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Introduction

Relations between urban and rural areas have a long tradition in aca-
demic research (Tacoli, 1998). Evidence confirms that urban—rural inter-
dependencies have been influenced by opposite positions of anti-urban
and pro-urban approaches (Davoudi and Stead, 2002). After many years
of binary divide between rural and urban areas, the past two decades
have witnessed unprecedented urban—rural connections (Potter and
Unwin, 1995). The debate about urban-rural linkages has gained fresh
prominence, with many authors arguing that both urban and rural places
benefit from interlinked relationships and that urban-rural cooperation
provides solutions to socio-economic and environmental problems in a
more sustainable perspective (Tacoli, 1998; Beesley, 2010). This literature
has been echoed by international institutions, governments and research
centres, which called for stronger rural and urban relations, integrated
policies and inclusive governance to support sustainable development,
competitiveness in both rural and urban areas (Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2013) and address poverty reduc-
tion (Global Monitoring Report, 2013) and world inequalities (World Bank,
2006). Furthermore, the use of new terms, such as urbrural, rurbance, rur-
banity and re-urbanity, together with the experiences of ‘urbanizing the
rural and ruralizing the urban’ like city farms and farmers’ markets, con-
firm the need for further research in supporting unconventional planning
and management approaches.
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In agreement with the historical tendency of the debate, rural tourism
and urban tourism have developed independently from each other, within
the broader tourism literature. The attempt to link rural and urban tourism
has registered limited consensus among scholars. However, people travel
to different places all the time, moving to and across rural, urban and
fringe areas. The flow of visitors affects urban—rural interactions in terms
of the transfer of income, exchange of experiences, knowledge and cul-
tural values (Van Leeuwen, 2015). The studies that can be found in the
literature discuss urban-rural and tourism relations according to three
different perspectives: tourism literature; geography—spatial analysis
studies; and social sciences and development. Tourism literature fo-
cuses mainly on the comparison of tourism related issues within urban
and rural contexts, investigating differences, similarities and implica-
tions. Geographers pay attention to urban-rural spaces and, together with
tourism geographers, study particular forms of tourism that take place
in the fringe, exurbs and urban-rural continuum. Multidisciplinary ap-
proaches rooted in social sciences, regional development and environ-
mental planning address tourism, and related issues, as a specific type of
urban—rural linkage. According to Weaver (2005), on one side, urban—rural
relations and places have been studied by social sciences, geography, de-
velopment and environmental disciplines with little attention paid to tourism
topics and, on the other side, tourism literature has produced limited re-
search in urban-rural interconnection and spaces.

The present chapter aims to provide an overview of the most rele-
vant publications discussing the urban—rural and tourism relationship by
combining the benefits of both traditional and systematic reviews of the
literature published in the past 40 years. This contribution will, first, in-
vestigate the existing academic contributions that focus on tourism and
rural-urban; and second, present and organize the results, highlighting
gaps and addressing further research development, thus contributing to
the academic debate.

It is important to make clear that the order of the words “‘urban—rural’
or ‘rural-urban’ employed in this chapter is not intended to have any sig-
nificance in terms of relevance, dominance or supremacy of one area over
the other (Copus, 2013).

Urban—Rural Relations and Tourism in the Literature

Although urbanization, industrialization and agriculture still compete
for land use, people, employment and natural resources, urban and
rural economies are mutually interconnected and depend on each other
(Bulderberga, 2011). The boundaries between concrete urban centres
and extreme rural places have become blurred, in favour of a larger con-
tinuum and stronger interdependencies (Irwin et al., 2010). Some authors
clearly state that the urban—rural dichotomy of past times no longer exists
(Schaeffer et al., 2012). Scholars agree that both urban and rural places
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benefit from urban-rural relationships (Van Leeuwen, 2015), cities and
countryside are interlinked parts of regional and national economy, and
that an urban-rural approach provides solutions to address common
socio-economic and environmental problems in a more sustainable per-
spective (Tacoli, 1998). However, to date, there is a limited body of aca-
demic research focusing on urban—rural linkages (Caffyn and Dahlstrém,
2005) and rural and urban relationships have been discussed mainly by
economics, geography, social sciences and development studies (Davoudi
and Stead, 2002).

Studies on urban-rural interactions have recognized the complexity
and multidimensionality of this concept. Urban-rural linkages imply
both an understanding of places (i.e. boundaries, locations of urban, rural
and urban—rural spaces) and type of connections (i.e. flows, networks,
visible, invisible) (Kile, 2014). More recently, the literature has referred
to urban-rural relations in terms of structural relations and functional re-
lations (Zonneveld and Stead, 2007). On the one hand structural relations
emerge by the ‘way the physical environment is constituted and shaped’
(Zonneveld and Stead, 2007, p. 422) and they focus on land and resource
availability within urban, rural and urban-rural spaces, such as fringe,
exurbs, peripheries, suburbs and urban-rural continuums. On the other
hand, functional relations refer mainly to physical and socio-economic
connections, visible and invisible flows of people, capital and financial
transfers, movements of goods, natural resources, information and tech-
nology, administrative and service provision that move backward and
forward between rural and urban areas (Preston, 1975). Funnell (1988)
underlined the need to understand the social political and economic con-
ditions that create the urban—rural interactions.

