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Sustainable development is one of global imperatives and it involves the harmonization of economic,
environmental, and social development goals, with an appropriate institutional support. There are plenty
of resources pertaining to the sustainable development of agriculture and tourism, as numerous studies
and practical examples worldwide confirm. The paper highlights the example of the Republic of Serbia
and can be of use for other countries with similar resource potentials and developmental constraints.
Namely, agriculture and tourism in the Republic of Serbia are distinguished by abundant natural and
cultural-historical resources, but what mostly lacks are funds for serious investment, as well as a modern
and holistic approach to development, so the available resources are insufficiently used. Accordingly, the
research aims to point to the necessity of a more creative use of agro-tourism resources, i.e. to the more
promising directions of the integral development of agriculture and tourism on sustainable grounds.
The paper results highlight the extreme importance of institutional support to agriculture and tourism

networking within the concept of sustainable development.
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INTRODUCTION

There is no generally accepted definition of
sustainable development, but studies usually cite
the Brundtland Commission definition (WCED,
1987), which defines sustainable development as a
development that allows satisfying the needs of the
present generations without compromising the needs
of future generations. Given the fact that this study
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focuses on the Republic of Serbia (RS), it is important
to note that the National Sustainable Development
Strategy of RS sees sustainable development as a
goal-oriented, long-term, continuous, comprehensive
and synergetic process that affects all aspects of life
(Vlada Republike Srbije, 2008).

Sustainable development is one of the most popular
contemporary phenomena, especially within the
United Nations (UN) activities, or the Sustainable
Development Agenda until 2030. It aims to balance
numerous economic, environmental, and social
development goals, and highlights the importance
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of the institutional component. In this regard,
the sustainable development of agriculture is
considered necessary. The European Union (EU) is
a good example of a pronounced tendency towards
sustainable agricultural development both in the past
decades and today through the implementation of
the Common Agricultural Policy 2014-2020, as well
as the new concept planned for the period after 2020.
Except in Europe, other areas around the world also
seek to ensure sustainable agricultural development.
This approach to agriculture is of great importance to
RS, especially in terms of the integral development of
agriculture and tourism.

The UN General Assembly marked 2017 as the
year of sustainable tourism development in order
to support changes in the tourism development
policy and thus contribute to the realization of SDGs
(Sustainable Development Goals). The World Tourism
Organization (UNWTO), a specialized UN agency
for tourism, is tasked with the organization and
implementation of such plans in the best possible
way (UN, 2016). Since tourism development has
global significance, the sustainable use of tourism
resources is very important. This is of particular
importance for the individual countries and regions,
such as Europe, most visited by tourists, only to be
followed by Asia and the Pacific, then America, while
Africa and the Middle East record a significantly
smaller number of tourists. Sustainable tourism
development is considered particularly important for
world leaders in tourism, such as France, the United
States, Spain, China, Italy, the United Kingdom,
Germany, Mexico, Thailand, etc. (UNWTO, 2017).
This paper analyzes RS and its unfavorable position
on the world tourism market as a result of a series of
national and international constraints. Considering
the natural resources and the cultural and historical
heritage Serbia has, the paper tests the possibility of
overcoming certain constraints, through a greater
integration of tourism and agriculture.

The benefits of the integral development of
agriculture and tourism or their interconnectedness
are observed all over the world, especially when
tourism includes specific agro-food products in its
offer. In this regard, the issue of organic products is

of particular relevance. Some studies and reports by
renowned international organizations responsible
for global development issues propose the concept of
the integral development of organic agriculture and
tourism in the fight against poverty.

Agricultural and food products are an irreplaceable
and complementary part of the tourist offer even in
the world’s most famous tourist destinations, where
food and drinks are not the main motives for tourist
arrivals.

A rise in the number of tourists in a certain area or
a rise in tourist spending stimulates the production
of food and drinks for tourists’ needs, contributing to
the development of the agro-food sector.

In the cause-and-effect chain of agro-tourism
development, development initiatives can come from
both sectors simultaneously or individually.

Based on the above, the research subject in this
paper are the key aspects of the sustainable integral
development of agriculture and tourism in RS, or
insufficient commitment to this issue, followed by
an unfavorable situation in practice, as well as the
importance of taking a more modern approach,
adapted to the specifics of and needs for the integral
development of domestic agriculture and tourism.

The research objective is to point to the necessity
of a more creative use of agro-tourism resources
in RS, ie. the more promising directions of the
integral development of agriculture and tourism on
sustainable grounds. The positive effects that can
be expected from such an approach are as follows: a
rise in the volume of agricultural production, tourist
arrivals and overnight stays; a higher quality and
attractiveness of agro-food and tourism products;
growth in revenue from agriculture and tourism,
as well as the accompanying activities, directly
or indirectly related to agriculture and tourismy
employment growth in the agro-food sector, tourism
and the rural economy, with their growing share in the
GDP and exports; the diversification of agricultural
production, the non-agricultural rural economy, and
the tourist offer; a reduction in poverty and the social
exclusion of the population, while improving the
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demographic picture of the areas in which agriculture
and tourism develop in the long term and integrally.

In accordance with the research subject and objective,
the paper tests the following starting hypotheses:

H:  If the Republic of Serbia institutionally supports
the more intensive networking of agriculture
and tourism within the implementation of
the sustainable development concept, one can
expect more favorable economic effects of the
development of the agro-food sector, tourism,
and rural economy in general.

The qualitative and quantitative research methods
relevant to social sciences, i.e. studies in the field of
economics are used in the paper, namely: the historical
method, the methods of induction and deduction,
analysis and synthesis, comparison, description, the
statistical method and the generalization method, as
well as SWOT analysis.

The paper consists of five parts. After the introduction,
the second part gives an overview of the literature
relevant for the research problem in question, whereas
the third part points to the research methods used.
The fourth part presents the research results, i.e. the
general features of Serbian agriculture relevant in
tourism terms, as well as the key indicators of tourism
development, important for the agricultural activity,
emphasizing the possible directions of the future
integral development of agriculture and tourism in
RS. The conclusion gives the standpoint regarding the
hypothesis set, indicates the most important results,
the research contribution and the limitations.

LITERATURE OVERVIEW

Given the great importance of tourism and agriculture
in contemporary conditions, both globally and at
the level of national economies, there are numerous
studies dealing with this issue. In doing so, increasing
attention is given to the integral development of
agriculture and tourism on sustainable grounds
(Turkalj, Ham & Fosi¢, 2013), as well as innovative
models in this area (Budiasa & Ambarawati, 2014). R.

Paci & E. Marrocu (2014) focus on the connectedness
of tourism and regional development in Europe.
E. V. Yudina, T. V. Uhina, I. V. Bushueva & N. T.
Pirozhenko (2016) emphasize the key links and roles
of tourism in conditions of globalization, as well as its
spatial and socio-cultural dimension, of importance
for sustainable agricultural development. J. Von
Braun & R. Birner (2017) emphasize the importance
of establishing an adequate conceptual framework for
analyzing the management of the agricultural sector
and the food production system at the global level,
the application of an adequate conceptual framework
in the analysis of the contemporary problems of
the agro-food production system, the identification
of possibilities for reforms in this area, etc. Their
research is based on theory and practice in this field,
which is directly relevant to the global agro-food
sector, and indirectly to tourism and other related
activities.

Some countries show greater commitment to
the realization of the sustainable agricultural
and tourism development concept through their
interconnectedness, with great allocations for this
purpose and a concern for environmental, economic,
and other benefits. Due to the strategic importance
of the long-term integral development of agriculture
and tourism, a large number of authors, national
organizations and institutions around the world
study this issue from the point of view of sustainable
rural development. S. Sandilyan, K. Thiyagesan &
R. Nagarajan (2008) note that ecotourism, although
essentially aimed at preserving natural resources, can
nevertheless cause a loss of biodiversity, which is an
important signal for directing this type of tourism
and rural economy towards different destinations. M.
Pillay & C. M. Rogerson (2013) stress the importance
of networking agriculture and tourism in less
developed areas. M. Cardtus Stanciu (2015) suggests
that farmers” market and farm visits are the important
aspects of sustainable tourism development in rural
areas. Some authors explore very specific issues, so S.
Z.Mirani & M. B. Farahani (2015) point out the second
home tourism (a holiday in cottages) for sustainable
rural development.

Research in the integral development of agriculture
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and tourism is also present in RS. S. Dekic¢ (2000)
analyzes the agricultural and non-agricultural aspects
of rural development and emphasizes the importance
of rural household networking with the tourism
industry, given the fact that, beside food production,
rural areas also have a significant role in terms of
holiday and recreation, as well as the preservation and
improvement of the ecological stability of an area. M.
Vujici¢ and L. Rosi¢ (2000) argue that, as the backbone
of rural development, agriculture should give place
to integral rural development, where there is a lot
of room for tourism development. S. Milenkovi¢, L.
Risti¢ and N. Boskovi¢ (2013) stress the importance
of the integral resource use in the rural-tourist
areas of RS, while S. Cvetanovi¢, D. Despotovi¢, Lj.
Zivkovi¢ and V. Nedi¢ (2014), explore the ecological
dimension of sustainable development, emphasizing
ecological sustainability indicators significant for all
economic sectors, including agriculture and tourism.
In addition to these, many other papers confirm the
importance and necessity of further research into the
identified research area, with the aim of finding more
practical solutions to the integration of agriculture
and tourism on sustainable grounds.

A large number of the international organizations
specialized in agriculture and tourism, such as the
United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization
and the UNWTO, are also intensively engaged
in finding the best solutions to the contemporary
problems of the integral development of agriculture
and tourism.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study of the key factors of the sustainable integral
development of agriculture and tourism is based on
several scientific methods applicable in the field of
social-human sciences, i.e. in economic research. In
accordance with the defined research area, qualitative
and quantitative research methods are used in order
to test the initial hypothesis. The purpose of applying
the historical method is to determine the factors that
influenced agriculture and tourism development in
earlier development phases since this is important

for determining their future development directions.
Agricultural and tourism development are analyzed
both individually and in synergy, so the paper
relies on the methods of induction and deduction,
as well as analysis and synthesis. The nature of
the investigated problem requires the use of the
descriptive, comparative, and statistical methods
for presenting the key indicators of agricultural
and tourism development. SWOT analysis and the
generalization method are applied in order to draw a
general conclusion.

RESEARCH RESULTS

The General Features of Serbian Agriculture
Relevant in terms of Tourism Development

The sector of agriculture, forestry, and fishery had a
6.0% share in the Serbian GDP in 2017 (RZS, 2018, 134),
whereby, based on the Labor Force Survey, the share
of this sector in the total employment was 17.2% (RZS,
2018, 78), and 5.9% in exports (RZS, 2018, 309). It should
be noted that Serbian agriculture is distinguished by
rich natural resources and a long tradition. However,
agriculture has been facing a number of problems for
a long time, such as: land fragmentation - 47.2% of
family households have up to 2 hectares of the used
agricultural area (RZS, 2018, 221), obsolete machinery
- 95% of tractors are older than 10 years (RZS data,
2013, 179), the migration of the population from rural
areas, the underdeveloped infrastructure, insufficient
investment, insufficient links with industry, tourism,
etc. Numerous SWOT analyses, strategic documents
on this subject and studies by a great number of
authors confirm this.

Agricultural land in RS covers about 5.3 million
hectares. The utilized agricultural area (UAA) is about
3.4 million hectares, with the dominance of arable land
and gardens accounting for 76% (Table 1), permanent
grassland accounting for 18%, and permanent crops
accounting for 6% of the UAA (MPéV, 2018, 12). The
structure of the UAA is also important in terms of a
tourist offer, first of all in order to determine whether
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Table 1 Utilized agricultural area in the Republic of Serbia (in ha), 2008-2017

2008. 2010. 2012. 2013. 2014. 2015. 2016. 2017.
Arable land and gardens 2,660,545 2,653,602 2,561,674 2,589,714 2,606,073 2,590,984 2,597,808 2,594,980
Cereals 1,830,529 1,804,815 1,715,562 1,766,447 1,819,188 1,782,010 1,763,575 1,718,034
Pulses 6,327 6,008 5,708 5,277 7,830 9,362 9,788 10,582
Potato 56,062 52,852 52,040 50,740 51,987 42,158 40,713 38,472
Sugar beet 51,470 71,304 69,290 66,712 64,112 42,683 50,071 54,183
Industrial crops 362,919 367,795 383,881 368,671 346,524 376,812 408,867 449,147
ngiﬁla)\l;;,e\:setsermelons 58,028 56,470 54,574 52,898 52,680 66,935 68,183 66,488
Flowers 348 361 382 412 343 445 472 1,057
Fodder crops 270,454 268,553 256,008 257,652 242,041 250,359 236,684 240,088
Other crops 2,054 2,143 2,102 1,633 1,713 2,252 2,831 2,252
Fallow land 22,354 23,300 22,126 19,273 19,655 17,969 16,624 14,680
Meadows 376,970 376,918 381,654 381,654 381,654 368,738 342,926 321,812
Pastures 375,765 300,274 331,588 331,588 331,588 320,837 311,211 294,622
Orchards 163,885 164,197 163,310 167,868 174,729 175,917 180,173 183,609
Vineyards 24,070 23,566 22,150 22,150 22,150 22,150 22,150 22,150
Nurseries 1,733 1,669 1,327 1,598 1,531 1,182 1,112 1,246
Other permanent crops 669 644 512 617 524 565 618 587

Source: MPéV, 2018, 77; RZS, 2018, 208-209

domestic agriculture can provide the appropriate
quantity and type of the products necessary to carry
out the planned tourist activity.

A decline in the net physical volume of agricultural
production by about 12% in 2017, compared to 2016,
is primarily due to a decline in the physical volume
of plant production, especially cereals and fruits.
A general fall in yields is observed with grapes and
some fruit, with plant production down by 23.5%,
and livestock production higher by only 1.5%, along
with a decline in the production of beef and sheep
meat, eggs, etc. - Table 2 (MPSV, 2018, 1-22; RZS, 2018,
199). The observed trends indicate that domestic
agriculture development is not in line with the
development of the food industry, tourism and other
related activities.

