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Summary

Rural areas account for almost 90% of the land and are home to almost half of
the population, both in Croatia and the European Union (EU). They are still the most
important food production zones in Europe, although this primary function has been
challenged by numerous modernisation and globalisation processes and complemented
by other economic, social, cultural, and environmental functions. Given their size,
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population number, functions, and variety of challenges they face, the question of
future of rural areas is one of the most pressing issues in Europe today.

Although the majority of rural areas in Croatia face tremendous demographic
and economic challenges, (to our knowledge) no scenario-based research has been
done and only a few partial impact analyses have been conducted in recent Croatian
agricultural policy. The goal of this paper is to identify main pillars of the conceptual
framework for an interdisciplinary, scenario-based, study of Croatian rural futures —
CRORURIS. Therefore, an overview of recent development challenges of rural Croatia
is offered, as well as selected examples of recent scenario studies of rural futures in
Europe. Given that the main anticipated result of the CRORURIS study is the production
of a set of alternative future scenarios for Croatian rural areas in 2030, with the goal of
encouraging informed and evidence-based public debate on rural futures, three main
pillars of the conceptual framework are described: the recognised diversity of rural
areas in Europe and Croatia; the need to study rural areas in different spatial contexts;
as well as the need to increase public awareness on the future of rural areas.

1 Introduction

Rural areas account for almost 80-90% of the land, depending on the definition
used, and are home to almost half of the population, both in Croatia and the European
Union (EU). They are still the most important food production zones in Europe,
although this primary function has been challenged by numerous modernisation
and globalisation processes and complemented by other economic, social, cultural,
and environmental functions. As a result, we have witnessed the (re)emergence
of heterogeneous and diversified rural areas, juxtaposing depopulation and land
abandonment in some regions, and tourist development or agricultural intensification
in others (WESTHOEK et al. 2006). Rural studies are becoming more and more important
in international studies, and new conceptual frameworks for understanding rural
change have been developed in both academic and political discourse. Given their size,
population number, functions, and variety of challenges they face, the question of the
future of rural areas is one of the most pressing issues in Europe today. This is evident
from recent scenario-based approaches to study future trends and driving forces for
rural Europe, both in academic and political discourse, on both national and EU levels
(e.g. SCENAR 2020; EURURALIS).

Scenario method was introduced into future studies by Herman Kann in the
United States and DATAR (the Office for Regional Planning and Development)
in France (Goper 2000). An early definition by KaHN & WIENER sees scenarios as
“hypothetical sequences of events constructed for the purpose of focusing attention on
causal processes and decision points” (KAHN & WIENER 1967, p. 6). USA and France
were centres of development of scenarios in the decades following the Second World
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War. In the USA scenario method was originally used for military purposes, followed
by application in public policy and corporate planning; in France, it was also developed
for use in public policy, business, and urban and regional planning (La Prospective
School) (BRaDFIELD et al.,2005; GODET & ROUBELAT 1996; DURANCE 2010; DURANCE &
GopEeTt 2010). The often-cited success story is that of Royal Dutch/Shell (Wack 1985a,
1985b) where scenario planning had an important role in predicting and dealing with
the effects of oil shocks. Scenarios were used less in the 1980s, while in the 1990s they
enjoyed a renewal of interest, connected with changes in corporations and also the use
of scenarios for policy discussions by the public sector in Europe, as well as the NGO
sector (RiNGLAND 2006). VaRuM & MELo (2010) provided an overview of patterns in
academic literature on scenario planning published in the last decades. Their study
registered considerable growth in the number of articles published per year in the
1990s and 2000s, and over 70% of the articles were published after 2000.

Scenarios have become a very important part of planning in business environments,
technology foresight, public policy planning, socio-economic planning, environmental
studies, as well as spatial planning. They have also been used on multiple spatial
scales. There are numerous examples of scenarios in relation to research, planning
and development of national territories, regions, urban and rural areas (e.g. ET2050
Territorial Scenarios and Visions for Europe 2014; OROK 2012; pe Nus et al. 2004;
OzkayNak 2008). Specifically in relation to spatial planning, one of the areas where
scenarios are very important is strategic spatial planning, which has seen a revival of
interest since the 1990s in many parts of Europe (ALBRECHTS et al. 2003).