While there are studies on specific types of linkages between rural and
urban areas, such as employment, commuting, land use and migration,
there are few academic theories on urban-rural relationships (Zonneveld
and Stead, 2007) and there seems to be a general lack of clarity about the
nature of these interactions (Caffyn and Dahlstrom, 2005). Furthermore,
the debate is complicated by the variety of definitions on rural and urban
areas used in the different geographical areas of the world (Davoudi and
Stead, 2002). The contributions, listed below, present an international
overview of the main theoretical perspectives, empirical realities and pol-
itical positions over the past 20 years of urban-rural relations debate.
Potter and Unwin published in 1995 one of the first works on urban-rural
interactions in the developing world, followed by Tacoli, in 1998, who
introduced a guide to the literature of rural-urban interaction in Africa,
Asia and South America.

Davoudi and Stead (2002) presented an introduction and brief his-
tory of urban-rural relationships, with a focus on British and European
contexts. The urban—rural dynamics in Europe have received growing
analytical and political attention since the year 2000, within spatial strat-
egies and territorial development plans. Several programmes, policy
documents and funding projects (e.g. ESDP, SPESP, ESPON, INTEREG,
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Territorial Agenda and RURBAN) were developed to promote cooperation
between urban and rural places, as a means to achieve social, political
and economic integration and cohesion among the European countries.
Zonneveld and Stead (2007), together with Copus (2013), portrayed the
evolution, over the past 25 years, of urban-rural relationships within
European policy, arguing the difference between urban-rural relation-
ships (related to functional linkages) and urban-rural partnerships (the
policy dimension of these relationships) (OECD, 2013).

Lin (2001) and Li (2011) published two contributions on urban—rural
interaction in China, presenting a literature review, historical scenario
and case studies within the Chinese context. Although discussing dif-
ferent geographical, historical, cultural, socio-economic and political
contexts, the overall studies highlight that urban-rural interactions have
constantly increased, all over the world. The reasons can be found in
labour-saving technological progress, reduction in transport costs, rising
house incomes (Irwin et al., 2010), higher population mobility, the circu-
lation of information and goods, and widespread information and com-
munication technologies (Kule, 2014). Nevertheless, in many developing
countries, the relationship between urban and rural areas is still charac-
terized by a strong dualism. The publications underline the need for an
integrated urban-rural strategy that involves planners, policy makers and
stakeholder interactions based on a multilevel governance, in a win—-win
strategy to provide benefits for urban, rural and fringe areas.

Tourism, as a cross-disciplinary subject (Tribe, 1997), is likely to
take an important stake in urban—rural relationships. Namely, tourism
is based on people travelling within territories and across boundaries,
staying outside their usual environment (UNWTO, 1995). The flow of
people generates the movement of related resources, visible and invis-
ible, such as the transfer of knowledge, experiences, competences and
income, contributing to overall urban—rural interactions (Van Leeuwen,
2015), although the relevance of the topic literature has partly dealt
with the urban-rural discussion (Weaver, 2005). Few exceptions can
be found in the literature where tourism has been analysed either as an
urban—rural linkage or as a specific phenomenon taking place in urban—
rural spaces.

In one of the first studies on urban and rural connections, conducted
in the West Midlands, a metropolitan county in England, Nadin and Stead
(2000) identified tourism and recreational activities as one of the urban—
rural linkages whose movement of people, goods, services, money, infor-
mation, knowledge and innovation takes place in both urban and rural
directions, backwards and forwards, driving new economic activities in
both areas (Fig. 1.1). Zonneveld and Stead (2007) agree on the fact that the
‘concept of urban-rural relations covers a broad spectrum of interactions,
ranging for example from leisure and tourism to transport and commu-
nication, from labour markets and employment to food and drink, from
education and training to services and facilities’ (p. 441).
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Fig. 1.1. Flows of people and materials, between urban and rural. (Adapted from: Nadin and
Stead, 2000.)

