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�.  �������� ���*���� �����
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Abstract: Sustainable development belongs to a complex terminology category. It refers to natural, social, economic 
and ecological aspects of sustainability. Furthermore, it includes sustainability of rural development as a subsystem of 
economic and social sustainability, which is tightly connected to environment and its ecological aspects whatsoever. The 
goals of sustainable development should meet the needs of the present generations without spoiling the prospects of the 
future ones. The obstacles to sustainable development, including rural development, are most often = nancial in their 
nature. In addition, these obstacles are closely bound to policies of general and regional development, legislative and 
institutional frameworks, strategies of development, infrastructure, etc.  
The developed countries of EU set a good example of sustainable rural development and sustainable environment. 
The appropriate policies of development as well as the adequate EU legislations are a key to sustainable development. 
Therefore, rural growth of Republika Srpska and BiH should be based on positive experiences and good practices of the 
aforementioned association whereas the chances of development lie in agriculture, forestry, water management, tourism, 
hunting, etc. 
Key words: sustainable development, rural development, environment, EU, legislation, Republika Srpska. 
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF 
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

From the theoretical point of view, the is-
sues of sustainable development are rather re-
cent. the idea of sustainable development was 
launched in the early 1970s at the First UN 
Conference on Environment that took place in 
Stockholm in 1972. the Conference adopted 
the Declaration on Environment. It was fully 
affirmed in late 1980s (1987) as it was offi-
cially published within the report named “Our 
joint future” presented by the World Commis-
sion on Environment and Development. In this 
report, „sustainabe deveopment“ was defined 
as the development that aims at meeting the 
needs of the present generations in a way that 
does not affect the opportunities of some fu-
ture generations to meet their own needs. One 
of the results of the Summit was the reccom-
mendation for sustainable managment of land, 
water and forest resources in 21st century (Gn-
jato & Gnjato, 2008).  

In 1992. ������, at the Summit on planet 
Earth that took place in Rio de Janeiro, also 
known as the Rio declaration, UN adopted 
„sustainable development“ as a strategic goal. 
It was then for the first time that the direct 
connection was made between development 
and environment protection. Furthermore, 
Declaration on Environment and Develop-
ment as an Action Plan for Sustainable De-
velopment for 21st Century was adopted, and 
it was called Agenda 21. One of the chapters 
of Agenda 21 on „relevant groups“ was dedi-
cated to the role of local authorities (Ljesevic, 
2000). By the role of local authorities they 
mean the role they have in adopting certain 
politics and strategies of development as well 
as the active participaton of local population 
in adopting appropriate strategic plans. 

Ten years after the Rio Summit (Rio + 10), 
a World Summit on Sustainable Development 
was held in Johanesburgh in 2002. Upon this 
Summit, the concept of sustainable develop-
ment was set as a priority task of many coun-
tries’ economic, social and overall growth. 
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��$������� $� �����
$��� $������+�� 
������������ ���*���� �����
� 
� ����
�� 
���	��. X��
� � ���*���� �����
	 ���$����� 

� ��
����� $������$���0 ������ ���+��� 
��
���, � �� �� ����
 ��������#�
� �
�����-
��0 ��#�
� � *������
 $������, ���*���
 	 
����0���	 1972. ������, �� ��
�
 
� ����$��� 
8������#�
� � *������
 $������. �	�	 ����-
��#�
	 $����� 
� ���
�� �$����$���0 ������ 
(1987), ��� 
� �����
�� ��
��/��� 	 ���
�+-
��
	 $�
��$�� ����$�
� �� ���	*��� � �����
, 
��� �������  „Z�+� ��
����
�� �	�	���$�“. � 
��� ���
�+��
	 „���*��� �����
“ 
� ������-
$�� ��� ���
 �����
 ��
� 
� 	$�
���� ���� �� $� 
������/� ������� $���+�� ������#�
�,  � �� 
�� ��
�� ��
� �� ������ 	 ������ ���	���$� 
�	�	��0 ������#�
a �� ������� $��
� �������. 
J���� �� ���	����� ������ ���� 
� ������	�� 
�� ���*��� 	����/��� ���/�+���, ������ 
� +	�$��� ��$	�$��� 	 21. ��
��	 (����� � 
�����, 2008).  

