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Koncept perifernih podrucja v istrazivanjima ruralnoga
prostora - pregled i evaluacija na primjerima

The Concept of Peripheral Areas in Rural Research:
Review and evaluation with examples

Rad daje pregled istrazivanja o perifernim ruralnim
prostorima. Sukladno temi rad izdvaja brojne nedostatke
ili probleme, odnosno izazove u nacinu na koji se ovaj
termin upotrebljava i $to njegova upotreba donosi
prostornoplanskom  razvoju  definiranih  perifernih
podrudja kohezijske politike ujednacavanja razvoja unutar
Europske unije. Istrazivanjem periferija susreemo se s
nejasno¢om i problemati¢nom prirodom toga izraza,
stoga je cilj ovoga rada da se on razjasni te se redefiniraju
uloge unaprijed definiranim i unificiranim modelima
razvoja za periferna ruralna podrudja koja po strukturi
ipak nisu homogena ve¢ heterogena. Metodoloski se
analiziraju razli¢ita poimanja i znaCenja perifernih
ruralnih prostora s ciljem sinteze u razvojni koncept
perifernoga ruralnog prostora. Teorijsku bazu analize
dine recentna znanstvena promisljanja. Problemsko
podrudje samo je po sebi heterogena kategorija, stoga
postoji potreba za dubinskim analizama, ukljucujuéi
nove primjenjive tipologije, kako bi se obuhvatili trenutni
procesi u ruralnim podrudjima i prilagodile strategije,
potpore i politike specificnim lokalnim razvojnim
potrebama usuglasavajuéi pristupe odozdo prema gore i
odozgo prema dolje. Logi¢an nastavak rada suvremeni
su pristupi istrazivanju perifernih ruralnih podrucja te
njihove implikacije na razvojne moguénosti problemskih
podrudja.

Kljuéne rijedi: istrazivacki pristupi, marginalna podrudja,
periferija, ruralni prostor

This paper provides an overview of research on
peripheral rural areas. Accordingly, the paper identifies
numerous shortcomings, problems, and challenges in the
way this term is used and what its use brings to spatial
planning development of defined peripheral areas, of
the cohesion policy for equalizing development within
the European Union. When researching peripheries, we
encounter the ambiguity and problematic nature of this
term, therefore the aim of this paper is to clarify it and
redefine the roles of pre-defined and unified development
models for peripheral rural areas which are, by structure,
not homogeneous but heterogeneous. Methodologically,
various understandings and meanings of peripheral rural
spaces are analyzed with the aim of synthesizing them
into a developmental concept of peripheral rural space.
The theoretical basis of the analysis consists of recent
scientific reflections on the topic of rural periphery. The
problem area is itself a heterogeneous category, so there
is a need for in-depth analysis, including new applicable
typologies, to encompass current processes in rural areas
and adapt strategies, support, and policies to specific
local development needs by harmonizing bottom-up
and fop-down approaches. The logical continuation of
this paper are contemporary approaches to the research
of peripheral rural areas and their implications for the
development possibilities of such problem areas.

Key words: research approaches, marginal areas, periphery, rural
space
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Uvod

Ruralna podrudja oduvijek su bila prostori promje-
ne oblikovani drustveno-ekonomskim &imbenicima
(Defilippis, 2005; Luki¢, 2010; Woods, 2005; 2011) i
njihovim fluktuacijama, novim tehnologijama i ino-
vacijama, novim migracijskim tokovima i politickim
mijenama (Matuskova i Rousova, 2016). Istrazivanja
ruralnoga prostora Cesto krecu od pitanja njegova de-
finiranja i izdvajanja. Sukladno tomu, rane tipologije
ruralnoga prostora zasnivane su na urbano-ruralnoj
dihotomiji prostora (Plischke-Altof, 2016) u smislu
shvacanja strogoga razdvajanja urbanoga od ruralno-
ga (Steinflihrer i Reichert-Schick, 2018). Posljednjih
desetljeca sve se vie naglasava heteregenost ruralnih
podrudja pri ¢emu na vaznosti dobivaju tipoloski pri-
stupi razlikovanja ruralnih podrugja (Luki¢, 2012),
gdje su ruralne periferije jedna od vaznijih katego-
rija. Periferije su prostorno rubni dijelovi teritorija i
drustva $to ih obiljezava rubnost u socijalno-gospo-
darskom i u kulturnom smislu. U perifernim regija-
ma ruralno gospodarstvo Cesto karakteriziraju velike
udaljenosti, ograni¢ena lokalna potraznja, smanjena
poslovna baza, gospodarstvo temeljeno na prirodnim
resursima i ogranicena ponuda naprednih usluga za
poslovne subjekte tercijarnih i kvartarnih djelatno-
sti (Garcia-Cortijoa, 2019). Sadrzajno slican pojmu
(ruralnih) periferija jest pojam marginalnih podrugja
Cija je glavna karakteristika prema Pelcu (2012) to da
su odvojena od centra i ovise o sebi. Marginalnost se
najéesce ocituje u socijalnom i ekonomskom aspektu.
Pri razmatranju koncepta marginalnosti potreban je
oprez s obzirom na to da pojedina podrudja koja se
nalaze na periferiji ne moraju nuzno biti marginalna,
ve¢ mogu biti razvijenija od onih podrudja u centru
(Horvat i Toski¢, 2017). Unato¢ povezanosti pojmo-
va periferije i marginalnih podrudja oni se ipak znat-
no razlikuju. Glavna distinkcija proizlazi iz polozaja
u odnosu na jezgru pa se prema tome marginalna
podruéja mogu nalazi na periferiji, no mogu biti i u
urbanom centru (Dery i dr., 2012).

Ipak, periferije ne moraju biti iskljuéivo rubovi
teritorija drzava i drustava. U recentnim se istrazi-
vanjima vrlo Cesto koristi izraz unutarnje periferije
(De Toni i dr., 2021; Nolte, 1991) kao noviji koncept
koji se razlikuje od uobicajena geografskoga pojma
periferije (Kithn, 2015) s obzirom na to da se teme-
lji na obiljezjima i perifernosti i marginalnosti (Co-
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Infroduction

Rural areas have always been spaces of change
shaped by socio-economic factors (Defilippis, 2005;
Luki¢, 2010; Woods, 2005; 2011) and their fluctu-
ations, new technologies and innovations, new mi-
gration flows, and political changes (Matuskova and
Rousova, 2016). Research on rural space often starts
with the question of its definition and delineation. Ac-
cordingly, early typologies of rural space were based on
the urban-rural dichotomy of space (Pliischke-Altof,
2016), in terms of understanding the strict separation
of urban from rural (Steinfiihrer and Reichert-Schick,
2018). In recent decades, the heterogeneity of rural
areas has been increasingly emphasized, with typolog-
ical approaches to differentiating rural areas gaining
importance (Luki¢, 2012), whereby rural peripheries
are one of the more important categories. Peripher-
ies are spatially marginal parts of territory and society,
characterized by marginality in socio-economic and
cultural terms. Often in peripheral regions, the rural
economy is characterized by large distances, limited
local demand, reduced business base, an economy
based on natural resources, and limited supply of ad-
vanced services for business entities in tertiary and
quaternary activities (Garcia-Cortijoa, 2019). Con-
ceptually similar to the concept of (rural) peripheries
is the concept of marginal areas, whose main char-
acteristic, according to Pelc (2012), is that they are
separated from the center and depend on themselves.
Marginality is most often manifested in social and
economic aspects. When considering the concept of
marginality, one needs to be careful given that certain
areas located on the periphery do not necessarily have
to be marginal, but can be more developed than those
areas in the center (Horvat and Toski¢, 2017). Despite
the connection between the concepts of periphery and
marginal areas, they still differ significantly. The main
distinction arises from their position in relation to the
core, so according to that, marginal areas can be locat-
ed on the periphery, but they can also be in the urban
center (Dery et al., 2012).

However, peripheries do not have to be exclusively
the edges of state territories and societies. In recent
research on peripheries, the term inner peripheries is
often used (De Toni et al., 2021; Nolte, 1991) as a
newer concept that differs from the usual geograph-

ical concept of periphery (Kiihn, 2015), as it is based

pus, 2001). S jedne strane, unutarnje periferije, kao
osjetljiva podrudja koja pokrivaju ruralnu Europu,
karakterizira udaljenost i losa dostupnost usluga od
oplega interesa, a s druge strane, povezane su spe-
cifi¢nim socioekonomskim obiljeZjima, nepovoljnim
demografskim trendovima i starenjem stanovnistva,
drustvenom iskljucenoséu, niskim gospodarskim po-
tencijalom i/ili ekonomskim padom te slabom teri-
torijalnom kohezijom (Copus i dr., 2008; De Toni i
dr.,2021).

Vaznost istrazivanja perifernih i/ili marginalnih
ruralnih podrudja jest u tome $to obuhvacaju veli-
ki dio stanovnistva i teritorija Europske unije. Ti su
teritoriji izuzetno vazni za pruZanje dobara i usluga
te upravljanje prirodnim i poluprirodnim okolisem.
Periferna/marginalna  podru¢ja uopée obuhvacaju
gotovo jednu tre¢inu stanovni§tva EU-a i pruzaju
bitne koristi stanovnistvu u urbanim sredinama pu-
tem proizvodnje hrane i bogatstva vodnim resursima,
bioraznolikoscu te prirodnom i kulturnom bastinom
(Bastian i dr., 2010; Popovi¢ i dr., 2017). Osim toga,
u mnogim su zemljama ruralna podrudja opéeni-
to pokazala novu prostorno-ekonomsku dinamiku
koja predstavlja kontrast s tradicionalnom dihoto-
mijom urbano — ruralno (Akgin i dr., 2015). Tako-
der, migracije iz ruralnih u urbana podrudja koje su
prevladavale u proslosti nadopunjene su kretanjima
iz urbanih u ruralna podrudja te se u njima susrecu
recentniji procesi suburbanizacije, kontraurbaniza-
cije ili naturbanizacije (Vaishar, 2020). S obzirom
na navedene recentne trendove i promjene u nacinu
promatranja ruralnih podrudja i ruralnih periferija
postavlja se pitanje na koji nadin ta podruc¢ja mogu
biti atraktivna, inovativna i razvijena, a pritom ostati

u okvirima odrzivoga razvoja (Akgiin i dr., 2015).

Cilj je rada razmotriti razli¢ite koncepte ruralnih
periferija u odnosu na marginalna podrudja na osno-
vi literature, pregledati i vrednovati pristupe istrazi-
vanju ruralnih periferija, navesti odabrane primjere
modela razvoja ruralnih perifernih podrugja te do-
nijeti zakljucke o vaznosti periferija kao heterego-
nih podrugja specifiénih modela razvoja. Analiticki
i pregledni prikaz literature navedene problematike
strukturiran je kroz pet glavnih pojmova: periferi-
ja, marginalno podrugje, ruralni prostor, istrazivacki
pristupi te modeli razvoja.

on characteristics of both peripherality and marginal-
ity (Copus, 2001). On one hand, inner peripheries, as
sensitive areas covering rural Europe, are characterized
by distance and poor accessibility to services of gener-
al interest and, on the other hand, they are associat-
ed with specific socio-economic features, unfavorable
demographic trends and an aging population, social
exclusion, low economic potential and/or economic

decline, and weak territorial cohesion (Copus et al.,

2008; De Toni et al., 2021).

