
INTRODUCTION

A study of how rurality and urbanity are understood is im-
portant in Latvia and in the broader context. Developments
in society have promoted changes in the identity of country-
side and towns. The local and regional government reforms
occurring in Latvia and elsewhere in Europe encourage us
to review the concepts of rurality and urbanity, so that we
can see how important they are to local residents, govern-
ment systems, and also researchers. The separation between
rurality and urbanity has long been a principle of organising
time and space, and researchers in various sectors have re-
lied on this. Geographers, regional planners, sociologists,
anthropologists, attorneys and economists have all invested
in researching the concepts of urbanity and rurality. Re-
searchers in the social and natural fields of study have used
each other’s theoretical concepts “to elucidate the complex-
ity of the human context of the urban [and rural] ecosys-
tem” (Simmons et al., 2002, pp. 5–6). Even more, research-
ers from other fields of study—biologists, environmental
specialists, economists, representatives of the technological
sciences—have used existing concepts to differentiate be-
tween urbanity and rurality in their own research, particu-
larly in terms of extensive comparisons of various pro-
cesses. The aim of this paper is to review the conceptual
understanding of “urban” and “rural” and the different ap-
proaches in describing these. Insight is given into the vari-

ous indicators used for describing the rural–urban differ-
ences, the efforts to overcome the dichotomies of the divi-
sion between the rural and the urban and the ways how
these concepts are socially constructed. In the conclusion,
the author will review the way in which “rurality” and “ur-
banity” are reflected in research in Latvia based on the con-
cepts discussed.

The search for an adequate definition of “urban” and “rural”
and for the understanding of these categories was particu-
larly active during the 20th century (Wirth, 1938; Halfacree,
1993). This long-lasting interest can be attributed to the fact
that definitions of town and countryside and the drawing of
the line between them has been more than just a scholarly
matter. These are issues that are broadly addressed in nor-
mative and political documents dealing with spatial and so-
cial development, environmental protection, methods for
promoting agricultural development and public services,
etc. These are categories which are also used in everyday
communication, in the mass media, and in the arts. The ge-
ographer Tuan has argued that researchers seek statistical
measures that would define an ideal type of an urban place,
or they search for the historical origins or primitive forms of
populated areas to identify their true meaning with root
meaning. It is futile, however, to seek a definition of a city
which commands universal assent, Tuan argues, because
cities differ in terms of their characteristics and the intensity
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of their urban lifestyle. They are monuments to material
culture, and people who live there find themselves at vary-
ing distances from human conditions that are close to na-
ture. This is seen in food production, the agricultural cycle,
and the extent to which a city’s rhythms differ from the
natural rhythms of day and night and of the seasons (Tuan,
1978).

Even though determining the rural–urban gradient is a
widely used method to study the effects of urbanisation on
ecological systems and processes in landscapes and ele-
ments thereof, species and their behaviour, the environment
and the level of pollution (McDonnell and Pickett, 1990;
Hahs and McDonnell, 2006, p. 435). As a result, researchers
and policy authors often reduce oversimplified human-
modified ecosystems to merely urban versus rural (Theo-
bald, 2004), and these concepts take on the meaning of met-
aphors. Just as we can understand the nature of concepts ex-
clusively from the perspective of human knowledge and
how it is presented and represented (Harrison and Burgess,
1994), a more in-depth understanding of the concepts of
“urban” and “rural” is possible only if we understand the re-
lationship between space and the individual. Brown and
Cromartie (2004) have proposed that the concept of “rural”
include ecological, economic, institutional, social and cul-
tural dimensions and that its complex definition cover not
just territories, but also the typical characteristics of the res-
idents of these territories. We can now turn to a more
in-depth review of different approaches toward the concept
of urbanity and rurality.

