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ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURAL CHANGES IN BULGARIAN
AGRICULTURE: REGIONAL DIMENSIONS AND ASSESSMENTS

Albena Miteva,*Ivan Kanchev?

Abstract

In recent decades, there have been dynamic and significant changes in the
number, average size and characteristics of agricultural holdings. The speed
of change has increased since our country s accession to the EU. The purpose
of the report is the analysis of the changes in the average sizes and charac-
teristics of the agricultural holdings in the country by districts of the country.

The analysis and assessments are made on the basis of statistical data from the
censuses of agricultural holdings in the country (2003, 2010, 2020) and expert
assessment of the changes in the development and distribution of agricultural
holdings by planning districts and regions in Bulgaria. 163 specialists in agrar-
ian economics and regional development from all districts of Bulgaria partici-
pate in the expert assessment.

Key words: agricultural holding, structural changes

Introduction

After the accession of our country to the European Union there were significant
changes in the number, size, organizational characteristics, specialization
of Bulgarian farms related to the new environment and adaptation to the
requirements of the Common Agricultural Policy of the European Union.
The process of adaptation is related to the application of requirements aimed
at bringing Bulgarian agriculture closer to the European model of agriculture.
This has led to significant changes in the development of agriculture, which are
identical to those in the former and other new member states, regardless of the
year of their accession to the EU.

Studies of these processes in our country come to the conclusion that despite
the general positive trend in the development of Bulgarian agriculture, the

1 Albena Miteva Professor Ph.D., University of National and World Economy, Students
City, 1700 Sofia, Bulgaria, +359 888 869620, e-mail: albenakm(@yahoo.com

2 Ivan Kanchev, Professor. D.Sc. (econ), University of National and World Economy, Stu-
dents City, 1700 Sofia, Bulgaria, +359 8884 172947, e-mail: albenakm@yahoo.com
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changes in product and production structures limit the added value (lvanov
and team, 2017), affect rural areas and do not use production potential of
agriculture in many regions of Bulgaria (Stoyanova Harizanova-Bartos,
2019; Doitchinova et al., 2017; Doitchinova, Kanchev, 2020;) and slow down
the transition to the desired model of agriculture (Doitchinova et al., 2019).

The purpose of the report is to analyze and assess the changes in the average
sizes and characteristics of the agricultural holdings by districts in the country.

Methodological issues

The analysis and assessment of the processes in Bulgarian agriculture and their
impacts on rural areas are carried out using data from the National Statistical
Institute, the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forestry and expert assessment
of specialists from regional directorates of Agriculture, municipal services and
regional offices of National Agricultural Advisory Service. A five-point positive
Likert scale was used to assess experts opinions. The study involved 163
specialists from all regions of the country.

Changes in production structures

In the period of membership of our country in the EU, the importance of
agriculture for the Bulgarian economy gradually decreases (from 8.5% in
2006 and 6.2% in 2007, reaching 3.8% of gross added value in 2019). . The
value of production compared to 2007 increased by 33%. There are very big
differences in the changes of plant and animal production. The first increases
by over 80%, and the livestock with some fluctuations over the years -
maintains its level. All these changes logically lead to a threefold increase in
the factor income per annual work unit with a significant change in the ratio
between crop production and animal husbandry. At the beginning of the period
in 2007, the ratio between them was close to the formed average ratio of the
EU-28 (Figure 1), namely about 58% for crop production and 42% for the
EU-28 and Bulgaria. In 2019, if the relative share of crop production for the
EU-28 increased by only 2% (reaching 60%), then for Bulgarian agriculture
its share has increased by 75.5%.



Figure 1. Ratios between the values of crop production and animal husbandry
in the EU and Bulgaria (2007-2019).
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During the period under review, the most significant is the increase in the
production of cereals and oilseeds, which in 2019 formed 51.1% of the final
production. In some parts of the country, cereals and oilseeds use 90% or
more of the used agricultural land, with all the resulting adverse effects on
the environment, soils, employment and farmers’ incomes. The most seri-
ous decline in the GVA of the agricultural sector is observed in vegetables,
whose relative share decreased from almost 12% in 2007 to 4% in 2016 and
5.6% in 2019.

The changes in animal husbandry are also significant. For the whole period from
2007 to 2019 there is a decrease in the number of most species of animals. The
most significant is the decrease in goats (more than 2 times), pigs (80.8%), sheep
(19%), cattle (18%) and after a serious decline a gradual recovery to 1% in cows.
Significant growth is observed only in the number of buffaloes (by 85%). A log-
ical result is a reduction in the amount of produced milk and a reduction in its
relative share to 7.4% of final production. The importance of other productions
ranges from 4.4% for sheep and goat breeding to 2.1% for egg production and
others. Along with the economic changes, such are also observed in the applied
technologies. The stimulation of organic production has contributed to a 19-
fold increase in the number of organic operators, which in 2019 reach 6,405. Of
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these, 5,942 are agricultural producers, 237 processors of organic products and
226 traders. In practice, these are 7.3% of the registered farmers with 4.5% of
the used agricultural land in the country. Changes are also observed in the use of
pesticides, fungicides and insecticides. The information from 2016 compared to
2010 shows that these areas are increasing, as 70.5% of the used agricultural land
is treated with pesticides.

Changes in organizational structures

Dynamic changes are found in the number of agricultural holdings. From
493133 in 2007, they decreased to 201014 in 2016 and to 132400 in 2020. This
means a 3.7-fold reduction in the number and even more of those employed in
them and of people with employment and income from agriculture. The data
show a sharp decline in the number of agricultural holdings over the last two
decades. According to preliminary data from the 2020 census compared to 2003,
the number of farms has been reduced 5 times. Compared to the first year of
our membership (2007) in 2020, 26.85% of the farms continue to operate. Most
significant is the change in the group of the smallest farms with economic size
up to 2 economic units. / Figure 2 /

Figure 2. Number of agricultural holdings (2003-2020).
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The changes in the number also led to serious changes in the average size of
the used agricultural land in the country. In 2020, the UAA used by the agri-
cultural holdings reaches 3 957 thousand ha and increases by 9% compared
to 2010 and by 36% compared to 2003. For the period there is a significant
increase in the average size of the UAA from one farm - from 4 ha in 2003 to
33 ha in 2020 or 8.25 times. According to this indicator, Bulgaria is ahead of
many EU countries.