The importance of researching peripheral and/
or marginal rural areas lies in the fact that they en-
compass a large part of the population and territory of
the European Union. These territories are extremely
important for providing goods and services and man-
aging natural and semi-natural environments. Pe-
ripheral/marginal areas in general encompass almost
one-third of the EU population and provide essential
benefits to urban populations through food production
and wealth in water resources, biodiversity, and natural
and cultural heritage (Bastian et al., 2010; Popovi¢ et
al., 2017). Moreover, in many countries, rural areas in
general have shown new spatial-economic dynamics
that present a contrast to the traditional urban-rural
dichotomy (Akgtin et al., 2015). Also, migrations from
rural to urban areas that prevailed in the past have
been supplemented by movements from urban to ru-
ral areas, and they encounter more recent processes of
suburbanization, counter-urbanization, or naturbani-
zation (Vaishar, 2020). Given these recent trends and
changes in the way rural areas and rural peripheries
are observed, the question arises as to how these areas
can become more attractive, innovative, and developed
while remaining within the framework of sustainable

development (Akgiin et al., 2015).

'The aim of this paper is to consider different con-
cepts of rural peripheries in relation to marginal areas
based on literature, review and evaluate approaches to
the research of rural peripheries, list selected examples
of development models for rural peripheral areas, and
come to useful conclusions regarding the importance
of peripheries as heterogeneous areas with specific
development models. The analytical and review pres-
entation of the literature on the mentioned issues is
structured into five main concepts: periphery; margin-
al area; rural space; research approaches; and develop-
ment models.
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RAZLICITA TUMACENJA POJMA PERIFERIJA |
MARGINALNIH PODRUCJA

Struktura istrazivanja nalaze definiranje poj-
mova perifernih i marginalnih podrudja izmedu
kojih, unato¢ sadrzajnoj slicnosti, ipak postoje
stanovite razlike (Pelc, 2012).Tako npr. medudr-
Zavna granica moze utjecati na proces marginali-
zacije. Stroze i manje propusne granice pojacavaju
negativne procese i mogu generirati marginaliza-
ciju unutar periferne regije (Pelc, 2010; Tisma
i dr, 2018). Pojmove periferije i marginalnih
podrudja prije svega treba razmotriti iz razli-
Citih uglova. U prvom se redu oni Cesto koriste
za oznacavanje podrudja koja se promatraju kao
rubna. Perpar (2014) definira rubna ruralna po-
drugja kao dio globalnoga gospodarstva koji je
najmanje pogoden urbanizacijom. Kao rezultat
toga karakterizira ih izrazito difuzan obrazac dis-
tribucije stanovnistva i gospodarske aktivnosti te
razlicita razina rubnosti koja se temelji na njiho-
voj udaljenosti od trzista i dostupnosti razli¢itim
uslugama. Jedan od elemenata koji se razmatra u
definiranju samih rubnih prostora (Depraz, 2016)
unutar vece cjeline jest, na primjer, njihov polo-
Zaj izvan glavnih prometnih i razvojnih putova
(Luki¢ i dr., 2009), pri ¢emu se biljezi nedostatak
autohtone/prirodne razvojne snage, a istodobno
su ta podrudja zanemarena od politickih struktu-
ra. Fizicko-geografska ogranicenja (Toski¢ i dr.,
2014), poput pristupac¢nosti ili topografskih obi-
ljezja, mogu biti ukljucena u definiranje rubnih
podrudja, ali potrebno ih je promatrati iz socijalne
perspektive: kako ih ljudi ocjenjuju, na koji na-
Cin se osjecaju ogranienima te u kojoj mjeri se
olaksava ili ometa ljudsko djelovanje (von Braun
i Gatzweiler, 2014). Istrazivanja marginalnosti
odnosno perifernosti usredotoena su na mnogo
razli¢itih tema s obzirom na obuhvat i vrstu rubne
regije kojom se odredeno istrazivanje bavi (Dery i
dr., 2012; Malikova, 2013; Markuszewska, 2015).

Mhnogi autori svojstvo perifernosti i nerazvije-
nosti, ukljucujudi nizak ljudski kapital, potencijal-
no smatraju sinonimima s marginalnoscéu terito-
rija (Kubes i Chvojkovd, 2020; Dery i dr., 2012).
No, u razli¢itim istraZivanjima mogu se is¢itati
razlike u tumacdenju ovih pojmova. Matuskova
i Rousova (2016) inicijalno razlikuju pojmove
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VARIOUS INTERPRETATIONS OF THE CONCEPT
OF PERIPHERY AND MARGINAL AREAS

The structure of the research requires defin-
ing the concepts of peripheral and marginal areas
among which, despite their similarities, there are
definite differences (Pelc, 2012), for example, an in-
ternational border can influence the process of mar-
ginalization. Stricter and less permeable borders
intensify negative processes and can generate mar-
ginalization within a peripheral region (Pelc, 2010;
Tidma et al., 2018). The concepts of periphery and
marginal areas should primarily be considered from
different angles. First, they are often used to denote
areas that are viewed as marginal. Perpar (2014)
defines marginal rural areas as part of the glob-
al economy that is least affected by urbanization.
As a result, they are characterized by an extremely
diffuse pattern of population distribution and eco-
nomic activity and different levels of marginality
based on their distance from markets and access to
various services. One of the elements considered in
defining marginal spaces (Depraz, 2016) within a
larger whole is, for example, their position outside
main transport and development routes (Luki¢ et
al.,, 2009), whereby there is a lack of indigenous/
natural development force; at the same time, these
areas are neglected by political structures. Physi-
cal-geographical limitations (Toski¢ et al., 2014),
such as accessibility or topographical features, can
be included in defining marginal areas, but they
need to be viewed from a social perspective, i.e. how
people evaluate them, how they feel limited, and to
what extent human action is facilitated or hindered
(von Braun and Gatzweiler, 2014). Research on
marginality or peripherality focuses on many dif-
ferent topics given the scope and type of marginal
region that a particular study deals with (Dery et al.,
2012; Malikova, 2013; Markuszewska, 2015).

Many authors consider the characteristics of pe-
ripherality and underdevelopment, including low
human capital, to be potentially synonymous with
the marginality of territory (Kubes and Chvojkova,
2020; Dery et al., 2012). However, differences in the
interpretation of these concepts can be discerned
in various studies. Matuskova and Rousova (2016)
initially differentiated between the concepts of ge-

ometric, social, and economic peripheries, while

geometrijske, drustvene i ekonomske periferije,
dok pojam marginalnost promatraju kao izolira-
nost teritorija u vidu pojmova izolirana regija ili
mrtvi kut. Marginalna podrudja definiraju se kao
istaknuta rubna podrudja ili periferije koje su za-
hvaéene potpunom izolacijom (Kusar i Bobovnik,
2019), a koja nisu orijentirana na proizvodnju niti
integrirana u trziste. Pelc (2006) smatra da margi-
nalna podrudja leZze na marginama sustava ili izvan
sustava. Opéenito, marginalnost mozemo defini-
rati kao kompleks nepovoljnih obiljezja (osobito
drustvenog aspekta), a marginalno podrugje kao
ono koje karakterizira ranjivost i nejednaki uvje-
ti za pojedince ili Citave zajednice, a koje uzro-
kuju, izmedu ostalih, ekoloski, etnicki, socijalni,
demografski, ekonomski, kulturologki, politicki
i geometrijski ¢imbenici (Horvat i Toski¢, 2017;
Pelc, 2006 i 2010; Zsilincsar, 2014;Pelc., 2017).
Na to se nadovezuje tvrdnja da ¢e regije s manje
ili vie izrazenim elementima marginalnosti vje-
rojatno privudi interes geografskih istrazivanja u
podrugdjima identifikacije marginalnih pojedinaca
ili drustvenih skupina (Gurung i Kollmair, 2015;
Pelc, 2012). Tvrdnje koje prethodno opisuju mar-
ginalna podrudja s izrazito negativnom konotaci-
jom u kontekstu drustvenih obiljeZja posebno se
razilaze s definicijom klasi¢ne periferije za koju
je izrazito vazan prostorni, odnosno poloZajni as-

pekt.

Potrebno je istaknuti da periferni polozaj Ce-
sto, na prirodan nacin, ima kljuénu ulogu u po-
kretanju procesa marginalizacije (Markuszewska,
2015) jer su prostorno udaljena podrugja sklona
nerazvijenosti i slabijim drustveno-ekonomskim
uvjetima (Depraz, 2016). Sokol (2001) ima sli¢ni,
ali modificirani koncept gdje se polumarginalna
i marginalna podruéja nazivaju superperiferijom,
pri Cemu se izdvaja vise tipova. Pojam superperi-
ferije pojavljuje se u posttranzicijskom razdoblju.

Osim rubnosti, znacenje klasi¢ne periferije ima
drustvene, politicke i ekonomske konotacije, Cesto
postaje sinonimom za marginalizaciju, ekonom-
ski nedostatak, nedostatak tehnoloske infrastruk-
ture i politi¢ku slabost (Cunder, 2007). Vrlo &esto
takvo se podrudje u literaturi naziva ruralnom
idilom (turisticki dojam ugode) §to je djelomi¢no

krivo razumijevanje (Luki¢, 2010), ali je i jedan od

they viewed the concept of marginality as territorial
isolation in terms of the concepts of an isolated re-
gion or dead corner. Marginal areas are defined as
prominent marginal areas or peripheries that are af-
fected by complete isolation (Kusar and Bobovnik,
2019), and are neither oriented towards production
nor integrated into the market. Pelc (2006) believes
that marginal areas lie on the margins of a system or
outside of it. Generally, marginality can be defined
as a complex of unfavorable characteristics (espe-
cially in social aspects), and a marginal area as one
characterized by vulnerability and unequal condi-
tions for individuals or entire communities, caused
by, ecological, ethnic, social, demographic, econom-
ic, cultural, political, and geometric factors (Horvat
and Toski¢, 2017; Pelc, 2006 and 2010; Zsilincsar,
2014; Pelc, 2017). 'This is followed by the observa-
tion that regions with more or less pronounced el-
ements of marginality will likely attract the interest
of geographical research in the areas of identifica-
tion of marginal individuals or social groups (Gu-
rung and Kollmair, 2015; Pelc, 2012). Claims that
previously described marginal areas with extremely
negative connotations in the context of social char-
acteristics, strongly diverge from the definition of
the classic periphery, for which the spatial or posi-

tional aspect is extremely important.

It should be emphasized that a peripheral po-
sition often, naturally, plays a key role in initiating
the process of marginalization (Markuszewska,
2015) because spatially distant areas are prone to
underdevelopment and weaker socio-economic
conditions (Depraz, 2016). Sokol (2001) had a sim-
ilar but modified concept where semi-marginal and
marginal areas are called superperipheries, thereby
distinguishing several types. The concept of super-
periphery appears in the post-transition period.

Besides marginality, the meaning of the clas-
sic periphery has social, political, and economic
connotations, often becoming synonymous with
marginalization, economic disadvantage, lack of
technological infrastructure, and political weakness
(Cunder, 2007). Very often such an area in litera-
ture is called a rural idyll (a concept popular among
tourists) which is partly a misunderstanding (Luki¢,
2010), but is also one of the possible discourses in
explaining what rural means. Accordingly, examples
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mogucéih diskursa u objasnjenju $to znadi ruralno.
Sukladno tomu navode se primjeri razumijeva-
nja ruralne periferije kao politickoga, ekoloskoga
(bogatstvo bioloske raznolikosti), gospodarskoga
(prevladavaju¢a poljoprivredna djelatnost) i sli¢-
nih oblika razumijevanja. Periferije su fizicki i
drustveni prostori male socijalne gustoce zbiva-
nja, §to pak ima za posljedicu relativno nizak stu-
panj ukupne socijalne energije (Lay, 1998). Stoga
se na periferijama ne mogu zbivati velike i brze
promjene.