The majority of rural areas in Croatia face tremendous demographic and economic
challenges, and, despite this, no scenario-based research on rural areas in Croatia has
been conducted (to our knowledge) and only few partial impact analyses have been
conducted in recent Croatian agricultural policy (Broz et al. 2007; ErJAVEC et al.
2012). The goal of this paper is to identify main pillars of the conceptual framework
for an interdisciplinary, scenario-based study of Croatian rural futures. Therefore, an
overview of recent development challenges of rural Croatia will be offered, as well as
selected examples of recent scenario studies of rural futures in Europe. Given that the
main anticipated result of the CRORURIS study is the production of a set of alternative
future scenarios for Croatian rural areas in 2030, with the goal of encouraging informed
and evidence-based public debate on rural futures, three main pillars of the conceptual
framework are described.

2 Development challenges of rural areas in Croatia

Rural areas in Croatia are generally seen as marginal to social, economic,
political, and scholarly interests, which might seem surprising, as only half a century



34 Aleksandar Luki¢ & Petra RADELIAK KAUFMANN

ago Croatia was a predominantly rural and agricultural country. Three quarters
of its population lived in rural areas, and more than half of the population worked
in agriculture (Pokos 2002; Zvi¢ 2002). In a relatively short period, from 1953 to
2001, the percentage of rural population decreased from two thirds to 42-46% of
total population (depending on definition used), and the percentage of agricultural
population was reduced tenfold, from 56.1% to 5.5%. The peak of the rural exodus
was in the 1960s and 1970s, which occurred simultaneously with the development of
industry and the tertiary sector, and an increase in employment abroad. General and
agrarian policies were unfavourable for farmers’ private properties, which, along with
the long-term depopulation, deagrarianisation and pauperisation, triggered in the 19
century by the economic and political crisis followed by overseas emigration, resulted
in social and economic impoverishment of rural areas.

Consequently, rural areas in Croatia are almost synonymous with problem areas.
More than one third of Croatian territory is home to less than 7% of the Croatian (mostly
elderly) population. On average, rural areas are characterised by deep structural and
dynamic disorders in demographic, social, and economic development, and stagna-
tion in regional development. The cumulative effects thereof place increasing burdens
on development and weaken the state’s spatial and functional integration. The most
marked crisis features can be observed in the karst periphery, including a part of the
important strategic border zone (PEmwovi¢ 2004a; PeNovi¢c 2004b). The Croatian War
of Independence and the transition to a market economy were among the last very
influential elements of the spatial and regional transformation of the country. Conse-
quentially, most contemporary research emphasizes negative demographic, economic,
and social features of the Croatian countryside at the beginning of the 21 century
(AKRAP 2002, p. 60; Lay 2002, p. 296; NEjasmi¢ & Stampuk 2003, p. 487; STAMBUK
2002, p. 22; STaMBUK & MISETIC 2002; ZIvie 2002, p. 125; Zupancic 2005a, p. 617).