� 1992. ������, �� �����	 � ������� 
;��/� 	 ��� �� ������	, �������� ��� ��� 
�������#�
�,  „���*��� �����
“ 
� 	$��
�� 
�� $����� �Z ��� $�����+�� #�/. ���� �	� 
�$����	�� 
� ��������$� �����
� � ��+���� 
*������ $������. X����	 �$�����, ����$��� 

� � 8������#�
� � *������
 $������ � ���-
��
	,  ��� � ��#���� ���� ���*���� �����
� �� 
21. ��
�� ������ @����� 21. J���� �� ������/� 
@����� 21, ��� �  „������ ��	��#�
���“,  ��-
$������ 
� 	���� �������0 ���$�� (��+����, 
2000). ��$�� $� �����$�����  �� 	���	 �����-
��0 ���$�� 	 ����+��	 ��������
	��0 ����-
���� � $�������
� �����
�, �� �� ������� 	�/	-

��� �������� $�������+��� 	 ����+��� 
��������
	��0 �����
��0 �������. 

8�$�� ������ ����� ������ 	 ��
	 (��� 
+ 10), ����� 2002. ������, 	 J�0���$�	��	 
� 
���*�� ��
��$�� $���� � ���*���� �����
	. 
Z���� ���� ������ ���#��� ���*���� �����
� 
��$���/� $� ��� ����������� #�/ ������-
$���, $�#�
����� � 	�	���� �����
� �� �����	 
����/� $��
���. � $�����, ���#��� ���*���� 
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Actually, the idea of sustainable development 
became the leading principle within the fields 
of economic politics and environmental poli-
tics in social organizations at international, 
state and local levels. 

The notion of sustainable development 
was redefined after 1990s and now it refers 
to the improvement of life quality through 
preservation of life conditions and ecosys-
tem capacities. The definition that sustain-
able development has identical foundations in 
economic, ecological, and to a certain extent 
social principles draws attention (Penfield, 
1996). Hence, sustainable development inte-
grates three basic spheres of human life: eco-
nomic, social, and ecological, and also refers 
to their sustainability. 

Fig. 1. Model of sustainable development 
(Pen� eld, 1996)

If economic development threatens ecologi-
cal sustainability, it will act as a destructive fac-
tor in a given spatial system. At the same time, 
it will cause imbalance within social-economic 
structures and environment so the environ-
ment will end up less interesting for human life. 

�����
� ��$��� 
� ������ ����#�� 	 ������-
$��
 ������#� � ������#� *������ $������ 	 
��	+������ ��������#�
��� ��
�� �� �����-
��#�������� � ��*����� �� �������� �����.

��
�� ���*���� �����
� ��������$�� 
� 
����� ������$���0 ������ ���+��� ��
���, 
���� �� $� $���  ��� ���� ��
��� ������	-
��
��� ����/+��� ��������� *����� ���� 
�
	���� *������0 	$���� � �
	���� ����-
#����� ���$�$����. ��*�	 ������
� � ��� 
������#�
� �� ��
�
 ���*��� �����
 ���
��-
���� ��
��� �� ������$���, �����+��� �, 	 
��������
 �
���, �� $�#�
����� ����#����� 
(Pen= eld, 1996). �� ��
, �����, �����, ���*�-
�� �����
 �������+� ��� �$����� $���� /	�-
$��� *�����: ������$�	, $�#�
���	 � �����+-
�	,  � ������	��
��� ��0��	 ���*���$�. 

��. 1. ����� ��	
���
 	������ 
(Pen� eld, 1996)

������� ������$�� �����
 	���*��� ���-
��+�	 ���*���$�,  ����� 	���	 ������
	��� 
������� 	 ����� ���$������ $�$���	. ������-
���� ��������
� 	 $�#��-������$��� $��	�-
�	���� � 	 *������
 $������, ��  �� ��� $�� 
���� ���� ������$����� �� *���� 
��
���. 
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Hereby, we emphasise the relevance of a ratio-
nal point of view over the evaluation of natural 
resources and the importance of active measures 
for environment protection. Aforementioned hi-
potheses hint that the problem of sustainable 
development largely rests on the concepts of re-
gional development as a wide framework of a 
total growth within a given geographical system 
– region (Gnjato, 1990). 

The concept of sustainable development, 
both theoretically and practically, grows into 
a speci= c scienti= c = eld of study so nowadays 
there are more and more talks about the Sustain-
able Development Science. It rede= ned the aims 
and courses of sustainable development. The 
emphasis is on the development of social and 
institutional systems that could provide the sus-
tainability of environment and economic growth 
for the future generations (Cotner, 2009).