Furthermore, tourism, leisure and recreation have been recognized
as one of the urban-rural interaction sub-types within the OECD
classification (Copus, 2013). The European development strategy,
aiming to balance the development between urban and rural areas,
has promoted urban-rural functional linkages and partnerships. In
the OECD publication (2013) some empirical cases on partnerships in
tourism are presented, where firms, public institutions and other as-
sociations cooperated to offer integrated tourist services and products
related to agriculture and the landscape (e.g. Wine and Flavours Route
in Emilia-Romagna, Italy), culture and heritage, inland and coastal
areas (e.g. product unions in Emilia-Romagna, Italy), and promoting
the whole territory based on mutual dependence and interconnections.
Most urban-rural interactions, especially in the tourism sector, are
shaped by physical proximity as much as by organizational proximity
(Copus, 2013), which expands the concept from an Euclidean geograph-
ical localization towards a wider network of socio-economic relations,
between firms and different actors, as well as other forms of institutional
collaboration.
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Particular forms of tourism and recreational activities were identi-
fied in tourism literature on the basis of their development in urban-rural
places, such as second homes, theme parks, golf courses, shopping malls
and wellness centres. Weaver (2005) defined the urban—rural fringe as a
‘transitional zone between space that is more clearly urban and space that
is more clearly rural’ (p. 23). This zone has been called, in both literature
and political debates, exurbs, urban—rural continuum, peri-urban, semi-
rural or semi-urban, to mention a few. All these terms focus on the physical
space where rural and urban meet and merge. Weaver (2005) listed the spe-
cific tourism activities that take place in the urban—rural fringe, dividing
them into six groups: theme parks and allied attractions; tourist shopping
villages; modified nature-based tourism; factory outlet malls; touring; and
golf courses. He called these activities ‘exurban tourism’, specifying their
difference from rural and tourism products and their uniqueness in terms
of product and market segmentations. He concluded that the urban—rural
fringe is a distinct tourism environment that needs a specific subfield of
investigation within tourism studies. Weaver clearly stated that tourism
literature has neglected the urban-rural fringe as much as the urban-rural
fringe, within geography and other social sciences, has neglected tourism
(Weaver, 2005). Weaver and Lawton presented an analysis of residents’ per-
ceptions in 2001, and visitors’ attitudes in 2004, on the potential of tourism
in the urban-rural fringe, within an Australian destination.

Beesley (2010) focuses on tourism and recreational activities taking
place in the fringe and exurban places. She presents a review of the lit-
erature on several types of tourism land use/activities taking place in the
urban-rural fringe, such as farm and food tourism, nature-based tourism
and peri-urban parks, festivals and second homes. These studies enrich
Weaver’s list of urban-rural fringe tourism activities by including gam-
bling, heritage tourism and cultural activities, and sporting and recre-
ational events (Koster et al., 2010). While discussing the rural tourism
business in North America, Timothy (2005) argued that trails (e.g. natural
and cultural heritage paths, cycle and trekking trails) link urban clusters
with rural and remote areas creating connections between places of his-
tory, culture and natural relevance.

There is evidence that the urban—rural partnership has great poten-
tial in tourism activities: a joint product and service development, based
on complementarities of resources, cultural aspects and activities, can
have a positive effect in enhancing tourism experiences and meeting tour-
ists’ needs (Pechlaner et al., 2015). The relations between rural—urban
and tourism have received little research attention (Koster et al., 2010),
from both the tourism literature and wider geography and social sciences
(Weaver, 2005), at both empirical and theoretical levels and, as per the
author’s knowledge, no review on urban—rural and tourism linkages has
been developed yet. Thus, a systematic literature review is undertaken,
aiming to search for a larger number of papers discussing the research ob-
jective and, in doing so, enhancing the academic debate. The Methodology
and Results are presented in the following sections.
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Methodology

Literature reviews are the starting point for any research activity, since
they provide a comprehensive and unbiased summary of available evi-
dence, based on existing academic production, selected by a clearly de-
fined and reproducible search strategy. The systematic approach offers
deeper observation of findings that cannot be extracted through the trad-
itional narrative review approach (Pickering and Byrne, 2014). According
to Petticrew and Roberts (2008), the systematic review approach is a more
scientific and transparent process that minimizes bias through an exten-
sive literature search of published papers. A systematic review uses al-
gorithmic and heuristic approaches to search articles, to synthesize all
relevant facts and perform critical analysis. The systematic approach
requires detailed pre-selection criteria for inclusion and exclusion of
articles, selection of keywords as per research questions, selection of data-
bases, as well as a detailed strategy to filter relevant articles based on title,
abstract and detailed reading. Finally, the resulting papers will be deeply
read and synthesized into a detailed representation (Hart, 2008).

Hart’s (2008) methodology has been used in this study for the system-
atic review. Due to the multidisciplinary nature of urban-rural relations
and tourism, the research was performed in Scopus, which offers a wider
index journal range and greater international coverage (Le-Kldhn and
Hall, 2015). An online database research was conducted on 6 July 2015
and a second one was performed on 1 February 2016. Results below are
presented on the findings of the latter date. The fields of research were se-
lected as TITLE-ABSTRACT-KEYWORDS, with the following keywords:

“*rural*” AND ‘*urban*’ AND ‘*touris*’

The use of ‘*’ was to ensure that all possible combinations (i.e. urban—
rural, rural—urban) and derivatives (i.e. tourism, tourist, tourists, touristic)
were covered.

The research was refined by including: DOCUMENT TYPES (i.e.
ARTICLE, CONFERENCE PAPER, REVIEW, BOOK, BOOK CHAPTER
and CONFERENCE REVIEW), and excluding criteria: LANGUAGES (i.e.
languages other than ENGLISH) and SUBJECT AREA (i.e. subjects other
than SOCIAL SCIENCES, ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICE, BUSINESS AND
MANAGEMENT, EARTH AND PLANET SCIENCES). Including and ex-
cluding criteria were selected in order not to omit any relevant paper.