However, the aforementioned processes differed significantly in their spatial
effects, and they contributed to the heterogeneity of rural areas (Luki¢ 2012). The
role and importance of agriculture also differs significantly among the country’s rural
regions. During the Socialist period, prior to the 1991-1995 War of Independence,
Croatia had been rather capable of covering most of the foodstuff needs of the country,
thanks to well-developed industrial and service sectors. The transition period in the
1990s from planned to market economy, change of agricultural structure, liberalisation
of domestic market, and war consequences have had strong impacts on the whole
Croatian economy as well as on agriculture itself. The socio-economic situation until
the year 2000 was characterised by general economic decline, migration of population,
decreasing utilisation or destruction of agricultural resources (land and cattle), and
decreasing productivity and economic efficiency (Franic & Kumri¢c 2008). In the
last decade, agriculture still played an important economic role although the average
national share in Gross Value Added is slightly above 4%, in contrast to the share of
total national employment of 15% (CBS 2013). Of the total utilised agricultural area
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(UAA), the greater share is covered by arable land (68%) with maize and wheat as the
main crops, and by permanent grasslands (27%). The overall Croatian agri-food trade
balance is constantly negative (from -457.7 million EUR in 2001 to -1,121.2 million
EURin2011). Only a few agri-food products have a positive trade balance: fish, oilseeds,
meat products, sugar and sugar confectionaries, beverages, and tobacco (Frani¢ &
Mikus 2013). Due to the national agricultural policy during the transition period the
present agricultural structure is polarised (Zupancic 2005b; UNDP 2013). According
to the last farm structure survey (2010), there were 233,300 total agricultural holdings
covering 1,315,000 hectares of agricultural land (UAA), which makes 5.6 hectares of
agricultural area per holding (Mikus et al. 2010). The majority (99%) are family farms,
mostly small, fragmented, and semi-subsistent while other 1% is business entities.
Almost 90% of the total amount of farms accounts for just one third of agricultural
land; only 1% of farms have more than 70 hectares each, accounting for another third
of agricultural land. The largest 33 farms account for 14% of utilised agricultural land.
Aside from the Socialist past, war, and transition period, the fragmentation can also be
ascribed to lax inheritance laws and unsolved ownership relationships. Many family
farms are therefore not competitive or economically viable in the medium- or long-
term perspectives (UNDP 2013; Frani¢ & Mixkus 2013).

3 Scenario-based studies of rural areas in Europe:
selected examples

Recently, several scenario studies specifically targeting rural areas in Europe
have appeared, on both EU and national levels, such as the EURURALIS project,
SCENAR 2020, and a study of rural futures in England and Wales described in Lowe &
Warb 2009. Independent of the professional or scientific fields, the basic dimensions
of scenarios are driving forces and key uncertainties. Scenarios reflect different as-
sumptions about how current trends will unfold, how critical uncertainties will play
out, and which new factors will become important. Driving forces represent key
factors, trends, or processes that propel the system forward determining the outcomes.
Whether they are, or are not, invariant over time can represent critical uncertainties.
Critical uncertainties reflect factors or processes with an important role in determining
the unfolding of the scenarios, whose values or outcomes are difficult to anticipate
(RoTHMAN 2008).

The EURURALIS project (1.0, 2.0, and 3.0) aims at developing a discussion-
oriented tool to support policy makers and stakeholders in discussions about the future of
rural areas in the European Union, based on scientifically sound data and methodology.
The EURURALIS toolbox links economic and biophysical domains as well as global
and local scales (EURURALIS Factsheet 2010). The first methodological step was the
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elaboration of the general storylines, including the specification of driving forces such
as demographic and economic trends, world trade regulations, consumer preferences,
and various policies. Scenarios were developed using a 2 x 2 matrix consisting of
four world views or development paradigms, and quantified with a chain of models
on different scales (EURURALIS Methodology; WEsTHOEK et al. 2006). The results
of the project are the development and implementation of methodologies for policy
assessment (e.g. new agro-biodiversity indicator, spatial policies) and an assessment
of the impact of those policies. EURURALIS 3.0 is map-based and available as a
website, allowing for easy interpretation of assessment results on multiple spatial
scales (EURURALIS Factsheet 2010).