DICHOTOMY BETWEEN THE CONCEPTS OF UR-
BANITY AND RURALITY

“Urban” and “rural” as a separation in binary perception
have created conventional, administrative, imaginative and
intellectual boundaries (Cloke and Johnston, 2005, p. 10) in
terms of a unified perception of geographic space. A binary
worldview was used in 1887 by the German scholar Ton-
nies, who produced what is now a classical monograph in
sociology, Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft. He accepted ru-
ral areas as communities and towns and cities as spaces
where the civil society could manifest itself, arguing that
cities, unlike conservative rural areas, are an expression of
modernity and capitalism (Claval, 2007, p. 154). There have
been attempts to dispute this traditional dualism (Pahl,
1966; Lacour and Puissant, 2007), but research, policies and
everyday lives are still based on it, because the difference
“goes beyond the material look of the land and implies
more deep-seated differences born of separation from and
an attachment to the nature of the physical environment”
(Cloke and Johnston, 2005, p. 10). The extreme levels of
the contrast in the rurality-urbanity continuum have been
noted, and they have usually been defined with acceptable
precision, but the same cannot be said of the part of the con-
tinuum which lies between these two extremes (Thorns,
2002, p. 25). There is no concrete border where urbanity
disappears and rurality begins, and the division between ur-
ban and rural is necessarily arbitrary. The boundaries of ur-

ban agglomerations seldom coincide with administrative
borders, which makes the use of certain statistical indicators
rather questionable (Tjallingii, 2000).

Urbanity and rurality are ideal models, abstractions or sim-
plifications of the real world. This is based on the assump-
tion that there are fundamental differences between people
who live in cities or towns and those who live in the coun-
tryside or the populated territories thereof. The assumption
is based on stereotypes that are broadly used by researchers,
and particularly by government institutions and societies
throughout the world. Stereotypic ideas about urban and ru-
ral areas are multidimensional and include claims about the
physical environment, the level of construction, accessibil-
ity, resources, the nature, scope and costs of economic ac-
tivities, autonomy and governance, innovations, the quality
of life, contacts among individuals, values and opportunities
(Wirth, 1938; Mann, 1965; Pahl, 1966; Hugo et al., 2003;
Brown and Cromartie, 2004; Tilt et al., 2007).

INDICATORS CHARACTERISING THE DIFFERENCE
BETWEEN URBANITY AND RURALITY

The crude rural–urban ratio indicator which is used in envi-
ronmental and developmental research has been extensively
criticised (Richardson, 2000; Tjallingii, 2000; Coombes and
Raybould, 2001; Hugo et al., 2003). As there is no single
indicator that can be used to characterise a populated area,
there is a series of indicators used to describe the multidi-
mensional rural–urban split. It has been argued that a study
of a populated area must take into account both the location
and its residents (Andranovich and Riposa, 1993), as well as
the interaction between the two. When it comes to a terri-
tory, there are two approaches. The more commonly used
approach is to apply indicators to administratively deter-
mined local government or community territories. The
other, less commonly used, is to look at a built-up territory
irrespective of its location or its administrative affiliation.
Rural and urban territories can be characterised by indica-
tors such as the use of land, the relative placement of the
territory, and existing built-up areas. Residents of the two
types of areas are characterised by indicators such as popu-
lation density, the number of residents in a formally deter-
mined administrative territory or a specific and compact ag-
gregate of urban residents, as well as descriptions of social
groups (Pumain et al., 1992; Anonymous, 1994; Pfuderer,
2003).

Indicators of interaction between a territory and its residents
can include types of employment, particularly looking at the
proportion of those who are engaged in agriculture or the
primary sector, the availability of necessary skills, eco-
nomic development, including the level of services and the
existence of links to the regional or central town of the rele-
vant region. Other indicators include back-and-forth migra-
tion, the frequency and availability of public transportation
services, the administrative status and historical name of the
local government territory, the identity and indicators of the
sense of place, the sense of community and the sense of iso-
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lation and naturalness, the number of abandoned plots of
land and buildings, the level of quiet or the distance from a
source of noise, the darkness of the sky at night, and the
beauty of the surrounding landscape (Plowden, 1995;
Cloke, 1999; Coombes and Raybould, 2001; Hill, 2003;
Champion and Hugo, 2004; Bowler, 2005). These indica-
tors can be applied not only towards identifying rural or ur-
ban territories, but also in terms of identifying the ideas of
researchers and those who commission research as to ideal
rurality or urbanity.