Results

This section presents the results, organized into three stages: the first sec-
tion presents descriptive statistics over the total publications identified
by the systematic review; the second part shows academic contributions
resulting after the application of including and excluding criteria and a
division of the resulting papers into four topic areas (rural, urban, rural-
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urban, other) and two subcategories (related or not related to tourism)
according to the topic, research object, study area and field of research;
finally, the main topics are presented according to the results. Over 934
results were initially obtained, covering the period from 1973 to 2016.

Descriptive statistics

Some descriptive statistics were performed on the total quantity of pa-
pers, in order to evaluate the evolution of the academic discussion and
introduce the main issues related to urban—rural and tourism. Scopus in-
dicates that the number of papers from 2006 to 2016 accounts for over
64 % of the total publications identified using the research parameters. As
per Fig. 1.2, we can see that the topic has gained growing attention, with
remarkable peaks in the years 2012 and 2014, with 8.3% and 9.74% of the
total papers published in those years, respectively.

A large majority of the literature identified by the systematic review
originally comes from the USA and the UK (21.6% of the total), followed
by Chinese contributions (8%). Australia, Spain, France, Canada and
Japan follow on the list.

In addition, statistics were performed on the document types. Journal
articles account for more than 61%, followed by conference papers and
reviews as presented in Fig. 1.3.

According to the Scopus results, Annals of Tourism Research is the
tourism journal with the majority of papers published on rural-urban-
tourism issues (20 papers), followed by Tourism Management (9). Tourism
Geographies (8), Current Issues in Tourism (5), Journal of Sustainable
Tourism (5) and Journal of Travel Research (5) follow next in the list of the
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Fig. 1.2. Papers divided over years. (Adapted from: Scopus database.)
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Fig. 1.3. Document type. (Adapted from: Scopus database.)

journals in tourism that have published at least five works on urban-rural
and tourism related topics.

A final analysis was performed of the subject area (Fig. 1.4) and
Scopus indicates that a large majority of papers belong to the social sci-
ences (44.8%) and environmental studies (31.7%), covering 76.5% of the
total studies published. Earth and planet studies, business and manage-
ment follow next on the list.

Academic contributions resulting from systematic review of the literature

After the presentation of descriptive statistics, including and excluding
criteria were applied to the total of publications identified in Scopus,
as explained in the methodology. A refined selection of 363 academic
contributions was obtained. Therefore, a more selective reading of title,
keywords and abstract was performed. In order to provide a more com-
prehensive map of the relevant literature, resulting from the systematic
review, the papers were organized according to their topic, research ob-
ject, study area and field of research. The papers were divided into four
macro areas:

RURAL;

URBAN;

RURAL-URBAN; and

OTHER (meaning not related to rural, urban or rural-urban).

Then subdivided into two subcategories of topics: related to TOURISM
(issues or field) or not related to tourism and labelled OTHER. Results are
presented in Table 1.1.
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Fig. 1.4. Subject area. (Adapted from: Scopus database.)

Table 1.1. Results deriving from reading criteria of the 363 selected papers on
“rural” AND “urban* AND “touris™’

Subject Tourism Other Total
Rural 66 35 101

Urban 22 10 32
Urban—rural 65 35 100
Other 64 66 130

Rural and tourism issues are discussed in 66 papers as central subjects.
Thirty-five papers discuss rural (and related aspects) and other topics or
fields of research, rather than tourism. Urban and tourism are presented as
main research objects in 22 of the selected papers. Ten academic contribu-
tions, resulting from the systematic literature review, focus on urban and
other topics or fields of research, different from tourism.

Tourism is a key topic in 64 academic contributions that do not ad-
dress directly the urban-rural discussion, while 66 papers, although re-
sulting from the search query of selected keywords (‘*rural* AND *urban*
AND *touris*’ in TITLE-ABSTRACT-KEYWORDS) and thus being related
to the combination of the three keywords, do not focus on urban-rural
and tourism connections as a main research object.

In the end, 100 papers address urban—rural spaces, linkages and
connection, but only 65 completely and fully focus on the relation-
ship between rural, urban and tourism. This means that 27.5% of
the papers focus on rural-urban interconnections and only 18%
of papers develop the relationship topic of tourism in rural-urban
linkages.

The 65 papers belonging to the cluster RURAL-URBAN and TOURISM
were analysed. According to the literature presented in the second section,
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and after an in-depth reading and analysis of the academic contributions
resulting, the publications can be grouped into three macro areas:

1. COMPARISON between TOURISM related issues, topics, effects, im-
plications, case studies analysed, tested, verified in both RURAL and
URBAN areas, communities, visitors, stakeholders.

2. URBAN-RURAL FRINGE, PERI-URBAN contexts of study, typologies
of TOURISM related forms: second houses, national parks and shopping
malls.

3. URBAN-RURAL and RURAL-URBANRELATIONSHIPS and TOURISM,
partnerships, strategies, relations in terms of rural people’s migration to
urban areas and urban residents moving to rural areas (counter-urbanization)
linked to tourism activities, reasons, entrepreneurship.