Out of a total of 631,552 agricultural holdings in RS,
about 12% have related income from non-agricultural
profitable activities. The largest number of farms deal
with milk processing (about 57%), fruit and vegetable
processing (about 30%), whereas only 0.66% of the
households are engaged in tourism (Bogdanov and
Babovi¢, 2014, 280-283).

The share of agro-food exports in the total Serbian
export decreased in 2017 to 19.4%, whereas the share
of imports increased to 9.5%. Despite the rising
surplus in the trade of these products in the last
decade, the year 2017 recorded a surplus lower by
one-third compared to 2016. The exports structure is
still dominated by a 75% share of primary products,
and a 67% share of imports (MPéV, 2018, 11, 24-35).
One-fifth of the export value of agro-food products
in 2017 came from trade in fresh fruit (Table 3). The
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Table 2 Livestock breeding in the Republic of Serbia, 2008-2017

2008.  2009. 2010. 2011. 2012. 2013. 2014. 2015. 2016. 2017.
Number of livestock (000)
Cattle 1,057 1,002 938 937 921 913 920 916 893 899
Pigs 3,594 3,631 3489 3,287 3,139 3,144 3,236 3,284 3,021 2,91
Sheep 1,605 1,504 1,475 1,460 1,635 1,616 1,748 1,789 1,665 1,704
Goats 284 263 237 239 232 225 219 203 200 183
Poultry 17,188 22,821 20,156 19,103 18,234 17,860 17,167 17,450 16,242 16,338
Hives 485 490 520 593 665 653 677 792 792 849
Gross meat production (000 t)
Beef meat 99 100 96 81 82 70 73 77 77 71
Pork 266 252 269 271 252 249 258 278 301 307
Poultry meat 76 80 84 103 94 92 94 86 88 95
Sheep meat 23 24 23 24 22 30 27 30 34 30
Milk (mil. 1)
Cow milk 1,561 1,505 1,485 1,462 1,465 1,451 1,492 1,501 1,504 1,506
Sheep milk 14 10 10 1 12 18 20 19 17 14
Goat milk 36 28 27 29 33 34 38 44 37 33
Eggs (mil. pcs.) 1,726 1,71 1,705 1,760 1,794 1,755 1,892 2,061 1,853 1,759
Honey (mil. t) 4.16 7.35 7.28 6.96 6.98 8.55 4.38 12.26 5.76 7.01
Wool (mil. t) 2.60 2.40 2.46 2.38 2.66 2.72 2.69 2.77 2.85 2.83

Source: MPSV, 2018, 80-81

export of these products is important for the foreign
trade balance of domestic agriculture, as well as for
motivating foreign tourists to visit Serbia. However,
the positive effects on this basis are still insufficient.

The EU is a dominant foreign trade partner of RS given
the fact that almost one-half of the agro-food export
goes to this market. Exporting to CEFTA countries
accounts for about 30%, and to other countries about
20%. In addition to the Russian Federation, the
most important foreign trade partner in the group
of other countries, the following countries are also
important: Japan, the USA, Hong Kong, Turkey, etc.
(MPSV, 2018, 30-34). Except for direct relevance to
agriculture, international cooperation on this basis is
also important from the point of view of encouraging
travel, although this potential is still inadequately
exploited.

The strategic framework for improving the export,
production, and resource potential of agriculture
is defined by the Strategy of Agriculture and Rural

Development of the Republic of Serbia for the period
2014-2024. The funds intended for incentives in this
area are defined by the Budget Law (MPSV, 2018,
43). In the period 2007-2017, the MPSV budget had a
number of oscillations, with a relatively low share in
the total budget.

In 2017, 15% more funds were spent on incentives
for agriculture and rural development than in the
previous year (MPéV, 2018, 8). Nevertheless, the real
situation in agriculture and the rural economy points
to insufficient institutional support and particularly
to insufficient support to linking agriculture with
tourism.

The Key Indicators of Tourism Development
in the Republic of Serbia Relevant for
Directing the Agricultural Activity

The total number of tourists in RS in 2017 was almost
3,086,000. Domestic tourists accounted for 1,589,000



L. Ristic, N. Boskovic and D. Despotovic, Sustainable Integral Development of Agriculture and Tourism in Serbia 63

Table 3 The highest values of the exports of agro-food products of the Republic of Serbia (share in %, 2017)

Tariff heading % Tariff line %
) 1. Corn, other than corn seeds 8.6
1. Fresh fruit 20.0 - —
2. Cigarettes containing tobacco 7.1
3. Raspberry, frozen, without added sugar 741
2. Cereals 12.4
4. Apples, fresh, other 3.8
5. White sugar, in a solid state 2.7
3. Tobacco and tobacco products 8.7 - -
6. Edible sunflower oil, other, for other purposes 2.0
7. Other wheat, spelt and meslin, except for planting 1.9
4. Beverages, spirits, and vinegar 6.3 | 8. Non-alcoholic beverages, not containing dairy 1.8
products, other
) . 9. Cherries, frozen, without sugar 1.8
5.Animal and vegetable fat and oil 5.9 -
10. Sunflower oil, raw, for other purposes 1.6
Total top 5 tariff headings 53.4 | Total top 10 products 38.3
Total export 100.0 | Total export 100.0

Source: MPSV, 2018, 27-29

(79% more than in 2016), with 1,497,000 foreigners
(16.8% more than in 2016). Although significantly
varying in the period 20072017, the total tourist
arrivals and overnight stays in RS had a growing
trend in the last three years of the observed period -
Figure 1 (RZS, 2018, 341-343). In addition, the volume
and structure of agricultural production did not
sufficiently follow these tourism trends.

In 2017, the number of overnight stays in RS (Table 4)

Tourist arrivals
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was about 8,325,000 (an increase of 10.5% compared to
2016), with domestic tourists recording about 5,150,000
overnight stays (74% more than in the previous year),
whereas the number of the overnight stays of foreign
tourists was around 3,175,000 (15.9% more than in
2016). Spas recorded 26.8% and mountains 25% of
the total number of overnight stays, with 38% of the
overnight stays of domestic tourists in spas and 34.1%
in the mountains. The structure of the overnight stays
shows that 53.3% foreign tourists stayed in Belgrade,

Tourist overnight stays
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Figure 1 Tourist arrivals and overnight stays in the Republic of Serbia, 2007-2017

Source: Authors, on the basis of RZS, 2018, 343
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Table 4 Accommodation capacities, arrivals and overnight stays in the Republic of Serbia, by the types of tourist

facilities, 2017
. Total number  Total number Tourist Overnight
Type of accommodation )
of rooms of beds arrivals stays

TOTAL 44,813 106,029 3,085,866 8,325,144
Hotels 15,889 32,175 1,670,821 3,938,449
Garni hotels 2,740 5,748 374,440 695,725
Apart hotels 467 1,538 38,464 135,604
Boarding houses 90 221 8,995 31,862
Motels 374 883 22,015 37,616
Tourist settlements 209 392 23,299 45,519
Apartments 1,318 3,902 74,228 225,988
Campsites 294 980 5,970 8,835
Camping grounds 2,289 5,333 7)579 29,798
Private rooms 7,778 20,245 132,536 452,811
Private houses 1,587 2,725 150,220 428,804
Hunting lodges and cottages 30 61 195 318
Inns with overnight stays 809 2,023 39,206 92,473
Overnight stays 3,609 8,879 223,612 538,131
Hostels 2,323 6,854 77,136 210,837
Spa cures 1,966 4,130 65,223 597,386
Climatic cures 688 1,817 34,168 213,651
Mountain shelters 228 834 10,598 37,954
Workers’ resorts 301 801 20,107 80,971
Children and youth resorts 1,080 4,478 90,788 493,301
Sleeper and dining cars 40 175 10,478 10,478
Rural tourist households 675 1,723 5,061 16,040
Other catering accommodation facilities 29 112 727 2,593

Source: RZS, 2018, 344-345, 351

7.3% in Novi Sad, 8.5% in the spas, and 10.1% in the
mountains. In addition, the largest number of the
foreign tourists who visited RS in 2017 were tourists
from Bosnia and Herzegovina, Turkey, Bulgaria,
Croatia, and Montenegro (RZS, 2018, 341), which is
not sufficiently taken into account when planning the
structure and volume of agricultural production in
RS.

Out of a total of 5,061 tourist arrivals (16,040 overnight
stays) referring to rural tourist households, foreign
tourists recorded 293 arrivals in 2017 (727 overnight
stays) (RZS, 2018, 344-345). Out of a total of 675 rooms
(1,723 beds) in rural tourist households, 104 rooms

(320 beds) refer to the spas, 120 rooms (307 beds) to the
mountain areas, 390 rooms (941 beds) to other tourist
resorts, and 61 rooms (155 beds) to other places. The
rooms and beds of rural tourist households participate
with only 1.5% in the total number of the rooms
(beds), ie. 1.6% (RZS, 2018, 351). Among the rural
accommodation capacities, houses are dominant,
only to be followed by apartments and villas, chalets
and cottages, holiday homes, ethno-villages, farms,
mansions, hotels, and very few exclusive buildings
and residences.

Regarding the turnover structure in the Serbian
catering industry in 2017, the largest share is that
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of the services related to food and drinks, then
beverages and overnight stays (Figure 2), which
indicates some changes in relation to the previous
periods. Nevertheless, the turnover structure in the
catering industry is not satisfactory (RZS, 2018, 354).

In the regular annual World Economic Forum (WEF)
report on tourism competitiveness, measured by the
Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Index (TTCI), RS
was ranked the 78th among 133 countries in 2008; in
2009, it was in the 88th position; in 2015, it ranked the
95th out of 141 countries, and in 2017 (Table 5) it was
the 95th among 136 countries (WEF, 2017).

Although health and hygiene, ICT equipment, and
environmental protection are better ranked than the
other TTCI components in the case of RS in 2017, the
TTCI still points to the inadequate budget allocation
for tourism, as well as other problems in this area.

The Tourism Sector of the Serbian Ministry of Trade,
Tourism, and Telecommunications has specific
internal units dealing with (MTTT, 2016): market
research and tourist product development, increasing
competitiveness and tourism quality management,
study-analytical activities, etc. The National Tourism
Organization of Serbia carries out the activities of
tourism promotion and advancement. Funds for
tourism organizations are provided from the budget
and other sources. However, as the TTCI shows, the

allocation of funds for tourism development is still
insufficient, as well as its links with agriculture are.

Table 5 TTCI index - Republic of Serbia, 2017

Elements of TTCI Index Ranking
Business environment 12
Sus’FainabiIity (preservation) of the 6
environment

Security and safety 72
Health and hygiene 42
Priority (importance) of travel and tourism 16
Aviation transport infrastructure 84
Land and water transport infrastructure 94
Tourist infrastructure 76
ICT (Information and Communication

Technology) >7
International openness 106
Price competitiveness 76
Human resources and labor market 82
Natural resources 130
Cultural resources and business travel 71
TTCl 95

Source: WEF, 2017, 294-295
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Figure 2 The turnover structure in the catering sector of the Republic of Serbia

Source: RZS, 2018, 354
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The Tourism Development Strategy of the Republic of
Serbia for the period from 2006 to 2015 points to the
following tourist products as particularly interesting
(Vlada Republike Srbije, 2006): city breaks; circle trips;
business tourism + MICE; health tourism; mountains
and lakes; nautics; events; rural tourism and special
interests. This strategy was implemented to a lesser
degree due to a number of constraints, which also
limited the integral development of tourism and
agriculture. The new Tourism Development Strategy
for the period 2016-2025 states that tourism should
be systemically accessed not only through economic
indicators as a possible sustainable source of creating
new value added and employment, but also through
the multiple effects that tourism has on local and
regional development, the development of culture
and education, the improvement of the environment
and the development of complementary activities,
such as trade, agriculture, construction, etc. The goals
of this strategy are (MTTT, 2016, 5-6):

* Sustainable tourism development;

* Strengthening the competitiveness of the tourism
economy and related activities;

* Increasing the share of tourism in the GDP and
employment;

* Improving the image of the Republic of Serbia.

The Strategy emphasizes the fact that the Republic of
Serbia possesses a significant resource potential for
tourism development (MTTT, 2016, 39): a preserved,
natural environment;

attractive and  diverse

authentic ~ gastronomy and cultural heritage,
recognizable capital, etc. Nevertheless, the sector is
still insufficiently institutionalized and developed,
lacking in modern management and marketing,
higher investment activities and better sources of
financing, and particularly higher budget funds for
integral development with agriculture and other

related activities.

The Link between Agriculture and Tourism
in the Republic of Serbia

Agriculture and tourism are basically very
interconnected and interdependent. Quantitative
changes in tourism turnover (the number of arrivals
and overnight stays, the average length of the stay at
a destination and similar indicators) determine the
dynamics of tourist consumption, and consequently
the consumption and production of agricultural and
food products included in the tourist offer (Tomic,
2008). On the other hand, changes in agro-food
production and turnover affect the content of the
tourist offer.

The strongest connection between agriculture and
tourism is present in rural areas due to the fact that
agricultural production takes place in these areas,
where many forms of tourism can develop.

Rural tourism best reflects the links between
agriculture and tourism, encompassing a whole range
of activities, products and services, offering tourists a
number of the elements of the natural environment,
a natural experience, a rural tradition, culture and
the other values of the local community, combining
different forms of tourism, linking traditional and
modern, i.e. rural heritage with contemporary trends
(UN & Government of the Republic of Serbia, 2011,
15). The link between agriculture and tourism is
also clearly evident in the various aspects of rural
tourism, such as agro-tourism, gastronomic tourism,
and similar forms of tourism. Considering the fact
that agro-tourism means a guest stay in agricultural
households and that gastronomic tourism points
to the prime importance of local food and local
specialties as tourists’ main motives to visit a certain
destination, these relations confirm the pronounced
connection between agriculture, i.e. food production,
and rural tourism.