Istrazivanja se Cesto zasnivaju na odnosu pe-
riferija i metropolitanskih sredista (Kebza, 2018;
Guzal-Dec i dr., 2019), odnosno periferija i ur-
banih centara razvoja gdje se definira novi pol
razvojne osi. Osim toga, razlikuju se pojmovi pe-
riferije 1 procesa periferizacije. Dok se periferija
moze promatrati kao pojam koji podrazumijeva
udaljenost od jezgre, proces periferizacije obu-
hvaca generiranje periferija kroz drustvene odno-

se i njihove prostorne implikacije (Kihn, 2015).

Razumijevanje pojma periferije koje u obzir
uzima funkcionalne i prostorne odnose ukljucu-
je vise aspekata: geometrijski, ekoloski, socijal-
ni, ekonomski, kulturni i politicki (Kebza 2018;
Kluza, 2020). Vezano uz prethodno razumije-
vanje, znanstvenici Cesto izdvajaju tri temeljne
grupe nepovoljnoga poloZaja periferije: uzrocne,
nepredvidene i povezane (Kebza 2018; Copus,
2001) koje predstavljaju nadine nastanka perife-
rija: odredenim uzrokom, nepredvidenom eko-
nomskom/ekoloskom situacijom ili povezanosti
odlu¢ujuéih ¢imbenika razvoja. Nadogradnja
prethodno izreCenog ofituje se u sljedecéem: defi-
niraju se tri opéenite (idealizirane) kategorije ru-
ralnih podrudja: I. podrudja usluge sredista/jezgre,
II. umjerena industrijska podrudja, III. periferna
ruralna podrugja (Kebza, 2018; Hospers, 2003).

Razli¢ite definicije periferija ukljucuju, dakle,
gledista na periferije kao rijetko naseljena pod-
ruja definirana geometrijskom udaljenosti od
centra (Kauppila, 2011) ili kao podrugja koja nisu
uspjesno prosla integracije u dominantne struk-
ture i procese (Mauz, 2007). Raznim definicijama
ruralne periferije stvoren je teorijski heterogeni
skup studija u kojoj se udaljenost (geometrijska ili
vremenska) i nerazvijenost (nizak kapital, even-
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of understanding the rural periphery as political,
ecological (wealth of biodiversity), economic (pre-
dominant agricultural activity), and similar forms
of understanding are cited. Peripheries are physi-
cal and social spaces of low social density of events,
which results in a relatively low degree of total so-
cial energy (Lay, 1998). Therefore, large-scale, rapid

changes cannot occur on the peripheries.

Research is often based on the relationship be-
tween peripheries and metropolitan centers (Kebza,
2018; Guzal-Dec et al., 2019), or peripheries and
urban centers of development where a new pole of
the development axis is defined. In addition, the
concepts of periphery and the process of periph-
eralization are distinguished. While the periphery
can be viewed as a concept that implies distance
from the core, the process of peripheralization en-
compasses the generation of peripheries through
social relations and their spatial implications

(Kihn, 2015).

The concept of periphery takes into account
functional and spatial relationships and includes
several aspects: geometric; ecological; social; eco-
nomic; cultural; and political (Kebza 2018; Kluza,
2020). Related to the previous understanding, sci-
entists often distinguish three basic groups of unfa-
vorable positions of the periphery: causal; unfore-
seen; and connected (Kebza 2018; Copus, 2001)
which represent ways of creating peripheries: by a
certain cause; an unforeseen economic/ecological
situation; or a connection of decisive development
factors. The aforementioned aspects can be further
divided into three general (idealized) categories of
rural areas: I) service areas of the center/core; II)
moderate industrial areas; and III) peripheral rural

areas (Kebza, 2018; Hospers, 2003).

Different definitions of peripheries include,
therefore, views of peripheries as sparsely populated
areas defined by geometric distance from the center
(Kauppila, 2011) or as areas that have not success-
fully passed integration into dominant structures
and processes (Mauz, 2007). Various definitions of
rural periphery have created a theoretically hetero-
geneous set of studies in which distance (geometric
or temporal) and underdevelopment (low capital,
possible instability, deprivation, backwardness) are
not separated in the definition process. Generally,

tualna nestabilnost, deprivacija, zaostalost) ne
razdvajaju pri njezinu definiranju. Opéenito, ne-
dostaju nam jasne definicije i dosljedna termino-
logija za koristenje. Sirina pojma periferije nastala
je izbog izbjegavanja onoga $to biti periferan po-
drazumijeva u razli¢itim prostornim razmjerima
i razvojnim procesima koji se razmatraju (Pugh
i Dubois, 2021; Kluza, 2020; Perpar, 2014). Ce-
sto su se u radovima krajem 20. stoljec¢a navodili
alternativni pojmovi za periferiju kao npr. rije¢
udaljeno, zaostalo, ruralno ili marginalno. Iz toga
je proizasla potreba sustavnoga pristupa istraziva-
nju periferija kao geografskoga konstrukta (Pugh
i Dubois, 2021).

Tako su periferne regije izrazito heterogene
(npr. u smislu kompetencija, specijalizacije, ve-
licine i/ili raznolikosti), postoji tendencija da se
takve regije tretiraju kao homogene i kao regije
kojima nedostaju endogeni resursi kao §to su zna-
nje, kapital i infrastruktura (Nilsen i dr., 2023).

Ipak, unato¢ tomu $to se i marginalna i perifer-
na ruralna podruéja promatraju kroz zavisni po-
lozZaj u odnosu na jezgru, niz istrazivanja u recen-
tnom razdoblju pokazuju moguénost drukéijega
razumijevanja ovih pojmova. Umjesto negativnih
konotacija pojmova perifernosti i marginalnosti
naglasak se stavlja na nove, Cesto pozitivne, ra-
zvojne puteve odredenoga prostora koriStenjem
vlastitih resursa (Tani i dr., 2016; Dadashpoor i
Somayeh Ahani, 2019). Perifernim ruralnim po-
dru¢jima dana je prilika da razmotre svoj polozaj,
pri ¢emu se atributi koji su donedavno smatrani
nepovoljnim sada vrednuju kao nove mogucnosti
u pozitivnom smislu. Pritom nedostaci u prosto-
ru zapravo mogu postati razvojne prednosti, kao
npr. specifiCnost grani¢noga prostora, turisticki i
resursni potencijali i sl. (Hedlund, 2016). Izola-
cija i daljina predstavljaju mir i prepoznatljivost,
ruralnost se smatra nacinom kontakta s prirodom
(Cremer-Schultea i Dissart, 2015), a tradicionalni
zivotni stil temelj je iskustva bastine (Figueiredo,

2009).

U sljede¢em dijelu rasprave razmatraju se pri-
mjeri iz odredenih zemalja. Odabrani primjeri
upucuju na to kako se tumacenja perifernoga ru-
ralnog prostora koriste u izdvajanju od urbanoga i
kao takva su funkcionalni doprinos primjerenijem

clear definitions and consistent terminology, for use
in this case, are lacking. The breadth of the concept
of periphery has also grown in scope due to avoid-
ing what being peripheral implies in the different
spatial scales and development processes being
considered (Pugh and Dubois, 2021; Kluza, 2020;
Perpar, 2014). Often, in papers from the late 20*
century, alternative terms for periphery were used,
such as the words remote, backward, rural, or mar-
ginal. From this arose the need for a systematic ap-
proach to researching peripheries as a geographical

construct (Pugh and Dubois, 2021).

Although peripheral regions are extremely het-
erogeneous (e.g. in terms of competencies, speciali-
zation, size, and/or diversity), there is a tendency to
treat such regions as homogeneous and as regions
lacking endogenous resources such as knowledge,
capital, and infrastructure (Nilsen et al., 2023).

However, despite the fact that both marginal
and peripheral rural areas are viewed through a de-
pendent position in relation to the core, a series of
research in the recent period shows the possibility
of a different understanding of these concepts. In-
stead of negative connotations of the concepts of
peripherality and marginality, emphasis is placed
on new, often positive, development paths of a giv-
en space via the use of its own resources (Tani et
al., 2016; Dadashpoor and Somayeh Ahani, 2019).
Peripheral rural areas have been given the opportu-
nity to reconsider their position, whereby attributes
that were until recently considered unfavorable are
now valued as new possibilities in a positive sense.
'Thereby, disadvantages in space can actually become
development advantages, such as the specificity of
a border space, tourist and resource potentials, etc.
(Hedlund, 2016). Isolation and distance represent
peace and recognizability; rurality is considered a
way of contact with nature (Cremer-Schultea and
Dissart, 2015), and the traditional lifestyle is the
foundation of the heritage experience (Figueiredo,

2009).

In the next part of the discussion, examples from
specific countries are considered. The selected ex-
amples indicate how interpretations of peripheral
rural space are used in distinguishing from urban
space and, as such, are a functional contribution to

more appropriate planning of the development of
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planiranju razvoja heterogenih administrativnih
jedinica. Razlog odabira primjera definiran je ja-
snom problematikom ruralnih periferija s anali-
tickom distinkcijom u prostoru odredene zemlje,
odnosno drzave. Stoga je Cesto proces zaostajanja
niza perifernih ruralnih podruéja u gospodarskom
i demografskom razvoju uzro¢no-posljedi¢no po-
vezan s nodalno-funkcionalnom organizacijom
drzave kao glavnim ¢imbenikom uravnotezenoga
i usmjerenoga regionalnoga razvoja (Nejasmic i
dr.,2018). U kona¢nici, sukus definiranja ruralnih
periferija vrlo je razlicit u pojedinim zemljama te
se koristi nerijetko i pojam marginalnosti. Iako
odredene zemlje nemaju klasi¢ne definirane pe-
riferije u ruralnom prostoru, ipak u medunarodno
priznatim granicama zemalja postoje deprivirana
ruralna podruéja. S obzirom na element granice
isticu se njezine dvije suprotne mogucénosti, od-
nosno pozitivne i negativne konotacije periferije,
pri ¢emu pozicija na granici predstavlja i priliku
ili u razvojnom smislu nepovoljni polozaj u od-
nosu na srediste (Ti8ma i dr., 2018; Perpar, 2014;
Miosga, 2008; Pelc 2010).

Bavljenje tematikom ruralnih periferija, osobi-
to unutar zemalja Europske unije te onih zema-
lja koje spadaju u razvijeni dio Europe a nisu dio
EU-a, vrlo je specifi¢an i ovisi o nizu okolnosti
proucavanja periferija, a koje mogu biti povijesne,
geopoliticke, gospodarske, kulturoloske i sl.