In ecological research, the urban-rural gradient is described
via various indicators, which can be assembled in at least
three basic groups: 1) demographic variables; 2) physical
variables such as density of roads or buildings, the percent-
age of urban land cover, or the distance from the urban cen-
tre; and 3) landscape metrics such as the mean size or frac-
tal dimension of patches of land. Researchers have noted
that each of these offers a look into various aspects of the
process of urbanisation, and they are not, therefore, mutu-
ally exclusive (Hahs and McDonnell, 2006, p. 435). Also, in
order to describe the amount of human modification, ecolo-
gists use a transect of the urban area, and they also identify
the subjective views of local residents.

Freely selected boundaries between “rural” and “urban” of-
ten fail to produce a true reflection of a specific location and
of relevant processes in a specific period of time (Theobald,
2004). Thus, for example, population numbers are calcu-
lated on the basis of where people spend the night and are
registered. Daily, weekly or seasonal back-and-forth mi-
grants, people on vacation, people visiting summer homes,
tourists, traditional and contemporary tramps and homeless
people—these often appear in no population register. Popu-
lated areas and structures therein can be episodic, non-
specific, temporary, periodical, regularly temporary, sea-
sonal, partly independent or entirely independent (Hill,
2003). Homes, places of employment and places where
services are rendered may also be portable. This poses chal-
lenges that require a new and more open approach in ana-
lysing populated areas and differences among them.

EFFORTS TO OVERCOME THE DICHOTOMOUS DI-
VISION BETWEEN URBANITY AND RURALITY

In disputing the binary division between urbanity and rural-
ity as a static depiction of geographic space in time, a
method that does not include social and spatial change, in-
creasing numbers of researchers and policy authors are con-
sidering the interaction of rural and urban geographic
spaces (Cloke and Park, 1985; Funnell, 1988; Lynch, 2004)
as a process that can be influenced in terms of creating new
forms of co-operation and developing these in a way that is
favourable for the environment, the community and its
economy (Jones, 2004).

In the overall system of populated areas, a city is the centre
and the rural areas are the periphery. Between these two
there is a wide variety of people, ideas and material values,

and the flow of these can change, sometimes dominating
and people and their activities in spatial and territorial terms
may invoke greater concentration, but at other times involve
deconcentration. Urbanity and rurality can be both a goal
and a process, and these object and process-oriented dis-
courses in ecological and regional development are not mu-
tually exclusive. Indeed, there are benefits when they work
together (Hidle et al., 2006). For a long time now there has
been discourse, which sees town and country as expressions
of the culture–nature polarity, where nature is perceived as
an object, i.e., as territories or species that simply exist or
do not exist. This discourse has encountered the emerging
discourse of ecological modernisation, which is based on
processes of nature (Tjallingii, 2000, p. 104).

As the automobilisation of society has progressed, informa-
tion communication technologies have developed, and the
infrastructural networks for those technologies have become
available in rural areas, it has increasingly been argued that
differences between rural and urban areas are disappearing,
and the characteristics of the two types of areas are inter-
mingling. Rural areas are undergoing urbanisation, while
cities are undergoing ruralisation (their population densities
are declining). Authors have argued that this is a gradual
transition (Sorokin and Zimmerman, 1929, cited in Coke,
1979; Pahl, 1966; Bryant et al., 1982). Abrupt changes are
possible if: 1) the boundaries are specified by natural factors
such as bodies of water, wetlands or terrain; or 2) territorial
or public activities are limited because of normative regula-
tions related to aspects such as territorial planning or poli-
cies aimed at protecting culture or nature.

Changing constructions and representations of rurality and
urbanity have emerged gradually, and researchers initially
reacted simply by ignoring the challenges that were posed.
They continued to engage in traditional research, e.g., ig-
noring the multifunctional nature of rurality. Later research
about rurality was justified as a pragmatic spatial categori-
sation to counterbalance the intellectual dominance of the
urban, to expose romantic rural myths. The next phase was
an attempt to get rid of the categories of “rural” and “urban”
altogether, instead pursuing research into specific sectors
while ignoring the rural–urban divide (Hoggart, 1990;
Cloke, 1996, p. 435). Bowler (2005, p. 232) is one author
who has ignored the binary rural–urban division, recom-
mending instead that rurality be seen as a system with three
elements—users of space, used space, use of space, also
considering this as a network with various spatial scopes,
specifically, the global, the national, and the local. When
the scope of the perspective is changed, rural and urban ter-
ritories are generalised in different ways—rural areas lose
before cities in terms of the importance of growth, and so
they are unequally represented both in developmental re-
search and in developmental policy.