Although theory and practice offer various models for
the successful linking of agriculture and tourism, the
ways in which they are connect with each other in RS,
as well as the benefits achieved on this basis, are not
at an enviable level.
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Table 6 The SWOT analysis of rural tourism in the Republic of Serbia

STRENGTHS

WEAKNESSES

¢ Natural resources, relief, climate

e Biodiversity

e Cultural heritage

e Hospitality

o Traditional agriculture

e Local identity, customs, folklore, folk art
e Events

¢ Gastronomic offer

e Price competitiveness

e Undeveloped infrastructure

*  Adverse demographic structure

e Insufficient institutional support

e Insufficient quality sources of funding

e Insufficient promotional activities

e Insufficient care for the preservation of cultural and
historical heritage

e Lack of the accommodation capacity

o Insufficiently diversified and integrated agro-tourist
offer

e Insufficiently improved quality of the tourist offer

OPPORTUNITIES

THREATS

e Changing trends in tourism

e Funds for rural development and tourism

e Connecting rural with other forms of tourism

e Improving the quality of the tourist offer

o Development of SMEs (small and medium-sized
enterprises) and entrepreneurship

e Public-private partnerships

o Raising the level of attractiveness of natural and
cultural assets

e (Creating integrated tourism products

e Areabranding

o Insufficient funding

¢ Insufficient institutional support

e Economic and political instability

e (Climate changes

e Exhaustion of natural resources

e Strong competition

e Inadequate management of cultural goods

o Inadequate waste management

o Decreasing quality and attractiveness of the tourist
offer

e Inadequate linking of traditional and contemporary
values

¢ Insufficient investment in the development and
maintenance of the infrastructure

Source: Authors

The Republic of Serbia is characterized by an
incomplete and insufficiently differentiated offer of
rural tourism (Table 6), the insufficient coordination
and non-synchronization of most relevant
components, as well as non-compliance with other
important sectors (Vandi¢, 2016, 5-6).

Apart from rural tourism, domestic agricultural food
products are poorly represented in the other forms
of tourism as well, which is not promising either for
agriculture or for tourism. However, both the state
and local self-governments have been undertaking
certain measures to improve rural and tourist content.

Institutional support to the integral development of
agriculture and tourism in RS is most often provided
through (UAP, 2018):

* programs for improving the competitiveness of
agriculture, while simultaneously preserving
the environment and natural resources (the
sustainable use of agricultural land and forest
resources, the preservation of plant and animal
genetic resources, as well as the areas of high
natural value, support to agroecological measures,
good agricultural practice and the environmental
protection policy);



68 Economic Horizons (2019) 21(1), 57 - 73

* support to investment in processing and

marketing in agricultural holdings;

* support to income diversification and the
improvement of life quality in rural areas
(investment in the rural infrastructure
development, the improvement of economic
activities in the countryside, support to non-
agricultural activities, the youth, etc.);

* improving the knowledge creation and transfer
system.

The Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, and Water
Management finances and co-finances individual
projects in which priority thematic areas of
importance for tourism are: the diversification of
the rural economy, the preservation of cultural
and natural heritage, etc. The Tourism Sector of the
Ministry of Trade, Tourism, and Telecommunications
has been undertaking certain measures that directly
relate to tourism development, and indirectly to
agriculture. However, neither the efforts of the line
ministries nor the efforts of the other important
stakeholders in this area are sufficient, meaning that
the connection between agriculture and tourism in RS
is still insufficient and institutionally unorganized, as
is confirmed by the unfavorable situation in domestic
agriculture and tourism.

Priorities and Perspectives of the Sustainable
Integral Development of Agriculture and
Tourism

The creation and implementation of the Serbian
agricultural policy is limited by a number of factors.
The financial constraints are a chronic problem,
not only in terms of incentives, but also in terms
of the investment activity. No lesser problem is
the frequently irrational spending of the available
funds. The EU rural development funds are a
potential opportunity to improve funding, but
they require a number of institutional reforms,
technological and organizational innovation. In
this context, a new agricultural policy must be
stable, predictable, and consistent, based on realistic
goals and harmonized with international trends,

taking into account national interests. Establishing
a sustainable agricultural production system is one
of the imperatives, which requires strong political
will and considerable investment. Agriculture has
opportunities for development if it develops integrally
with the sectors “around agriculture” through the
concept of multifunctionality (Pejanovi¢, 2016, 76-89).
More dynamic structural reforms in agriculture will
contribute to the recruitment of a part of the labor
force in non-agricultural sectors (tourism, industry,
etc), which suggests the need to define a wider range
of consistent policies (Bogdanov and Babovi¢, 2014,
285-287). The complementarity of agriculture with
other activities, especially tourism, is necessary,
so changes should be carried out gradually and
thoughtfully, with the development policy makers’
responsible attitude towards this issue.

Considering the context of contemporary economic
trends on the global tourism market, the geostrategic
position and the process of the EU accession of RS, the
current situation and the tourism resource potential,
it is necessary to establish an adequate business
mission in tourism, in the medium and long term,
with greater commitment to the measures for energy,
industry, and agriculture development, as well as for
the implementation of the infrastructure projects. In
this regard, it is necessary (MTTT, 2016, 42-43):

* to more effectively use and protect natural and
cultural assets;

* toraise energy efficiency and the use of renewable
energy sources in tourist facilities and at tourist
destinations;

* to encourage sustainable rural and regional
development, as well as reducing depopulation;

* to create and maintain a positive image.

The complex issue of building an effective tourism
policy relates to: the infrastructure development,
the improvement of tourism products, networking
with other sectors, the improvement of the national
tourism marketing system, etc. In order to identify
the key areas of intervention, it is necessary to
define the priority products which can realistically
be commercialized on the market and identify the
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destinations that already have or can develop these
products within acceptable deadlines (MTTT, 2016,
52-55). Tourism can activate the activities that do
not have a tourist feature themselves through the
conversion process. The development of the tourism
economy may create a need for a greater supply
of food and drinks, new accommodation facilities,
sports facilities, entertainment facilities, etc. Also,
there may be more needs for the development
of transport, utility, and another infrastructure,
which then “opens” the need for staff with different
qualifications and of different profiles, i.e. greater
employment opportunities (Vojnovi¢, Gruji¢ and
Gruji¢, 2013, 11-12). In doing so, the business mission of
the integral development of agriculture and tourism
should be conceived in accordance with financial and
institutional capacities, while sector performance,
the macroeconomic situation, as well as external
factors will still determine the speed and direction of
changes in this field.

The Serbian agro-tourism offer is not integrated,
which points to the necessity of creating an integrated
marketing plan which will put the promotion
and sale of agro-food and tourism products to the
forefront, creating conditions for a greater integration
and quality of the offer in this domain. In this way,
tourism could help (Vujovié, Cvijanovié and Steti¢,
2012, 198-200):

o create additional sources of income,

* increase employment and improve the life quality
of the rural population,

* boost the sales of agricultural and food products,
* prevent a further depopulation of villages,

¢ revive cultural content, events, and ethno-content.

This could also launch other important social
processes.

Adjusting the agricultural production structure
to tourism is an important issue of tourism
consumption. Expanding and improving organic
food production, products with a well-known
geographical origin and the like are considered to
be particularly important. Also, it is necessary to

look at the possibilities of the greater integration and
contractual linking of agro-tourism economic entities,
which requires the elaboration of the economic policy
incentives to harmonize complementary activities.
Permanent agricultural and tourist market research,
the introduction of modern solutions in business
practice, as well as an ecological approach with
comprehensive education are also significant in this
regard (Tomi¢, 2008, 148-150). A greater availability
of funds and institutional support, stronger social
capital and market links should strengthen the
integral development of agriculture and tourism
and contribute to their sustainable development,
through local cooperation, regional cooperation, and
integration into wider frameworks.

Agro-economic, socio-cultural, spatial-ecological,
and tourist-development goals require care for the
vitality of the available resources at all development
stages. A permanent loss of agricultural land due to
the construction of tourist facilities and roads is the
negative effect of tourism development, which good
spatial plans, adequate fiscal and environmental
policies, etc. can significantly mitigate (Tomic, 2008,
145).

The synthesis of theoretical concepts and empirical
research confirms that rural tourism and associated
tourism forms provide great opportunities for an
atypical and diversified offer (Vujovi¢, Cvijanovic
and Steti¢, 2012, 210-211). Although the future of
a great number of rural areas is uncertain, rural
tourism can be an appropriate approach to revitalize
some villages. Tourism development in rural areas
can absorb the rural workforce surplus, without
pressure on cities and adverse socio-economic and
environmental consequences, and can help solve the
problem of the depopulation and aging of villages.
Out of all direct effects, one of the most important is
the foreign-exchange or balance-of-payments effects
of tourism. Specifically, economic theory knows of the
so-called invisible exports phenomenon as a form of
the sales of agricultural and food products to foreign
tourists in the country (Tomic, 2008, 144-145).

In order to realize the concept of sustainable
development, it is important to highlight the types
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of agricultural production that fit in with the concept
of sustainable tourism development. Accordingly,
environmental directions are more and more
interesting. Organic agriculture is considered as one
of the most important development opportunities in
this regard (Table 7) and the destination concept of
tourism development, in terms of the compatibility of
organic production and environmental protection, is
gaining in importance.

Table 7 The potential benefits of organic production

Area Expected positive changes

Agriculture Better quality of land and agricultural
products, sustainable production

Tourism Improving the quality of the tourist
offer, the sustainable use of resources

Economic Support to local economic development

benefits on sustainable bases, increasing
revenue

Environment | Reducing environmental pollution,
preserving ecosystems, ecological
compatibility with the economy,
reducing the risks inherent in
conventional production

Sodial Preservation and improvement of

benefits human health, higher employment in
the organic sector, support to the social
component of sustainable development

Source: Authors, on the basis of [IFOAM-Organics
International, 2018

In addition to organic agriculture, domestic
conventional agriculture should also be included in
the tourist offer in the future, assuring a standard
quality and product safety.

CONCLUSION

The integral development of agriculture and tourism
is determined by numerous internal and external
factors, some of which positively influence their
development, whereas others have a very negative

effect. Regardless of the origin and direction of
these factors, no economy and no economic sector
can remain isolated from them. Therefore, it is
important to adequately institutionalize all relevant
contemporary challenges, especially due to the fact
that certain constraints are of an economic-political
nature, some are social, and there are the ecological
constraints that human beings cannot influence
despite state-of-the-art technology. Due to all of the
foregoing, and given the fact that it is very difficult
to accurately predict the future of the sustainable
integral development of agriculture and tourism, it is
important at almost all levels to ensure an adequate
approach, appropriate to the area specifics.

Based on the conducted research, taking into
consideration the results of the previous studies
and the real situation in the field of agriculture
and tourism, it can be concluded that the integral
development of agriculture and tourism is very
important in modern conditions in accordance
with the principles of sustainable development
and the area specifics. If agriculture and tourism
are adequately institutionalized and integrated
on a sustainable basis, one can expect multiple
positive socio-economic effects, economic benefits
in particular: growth in income from agriculture
and tourism and other directly or indirectly related
activities; a rise in employment in the agro-food sector,
tourism, and the rural economy, with their rising
contribution to the growth of the GDP and exports;
a rising volume of agricultural production, tourist
arrivals, and overnight stays; a higher quality and the
attractiveness of agro-food and tourism products; the
diversification of agricultural production, the non-
agricultural rural economy and the tourist offer as
a whole; reducing poverty and the social exclusion
of the rural population, while simultaneously
improving the demographic picture of the areas in
which agriculture and tourism will develop in the
long term and integrally.

The starting hypothesis in the paper has been
confirmed because the research results confirm that
it is extremely important in RS to more intensively
institutionalize the links between agriculture
and tourism within the realization of the concept
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of sustainable development, since only such an
approach can bring the economic benefits relevant for
agriculture and tourism (the activity diversification,
growth in employment, income, investment activities
and exports, the improvement of international
economic relations in the field of agriculture and
tourism, etc)). In addition to the economic effects, a
great number of the positive non-economic effects
relating to the important social and ecological aspects
of sustainable development can also arise as a result
of a more active approach to the integral development
of agriculture and tourism, where demographic
revitalization is especially evident, with the
preservation and a more creative use of the available
resource potential in agriculture and tourism.

The institutional framework is one of the most
important components of the sustainable integral
development of agriculture and tourism. Accordingly,
this research is addressed to the development policy
makers in the field of agriculture and tourism in
Serbia, and, along with a great number of other
relevant studies, discussions, and views of the
authors directly or indirectly dealing with this issue,
it can influence the reform processes in the field of
the integral development of agriculture and tourism.
The research suggests that institutional support to
the sustainable integral development of agriculture
and tourism in RS is insufficient, which is not in line
with the natural and anthropogenic resources Serbia
has, so this support should significantly increase in
the future, both in terms of funding and in terms of
creating a more stimulating environment for the long-
term survival and development of domestic economic
entities in agriculture and tourism. The survey is
also a signal to economic entities that it is necessary
that business in agriculture and tourism should be
modernized and significantly integrated.

The basic limitation of this research relates first of all
to the difficulty of the precise measurement of the
mutual impact of agriculture and tourism, ie. the
insufficiency of economic and similar quantitative
indicators of the intensity of the agricultural impact
on tourism development, and vice versa, as well as
lacking the indicators of their integral development.
Also, the scope of the research can be regarded

as a limitation because the study focused on one
country only. Therefore, some future research could
deal with a larger sample, i.e. it should consider the
possibilities of conducting a comparative analysis
with the countries in the region, the countries that are
more recognizable on the agricultural and tourism
market or represent an example of good practice in
the field of the integral development of agriculture
and tourism, without ignoring any country similar to
RS, especially when unused agro-tourism resources
and numerous internal and external limitations
preventing the sustainable integral development of
agriculture and tourism are concerned.

The main contribution of this research is the
emphasis on the possibilities of and constraints on
the integral development of agriculture and tourism
in RS, with the recommendations to the development
policy makers regarding an improvement in this
area and the emphasis on the irreplaceable role and
responsibility of the state throughout the process.
In addition to highlighting the great socio-economic
importance, necessity, priorities, and possible future
directions of the sustainable integral development of
agriculture and tourism in RS, the contribution of this
paper also relates to the possibility of initiating a new
research study of this issue and applying its results in
practice.