Primjer slojevita nacina prikaza ruralne peri-
ferije jesu prostorne tipologije. Primjerice, poljski
znanstvenici koriste prostornu tipologiju (gmi-
na') (Kebza, 2018; Bariski i Mazur, 2016) koja se
zasniva na konceptu polova rasta, jezgra — perife-
rija, pri Cemu se ta komponenta periferije referira
na grani¢nu periferiju, periferiju uzitka (turizam,
prirodna i kulturna bastina) te unutarnju perife-
riju koju definira ispodprosje¢no razvijeno pod-
rugje koje nije ni blizu (vektorska udaljenost) ad-
ministrativne granice. Cesto se postavlja pitanje
o jednakosti i u¢inkovitosti odredenih podrudja u
vidu demografske i gospodarske modi teritorijal-
nih jedinica prostorno blize ili dalje od urbanih
centara. Istovremeno su prisutni procesi koji se
preklapaju unutar periferija kao §to su npr. kon-

1 Gmina je osnovna jedinica administrativne podjele Poljske, sli¢na
opdini.
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heterogeneous administrative units. The reason for
selecting examples is defined by the clear problem
of rural peripheries with analytical distinction in
the space of a given country or state. Therefore, the
fact that a series of peripheral rural areas lag behind
in economic and demographic development is of-
ten causally linked to the nodal-functional organ-
ization of the state as the main factor of balanced
and directed regional development (Nejagmic et al.,
2018). Ultimately, the definition of rural peripher-
ies is very different in different countries, and the
concept of marginality is also often used. Although
certain countries do not have classically defined
peripheries in rural areas, there are still deprived
rural areas within internationally recognized bor-
ders. Given the element of the border, two oppo-
site possibilities stand out, i.e. positive and negative
connotations of the periphery, whereby the position
on the border represents both an opportunity or, in
terms of development, an unfavorable position in
relation to the center (Tisma et al., 2018; Perpar,
2014; Miosga, 2008; Pelc 2010).

Dealing with the topic of rural peripheries, es-
pecially within member states of the European Un-
ion and other countries that belong to the devel-
oped part of Europe but are not part of the EU, is
very specific and depends on a series of conditions,
which can be historical, geopolitical, economic, cul-
tural, etc.

An example of a complex way of depicting rural
periphery is spatial typologies. For example, several
Polish scientists have used spatial typology (Gmi-
na') (Kebza, 2018; Banski and Mazur, 2016), which
is based on the concept of growth poles, i.e. core
- periphery, whereby this component of the periph-
ery refers to the border periphery, the periphery of
pleasure (tourism, natural and cultural heritage),
and the inner periphery defined by a below-aver-
age developed area that is far from (vector distance)
to the administrative border. The question is often
raised about the equality and efficiency of certain
areas in terms of demographic and economic power
of territorial units spatially closer to or further from
urban centers. At the same time, there are processes
that overlap within peripheries such as: convergence

1 Gmina is the basic unit of territorial division in Poland, similar to a
municipality.

vergencija i divergencija resursa (konvergencija
u smislu teZnje prema odredenoj vrijednosti, od-
nosno njezinu povecanju te divergencija u smislu
udaljavanja od razvojne osi) te koncetracija i difu-
zija stanovni§tva (Sikorski i dr., 2020).

Nadalje, Hedlund (2016) prikazuje tipologiju
na temelju socioekonomskih varijabla u kojoj se
izdvaja regija Norrland u Svedskoj, a koja je per-
cipirana kao periferna ruralna regija; udaljena, za-
ostala, regija s visokom stopom nezaposlenosti, s
obiljezjima zavisnosti, depopulacije i niske razine
obrazovanja. Takoder, zanimljiva perspektiva dis-
kursa o perifernim podruéjima vezZe se ponovo na
regiju Norrland (Nilsson i Lundgren, 2015) pri
Cemu se postavlja pitanje kako ée se dugoroc¢no
razvijati ta slabo naseljena i deprivirajuca regija iz
perspektive politickog djelovanja na razvoj perife-
rije. Op¢enito uzevsi, u skandinavskim se zemlja-
ma Cesto izdvajaju periferije poput Norrlanda na
temelju ekologke vrijednosti, pri ¢emu potencijal
prirodne i kulturne bastine uz politiku regional-
noga rasta Cesto stabilizira razvoj deprivirane re-
gije ili periferije (Etxano, 2012).

Ispitivanjem odnosa izmedu ,ruralne perifer-
nosti” i ,turisticke tranzicije” bave se Salvatore i
dr. (2018) kako bi se opisale tekuce transformacije
unutar turisticke ponude u ruralnim podrudjima
(Popescu, 2014), naglaavajuéi vaznost koju ti
koncepti stje¢u u teorijskoj raspravi i u obliko-
vanju politika. Na temelju klasifikacije perifernih
podrudja koju pruza talijanska strategija za unu-
tarnja podrucja (Zbe National Strategy for Inner
Areas — SNAIT talijanski: Strategia nazionale per le
aree interne) autori su poduzeli detaljnu statistic-
ku analizu na razini opéine, smatrajuéi turizam
vaznim pokretacem drustveno-ekonomskih pro-
mjena (Salvatore i dr., 2018). Model upravljanja
temeljen na izrazu wpravijanje tranzicijom pred-
stavljen je kao prakti¢no sredstvo za vodenje ovih
procesa. Studija slucaja u istrazivanju Salvatorea
i dr. (2018) provedena je participativnim istrazi-
vanjem te je ponudila priliku za nadilaZenje po-
stojec¢ih praksi upravljanja i saznanja da tranzicija
moze dovesti periferna podruéja k novoj kon-
ceptualizaciji izvan ideje marginalnosti.

and divergence of resources (convergence in terms
of striving towards a certain value, or increasing it,
and divergence in terms of moving away from the
development axis) and concentration and diffusion

of population (Sikorski et al., 2020).

Furthermore, Hedlund (2016) presents a typology
based on socio-economic variables in which the Nor-
rland Region in Sweden is distinguished, which is
perceived as a peripheral rural region; remote, back-
ward, a region with a high unemployment rate, with
characteristics of dependency, depopulation, and low
levels of education. Furthermore, an interesting per-
spective of discourse on peripheral areas is linked
again to the Norrland Region (Nilsson and Lund-
gren, 2015) whereby the question is raised of how
the Norrland Region, which is sparsely populated
and deprived, will develop in the long-term, from the
perspective of political action on the development of
the periphery. Generally, in Scandinavian countries,
peripheries like Norrland are often distinguished
based on ecological value, whereby the potential of
natural and cultural heritage along with the policy of
regional growth often stabilizes the development of a

deprived region or periphery (Etxano, 2012).

Examining the relationship between ‘rural pe-
ripherality’ and ‘tourist transition’ is dealt with by
Salvatore et al. (2018) to describe ongoing trans-
formations within the tourism supply in rural ar-
eas (Popescu, 2014), emphasizing the importance
that these concepts acquire in theoretical debate
and in policy-making. Based on the classification
of peripheral areas provided by the Italian strate-
gy for internal areas (7he National Strategy for Inner
Areas (SNAL Italian: Strategia nazionale per le aree
interne)), the authors undertook a detailed statis-
tical analysis at the municipal level, considering
tourism as an important driver of socio-econom-
ic changes (Salvatore et al., 2018). A management
model based on the expression transition manage-
ment is presented as a practical means for guiding
these processes. The case study in the research of
Salvatore et al. (2018) was conducted through par-
ticipatory research and offered an opportunity to
overcome existing management practices and the
realization that transition can lead peripheral areas
towards a new conceptualization beyond the idea
of marginality.
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SUVREMENI PRISTUPI ISTRAZIVANJU | RAZVOJU
PERIFERNIH RURALNIH PODRUCJA

Definicije ruralnih podru¢ja predmet su brojnih
akademskih radova. Npr. model jezgra —periferija
zastario je s obzirom na recentna socioekonom-
ska gibanja 21. stoljeca te se preferira koristenje
otvorenijega pristupa. Nastajanjem nove ruralne
paradigme (Nergaard, 2011), pri éemu su fokus
prostori, a ne sektori te investicije, a ne subvencije,
jasno se preferira uravnoteZen regionalni razvoj.
Cini se da je razgraniéenje i razlikovanje ruralnih
podrudja u regionalnim tipologijama klju¢no pita-
nje povezano s konceptom razvojne politike EU-
a, usmjeravajuéi konkretne instrumente pomoéi u
ovoj kategoriji podru¢ja. U tom kontekstu vazno
je primijeniti pristup koji je specijaliziran ili pri-
lagoden za pojedine vrste ruralnih podrudja da bi
se stvorili odgovarajudi uvjeti za diversifikaciju ra-
zvojnih pravaca.

U sljedeé¢im poglavljima ovoga rada analiziraju
se perspektive, percepcija i razvojni izazovi oda-
branih primjera izdvajanja ruralnih perifernih po-
drugja u drzavama EU-a. U nastavku rada izdvajaju
se razliciti pristupi istrazivanju i razvoju perifernih
ruralnih podrudja. Analiza istraZivanja relevantne
literature ukljucuje sljedeée elemente: teorijske pri-
stupe, metodologiju, svthu pregledanih istrazivanja,
nacine kako se pristupa razvoju ovih podrucja te
modele razvoja.

Kriteriji i pristupi U istrazivanju i izdvajanju
perifernih ruralnih podrucja

Nerijetko se tipologije ne izraduju samo za sta-
tisticke potrebe, nego za prakti¢nu primjenu u po-
litickom upravljanju i procesima donosenja odluka.
Politike lokalnoga razvoja i prostorno planiranje
(Luki¢ i Obad, 2016), postupci prikupljanja poda-
taka i statisticke analize Cesto se temelje na posto-
je¢im tipologijama (Bariski, 2010). Kod potrebe za
izradu specifi¢nih, primjenjivih tipologija (Beyazli i
dr., 2017) &esto se koristi klaster analiza s multidi-
menzionalnim pristupom problematici (Neja§mic i
Miseti¢, 2010; Ottomano, 2016). Zbog toga je pot-
puno legitimno predlaganje novih tipologija rural-
nih podrugja (Weifeng i Li, 2020).
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CONTEMPORARY APPROACHES TO RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT OF PERIPHERAL RURAL AREAS

Definitions of rural areas are the subject of nu-
merous academic papers. For example, the core-pe-
riphery model has become outdated given the re-
cent socio-economic trends of the 21 century, and
a more open approach is preferred. With the emer-
gence of a new rural paradigm (Nergaard, 2011),
where the focus is on spaces rather than sectors, and
investments rather than subsidies, balanced region-
al development is clearly preferred. It seems that
the delimitation and differentiation of rural areas
in regional typologies is a key issue related to the
EU’s development policy concept, directing specif-
ic aid instruments to this category of areas. In this
context, it is important to apply an approach that
is specialized or adapted for specific types of rural
areas in order to create appropriate conditions for
the diversification of development directions.

In the following sections of this paper, perspec-
tives, perceptions, and development challenges of
selected examples of peripheral rural areas in EU
member states are analyzed. The paper continues by
highlighting different approaches to research and
development of peripheral rural areas. The analysis
of relevant literature research includes the following
elements: theoretical approaches, methodology, pur-
pose of reviewed research, ways of approaching the
development of these areas, and development models.

Criteria and approaches in research and
identification of peripheral rural areas

Typologies are often created not only for statisti-
cal purposes but for practical application in political
governance and decision-making processes. Local
development policies and spatial planning (Luki¢
and Obad, 2016), data collection procedures, and
statistical analyses are often based on existing ty-
pologies (Bariski, 2010). With the need for specific,
applicable typologies (Beyazli et al., 2017), cluster
analysis is often used in a multidimensional ap-
proach to the issue (Nejasmi¢ and Miseti¢, 2010;
Ottomano, 2016). For this reason, proposing new
typologies of rural areas is completely legitimate

(Weifeng and Li, 2020).

Ove tipologije, kao teorijski i prakti¢ni prijed-
lozi, pokusavaju pratiti ruralna podrucja koja se
brzo mijenjaju. Odabrani su radovi na specificnom
ruralnom prostoru razlicitih razumijevanja perife-
rije (resursna, turisticka, grani¢na i sl.) (Argent,
2016). Upravo spomenuto razli¢ito razumijevanje
periferija ruralnoga prostora, odnosno tipologija,
prikazano je analizom odabranih radova.