The initial SCENAR 2020 study was carried out in 2006 to identify and analyse
long-term trends concerning demographic development and dynamics of rural areas,
and the future of the agricultural economy including the environmental dimension
for the European Union. Two years later the exercise was repeated. As with the
initial study, in SCENAR 2020-II there were two sets of ‘drivers’ — exogenous and
endogenous, assumed to influence the evolution of agriculture up to 2020. Exogenous
drivers were ones that were not expected to be altered substantially by EU policy
decisions within the set period, such as population growth, macro-economic growth,
consumer preferences, agro-technology, environmental conditions, and world markets.
Endogenous, or policy-related drivers, were expected to have a discernible effect within
the SCENAR 2020-II time horizon; those were EU agricultural policy, enlargement
decisions and implementation, World Trade Organisation (WTO) and selected EU
bilateral agreements, renewable energy policy, and environmental policy. Three policy
scenarios were proposed within the SCENAR 2020-1I study: a “Reference” scenario;
a “Conservative CAP” scenario; and a “Liberalisation” scenario (SCENAR 2020-I1
Executive summary 2009). The scenarios were compared in two steps. The first step
was a macro-economic type of analysis — a modelling exercise that analysed the likely
outcome of each scenario using simulation models and other quantitative analyses,
complemented by qualitative analyses and expert judgement when necessary. A second
type of analysis was the SWOT analysis approach, where a series of strengths and
weaknesses associated with social and environmental conditions at the regional level
were contrasted (SCENAR 2020-II Executive summary 2009).

The third important example is a study of alternative futures conducted for rural
England from a social geographic perspective. Researchers identified predominant
contemporary trends affecting rural areas and projected them forward by means of
formal modelling. This led to a set of three 20-year scenarios for the English countryside
aimed at stimulating public debate on rural futures (Lowe & WarD 2009). They started
by constructing a rural typology from an analysis of how specific social and economic
characteristics were manifesting themselves throughout contemporary English rurality.
A set of variables was selected to represent four dimensions; demography, economy,
interactions between residential location and wider economy/society, and signs of rural
symbolism. A cluster analysis produced seven statistically significant clusters or types
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of rural areas, and each rural district was assigned to one of them. The set of 15 variables
was converted into a set of 11 dimensions representing different ‘drivers’ of change
(or resistance to change). These dimensions together with the seven components of
the rural typology provided a matrix base for the model. The matrix elements were
calibrated, which required judgement on the degree to which each dimension would
affect the different area types. After the model was created, the use of the Monte Carlo
procedure resulted in a set of scenarios. Three 20-year scenarios were selected and
labelled as “the Consumption Countryside”, “the 21¥-Century Good Life”, and “the
Rise of the Rurbs”. Those preliminary scenarios were also subjected to examination
and elaboration in a workshop of invited experts representing the voluntary sector,
government departments, quangos, local authorities, and academics (Lowe & WARD
2010).

4 Developing a conceptual framework for discussing
development and planning of rural areas in Croatia

Considering current processes in rural Europe and Croatia, the main drivers
of change of rural areas, and the characteristics of the scenario-based approach to
discussing rural futures, three pillars of the conceptual framework for discussing rural
futures in Croatia can be identified.

4.1 Diversity of rural areas in Europe and Croatia — “If you’ve seen
one rural place, you’ve seen one rural place” (OECD 2006)

For decades, the main societal context and the principal economic driver in rural
areas was agriculture. Consequently, agricultural policy has been used almost as a
universal tool for planning and regulating countryside since the 1960s. But today it is
becoming increasingly apparent that agriculture in many rural regions is not the main
economic activity and that economic diversification into tourism and other activities
has changed the ways in which rural areas are lived and perceived (BUTLER et al. 1998;
CawLEy & GILLMOR 2008; HALL et al. 2003; ILBery 1998; SCENAR 2020; Woobs
2005). Although agriculture remains the dominant form of land use in rural areas
(RieEnks 2008), it has been challenged by numerous modernisation and globalisation
processes and complemented by other economic, social, cultural, and environmental
functions. The changing reality of rural Europe has triggered some important
shifts in the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) of the European Union. The most
significant reforms to the CAP began in 1992, and in 2003 the link between subsidies
and production was cut. We have also seen the development of Pillar II of the CAP
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focusing exclusively on a broader vision of rural development sensitive to regional and
even local geographies and cultures. In general, planning and policy in rural areas has
turned away from a sectoral (agricultural) basis and towards a place-based approach
that supports economic performance, social inclusion, and environmental assets of
rural localities (OECD 2006; SHucksmitH 2010). It became apparent that ‘rural’ does
not describe a single, homogeneous entity (BrRunori & Rossi 2006; HaLFACREE 2006;
CLokE 2006; OECD 2006; Rienks 2008; SCENAR 2020; Woobs 2005). It takes many
forms and the challenges that different areas face require intelligent, regionally targeted
responses. In other words, it is dangerous to generalise about the countryside, because
different areas face different problems. Policies and strategies for rural planning and
development, in order to be effective, should recognise that diversity. In order to
recognise the assets, understand the problems and take account of the diversity of rural
areas, evidence-based rural policy is needed. For example, in the last decade England
has introduced an evidence-based approach, starting with the introduction of rural
definition in 2004, which takes in account criteria such as population density on a very
small spatial level. This complex approach towards rurality has been further enhanced
with much research conducted by different governmental bodies and agencies — the
Commission for Rural Communities being a very important one (DEPARTMENT FOR
ENVIRONMENT, FOOD AND RURAL AFFAIRS 2007).