REFERENCES

Bogdanov, N.iBabovi¢, M. (2014). Radna snaga i diverzifikacija
prihoda na poljoprivrednim gazdinstvima u Srbiji - stanje i
izazovi za politiku ruralnog razvoja. U D. Vukmirovi¢ (Ur).
Primena podataka Popisa poljoprivrede 2012. u analizi stanja
poljoprivrede i u planiranju agrarne politike u Republici Srbiji
(str. 262-288). Beograd, Republika Srbija: Republicki zavod
za statistiku.

Budiasa, I. W,, & Ambarawati, . G. A. A. (2014). Community
based agro-tourism as an innovative integrated farming
system development model towards sustainable agriculture
and tourism in Bali. Journal of the International Society for
Southeast Asian Agricultural Sciences, 20(1), 29-40.



72 Economic Horizons (2019) 21(1), 57 - 73

Ciratus Stanciu, M. (2015). Aspects of sustainable rural tourism
- farmers” markets and farm visits. Management, Economic
Engineering in Agriculture & Rural Development, 15(4), 15-19.

Cvetanovi¢, S., Despotovic, D, Zivkovi¢, Lj.,, & Nedic, V. (2014).
Environmental dimension of sustainable competitiveness
of Serbia and selected European countries. Bulgarian Journal
of Agricultural Science, 20(4), 767-778.

Deki¢, S. (2000). Agrarni i neagrarni aspekti ruralnog razvoja.
Ekonomski horizonti, 2(1-2), 53-59.

IFOAM - Organics International. (2018). Organic’s benefits.
Bonn, Germany: International Federation of Organic
Agriculture Movements - Organics International. Retrieved
August 9, 2018, from https://www.ifoam-eu.org/en/organic-
infographics/organics-benefits

Milenkovi¢, S, Risti¢, L. i Boskovi¢, N. (2013). Integralno
koriscenje resursa u turisticko-ruralnom prostoru Srbije. U
Lj. Maksimovi¢, G. Marjanovic i S. Obradovi¢ (Red.). Efekti
tranzicije i perspektive privrede Srbije (str. 175-196). Kragujevac,
Republika Srbija: Ekonomski fakultet Univerziteta u
Kragujevcu.

Mirani, S. Z., & Farahani, M. B. (2015). Second homes tourism
and sustainable rural development in all around the world.
International Journal of Leisure and Tourism Marketing, 4(3/4),
176-188. doi:10.1504/1jltm.2015.072076

MPSV. (2018). Izvestaj o stanju u poljoprivredi u Republici
Srbiji u 2017. godini - knjiga 1. Beograd, Republika Srbija:
Ministarstvo poljoprivrede, Sumarstva i vodoprivrede.

MTTT. (2016). Strategija razvoja turizma Republike Srbije 2016-
2025. Beograd, Republika Srbija: Ministarstvo trgovine,
turizma i telekomunikacija.

Paci, R., & Marrocu, E. (2014). Tourism and regional growth
in Europe. Papers in Regional Science, 93(1), S25-550. doi.
org/10.1111/pirs.12085

Pejanovi¢, R. (2016). O razvojnim problemima nase
agroprivrede. U Z. Stojanovi¢ i N. Bogdanov (Red.). Stanje
i perspektive agroprivrede i sela u Srbiji (str. 69-91). Beograd,
Republika Srbija: Ekonomski fakultet Univerziteta u
Beogradu.

Pillay, M., & Rogerson, C.M. (2013). Agriculture-tourism
linkages and pro-poor impacts: The accommodation sector
of urban coastal KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa. Applied
Geography, 36, 49-58. doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2012.06.005

RZS. (2013). Census of Agriculture 2012 - Book 1. Belgrade,
Republic of Serbia: Statistical Office of the Republic of
Serbia.

RZS. (2018). Statistical Yearbook of the Republic of Serbia 2018.
Belgrade, Republic of Serbia: Statistical Office of the
Republic of Serbia.

Sandilyan, S, Thiyagesan, K, & Nagarajan, R. (2008).
Ecotourism in wetlands causes loss of biodiversity. Current
Science, 95(11), 1511.

Tomi¢, D. (2008). Poljoprivreda i selo - ideje i inicijative. Beograd,
Republika Srbija: Drustvo agrarnih ekonomista Srbije i
Institut za ekonomiku poljoprivrede.

Turkalj, Z, Ham, M, & Fosi¢, I (2013). The synergy of
sustainable tourism and agriculture as a factor of regional
development management in Croatia. Ekonomski Vjesnik,
26(1), 71-82.

UAP. (2018). Podsticaji merama ruralnog razvoja. Beograd,
Republika Srbija: MPSV - Uprava za agrarna placanja/
Directorate for Agrarian Payments. Retrieved September
5, 2018, from http://uap.gov.rs/podsticaji-merama-ruralnog-
razvoja/

UN. (2016). International Year of Sustainable Tourism for
Development, 2017. New York, NY: United Nations.

UN & Government of the Republic of Serbia. (2011). Master
plan odrZivog razvoja ruralnog turizma u Srbiji. Beograd,
Republika Srbija: UN i Vlada Republike Srbije.

UNWTO. (2017). Tourism Highlights: 2017 Edition. Madrid,
Spain: World Tourism Organization.

Vandi¢, V. (2016). Podrska i podsticaj ruralnog turizma u okviru
IPARD II programa Republike Srbije. Donji Milanovac,
Republika Srbija: Bios fond.

Vlada Republike Srbije. (2006). Strategija razvoja turizma
Republike Srbije. Beograd, Republika Srbija: Sluzbeni glasnik
RS, 91/2006.

Vlada Republike Srbije. (2008). Nacionalna strategija odrZivog
razvoja. Beograd, Republika Srbija: Sluzbeni glasnik RS,
57/2008.

Vlada Republike Srbije. (2018). Nacionalni program ruralnog
razvoja od 2018. do 2020. godine. Beograd, Republika Srbija:
Sluzbeni glasnik RS, 60/2018.



L. Ristic, N. Boskovic and D. Despotovic, Sustainable Integral Development of Agriculture and Tourism in Serbia 73

Vojnovi¢, B, Gruji¢, D. i Gruji¢, S. (2013). Poljoprivreda, turizam
i saobracaj u funkciji privrednog razvoja. Beograd, Republika

Srbija: Institut za ekonomiku poljoprivrede.

Von Braun, J, & Birner, R. (2017). Designing Global
Governance for Agricultural Development and Food and
Nutrition Security. Review of Development Economics, 21(2),
265-284. doi.org/10.1111/rode.12261

Vujicié, M. 1 Rosi¢, I. (2000). Interakcije agrara i strategije
ruralnog razvoja Jugoslavije. Ekonomski horizonti, 2(1-2), 45-
51.

Vujovié, S, Cvijanovié, D. i Stetic, S. (2012). Destinacijski koncept
razvoja turizma. Beograd, Republika Srbija: Institut za
ekonomiku poljoprivrede.

WCED. (1987). Our Common Future. New York, NY: United
Nations, World Commission on Environment and
Development.

WEE. (2017). The Travel & Tourism Competitiveness Report 2017.
Geneva, Switzerland: World Economic Forum.

Yudina, E. V,, Uhina, T. V,, Bushueva, I. V., & Pirozhenko, N. T.
(2016). Tourism in a globalizing World. International Journal
of Environmental and Science Education, 11(17), 10599-10608.

Received on 16™ January 2019,
after revision,
accepted for publication on 17%" April 2019

Published online on 25 April 2019

Lela Ristic is an associate professor at the University of Kragujevac - Faculty of
Economics, where she received her doctor’s degree. She teaches the following
courses: Economics of Agriculture, Tourism and Environment, Tourism ana
Agribusiness, Management of Rural Development. The key areas of her scientific
research are: sustainable agriculture and rural development, tourism and

agribusiness management.

Nikola Boskovic is an assistant professor at the University of Kragujevac - Faculty
of Economics, where he received his doctor’s degree. He teaches the following
courses: Economics of Natural and Anthropogenic Resources, Economics of
Tourism, Tourism and Environment, Tourism ana Agribusiness, Management of
Tourism Destination. His scientific interests are primarily related to the natural

resources, environment and sustainable tourism.

Danijela Despotovic is an associate professor at the University of Kragujevac
- Faculty of Economics, where she received her doctor’s degree. She teaches the
following courses: Theory and Analysis of Economic Policy, Financing Economic
Development, Economic Policy at Crisis Times. Her main research interests include:
economic policy and development, policy to improve competitiveness, sustainable

development.



Ekonomski horizonti, Januar - April 2019, Volumen 21, Sveska 1, 57 - 74
UDC:33  ISSN:1450-863 X

© Ekonomski fakultet Univerziteta u Kragujevcu
www. ekfak.kg.ac.rs

Pregledni ¢lanak

UDK: 338.43:338.48(497.11)
doi:10.5937/ekonhor1901057R

ODRZIVI INTEGRALNI RAZVO]J POLJOPRIVREDE I
TURIZMA U REPUBLICI SRBI]JI

Lela Ristic’, Nikola Boskovi¢ i Danijela Despotovi¢

Ekonomski fakultet Univerziteta u Kragujevcu

Odrzivi razvoj je jedan od imperativa na globalnom nivou, a podrazumeva usaglaSavanje ekonomskih,
ekoloskih i socijalnih ciljeva razvoja, uz odgovarajucu institucionalnu podrsku. Na poljoprivredu i
turizam odnosi se mnostvo resursa, relevantnih za odrzivi razvoj, sto potvrduju brojna istrazivanja i
primeri iz prakse, Sirom sveta. U radu se istrazuje primer Republike Srbije, koji moze biti poucan i za
druge zemlje sa slicnim resursnim potencijalima i ogranicenjima u razvoju. Naime, poljoprivreda i
turizam se, u Republici Srbiji, odlikuju bogatstvom prirodnih i kulturno-istorijskih resursa, ali uglavnom
nedostaju finansijska sredstva za ozbiljnije investicije, kao i savrementiji celovit pristup razvoju, zbog cega
se raspolozivi resursi nedovoljno koriste. Shodno tome, cilj istrazivanja je da se ukaZe na neophodnost
kreativnijeg koris¢enja agro-turistickih resursa, odnosno, na perspektivnije pravce integralnog razvoja
poljoprivrede i turizma na odrzivim osnovama. Rezultati istrazivanja pokazuju da je neophodno da se
institucionalno podstice intenzivnije povezivanje poljoprivrede i turizma u okviru realizacije koncepta

integralnog odrzivog razvoja.

Kljucne re¢i: odrzivi razvoj, integralni razvoj, poljoprivreda, turizam, Republika Srbija

JEL Classification: Qo1, Q19, Z32

UVOD

Opsteprihvacena definicija odrzivog razvoja ne
postoji, ali se u literaturi, najceSc¢e, navodi definicija
Brundtland komisije (WCED, 1987), koja je odrzivi
razvoj definisala kao razvoj koji omogucava
zadovoljavanje potreba sadasnjih, bez ugrozavanja
potreba buducih generacija. S obzirom na to da je
ovo istrazivanje fokusirano na Republiku Srbiju
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(RS), znacajno je istaci da se u Nacionalnoj strategiji
odrzivog razvoja RS, odrzivi razvoj objasnjava
kao ciljno orijentisan, dugorocan, neprekidan,
sveobuhvatan i sinergetski proces koji utice na sve
aspekte zivota (Vlada Republike Srbije, 2008).

Odrzivi razvoj je jedan od najpopularnijih fenomena
danasnjice, narocito u okviru aktivnosti Ujedinjenih
nacija (UN), odnosno, Agende za odrZivi razvoj do
2030. godine. Usmeren je na balansiranje brojnih
ekonomskih, ekoloskih i socijalnih ciljeva razvoja,
kao i na vaznost institucionalne komponente. Pritom
se i odrZivi razvoj poljoprivrede smatra neophodnim.
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Evropska unija (EU) je primer izrazene teznje ka
odrzivom razvoju poljoprivrede, kroz sprovodenje
Zajednicke poljoprivredne politike, kako u ranijim
decenijama, tako i danas u okviru programskog
perioda 2014-2020, a i prema novom konceptu
predvidenom za period nakon 2020. godine. Osim u
Evropi, i u mnogim drugim podrucjima Sirom sveta,
nastoji se obezbediti odrZivi razvoj poljoprivrede.
Ovakav pristup poljoprivrednom sektoru je i za RS
od velikog znacaja, narocito sa stanovista integralnog
razvoja sa turizmom.

Generalna skupstina UN je 2017. oznacila kao godinu
odrzivog razvoja turizma, sa namerom da se podrze
promene u politici razvoja turizma, kako bi se
doprinelo realizaciji globalnih ciljeva odrZivog razvoja
(Sustainable Development Goals - vSDGs). Svetska
turisticka organizacija (World Tourism Organization -
UNWTO), specijalizovana agencija UN za turizam,
zaduzena je da obezbedi Sto bolju organizaciju i
sprovodenje ovakvih planova (UN, 2016). S obzirom
da razvoj turizma ima globalni znacaj, vazno je
odrzivo koriS¢enje turistickih resursa. To je od
posebnog znacaja za pojedine zemlje i regione, poput
Evrope koja je najposecenija u turistickom smislu,
zatim slede Azija i Pacifik, pa Amerika, dok Afrika i
Bliski istok beleze znatno manji broj dolazaka turista.
Odrzivi razvoj turizma smatra se narocito vaznim za
svetske lidere u oblasti turizma, kao Sto su Francuska,
SAD, épanija, Kina, Italija, Velika Britanija, Nemacka,
Meksiko, Tajland itd. (UNWTO, 2017). U ovom radu
analizirana je RS, koja ima nezavidnu poziciju na
svetskom turistickom trzistu, kao rezultat niza
ogranicenja nacionalnog i medunarodnog karaktera.
S obzirom na prirodne resurse i kulturno-istorijsko
naslede kojim raspolaze, razmatrana je mogucnost
prevazilazenja pojedinih ogranicenja, kroz vecu
povezanost turizma sa poljoprivredom.