Discussion

The large majority of the 65 publications compare tourism issues in both
rural and urban contexts. These papers belong to the tourism literature,
and they were published in leading tourism journals. A good number
of them discussed the spatial differences between the distribution of
tourism benefits and the impact of tourist activities over rural and urban
areas (Hall and Page, 2014) and communities, in both developing coun-
tries (Adiyia et al., 2014) and in developed countries (Zhang et al., 2007),
with specific reference to sport tourism events (Fennell, 1998). Other
authors focused on differences in motivations and preferences between
rural (and coastal) and urban tourists, based on the attributes of the place
they visit (Andriotis, 2011), landscape features (Yu, 1995), destination
image perception among rural and urban visitors (Hunter and Suh, 2007),
comparing urban and rural consumers’ preferences for agri-tourism in
Kazakhstan (Kenebayeva, 2014) or urban and rural destination choices.
A group of scholars studied the difference between rural villagers and
urban residents in perceiving the impact of change induced by tourism
development (Sharma and Dyer, 2009) and in tourism demand based
on income differences (Yang et al., 2014). The effects of seasonality and
summer weather conditions (Falk, 2015) on rural and urban destinations
were also tested. Research showed that demand for tourism in rural
areas was from middle class urbanities with the double aim of break-
ing free from everyday life and reenergizing in the countryside (Silva,
2007), whereas rural vacation destination choice is influenced by house-
hold origin and social class (Zhang et al., 2007). Comparisons between
rural and urban case studies in relation to media coverage differences
(Lahav et al., 2013), tourist public transport use at the touristic destin-
ation (Le-Kldhn and Hall, 2015), slum tourism in South Africa (Rogerson,
2014), tourism marketing strategies in wineries (Barber et al., 2008) and
development and management of small tourism firms in New Zealand
(Ateljevic, 2007) complete this first part of the discussion.
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The second group is composed of several contributions that focus
on the urban-rural fringe areas, together with specific tourism activities
that take place in this urban—rural continuum (Weaver, 2005). Kikuchi, in
2010, called for a conservation of rurality, against urbanization, as a fun-
damental condition for rurality-based tourism development in the fringe.
Weaver and Lawton analysed resident perception (2001) and visitor at-
titudes (2004) towards tourism development in Australia, followed by
host—guest interaction in the fringe (Zhang et al., 2006). Some scholars dis-
cussed second homes (Visser, 2006), their owners and the role of urban—
rural migrant entrepreneurs in changing small rural towns in emerging
tourism destinations (Donaldson, 2009). Second homes were analysed in
the wider counter-urbanization movement and their contribution to rural
socio-economic change was investigated (Fialovd and Vagner, 2014). Job
opportunities and revenue distribution were analysed in relation to na-
tional parks (Arnberger and Brandenburg, 2007) and leisure shopping
centres (Jansen-Verbeke, 2012). These contributions in urban-rural fringe
tourism cases close the second group.

Functional relations refer mainly to visible and invisible connections,
flows of people, capital and financial transfer, movements of goods, nat-
ural resources, information and technology, administrative and services
provision between urban and rural areas, both backwards and forwards
(Preston, 1975). According to this definition, the last collection of papers
was identified among the resulting academic contributions. The linkages
between agricultural production and tourism services were presented as
fostering the relationship between rural and urban areas, thus supporting
sustainable urban-rural development (Yang et al., 2010). Furthermore,
empirical evidence has defined farms and agricultural spaces as loci of
rural and urban social change, family friendly places for recreation, educa-
tion, small-scale production and personal growth (Amsden and McEntee,
2011).

Relationships between rural areas under urban pressure were studied
in European case studies; results supported the hypothesis that rural-
urban relationships preserve rural landscapes (Buciega et al., 2009).
Hong Kong was the only case of a destination with a clear vision of an
urban and rural joint tourist offer. The Hong Kong case study evaluated
the opportunity to combine urban tourism experiences with rural excur-
sions and nature tourism, in a new tourism product that could enrich and
diversify Hong Kong’s tourism offer and increase the number of tourists
(Jim, 2000).

According to the literature, urban—rural interconnections are based on
flows of people: migrants, commuters and travellers. A good number of
authors addressed the topic of people migration within urban-rural rela-
tionships. Case studies, like Cancun urbanization and tourism growth, de-
scribed the migration of people from rural Mexico (Dufresne and Locher,
1995) in search of employment and job opportunities. Together with
examples of the agricultural sector decline and no lasting benefits from
rural-urban migration (Carte et al., 2010), the literature also presented
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other cases of counter-urbanization motivated by new employment possi-
bilities linked to rural tourism (Lo6ffler and Steinicke, 2006). The migration
of people from urban to rural areas was confirmed to play a determinant
role in restructuring rural areas and starting new entrepreneurial activ-
ities in Europe and Spain (Paniagua, 2002).