Odabir kriterija na temelju kojih je naprav-
ljena analiza u nastavku zasniva se na nacinima
izdvajanja perifernih ruralnih podrugja. Nadini se
razlikuju ovisno o podrudju i temi koja se obradu-
je, naime nit vodilja su elementi socioekonomske
strukture te percepcija ruralne periferije koji su se
kvantitativno prikazali u obliku varijabli kako bi
se dobile nedvosmislene varijacije tipologija. No,
valja imati na umu da tipologije nisu jedini ele-
ment prepoznavanja periferija u prostoru, ve¢ su
to multidimenzionalni pogledi zasto su ruralne
periferije u konacnici i nastale, stoga je odabran i
obraden takav niz recentne literature u sljedeem
odlomku.

Periferna ruralna podrudja vrlo su Cesto tema
istrazivanja u podrudjima drzava bivsega isto¢nog
bloka gdje su te razlike razvojne centralne osovine
i rubnih prostora vrlo izrazite, stoga pregled oda-
brane literature zapocinje tim podruéjem istrazi-
vanja. Bariski i Mazur (2016) izradili su tipologiju
ruralnih podrudja Poljske koja se moze koristiti
kao instrument teritorijalne politike. Metodolos-
ki postupak uzima u obzir tri aspekta: dinamiku
razvoja, ekonomsku strukturu i prometnu dostu-
pnost. Samim time implicira se konstruktivno
rjeSenje za modele razvoja sa specifi¢nim pri-
stupom teritorijalnoj razvojnoj politici. Izrazeni
nedostatak su rezultati analize koji se generalno
tesko interpretiraju. Detaljnijom analizom speci-
ficnoga prostora bavi se Kebza (2018) istrazujuéi
proces periferizacije rubnih podruéja analizom
pokrajine Zapadno Pomorje (Zachodniopomor-
skie) u Poljskoj. Naglasak stavlja na odnos izmedu
perifernih podrudja i glavnih metropolitanskih/
urbanih podrudja na tom prostoru. Prikazuju se
skalarni (kao binarni, samo s negativnim ili po-
zitivnim predznakom) i vektorski podatci o oda-
branim pokazateljima u 2005.12015.za GMINA
(komune, teritorijalne jedinice NUTS 5). Glavni

"These typologies, as theoretical and practical pro-
posals, attempt to track rapidly-changing rural are-
as. Papers on specific rural spaces with different un-
derstandings of periphery (resource, tourism, border,
etc.) have been selected (Argent, 2016). This varied
understanding of rural space peripheries, or typol-
ogy, is presented via the analysis of selected papers.

'The selection of criteria on which the following
analysis is based focuses on how to identify periph-
eral rural areas. The methods differ depending on
the area and topic being addressed; the guiding
principle is elements of socio-economic structure
and the perception of rural peripheries that have
been quantitatively presented in the form of vari-
ables, in order to obtain unambiguous variations of
typologies. However, it should be kept in mind that
typologies are not the only element used for recog-
nizing peripheries in space, rather multidimensional
views of why rural peripheries ultimately emerged;
accordingly, a series of recent literature on this top-
ic has been selected and processed in the following
section.

Understandably, peripheral rural areas are very
often the subject of research in areas of former Easz-
ern Bloc countries where the developmental differ-
ences between central axes and peripheral spaces are
very pronounced, so the review of selected literature
begins with this area. Bariski and Mazur (2016)
created a typology of rural areas in Poland that
can be used as an instrument of territorial policy.
Their methodological approach takes into account
three aspects: development dynamics; economic
structure; and transport accessibility. This implies a
constructive solution for development models with
a specific approach to territorial development pol-
icy. A pronounced shortcoming is that the results
of the analysis are generally difficult to interpret.
Kebza (2018) dealt with a more detailed analysis of
a specific area, investigating the process of periph-
eralization of border areas by analyzing the West
Pomeranian Voivodeship (Zachodniopomorskie) in
Poland. They emphasized the relationship between
peripheral areas and major metropolitan/urban are-
as in that space. Scalar (as binary, only with negative
or positive signs) and vector data on selected indi-
cators in 2005 and 2015 for GMINA (communes,
NUTS 5 territorial units) are presented. The main
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je pokazatelj kompozitnoga tipa te je temeljen
na izracunatim podatcima, a sluzi kao osnova za

kategorizaciju metropolitanskih, ,poluperifernih”

i perifernih podrucja koji su dodatno definirani
na osnovi svojih unutrasnjih svojstava i polozaja u
regiji. Iako kori$tenje vecih teritorijalnih jedinica
ima prednost pristupa boljim statistickim podat-
cima, pristup koji se ovdje primjenjuje trebao bi
pruziti detaljniji uvid u regionalnu socioekonom-
sku strukturu. Osnovni je nedostatak istrazivanja
u koristenju maloga broja pokazatelja.

Uvjetovani sli¢nim geopolit¢kim procesima
istrazivanja, Pociaté-Sereikiené i Kriau¢ianas
(2018) bave se utvrdivanjem glavnih promjena su-
stava u Litvi 1990-ih i njegovim u¢incima na peri-
ferna podrudja. Koriteni su podatci i informacije
prikupljene tijekom terenskih izlazaka u periferna
ruralna podrudja diljem zemlje. Rezultati istrazi-
vanja omogudili su da se predvidi ,centralno-pe-
riferna” prostorna struktura kao jedan od glavnih
¢imbenika koji ée u bliskoj buduénosti utjecati
na regionalni razvoj u Litvi. Vidljiv je nedosta-
tak ovoga rada u tome §to tema gospodarstva nije
spominjana te je osnovni problem u proucavanju
periferija taj $to teritorij postaje centar zanimanja,
a ne stanovnici koji ga ¢ine. Dok npr. u sljede-
¢em istraZivanju autor Pociaté-Sereikiené (2019)
prikazuje sve veée dihotomije sredista i periferi-
je s naglaskom na Litvu kao posljedicu izrazene
polarizacije srediste — periferija pri ¢emu mnoge
europske zemlje biljeZe brz rast kapitala gradova
i znaCajan pad na rubnim ruralnim podrudjima i
u biv§im regionalnim sredistima. Naglasava se da
sve vecu polarizaciju treba promatrati kao slozen
fenomen pod utjecajem socioekonomskih, demo-
grafskih, lokacijskih i drugih ¢imbenika. Prednost
je ovoga modela istrazivanja §to se moZe primi-
jeniti na podrudja sline pozadine, pogotovo u
drzavama koje su bile u socijalizmu pa tranziciji
i kapitalizmu te se samim time pokazala izrazita
vaznost geopoliti¢kih odluka na svim razinama.

Skandinavski istraziva¢i predstavljaju nalin
istrazivanja koji se vide oslanja na socijalno-eko-
nomsku dinamiku u istrazivanju, stoga je kao
primjer Hedlund (2016) izradio socioekonomske
tipologije ruralne Svedske analizom dostupne li-
terature i statistickih podataka. Koristio se oda-
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indicator is of a composite type and is based on
calculated data, serving as a basis for categorizing
metropolitan, semi-peripheral, and peripheral are-
as that are further defined based on their internal
properties and position in the region. Although us-
ing larger territorial units has the advantage of ac-
cessing better statistical data, the approach applied
here should provide a more detailed insight into the
regional socio-economic structure. The main short-
coming of the research is the use of a small number
of indicators.

Conditioned by similar geopolitical research pro-
cesses, Pociaté-Sereikiené and Kriaucitnas (2018)
dealt with identifying the main system changes in
Lithuania in the 1990s and their effects on periph-
eral areas. Data and information collected during
field trips to peripheral rural areas throughout the
country were used. Research results made it possible
to predict that the “central-peripheral” spatial struc-
ture would be one of the main factors influencing
regional development in Lithuania in the near fu-
ture. A visible shortcoming is that the topic of the
economy is not mentioned in this paper, and the
basic problem with studying peripheries is that the
territory itself becomes the center of interest, rath-
er than the residents who live in it. While in the
next paper, the author Pociuté-Sereikiené (2019)
showed increasing center-periphery dichotomies
with an emphasis on Lithuania as a consequence of
pronounced center-periphery polarization, whereby
many European countries recorded rapid growth
of cities and significant decline in peripheral rural
territories and former regional centers. It is empha-
sized that increasing polarization should be viewed
as a complex phenomenon influenced by socio-eco-
nomic, demographic, locational, and other factors.
As an advantage, this research model can be applied
to areas with a similar background, especially in
countries that underwent a transition from social-
ism to capitalism, thus showing the extreme impor-
tance of geopolitical decisions at all levels.

Scandinavian researchers present a research
method that relies more on socio-economic dynam-
ics in research, so as an example, Hedlund (2016)
created socio-economic typologies of rural Sweden
by analyzing available literature and statistical data.
He used a selection of eleven (11) variables (so-

birom jedanest (11) socioekonomskih i demo-
grafske varijabla specifi¢nih za lokalna obiljezja
koja pruzaju vazan uvid u heterogenost ruralnih
podrugja. Isticu se nedostatci kao §to su npr. su-
bjektivnost u odabiru varijabli (presumcija), puno
rezultiranih tipova perifernoga ruralnog, ¢ime se
dodatno gubi to¢nost i smislenost cijele tipologije.
Nilsson i Lundgren (2015) istrazuju kako se regija
Norrland kao periferija koristi i stvara u politickoj
retorici. Identificiraju se dominantne logike koje
su pocivale na razli¢itim diskursima i utjecale na
procese oblikovanja znacenja, opisuje se kako su
argumenti, koji se razlikuju ideoloski i/ili koriste
razli¢ite diskurse, naglasili zajednicko gledanje na
Norrland kao ruralno, udaljeno i problemati¢no
podrugje. U samoj analitickoj podlozi nedostatak
je u kompleksnom kvantitativnom nacinu prikazi-
vanja opisnih (kvalitativnih) obiljezja.

Za razliku od prethodnih, Nergaard (2011)
razmatra u svom radu izazove, buduénost i mo-
guénosti u ruralnim i perifernim podruéjima u
Danskoj te se utvrduje moguca neuskladenost
izmedu razli¢itih politika, reformi i strategija u
odnosu na izazove tih podrudja. Kaze da je nova
ruralna paradigma razvijena tamo gdje su kljuéni
elementi usredotoleni na mjesta, a ne na sektore i
na ulaganja, a ne na poticaje, naglasavajuéi potre-
bu za oslanjanjem na lokalne prednosti i kvalitetu
— ulinkovita promjena nacina razmisljanja gdje
se periferija razvojno oslanja na vlastite vrijed-
nosti (resursne, okolisne, kulturne i sl.). Kao ne-
dostatak istrazivanja istice se da se nova ruralna
paradigma Cesto ne odnosi na realne probleme i
potrebe.