Benefiti po osnovu integralnog razvoja poljoprivrede i
turizma, odnosno, njihovog medusobnog povezivanja,
uoceni su Sirom sveta, naroCito kod onih vidova
turizma koji u svoju ponudu ukljucuju specificne
poljoprivredno-prehrambene ~ proizvode.  Pritom,
posebno je aktuelno pitanje organskih proizvoda. U
pojedinim istrazivanjima i izveStajima renomiranih
medunarodnih organizacija, nadleznih za pitanja

globalnog razvoja, predlaze se koncept integralnog
razvoja organske poljoprivrede i turizma u borbi
protiv siromastva.

Poljoprivredno-prehrambeni proizvodi, cesto i u
najpoznatijim svetskim turistickim destinacijama,
gde hrana i pi¢a nisu glavni motivi za dolazak turista,
ipak, predstavljaju nezamenljivi sadrzaj turisticke
ponude, jer je umnogome obogacuju.

Povecanje broja turista na odredenom podrudju,
odnosno, povecanje turisticke potrosnje, podstice
proizvodnju hrane i pica za potrebe turista,
doprinose¢i razvoju poljoprivredno-prehrambenog
sektora.

U uzrocno-posledi¢nom lancu razvoja poljoprivredno-
turisticke aktivnosti, inicijative za razvoj mogu poteci
iz oba sektora istovremeno, ili pojedinacno.

U skladu sa prethodno navedenim, predmet
istrazivanja u ovom radu jesu kljucni aspekti odrZivog
integralnog razvoja poljoprivrede i turizma u RS,
odnosno, nedovoljna posvecenost ovom pitanju,
pracena nepovoljnim stanjem u praksi, kao i znacaj
uvodenja  savremenijeg pristupa, prilagodenog
specifitnostima i potrebama integralnog razvoja
domace poljoprivrede i turizma.

Cilj istrazivanja je da se ukaZe na neophodnost
kreativnijeg koris¢enja agro-turistickih resursa u RS,
odnosno, na perspektivnije pravce integralnog razvoja
poljoprivrede i turizma na odrzivim osnovama.
Pozitivni efekti, koji se po osnovu takvog pristupa
mogu ocekivati, jesu slede¢i: povecanje obima
poljoprivredne proizvodnje, dolazakainocenja turista;
unapredenje kvaliteta i atraktivnosti poljoprivredno-
prehrambenih i turistickih proizvoda; rast prihoda
od poljoprivrede i turizma, kao i pratecih delatnosti,
direktno ili indirektno povezanih sa poljoprivredom
i turizmom; rast zaposlenosti u poljoprivredno-
prehrambenom sektoru, turizmu i ruralnoj privreds,
uz povecanje njihovog doprinosa rastu BDP-a i
izvoza; diverzifikacija poljoprivredne proizvodnje,
nepoljoprivredne ruralne ekonomije i turisticke
ponude; smanjenje siromastva i socijalne iskljucenosti
stanovniStva, uz poboljSanje demografske slike
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onih podrucja u kojima se poljoprivreda i turizam
dugorocno i integralno razvijaju.

Shodno predmetu i cilju istrazivanja, u radu se polazi
od sledece hipoteze:

H: Ukoliko se u Republici Srbiji institucionalno
podstice intenzivnije povezivanje poljoprivrede
i turizma, u okviru realizacije koncepta
integralnog  odrzivog razvoja, mogu se
ocekivati povoljniji ekonomski efekti u razvoju
poljoprivredno-prehrambenog sektora, turizma
i ruralne privrede u celini.

U radu su koriS¢ene kvalitativne i kvantitativne
metode istraZivanja primerene drustvenim naukama,
odnosno, istrazivanjima u oblasti ekonomije: istorijski
metod, metod indukcije i dedukcije, analize i sinteze,
komparacije, deskripcije, statisticki metod i metod
generalizacije, kao i SWOT analiza.

Rad je strukturiran u pet delova. Nakon Uvoda, u
drugom delu dat je pregled literature, relevantne
za istrazivano problemsko podrudje, a u trecem
delu rada je istaknuto koje su metode u istrazivanju
koriSc¢ene. U Cetvrtom delu su predstavljeni rezultati
istrazivanja, odnosno, opsta obeleZja poljoprivrede
RS, relevantna sa stanovista turizma, kao i kljuc¢ni
pokazatelji razvoja turizma znacajni za usmeravanje
poljoprivredne delatnosti, uz naglasavanje mogucih
pravaca buduceg integralnog razvoja poljoprivrede i
turizma u RS. U Zakljucku rada, opredeljen je stav o
postavljenoj hipotezi, istaknuti su najvazniji rezultati,
doprinos istraZivanja i ogranicenja u radu.

PREGLED LITERATURE

Imajuci u vidu cinjenicu da je veliki znacaj turizma
i poljoprivrede u savremenim uslovima, kako na
nivou nacionalnih ekonomija, tako i na globalnom
nivou, brojna su istrazivanja ove problematike. Pri
tome se sve veca paznja pridaje integralnom razvoju
poljoprivrede i turizma na odrzivim osnovama
(Turkalj, Ham & Fosi¢, 2013), kao i inovativnim
modelima u ovoj oblasti (Budiasa & Ambarawati,
2014). R. Paci i E. Marrocu (2014) se fokusiraju na

povezanost turizma i regionalnog razvoja u Evropi. E.
V. Yudina, T. V. Uhina, I. V. BushuevaiN. T. Pirozhenko
(2016), naglasavaju kljucne veze i funkcije turizma u
uslovima globalizacije, zatim prostornu, kao i socio-
kulturnu dimenziju u okviru ove problematike bitne
i za odrzivi razvoj poljoprivrede. ]. Von Braun i R.
Birner (2017) isticu znacaj: uspostavljanja adekvatnog
konceptualnog okvira za analizu upravljanja
poljoprivrednim sektorom i sistemom proizvodnje
hrane na globalnom nivou; primene adekvatnog
konceptualnog okvira u analizi savremenih problema
sistema poljoprivredno-prehrambene proizvodnje;
identifikovanja mogucnosti za reforme u ovoj oblasti i
sl. Istrazivanje baziraju na teoriji i praksi iz ove oblasti,
Sto je direktno znacajno za globalni poljoprivredno-
prehrambeni sektor, a indirektno za turizam i druge
povezane delatnosti.

U pojedinim zemljama je izrazenija posvecenost
realizaciji koncepta odrzivog razvoja poljoprivrede
i turizma, kroz njihovo medusobno povezivanje,
$to potvrduju velika finansijska izdvajanja u ovu
svthu, briga o ekoloskim, ekonomskim i ostalim
benefitima. Usled strateskog znacaja dugorocnog
integralnog razvoja poljoprivrede i turizma, veliki
broj autora, nacionalnih organizacija i institucija
Sirom sveta, podrzava proucavanje ovog pitanja sa
stanoviSta odrzivog ruralnog razvoja. S. Sandilyan,
K. Thiyagesan i R. Nagarajan (2008), uocavaju da
ekoturizam, iako je u osnovi usmeren ka ocuvanju
prirodnih resursa, ipak, mozZe uzrokovati gubitak
biodiverziteta, Sto je vazan signal za usmeravanje
ovog vida turizma, a i ruralne ekonomije, u mnogim
destinacijama. M. Pillay i C. M. Rogerson (2013),
naglasavaju znacaj povezivanja poljoprivrede i
turizma u manje razvijenim podrucjima. M. Caratus
Stanciu (2015) ukazuje da su trziSte farmera i posete
farmama vazni aspekti odrzivog razvoja turizma
u ruralnim podrudjima. Pojedini autori istrazuju
specifi¢na pitanja, kao $to S. Z. Mirani i M. B. Farahani
(2015) isticu second home turizam (odmor u vikendici)
u funkciji odrzivog ruralnog razvoja.

Istrazivanje integralnog razvoja  poljoprivrede
i turizma prisutno je i u RS. Analizirajudi
poljoprivredne i nepoljoprivredne aspekte ruralnog
razvoja, S. Deki¢ (2000) isti¢e znacaj povezivanja
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ruralnih domacinstava sa turistickom privredom,
s obzirom na cinjenicu da ruralna podrucja, osim
proizvodnje hrane, imaju i znacajnu ulogu u pogledu
odmora i rekreacije, kao i ofuvanja i unapredenja
ekoloske stabilnosti prostora. M. Vujici¢ i I. Rosic
(2000) zastupaju stav da poljoprivreda, kao okosnica
razvoja sela, treba da ustupi mesto integralnom
ruralnom razvoju, u okviru kojeg, itekako, ima
prostora za razvoj turizma. S. Milenkovi¢, L. Risti¢
i N. Boskovi¢ (2013), naglaSavaju znacaj integralnog
koriSc¢enja resursa u ruralno-turistickom prostoru RS,
a S. Cvetanovié, D. Despotovié, Lj. Zivkovic i V. Nedi¢
(2014), istrazuju ekolosku dimenziju odrzivog razvoja,
potenciraju¢i pritom indikatore ekoloske odrzivosti,
koji su znacajni za sve sektore privrede, pa prema
tome i za poljoprivredu i turizam. Pored navedenih,
mnogi drugi naucno-strucni radovi potvrduju
vaznost i neophodnost daljeg istrazivanja utvrdenog
problemskog podrudja u radu, sa ciljem iznalaZenja
prakticnijih reSenja za integralno usmeravanje
poljoprivrede i turizma na odrZivim osnovama.

Mnoge medunarodne organizacije specijalizovane za
pitanja poljoprivrede i turizma, poput Organizacije
UN za hranu i poljoprivredu (Food and Agriculture
Organization - FAO) i UNWTO, takode, intenzivno se
bave iznalaZenjem Sto boljih reSenja za savremene
probleme integralnog razvoja poljoprivrede i turizma.

METODOLOGIJA ISTRAZIVANJA

Istrazivanje kljuénih cinilaca odrzivog integralnog
razvoja poljoprivrede i turizma, bazirano je na vise
naucnih metoda primenjivih u polju drustveno-
humanistickih nauka, odnosno, u istrazivanjima iz
oblasti ekonomije. Saglasno definisanom problemskom
podrucju rada, a u cilju testiranja polazne hipoteze,
kori$cene su kvalitativna i kvantitativna metodologija
istrazivanja. Svrha primene istorijskog metoda je
utvrdivanje faktora koji su u ranijim razvojnim
fazama uticali na razvoj poljoprivrede i turizma, jer je
to bitno za determinisanje njihovih buducih pravaca
razvoja. Analizaran je razvoj poljoprivrede i turizma,
ponaosob i u njihovom medusobnom sadejstvu, pa
su u radu koriS¢eni metod indukcije i dedukcije, kao

i analize i sinteze. Priroda istrazivanog problema
je zahtevala da se u radu koriste deskriptivni,
komparativni i statisticki metod za prezentiranje
klju¢nih pokazatelja razvoja poljoprivrede i turizma.
SWOT analiza i metod generalizacije koriS¢eni su da
bi se formulisali zakljucci.

REZULTATI ISTRAZIVANJA

Opsta obelezja poljoprivrede Republike
Srbije relevantna sa stanovista razvoja
turizma

Sektor poljoprivrede, Sumarstva i ribarstva ucestvuje
sa 6,0% u BDP-u RS, 2017. godine (RZS, 2018, 134), pri
¢emu je, na osnovu Ankete o radnoj snazi, ucesce
ovog sektora u ukupnoj zaposlenosti 172% (RZS,
2018, 78), a u izvozu 59% (RZS, 2018, 309). Pritom,
poljoprivredu RS odlikuje bogatstvo prirodnih
resursa i duga tradicija bavljenja ovom delatnoscu.
Medutim, poljoprivreda je ve¢ dugo opterecena i
nizom problema, poput: usitnjenosti poseda - 47,2%
porodi¢nih gazdinstava ima do 2 ha korisc¢enog
poljoprivrednog zemljista (RZS, 2018, 221), zastarele
mehanizacije - 95% traktora je starije od 10 godina
(RZS, 2013, 179), migracija stanovnistva iz ruralnih
podrucja, nerazvijene infrastrukture, nedovoljnih
ulaganja, nedovoljne povezanosti sa industrijom,
turizmom itd. O ovome svedoce brojne SWOT analize,
strateska dokumenta i istrazivanja mnogih autora.

Poljoprivredno zemljiSte u RS prostire se na oko 5,3
miliona hektara. Povrsina koris¢enog poljoprivrednog
zemljista (KPZ) je oko 3,4 miliona hektara, pri cemu
dominiraju oranice i baste sa 76% (Tabela 1), stalni
travnjaci zauzimaju 18%, a stalni zasadi oko 6%
KPZ (MP§V, 2018, 12). Struktura KPZ bitna je i sa
stanovista kreiranja turisticke ponude, pre svega,
zbog utvrdivanja da li domaca poljoprivreda ima
kapaciteta da obezbedi odgovaraju¢u koli¢inu i
vrstu proizvoda neophodnih za realizaciju planirane
turisticke aktivnosti.
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Tabela 1 Korisc¢eno poljoprivredno zemljiste u Republici Srbiji (u ha), 2008-2017.

2008. 2010. 2012. 2013. 2014. 2015. 2016. 2017.
Oranice i baste 2.660.545 2.653.602 2.561.674 2.589.714 2.606.073 2.590.984 2.597.808 2.594.980
Zita 1.830.529 1.804.815 1.715.562 1.766.447 1.819.188 1.782.010 1.763.575 1.718.034
Mahu-narke 6.327 6.008 5.708 5.277 7.830 9.362 9.788 10.582
Krompir 56.062 52.852 52.040 50.740 51.987 42.158 40.713 38.472
Secerna repa 51.470 71.304 69.290 66.712 64.112 42.683 50.071 54.183
Industrij-sko bilje 362.919  367.795  383.881  368.671  346.524  376.812  408.867  449.147
Povrce, bostan i jagode 58.028 56.470 54.574 52.898 52.680 66.935 68.183 66.488
Cvecle 348 361 382 412 343 445 472 1.057
Krmno bilje 270.454  268.553  256.008  257.652 242.041 250.359  236.684  240.088
Ostali usevi 2.054 2.143 2.102 1.633 1.713 2.252 2.831 2.252
Ugari 22.354 23.300 22.126 19.273 19.655 17.969 16.624 14.680
Livade 376.970  376.918  381.654  381.654  381.654 368.738  342.926 321.812
Pasnjaci 375.765  300.274 331588  331.588  331.588  320.837 311.211 294.622
Vocnjaci 163.885  164.197 163.310  167.868  174.729 175.917 180.173 183.609
Vinogradi 24.070 23.566 22.150 22.150 22.150 22.150 22.150 22.150
Rasadnici 1.733 1.669 1.327 1.598 1.531 1.182 1.112 1.246
Ostali stalni zasadi 669 644 512 617 524 565 618 587

Izvor: MPSV, 2018, 77; RZS, 2018, 208-209

Pad neto fizickog obima poljoprivredne proizvodnje,
za oko 12%, zabelezen je 2017. u odnosu na 2016,
pre svega, zbog smanjenja fizickog obima biljne
proizvodnje, narocito zitarica i voca. U Tabeli 2
prikazan je opsti pad prinosa je uocen kod grozda i
pojedinih vrsta voca, pri ¢emu je biljna proizvodnja
manja za 23,5%, a vrednost stocarske proizvodnje
veca za samo 1,5%, uz pad proizvodnje govedeg i
ovéijeg mesa, jaja i ostalo (MP§V, 2018, 1-22; RZS,
2018, 199). Uoceni trendovi ukazuju da razvoj domace
poljoprivrede nije uskladen sa razvojem prehrambene
industrije, turizma i drugih delatnosti koje se na nju
oslanjaju.

