviews. The interviews focused mainly on the local experts assessments of the success 
or failure of the model project, available tourist offerings as well as on subsequent 
developments rooted in or triggered by the model project. In addition, personal impress ions 
of the areas were registered through field visits. 

Through a standardized survey and the comparison of the results with findings of a survey 
conducted in 1996, it was investigated how the citizens of the model-villages assess 
the achievement of the model-project objectives today and which role they attribute to 
the model-project within the undergone regional development. A total of 60/61 citizens per 
area were questioned personally with a standardized questionnaire. The selection of 
the participating persons was based on a stratified random sample. The main part of 
the questionnaire comprised questions about the probands knowledge of the model project 
and, if applicable, involvement in working groups developed within the scope of the model 
project, the probands assessment of the impact of the model project for regional and 
tourism development, the probands assessment of the current development in comparison 
to the situation prior to the model project. 

Within the scope of a two-day expert-workshop with 16 actors from the five model-project 
villages (from administration, tourism, the former project staff) the pilot project was 
discussed in retrospect according to the opinion of the experts. To activate the discussion 
the results and conclusions of the standardized survey was presented and discussed with 
the participants at the beginning of the workshop. Subsequently the participants were invited 
to discuss experiences in tourism as well as economic development since the end of 
the model project, to discuss the role of funding for the regional economic and touristic 
development and to discuss the role of public participation for these processes.  
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A detailed overview of the themes discussed as well as the results is given by Neumeier, 
Pollermann and Jäger (2011).Finally, based on these results two model-project areas 
identified as successful (Glaisin, Kläden) were selected for further in-depth qualitative case 
studies by means of theoretical sampling. Thereby information on the achievement of 
the aims regarding contents and methods, as well as factors of success or failure of 
the envisioned tourism development were collected (see Neumeier, Pollermann, Jäger 
(2011) for details) based on narrative interviews with local actors currently participating in 
rural development efforts and actors formerly involved in the model-project (15 interviews 
per area, sample based on theoretical sampling). The narrative interviews have been 
recorded and transcribed. The transcriptions have been categorized according to the rules 
of the thematic coding proposed by Hopf (cf. Kuckartz 2005). The analysis of the interview 
data has been done according to the method of structural context analysis (in specific by 
the method of the “content structuring context analysis”) proposed by Mayring (2007). 
 
3.4 Results for tourism and rural development 

Altogether the examinations provided the following picture: In all areas the model-project 
functioned as the cornerstone for further tourist development but had limited reach. One reason 
for this limited reach might be attributed to the absence of a real, economically sound market 
analysis focusing on the local attractive features that could be marketed instead of taking into 
account the demand prior to the selection of the regions as project regions. Local networking 
activities between the tourist activities and the development of tourism marketing methods could 
be achieved. All pilot-villages except one established a seasonally operated tourism bureau. 
Local tourist alliances could be created and a positive attitude towards tourism could be 
communicated to the citizens in four of the five project-villages. So the project contributed to 
the emergence of so called social innovations (c.p. Neumeier 2012) as result of changes in 
the people´s minds as kind of sociological changes caused by the participatory approach. That 
is, new ways of organizing leading to the development of a tourist offering adapted to 
the regional potentials. 

As another outcome it could be observed that in all project-villages a few privately run bed and 
breakfasts were established which allow the operators to add to their household income. 
The standard of these establishments ranges from very basic (room with an appearance of 
an old fashioned bedroom just abandoned by some former family member) to normal (room with 
modern furniture, private bathroom and television). Furthermore, the villages succeeded to 
establishing cultural offerings and leisure time facilities. Examples are historical bakeries, nature 
trails, museums of local history, outdoor markets of local importance or culture-barns which are 
largely still used today. Thus the infrastructure created allows cultural offerings to be provided 
for the local citizens as well as potential guests (concerts, readings, theatre events, exhibitions).  

However a close consideration also reveals that the infrastructure created is mainly used by 
local citizens as well as day-time tourists from the closer catchment areas of the regions. Thus 
the tourist infrastructure created in view of the model-project mainly serves local recreation and 
day-time visitors. Beyond this it is only of limited touristic importance. In addition, 
the infrastructure is, in part, maintained by subsidies like LEADER, (a bottom-up oriented 
funding scheme for collaboration of different stakeholders in regional development processes 
within the rural development programmes funded by the European Community) – without 
a sustainable operational concept for the time after the expiration of the funding. 