The information at NUT-2 level (Figure 3) presents the big differences in
the changes by regions and their big dynamics. The highest dynamics and
degree of concentration of production is observed in the North-West region
(increase by 28.45 ha compared to 2010) and the lowest in the South-West
and South-Central - by 3.73 ha and 3.77 ha, respectively. In practice, the ag-
ricultural holdings in the three northern regions have a significantly higher
average size and a high relative share of land leased by commercial compa-
nies compared to the South-West and South-Central regions, where family
farms predominate.

Figure 3. Changes in the average size of UAA on agricultural holdings
(hectares).
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Despite the very high relative share of small farms in our country and the mea-
sures to stimulate their association in all implemented programs (SAPARD, RDP
2007-2013 and RDP 2014-2020), the process is slow and the achieved results are
far below the planned calculations. Data from the Register of these organizations
show that 66 organizations have been registered in four years, which is 7 times



more than in the previous period (2007-2013). Most active are the associations
in the “Livestock™ sector (273 farmers participate in 16 producer groups and 4
organizations of milk and dairy producers). Next are 148 producers in the meat
and wool sector, included in 3 groups and 1 organization. The third position is
in the fruit and vegetables sector. The gradual reduction of the requirements for
registration of producer groups and organizations, on one hand, has become a
prerequisite for dynamizing the process of their creation, but on the other hand -
has led to a reduction of their potential market advantages.

Rural Agriculture Impact Assessment

Agriculture has different economic significance for the regions of the country.
Highest is the relative share of agriculture in the gross added value of the
North-West region (9.64%), followed by the North-Central region (8.10%).
The least important is agriculture for the economy of the Southeast region
(5.14%). Despite these differences, expert assessments are close in value. The
formed estimates are of 4.54 (on a five-point scale) for the South-Eastern
planning region, followed by 4.33 from the North-Central region, and the
lowest is the assessment for the North-Western region - 3.91 (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Importance of agriculture for rural development
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The social role of agriculture as a source of income is rated highest in the
South East (3.85) and lowest (3.13) in the Northwest region (Figure 5). In
the same areas are the maximum and minimum estimates of the ability of
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agriculture to create jobs - respectively 3.92 and 3.22. A logical explanation
for these differences is the different production specialization of the two
regions and the significantly higher distribution of livestock, vineyard and
vegetable farms in the Southeast region. Experts estimate highest the positive
impact of environmental agriculture in the North Central and South Central
regions - 3.89 and 3.88, respectively. The lowest scores are in the Northwest
(2.78) and Northeast regions (2.92).

Figure 5. Social and environmental role of agriculture in rural development
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Regarding the production specialization, two statements were evaluated - (1) the
specialization is suitable for the conditions in the region and (2) the conditions
are more suitable for productions with higher income per unit of resource. In five
of the regions, comparisons between responses showed that there was potential
for improving production specialization. The largest differences in estimates are
in the Northwest and Southeast regions. Only in the South Central region is the
current production specialization identified as appropriate, albeit with a score of
only 3.02 (Table 1).

In all areas, respondents confirmed the understanding that insufficient irrigated
land and labor resources are the reason for the reduction of traditional cul-
tures, and the estimates for irrigated areas are over 4, and the shortage of labor
resources is highest in the Southeast region (4.95) and the Northwest (4.59)
and the lowest in the Northeast (3.66).



Table 1. Assessment of the production specialization of the farms in the region.

Specialization of
farms is suitable

The conditions
are suitable for
productions with

Insufficient
irrigated areas

The lack of
labor resources
is the reason for

Regions for the conditions | a higher income are the mfs"“ for the reduction
. . . the reduction of o
in the region per unit of . of traditional
some productions .
resource productions
Northwest 2,33 3,36 4,59 4,59
North-central 3,63 3,94 4,0 3,89
Northeast 3,32 3,33 4,28 3,66
Southeast 3,71 4,43 4,33 4,95
South-central 3,02 2,9 4,4 4,16
Southwest 3,2 3,65 4,27 3,78

Source: Own study.

The results of the expert evaluation show their positive attitude towards most of
the ongoing changes. The growth of farms having direct sales has received higher
marks in the southern regions of the country. These estimates are more than 0.5
higher than in the northern regions. The increase in organic producers has the
highest score in the North Central and the lowest - in the Northwest region - only
1.82. At the same time, the number of farms applying for agri-environmental
schemes is growing, according to experts in the South Central, North Central
and South-East regions. The tendency to increase the distribution of farms that
diversify their activity is rated the lowest. Estimates are above 3 only in the South
Central and Southwest regions. In the three northern regions, the experts chose
values between 2.09 (Northwest region) and 2.29 (Northeast region).

Table 2. Assessment of trends in the development of agricultural holdings

The number
of holdines The number
The number of The number of apol il‘: %‘or aori- of farms that
Regions farmswith direct |organic farms is PP .y g g diversify their
i . . environmental sl
sales is growing | growing . activities is
schemes is grow- .
. growing
ing
Northwest 3,0 1,82 1,95 2,09
North-central 3,0 3,31 3,42 2,22
Northeast 3,09 3,09 2,29 2,29
Southeast 3,73 3,04 3,34 2,84
South-central 3,72 3,0 3,69 3,5
Southwest 3,55 3,1 3,0 3,0

Source: Own study.




Conclusions

The analysis gives grounds for some main conclusions:

Bulgarian agriculture is developing upwards. The changes in the prod-
uct structure show an increase of productions with relatively lower
added value.

The strong reduction of irrigated areas, the significant decrease of the
labor force in the rural areas, the market problems of the small pro-
ducers and other organizational problems became the reasons for in-
stability and contraction of a number of traditional productions.

The rate of reduction of agricultural holdings continues to be very
high - most often small family farms from the first three groups by
economic size.

Slowly and with great difficulty are the processes of association and
creation of organizations and groups of producers.

