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Abstract: In spite of the official goals of support for rural tourism promulgated by governmental bodies, rural tourism remains a
marginal phenomenon. This lack of confidence in rural tourism has relatively deep roots. The basis for this is amost of an
ontological nature and consistsin opposition, although subconscious, against “ commodified authenticity”. Another source of this
lack of confidenceliesin thefact that rurality, the main attractive feature of tourism, has been substantially impaired as aresult of
trendsin the 20" century. A third reason follows from the combination of rural tourism and mass recreation, aswell asinadequate
response by governmental bodies and authorities to the risks for regional stability, based on unmanaged mass tourism.
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Abstrakt: Navzdory oficialné proklamovanym cilim o podpoie venkovského cestovniho ruchu ze strany statnich organd je
stale venkovsky cestovni ruch povazovan za okrajovy fenomén. Tato nedivéra viéi venkovskému cestovnimu ruchu je
relativné hluboce zakofenéna. Jeji zaklad ma témét ontologicky charakter a tvofi jej odpor, i kdyz nereflektovany, vuci
.komodifikované autenticité¢*. Dal$im zdrojem nedivéry je to, Ze ruralita, hlavni atraktivita cestovniho ruchu, je diky jeho
vyvoji ve 20. stoleti vyrazné naruSena. Za tieti je divodem sméSovani venkovské turistiky s masovou rekreaci a dosud
nedostatecna reflexe rizik, a to ze strany statnich organti a autorit, které plynou za netizeného masového cestovniho ruchu

pro regionalni stabilitu.
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INTRODUCTION

The best initial illustration of this subject can be pro-
vided by description of a very significant product of ru-
ral tourism, entitled “The Heritage Trails”.

Let us quote the promotion leaflet:

“The tourist product entitled ‘The Heritage Trails’ is a
verified marketing concept for the development of rural
areas through sound rural tourism. The product ‘The
Heritage Trails’ has been developed in accordance with
the highest professional requirements. ‘The Heritage
Trails’ are created, serviced and maintained in the long
term by local teams. ‘The Heritage Trails’ thus constitute
apermanent link between local communities and both the
Czech and international markets, and improve the local
economy on a permanent basis.”

When the thus-formulated product of rural tourism is
subjected to reflection from the standpoint of environ-
mental “benefits”, it must be admitted that it improves the
self-sufficiency of local communities, non-didactically
strengthens the relation of people and communities to
nature, provides a mental basis for communities and is
generally capable of forming the local community as the
basic source of democratic opinions. It can effectively
provide an alternative to life in a city. This product not
only deals with individual environmental problems, but
can also contribute to remedying the fundamental para-
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digm of consuming urbanised man dealing with unstable

global market relations.

It is probably inevitable that the basic conceptual do-
cuments concerning development of tourism contain
statements supporting this aspect. This is also true of the
“State Conception of Tourism Policy” of 1999. In the
framework of a SWOT analysis of opportunities, the
Conception notes the necessity of “development of new,
modern products of tourism (rural tourism and generally
environmental tourism, congress tourism, incentive tour-
ism, cultural tourism, bicycle tourism) including supple-
mentary programs, taking into account the specific
features and needs of the region” (see www.mmr.cz).

In connection with the results of the analysis of trends
in tourism, the Conception proposes a set of measures,
from which we choose the following:

1) Draw up amethodology for regional tourism strategy
in the Czech Republic, asabasisfor creation of deve-
lopmental strategies for individual regions (based on
the fact that, while over 80% of the territory of the
Czech Republicissuitablefor tourism, no comprehen-
sive conception for the development of tourism exist-
edin1999).

2) The provision of breakfast in connection with private
accommodation with acapacity of up to 10 beds should
no longer be included amongst bound business activ-
ities and should be classified amongst free business
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activities, without any requirements for qualification
(it has been found that the requirements for profes-
sional qualification in the provision of boarding ser-
vices are a burden for development of rural tourism
and agricultural tourism).