Thus uncertainties about the future perspectives of the establishments exist. Nevertheless, it 
appears that this infrastructure also plays an important role in the shaping of a local identity. 

The extent to which tourist development has, according to the local citizens, generated long- 
lasting impacts is illustrated in Table 1. The table summarizes the main results of the 2007 
survey. By referring to the 1996 survey, the table depicts the citizens’ view of the impact of 
tourism in the pilot-villages as an arithmetical mean. The arrows illustrate the comparison of 
the supposed impact between 1996 and 2007. 
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 Brunnharts- 

hausen 

Glaisin Kläden Lawalde Schlieben Gesamt 

 96 07 cp. 96 07 cp. 96 07 cp. 96 07 cp. 96 07 cp. 96 07 cp. 

Tourism contributed to 
an improvement of 
income and working 
opportunities 

3,3 4,5  3,2 3,0  3,3 3,5  3,1 3,1  3,7 3,9  3,3 3,6 

Tourism caused 
an increase in sales in 
gastronomy and retail 

2,6 3,7  3,0 1,9 



2,7 3,2  2,4 2,7  2,6 3,6 




2,7 3,0 

The extension of 
the tourism leads to 
a better order situation 
for craft enterprises 

3,8 4,0  3,5 3,2  3,3 3,8  2,8 3,7 



3,9 4,4  3,5 3,8 

Tourism contributes to 
a good accessibility 

4,0 4,1  3,3 2,3 



3,4 3,8  3,4 3,6  4,1 4,4  3,6 3,6 

Tourism contributes to 
a maintenance of 
public facilities within 
the region 

4,5 4,9  3,5 3,7  3,9 4,0  3,4 3,6  3,9 4,2  3,8 4,1 

Tourism enables 
the development of 
bicycle and hiking 
trails 

2,7 3,1  2,2 1,9  2,0 2,7  2,3 3,1 



2,7 2,7  2,4 2,7 

Tourism contributed to 
an attractive village 
scenery  

2,9 2,8  1,9 1,8  2,4 3,1  1,8 2,4 



2,9 3,2  2,4 2,7 

Total / Arithmeticmean 3,4 3,9  2,9 2,5  3,0 3,4  2,7 3,2  3,4 3,8  3,0 3,4 

Tab 1. Assessment of the perceived impacts of tourism development – comparison between 1996 and 2007. 

96 = survey of 1996; 07 = survey of 2007.  

cp.: compare between 96 and 07 surveys 

1 = „applies completely“; 5 = „does not apply at all“ 

Differences of the arithmetic means (d) of the ratings of the perceived impacts from 2007 and 1996 

  =  d  0,80;  

     =  0,50 d < 0,8 ;  

    =  -0,50 d < 0,50;  

     =  -0,80< d  -0,50 ;  

  =  d  -0,80. 

 
According to the citizens’ rating, the village’s appearance as well as bicycle and hiking paths 
were assessed most positively, followed by growth in sales in gastronomy and retail in both 
the 1996 and 2007 surveys. The hope that the tourism could have a positive impact on 
the preservation of public facilities and contribute to a good accessibility has, according to 
the majority of questioned citizens, not been fulfilled. The same is true for positive impacts on 
craft enterprises. Thus according to the questioned citizens’ perception the economic impacts of 
the model-project are not sufficient to effectively support the regional development. With regard 
to the comparison of the surveys from 1996 and 2007 it can be recognized that the results are 
slightly worse in 2007 than in 1996. Thus one can conclude that in the ten years since 
the ending of the model-project, no positive self-dynamic took place with regard to tourist 
development, although most impacts can be considered as relatively stable. Another indication 
for the minor economic importance of tourism is given by the survey results. Questioned if they 
derive income from tourism over all project regions only 11 people (Brunnhartshausen 4, Glaisin 
2, Kläden 0, Lawalde 3, Schlieben 2) which amounts for 3.6 % from the 302 people questioned 
answered this question with yes 33. 

Thus, according to the questioned citizen’s perception the economic impacts of the model-
project are not sufficient to effectively support the regional development. 