Kao rezime periferije ruralnoga prostora iz-
dvajaju se dva znanstvena rada koja se odnose
na perceptivnu vaznost ruralne periferije. Pre-
ma tome Steinfiihrer i Reichert-Schick (2018)
u svom radu definiraju kako akteri u odredenim
ruralnim podrugjima utvrduju i eventualno reva-
loriziraju endogene potencijale i prepoznaju nove
resurse svojih regija. Istice se pojam inner perip-
heries, ali u europskom kontekstu, te su njihovom
konceptualizacijom specificna glavna obiljezja
unutarnjih periferija kao $to su npr. polozaj na
rubu ili izmedu sredi$njih podruéja, pad glavne

gospodarske aktivnosti, demografski pad i gubi-

cio-economic and demographic) specific to local
characteristics that provide important insight into
the heterogeneity of rural areas. Shortcomings are
highlighted, such as: subjectivity in the selection of
variables (presumption) and many resulting types
of peripheral rural areas, which further loses the ac-
curacy and meaningfulness of the entire typology.
Nilsson and Lundgren (2015) investigate how the
Norrland Region, as a periphery, is used and created
in political rhetoric. Dominant logic based on differ-
ent discourses that influenced meaning-formation
processes are identified, describing how arguments,
which differ ideologically and/or use different dis-
courses, emphasized a common view of Norrland as
a stagnant, rural, remote, and problematic area. In
the analytical foundation itself, there is a shortcom-
ing in the complex quantitative manner of present-

ing descriptive (qualitative) characteristics.

Unlike the previous papers, Nergaard (2011)
considered the challenges, future, and possibilities
in rural and peripheral areas in Denmark, and iden-
tified a possible mismatch between various policies,
reforms, and strategies in relation to the challenges
of these areas. He says that a new rural paradigm has
been developed, wherein key elements are focused
on places rather than sectors and on investments
rather than incentives, emphasizing the need to
rely on local advantages and qualities — an effective
change in thinking where the periphery relies on its
own values (resource, environmental, cultural, etc.)
for development. A shortcoming of the research is
the fact that the new rural paradigm often does not
address real problems and needs.

As a summary of the periphery of rural space,
two scientific papers stand out that relate to the
perceptual importance of the rural periphery. Ac-
cordingly, Steinfithrer and Reichert-Schick (2018)
defined how actors in certain rural areas determine
and eventually revalue endogenous potentials and
recognize new resources in their regions. The term
inner peripheries is highlighted, in a European con-
text, and their conceptualization specifies the main
characteristics of inner peripheries such as: position
on the edge of or between central areas; decline in
primary economic activity; demographic decline;
and loss of local identity. As a negative part of the
paper review, rural peripheries are often viewed as
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tak lokalnoga identiteta. Kao negativan dio pre-
gleda rada, ruralne periferije Cesto se promatraju
kao prostorni ostatci u razvojnom smislu te gle-
dajudi iz geografske, socijalne i prostornoplanske
perspektive to je problemati¢na socijalno-pro-
storna kategorija.

Willett i Lang (2017) takoder, za razliku od
prethodno analiziranih u ovom dijelu rada, ne pri-
kazuju nacin izrade tipologije niti modela razvoja,
veé percepciju pojma periferizacije u socijalnom
kontekstu te djelovanje principa regionalizacije uz
teoriju odnosa jezgre i periferije. Zbog druge do-
mene i svrhe istrazivanja, gdje je identitet periferi-
je obiljezen socijalnim konceptom, a nadograduje
se teritorijem, rad je ostavljen zadnji za prikaz. U
njemu se namece pitanje: ,Kako postati periferi-
jom ili ostati periferijom!?” kroz klasi¢no razma-
tranje strukturalnih odnosa i pristupa (ekonomski
i upravljanje/politika) preko pojmova identifikaci-
je kao §to su npr. ruralnost, slaba dostupnost, niska
razina inovacija, ljudskoga i socijalnoga kapitala).
Postoje¢a infrastruktura (komunikacijska odno-
sno prometna) moze samo djelomice objasniti
za$to neke regije ne reagiraju na infrastrukturne
injekcije, dok se druge razvijaju same od sebe.

Zakljuéno razmisljanje o sustavno navedenim
kriterijima i pristupima svodi se na istinsku ra-
znolikost poimanja ruralne periferije i u kona¢nici
njezino vrednovanje. Odabrana literatura produkt
je sinteze povijesno-geografskoga razvoja zemalja,
osobito biviega isto¢nog komunistickog bloka s
donekle sli¢nim povijesno-geografskim razvojem
Hrvatske te percepcijom prostora u vidu ruralne
periferije, gdje su potrebni kvalitativni i kvantita-
tivni kriteriji za njezino definiranje.

Pregledom odabranih tipologija te kriterija i
pristupa izdvajanja perifernih ruralnih podrugja i
same vaznosti koncepta srediste-periferija poblize se
definira kako ruralne periferije nastaju i nestaju u
vremenu, kroz odredena tematska pitanja, kao npr.

A.Kako akteri u odredenim ruralnim podrué-
jima utvrduju i eventualno revaloriziraju en-

dogene potencijale? (Lay, 1998)

B. Koju ulogu u tim procesima imaju vanjski
akteri, lokalno stanovnistvo i drugi dionici?

122

spatial remnants in terms of development, and from
a geographical, social, and spatial planning perspec-

tive, this is a problematic socio-spatial category.

Willett and Lang (2017), unlike previously ana-
lyzed papers in this section, did not present a way
to create a typology or development model, rather
a perception of the concept of peripheralization in
a social context and the operation of the principle
of regionalization along with the theory of core-pe-
riphery relations. Due to the different domain and
purpose of research, the identity of the periphery is
characterized by a social concept, and is built upon
territory. Throughout the paper, an intrusive ques-
tion is posed: “How fo become a periphery or remain a
periphery!?”’; which the authors explore via classical
consideration of structural relations and approaches
(economic and governance/politics) and identifica-
tion concepts such as: rurality, poor accessibility, low
level of innovation, human and social capital. Ex-
isting infrastructure (communication or transport)
can only partially explain why some regions do not
respond to infrastructure injections, while other
similar regions develop on their own.

The concluding thought on systematically list-
ed criteria and approaches comes down to the true
diversity of understanding rural periphery and ul-
timately its evaluation. The selected literature is a
product of the synthesis of historical-geographical
development of countries, especially the former
Eastern Bloc with somewhat similar historical-geo-
graphical development to Croatia and perception of
space in terms of rural periphery, where qualitative
and quantitative criteria are needed to define it.

By reviewing selected typologies and criteria and
approaches to identifying peripheral rural areas and
the importance of the center-periphery concept itself,
we find that it is more closely defined as how rural
peripheries arise and disappear over time, via certain
thematic issues, such as:

A.How do actors in certain rural areas determine
and possibly revalue endogenous potentials?

(Lay, 1998);

B. What role do external actors, local population,
and other stakeholders play in these process-
es?;

C.Koji je utjecaj na europsku, nacionalnu i re-
gionalnu politiku s obzirom na nastajanje i
nestajanje periferija? (Hodge i Midmore,
2008; Ward i Brown, 2009)

D.Koje prepreke jo§ postoje kako bi se prevla-
dali strukturni gospodarski, socijalni i pro-
storni nedostatci? (Nejasmié i dr., 2018).

Izdvajanje ruralne periferije moze imati svoje
prednosti i nedostatke. Demonstracija prednosti
uvida se kao npr. fokus na potrebama (specifi¢ne
potrebe ruralne periferije $to moze rezultirati ci-
ljanim pristupom i prilagodenim programima ra-
zvoja), povecanjem resursa (dodatni resursi i sred-
stava za poticanje razvoja, infrastrukture ili javnih
usluga) te odrzivosti u vidu implementacije mo-
dela razvoja prilagodenih specifi¢cnostima ruralnih
perifernih podrudja.

Istodobno se spominju nedostatci u vidu izo-
lacije podrugja koja ima negativan utjecaj na de-
mografsku strukturu, rizika od nejednakosti u ras-
podjeli resursa izmedu razli¢itih regija §to moze
izazvati napetosti i neravnotezu te administrativnih
izazova koji ukljucuju upravljanje i koordinacije
usmjerenih politika i programa na razini periferije.

Vazno je pronaéi ravnotezu izmedu jakosnih
obiljezja ruralnih perifernih podrugja i potencijal-
nih negativnih u¢inaka nejednakosti. Zbog toga se
svaka tipologija i pristup definiranju ruralnih peri-
ferija unutar spomenutih drzava razlikuje u nacinu
§to se njome Zeli posti¢i kao moguéi odgovor na
razvojne probleme prostora. Odabrane tipologije
nerijetko predstavljaju mehanizam prepoznavanja
prostornih nejednakosti u funkciji specificnoga
modela razvoja.

Modeli razvoja perifernih ruralnih podrucja

Modeli razvoja perifernih ruralnih podrugja
izrazito su kompleksna tematika. Cesto suvremeno
stanje socioekonomskoga okruzenja ruralnih pod-
rudja odrazava probleme koji ometaju stabilan ra-
zvoj. Takvo se stanje moze donekle objasniti kljuc-
nim slomom modela razvoja ruralnih podrudja koji
se dogodio u proslom stoljecu kao rezultat transfor-
macije ekonomske paradigme u agrarnoj sastavnici
gospodarstva.

C.What is the impact on European, national,and
regional policy with regard to the emergence
and disappearance of peripheries? (Hodge and
Midmore, 2008; Ward and Brown, 2009);

D. What obstacles still exist to overcome struc-
tural economic, social, and spatial disadvan-

tages? (Nejasmic et al., 2018)

'The identification of rural periphery can have
its advantages and disadvantages. Advantages are
recognized as, for example: focus on needs (specific
needs of rural periphery which can result in a tar-
geted approach and customized development pro-
grams), increase of resources (additional resources
and funds to encourage development, infrastructure,
or public services), and sustainability in terms of
implementing development models adapted to the
specificities of rural peripheral areas.

At the same time, disadvantages are mentioned
in terms of isolation of areas which has a negative
impact on demographic structure, risk of inequality
in resource distribution between different regions
which can cause tensions and imbalance, and ad-
ministrative challenges that include management
and coordination of targeted policies and programs

at the periphery level.

It is important to find a balance between the
strengths of rural peripheral areas and the potential
negative effects of inequality. Therefore, each typolo-
gy and approach to defining rural peripheries within
the mentioned countries differs in what it aims to
achieve as a possible response to the developmental
problems of the space. Selected typologies often rep-
resent a mechanism for recognizing spatial inequali-
ties in the function of a specific development model.

Models of Development for Peripheral Rural Areas

Models of development for peripheral rural are-
as are an extremely complex topic. Often, the con-
temporary state of the socioeconomic environment
of rural areas reflects problems that hinder stable
development. This situation can be somewhat ex-
plained by the key breakdown of the rural develop-
ment model that occurred in the past century as a
result of the transformation of the economic para-
digm in the agricultural component of the economy.
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Rjesenja upravljanja definiranim regijama mogu
biti u vidu konvergencije i izjednacenja procesa po-
larizacije ili koncentracija, kako se isti¢e u literaturi,
otoka oporavka u prostory ili efekt prelijevanja inova-
cija iz polova.

Bianski (2010) kaze da su najucinkovitiji razvoj-
ni elementi periferija investiranja u noduse i zone
aktivnosti te inovacije. Tunel-¢fekt pojam je koji je
definiran u perifernom podruéju gdje potencijalno
razvojne osi ostaju samo tranzitne. Spomenuti efekt
vrlo se Cesto aktualizira kod prometnih veza.

Potencijali i strategije unutarnjeg/endogenet-
skog razvoja Cesto su nejasni, osobito u periferijama
gdje nedostaje moé¢ i inovacija (Kihn, 2015). Akti-
vacijom endogenoga potencijala razvija se kompe-
titativna prednost za periferne regije na regionalnoj
i lokalnoj razini (Baniski i Mazur, 2016). Pritom je
pozeljan individualizirani pristup regijama i njiho-
vo udinkovito koristenje, pogotovo preko EU alata
kohezijske politike i ruralnoga razvoja.