3) Implement recommendation standardsfor accommoda-
tion services in practice and provide for their control
(thisissignificant inrelation to rural tourismwhichis
often characterised by private accommodation) (see
WWW.MMI.CZ).

Support for rural tourism is also declared by the up-
dated “State Conception of Tourism Policy for the
2002-2003 Period”. Nevertheless, from the viewpoint of
practical measures, the situation is not favourable. The
state program of support for tourism, which is practi-
cally the only instrument for financial support for tour-
ism, contains plans to concentrate its subsidies on rural
tourism in further years. It is apparent from the follow-
ing text that the necessary standards of accommodation
and boarding services in the framework of tourism, cha-
racterised by private accommodation, have also not been
adopted. Why is the current situation unfavourable?

In the following text, I would like to indicate some of
the possible answers, without trying to provide a com-
prehensive summary.

RESISTANCE TO “COMMODIFIED AUTHENTICITY”

From the hierarchical standpoint of generality (and not
from the standpoint of the weight of causality), the an-
tipathy to rural tourism can be based on overall antipa-
thy towards its basic characteristic. This consists in
creating a scenario of living in a rural environment, which
can be termed “staged authenticity”. This is an expres-
sion of the overall commodification of spaces and va-
lues in times of globalisation.

Seen in general terms, the era is very favourable for
rural tourism as a relatively very modern form of tourism
(although it did, in fact, have predecessors, e.g. in the
framework of the rural seats of the aristocracy, termed
villegiatur). At the beginning of the 80’s, tourism was ex-
plained in terms of the “theory of escape”. “Tourism was
interpreted as a major movement of escape from daily life,
which was felt to be an unfriendly environment* (Miiller,
Thiem, Bern in Hahn, Kagelmann 1993).

Nonetheless, the transition from an industrial and
agrarian society to an information society is primarily felt
as a threat to our identity. In this connection, the “holi-
day culture” gains a new function in discovering identi-
ty. Holidays are no longer the basic motivation for
tourism, amongst which are also included recreation,
learning and communication. It gains the function of
compensation in relation to the absolute lack of myths,
rituals and utopia in the present-day societies. The moti-
vation for a holiday is a search for and experiencing of
authenticity, i.e. existential authenticity.

Myths and rituals remain strong in rural culture. How-
ever, rural tourism is tourism provided as a commodity

560

(even though it is not “mass recreation” and represents
a minor, decentralised form of tourism). Whether or not
commodified rural myths and rituals tend to repulse or
attract tourists, certainly changes from region to region
and is regionally variable. This reaction can range from a
certain acceptance of the paradox of “commodified au-
thenticity” to resistance to commodification of even the
existential parameters of human existence. The tourist
can be of the opinion that there should be something
within the framework of the branches of tourism that can-
not be bought or sold. This approach is encouraging for
rural tourism, because it employs the ideal of a non-mar-
ket idyllic utopia. I would like to put forward the hypo-
thesis that a certain mistrust towards commodification of
myths, rituals and utopia can be encountered in the his-
torical Czech lands, in particular because of the long pe-
riod of time spent outside of the global market system.

This ontological aspect (a description of which would
merit an original study and is not the subject of this
work) is nonetheless based on some spiritual tendencies
that formed the aspect of Czech culture, in particular the
strictly moralistic and ascetic tendencies of the Czech
reformation, including the activities of the Unitas Frat-
rum. Nonetheless, “Czech” Catholicism, affected, e.g., at
the time of the pre-White Mountain Spanish influences,
was characterised by a strictly moralistic and ascetic
approach to the world.

Indirect proof of the above “basal mistrust” can be
found in the practice of the contemporary Czech care for
memorials that, in contrast to countries with a long-term
uninterrupted development of a market environment,
places excessive emphasis on requirements on authen-
ticity of memorials in relation to their renewal. Authen-
ticity is made absolute. In this, certain features of the
“national character” can be found.

In addition, consumerism in the Czech lands has not
yet attained the stage where it would gain the aspects of
“green consumerism”, which can be satisfied by rural
tourism.