More recent literature has discussed the urban—rural relationship and
tourism within a multidisciplinary approach. Tourism is combined with
cultural activities, in an urban-rural partnership, to diversify and enrich
a destinations’ offering (Pechlaner et al., 2015). Rural—-urban linkages and
governance aspects have been investigated in relation to natural resource
management; both tourism and recreational activities impacted on rural
settings and socio-economic aspects (Salmi, 2009). Results deriving from
empirical research showed that rural areas benefit from having linkages
with urban areas, in terms of employment growth and a strong tourism
sector, while, at the same time, urban areas benefit from rural partnership,
reporting higher levels of GDP, employment and population growth (Van
Leeuwen, 2015).

Conclusion and Implications

This chapter combines a traditional with a systematic review of the aca-
demic literature, investigating urban-rural linkages and tourism, search-
ing for theoretical perspectives and empirical realities. Despite the fact
that the review is limited to the Scopus electronic database, several inter-
esting results seem to emerge. First, the debate on urban—rural is gaining
momentum even though the average number of contributions published
per year is still limited. Second, although urban-rural interactions are
advocated, especially in policy debates, there is little academic produc-
tion on this topic. Third, research strongly focuses on empirical case
studies with limited theoretical contributions. Fourth, the papers that
have emerged from the combination of traditional and systematic reviews
of the literature reveal that a large majority of academic production is
focused on the comparison of tourism effects and tourism related issues
in rural context and urban areas. These papers belong to the tourism lit-
erature, thus confirming that tourism literature has produced limited re-
search on urban-rural interconnections and spaces (Weaver, 2005). Fifth,
only a limited number of papers address the urban-rural linkages and
tourism, presenting a multidisciplinary approach and outputs for further
research and discussion.

The 65 papers selected showed that urban—rural linkages and tourism
have been discussed by tourism literature, geography, social sciences and
regional development. These disciplines have developed the urban—rural
and tourism debate, with different methodologies and research focuses.
The most frequent issues that have been investigated within the urban—
rural and tourism were rural, urban and fringe spaces, residents, visitors,
communities living in those spaces and tourism related activities. A few
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cases of urban—rural partnerships in tourism were analysed in the litera-
ture, among which some focused on the combination of recreation, culture
and agriculture in an integrated way towards a new tourist offer develop-
ment, multi-governance support and managerial enhancement.

The literature review has clearly highlighted a paucity in linking
rural tourism with urban tourism and in linking rural, urban and tourism
issues. The results confirm that little attention has been given to tourism
and urban-rural discussions, thus identifying gaps in both tourism litera-
ture and other social sciences, leaving room for further research. Tourism
literature has rarely discussed urban—rural linkages in tourism, and social
sciences have seldom addressed the potential of tourism’s role in linking
rural and urban.

Despite the limited contribution, the literature confirmed the great mu-
tual benefit for both rural and urban areas deriving from socio-economic
linkages and integrated planning policies. Furthermore, there is evidence
that urban—rural partnerships enhance tourism activities (joint product
and service based on complementarities can enhance tourism experi-
ences) and vice versa. Tourism within the flow of people, knowledge and
income affects urban-rural linkages in both directions: from rural to urban
and from urban to rural.

The research has limitations. It was meant to be an extensive literature
review, which means it will need to be expanded in the future, searching
in Web of Science and Google Scholar databases and cross-referencing the
results with relevant research contributions in the top journals. Therefore,
additional research is needed to enhance the present literature review to
a comprehensive level. Nevertheless, the present chapter has provided an
overview of the most relevant publications discussing the urban-rural and
tourism relationship by performing the first literature review in urban—
rural linkages and tourism, combining traditional and systematic tools.

Acknowledgements

This chapter was inspired by the conference: ‘Linking Urban and Rural
Tourism: Strategies for Sustainability’ organized by Professor Susan Slocum
at George Mason University in Fairfax, Virginia, USA in September 2015.

References

Adiyia, B., Vanneste, D., Van Rompaey, A. and Ahebwa, W.M. (2014) Spatial analysis of
tourism income distribution in the accommodation sector in western Uganda. Tourism
and Hospitality Research 14(1-2), 8-26.

Amsden, B. and McEntee, J. (2011) Agrileisure: re-imagining the relationship between agri-
culture, leisure, and social change. Leisure/Loisir 35(1), 37—48.

Andriotis, K. (2011) A comparative study of visitors to urban, coastal and rural areas.
Evidence from the island of Crete. European Journal of Tourism Research 4(2), 93.



Discussing Rural-Urban Tourism 17

Arnberger, A. and Brandenburg, C. (2007) Past on-site experience, crowding perceptions,
and use displacement of visitor groups to a peri-urban national park. Environmental
Management 40(1), 34—45.

Ateljevic, J. (2007) Small tourism firms and management practices in New Zealand: the
centre stage macro region. Tourism Management 28(1), 307-316.

Barber, N.A., Donovan, J.R. and Dodd, T.H. (2008) Differences in tourism marketing strategies
between wineries based on size or location. Journal of Travel and Tourism Marketing
25(1), 43-57.

Beesley, K.B. (2010) The Rural-Urban Fringe in Canada: Conflict and Controversy (ed.).
Rural Development Institute, Brandon University, Brandon, Manitoba, Canada.