If we accept that the diversity and dynamics of rural areas are some of the key
elements in their planning and development, then an important question is whether and
how they are recognised and converted into action. How do we transfer a conceptual
model into a workable, applicative instrument? Lowe & Warp (2009) offered a
possible solution in their quest to overcome shortcomings of recent future studies,
namely: evaluating the basis of the scenarios produced (how they were constructed)
and their excessively arbitrary, implausible, or nonspecific nature (Lowe & WARD
2009, p. 1320). They suggested developing the conceptual framework into a typology
of rural areas based on multivariate analysis. Although their approach is certainly a
“technically more systematic exercise as a replicable statistical approach set in a firm
conceptual framework” the typological approach used is not a new idea. Typologies,
especially those based on advanced multivariate techniques have been present in
geography and other spatial studies since the mid-20" century (RoBiNsoN 2008). They
became more prominent in rural studies in the 1980s. We have already established
that, by that time, it was becoming clear that the diversity and the dynamics of rural
areas are some of the key elements in their planning and development. Typologies
have been used as an instrument for the identification of territorial differences, as well
as for the systematisation, comparison, and analysis of collected information. The
typology of rural areas in the EUrRoPEAN CommissioN document “The future of rural
society” (1988), which recognised three standard problems of European rural areas
(the pressure of modern life, rural decline, and marginalisation), and classified areas
accordingly (integrated, intermediate, and remote rural areas), is probably still the most
well-known (EuropEAN Commission 1988). Later, in the 1990s and 2000s, typologies
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based on advanced statistical techniques and GIS were produced both in the European
Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP) and in the European Spatial Planning
Observation Network (ESPON) (Bengs & ScumipT-THomE 2006). Finally, descriptive
rural area types recognised in the background document for the Territorial Agenda
of the European Union 2020 (EuropEaN Union 2011), arguably the most important
political framework concerning spatial planning and territorial development, were the
last in the line of typological analyses of European territory. The typology recognised
four different territorial types: accessible rural territories in the metropolitan centres’
surroundings; remote rural areas; internal rural peripheries; and traditional agricultural
areas (EuropeEaN Union 2011, pp. 55-57).

A typology of rural areas in Croatia, based on the previously mentioned new
understandings of diversified countryside, was developed at a very small administrative
boundary level (statistical settlements, 6,620 non-urban units in 2001), and followed a
place-based approach (Luki¢ 2012). Seven types of rural settlements were recognised
(one being residual with 0.2% of total population): A — dynamic, structurally stronger
rural and urbanised settlements (688 settlements, 747,054 people); B — accessible,
commuting-dependent rural and urbanised settlements (638 settlements, 200,609
people); C — market-oriented agricultural rural and urbanised settlements (1,710
settlements, 522,234 people); D — economically diversified, mainly tourist rural and
urbanised settlements (913 settlements, 267,833 people); E — rural and urbanised
settlements of extensive agriculture and weaker demographic structure (1,380
settlements, 239,985 people); F —rural periphery (991 settlements, 58,317 people). The
typology confirmed the strong diversification of rural areas in Croatia, and the need
to consider their future trends in line with the place-based approach. The CRORURIS
study requires the development of a new typology of rural areas as the one mentioned
above is based mostly on data from 2001 and since then a new Census of Population
has been conducted (2011). Furthermore, the presented typology was not developed in
order to serve as a basis for projecting predominant trends affecting rural areas in the
future. However, it offers both valuable methodological and empirical guidance.