Od ukupno 631.552 poljoprivrednih gazdinstva u RS,
oko 12% ima prihode sa gazdinstva koji poticu od
nepoljoprivrednih profitabilnih aktivnosti. Pritom
je najveci udeo gazdinstava koja se bave preradom
mleka (oko 57%), preradom voca i povréa (oko 30%),

dok se turizmom bavi samo 0,66% gazdinstava
(Bogdanov i Babovic, 2014, 280-283).

Utes¢e  vrednosti  izvoza
prehrambenih proizvoda u ukupnom izvozu RS
smanjeno je 2017. na 19,4%, a povecano je ucesce uvoza
na9,5%. I pored rasta suficita urazmeni ovih proizvoda
u poslednjoj deceniji, 2017. obeleZio je za tre¢inu manji
suficit u odnosu na 2016. godinu. U strukturi izvoza
i dalje dominiraju primarni proizvodi sa 75%, a u
uvozu sa 67% (MP§V, 2018, 11, 24-35). Pritom je petina

izvozne

poljoprivredno-

vrednosti  poljoprivredno-prehrambenih
proizvoda u 2017. godini ostvarena plasmanom svezeg
voca (Tabela 3). Izvoz ovih proizvoda znacajan je za
spoljnotrgovinski bilans domace poljoprivrede, ali
i za motivisanje stranih turista da posete Republiku
Srbiju. Medutim, pozitivni efekti po ovom osnovu jos

uvek su nedovoljni.
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Tabela 2 Stocarstvo u Republici Srbiji, 2008-2017.

2008.  20009. 2010. 2011. 2012. 2013. 2014. 2015. 2016. 2017.
Broj stoke (hilj. kom
Goveda 1.057 1.002 938 937 921 913 920 916 893 899
Svinje 3.594 3.631  3.489 3.287 3139 3.144 3.236 3.284 3.021 2.91
Ovce 1.605 1.504 1.475 1.460 1.635 1.616 1.748 1.789 1.665 1.704
Koze 284 263 237 239 232 225 219 203 200 183
Zivina 17188  22.821  20.156  19.103 18.234 17.860  17.167 17.450 16.242  16.338
Kosnice 485 490 520 593 665 653 677 792 792 849
Bruto proizvodnja mesa (hilj. t)
Govede meso 99 100 96 81 82 70 73 77 77 71
Svinjsko meso 266 252 269 271 252 249 258 278 301 307
Zivinsko meso 76 80 84 103 94 92 94 86 88 95
Ovcije meso 23 24 23 24 22 30 27 30 34 30
Mleko (mil. 1)
Kravlje mleko 1.561 1.505 1.485 1.462 1.465 1.451 1.492 1.501 1.504 1.506
Ovcije mleko 14 10 10 11 12 18 20 19 17 14
Kozije mleko 36 28 27 29 33 34 38 44 37 33
Jaja (mil. kom.) 1.726 1.711 1.705 1.760 1.794 1.755 1.892 2.061 1.853 1.759
Med (hilj. t) 4,16 7,35 7,28 6,96 6,98 8,55 4,38 12,26 5,76 7,01
vuna (hilj. t) 2,60 2,40 2,46 2,38 2,66 2,72 2,69 2,77 2,85 2,83

Tzvor: MPSV, 2018, 80-81

Dominantan spoljnotrgovinski partner RS je EU, s
obzirom da se, gotovo, polovina vrednosti izvoza
poljoprivredno-prehrambenih  proizvoda  plasira
na ovo trziste. Plasman u zemlje CEFTA je oko 30%,
a u ostale zemlje oko 20%. Pored Ruske Federacije,
najvazniijeg spoljnotrgovinskog partnera iz grupe
ostalih zemalja, znacajne su i sledece drzave:
Japan, SAD, Hongkong, Turska itd. (MPg\/, 2018,
30-34). Osim direktnog znacaja za poljoprivredu,
medunarodna saradnja po ovom osnovu bitna je i sa
stanovista podsticanja turistickih putovanja, mada
ovaj potencijal jos uvek nije adekvatno iskoriscen.

Strateski okvir za unapredenje izvoznog, proizvodnog
i resursnog potencijala poljoprivrede definisan
je Strategijom poljoprivrede i ruralnog razvoja
Republike Srbije za period 2014-2024. godine. Sredstva
namenjena za podsticaje u ovoj oblasti opredeljuju
se Zakonom o budzetu (MPSV, 2018, 43). U periodu
20072017, budzet MPSV obeleile su brojne oscilacije,
uz relativno nisko uceS¢e u ukupnim budZetskim
sredstvima.

Tokom 2017, po osnovu podsticaja za poljoprivredu i
ruralni razvoj, realizovano je 15% viSe sredstava nego
prethodne godine (MPSV, 2018, 8). I pored toga, realno
stanje u poljoprivredi i ruralnoj ekonomiji ukazuje
na nedovoljnu institucionalnu podrsku, a narocito
nedovoljnu podrsku povezivanju poljoprivrede sa
turizmom.

Kljuéni pokazatelji razvoja turizma u
Republici Srbiji znacajni za usmeravanje
poljoprivredne delatnosti

Ukupan broj turista 2017. u RS je bio gotovo 3.086.000.
Pritom je domacih turista bilo oko 1.589.000 (7,9% vise
nego 2016), a stranih oko 1.497.000 (16,8% vise nego
2016). Iako u periodu 2007-2017, znacajno variraju,
ukupni dolasci i nocenja turista u RS, u poslednje tri
godine imaju rastuci trend, Slika 1 (RZS, 2018, 341-343).
Pri tome, obim i struktura poljoprivredne proizvodnje
ne prate dovoljno ove trendove u turizmu.



L. Risti¢, N. Boskovic¢ i D. Despotovi¢, OdrZivi integralni razvoj poljoprivrede i turizma u Republici Srbiji 63

Ostvareni broj nocenja turista 2017. u RS (Tabela 4),
bio je oko 8.325.000 (povecanje od 10,5% u odnosu
na 2016), pri ¢emu su domadi turisti ostvarili oko
5.150.000 nocenja (74% vise u odnosu na prethodnu
godinu), dok je broj nocenja stranih turista bio oko
3.175.000 (159% vise u odnosu na 2016). U banjskim
mestima je ostvareno 26,8%, a u planinskim 25% od
ukupnog broja nocenja turista, pri ¢emu je u banjskim
mestima ostvareno 38%, a u planinskim 34,1% nocenja
domacih turista. Struktura nocenja turista pokazuje
da je u Beogradu noc¢ilo 53,3%, u Novom Sadu 7,3%, u
banjskim mestima 8,5%, a u planinskim 10,1% stranih
turista. Pritom, najve¢i broj stranih turista koji su
2017. posetili RS, jesu turisti iz Bosne i Hercegovine,
Turske, Bugarske, Hrvatske i Crne Gore (RZS, 2018,
341), Sto nije dovoljno uzeto u obzir pri planiranju
strukture i obima poljoprivredne proizvodnje.

Od ukupno 5.061 dolaska turista (16.040 nocenja), koji
se odnose na seoska turisticka domacinstva 2017, 293
dolaska (727 nocenja) ostvarili su strani turisti (RZS,
2018, 344-345). Od ukupno 675 soba (1.723 lezaja), u
seoskim turistickim domacinstvima, 104 sobe (320
leZaja) se odnose na banjska mesta, 120 soba (307
leZaja) na planinska mesta, 390 soba (941 lezaj) na
ostala turisticka mesta i 61 soba (155 leZaja) na ostala
mesta. Sobe i leZaji seoskih turistickih domacinstava
u ukupnom broju soba (lezaja) ucestvuju sa samo

1,5%, odnosno, 1,6% (RZS, 2018, 351). Medu seoskim
smeStajnim kapacitetima, najbrojnije su kuce, zatim
apartmani i vile, brvnare i vajati, vikendice, etno
sela, salasi, konaci, hoteli, a vrlo malo je ekskluzivnih
objekata i rezidencija.

Sto se tice strukture prometa u ugostiteljstvu RS,
u 2017, najvece je ucesce usluga koje se ticu hrane
i napitaka, zatim pica, te ostvarenih nocenja (Slika
2), Sto ukazuje na izvesne promene u odnosu na
ranije periode. I pored toga, struktura prometa u
ugostiteljstvu nije zadovoljavajuca (RZS, 2018, 354).

U okviru redovnog godisnjeg izvestaja Svetskog
ekonomskog foruma (WEF) o konkurentnosti
turizma, merenoj indeksom konkurentnosti turizma
i putovanja (TTCI), RS se, medu 133 zemlje, 2008.
nalazila na 78. mestu, 2009. na 88. mestu, 2015. na 95.
mestu od ukupno 141 zemlje, a 2017. (Tabela 5) na 95.
mestu medu 136 zemalja (WEEF, 2017).

lako su zdravstvo i higijena, opremljenost
informaciono-komunikacionim tehnologijama (IKT) i
ocuvanost Zivotne sredine bolje rangirani od ostalih
komponenata TTCI za RS, ovaj indikator ukazuje na
nedovoljno izdvajanje iz budZeta za razvoj turizma,
kao i na druge probleme u ovoj oblasti.

Tabela 3 Najvece vrednosti izvoza poljoprivredno-prehrambenih proizvoda Republike Srbije (ucesce u %, 2017)

Naziv tarifne glave % Naziv tarifne linije %
. i 1. Kukuruz, osim semenskog 8,6
1. Sveze vole 20,0 - - M
2. Cigarete koje sadrZe duvan 7,1
.. . 3. Maline, smrznute, bez dodatka Secera 7,1
2. Zitarice 12,4 "
4. Jabuke, sveZe, ostale 3,8
3. Duvan i duvanski 87 5. Secer beli, u &vrstom stanju 2,7
proizvodi ! 6. Jestivo ulje od suncokreta, ostalo, za ostale svrhe 2,0
4. Pi¢a, alkoholii 6,3 7. PSenica ostala, pir i napolica, osim za setvu 1,9
sirce ’ 8. Pi¢a bezalkoholna, ne sadrze mlecne proizvode, ostalo 1,8
5. Biljne i Zivotinjske ; 9. Visnje, smrznute, bez Secera 1,8
mastii ulja 9 10. Ulje od suncokreta, sirovo, za ostale svrhe 1,6
Ukupno top 5 .
s Ukupno top 10 proizvoda 8
tarifnih glava 534 P piop 303
Izvoz ukupno 100,0 | lzvoz ukupno 100,0

Tzvor: MPSV, 2018, 27-29
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Tabela 4 Smestajni kapaciteti, dolasci i nocenja turista u Republici Srbiji, po vrstama turistickih objekata, 2017.

3500000
3000000
2500000
2000000
1500000
1000000

500000

[¢]

. . Ukupan Ukupan Dolasci Nocenja
Vrsta objekta za smestaj broj Eoba broj ISiaja turista turist;
UKUPNO 44.813 106.029  3.085.866 8.325.144
Hoteli 15.889 32.175 1.670.821  3.938.449
Garni hoteli 2.740 5.748 374.440 695.725
Apart hoteli 467 1.538 38.464 135.604
Pansioni 90 221 8.995 31.862
Moteli 374 883 22.015 37.616
Turisticka naselja 209 392 23.299 45.519
Apartmani 1.318 3.902 74.228 225.988
Kampovi 294 980 5.970 8.835
KampiraliSta, kamping odmaralista 2.289 5333 7-579 29.798
Privatne sobe 7.778 20.245 132.536 452.811
Privatne kuce 1.587 2.725 150.220 428.804
Lovacke kuce i kolibe 30 61 195 318
Gostionice sa prenocistem 809 2.023 39.206 92.473
Prenodista (konacista) 3.609 8.879 223.612 538.131
Hosteli 2.323 6.854 77136 210.837
Banjska le¢ilista 1.966 4.130 65.223 597-386
Klimatska le¢ilista 688 1.817 34.168 213.651
Planinski domovi i kuce 228 834 10.598 37.954
Radni¢ka odmarali$ta 301 8o1 20.107 80.971
De¢ja i omladinska odmaralista 1.080 4.478 90.788 493.301
Kola za spavanje i ru¢avanje 40 175 10.478 10.478
Seoska turisticka domacinstva 675 1.723 5.061 16.040
Ostali ugostiteljski smestajni kapaciteti 29 12 727 2.593
Izvor: RZS, 2018, 344-345, 351
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9000000
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Slika 1 Dolasci i nocenja turista u Republici Srbiji, 2007-2017.

Izvor: Autori, na osnovu RZS, 2018, 343
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Tabela 5 TTCI indeks - Republika Srbija, 2017.