Last but not least the minor economic importance of tourism was confirmed within the scope of 
the expert workshop where all experts agreed that income maintenance through village tourism 
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could not be achieved as tourism in the classical sense does not take place in the regions. So, it 
can be concluded, that in none of the five pilot-villages a significant income maintenance, as 
anticipated by the title of the pilot project, could be reached (but because small businesses with 
less than nine beds, which are the main offerings in the model villages, in Germany are not 
included in main tourist statistics, it was not possible to give clear data about the number of 
tourists). Furthermore, the impact on other economic sectors is as already shown in table 1 also 
quite small. One reason for the low tourism performance could be the lack of an effective 
marketing strategy thoroughly considering the demand, which is anyhow not easy to develop in 
such small destinations like a single village. 

So, tourism is a sideline income in all model-areas and, at best, complements the income of 
a handful of persons providing accommodation facilities. However via tourism it is possible to 
offer low paid (seasonal) jobs and jobs on the basis of job creation schemes.  

Nevertheless, his has to be judged ambivalently: The psychological impact of the participation 
at gainful employment can be positive for the people affected. At the same time such job-
opportunities offer almost no sustainable perspectives or continuity. Apart from small scale rural 
tourism complementing the income of a handful of persons mainly providing accommodation 
facilities no further-reaching economic impacts could be observed in the model areas. And no 
evidence for a further-reaching regional networking (in tourism and economy) could be 
observed in the accompanying research. The expectations for enduring income maintenance 
that could function as a substitute for jobs lost as a result of the socioeconomic structural 
change linked with the development of a rural tourism have not been met. 

But according to the empirical results, today, tourism opportunities, as well as constraints, are 
seen quite realistically in the areas investigated. The initial disappointment about the negligible 
economic impacts has changed. Most of the pilot-villages are quite satisfied with the touristic 
development and share the view that the model-project, as well as the touristic emphasis, was 
important for the overall rural development process. 

Based on the results obtained, the concomitant research came to the same conclusion as it 
showed that the model-project has triggered quite a few real material and immaterial impulses 
with regard to village development. Examples for material impulses are the introduction of 
a binding regulation concerning how buildings have to be built or maintained in the village 
centre so that they fit the traditional regional architectural style in Glaisin; the renovation of 
a deteriorated historical village inn in the centre of Glaisin, or the development of a so called 
cultural barn, a renovated traditional sheep shelter now used to offer cultural events like 
concerts or cabaret to the local population in Kläden. Examples for immaterial impulses are 
the strengthening of the space-oriented identity in Glaisin leading to a higher place attachment 
as well as a consolidation and enhancement of the village’s local identity or the motivation of 
citizens to campaign for regional interests and actively participate in rural development in 
Kläden. Also, in all project regions the pilot project contributed to a stringent and coordinated 
use and utilization of different development subsidies and promotion of collaboration between 
local actors. Furthermore guided interviews with officials and tourism experts in the project-
villages as well as an analysis of the expert workshop showed that the pilot-project, due to 
the application for funds for rural development, imparted knowledge that was crucial for 
the subsequent development efforts of the areas as well as private tourism actors. Although 
the initial work-groups established during the model-project vanished, the research showed in 
nearly all project-villages that the neo-endogenous development approach contributed to 
an activation of the local public that continues to have a positive effect. As an example, 
subsequent to the pilot project in one part of Kläden, an association was established that 
applies its energies to the development of the neighbourhood. Similarly, in the other pilot 
regions communities of interests have been developed triggered by the pilot-project, too. 
Against the background of the East German history of the project regions, such effects are quite 
remarkable since such public participation was not common in the former German Democratic 
Republic (GDR). 

All in all the examinations revealed that within all model-villages, the pilot-project contributed to 
a promotion of the different actors and interest-groups and a networking of the different 
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individual initiatives within the areas, that in some cases even resulted in social innovations 
(e.g. founding of an association for neighbourhood development or the founding of 
an association maintaining a cultur-barn in Kläden, the involvement of the public in 
the decisions of the local council in Glaisin, the maintenance of seasonally operated tourism 
information). Last but not least, the realized cultural offerings create an opportunity to provide 
cultural events for the local population (readings, theatre, concerts) as well as potential guests. 
 