4.2 Rural areas in different spatial contexts

Rural areas do not exist in vacuum: they should be viewed in their local and
regional, as well as national and global contexts. Included in this is the relationship
between rural and urban areas. This means bridging the gap between rural and regional
development policies, as well as spatial land use and economic development plans and
strategies (OECD 2006).

The snapshot of rural Croatia and the current state of agriculture reveals many
structural and dynamic problems and asks for possible solutions. At the same time,
a systematic conceptual framework for understanding the complex and changing
reality of rural areas in Croatia, similar to the one developed in FP7 project DERREG,
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has not been developed (www.derreg.cu). That particular research emphasised that
“globalisation is not a singular, monolithic and homogenising force... There is no
one rural experience of globalisation, and no pre-determined outcomes. National,
regional and local factors can all intervene to shape impacts and responses. The model
holds that the geographical pattern of globalisation effects reflects the intersection
of globalisation processes (such as market liberalisation or increased international
mobility) with regional contexts and capacities.”

Croatia’s recent integration into the EU changes the geopolitical, economic and
social contexts, and brings in wider regional and global forces for consideration in
planning and development. Rural demographic patterns (especially out-migration
of rural youth), macro-economic and agricultural market trends (further decrease
in number of agricultural population, smaller number of farms, growth in average
farm size, land abandonment, etc.), and environmental concerns and regulations
(pressures and land use changes) are among the most important factors recognised in
international studies that should be closely examined and related to the endogenous
context. At the same time, decision-makers are becoming increasingly aware that
one of the most important challenges is integrating various sectoral policies through
horizontal and vertical coordination. Merging and coordinating different strategies
and plans is certainly a possible way for achieving more efficient and harmonious
spatial development (OECD 2006). These dimensions of sustainable rural and regional
development have been recognised as important dimensions for rural and agricultural
policies (e.g. SCENAR 2020): rural demographic patterns; economic and agricultural
market transformations and trends; and environmental and land-use change.

Today the place-based approach is proclaimed as one of the cornerstones of
the EU’s polycentric and balanced development, which is considered to contribute
to territorial cohesion, a new goal of the EU introduced by the Treaty of Lisbon
(EuropEaN UnIoN 2011, p. 4). The place-based approach is a very interesting concept
because it reflects the changes in spatial planning theory and practice that have al-
ready been discussed in other discourses, mainly academic, for decades, such as:
horizontal coordination, evidence-informed policy making, integrated functional area
development, the subsidiarity principle through a multilevel governance approach, un-
leashing territorial potential through development strategies based on local and regional
knowledge of needs, building on the specific assets and factors, which contribute to the
competitiveness of places, utilising territorial capital to realise optimal solutions, and
long-term development (EurOPEAN UNION 2011, p. 5; ALLMENDINGER 2009).