Another approach involves an attempt to describe a hetero-
geneous geographic space while avoiding the binary ru-
ral–urban division and finding ways of differentiating be-
tween spatial categories and identifying their diversity
(Halfacree, 1993; Brown and Cromartie, 2004). For exam-
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ple, there can be a focus on specific elements of populated
areas, which can create several transitional categories. In
Finland four such categories have been described: sparsely
populated rural areas, rural core zones, urban-adjacent rural
areas, and urban areas (Muilu and Rusanen, 2004). Another
approach is to establish rural and urban indices on the basis
of many different statistical indicators, thus establishing a
complex continuum of statistical indicators to describe the
diversity of types of populated areas (Cloke, 1979; Harring-
ton and O’Donoghue, 1998; Cloke and Johnston, 2005).
New technologies have also enabled research that is based
on geo-referenced data (Coombes and Raybould, 2001;
Hugo et al., 2003; Muilu and Rusanen, 2004).

There have also been studies that are focused in particular
on new forms of urbanisation emerging in territories be-
tween cities and rural areas. These have mixed fragmentary
patterns and, often, conflicting type of land use (Antrop,
2000; Gallent et al., 2004). The rural–urban fringe is not
just a geographic area within a metropolitan region. It is
also a step in the development hierarchy between rural areas
and a central city (Carr, 1997; Hart, 1998, p. 10). Lee
(1979) has argued that changes in land use in border territo-
ries between rural and urban areas depend on the type and
initiative of the developer and the issues that control devel-
opment. Also of importance is the accessibility of the loca-
tion and of public transportation, as well as the physical na-
ture of the relevant plot of land. These are territories in
which rural areas change “as the result of competing combi-
nations of political, economic, social and cultural relations”
(Goodwin et al., 1995, p. 1256).

SOCIAL PRODUCTION IN URBAN AND RURAL
AREAS

Research into populated areas is grouped into studies which
are conducted without analysis of the concepts of “urban-
ity” and “rurality” or how these concepts are emerged. In
such studies, the concepts are seen as being fixed and uni-
versally accepted. Focus is then on other aspects of re-
search—the integration of social groups, the presence of
species, environmental pollution, etc. Such research is
known as discourse constituted research. At the other end of
this continuum of dialectic relations are studies of entire
systems of beliefs as to what “rurality” and “urban-
ity”—ones focused not on the substance as such, but rather
on the way in which the substance is represented in social
terms. “Rurality” and “urbanity” become fluid and blurred
concepts, totally dependent upon context and how it is pro-
duced and reproduced through social action (Haugen and
Lysgard, 2006, p. 176). These are known as studies in
which discourse constitutes society. Another view of such
discourses as statistical discourses involves a study of inter-
action between human agency and social structures in a
changing world (Tjallingii, 2000, p. 104). There are many
different lifestyles in the contemporary world, with active
interaction among social groups and territories (Cloke,
1996; Haugen and Lysgard, 2006). Information about urban
and rural residents is not precise if it is only registered in
accordance with formal territorial divisions. The rural envi-
ronment is changing more and more via diversification, ru-
ral tourism and commercialisation of the rural landscape—
these are just some of the processes that can be observed. In
places where the supposed border areas of rural and urban
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areas connect, there tends to be a particularly large diversity
among residents and their activities. People living in subur-
ban areas and in urbanised rural areas take part in activities
typical both of rural and of urban areas. Social roles and
economic activities are periodically changed from the daily,
weekly or seasonal perspective. There is no single represen-
tation of urbanity or rurality; different social groups will
perceive these concepts and make use of them differently,
and each will have a different ideal image and possible goal
toward which the relevant territory should move in pursuit
of its own development (Pahl, 1966; Halfacree, 1993;
2004). Bowler suggests that rural territories be reviewed
from the functionalist approach—linking them to economic
and political forces, including global ones, which affect
them but are not part of them. Also possible is the social
representation approach, which is represented through the
discourses of different social groups (Bowler, 2005, pp.
231–232).