Kako bi teorijski pristupi i prakti¢ni zakljuc-
ci bili dobro utemeljeni, primijenjene su odredene
znanstvene metode (indukcija, dedukcija, hipote-
ticko-deduktivne i ostale) za oblikovanje prakti¢nih
modela razvoja kojima se koristila Merenkova i dr.
(2019). Pri provodenju analize i kasnijoj sintezi mo-
dela koristeni su odredeni dodatni specifi¢ni meto-
doloski postupci (analiza, sinteza, odabir).

Nerijetko su elementi izdvajanja odredenih mo-
dela razvoja rezultat reakcije nacionalnoga gospo-
darstva u trziSnim promjenama, odnosno prikazuju
se reciprocitetom iskljucivo poljoprivrednoga sta-
novnistva u odnosu na ostale proizvodne ili usluz-
ne sektore djelatnosti (Pociaté-Sereikiené i Kriau-

&itinas, 2018).

Odabirom relevantnih razvojnih modela cilj je
prikazati razli¢ite primjere reakcije ruralnoga pro-
stora na gospodarska gibanja, odnosno otpornost
ruralne periferije u trzi$nih utrci. Kriterij odabira
temeljen je na postoje¢im modelima razvoja na-
stalima na temelju odredene vrijednosti na rural-
nom prostoru. Odabir najbitnije odrednice diver-
sifikacije ruralnoga gospodarstva, odnosno modela
razvoja izvr$en je metodom analiziranja podataka
i aktivnosti koje su specificne za ruralna podrudja,
kao $to je npr. istrazivanje poljoprivredne proi-
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Management solutions for defined regions can
be in the form of convergence and equalization of
polarization processes or concentration, as high-
lighted in the literature, islands of recovery in space or
the spillover effect of innovations from poles.

Banski (2010) stated that the most effective
development elements of peripheries were invest-
ments in nodes and zones of activity, and innova-
tions. Zhe tunnel effect is a concept defined in a pe-
ripheral area where potentially developmental axes
remain only transitional. This effect is very often

actualized in transport connections.

Potentials and strategies of internal/endogenous
development are often unclear, especially in pe-
ripheries where power and innovation are lacking
(Kihn, 2015). By activating endogenous potential,
a competitive advantage for peripheral regions is
developed at the regional and local level (Banski
and Mazur, 2016). An individualized approach to
regions and their effective use is desirable, especial-
ly via EU cohesion policy tools and rural develop-
ment.

For theoretical approaches and practical conclu-
sions to be well-founded, certain scientific methods
(induction, deduction, hypothetical-deductive and
others) were applied for shaping practical devel-
opment models used by Merenkova et al. (2019).
When conducting analysis and synthesis of models,
certain additional specific methodological proce-
dures were used (analysis, synthesis, selection).

Often, elements of distinguishing certain devel-
opment models are the result of the national econo-
my’s reaction to market changes, or they are shown
by the reciprocity of exclusively agricultural pop-
ulation in relation to other production or service

sectors (Pociaté-Sereikiené and Kriaucitinas, 2018).

By selecting relevant development models, the
aim is to show different examples of a rural space’s
reaction to economic movements or the resilience
of the rural periphery in the market race. The se-
lection criterion is based on existing development
models created on the basis of a certain value in
rural space. The selection of the most important
determinant of rural economy diversification, or
development model, was carried out by analyzing
data and activities specific to rural areas, such as re-

zvodnje, ruralne radne snage, infrastrukture i dru-
gih karakteristika povezanih s ruralnim okruze-
njem, da bi se zavr$nom dijelu ovoga rada ostvarili
pocetni ciljevi postavljeni prilikom istrazivanja.
Navedene vrijednosti proizasle iz prethodno na-
vedenih analiza odredenom odabranom aktivnosti
iz skupa modelira se suvremeni razvoj u nekom

razdoblju.

Slijedi prikaz modela razvoja odabran na temelju
postoje¢ih modela koji su nastali na temelju kvan-
titativnih i kvalitativnih podataka. Sistematizacija
modela usredotoCena je na identifikaciju klju¢nih
dionika u prostoru te aktivnosti kojima se bave, a
mogu usmjeriti razvoj predmetnoga prostora defi-
niran kao ruralna periferija.

I. Osnovni modeli ruralnog razvoja

* Modeli uzroéno-posljedi¢ne veze koji odraza-
vaju razli¢ite drustvene i ekonomske procese
ruralnih podrucja, mozemo ih nazvati mode-
lima pozitivnoga tipa.

* Industrijski model kao okvir koji poistovjecuje
ruralni razvoj s opéom modernizacijom poljo-
privrednoga i agroindustrijskoga kompleksa
(Pliisschke-Altof, 2017).

* Redistributivni model temelji se na koncepciji
smanjenja jaza izmedu degradiranih i razvije-
nih ruralnih podruéja kroz financijsku potpo-
ru redistribucije putem izravnih naknada, uz
davanje bespovratnih sredstava, koje neutra-
liziraju negativne uc¢inke na strukturnu tran-
sformaciju ruralnoga gospodarstva (poticaji)
(Simlega, 2012).

» Teritorijalni model voden je okvirom ruralnoga
razvoja koji je izravno povezan sa sloZenim
koristenjem raznolika resursnoga potencijala
uz integraciju proizvodnje na lokalnoj razini
(Koci-Pavlakovi¢, 1996).

II. Nacionalni modeli ruralnoga razvoja (Pociaté-
Sereikiené i Kriaucitinas, 2018)

* Model razvoja poljoprivrede — sektorski mo-
del. Model razvoja koji prihvacaju drzave koje
vode politiku razvoja Cesto kroz intenzivan
usmjereni razvoj niza poljoprivrednih mo-
nokultura.

search on agricultural production, rural workforce,
infrastructure, and other characteristics related to
the rural environment, in order to achieve the in-
itial goals set during the research in the final part
of this paper. The stated values resulting from the
aforementioned analyses are modeled by selected
activity from the set of contemporary development
in a certain time period.

The following is a presentation of the devel-
opment model, selected on the basis of existing
models that were created based on quantitative and
qualitative data. The systematization of models fo-
cuses on identifying key stakeholders in the space
and the activities they engage in, which can direct
the development of the subject area that has been
defined as rural periphery.

1. Basic models of rural development

* Cause-and-effect models that reflect different
social and economic processes of rural areas
can be called positive type models.

* The industrial model is a framework that equ-
ates rural development with the general mo-
dernization of the agricultural and agro-indu-

strial complex (Pliischke-Altof, 2017).

* The redistributive model is based on the con-
cept of reducing the gap between degraded
and developed rural areas via financial su-
pport for redistribution through direct com-
pensation, which neutralizes negative effects
while providing grants for the structural tran-
sformation of the rural economy (incentives)

(Simlesa, 2012).

* The territorial model is guided by a rural deve-
lopment framework that is directly related to
the complex use of diverse resource potential
with the integration of production at the local

level (Koci-Pavlakovi¢, 1996).

II. National models of rural development (Pociaté-
Sereikiené and Kriaucitnas, 2018)

* Agricultural development model - sectoral mo-
del. A development model accepted by coun-
tries that pursue development policy (often)
via intensive directed development of a series
of agricultural monocultures.
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III. Model multifunkcionalnosti ruralnih podruéja
— osnova diversificiranoga ruralnog gospodarstva
(Popescu, 2014)

* ruralna podrudja, kao prostorne i teritorijalne
cjeline, tretiraju se kao sloZen socioekonomski
sustav koji ukljuuje visenamjenske i medu-
sobno povezane sastavnice: drustvene (ruralna
naselja, ruralno stanovnistvo, drustveno okru-
zenje i infrastruktura), ekonomske (zemlja,
proizvodnja i kucanstvo, poslovni subjekti,
radna snaga) i ekoloske (prirodni uvjeti i re-
produkcija okolisa) (Ray, 2006)

* naglasak na sveobuhvatnom razvoju ruralnih
podrudja zbog njihove multifunkcionalnosti
koja moze potaknuti gospodarski razvoj po-
Jjoprivrednih djelatnosti, prosiriti ljudski ka-
pital, poboljsati Zivotni standard i stanje oko-

lisa (Ricci i dr, 2019).

IV. Model diversificiranoga gospodarskog razvoja
ruralnih podrudja

* razvoj ruralnih podruéja ne bi trebao biti mo-
nofunkcionalan u korist jedne gospodarske
grane (u vedini slucajeva poljoprivrede) koja
se ne moze tretirati kao glavni izvor zaposlja-
vanja i zarade ruralnog stanovnistva

* temelj predlozenoga modela jest struktura gos-
podarstva ruralnih podrugja (multifunkcio-
nalnost) i razina diversifikacije (stvarno stanje
razvojnoga potencijala) (Zsétér, 2020)

* razvoj novih vrsta gospodarskih aktivnosti
ukljuéenih u sustav drustvenih usluga usmje-
renih na zadovoljavanje potreba ruralnoga
stanovnistva

* drustveni razvoj ruralnih podrudja u skladu sa
socijalno usmjerenim kriterijima kao §to su
npr. stopa zaposlenosti ruralnoga stanovnis-
tva, prosjetna mjesecna placa, Zivotni stan-

dard.

Ruralni prostor ima sloZzenu ekonomsku i soci-
jalnu struktura koju €ini niz razli¢itih aktivnosti:
poljoprivreda, obrtnistvo i poduzetnistvo, indu-
strija, trgovina i usluge (Luki¢, 2012). Istodobno,
vazna je i njegova uloga meduzone koja osigurava
djelomi¢nu obnovu prirode odnosno okolisa nuz-
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III. Model of multifunctionality of rural areas - the
basis of a diversified rural economy (Popescu,

2014)

* Rural areas, as spatial and territorial units, are
treated as a complex socio-economic system
that includes multifunctional and interconne-
cted components: social (rural settlements,
rural population, social environment and in-
frastructure); economic (land, production and
household, business entities, workforce); and
ecological (natural conditions and environ-

mental reproduction) (Ray, 2006);

* Emphasis on the comprehensive development
of rural areas due to their multifunctionality,
which can stimulate economic development
of agricultural activities, expand human ca-
pital, improve living standards and environ-
mental conditions (Ricci et al., 2019).

IV. Model of diversified economic development of
rural areas

* ‘The development of rural areas should not
be monofunctional at the expense of one or
more economic branches (in most cases agri-
culture), which cannot be treated as the main
source of employment and income for the ru-
ral population;

*'The basis of the proposed model is the structure
of the economy of rural areas (multifunction-
ality) and the level of diversification (actual
state of development potential) (Zs6tér, 2020)

* Development of new types of economic activ-
ities included in the system of social services
aimed at meeting the needs of the rural pop-

ulation;

* Social development of rural areas in accord-
ance with socially-oriented criteria such as
employment rate of rural population, average
monthly salary, and standard of living.

Rural space has a complex economic and social
structure consisting of a series of different activi-
ties: agriculture; crafts and entrepreneurship; indus-
try; trade; and services (Luki¢, 2012). At the same
time, its role as an inter-zone that ensures partial
restoration of nature or environment necessary for

nu za ekolosku ravnotezu iako je obnova vrlo Cesto
posljedica sukcije antropogene cjeline jer se neri-
jetko nalazi u demografski depriviranom podrudju.
Naposljetku, ruralni prostor, osobito periferni, ima
sve vazniju ulogu prostora za odmor i slobodno
vrijeme.