Complexities of challenges in rural areas and their development require
integration of knowledge from a range of disciplines. The multidimensional nature
of the scenario method certainly has a potential in that aspect as well, as proven in
their primary role in future studies. Scenarios are opening up the present, contouring
the range of uncertainty, and offering alternatives (INavaTuLLAH 2008). Scenarios
help envision various development possibilities and future end states. They help in
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perceiving interconnectedness within a system; being multidimensional, they mirror
socio-geographical complexity thus avoiding overly simplistic views on development.
Scenario method points to the importance of an interdisciplinary approach and
coordination of development goals (PEGAN 2011). They should be a basis for developing
ideas and testing conditions, so that they could serve in formulating and testing plans
and strategies (RikkoNEN & Taprio 2009). Today, typologies of rural and urbanised areas
are also common in spatial and regional strategies of European countries (MEREDITH
2007; MALINEN s.a.; CENTRE FOR LocAL AND REGIoNAL Stupies — NUI MayNooTH &
Braby SHipmMAN MARTIN 2000; ILiorouLou et al. 2006; BERRY et al. 2000; MEREDITH
2006; HarRrRINGTON & O’DoNoGHUE 1998; BENAKI et al. s.a.; BeEnaki et al. 2005;
REemMER 2002; PErPAR & Kovacic 2002; MarsSDEN 1998; PoLiTECNICO DI MiLANO 1999;
BaLras et al. 2003). They might be especially useful in constructing the ‘big picture’
and thus overcoming the discord among the policies influencing development in
rural areas at the national level (rural policy, regional policy, spatial/town, country
planning systems, etc.). As evident from the concise literature overview of recent
rural research in Croatia in Chapter 2, the focus was mostly on thematic studies,
especially concerning demographic, social, and agricultural development. Although
disciplinary-based studies concerning recent transformations of certain aspects of rural
demography, society, economy, and environment in Croatia exist, to our knowledge no
comprehensive interdisciplinary interpretative framework has been created.

4.3 The need to increase public awareness and support discussion
on rural futures

Encouraging and supporting discussion about the future of rural areas in
academic, decision-making and public discourse is important. Successful governance
in rural areas requires new partnerships to be built. In order to achieve sustainable
development in rural areas and decrease regional inequalities, a greater range of
organisations should be involved in rural policy creation and delivery at regional
and local levels. Building partnerships between public, private and voluntary sectors
and encouraging participative and community-led forms of planning have brought
numerous positive results on the local level. However, devolution of powers and the
shift from government to governance requires that special care is taken to ensure
clarity of roles, and that local authorities are empowered to understand and accept
new models of planning and development (SHucksmita 2010). Therefore, the scenario-
based approach should encourage and support discussion about future of rural areas in
academic, decision-making, and public discourse.

The final objective and the underlying purpose of the CRORURIS research is to
provoke and support discussion on future development of rural areas in Croatia. As
quoted in Lowe & Warp (2009, p. 1320), several studies have shown that the act of
thinking about possible futures can lead to an enhanced consciousness about the nature
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of collective problems and potential solutions. They conclude that scenario planning
can, therefore, be a means to stimulate debate and inform social choices. Furthermore,
FrIEDMANN argues for a locally based, in-depth exploration of strategic issues of urban
development under different sets of assumptions or ‘scenarios’ as a way of probing
the future in order to make more informed decisions in the present. The object of
these studies would be to produce insights into prospective change in order to promote
public debate (FRIEDMANN et al. 2004).

5 Conclusions

Recently, several scenario studies specifically targeting rural areas in Europe
appeared, on both EU and national levels (e.g. EURURALIS project 1.0, 2.0, and 3.0;
SCENAR 2020; Lowe & WaRD 2009). The EU level scenario SCENAR 2020 predicted
numerous important trends for the future development of rural areas (SCENAR 2020,
pp- 20-21). Because of the recognised need for a comprehensive model of understanding
changes in the rural areas of Croatia, three pillars for developing a conceptual
framework of the interdisciplinary CRORURIS study have been identified. The
framework is based on: the recognised diversity of rural areas in Europe and Croatia;
the need to study rural areas in different spatial contexts; and the need to increase
public awareness on the future of rural areas. Therefore, the conceptual framework
should reflect the interplay between the global context and driving forces on the one
side, and national, regional and local factors on the other, in shaping the current and
future state of Croatian rural areas. It should provide a set of well-documented and
reasonable assumptions to help thinking about the possible future development of rural
areas of Croatia, acknowledging the wider regional and EU context.

In the context of the CRORURIS study the newly created conceptual framework
will be used to develop a methodological instrument for recognising specificities
of rural places within the general spatial framework, in order to serve as a basis for
modelling alternative scenarios. We expect that the CRORURIS study will greatly
improve interdisciplinary and comprehensive views on the complexities of planning
and development in rural areas of Croatia, and that application of its results will be of
use in the real world and aid in decision-making processes.
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