3.5 Discussion of the findings 

If we reflect the above summarized findings against the tourism aims of the pilot project 
(cp. section 3.1) one would conclude that economically, the model-project was not very 
successful, since the main aim to generate income and to stabilize the regions’ economies 
via tourism could not be achieved. 

The contrary is true for the methodical aims. As shown in all model-villages, the pilot-project 
contributed to an activation of public participation, triggered self -contained activities and 
initiation, and ensured at least some long-term commitment to the own local area. So 
inducing a socio-political change was a relevant impact (especially the development of 
a culture of participation contrasting structures and mental-models prevailing during GDR-
times). 

Although infrastructure – like local history museums, community centres, instructional trails 
through a vineyard, historical bakehouses, outdoor swimming pools, outdoor chess and 
table tennis facilities or even spiral herb gardens to name only a few – do not have 
the potential to function as sustainable tourist attractions from a purely economic point of 
view. Such infrastructure belongs to local recreation and although it is of great importance 
for the local population and the village’s self-image, it does not have any noteworthy touristy 
and economic effects nor does it influence the external image of a region, as the examples 
of the model-villages clearly showed (Neumeier et al., 2011 p. 40).  

But taking an anthropological point of view, the picture will be quite different. Here, infrastructure 
– like local history museums, community centres or the other just mentioned attractions – 
contributes to the attractiveness of the rural region, to an enhancement of the local identity and 
establishes a certain kind of integrated rural tourism (Cawley and Gillmor, 2008) which does not 
have the potential to contribute in an economic manner, but rather to an equally important 
overall rural development by promoting socio-political change.  

Judging the success or failure of the model-project, or respectively rural-tourism 
development, based only on its economic impact leads to the conclusion that the model-
project was not successful.  

But, as we have seen, the pilot project had quite a few social and cultural implications 
important for the development of the model-villages, like enhancement of the local identity, 
a stringent and coordinated use and utilization of different subsidies of development, and 
promotion of collaboration between local actors. So, concluding that the model-project and 
effort to develop a rural tourism did not contribute much to rural development is only partially 
correct. The successes in the sense of a socio-political change are the creation of actor 
networks, changes in attitudes to grassroot participation processes as well as 
the development of a higher self-confidence and a higher place attachment.  

Although the example of the model-project showed that in regions structured similarly to 
the model villages, which do not have or are unable to develop unique selling points, no 
great economic leaps forward are likely. The research showed that via the medium tourism, 
promising opportunities exist for promoting regional development or enhancing the regions’ 
attractiveness for its citizens as well as potential guests (e.g., by establishing a local 
recreation infrastructure). Consequentially this leads to the conclusion that if a region 
succeeds in initiating governance processes, activating the reflection about alternative 
adapted regional development opportunities, or stringently coordinating rural development 
projects via tourism, tourism is one possible option to trigger development impulses and 
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efforts. Thereby it has to be kept in mind that tourism is only one possibility amongst others 
to trigger regional development impulses.  

But as observations in the project areas have shown tourism seems to have a special 
potential to function as nucleus for participatory processes as well as regional development 
processes. The reasons are not yet fully clear, but the perception of tourism as something 
positive, that most people associate with their own experiences, seems to play an important 
role here. But presently this is only an assumption that should be questioned more in depth 
in the future. Up to now it is certain that seeking potentials for marketing an area as a tourist 
destination can support a process of thinking about endogenous potentials of the region in 
general. Altogether, the empirical results show that tourism is not the solution, but only 
a small contribution, and beyond direct impacts, also a contribution to seeking other 
solutions in collaborative way. 
 

4. Conclusions 

After we considered the role of rural tourism as promoter of rural development theoretically as 
well as based on findings from the pilot project, in this section we will summarize the main 
findings about the role of rural tourism as a factor of regional development first. Afterwards we 
will discuss whether the assumptions made in section 2 are useful for explaining the outcome of 
the model-project by analysing the role of the potentials of success and support via funding 
programs.  
 