Despite the developed national measures and programs to support the
so-called vulnerable sectors after 2010, it is difficult to restore pro-
duction which has greater potential for creating added value, jobs and
income from activities such as storage, processing and sales of prod-
ucts in rural areas.

Supported directions of development of agricultural holdings to short-
en supply chains and sales, greening of production and diversification
have led to positive changes, but the processes are slow and still affect
a limited number of farms.

These conclusions show the dynamic changes in the development of
agricultural holdings and their impacts on rural areas and in general prove
the transformations to the desired model of agriculture. Successive efforts
are needed for the development of policies and programs by the Bulgarian
state to increase the competitiveness of traditional products for Bulgarian ag-
riculture and thus to create prerequisites for enlarfing the employment and
entrepreneurship of more rural inhabitants.
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STUDY ON TOMATO CONSUMERS BEHAVIOR DURING THE
COVID-19 HEALTH CRISIS - CASE STUDY ROMANIA

Ancuta Marin?, Rozi Berevoianu?, Steliana Rodino’

Abstract

With a strategic importance for agriculture and for European consumers, the
vegetable sector, with around 1,000,000 horticultural farms in the EU, can
generate many direct and indirect jobs in many regions of the continent. Ro-
mania ranks 3rd in the hierarchy of vegetable growing countries in Europe,
producing 3.2% of the quantity of vegetables produced in the EU, on an area
that represents 9% of the total EU's vegetable areas. According to statistical
data, the average annual consumption of vegetables per capita in Romania is
around 158.5 kg, of which 38.4 kg of tomatoes, which represents 24.22% of
total vegetable consumption. This necessitated the granting of state financial
aid to increase tomato production and extend the harvest period (for tomatoes
produced in protected areas), so that imports cover only the winter months
(December, January and February). The present study is focused on the driv-
ers of the decision to purchase tomatoes and tomato products and the de-
gree of satisfaction of buyers with tomatoes and canned tomatoes purchased.
The study provides results on consumers criteria for selecting tomatoes (va-

riety, taste, price, origin), and on the changes in their hierarchy during the
COVID-19 health crisis.

Key words: consumer behavior, vegetables, tomatoes, Covid -19, Romania
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Introduction

The vegetable sector is a key sector for many EU Member States, especially in
the Mediterranean region and in Northern and Eastern European countries. \eg-
etables are key agricultural products of the European Union (EU), with an annual
production of over EUR 57 billion in 2018, of which about 60% is vegetables.
The sector’s production accounts for a quarter of the value of total EU crop pro-
duction and 14% of total agricultural production, an increase of 30% in the last
decade (Rosi, 2019).

The harmonization of the production seasonality is achieved through stocks. The
storage period of the products is differentiated according to the species, the time
of harvest and the conservation possibility. In the case of tomatoes, a vegetable
with accentuated seasonal production flow, the consumers demand is permanent,
being requested on the market all year round.

In Romania, vegetable production is obtained mainly in protected areas, due to
specific climatic conditions, with frosts in spring or heavy rains or drought in
summer. The harvest is generally obtained on small areas, family-type farms,
in which the family’s labor force is involved, and the harvest is commercialised
along long supply chains through wholesale traders (Ecoruralis, 2020).

Under the conditions imposed by the new European strategic documents, and
by the growing demand of consumers of healthy, nutritious and pesticide-free
food, producers must orient their production techniques towards environmen-
tally friendly technologies, while maintaining quality and ensuring that the
harvest will withstand storage for a long time (Rodino et al., 2017; Samoggia
et al. 2021). Moreover, logistics, packaging and marketing strategies need to
be reshaped in order to survive in the marketplace. The marketing standards
in force at European level for fruit and vegetables address consumer and pro-
ducer expectations in terms of product quality and production and marketing
conditions (European Parliament; OECD 2020).

Studying the preferences of consumers of tomatoes and canned tomatoes is
very important, with the aim of identifying the consumption patterns and
trends, drivers that trigger purchasing decision. The results help to design a
proper producing and marketing strategy for farmers, aiming to reduce losses
in the supply chain, supplying the market without syncope and, last but not
least, increasing vegetable growers’ incomes.

12



Material and working methods

The data was collected by quantitative survey and the investigation was per-
formed by an opinion poll, in the form of a questionnaire-based survey. In
order to identify the behavior of consumers of tomatoes and canned tomatoes,
the research team applied, between June and September 2020, a questionnaire
among 800 tomato consumers.

In order to establish the research objectives, hypotheses were formulated both
based on the results of previous research and a previous documentary study on
the demand analysis in longitudinal section (Marin et al., 2020; Marin et al. 2021).

The objectives and hypotheses of our research were:

- identification of the average frequency of consumption of tomatoes and
canned tomatoes;

- identifying the average consumption of tomatoes and canned tomatoes;
- identifying the place of purchase of tomatoes and canned tomatoes;

- identification of consumer preferences regarding the origin of tomatoes
and canned tomatoes: imported or domestic;

- ranking the criteria for choosing tomatoes and canned tomatoes: taste,
origin and price;

- the influence of the health crisis on consumption habits.

The percentage quotas method was chosen as a sampling method. This
method involves the representativeness of the sample related to the total re-
searched community. The questionnaire included 19 closed questions and it
was pre-tested on ten people, for collecting feedback on the coherence of
the questions and thus improving understandability and the quality of the
research. On average, each interview lasted ten minutes.

Results and discussions

The impact of the sanitary crisis on the tomato consumption in Romania
was evaluated. More than half of the respondents were women, respectively
71%. Related to age, most of the interviewed were aged between 26-60 years
(77.50%), which is natural, given that this age segment coincides with the
active period of the citizens.

13



The sample includes all categories of professional status from student to retiree.
87.13% of the interviewed subjects are active people (employees and entrepre-
neurs), 90% of them having above average education. Tomatoes and canned toma-
toes are purchased in proportion of 74% of people with a family income higher than
3,000 lei / month (617.70 euros, at an exchange rate of 4.8567 lei / euro), and the
families are generally composed of 2-4 members (over 85% of those interviewed).