Buciega, A., Pitarch, M.D. and Esparcia, J. (2009) The context of rural-urban relationships
in Finland, France, Hungary, The Netherlands and Spain. Journal of Environmental
Policy and Planning 11(1), 9-27.

Bulderberga, Z. (2011) Rural-urban partnership for regional development. Socialiniai
Tyrimai 2011(1), 14-24.

Caffyn, A. and Dahlstrém, M. (2005) Urban-rural interdependencies: joining up policy in
practice. Regional Studies 39(3), 283—296.

Carte, L., McWatters, M., Daley, E. and Torres, R. (2010) Experiencing agricultural failure:
internal migration, tourism and local perceptions of regional change in the Yucatan.
Geoforum 41(5), 700-710.

Copus, A. (2013) Urban-rural relationships in the new century: clarifying and updating the
intervention logic. New Paradigm in Action 7, 539-552.

Davoudi, S. and Stead, D. (2002) Urban—rural relationships: an introduction and brief his-
tory. Built Environment (1978), 28(4), 268-277.

Donaldson, R. (2009) The making of a tourism-gentrified town: Greyton, South Africa.
Geography 94, 88.

Dufresne, L. and Locher, U. (1995) The Mayas and Canctn: migration under conditions of
peripheral urbanization. Labour, Capital and Society/Travail, capital et société 28(2),
176-202.

Falk, M. (2015) Summer weather conditions and tourism flows in urban and rural destin-
ations. Climatic Change 130(2), 201-222.

Fennell, D.A. (1998) The economic impact of hockey in Saskatchewan: a rural-urban com-
parison. Great Plains Research 315—333.

Fialovd, D. and Végner, J. (2014) The owners of second homes as users of rural space in
Czechia. AUC Geographica 49(2).

Funnell, D.C. (1988) Urban-rural linkages: research themes and directions. Geografiska
Annaler. Series B. Human Geography 267-274.

Global Monitoring Report (2013) Rural-Urban Dynamics and the Millennium Development
Goals. World Bank and International Monetary Fund, Washington, DC.

Hall, M.C. and Page, S.J. (2014) The Geography of Tourism and Recreation: Environment,
Place and Space. Routledge, Abingdon, UK.

Hart, C. (2008) Doing a Literature Review: Releasing the Social Science Research Imagination.
Sage, London.

Hunter, W.C. and Suh, Y.K. (2007) Multimethod research on destination image perception:
Jeju standing stones. Tourism Management 28(1), 130-139.

Irwin, E.G., Isserman, A.M., Kilkenny, M. and Partridge, M.D. (2010) A century of research
on rural development and regional issues. American Journal of Agricultural Economics
92(2), 522-553.

Jansen-Verbeke, M. (2012) Leisure shopping: a magic concept for the tourism industry? In:
Page, S. (ed.) Tourism Management — Towards the New Millennium. Elsevier Science
Ltd, Oxford, UK, pp. 203-210.



18 Marika Gon

Jim, C.Y. (2000) Environmental changes associated with mass urban tourism and nature
tourism development in Hong Kong. Environmentalist 20(3), 233—247.

Kenebayeva, A. (2014) A study of consumer preferences regarding agritourism in Kazakhstan:
a comparative study between urban and rural area consumers. Worldwide Hospitality
and Tourism Themes 6(1), 27-39.

Kikuchi, T. (2010) The commodification of rurality and its sustainability in the Jike Area,
Yokohama City, the Tokyo Metropolitan Fringe. Geographical Review of Japan Series
B 82(2), 89-102.

Koster, R., Lemelin, R.H. and Agnew, K. (2010) Frolicking in the Fringe: an assessment of the
state of exurban tourism in Canada. In: Beesley, K. The Rural-Urban Fringe in Canada:
Conflict and Controversy. Rural Development Institute, Brandon University, Brandon,
Manitoba, Canada, pp. 144-157.

Kiile, L. (2014) Urban—rural interactions in Latvian changing policy and practice context.
European Planning Studies 22(4), 758-774.

Lahav, T., Mansfeld, Y. and Avraham, E. (2013) Factors inducing national media coverage
for tourism in rural versus urban areas: the role of public relations. Journal of Travel
and Tourism Marketing 30(4), 291-307.

Le-Kldhn, D.T. and Hall, C.M. (2015) Tourist use of public transport at destinations — a re-
view. Current Issues in Tourism 18(8), 785—803.

Li, Y. (2011) Urban—rural interaction in China: Historic scenario and assessment. China
Agricultural Economic Review 3(3), 335—-349.

Lin, G. (2001) Evolving spatial form of urban-rural interaction in the Pearl River Delta,
China. The Professional Geographer 53(1), 56—70.

Loffler, R. and Steinicke, E. (2006) Counterurbanization and its socioeconomic effects in
high mountain areas of the Sierra Nevada (California/Nevada). Mountain Research and
Development 26(1), 64-71.

Nadin, V. and Stead, D. (2000) Interdependence between urban and rural areas in the West
of England. Centre for Environment and Planning, Working Paper 59, University of the
West of England, Bristol, UK.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) (2013) Rural-Urban
Partnership: An integrated Approach to Economic Development. OECD Publishing.
Available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264204812-en (accessed 25 August 2014).