A common approach for evaluating agents and social struc-
tures in rural and urban areas constructs such structures and
agrees on them (Jones, 1995; Halfacree, 2004; Ryan, 2006).
This happens in various manifestations of space—empirical,
literary, ideological, and imagined (Lefebvre, 1974; 1991,
p. 3). The triad of Lefebvre’s conceptual space includes: 1)
spatial practice, which involves particular locations and so-
cial formations; 2) representation of space, linked to knowl-
edge, signs and codes; and 3) representational spaces which
are embodied in complex symbolic systems and have to do
with social life and art. When this theory of a unified space
is applied to the concept of rurality and urbanity, one can
differentiate between: 1) the “empirical (observed) rural and
urban areas” which are characterised by a specific geo-
graphic location and set of residents in a specific period of
time, also looking at the socioeconomic processes which are
involved; 2) the “mental (abstract) rural and urban”, as de-
fined in various normative documents and scientific litera-
ture, sometimes calculated on the basis of indicators and in-
dices; and 3) the “symbolic (ideal) rural and urban”, which
utilises such complex symbols as “the idyllic countryside”
or “the image or brand of the city”, as created in literature,
the arts and the mass media (Phillips et al., 2001)—symbols
that have become socially important images.

Sometimes the ways in which social space is reflected are
combined. Abstract or symbolic characteristics, for exam-
ple, can be attributed to a specific geographic location. This
creates a gap between reality and imagination (Halfacree,
1993; 2004). The symbols of rural and urban areas are sepa-
rate from real locations, from actual and ordinary land-
scapes. They become location-based myths which are
“free-floating signifiers”, and they can attach meaning and
character to any other location that has a need for its own
identity. This means that identity expands beyond the ordi-
nary landscape in which experience can be gained as to how
location-based myths or their symbols have emerged (Hal-
facree, 1993; Bunce 1994; Hopkins, 1994). Researchers be-
lieve that even in those situations in which urban and rural
territories are hard to define, and it is difficult to draw

boundaries between them, they are nevertheless sufficiently
different to have their own location-based identities (Cloke
and Park, 1985). If the rural lifestyle and rurality as such are
of deep cultural importance and part of a national identity,
then this aspect reflects on regional and rural policy and sci-
ence, as well as on everyday decision-making. That is the
case, for example, in Norway (Haugen and Lysgard, 2006).

EXAMPLE: RURALITY AND URBANITY IN RE-
SEARCH ON LATVIA

In the Baltic States, rural territories and their residents have
always had special status. The leaders of the 19th century
national independence movement grew up there. The
changes that took place in rural territories in the 1990s are
seen as driving engines for economic restructuring at the
conclusion of the Soviet period. Those who implemented
change were particularly influenced and motivated by the
image of a small and ambitious farmer who obtained his
land because of agrarian reforms in Latvia in the 1920s
(Lieven, 1993; Taff, 2005; Schwartz, 2005, 2006, 2007).
The agricultural community and perceptions about farming
are deeply embedded in the national identity of the Baltic
States (Unwin, 1998, 1999; Granberg, 1999) and they were
romanticised even further under the complicated political
and socioeconomic conditions of the Soviet period, thus be-
coming a particular source of nostalgia for nationalist
movements. The concept of rurality, therefore, is both at the
centre of the national identity and linked to agricultural pro-
duction that is fundamentally based on individual family
farms. For both rural and urban inhabitants the countryside
is perceived as an important aspect of Latvia and a contribu-
tor to the sense of identity (Bell et al., 2007, p. 360). Re-
search has proved that Latvian inhabitants “perceive the no-
tion of “countryside” as a bipartite whole and as an opposite
concept to the urban environment” that is “characterised by
their own family and personal background and experience”
where positive emotions are “related to open human rela-
tionships, family history, unpolluted nature, peace and
quiet, diverse landscape” (Bell et al., 2007, p. 349).
Changes in rural territories are usually received nega-
tively—drainage and levelling of the land or disappearance
of traditional landscapes and “the farmer was alienated from
the land” (Melluma, 1994, p. 61) and, recently, the results
of land abandonment (Bell et al., 2007). There have also
been efforts, however, to change the view that the country-
side is a place dominated by agriculture, and this is a pro-
cess that began with industrialisation of rural areas and ur-
banisation of rural centres in the late Soviet period. Today it
is continuing and is known as diversification of rural devel-
opment (Herslund, 2007). The shift from the agriculture dis-
course to the rural development discourse has occurred very
much on the surface in Latvia, without any in-depth re-
search or debate. Despite the fact that there was overpro-
duction of agricultural produce in Europe in the 1990s and
there was a shift toward post-productive rural areas,
Schwartz (2006) believes that “Latvians feared for the fate
of the ‘nation of farmers’ and its agrarian ethnoscape.”
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Studies focused on rural and urban territories in Latvia gen-
erally do not dispute their traditional classification or the
importance of the territories. The Latvian Geographic Soci-
ety, for example, has published Folia Geographica, in
which that is absolutely true. Cities are considered in their
administrative, not their functional boundaries (Kriðjâne,
2001; Âboliòa and Zîlâns, 2002; Donis, 2003; Hazans,
2004; Rozîte and Priedâja-Klepere, 2004). In the classifica-
tion of urban and rural areas, indicators are compared with
respect to such issues as population demography and mobil-
ity at the national and the district level (Eglîte, 2000; Bauls
and Kriðjâne, 2000), indicators describing the development
of towns and cities at the local government level (Ðíiòíis
and Stankevièa, 1999; Kriðjâne, 2001), or the statistical ter-
ritorial unit from the perspective of the formal boundaries of
the city of Rîga (Francis, 2002). Without evaluating the
concept of rurality or the formal boundaries of rural areas,
Latvian researchers see changes in the spatial subcategories
of rural territories over a longer period of time—population
numbers, changes in forested and agricultural territories in
various places, etc. (Pençze et al., 2004; Nikodemus et al.,
2005; Bell et al., 2007).