Of the total respondents, 96.25% frequently eat tomatoes, either for health rea-
sons or because they appreciate their special taste, while 3.75% do not even
occasionally consume tomatoes and canned tomato products. A significant part
(81.25%) of those surveyed consume fresh tomatoes all year round, regardless of
price or origin, while 18.75% consume these products only in season. A signifi-
cant part (81.25%) of those surveyed consume fresh tomatoes all year round, re-
gardless of price or origin, while 18.75% consume these products only in season.

Figure 1. Origin of tomatoes and Figure 2. Fidelity regarding the
tomato products consumed. supply of a certain producer.
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As shown in Fig. 1, 660 people (82.50%) buy tomatoes and tomato products from
the supermarket/hypermarket appreciating that in these locations there is a higher
degree of product control, but 635 (79.38%) of subjects continue to go on the
classic option - purchasing from the market. Only 53 people (6.63%) consume
tomatoes and canned tomatoes produced in their own garden.
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Those who constantly supply themselves with tomatoes and canned tomatoes
did not form a habit of purchasing products from a specific producer (85% of
those interviewed) — Fig. 2.

The degree of satisfaction regarding the tomatoes and canned tomatoes pur-
chased is over 50%, consumers having their own selection criteria: variety,
taste, price, origin (Fig. 3 and Fig. 4).

If in the previous year the most important criterion was the taste, this year
this does not happen again. The main criterion in the purchase decision is the
price, regardless of whether the tomatoes are bought from the market or from
supermarkets/hypermarkets.

As shown in Fig. 5, a quarter of respondents consume tomatoes daily, while two-
thirds of respondents (535 people) consume tomatoes 2-3 times a week.

Figure 3. Satisfaction with purchased tomatoes.
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Figure 4. Criteria underlying the decision to purchase fresh tomatoes and
tomato products.
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Figure 5. Frequency of consumption Figure 6. Quantities purchased on a
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The frequency of consumption is also found in the quantities supplied, over
86% (690 people) of those surveyed buying between 1-3 kg per purchase
(Chart 6). A share of 71.88% (575 people) are dissatisfied with the prices
of tomatoes this year, considering that they are exaggerated. If in 2019, Ro-
manians particularly appreciated the tomatoes of local origin (94% of those
surveyed in 2019), in 2020 the situation is much changed. The share of those
who prefer Romanian tomatoes, regardless of the price paid, decreased to
47%, practically half compared to the previous year. Despite all the problems
raised by the health crisis, the economic crisis of 2020, Romanians prefer to
buy tomatoes directly from producers in the market (usually) or from super-
markets / hypermarkets because it is safer, the products being more controlled
(Fig. 7 and Fig. 8).

Figure 7. Preferences for the origin of tomatoes supplied
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Figure 8. Consumer preferences regarding the condition of tomatoes consumed.
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Obviously more than half of the consumers surveyed (96%) prefer fresh to-
matoes, 44% prefer to eat tomatoes mixed with other vegetables, 37% prefer
tomato juice, and 39% use tomato for home made recipes.

In March 2020, the state of emergency was established on the Romanian territo-
ry. Thus, Military Ordinance no. 1 provided for the reduction of public catering
activities, but allowed the direct delivery to the customer of agri-food products,
which allowed major changes in the supply behavior of the population. Among
the interviewed subjects, 475 people (60%) would order vegetables from the
producer by choosing the products, 12.50% would order from the market, su-
permarket or hypermarket by choosing the products. Only 15 people (1.88%)
would prefer to order a predefined basket of products at the supermarket/ hy-
permarket (Fig. 9).
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Figure 9. Ways to order fresh vegetables.
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A share of 70% of those interviewed do not think about a subscription to buy
vegetables, preferring to make a spontaneous decision based on needs.

The key issues created by the COVID-19 crisis are related to changes occurred
in consumers behaviour and their modified consumption patterns. In the same
time, the retail market is facing specific problems related to increased stock of
fresh products and decreased sales due to restrictions on citizens movement.
(Toderita A. et al., 2020; Anastasiadis, F et al., 2021; Trentinaglia et al. 2021).

The change in consumption patterns has led to a change in payment methods.
As can be seen from Chart 10, payment by bank card became increasingly im-
portant, with 52% (475 people) of respondents preferring this method, most
(540 people) still preferring cash payment. Only 25 people opted for bank
transfer with payment order.
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Figure 10. Payment methods.
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In terms of purchasing behavior, 82.5% buy the same as before the COVID-19
health crisis, directly from the market/supermarket /hypermarket. 15% of re-
spondents (120 people) order directly from producers or supermarkets /hy-
permarkets. A number of 300 people (37.5%) of those surveyed categorically
expressed their opinion that they will continue to order vegetables instead of
direct purchase from the market/supermarket /hypermarket and after the end
of the health crisis. A number of 155 people have categorically expressed that
they prefer direct purchase, while 345 people are undecided (Chart 11).

Figure 11. Purchasing behavior during the COVID-19 health crisis.
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Regarding the proposals made by consumers on increasing the consumption
of tomatoes and tomato products, there are two suggestions: increasing the
promotion of Romanian producers and supplying supermarkets/hypermarkets
with Romanian products to a greater extent even if this involves a consider-
able logistical effort.

Conclusions

Tomato consumers are generally women, aged between 35-60 years, employees,
with higher education and a family income of over 4,500 lei / month (3 people
/ family). Tomatoes are frequently consumed products, both fresh and canned.
Most respondents (635/800) prefer the classic purchase option (directly from the
market), buying between 1-3 kg per purchase.

If in previous years taste and origin were basic criteria in the purchase of to-
matoes, the economic crisis caused by the health crisis Covid-19, brought the
price in the first place, due to the decrease of buyers’ incomes or other financial
problems. The prices of tomatoes in supermarkets / hypermarkets are high, the
imported tomatoes price being lower than the local ones.