Nowadays, within the environment re-
searches, the priority is given to condition in-
dicators in natural and anthropogenic environ-
ment. They are the key prerequisites for active 
protection measures and environment improve-
ment. In fact, environment condition indicators 
should be actively connected with policies and 
models of general, regional, and local economic 
growth.  

Apart from ecology, indicators of both eco-
nomic and social sustainability draw attention. 
Classic economic theories do not answer the is-
sues of production and distribution as a precon-
dition of sustainable social development. These 
theories treat economic growth as a long-term 
growth rate of GDP “per capita” or agregate 
(Vinski, 1967). Nevertheless, the assumption 
of social sustainability, apart from GDP, is de-
= ned through qualitative changes in commercial 
structures. As the time passed, the opinion that 
sustainability (economic, social, and ecologi-
cal) is a prerequisite for the well-function of a 
“good society” prevailed. In connection to this, 
“good society” is the one that achieves constant 
economic growth, largely increases production 
and employment rate, and does not leave harm-
ful environmental consequences that might put 
in danger future generations (Galbraith, 2001). 

���
� �����+����� ���
�
 ��#�������� ���-
$�	�� ���������	 ��������0 ��$	�$� � ��*-
��$� �������0 �
��� ��+���� *������ $����-
��, � �� $���� +�� 
� �����
�� ��
��� 
�$�� 
���������� � �� �� ������������ ���*���� 
�����
� 	 �����
 �
��� ��
��� �� ���#��#�
�-
�� ����������� �����
� ��� +������ ������ 
	�	���� �����
� ����� �������$��� $�$���� – 
����
� (�����, 1990). 

N��#��� ���*���� �����
�, � 	 �����
� � 
	 ����$�, �����$�� 	 ��$���	 ��	
�	 ��$#�-
����	, �� $� ����$ $�� ��+� ������ � ��	#� 
� ���*���� �����
	 (Sustainable Devlopment 
Science). ��� ��������+� #�/��� � ����#� 
���*���� �����
�. @�#���� $� $���/� �� ���-
��
 ��	+������ � ��$���	#�������� $�$���� 
��
� �� ������
����� ���*���$� *������ $��-
���� � ������$��� �������� �� �	�	�� ������-
#�
� (Cotner, 2009).

8���$ ��������� 	 �$���*������� *�-
����� $������ 
���  ���������� $���� 	 
��������
 � �����������
 $������, � ��� $	 
� �/	
�� ������$����� �������� �
����� 
��+���� �  	��������� *������ $������. � 
$�����, ���������� $���� 	 *������
 $������ 
����� $������ 	 ������� ����$ $�  ��������� 
� �������� ��+���, ����������� � �������� 
������$��� �����
�.  

��� �����+��, ��*�	 ������
� ����-
������ ������$�� � $�#�
���� ���*���$��.  
N��$�
�� ������$�� �����
� �� ��
	 �
�+��� 
�� �������� ���������� � ��$���
��� ��� 
����	$���� ���*���� $�#�
����� �����
�. ��� 
��������� ��$� �������
	 ��� �	����
�	 $��-
�	 ��$�� 8!� “per capita” ��� ��������� (W��-
$��, 1967). ���	���, ������$����� $�#�
���� 
���*���$��, $��  8!�-��, ������$��� 
� � 
������������� ����
����� ��������� $��	�-
�	��. W������� 
� ����������� ��+/��� �� 

� ���*���$�, ��$�� $� �� ������$�	, $�#�
��-
�	 � �����+�	, 	$��� �	��#����$��� «������ 
��	+���». � ���� $ ���, «����� ��	+���“ 
� 
��� ��
� �$����	
� $����� ������$�� ��$�, 
���
�
�� �������� ���������	 � ����$����$� 
�  �� �$���/� ��� +������ ��$/���#� 	 *�-
�����
 $������ ��
� �� ����� 	������� *���� 
������#�
� ��
� ������ (Galbraith, 2001). X 	 
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Qualitative aspects of development also domi-
nate the works of many leading world econo-
mists and philosophers (Milton Friedman, 
Friedrich August von Hayek, Robert Solow and 
others). 

Sustainable development is tightly connect-
ed with development strategies, which means 
a long-term planned guidance of development 
processes. These strategies have the role of a 
general and sectoral development document 
(Maskin-�icic, 2001). Furthermore, strategies 
of rural development are especially pertinent as 
their goal is to set up an integrated rural devel-
opment (IRD) and rural sustainability. 