The concept of rurality embodies a “powerful historical ele-
ment” (Halfacree, 2004), and in Latvia, rurality can be
viewed from various aspects of the past. First of all, rurality
is part of the identity of Latvia and particularly of the edu-
cated middle class of Latvians (Schwartz, 2006). In this dis-
course, particularly in terms of an idealistic view of rural ar-
eas, people see links with sustainable and integrated
understanding of environmental protection and agriculture,
seeking the oldest aspects of these in the meta-narrative of
folklore, the classical Latvian literature of the 19th century,
the culture of rural people, the rural landscape, natural and
geographic features, symbols and their related associations.
This represents Latvian national identity based on rural and
natural symbolism (Bunkðe, 1992; Bunkðe, 1999, p. 124;
Bunkðe, 2001). One of the most important icons is the farm.
The agricultural landscape in interwar Latvia “had many
different patterns in its local manifestations, and its image
has been preserved in literature, paintings, memories and
tales, [and] past memories influence today’s ideas about
landscapes as well as evaluations of the processes operating
within them (Melluma, 1994, p. 61). Bunkðe (1992, p. 204)
believes that “the attitudes of ancient rural Latvians con-
tinue to inform modern Latvian landscape tastes and per-
ceptions of nature. This is true not only of rural folk, but
most urbanites, as well.” In academic research and in na-
tional policy documents, the preservation of the rural popu-
lation system is seen as a goal, with less focus on the pro-
cess of change, the driving forces behind the processes, or
any evaluation of the same. Idealising a population structure
of single family farms means that growth of cities and large
villages is seen as a negative process.

Secondly, rurality can be seen as a contrast to urbanity. In
Latvia’s cities, and particularly in Rîga, local and external
forces—cultural impulses from Western Europe and Lat-
via’s neighbouring countries in the Baltic Sea region—have

for many centuries been creating a unique urban landscape
and traditions (Bunkðe, 1979, p. 381; Grava, 1993; Kolbe,
2007). Only Rîga’s tourism marketing slogan is based on
the urban qualities while other large Latvian cities build
their tourism image on nature qualities (Rozîte and
Priedâja-Klepere, 2004). The city’s development is seen
separately from its surrounding district, except Grava who
mentions the successful Soviet greenbelt program imple-
mented outside city borders. Another way of looking at this
is to see the way in which cities and rural areas have influ-
enced each other as part of development—in terms of an ex-
change of knowledge, finances, services, goods and other
resources. Melluma (1994) and Kriðjâne (2001) emphasises
Rîga’s dominant role. For farms, contacts with Rîga tend to
me more important than contacts with small and medium-
sized cities that are nearby. The distance from the capital is
considered as an important variable to explain disparities in
the social and economical development.