4.1 Rural Tourism as promoter of rural development – synthesis 

It should also be mentioned that it is not possible to really weigh the possibilities induced by 
tourism against other options from different economic sectors here, because this was not 
the subject of the research. But together with the results from the literature review, 
the findings help to clarify the possibilities to foster rural development by tourism. In addition 
it has to be mentioned that the rural areas examined were quite small-scale. In such areas it 
is problematic to reach a certain critical mass of tourists (necessary for an economically 
successful tourism).  

Nevertheless, the considerations above allow the following conclusions due to the implications 
for rural tourism as factor of regional development: 

An analysis of the role of rural tourism in rural development should focus on 
the conceptualisation of rural tourism in a wider sense. The empirical results showed that 
local recreation is important for rural tourism, because possibilities for tourism with large 
numbers of overnight-stays are limited in many rural areas. Furthermore the local perception 
of regional actors also depends on features like cultural offerings, which are only important 
for local recreation, but which are not attractive enough to attract many visitors external to 
the region (compare Figure 3). 

Diversification into tourism will not be able to save structurally weak peripheral rural areas 
by providing job alternatives or noteworthy alternative income possibilities. This was clearly 
proven for regions with no major attractions like the five pilot villages. To judge the potential 
of tourism for rural development one has to remember that rural areas are not all to 
the same extent suitable for rural tourism intended to generate noteworthy economic effects. 
Especially peripheral rural areas will most likely have difficulty in developing 
an economically successful form of rural tourism.  

Thus, to realistically estimate the potentials for developing a successful rural tourism, 
the building blocks of the tourist attractiveness mentioned earlier should be kept in mind. In 
order to create economically successful tourism, the shaping of every single building block 
must be duly considered. 

Although the areas of the pilot project were not very suitable for tourism, at all locations 
some aspects of socio-political change became visible. So an increase in a regional sense 
of identity could be seen, as well as an activation of local actors, and an increase of social 
capital. While improving networks and social relations is not alone sufficient for supporting 
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economic performance, it is nevertheless a necessary ‘ingredient’ for successful (economic) 
development as it has the potential to enhance further benefits for the overal l development 
(Agarwal et al., 2009). 
 
4.2 Potentials of success in the pilot villages? 

Altogether the considered empirical findings of the pilot project mirror the potentials of 
success as they were explained in section 2.3 (see Figure 3).  

Thus, the activation of public commitment via public participation processes, the importance 
of key actors, the potential of external counselling and the necessity for 
appropriate/regionally adapted content concepts have been confirmed. 

But the pilot project also revealed problems typical for programs designed to promote rural 
development. Examples are the development of a “support-mentality,” the lacking of stability in 
participation processes and projects as well as the lacking of concepts of how to continue 
the achievements after the ceasing of the support. 

The importance of the adaption to the initial situation (strategy-fit) has been confirmed for both 
the conceptual aspects (e.g., consideration of the realistic tourist potentials) and 
the development process (e.g., due to the development of public participation methods). But 
there was paid little attention to the demand side of tourism: so they should spend more energy 
on a market analysis and develop a marketing strategy. As a single village is too small to 
effectively do this, this could be done as a part of a wider destination management process or 
by a cooperation with villages from different regions. 

Within the model villages the framework conditions of the pilot project definitely contributed to 
an advancement of the six factors of success (see Table 2). On the other hand it is also 
possible to identify weaknesses of the pilot project. Here two main problems could be identified 
that most likely prevented a real success of the pilot project in terms of the ambitious task to 
achieve income maintenance through village tourism: (1) An improper strategy-fit (regions not 
qualified for developing an economically successful tourism) led to an unfavourable 
development of the quality of the concept. Even if the other potentials of success had been 
invariably met, this would have limited the overall success of the pilot project. (2) The initially 
positive development of the potentials of success was not durable in the end. For example, 
the commitment of the participating actors declined once the organizational structures 
established within the pilot project ceased to exist. Here the time frame of the self-help 
activation was too short, or incentives for permanently implementing local activities of the locals 
were not established. 
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Potentials of success Shape/influence via the pilot project:(+)=positive : (-)=negative influence) 

1. Commitment of the actors  (+) Quite a few interested actors during the model-project. Therby quite a few key 

actors dedicated themselves to the model-project. 

(+) Support of unemployed persons via job creation schemes assures commitment for 

cultural facilities (but this is not a lasting perspective for both the facilities and 

unemployed persons). 