The establishment of the state of emergency has brought about behavioral chang-
es among both producers and consumers. The latter began to focus on direct
orders to manufacturers (online, telephone / website), payment being made by
bank card. The need for consumption / family, however, did not suffer, the quan-
tities supplied being comparable to those of previous years.
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ASSESSMENT OF TOURISM INDUSTRY AND PROSPECTS FOR
RURAL TOURISM DEVELOPMENT
(USING THE EXAMPLE OF THE SELECTED COUNTRIES)

Irina Shakhramanian®, Anna Ivolga?

Abstract

This article is a brief overview of the situation in the tourism industry in
some countries of the world, global trends in the development of the industry,
as well as some practical examples of successful practices, with a separate
sample devoted to the policy in the field of rural tourism. The article exam-
ines global trends that determine the development of the tourism industry,
with an emphasis on sustainable tourism as the most important global trend
in the period of COVID-19. The place of rural tourism among the identified
global trends in tourism development is determined. The research is based on
abstract-logical, statistical and comparative methods using the analysis of
official statistical information and expert opinions. Recommendations for the
development of rural tourism in Russia are proposed.

Key words: sustainable development, tourism industry, sustainable tourism,
rural tourism, specially protected natural areas (SPNA).

Introduction

Tourism in Russia is recognized as a promising industry with a potentially sig-
nificant contribution to the economy, which is why it is necessary to know and
take into account global trends when developing strategies and practical steps.

The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) reg-
ularly publishes an analytical document on current trends and existing policies
for the development of the tourism industry in the OECD member countries
and partners. The report, published in 2020, emphasizes in a special way the
importance of the transition to more sustainable forms of tourism and corporate
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responsibility, as well as the importance of intersectoral and interregional/inter-
ethnic cooperation in order to better adapt the industry to the rapidly changing
situation in the world [1].

Tourism, based on the active participation of the maximum number of stakehold-
ers and the aspects of sustainable development, in addition to the direct economic
effect, can contribute to the comprehensive development of both urban and rural
areas, promote social integration, with a competent approach — contribute to more
effective work of specially protected natural areas (protected areas) [3].

However, such tasks are practically impossible with “classical mass tourism”,
which is why many countries of the world support and develop such areas of
tourism as, for example, ecological, niche, rural, etc., which also meets the
needs of today’s modern tourists. Modern trends, conscious consumption, etc.
force industry specialists to look for new approaches, compromise solutions
and more sustainable forms of tourism, despite the fact that the share of mass
tourism prevails. [3].

If you follow the path of development of the tourism industry in European
countries and Russia, you can notice a significant number of similar stages,
in particular, it is obvious for rural tourism. Lagging behind many Western
European countries by about 20-25 years, the Russian Federation, neverthe-
less, is following a similar path of development, and besides, in the modern
world it is impossible to be on the sidelines and not take into account global
industry trends [4].

Methods of the research

The theoretical and methodological basis is the modern economy, scientific works
of domestic and foreign scientists in the field of tourism development and rural
tourism, in particular. The study was conducted on the basis of abstract-logical
and comparative methods using the analysis of official statistical information.

Results

It can definitely be noted that in each country there is a department respon-
sible for the development, promotion and management of tourism. In some
countries, for example, Brazil, Greece, Mexico, the Philippines, there is a
dedicated ministry of tourism. It is often found that tourism is subordinate
to the Ministry of Economy or a similar department for trade and business.
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Among such countries, Canada, Chile, the Baltic states, Denmark, Germany,
USA and others should be noted. In Australia, France and Hungary, tourism is
under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and in Austria, Ice-
land and Spain it is in conjunction with departments responsible for sustain-
able development, innovation or technology. For example, in Spain, a new
Ministry of Energy, Tourism and Technology has recently started working,
while in Austria a Federal Ministry of Sustainable Development and Tourism
has been established. In some countries, tourism is associated with culture
(Italy, Korea, Romania, the Russian Federation, Turkey and the United King-
dom) or transport (Ireland, Slovakia) and sports (Korea, Poland). Thus, there
is no single scheme of industry-specific linking of tourism, each country has
its own logic and justification of industry divisions at the state strategic level,
but almost everywhere there are national tourism organizations (NTO), most
often subordinate to the relevant department, and engaged in marketing and
promotion of tourist products of different nature and level. In some cases,
such NTOs also have a budget to support the development of the industry.

The complex nature of tourism requires the same integrated approach for the
most effective development of the industry, therefore, in many countries there
is a practice of interdepartmental commissions and working groups dealing
with tourism issues.

The need for such an approach was confirmed at the OECD High-level Meet-
ing on Tourism and Security in 2017, at which the countries signed a State-
ment on a Tourism Policy based on the Principles of Sustainability and Ver-
satility. The Statement emphasizes the importance of tourism as an engine of
comprehensive sustainable economic growth, based on clearer coordination
and cooperation of different departments and stakeholders [3].

At the same time, it is important to coordinate both “horizontal” — interdepart-
mental, and “vertical” - between central and local authorities..

Let’s look at examples of coordinating organizations for tourism.

Denmark has a National Tourism Forum, which is headed by the Ministry of In-
dustry, Business and Finance and includes the Chairman of VisitDenmark, two
members from the regions of Denmark, one member from the local Govern-
ment of Denmark, two members representing the tourism industry, and a rep-
resentative of the scientific sector responsible for research activities in tourism.
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In Finland, the interdepartmental working group on tourism meets several times
a year. In 2016, a group for cooperation in the field of tourism was established,
which included 35 industry leaders representing various tourism sectors.

In France, the Interdepartmental Committee on Tourism was established in
2016 and regularly holds meetings under the leadership of the Prime Minister
with specific agendas planned in advance. This approach allows you to mobi-
lize various departments around priority projects.

In the USA, the Advisory Council on Tourism and Travel includes up to 32
representatives of the business sector, whose task is to convey the political
demands of industry professionals to the Minister for Commercial Activities.
The Council for Tourism Policy is an interdepartmental organization, the cre-
ation of which is enshrined in law.

The Council ensures that the interests of the country in the field of tourism are
respected when making federal decisions, coordinates national policies and pro-
grams of federal agencies that affect tourism issues.