Elementi TTCl indeksa Rang
Poslovno okruzenje 12
Odrzivost (o¢uvanost) Zivotne sredine 61
Bezbednost i sigurnost 72
Zdravstvo i higijena 42
Prioritetnost (vaznost) putovanja i turizma 116
Avio-transportna infrastruktura 84
Kopnena i vodena transportna infrastruktura 94
Turisti¢ka infrastruktura 76
IKT (Informaciono-komunikaciona

tehnologija) 57
Medunarodna otvorenost 106
Cenovna konkurentnost 76
Ljudski resursi i trziSte rada 82
Prirodni resursi 130
Kulturni resursi i poslovna putovanja 71
TTCI 95

Izvor: WEF, 2017, 294-295

Nocenja 19,00%

h Ostalo 2,50% ‘

U Sektoru za turizam Ministarstva trgovine, turizma
i telekomunikacija RS obrazuju se uZe unutrasnje
jedinice za (MTTT, 2016): istraZivanje trzista i razvoj
turistickih proizvoda, povecanje konkurentnosti i
upravljanje kvalitetom u turizmu, studijsko-analiticke
poslove i dr. Turisticka organizacija Srbije obavlja
poslove promocije i unapredenja turizma. Pritom se
sredstva za rad turistickih organizacija obezbeduju
iz budZeta i drugih izvora finansiranja. Medutim, i
dalje je, kao Sto ukazuje TTCI, nedovoljno izdvajanje
sredstava za potrebe razvoja turizma, kao i njegovo
povezivanje sa poljoprivredom.

U Strategiji razvoja turizma Republike Srbije za
period od 2006. do 2015, istaknuto je da su posebno
interesantni sledeci turisticki proizvodi: gradski
odmori; kruzna putovanja; poslovni turizam i MICE;
zdravstveni turizam; planine i jezera; nautika;
dogadaji; ruralni turizam i specijalni interesi (Vlada
Republike Srbije, 2006). Ova Strategija realizovana je u
manjoj meri, usled niza ogranicenja, koja su limitirala
i integralni razvoj turizma i poljoprivrede. U okviru
nove Strategije razvoja turizma za period 2016-2025.
godine naglasava se da turizmu treba pristupiti
sistemski, ne samo kroz ekonomske pokazatelje, kao
mogucem odrzivom izvoru stvaranja nove dodatne
vrednosti i zaposljavanja, ve¢ i kroz multiplikativne
efekte koje turizam ima na lokalni i regionalni razvoj,
razvoj kulture i obrazovanja, unapredenje Zivotne

2017 | Pica 27,30%
S ]  Hranainapici 51,20%
1 talo 3,80 feni
— Ostalo 3, Nocenja 21,80% -
] i¢a 35,00%
2007. e =
| Hrana i napici 39,40%
. Ostalo 3,80% Nocenija 15,40%
1997. e I . S| Pica 25,70%
e ] Hranai napici 55,00%
. Ostalo 2,90% Nodenja 9,80%
1987, e PiCA 32,80
e z - ] Hranainapici 54,40%
I I I I I
0,00% 10,00% 20,00% 30,00% 40,00% 50,00% 60,00%

Izvor: RZS, 2018, 354

Slika 2 Struktura prometa u ugostiteljstvu Republike Srbije
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sredine i razvoj komplementarnih delatnosti, poput
trgovine, poljoprivrede, gradevinarstva itd. Ciljevi
ove Strategije su (MTTT, 2016, 5-6):

* odrzivi razvoj turizma,

* jacanje konkurentnosti turisticke privrede i sa
njom povezanih delatnosti,

* povecanje ucesca turizma u BDP-u i zaposlenosti,

* unapredenje imidZza Republike Srbije.

U Strategiji se istice da RS poseduje znacajan resursni
potencijal za razvoj turizma (MTTT, 2016, 39): ocuvan,
atraktivan i raznovrstan prirodni ambijent; autenticnu
gastronomiju i kulturnu bastinu, prepoznatljiv
glavni grad itd. Uprkos tome, sektor jo§ uvek nije
dovoljno institucionalno ureden i razvijen, nedostaju
savremeni menadZment i marketing, veca investiciona
aktivnosti i kvalitetniji izvori finansiranja, a narocito
vece izdvajanje iz budZeta za integralni razvoj sa
poljoprivredom i drugim povezanim delatnostima.

Povezanost poljoprivrede i turizma u
Republici Srbiji

Poljoprivreda i turizam su, u osnovi, veoma povezani
i medusobno zavisni. Kvantitativne promene u
turistickom prometu (broj dolazaka i nocenja
turista, prosecna duzina boravka u destinaciji i
sliéni pokazatelji), determiniSu dinamiku turisticke
potrosnje, pa prema tome i potrosnje i proizvodnje
poljoprivredno-prehrambenih proizvoda koji ulaze
u turisticku ponudu (Tomi¢, 2008). S druge strane,
promene u poljoprivredno-prehrambenoj proizvodnji
i prometu uticu na sadrZaj turisticke ponude.

Najveca povezanost poljoprivrede i turizma prisutna
je, ipak, u ruralnim podrucjima, usled Cinjenice da
se poljoprivredna proizvodnja upravo odvija u ovim
podrucjima u kojima se i mnogi vidovi turizma mogu
razvijati.

Ruralni turizam najbolje odslikava povezanost agrara
i turizma, obuhvataju¢i citav spektar aktivnosti,
proizvoda i usluga, nudeci turistima brojne elemente
prirodnog okruZenja, doZivljaje prirodne sredine,
seoske tradicije, kulture i drugih vrednosti lokalne

zajednice, kombinuju¢i razlicite vidove turizma,
povezujuc¢i tradicionalno i moderno, odnosno,
ruralno naslede sa savremenim trendovima (UN
& Government of the Republic of Serbia, 2011, 15).
Povezanost poljoprivrede i turizma se jasno moZze
uoCiti u raznim aspektima ruralnog turizma, kao sto
su agro-turizam, gastronomski turizam i sli¢ni vidovi
turizma. S obzirom da agroturizam podrazumeva
boravak gostiju u poljopriviednom domacinstvu, a
gastronomski turizam da su lokalna hrana i domaci
specijaliteti od primarnog znacaja, odnosno, glavni
motivi turista da posete odredenu destinaciju, ove
relacije potvrduju izraZenu povezanost poljoprivrede,
odnosno, proizvodnje hrane i ruralnog turizma.

lako su u teoriji i praksi poznati brojni modeli za
uspesno povezivanje poljoprivrede i turizma, nacini
na koji se u RS oni povezuju, kao i benefiti koji se po
tom osnovu ostvaruju, nisu na zavidnom nivou.

RS  karakteriSe  nekompletna i  nedovoljno
diferencirana ponuda ruralnog turizma (Tabela 6),
nedovoljna koordiniranost i nesinhronizovanost
vecine relevantnih komponenata, kao i neuskladenost
sa drugim vaznim sektorima (Vandic, 2016, 5-6).

Osim u ruralnom turizmu, domaci poljoprivredno-
prehrambeni proizvodi su i u drugim vidovima
turizma slabo zastupljeni, Sto nije perspektivno
ni za poljoprivredu, ni za turizam. Ipak, kako
na nacionalnom nivou, tako i od strane mnogih
lokalnih samouprava, pojedinim merama, nastoje se
unaprediti ruralni i turisticki sadrZzaji.

Institucionalna  podréka  integralnom  razvoju
poljoprivrede i turizma u RS se najces¢e pruza kroz
(UAP, 2018):

* programe unapredenja konkurentnosti
poljoprivrede, uz ocuvanje Zivotne sredine
i prirodnih  resursa (odrzivo  koriscenje

poljoprivrednog zemljiSta i Sumskih resursa,
ocuvanje biljnih i Zivotinjskih genetickih resursa,
kao i podrucja visoke prirodne vrednosti, podrska
agroekoloskim merama, dobroj poljoprivrednoj
praksi i politici zastite Zivotne sredine);

* podrsku investicijama u preradu i marketing na
poljoprivrednom gazdinstvuy;
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Tabela 6 SWOT analiza ruralnog turizma Republike Srbije

SNAGE

SLABOSTI

o Prirodniresursi, reljef, klima

e Biodiverzitet

e Kulturna bastina

e Gostoljubivost

e Tradicionalna poljoprivreda

o Lokalniidentitet, obicaji, folklor, narodna radinost
¢ Manifestacije

e Gastronomska ponuda

¢ Cenovna konkurentnost

e Nerazvijena infrastruktura

e  Nepovoljna demografska struktura

¢ Nedovoljna institucionalna podrska

¢ Nedovoljnost kvalitetnih izvora finansiranja

e Nedovoljno promotivnih aktivnosti

e Nedovoljna briga o o¢uvanju kulturno-istorijskog
nasleda

¢ Nedostatak smestajnih kapaciteta

e Nedovoljno diverzifikovana i integrisana agro-
turisticka ponuda

¢ Nedovoljno unapreden kvalitet turisticke ponude

SANSE

PRETNJE

*  Promene trendova u turizmu

e Fondovi namenjeni ruralnom razvoju i turizmu

*  Povezivanje ruralnog sa drugim vidovima turizma

¢ Unapredenje kvaliteta turisticke ponude

o Razvoj MSP (malih i srednjih preduzeda)i
preduzetniStva

e Javno-privatna partnerstva

e Podizanje stepena atraktivnosti prirodnih i kulturnih
dobara

e Kreiranje integrisanih turistickih proizvoda

e Brendiranje podrucja

¢ Nedovoljna finansijska sredstva

¢ Nedovoljna institucionalna podrska

e Ekonomska i politicka nestabilnost

e Klimatske promene

e Iscrpljivanje prirodnih resursa

e Jaka konkurencija

o Neadekvatno upravljanje kulturnim dobrima

e Neadekvatno upravljanje otpadom

e Opadanje kvaliteta i atraktivnosti turisticke ponude

¢ Neadekvatno povezivanje tradicionalnih i savremenih
vrednosti

e Nedovoljno ulaganje u razvoj i odrzavanje
infrastrukture

[zvor: Autori

* podréku diverzifikaciji dohotka i unapredenju
kvaliteta Zivota u ruralnim podrucjima (investicije
za razvoj ruralne infrastrukture, unapredenje
ekonomskih  aktivnosti na selu, podrska
nepoljoprivrednim aktivnostima, mladima itd.);

* unapredenje sistema kreiranja i prenosa znanja.

Ministarstvo poljoprivrede, Sumarstva i vodoprivrede
RS finansira i sufinansira pojedine projekte, u
kojima su prioritetne tematske oblasti znacajne
i za turizam: diverzifikacija ruralne ekonomije;
ocuvanje kulturne i prirodne bastine itd. U Sektoru
za turizam Ministarstva trgovine, turizma i
telekomunikacija preduzimaju se odredene mere koje
se direktno odnose na razvoj turizma, a indirektno
i na poljoprivredu. Medutim, napori resornih

ministarstava nisu dovoljni, kao ni napori drugih
vaznih aktera u ovoj oblasti, odnosno, povezanost
poljoprivrede i turizma u RS jo$ uvek je nedovoljna i
institucionalno neuredena, a to potvrduje i nepovoljno
stanje u domacoj poljoprivredi i turizmu.

Prioriteti i perspektive odrZivog
integralnog razvoja poljoprivrede i turizma

Kreiranje i sprovodenje poljoprivredne politike
RS ograniceno je dejstvom mmnogobrojnih faktora.
Finansijska ogranicenja  predstavljaju  hronicni
problem, i to ne samo po pitanju podsticajnih
sredstava, ve¢ i u pogledu investicione aktivnosti.
NiSta manji problem nije ni ucestala neracionalnost
troSenja raspolozivih sredstava. Fondovi za ruralni
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razvoj EU predstavljaju potencijalnu Sansu za
unapredenje finansiranja, ali zahtevaju brojne
institucionalne reforme, tehnoloske i organizacione
inovacije. U tom kontekstu, nova poljoprivredna
politika mora biti stabilna, predvidiva i konzistentna,
bazirana na realnim ciljevima i usaglasena sa
medunarodnim trendovima, vode¢i racuna o
nacionalnim interesima. Uspostavljanje odrzivog
sistema poljoprivredne proizvodnje, predstavlja
jedan od imperativa, za koji je potrebna jaka
politicka volja i dosta ulaganja. Poljoprivreda ima
Sansi za razvoj ukoliko se integralno razvija sa
sektorima povezanih sa poljoprivredom, kroz
koncept multifunkcionalnosti (Pejanovi¢, 2016, 76-
89). Dinamicnije strukturne reforme u poljoprivredi,
doprinele bi zaposSljavanju dela radne snage u
nepoljoprivrednim sektorima (turizmu, industriji itd.),
Sto sugeriSe neophodnost definisanja Sireg spektra
konzistentnih politika (Bogdanov i Babovi¢, 2014,
285-287). Komplementarnost poljoprivrede sa drugim
delatnostima, a narocito sa turizmom je neophodna,
pa promene treba sprovoditi postepeno i promisljeno,
uz odgovoran odnos kreatora razvojne politike prema
ovom pitanju.

Uzimajuci u obzir kontekst savremenih ekonomskih
deSavanja na globalnom turistickom  trziStu,
geostrateski polozaj i proces pridruzivanja EU,
aktuelno stanje i resursni potencijal u turizmu,
neophodno je wutvrditi adekvatnu poslovnu
misiju u turizmu, na srednji i duZi rok, sa vecom
posvecenos¢u merama za razvoj energetike, industrije
i poljoprivrede, kao i za realizaciju infrastrukturnih
projekata. Pri tome je neophodno (MTTT, 2016, 42-43):

* efikasnije koristiti i zaStititi prirodna i kulturna
dobra,

* podizati energetsku efikasnost i koriscenje
obnovljivih izvora energije u turistickim objektima
i destinacijama,

* podsticati odrzivi ruralni i regionalni razvoj, kao i
smanjenje depopulacije,

e stvaratiiodrzavati pozitivan imidz.