Rural discourse in Latvia includes the concept of recreation
largely in the context of the Rîga agglomeration—this is
where many summer homes and colonies of family gardens
are found (Melluma, 1994; Grava, 1993; Bunkðe, 1999).
There has not been a sufficient examination of how impor-
tant in the recreation of urban residents is the countryside as
a whole, not just forests (Donis, 2003, p. 133). From the
perspective of food and recreation, the rural–urban relation-
ship discourse might do better in covering the heterogene-
ous and multinational Latvian population. Social issues are
considered in the context of those who are able to promote
change in the rural environment (Tisenkopfs, 1999, p. 427):
“Post-socialist rurality in itself is a creative field where dif-
ferent actors compete and interact with each other.” There
must be new rules of the game, and new actors must be cre-
ated. That means that the values of all who are involved in
this are of importance. There is a lack of research in Latvia
as to attitudes of different social groups hold toward differ-
ences between rural and urban areas.

Third, rurality can be reviewed from the perspective of So-
viet ideology, experiences dating back to that time, and the
way in which these affect contemporary discourse about ru-
rality (Tisenkopfs, 1999). Beginning in the 1960s, Soviet
ideology insisted that rural–urban differences must be liqui-
dated, and planned “rural urbanisation” was the chosen pol-
icy and local spatial identity was denied. At the same time,
the Soviet tradition was to draw a line between cities and
rural areas administratively, which meant that the division
was often also a part of research (Apsîtis, 2000). Semi-
detached and detached single family homes were built very
rarely under this process, and large apartment buildings
were instead put up to create a clearly visible boundary in
space (Tammaru, 2001) although ignoring boundaries of
traditional rural territories. Of importance also was promo-
tion of urban values and lifestyles, as were efforts to keep
urban and rural residents apart. It has to be said, however,
that an important role in the Soviet period was assigned to
regional planning. It was a centralised and undemocratic
process, but it was based on research in such areas as eco-
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nomic issues, back-and-forth migration, recreation and
other interactions between rural and urban areas. The con-
cept of rurality as part of Soviet ideology and its later trans-
formation (Shubin, 2006) may offer an additional view of
the governing discourses. For example, Swain argues that
the socialist countryside in the concluding phase of the So-
viet era can be seen as a modern space for mass production,
which “ignored” the “late-modern” era of ex-urban incom-
ers and tourists (Swain, 1999).

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

Despite the fact that an in-depth understanding of rurality
and urbanity can only be understood in its complexity, the
fact that public governance and social groups are divided
and fragmented, in part because of the academic world, it is
true that each scientific discipline and the researchers who
are institutionally embedded therein wish to come up with
their own explanation of the concept and their own dis-
course (Hidding et al., 2000; Hidding and Teunissen, 2002).
Generally speaking, researchers admit that there is no single
or universal definition of rurality and urbanity, recommend-
ing the use of definitions and indicators that are in line with
the specific research goals. In each case, the definitions or
approaches that have been used should be noted, so that
comparative research can be conducted in the future irre-
spective of the differences and changes of geographic loca-
tions (Hahs and McDonnell, 2006). Definitions and criteria
must become instruments of research adapted to each of the
various aspects of urbanism or rurality (Halfacree, 1993;
Harrington and O’Donoghue, 1998). Rural and urban areas
are multidimensional and must be viewed in contextual
terms—each society in each of its production types creates
its own space and the way in which this is embodied be-
tween town and country (Lefebvre, 1991, pp. 31–32). One
must avoid a linear model of population systems, where cit-
ies are goals and rural areas are residual areas (Wilson,
2001; Halfacree, 2004) which are left over in the space that
has been occupied by urban areas. They are, however, of
value in and of themselves, especially from the perspective
of locality. One can speak of the hybrid “urban–rural” or of
intermediate spaces, but these must be seen apart from the
issue of environmental protection or the developmentalist
assumption (Paine, 1978; Tacoli, 1998; Lynch, 2004;
Bowler, 2005).