Many countries practice the creation of Tourism Management Organiza-
tions “in specific territories” (Destination Management Organization —
DMO), which operate at the level of regions and municipalities, ensuring
maximum involvement of all industry participants, as well as ensuring the
exchange of experience and best practices between territories. The law on
the creation of such DMOS was recently adopted in Romania, in many
Western European countries such organizations have been operating for
more than one year.

The most important task in the development of tourism is to support initia-
tives coming from “below”, guaranteeing the right to vote to regions and
municipalities in the development of national policies and programs in the
field of tourism. Most countries include regional representatives in national
tourism coordination structures. There are frequent cases when non-tourist
organizations can provide coordination and support in the field of tourism —
for example, in Sweden, the Association of Local Authorities and Regions
(SALAR) is increasingly interacting with the tourism industry and supports
the work of its members through thematic networks and conferences.
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Consider the financing of the industry.

In general, the largest part of the tourism budget is usually spent on marketing
and promotion, including on the activities of NTO, as well as on the support of
the business sector. In some countries, large sums are allocated for projects and
programs aimed at improving infrastructure and developing tourism products in
regions with weak infrastructure, but with the potential for tourism development.

In most countries, a significant share of tourism financing comes from the
budgets of the central Government. The structural funds of the European
Union are also an important source of financing in the respective countries.
Other sources include funds from taxes and fees for accommodation, air trav-
el, and the use of other resources. Businesses can also make contributions for
the services provided. These may be mandatory contributions from travel ser-
vice providers, income from the use of state brands related to tourism, fines
imposed on travel service providers for offenses [3].

Consider the support of the tourism business and
investment attraction schemes

Australia: Tourism Australia (State Tourism Committee) and Austrade (Trade
and Investment Commission) have developed a comprehensive program in
partnership: A specialized Project Support Department helps authors of se-
lected projects at the stages of finalizing and approving project plans and doc-
umentation, as well as provides information support in finding and receiving
investments. An investment specialist works with territories whose develop-
ment is strategically important. The program for the development of tourism
infrastructure, based on the principle of priority of demand, finances projects
that are consistent with the strategic goals of state and regional policy.

In Austria, the Austrian Tourism Development Bank provides profitable loans
and encourages new business projects. The country has a targeted subsidy
program that supports landmark innovative tourism projects; twice a year the
prize for innovation in tourism is awarded. There are other initiatives that
stimulate investment in the tourism business, for example, the online crowd-
funding platform “we4tourism”.

In Italy, there is a system of tax benefits “Art Bonus Decree”, which was refinanced
in the amount of 460 million euros until 2020, with special attention to projects for
the reconstruction and modernization of tourist facilities.
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In Peru, the Turismo Emprende (Entrepreneurship in Tourism) program pro-
vides grants for the development and expansion of existing tourism business
companies, as well as for the creation of new tourist enterprises whose ac-
tivities are based on the principles of careful use of resources, preservation
of historical and cultural heritage, as well as sustainable development. The
“Single Window of Tourism™ is an initiative that uses modern technologies to
streamline administrative procedures related to investments in tourism.

Tourism industry development strategies and practical activities.

Most countries have development strategies for 5 or 10 years, which are reg-
ularly reviewed and adjusted. Among the issues that receive attention in most
countries, the following can be listed:

- support healthy competition, while understanding the importance of
sustainable development of the sector;

- improving the quality of infrastructure and service provision;

- strengthening the country’s position at the international level with the
promotion of unique tourist offers;

- improvement of the investment climate, development and support of
innovations;

- solving the problem of seasonality in tourism;

- expansion of the geography of tourist destinations, development of
potential destinations and regions;

- solving the problems of shortage of professional personnel, vocation-
al education;

- entering new markets and studying customer demand and behavior;
- solving problems of transport accessibility and infrastructure;

- professional work on the study of the tourism sector and a comprehen-
sive analysis of the current state and prospects.
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Let’s consider three groups of global trends affecting the development

Social:

of the tourism sector.

the growth of the middle class in different countries, especially in
emerging economies;

the aging of the population and, as a result, an increase in the percent-
age of older travelers;

Millennials and Z generation are future travelers, it is important to
take into account the peculiarities of these generations: the impor-
tance of the Internet, the influence of social networks, travel is one of
the priority values;

affordable tourism - for people with different physical abilities;
groups of travelers, including representatives of different generations;

sharing economy.

Technological:

the continued rapid growth of technology, automation of processes,
including the robotization of some professions;

virtual and augmented reality, artificial intelligence, online platforms
supporting the sharing economy;

specialized different mobile applications for travelers.

Economic and environmental:

Tourism is one of the fastest growing economic sectors;

awareness of the negative consequences of the rapid and uncontrolled
growth of the tourist flow, the transition to sustainable tourism, in-
cluding a more gentle and efficient use of resources, more effective
management models;

transition from “mass” tourism to more personalized models of travel
organization;
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- sustainable development of territories: tourism is not only a business,
but also a tool for increasing the sustainability of territories, improv-
ing the quality of life of the local population through tourism, uniting
local communities, creating jobs - in general, increasing the impor-
tance of the social component;

- climate change;
- reducing the bureaucratic burden on small businesses in tourism;

- new approaches: from the classical housekeeper to the closed-loop
economy and search

- balanced management decisions that ensure the sustainable develop-
ment of the territory;

- attention to security issues in popular tourist areas.

These global trends in the development of the industry will require new strat-
egies, new approaches, new specialists (for example, on sustainable develop-
ment, IT in tourism, etc.) - both at the strategic management level and *“on the
ground”, in particular, with comprehensive knowledge and the ability to see
global changes and prospects [1].

In practice, these global trends are already forming new challenges
within the industry

For example, online platforms, which currently occupy a leading position
in the market of information services for tourist accommodation, as well as
additional tourist services, are generally welcomed in many countries, as they
have allowed people to start their own small business and reduce the shortage
of accommodation facilities. However, the rapid large-scale development of
this direction requires competent regulation of this type of services, contribut-
ing to further development, but at the same time stimulating quality and safe-
ty for both locals and tourists. If you do not see such a trend, do not immerse
yourself in the situation professionally and do not take measures for timely
support and regulation of the situation— it is likely to get a negative effect.