(-) The commitment of the majority of actors involved in the pilot project proved not 

to be very durable (especially in sense that the possibilities for participation were 

abandoned) 

 

2. Abilities of the actors  (+) Learning by doing via communicative processes. 

(+) An enhancement of the awareness for participation processes could be registered 

in the long run caused by the testing of new methods of participation. 

(+) Enhancement of the support-know-how (but mainly as personal know-how of key 

actors). 

 

3. Organizational structure (+) Support of the processes via external consulting created an organizational 

framework (working-teams, professional counselling). 

 (-) Insufficient considerations how to flexibly stabilize the structures created. 

(-) After the expiration of the support via the pilot project the organizational 

structures created ceased to exist. Only common administrative structures as well as 

clubs prevailed but these continue working towards the aims envisaged by the pilot 

project to only a limited extent. An enduring platform of communication is missing. 

 

4. Quality of concept (for 

tourism development) 

(+) Consideration of local characteristics. 

(-) Conceptual aspects do not duely consider the initial disadvantageous 

tourist.situation. 

 

5. Level of acceptance and 

cooperation  

(+) High acceptance of planning aim. 

(+) Positive influence via commitment of accepted actors/personalities. 

(-) At first scepticism toward methods of public participation. 

(-) To a certain degree scepticism about the strong influence of single actors. 

(-) Negative influence on cooperation with neighbouring communities not 

participating at the pilot project (envy). 

 

6. Access to material 

resources 

(+) Counselling due to support know-how leads to an enhancement of access to 

support programs, e.g., realization of projects via LEADER.  

(-) The pilot project did not provide any resources except for counselling. 

 

Tab 2. Influence of the pilot project on factors of success. 

 

4.3 Support via funding programs or pilot projects? 

In this context it is important to consider the following first: A funding program or a pilot project 
alone cannot create success for regional development, but it can give support and create 
a framework that makes success highly probable. Possibilities for this are shown in Table 3. 

It is possible to estimate whether a funding program can contribute to a successful development 
by observing the influence of this funding on the potentials of success. 

In general a funding program can contribute in the following different ways to all of the six 
potentials of success (identified by the research about the pilot project, in addition reflected by 
results of the evaluation of LEADER or similar support schemes in Germany (Pollermann et al., 
2013; McAreavey and McDonagh, 2010; Neumeier et al., 2011). 
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Potential of success Support via funding program (+) / possible negative impacts (-) 
1 Commitment of the 

participants 
(+) Support through staff (important for volunteers) 
(-) bureaucratic task and high complexity of funding conditions can cause 

exhaustion 
2 Abilities of the 

participants 
(+) Learning by doing; special measure for qualification, rural networks 

(seminar, publications); 
(+) exchange between different rural areas 

3 Organisational 

structure 
(+) Financing staff 
(+) Guideline about structures (for example the 50-50-quota between 

public and private actors in the decision-making body as statutory 

provisions by LEADER) 
(-) if the working of staff is temporally limited to a few years, this could 

lead to a lack of continuity 
4 Quality of concept (+) Guideline for key contents 

(-) to narrow provisions as funding conditions 
5 Level of acceptance 

and cooperation 
(+) Additional money supports collaboration (no problems with “hard 

interest conflicts”; nobody loses) 
(-) envy of (not financially supported) neighbour regions 

6 Access to material 

resources 
(+) Money for projects and staff 
(-) be careful with “development of a support-mentality” 
(-) funding can favour the question “what is fundable” instead of “what is 

most useful”  

Tab 3. Contribution of a funding program to the potentials of success. 

 

5. Recommendations: Take advantage of opportunities, consider 
the constraints 

There are limitations, but also prospects for rural development via rural tourism. To support 
finding a suitable way to deal with the limitations and opportunities in practice, now some 
general hints regarding the core questions of this article “where and in how rural tourism can 
contribute to rural development?” are considered. To answer the “where?” suggestions about 
the adaption of the strategy to different regions are made. Regarding the ”how” suggestions for 
an appropriate participative planning approach as well as shaping of funding schemes are 
given.  
 