THE MAIN ATTRACTIVE FEATURES OF RURAL
TOURISM HAVE BEEN DESTROYED

The main attractive feature of rural tourism and its ba-
sic identification characteristic lies in its “rurality”. Three
aspects predominate in the broad debate on the concept
of rurality: a) the population density and the size of set-
tlements, b) the utilisation of the land primarily for agri-
culture and forestry, c) the traditional structure of society
and aspects of identity.

Rurality, or experiencing of rural areas as a motivation
for rural tourism, consists in the following characteris-
tics: a) rural areas are characterised by low population
densities and small settlements that are quite far apart,
b) these are areas where less than 10-20% of the area is
built-up, and c) these areas are characterised by the fol-
lowing features of rural society (according to Franken-
berg):
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1) the concept of the community

2) thesocial areacharacterising peoplewith only afew,
very varied roles

3) one person fulfils several socia roles

4) asimple economy

5) littledivision of labour

6) assigned positions (in contrast to achieved positions
in urban society)

7) education according to the position achieved (in con
trast to position derived from education in urban so
ciety)

8) acceptance of a person’srole in society (in contrast
to activitiesto achieve arole in society)

9) acompact network of relationships

10) non-cosmopolitan society

11) economic categories are one of several types of cate

gories, but not the most important

12) cohesion of society

13) integration of theworking environment (Mikula, Stii-

brna 2002).

This concept is undoubtedly only one of the “varia-
tions of this subject”. We would like to add that peasant-
ry is a sort of basic attitude that can be described as
preserved progressiveness. “Progressiveness follows
from the parallel nature of peasantry and effectiveness
of teaching, statistically determined quantities that de-
scribe the effectiveness of education” (Millendorfer
1992).

Rural tourism is thus characterised by the following
features connected with the concept of rurality:
—itislocated inarura environment;

—itisfunctionally rural, built on the special features of
therural world (small-scal e production, open space, con-
tact with nature, with aheritage from the past, tradition-
a customs and habits);

—itisrural initsscale, i.e. small buildings, small settle-
ments, etc.;

—itistraditional inits character, i.e. it grows slowly and
organically in connection with the local families. It is
often established at alocal level and developed in an
attempt to ensure local development in the particular
areg

—itissustainablein the sensethat its devel opment should
preserve the special rural character of the given area
and should not destroy, but should rather stabilise lo-
cal development. Rural tourism must be seen as a po-
tential instrument for protection of nature and the
landscape in accord with devel opment in human needs
(inthis sense, the activities of Hector Ceballos-L ascu-
rainin protection of American flamingoes, who hasbe-
come afounding legend of eco-tourism, isillustrative)
(Page, Dowling 2002);

—it is necessarily composed of a great many products
that enable assimilation of the overall image of therural
environment, economy and history.

However, rurality is losing its cohesiveness.

Evidence for the extent of attempts to destroy rurality
in the Czech lands and destruction of the preconditions
for development of rural tourism is provided, e.g., by the
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work of the authors Miroslav Lapka and Miroslav Got-
lieb.

The final stage of collectivisation ... “The main assault
was now directed against the entire system of rural cul-
ture. There was enormous collectivisation of the land
beyond the capacity relations of the Czech landscape,
which is very varied in its composition and ecosystem
distribution. Simultaneously, centralisation occurred of
the traditional 800-year-old structure of settlements in the
Czech landscape. All the services, schools, and cultural
events were concentrated in a limited number of central
municipalities. The other municipalities gradually became
empty, with only older inhabitants with low social status
and education” (Lapka, Gotlieb 2000).

A similar process as in the countries of the Communist
block also occurred in the countries of the future Euro-
pean Communities, although it was less extensive. In the
period between the Wars, French agriculture was highly
archaic, with a low use of machinery; this changed with
the adoption of the Common Agricultural Policy, which
was introduced with the purpose of increasing the food
security in Europe. Policies of adaptation changes soon
followed: the communal reform that was carried out in the
Federal Republic of Germany in 1965-1975 “ended the
political independence of most of the villages in the Fe-
deral Republic” (Henkel 1992). This led to a democratic
deficit, loss of democratic participation by citizens in
municipal administration. This factor also creates the at-
mosphere of rurality.