The lack of qualified personnel in the tourism sector, including in the hospi-
tality sector, has been identified as one of the main problems of the tourism
industry in many countries. And the issue of qualified personnel without due
attention to this trend will only increase [1]. To solve the problem today, or-
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ganizations responsible for the development of the sector develop and imple-
ment programs and specific activities, including, for example:

- development of modern training programs subsidized by the state;

- analytical research of the tourism market in order to identify the main
directions of development and advance training of personnel, for ex-
ample, IT specialists, specialists in sustainable tourism, etc.;

- encouraging employers to train staff;

- revision and improvement of the structure of tourist qualifications,
certification and accreditation system of professional personnel;

- Increasing interest in a career in the tourism industry through a career
guidance system, the development of specialized educational programs;

- cooperation with higher and secondary specialized educational insti-
tutions on personnel training programs and a number of other activi-
ties and projects.

General trends of modern tourism policy in European countries.

Cultural heritage and nature are at the center of the tourist attraction of the ter-
ritory, so the preservation and support of these two resources are an extremely
important task of tourism policy.

As the experience of many countries shows, domestic tourism often makes a
greater contribution to the economy than inbound or outbound tourism. In ad-
dition, domestic tourism, with the availability of high-quality infrastructure,
allows reducing the environmental burden on the most popular tourist territo-
ries of other countries, diversifying the sector, expanding geography and con-
tributing to the development of territories, including reducing dependence on
international markets, thereby becoming part of the social tourism policy [5].

For example, tourism in protected areas is one of the priority areas that many
countries are actively developing. At the same time, it is important to develop
high-quality infrastructure for eco-travel: trails for walks of different lengths
and for tourists with different levels of physical fitness, bike trails, networks
of cycling and hiking trails are popular among tourists and serve as a basic
element around which other infrastructure elements are built for a full active
recreation, it is he who is popularized in most countries. In particular, natural
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or ecotourism has also successfully established itself as a tool for sustainable
development in rural areas, in connection with which it receives considerable
attention and strategic support [5]. UNWTO called 2020 the year of rural and
ecological tourism.

European countries are also very actively developing rural tourism, which makes it
possible to develop domestic tourism and create interest around the unique life in
the countryside, and also serves as a tool for sustainable development of territories.
Currently, rural tourism is developing in most countries of the world, which is also
facilitated by modern tourist requests [4].

Alternative unusual routes, thematic tours based on the cultural, historical
and natural landscape features of specific territories that were not previously
considered popular, contribute to the emergence of new unique tourist offers,
increase the tourist season, and give a chance for the sustainable development
of such territories.

Event tourism, which includes all types and scales of events — large and local
gastronomic, musical, folklore, craft festivals, sports events, environmental ac-
tions, business forums — is another type of tourism that continues to be popular.

Sustainable tourism is one of the most important global trends.

The directions for the development of sustainable tourism and the practice of
managing this development are applicable to all types of tourism in all types
of tourist destinations, including various segments of tourism, including clas-
sical mass tourism [2].

Sustainability in this case is understood broadly — it is the sustainable use of
available resources, especially natural landscape, as well as the sustainable
development of territories, implying the ability of the territory to exist as in-
dependently as possible.

The development of sustainable tourism requires both the informed participa-
tion of all relevant stakeholders and strong political leadership to expand the
circle of participants and reach agreement.

Ensuring the sustainable development of tourism is an ongoing process and
requires constant monitoring of its impacts to take preventive and/or correc-
tive measures whenever necessary.
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Sustainable tourism should also maintain a high level of tourist satisfaction and
ensure that they gain significant experience by increasing understanding of sus-
tainability issues and promoting sustainable tourism methods.

Most countries are aware of the need to switch to sustainable tourism, for
which they carry out a number of activities. For example:

raising awareness of sustainability in general in the tourism industry
among professional communities;

maximum popularization of ecological sustainable tourism;

certification and support schemes for companies implementing new
approaches to work with special attention to sustainability and envi-
ronmental friendliness;

development of the domestic tourism market and promotion of
short-distance travel;

the use of financial instruments to support “green energy” — the most
careful forms of use of natural resources of the area.

The World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) has formulated the following
twelve priority goals for sustainable tourism development [2]:

1. Economic viability - to guarantee the viability and competitiveness of

tourist destinations and enterprises so that they are able to continue
their prosperity and ensure their benefits in the long term.

Local prosperity - to maximize the contribution of tourism to the pros-
perity of destinations, including maintaining the proportions of the
tourist load on the region.

Quality of employment - to increase the number and quality of local
jobs created and supported by tourism, including the level of wages,
conditions of service and accessibility to all without discrimination on
gender, race, disability or other reasons.

Social justice - to achieve widespread dissemination of the principle
of distribution of economic and social benefits from tourism through-
out the host community, including improving opportunities, income
and services available to the poor.
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5. Affordable tourism - to provide safe and comfortable tourism for all
visitors regardless of gender, race, physical abilities, etc.

6. Local controls - involve local communities in planning and empower
them to make decisions on the management and future development
of tourism in the region (after consultation with other stakeholders).

7. Welfare of society - to maintain and improve the quality of life in lo-
cal communities, including social structures and access to resources,
amenities and life support systems, avoiding any form of social deg-
radation or exploitation.

8. Cultural wealth - to respect and enhance the historical heritage, au-
thentic culture, traditions and peculiarities of host communities.

9. Physical integrity - to preserve and improve both urban and natural
landscapes, to prevent their visual or physical destruction.

10. Biological diversity - to support the conservation of natural areas,
habitats and wildlife and to minimize the damage caused to them.

11. Resource efficiency - to minimize the use of insufficient and non-renew-
able resources in the development of tourism and tourism activities.

12. Ecological cleanliness - to minimize waste production and pollution
of air, water and land by tourist enterprises and visitors.

These goals make it possible to formulate the problem and the subject of re-
search and development, to take the necessary measures for the sustainable
development of tourism. They also allow us to maintain a high level of satis-
faction of tourists and their awareness of sustainability issues. The Goals are
a confirmation that the main objective of sustainable tourism is to achieve a
balance between the host, the tourist and the environment. However, finding
a balance in order to protect and conserve resources, taking into account the
needs of all participants (current and future) is a complex task.