5.1 Suggestions for adapting the strategy to the regional characteristics 

Different potentials for rural tourism exist for different rural areas. The main distinguishing 
features are the accessibility and the region’s touristic attractiveness. To make possible 
constraints visible Figure 3 summarized which forms of rural tourism are most appropriate for 
which kind of rural regions. Especially remarkable is:  

Areas with low or no cultural or natural tourist potential can, by valorizing their specific 
characteristics, create an integrated rural tourism contributing to a reflective recreational 
activity oriented on authentic experience. But the overall economic impact of such 
an extensive form of tourism as described in the previous sections is supposed to be quite 
low, which was clearly the case in the pilot project. Its success has to be measured based 
on criteria other than its economic effects. 

Highly accessible areas and areas in the urban hinterland of cities might attract more 
tourists than peripheral rural areas even if their tourist potential is lower.  

Especially highly accessible rural areas in the urban hinterland might be able to develop 
economically successful rural tourism based on day tourism. Here (and only here) 
infrastructure actually belonging to local recreational offering might attract a critical mass of 
potential tourists from outside of the own region. In contrast this is quite unlikely for poorly 
accessible peripheral rural regions. 
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For rural areas like the ones in the pilot project (deep rural, relatively low attractiveness) 
a combination of rural tourism with the search for other endogenous potentials and 
enhancement of the quality of life seems to be most suitable. 

 

Fig 8. Degree of attractiveness and accessibility and implications for rural tourism. 

 

5.2 Suggestions for a participative planning approach 

The main principles of a promising participative approach (see theoretical section) could be 
confirmed by the findings from the pilot project. For the special conditions in the context of rural 
tourism, the following factors are especially important: 

The potentials of success should be considered when implementing a long-term oriented 
planning approach. Major recommendations are shown in Figure 9. An important aspect is, that 
if only one single potential out of the six potentials is badly developed this will be a crucial 
constraint for the whole process. 

The limitations, for a suitable „strategy fit” should always be kept in mind, in this context 
the actors should be careful: outside conditions can change and then the planning-strategy has 
to be changed, too. So an observation of general tourist trends on the demand side as well as 
the modifications of regional conditions due to demographic change is a constant task. 

As also the empiric results from pilot projects showed a long-term motivation and commitment 
are especially important for the planning processes and the establishment of wider actor-
networks within the area, for the design of the planning-procedure an overlapping of planning, 
on the one hand, and putting into practice, on the other hand, is recommended (Pollermann 
2004). To take advantage of this approach, it is vital to concentrate on projects which are easy 
to implement and for which a large consensus exists. 

In order to enhance the transparency of such processes the Internet could also be used as 
a medium, for example via Public Participatory GIS as an actor of rural development (see for 
example Herrmann and Neumeier, 2007). 

Finally a procedure for a process-integrated evaluation of the planning- and implementation 
processes is strongly recommended. 
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Fig 9. Six Potentials of success for cooperative regional development processes. 

 

5.3 Suggestions for a support via funding 

The role of tourism for regional development and the possibilities to endorse an economically 
successful tourism through funding programs should not be overestimated. But attempts for 
using tourism as a vehicle for participation, collaboration and finding ways to use endogenous 
potentials are also reasonable in rural areas without great touristic potentials. Regarding these 
options it is especially essential to give local actors a major role. Ideally, a system of support 
should be introduced that enables a project-funding whereas the expected success with regard 
to the individual regional prerequisites and development aims is the main criteria for 
the granting of subsidies, instead of concentrating on strict ‘globally’ specified conditions and 
modalities. Thus, decision processes could be handed on to lower levels in order to foster de-
bureaucratisation. Thereby the evaluation of rural development programmes shows, that 
bureaucratic, narrow funding conditions are a major constraint for participative approaches like 
LEADER (Pollermann et al. 2013; Dax et al., 2013). For larger projects a market analysis should 
be a precondition for funding. 

Furthermore via a funding regulated by the local actors themselves, a competition for the best 
ideas could develop. Thereby it is also important to include potentially critical civic actors in 
the development processes and to establish an open participation process.  

Finally we want to summarize, that in most rural regions tourism alone is not the solution for 
mitigating rural development divides and inducing noteworthy economic growth. But instead it 
can make a valuable contribution to an integrated approach to rural development by functioning 
as a vehicle for participation, collaboration and finding new innovative ways to use endogenous 
potentials which might result in advancements in rural development. 
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