Slozeno pitanje izgradnje efikasne turisticke politike
odnosi se na: razvoj infrastrukture, unapredenje
turistickih  proizvoda, umrezavanje sa drugim
sektorima, unapredenje  sistema  nacionalnog
turistickog marketinga itd. Da bi se odredila klju¢na
podrucja intervencije, neophodno je definisanje
prioritetnih proizvoda, za koje je realno da se mogu
komercijalizovati na trzistu, kao i identifikovanje
destinacija koje te proizvode ve¢ imaju, ili ih mogu
razviti u prihvatljivim rokovima (MTTT, 2016, 52-55).
Turizam moze aktivirati delatnosti koje, same po sebi,
nemaju turisticko obeleZje, kroz proces konverzije.
Razvojem turisticke privrede moze se javiti potreba
za vecom ponudom hrane i pica, novim smestajnim
kapacitetima, ~ sportskim  objektima,  objektima
za zabavu itd. Takode, moze do¢i do izraZenije
potrebe za razvojem saobracaja, komunalne i ostale
infrastrukture, Sto stvara potrebu za kadrovima
razli¢itih kvalifikacija i profila, odnosno, vece
mogucnosti za zaposljavanje (Vojnovi¢, Grujic¢ i Grujic,
2013, 11-12). Pri tome, poslovnu misiju integralnog
razvoja poljoprivrede i turizma treba koncipirati
saglasno finansijskim i institucionalnim kapacitetima,
pri ¢emu c¢e i dalje sektorske performanse,
makroekonomska situacija, kao i spoljni faktori,
determinisati brzinu i pravce promena u ovoj oblasti.

Za agro-turisticku ponudu RS, karakteristi¢no je
da nije integrisana, pa ova konstatacija upucuje
na neophodnost izrade integrisanog marketing
plana, koji ¢e promociju i prodaju poljoprivredno-
prehrambenih i turistickih proizvoda staviti u prvi
plan, stvaraju¢i uslove za jacanje integrisanosti i
kvaliteta ponude u ovoj oblasti. Time bi turizam
mogao doprineti (Vujovié, Cvijanovié i Steti¢, 2012,
198-200):

e stvaranju dodatnih izvora prihoda,

e zapoljavanju i unapredenju kvaliteta Zivota
ruralnog stanovnistva,

* unapredenju prodaje
prehrambenih proizvoda,

poljoprivredno-

* sprecavanju procesa dalje depopulacije sela,

* ozivljavanju kulturnih, manifestacionih i etno-
sadrzaja.
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Na ovaj nacin bi se mogli pokrenuti i drugi vazni
drustveni procesi.

Prilagodavanje proizvodne strukture poljoprivrede
turizmu, predstavlja jedno od bitnijih pitanja
turisticke potrosnje. Posebno se smatra vaznim
prosirenje i unapredenje proizvodnje organske hrane,
proizvoda sa poznatim geografskim poreklom i sl
Takode, neophodno je sagledati mogucnosti veceg
integrisanja i ugovornog povezivanja subjekata
u agro-turistickoj privredi, Sto zahteva da se
razrade podsticajne mere ekonomske politike za
uskladivanje komplementarnih aktivnosti. Pritom je
znacajno permanentno istrazivanje poljoprivrednog
i turistickog trziSta, uvodenje savremenijih reSenja
u poslovnu praksu, kao i ekoloskog pristupa, uz
sveobuhvatnu edukaciju (Tomi¢, 2008, 148-150). Veca
dostupnost finansijskih sredstava i institucionalne
podrske, jacanje socijalnog kapitala i trziSnih veza,
trebalo bi da ojacaju integralni razvoj poljoprivrede i
turizma i da doprinesu njihovom odrzivom razvoju,
kroz saradnju na nivou lokalnih zajednica, regionalnu
saradnju i integrisanje u Sire okvire.

Agro-ekonomski, socio-kulturni, prostorno-ekoloski
i turisticko-razvojni ciljevi zahtevaju da se, u svim
fazama razvoja, brine o vitalnosti raspolozivih
resursa. Trajno gubljenje poljoprivrednog zemljista,
usled izgradnje turistickih objekata i saobracajnica
je negativan efekat razvoja turizma, koji se moze
znacajno ublaZiti dobrim prostornim planovima,
adekvatnom fiskalnom, ekoloskom politikom itd.
(Tomic, 2008, 145).

Sinteza teorijskih koncepata i empirijskih istraZivanja
potvrduje da ruralni turizam i vidovi turizma
povezani sa njim, pruzaju velike mogucnosti
za atipicnu, diverzifikovanu ponudu (Vujovic,
Cvijanovi¢ i Steti¢, 2012, 210-211). Tako je buducnost
mnogih ruralnih podrudja neizvesna, ruralni turizam
mozZe predstavljati pogodan pristup za revitalizaciju
pojedinih sela. Razvoj turizma u ruralnim podrucjima
moze apsorbovati viskove seoske radne snage, bez
pritiska na gradove i nepovoljnih socio-ekonomskih
i ekoloskih posledica, moze pomoc¢i u reSavanju
problema depopulacije i starenja sela. Od svih
direktnih efekata, medu najznacajnijim je devizni ili

platnobilansni efekat turizma. Naime, u ekonomskoj
teoriji je poznat fenomen tzv. nevidljivog izvoza,
kao vida realizacije poljoprivredno-prehrambenih
proizvoda stranim turistima u zemlji (Tomic, 2008,
144-145).

U cilju realizacije koncepta integralnog odrzivog
razvoja, znacajno je potencirati tipove poljoprivredne
proizvodnje, koji se uklapaju u koncept odrzivog
razvoja turizma. U skladu sa tim, sve interesantniji
su ekoloski pravci. Organska poljoprivreda se
smatra jednom od najznacajnijih razvojnih Sansi
u tom pogledu (Tabela 7), a destinacijski koncept
razvoja turizma, u smislu kompatibilnosti organske
proizvodnje i ofuvanja Zzivotne sredine, sve vise
dobija na znacaju.

Tabela 7 Potencijalne koristi od organske proizvodnje

Oblast Ocekivane pozitivne promene

Poljoprivreda | Bolji kvalitet zemljiSta i poljoprivrednih
proizvoda, odrZiva proizvodnja

Turizam Unapredenje kvaliteta turisticke
ponude, odrZivo koriS¢enje resursa

Ekonomske Podrska lokalnom ekonomskom razvoju

koristi na odrzivim osnovama, povecanje
prihoda

Zivotna Smanjenje zagadenja Zivotne sredine,

sredina ocuvanje ekosistema, kompatibilnost
ekologije sa ekonomijom, smanjenje
rizika svojstvenih konvencionalnoj
proizvodnji

Drustvene Ocuvanije i unapredenije zdravlja ljudi,

koristi veca zaposlenost u organskom sektoru,
podrska socijalnoj komponenti odrzivog
razvoja

Izvor: Autori, na osnovu, IFOAM-Organics
International, 2018

Osim  organske, domacu  konvencionalnu
poljoprivredu, takode, treba ubuduce vise ukljuciti
u turisticku ponudu, uz osiguranje standardnog
kvaliteta i bezbednosti proizvoda.
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ZAKLJUCAK

Integralni razvoj poljoprivredei turizma determinisan
je brojnim internim i eksternim faktorima, od kojih
pojedini pozitivno uti¢u na njihov razvoj, dok drugi
imaju negativno dejstvo. Bez obzira na poreklo i smer
delovanja ovih faktora, nijedna ekonomija, niti jedan
sektor privrede, ne mogu se izolovati od njih. Stoga
je vazno adekvatno institucionalno reagovati na sve
relevantne savremene izazove, posebno zbog ¢injenice
da su pojedina ogranicenja ekonomsko-politicke
prirode, druga su socijalnog karaktera, a prisutna su
i ogranicenja ekoloske prirode, na koje ¢ovek ne moze
uticati i pored prisustva najsavremenije tehnologije.
Zbog svega navedenog, a i usled cinjenice da je tesko
precizno predvidati buducnost odrzivog integralnog
razvoja poljoprivrede i turizma, na gotovo svim
nivoima je vazno obezbediti adekvatan pristup,
primeren specifi¢nostima konkretnog podrugja.

Na osnovu sprovedenog istrazivanja, uz uvazavanje
rezultata prethodnih istraZivanja i realnog stanja u
oblasti poljoprivrede i turizma, moZe se zakljuciti daje
znacajno u savremenim uslovima integralno razvijati
poljoprivredu i turizam, u skladu sa principima
odrZivog razvoja i osobenostima konkretnog
podrucja. Ukoliko se poljoprivreda i turizam
adekvatno institucionalno usmeravaju i integralno
razvijaju na odrzivim osnovama, visestruki pozitivni
drustveno-ekonomski efekti se mogu ocekivati, pri
¢emu posebno do izrazaja mogu do¢i ekonomski
benefiti, poput: rasta prihoda od poljoprivrede
i turizma, kao i drugih delatnosti, direktno ili
indirektno povezanih sa njima; rasta zaposlenosti u
poljoprivredno-prehrambenom sektoru, turizmu i
ruralnoj privredi, uz povecanje njihovog doprinosa
rastu BDP-a i izvoza; povecanja obima poljoprivredne
proizvodnje, dolazaka i nocenja turista; unapredenja
kvalitetaiatraktivnosti poljoprivredno-prehrambenih
i turistickih proizvoda; diverzifikacije poljoprivredne
proizvodnje, nepoljoprivredne ruralne ekonomije
i turisticke ponude u celini; smanjenja siromastva
i socijalne iskljuCenosti ruralnog stanovnistva, uz
poboljSanje demografske slike onih podrucja u kojima
se poljoprivreda i turizam dugorocno i integralno
budu razvijali.

Polazna hipoteza u radu je potvrdena, jer rezultati
istrazivanja potvrduju da je izuzetno vazno u RS
institucionalno podrzavati intenzivnije povezivanje
poljoprivrede i turizma u okviru realizacije koncepta
odrzivog razvoja, posto se samo na osnovu takvog
pristupa mogu ocekivati ekonomski benefiti
relevantni za poljoprivredu i turizam (diverzifikacija
delatnosti, rast zaposlenosti, prihoda, investicione
aktivnosti i izvoza, unapredenje medunarodnih
ekonomskih odnosa u oblasti poljoprivrede i turizma
itd.). Osim ekonomskih, brojni pozitivni neekonomski
efekti, koji se odnose na vazne socijalne i ekoloske
aspekte odrzivog razvoja, takode, mogu nastati kao
rezultat aktivnijeg pristupa integralnom razvoju
poljoprivrede i turizma, pri ¢emu narocito do izrazaja
moze doc¢i demografska revitalizacija, uz ocuvanje
i kreativnije koriS¢enje raspolozivog resursnog
potencijala u poljoprivredi i turizmu.

Institucionalni  okvir je jedna od najbitnijih
komponenata  odrzivog  integralnog  razvoja
poljoprivredei turizma. Shodno tome, ovo istrazivanje
je upuceno kreatorima razvojne politike u oblasti
poljoprivrede i turizma RS. Mnoga ranija relevantna
istrazivanja, diskusije i stavovi autora koji se direktno,
ili indirektno bave ovom problematikom, mogu uticati
na reformske procese u oblasti integralnog razvoja
poljoprivrede i turizma. Istrazivanje ukazuje na to
da je institucionalna podrska odrzivom integralnom
razvoju poljoprivrede i turizma u RS nedovoljna, $to
je neosnovano s obzirom na prirodne i antropogene
resurse kojima se raspolaze, pa ovu podrsku ubuduce
treba znacajnije povecati, kako sa aspekta finansiranja,
tako i u pogledu kreiranja stimulativnijeg ambijenta
za dugorocni opstanak i razvoj domacih ekonomskih
subjekata u poljoprivredi i turizmu. Istrazivanje daje
signal i ekonomskim subjektima da je neophodno
da osavremene i znacajnije integriSu poslovanje u
poljoprivredi i turizmu.

Osnovno ogranicenje ovog istrazivanja odnosi se, pre
svega, na otezanost preciznog merenja medusobnih
uticaja poljoprivrede i turizma, odnosno, nedovoljnost
ekonomskih i slicnih kvantitativnih pokazatelja o
intezitetu uticaja poljoprivrede na razvoj turizma, i
obrnuto, kao i nedovoljnost pokazatelja o njihovom
integralnom razvoju. Takode, ogranicenjem se moZze
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smatrati i opseg istraZivanja, jer je obraden primer
samo jedne zemlje. Stoga bi se mogao, u nekom
narednom istrazivanju, povecati uzorak, odnosno,
razmotriti mogucnosti za komparativnu analizu
sa zemljama u okruZenju, sa zemljama koje su
prepoznatljivile na poljoprivrednom i turistickom
trzistu, ili predstavljaju primer dobre prakse u oblasti
integralnog razvoja poljoprivrede i turizma, pri cemu
ne treba zanemariti ni zemlje sli¢ne RS, narocito kada
su u pitanju neiskoriS¢eni agro-turisticki resursi,
uz brojna interna i eksterna ogranicenja za odrzivi
integralni razvoj poljoprivrede i turizma.

Osnovni doprinos ovog istrazivanja jeste isticanje
mogucnosti, ali i ograniCenja za integralni razvoj
poljoprivrede i turizma u RS, uz upucivanje
kreatorima razvojne politike predloga za unapredenja
u ovoj oblasti i naglaSavanje nezamenljive uloge
i odgovornosti drzave u citavom procesu. Osim
isticanja viSestrukog drustveno-ekonomskog znacaja,
neophodnosti, prioriteta i perspektivnih pravaca
odrzivog integralnog razvoja poljoprivrede i turizma
u RS, doprinos ovog rada odnosi se i na mogucnost
iniciranja novih istrazivanja ove problematike i
primene njihovih rezultata u praksi.
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Sustainable development is one of global imperatives and it involves the harmonization of economic,
environmental, and social development goals, with an appropriate institutional support. There are plenty
of resources pertaining to the sustainable development of agriculture and tourism, as numerous studies
and practical examples worldwide confirm. The paper highlights the example of the Republic of Serbia
and can be of use for other countries with similar resource potentials and developmental constraints.
Namely, agriculture and tourism in the Republic of Serbia are distinguished by abundant natural and
cultural-historical resources, but what mostly lacks are funds for serious investment, as well as a modern
and holistic approach to development, so the available resources are insufficiently used. Accordingly, the
research aims to point to the necessity of a more creative use of agro-tourism resources, i.e. to the more
promising directions of the integral development of agriculture and tourism on sustainable grounds.
The paper results highlight the extreme importance of institutional support to agriculture and tourism
networking within the concept of sustainable development.
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