Policy in the field of rural tourism in Europe

Rural tourism is not only one of the most famous and integral segments of
the tourism industry, the peculiarities of its organization and the integration
of various types of activities determine a special role in achieving sustainable
development, primarily rural areas and tourism.
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Therefore, the complexity of the phenomenon of rural tourism requires a sys-
tematic approach to regulation and management based on the principles of
sustainable development [6].

According to Klaus Ehrlich, Secretary General of the European Federation
for Rural Tourism EuroGites, in general, there are two approaches to policy
in the field of rural tourism in Europe [7]:

1) There are specific decrees and regulations for “rural tourism” (some-
times only for farming or agrotourism, which represent about 20% of
the “branch” of rural tourism) separately from the general legislation in
the field of tourism. For example, this approach is common in the south
of Europe, for example, in Spain (17 different documents), Italy (for
agrotourism), Greece (adopted recently);

2) Inmost EU countries there is no specific legal framework for rural tourism.

“Rural tourism” is a term that is used, rather, for the purposes of advertising and
promotion, but from the legal side, entrepreneurs in the field of rural tourism work
in the same way as all other enterprises in the tourism business sector. This ap-
proach is used by the United Kingdom, Scandinavia, Germany, Austria, etc. How-
ever, in these countries, some specially developed additional criteria for services
that can be conditionally called “services in the field of rural tourism” may work,
but most often these criteria relate to issues of promotion and advertising [4].

Possible support can be provided through various departments and ministries,
depending on the specifics of each individual country, and may include the
promotion of tourism facilities in the sector, sometimes with small financial
resources to support projects in rural areas. Most often, financial resources
will be allocated through ministries responsible for the development of rural
areas. As a rule, in the EU, these are ministries of agriculture responsible
for Rural Development Funds (EARDF). In addition, ministries in charge
of labor and vocational education, culture (heritage), environment (natural,
national parks, etc.), and economic development in general may be involved.

The overall assessment of the effectiveness of rural tourism is positive: it is
recognized that tourism in rural areas has a relatively high positive economic
effect, however, detailed separate statistics on rural tourism are not always
presented due to various circumstances, in particular the fact that rural tour-
ism includes hundreds of additional services and types of business, which ac-
cording to some estimates can be considered “indirectly” related to tourism.
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There is no single definition of the term “rural tourism” in the European Space
due to the fact that political, economic, social, cultural and historical contexts
vary greatly, often even within the borders of one country, and there is also no
generally accepted concept of “rural territory”. Nevertheless, there is a gener-
al notion that “rural tourism” is tourism in a rural area (plus some concretiz-
ing nuances that differ in different countries), as well as some parameters that
actually define “rural territory”. Somewhere, this is determined in quantita-
tive terms (for example, depending on the population of the municipality), or
in qualitative terms (features of a particular space) [7]. For example, in some
countries, such as Luxembourg, most of the territories are “rural”, except for
the capital; in the UK, the countryside is associated with the landscape and
the number of inhabitants; in Italy, the rural term is associated with the occu-
pation of the population by agriculture, and so on.

Let’s look at some programs to support the development of rural areas
and rural tourism in the EU.

First of all, it is worth mentioning the EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP),
adopted in 1962 and funded by the EU, which is based on a partnership be-
tween agriculture and society, as well as between Europe and its farmers.

European Fund for Agriculture and Rural Development (EAFRD) - The main
focus of the EAFRD is on the agricultural sector, projects offering innovative
agroecological and climatic methods.

The LEADER Program is an initiative of the European Union to support proj-
ects aimed at rural development initiated at the local level.

Many countries have used the funds of the LEADER program allocated on
a competitive basis, making powerful progress in the development of rural
areas. One of the most important results of the program is a stable network
of local initiative groups that continue to develop their territories over time,
becoming the core of local communities.

Conclusion

Tourism is to a large extent work on the ground, therefore, when adopting
any regulatory documents by central authorities, it is extremely important to
understand the situation in the regions, to strive to give maximum powers to
local authorities. This point is of particular key importance when developing
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a strategy and developing rural tourism. There are a number of strong experts
in this field in the country, and their experience and opinion are extremely
important to take into account for the successful development of the industry.

1. Partnership and coordination. The most important success factor on the way
to the development of rural tourism in Russia is partnership and coordination
of the activities of all stakeholders (government and local authorities, business
community, research institutes + experts, public organizations and activists).

2. Quality and cooperation = initiative groups = sustainable development. Rural
settlements where communities (voluntary associations of residents, initiative
groups of residents-businesses-authorities) purposefully work to improve the en-
tire settlement as a whole, and not just individual estates - should be encouraged,
perhaps financially. One of the options is a state support program and/or a com-
petition implemented by a specialized NGO.

3. Competent analysis of the rural tourism market, qualitative research of the
industry, study of the experience of rural tourism development in the coun-
tries of the world and understanding of global trends in the industry is an
effective strategy that allows you to effectively use time and money.

Regular real statistical data and high-quality marketing research of the sector
is an obligatory element of development, which allows identifying trends,
clearly understanding the situation, and, as a result, setting a competent vec-
tor of strategic development, consciously managing both the development of
the sector and consumer behavior.

In rural tourism, the complexity and inseparability of this sphere from such
spheres as transport, environment, security, education, culture, agriculture, mod-
ern digital technologies and broader economic policy at all levels is important.

4. Sustainable development is the main global trend and the defining frame-
work for the development of all sectors of the economy, especially tourism.
In this regard, it is necessary to take into account one of the key benchmarks
in the transition to sustainable tourism — Sustainable Development Goals /
sustainable Development Goals, including in terms of the tourism industry. In
this regard, it is important to encourage the development of sustainable forms
of tourism at all levels, especially those projects that involve effective and
careful treatment of natural and cultural resources.
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Rural tourism is a driving force for the development of territories, a tool for
creating jobs, new opportunities for small and 