Paniagua, A. (2002) Urban-rural migration, tourism entrepreneurs and rural restructuring
in Spain. Tourism Geographies 4(4), 349-371.

Pechlaner, H., Bialk-Wolf, A. and Zacher, D. (2015) The role of cultural activities in tourism
development: an urban—rural perspective. Tourism Culture and Communication 15(1),
47-58.

Petticrew, M. and Roberts, H. (2008) Systematic Reviews in the Social Sciences: A Practical
Guide. John Wiley & Sons, Milton, Australia.

Pickering, C. and Byrne, J. (2014) The benefits of publishing systematic quantitative litera-
ture reviews for PhD candidates and other early-career researchers. Higher Education
Research and Development 33(3), 534-548.

Potter, R.B. and Unwin, T. (1995) Urban—rural interaction: physical form and political pro-
cess in the Third World. Cities 12(1), 67—73.

Preston, D.A. (1975) Rural-urban and inter-settlement interaction: theory and analytical
structure. Area 171-174.

Rogerson, C.M. (2014) Rethinking slum tourism: tourism in South Africa’s rural slumlands.
Bulletin of Geography. Socio-economic Series 26(26), 19-34.

Salmi, P. (2009) Rural-urban relations in livelihoods, governance and use of natural re-
sources: considerations of fisheries in the Finnish Archipelago Sea region. Research in
Rural Sociology and Development 14(1), 171-189.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264204812-en

Discussing Rural-Urban Tourism 19

Schaeffer, P.V., Kahsai, M.S. and Jackson, R.W. (2012) Beyond the rural-urban dichotomy:
essay in honor of Professor AM Isserman. International Regional Science Review 36(1),
81-96. DOI: 10.1177/0160017612449981.

Sharma, B. and Dyer, P. (2009) An investigation of differences in residents’ perceptions on
the sunshine coast: tourism impacts and demographic variables. Tourism Geographies
11(2), 187-213.

Silva, L. (2007) A procura do turismo em espacgo rural. Etnogréfica. Revista do Centro em
Rede de Investigagdo em Antropologia 11(1), 141-163.

Tacoli, C. (1998) Rural-urban interactions; a guide to the literature. Environment and
Urbanization 10, 147-166.

Timothy, D.J. (2005) Rural tourism business: a North American overview. In: Hall, D.,
Kirkpatrick, I. and Mitchell, M. (eds) Rural Tourism and Sustainable Business. Channel
View Publications, Bristol, UK, pp. 41-62.

Tribe, J. (1997) The indiscipline of tourism. Annals of Tourism Research 24(3), 638—657.

United Nations World Tourism Organization (UNWTO) (1995) Technical Manual: Collection
of Tourism Expenditure Statistics (PDF). World Tourism Organization, 1995, p. 10.
Available at: http://www.e-unwto.org/doi/book/10.18111/9789284401901 (accessed
1 March 2009).

Van Leeuwen, E. (2015) Urban-rural synergies: an explorative study at the NUTS3 level.
Applied Spatial Analysis and Policy 8(3), 273-289.

Visser, G. (2006) South Africa has second homes too! An exploration of the unexplored.
Current Issues in Tourism 9(4-5), 351-383.

Weaver, D. (2005) The distinctive dynamics of exurban tourism. International Journal of
Tourism Research 7(1), 23-33.

Weaver, D.B. and Lawton, L.J. (2001) Resident perceptions in the urban—rural fringe. Annals
of Tourism Research 28(2), 439-458.

Weaver, D.B. and Lawton, L.J. (2004) Visitor attitudes toward tourism development and
product integration in an Australian urban—rural fringe. Journal of Travel Research
42(3), 286-296.

World Bank (2006) The Development Report: Equity and Development. Oxford University
Press, New York.

Yang, Z., Cai, J. and Sliuzas, R. (2010) Agro-tourism enterprises as a form of multi-functional
urban agriculture for peri-urban development in China. Habitat International 34(4),
374-385.

Yang, Y., Liu, Z.H. and Qi, Q. (2014) Domestic tourism demand of urban and rural residents
in China: Does relative income matter?. Tourism Management 40(1), 193-202.

Yu, K. (1995) Cultural variations in landscape preference: comparisons among Chinese sub-
groups and Western design experts. Landscape and Urban Planning 32(2), 107-126.

Zhang, J., Inbakaran, R.J. and Jackson, M.S. (2006) Understanding community attitudes to-
wards tourism and host—guest interaction in the urban—rural border region. Tourism
Geographies 8(2), 182—204.

Zhang, J., Madsen, B. and Jensen-Butler, C. (2007) Regional economic impacts of tourism:
the case of Denmark. Regional Studies 41(6), 839—854.

Zonneveld, W. and Stead, D. (2007) European territorial cooperation and the concept of
urban-rural relationships. Planning, Practice and Research 22(3), 439—453.


http://www.e-unwto.org/doi/book/10.18111/9789284401901