U heterogenim perifernim ruralnih prostorima
administrativne granice opéina i upravnih grado-
va Cesto onemogucavaju spoznavanje geografske
stvarnosti (Luki¢, 2010; Perpar, 2014). Upravo su
razvojne strategije na nacionalnoj razini usmjere-
ne isklju¢ivo na pravno definirane granice op¢ina
i gradova premda vrlo Cesto status grada ini ve-
lika veéina ruralnoga prostora te izrazite periferije
(Luki¢, 2012). U suglasju ili nesuglasju sa strate-
gijama kako realizirati odredeni model razvoja
ruralne periferije ako je unaprijed predefiniran a
u konacnici neprimjenjiv na veéini prostora? Oda-
branim modelima razvoja treba pristupiti speci-
ficno i kao takve ih primijeniti. Naravno, modeli
razvoja vrlo Cesto zastarijevaju pa tamo gdje je
zami$ljena intervencija drZzave oni se mogu re-
modelirati ili spustiti na niZe razine upravljanja
prostorom. Perspektivni modeli ruralnoga razvoja
te modeli multifunkcionalnosti ruralnih podrudja
modeli su podlozni promjenama i predstavljaju
relativno brza rjesenja jer ne ukljucuju strukturne
promjene stanovnista u depriviranim podrudjima,
veé koriste prednosti odredenih resursa k cjelovi-
tijem razvoju.

Provedba modela razvoja u ruralnoj periferiji
mora imati cilj s jasnom primjenom jer proces im-
plementacije nije kratkorocan, ve¢ je u naravi du-
gorocan i kao takav poboljsava negativne razvojne
procese.

IAKLIUCAK

Ovaj je rad prepleten razli¢itim konceptima ru-
ralnih periferija na osnovi recentne literature. Pri-
tom su analizirani i vrednovani pristupi istrazivanju
ruralnih periferija koji su prikazani kao odabrani
primjeri istrazivackih modela te modela razvoja
ruralnih perifernih podruéja ¢ime se potencira vaz-
nost periferija kao hetereogenih podruéja sa speci-
ficnim moguénostima modela razvoja.

ecological balance is important, although restora-
tion is very often a consequence of the gravitation
of anthropogenic units because it is often found in
demographically deprived areas. Finally, rural space,
especially peripheral, has an increasingly significant
role as a space for rest and leisure.

In heterogeneous peripheral rural spaces, adminis-
trative boundaries of municipalities and administrative
cities often prevent the understanding of geographi-
cal reality (Luki¢, 2010; Perpar, 2014). Development
strategies at the national level are exclusively focused
on legally defined boundaries of municipalities and
cities, although administrative units very often consist
of a large majority of rural space and extreme periph-
eries (Luki¢, 2012). Regardless of whether one agrees
or disagrees with the presented strategies, how can
a certain model of rural periphery development be
realized if it is predefined in advance and ultimately
inapplicable to most of the space? The selected devel-
opment models should be approached specifically and
applied as such. Of course, development models often
become outdated, so where state intervention is en-
visioned, they can be remodeled or ‘tailored’ to lower
levels of spatial management. Perspective models of
rural development and models of multifunctionality
of rural areas are models that are subject to change
and represent relatively quick solutions because they
do not include structural changes of the population in
deprived areas, rather they use the advantages of spe-
cific resources for more comprehensive development.

The implementation of development models in a
rural periphery must have a goal with clear application
because the implementation process is not short-term,
rather it is inherently long-term and, as such, improves
negative development processes.

CONCLUSION

This paper explores different concepts of ru-
ral peripheries based on recent literature. The ap-
proaches to rural periphery research that are pre-
sented as selected examples of research models and
development models of rural peripheral areas were
analyzed and evaluated, emphasizing the impor-
tance of peripheries as heterogeneous areas with
specific possibilities for development models.
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Analiticki i pregledan prikaz literature o nave-
denoj temi strukturiran je oko pet glavnih pojmo-
va: periferija, marginalnost, ruralni prostor, istra-
Zivacki pristupi te modeli razvoja. Identificirani
su izazovi u dosadasnjem teorijsko-metodolo§-
kom pojmu periferija unutar ruralne geografije te
su navedeni recentni razvojni modeli zbog svoje
primjene na sli¢na ili specifi¢na podrudja ruralne
periferije.

Kao dokaz promjene ruralnih prostora sve je
veca urbanizacija i intenziviranje socioekonom-
skih procesa u dostupnijim podrudjima koja
se nalaze u blizini ve¢ih mjesta, dok se s druge
strane suprostavlja sve ve¢a marginalizacija peri-
fernih podrudja koja su izrazito depopulacijska i
ekonomski nerazvijena.

U radu se protezu klju¢na pitanja koja u ko-
nacnici definiraju razli¢itost u poimanju perifer-
nih podrudja kao i razlike u promatranju obiljezja
i resursa analiziranih primjera perifernih ruralnih
podrugja. Naime, vrlo Cesto se radi o udaljenim,
pa ¢ak i izoliranim podrudjima, no takva podrudja
ne iskljuéuju moguénost sadrzavanja odredenih
elemenata endogenoga razvoja kao §to su npr.
obiljezja prirodne i kulturne bastine, bogatstvo
primarnih resursa, grani¢ni status periferije koji
mozZe postati razvojna poluga u odnosu na veéu
administrativnu cjelinu i sl.

Analiza primjera istrazivanja na temu rural-
ne periferije ovoga rada pokazuje da predmetna
problematika implicira specifian sustav izdva-
janja, odnosno prepoznavanja tipova perifernoga
ruralnog prostora koji pak rezultiraju specifi¢-
nom moguénoséu razvoja. Dihotomna podjela
ruralnih podrugja, temeljena na stupnju razvoja i
aktualnim procesima, jedna je od najées¢ih i naj-
jednostavnijih klasifikacija u tipologiji ruralnih
podrugja (Drobnjakovi¢, 2019; Perlin i dr., 2010).
Rastu¢a unutarnja diversifikacija ruralnih pod-
rudja, koja se uocava u cijelom svijetu, pridonosi
povecéanoj slozenosti u perifernim podruéjima.

Teoretski, potrebno je poveéati razumijevanje
nedovoljno istrazenih perifernih podrucja te us-
postaviti integriranu i prostorno osjetljivu teori-
ju perifernosti i odrzivoga gospodarskog razvoja

(Cavrak, 2003; Grinciuc, 2019). Kao §to je ra-
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The analytical and review presentation of the
literature on these issues is structured through five
main concepts: periphery; marginality; rural space;
research approaches; and development models.
Challenges in the current theoretical-methodolog-
ical concept of peripheries within rural geography
have been identified, and recent development mod-
els have been listed for application to similar or spe-
cific areas of rural periphery.

As proof of the change in rural spaces, there is
increasing urbanization and intensification of so-
cio-economic processes in more accessible areas
located near larger places, while on the other hand,
there is increasing marginalization of peripheral
areas that are extremely depopulated and economi-
cally underdeveloped.

'The paper extends key questions that ultimate-
ly define the diversity in understanding peripheral
areas, as well as differences in observing the char-
acteristics and resources of analyzed examples of
peripheral rural areas. Very often these are remote
or even isolated areas, but such areas do not exclude
the possibility of containing certain elements of
endogenous development such as characteristics of
natural and cultural heritage, richness of primary
resources, border status of the periphery (which can
become a development aid in relation to a larger
administrative unit), etc.

'The analysis of research examples on the topic of
rural periphery in this paper shows that the subject
matter implies a specific system of identification, or
recognition of types of peripheral rural space, which
in turn result in specific development possibilities.
The dichotomous division of rural areas, based on
the degree of development and current processes,
is one of the most common, but simplest, classifi-
cations in the typology of rural areas (Drobnjak-
ovi¢, 2019; Perlin et al., 2010). The growing inter-
nal diversification of rural areas, which is observed
worldwide, contributes to increased complexity in

peripheral areas.

Theoretically, it is necessary to increase our un-
derstanding of insufficiently researched peripher-
al areas and establish an integrated and spatially
sensitive theory of peripherality and sustainable
economic development (Cavrak, 2003; Grinciuc,

zjasnjeno u glavnom dijelu ovoga rada, implika-
cije teorijsko-metodoloskih pristupa ili rjeSenja
relevantni su za politiku, odnosno upravljacke
mehanizme i razvojnu praksu, ¢ime postajemo
odgovorni na koji nalin prenijeti saznanja pro-
stornoplanskim dionicima, npr. realnim koncep-
tima, alatima i znanjem, kako bi oni uspjesno
oblikovali odrziva periferna ruralna gospodarstva
u buduénosti. Svakako, da bi se dogodio odrzivi
gospodarski razvoj na periferiji, potrebna je veca
ukljucivost onih koji odlucuju, osobito na politic-
koj razini.

Unato¢ tomu §to su takve opcije u odredenoj
mjeri u skladu s buduéim strategijama EU-a,
predloZeni analiti¢ni skup saznanja o temi ruralne
periferije mogao bi biti koristan za bolje fokusi-
ranje i potporu ucinkovitoj provedbi intervencija
ruralnoga razvoja. Na lokalnoj razini vrlo je vaz-
na procjena glavnih vrijednosti i potreba ruralne
periferije, ¢ime se jasno odreduju prioriteti speci-
fiénih aktivnosti planiranja predmetnoga prostora
s ciljem pobolj$anja konkurentnosti u sektorima
poljoprivrede i $umarstva, odrzivom koristenju
resursa (resursne periferije), prilagodbi klimi, teh-
noloskoj inovativnost i lokalnoj povezanosti.

U konacnici, koordinacija izmedu lokalnih za-
htjeva ili inicijativa odozdo prema gore (dottom-
up) i nacionalnih/regionalnih politika odozgo
prema dolje (zop-down) korisna je za bolje usmje-
ravanje resursa u skladu sa specificnim prostor-
nim karakteristikama te predstavlja temelj neo-
endegenoga razvoja. Stoga trenutno prostorno
planiranje treba kontekstualizirati provedbu mje-
ra uzimajudi u obzir lokalne potrebe i prostorne
resurse u okviru pojma ruralne periferije.

Ruralna periferija nije samo prostor, veé pro-
stor koji ¢ine ljudi i izrazito je vazan u gospodar-
skom poimanju razvoja zemlje.

2019). As clarified in the main part of this pa-
per, the implications of theoretical-methodologi-
cal approaches or solutions are relevant for policy,
i.e. management mechanisms and development
practice, making us responsible for the transfer of
knowledge to spatial planning stakeholders, e.g.
real concepts, tools, and knowledge, so that they
can successfully shape sustainable peripheral rural
economies in the future. Certainly, for sustainable
economic development to occur on the periphery,
greater involvement of decision-makers, especially
at the political level, is needed.

Despite the fact that such options are to some
extent in line with future EU strategies, the pro-
posed analytical set of knowledge on the topic of
rural periphery could be useful for better focusing
and supporting the effective implementation of ru-
ral development interventions. At the local level,
it is very important to assess the main values and
needs of the rural periphery, which clearly deter-
mines the priorities of specific planning activities of
the subject space with the aim of improving com-
petitiveness in the agricultural and forestry sectors,
sustainable use of resources (resource peripheries),
climate adaptation, technological innovation, and
local connectivity.

Ultimately, coordination between local demands
or bottom-up initiatives and national/regional zgp-
down policies is useful for better directing resources
in accordance with specific spatial characteristics
and represents the foundation of neo-endogenous
development. Therefore, current spatial planning
should contextualize the implementation of meas-
ures, taking into account local needs and spatial re-
sources within the concept of rural periphery.

Rural periphery is not just a space, but a space
made up of people and is extremely important in the
economic perception of a country’s development.
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