RURAL TOURISM SACRIFICED TO MISTRUST
TOWARDS MASS FORMS OF TOURISM

Official sources have stated that the benefit gained
from tourism for the gross domestic product is 9-11%
(the State Conception of Tourism Policy 1999 — see
WWW.IMIMI.CZ).

Professionals in tourism have suggested that the actu-
al value is several percent higher. However, the lack of a
satellite account prevents verification of this widely ac-
cepted hypothesis.

Nonetheless, in relation to the extent of subsidies pro-
vided for tourism, the overall underestimation of the ser-
vices sector seems to be a probable fact. Overall under-
estimation of the branch of tourism could undoubtedly
be in the interests of the political and lobby interests of
the classical industrial sphere and industrial agriculture.

The fact that these pressures are to a certain degree
successful, and tourism, as well as the sector of servic-
es, are not sufficiently supported by the state, means that
these pressures bear up the public opinion that tourism,
as well as the sector of services, cannot provide suffi-
cient stability to rural regions.

Where are the roots of these opinions? Why are they
so broadly accepted? It seems that they are derived from
a critical attitude to mass tourism. Unless this is carefully
guided, the outcome of tourism could cause an econom-
ic, demographic and social revolution. The high degree
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of fluctuation and lability of interests in tourism are seen
as a great drawback. This is all magnified by the fact that
the theory and practice of tourism in this country ignores
and, in fact, suppresses the principles of cyclic develop-
ment of destination. And the concerned circles are cer-
tainly not looking for preventative mechanisms.

In Czech eyes, the crowds in front of St. Vitus Cathe-
dral also discredit rural tourism and professionals in tour-
ism do little to explain the difference between mass urban
tourism and rural tourism — to explain that there can be a
basic difference in principle.

In 1999, the State Conception of Tourism Policy intro-
duced the requirement of standardisation of accommo-
dation services. Although, e.g., the Federation of
Businessmen in the CR had a favourable attitude towards
targets in rural tourism and agro-tourism and began stan-
dardisation and certification on its own initiative, the
work has ended — for the moment in a blind alley. This,
however, sends out the signal that only mass urban tour-
ism is the real tourism and wherever the authorities or pol-
itician speak of tourism, they mean this kind.

CONCLUSIONS

The opinion predominates that rural tourism must be
bound to other productive rural activities: The pro-
gramme SAPARD (measure 1.2, 2.1, 2.2) has been created
in such a matter. Therefore, it has a chance to succeed in
transforming the Czech countryside.

These activities can consist in environmentally sound
agriculture, operated according to the law. This is gradu-
ally becoming competitive, so that it is considered to be
realistic that 20% of cultivated agricultural land would be
managed in this manner (Environmental Priorities for the
Elections 2002).

Development of environmentally sound agriculture,
together with the order introduced into labelling agricul-
tural products, could form a focal point for development
of rural tourism. It remains necessary to bear in mind that
a good-quality product in rural tourism, especially agro-
tourism, depends both on the quality of private accom-
modation and on the variety of accompanying programs.

However, subsidies from the state are required here and,
in fact, constitute a precondition for appreciation of the
tertiary sphere and also of the branch related to tourism.

The growth of rural tourism seems to have a good
chance, nevertheless there are two obstacles to over-
come: both of nearly fundamental, even metaphysical
substance. Does Czech population (influenced by the
Evangelical church) reconcile with the commodified au-
thenticity, when the rural tourism declares itself as pri-
marily authentical, but the offered and purchased com-
modity cannot be such?

And are there any real, or only virtual differences be-
tween the rural tourism on one hand and the mass forms
of tourism on the other? Will rural tourism be inevitably
sacrificed to the mistrust of the mass forms of tourism?
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