Despite the challenges posed by the dichotomy of urbanity
and rurality and the fact that rural and urban areas are be-
coming increasingly multidimensional while interaction be-
tween them is becoming more and more intensive (Camp-
bell, 2003; Dwyer and Childs, 2004), researchers have
suggested that the conceptual concepts of “urbanity” and
“rurality” are abstractions and metaphors that are needed to
evaluate specific places and spaces, to ensure human com-
munication or contextualisation, which enables the bridging
of knowledge from one area of science or politics to another
(Basten, 2004, p. 93; Tress et al., 2001). The natural and so-
cial sciences are no exception to this and it is particularly
relevant for interdisciplinary research such as spatial and

environmental studies. Future research must focus on the is-
sue of where the boundary between rural and urban areas is
found on the urba–rural continuum, particularly taking into
account new life styles emerging and new types and forms
of human settlements that are developing. This kind of re-
search is necessary in Latvia, focusing on the diverse his-
torical and new settlement forms apart from existing and
formal classifications. That is because this depends on over-
all socioeconomic, historical or geographic context and on
the scope of statistical units, and it has been recognised that
there has been insufficient research in this area when it
comes to countries which have a transitional economy
(Thorns, 2002).
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LAUKU UN PILSÇTAS KONCEPTI KÂ ANALÎTISKAS KATEGORIJAS DAUDZDIMENSIONÂLIEM PÇTÎJUMIEM

Raksts ir pârskats par lauku un pilsçtu konceptiem, daþâdâm pieejâm lauku un pilsçtu atðíirîbu noteikðanâ. Pçtîjums ir aktuâls gan Latvijas,
gan plaðâkâ mçrogâ, jo sabiedrîbas attîstîba veicina lauku un pilsçtas identitâðu izmaiòas, tâpat arî vietçjo un reìionâlo paðvaldîbu reformas
gan Latvijâ, gan citur mudina pârskatît lauku un pilsçtas konceptus un izprast, cik nozîmîgi tie ir ne tikai iedzîvotâjiem un pârvaldei, bet arî
pçtniecîbâ – jo seviðíi tajâ, kas pçta telpiskâs atðíirîbas un dabas un cilvçku attiecîbas, piemçram, vides un ìeogrâfijas zinâtnç. Par spîti
tam, ka dziïâka lauku un pilsçtas izpratne ir tikai tâs kompleksumâ, fragmentçtâs sabiedrîbas iespaidâ katrai no zinâtnes disciplînâm ir
vçlme veidot savus konceptu skaidrojumus un diskursus. Rakstâ apskatîts lauku un pilsçtu kontinuums un dihotomija, lauku un pilsçtu
robeþas noteikðanas problçmas. Minçtas un novçrtçtas vairâkas pieejas, kâ pçtît ruralitâti un urbanitâti, kuras ietilpst divâs pamatgrupâs –
aprakstoðâs (balstâs uz empîriskiem datiem) un sociâlâs (balstâs daþâdiem telpas uztveres veidiem). Autore pievienojas pçtniekiem, kuri
atzîst, ka nepastâv viena universâla ruralitâtes un urbanitâtes definîcija. Tie ir daudzdimensionâli un mijiedarbîbâ esoði koncepti, kas jâskata
kontekstuâli, t.i., atkarîbâ no vispârçjâ sociâli ekonomiskâ, vçsturiskâ vai ìeogrâfiskâ konteksta un statistisko vienîbu mçroga. Pilsçtu un
lauku definîcijas un indikatori jâlieto atbilstoði konkrçtiem uzdevumiem, un tiem ir jâkïûst par pçtniecîbas instrumentiem. Vienlaikus
„pilsçta” un „lauki” kâ abstrakcijas un metaforas izmantojami cilvçku komunikâcijai, dodot iespçjas zinâðanu pârnesei, tai skaitâ starp dabas
un sociâlajâm zinâtnçm. Raksta noslçgumâ apskatîts, kâ „lauki” un „pilsçtas” tiek atspoguïoti pçtîjumos par Latviju – prevalç lauku kâ
nacionâlâs identitâtes diskurss un lauku–pilsçtu teritoriju izvçrtçjums administratîvo robeþu ietvaros. Autore rosina, ka turpmâkajiem
pçtîjumiem, jo seviðíi ìeogrâfijâ un vides zinâtnçs, bûtu vairâk jâpievçrðas robeþðíirtnei starp laukiem un pilsçtâm, òemot vçrâ iedzîvotâju
dzîves veida izmaiòas un jaunâs apdzîvojuma formas.
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