Finally, we may infer that numerous philo-
sophical and theoretical approaches to sustain-
able development rest on the principle of in-
ter-generation equality and that the practice of 
sustainable development demands harmoniza-
tion of commercial growth, social justice, and 
healthy environment. Actually, a harmonized 
commercial growth refers to responsible usage 
of natural resources; social justice goes back to 
ethical issues; and healthy environment implies 
sustainable development. Futhermore, in both 
theory and practice, some countries clearly show 
that the concept of sustainable development, 
among other things, integrates rural develop-
ment as a key component of overall sustainabil-
ity. Therefore, the issues of rural development 
are ever more becoming subject to scienti= c 
practices in many countries.  

BASIS OF THE RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
CONCEPT

Rural development is and integral part of 
the sustainable deveopment concept. It is a 
feature of environment sustainability, along 
with its natural and social sub-systems. Rural 
development entails sustainability of all de-
velopment processes out of the urban systems, 
whereas the practice of rural development and 
sustainability is preconditioned by the inter-
dependence of urban and rural development. 

Rural development and its sustainability 

�������� �����0 �������0 $�
��$��0 �����-
��$�� � �������� (Milton Friedman, Friedrich 
August von Hayek, Robert Solow � ��	��) ��-
������
	 ������������ �$����� �����
�. 

���*��� �����
 	 ��
�$��
 
� ���� � $� 
$�������
��� �����
�, +�� ������	��
���  �	-
����
�� � ����$�� 	$�
������� �����
��0 
���#�$�. ��� ���
	 	���	 ��+��� � $�����-
$��� �����
��� ���	����� (��$���-�����, 
2001). � ���� $ ���, �� ��$����� $	 ������-
$� $�������
� �	������ �����
�, � ��0�� #�/ 

� 	$��$���� ����������� �	������ �����
� 
(X��) � �	����� ���*���$�. 

Z� ���
	, ��*� $� ���/	
��� �� ���
�� 
�������$�� � �����
$�� ���$�	��  ���*�-
��� �����
	 ��
���
	 �� ����#��	 �������-
����#�
$�� 
������$��, �� �� ����$� ���*���� 
�����
� ��0��
��� 	$����+���$� ���������� 
��$��, $�#�
���� ������ � ������ *������ 
$������. � $�����, 	$����+�� ��������� ��$� 
������	��
��� ��������� ����+���� ������-
��0 ��$	�$�,  $�#�
���� ������ ������ 	 ���
-
�� ��������, � ������ *������ $������ �����-
�	��
��� ���*��� �����
.  ������, �����
� � 
����$� ��
�����0 ����/� 
�$�� $	 �������� 
�� ���#��� ���*���� �����
�, ����� �$�����, 
�������+� � �	����� �����
 ��� �/	
�	 ���-
������	 	�	��� ���*���$��. ;��� $���� ���� 
������������ �	������ �����
� 	 ������ ��-
�/��� $��
��� $�� ��+� ����	�/� ��*�	 �� 
$��� ��	
����, ���� � �
�������� 	 ����$���-
��
 ����$�. 

��Z�W' N�Z&'��@ ���@"Z�� 
�@;W�J@

�	����� �����
 
� ���������� ��� ���#��-
�� ���*���� �����
�. �� 
� ������ ���*���-
$�� *������ $������,  ��� � ����0 ��������0 
� ��	+�����0 ���$�$����. �	����� �����
 
������	��
��� ���*���$� 	�	���0 �����
��0 
���#�$� ����� 	�����0 $�$����, ���  ����$	 
�	������ �����
� � ���*���$�� 	$���/��� 
���	����$��$� 	������ � �	������ �����
�.

�	����� �����
 � �	����� ���*���$� 
���
	 �$����
$�	 �������
	 � ��$� ���/�*
� 
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have a historic dimension and bear a mark of 
different social and economic systems. Over 
the past two centuries and more, strong pro-
cesses of industrialization and urbanization 
took place, mostly damaging rural areas.  The 
process of de-ruralization is accompanied by 
depopulation, emmigration, aging of rural 
population, deagrarization, etc. Destructive 
processes within the field of rural develop-
ment are imminent, more or less, within all 
social systems and they imply ill-harmoniza-
tion of a general, regional, and local devel-
opment as well as the general and industrial 
growth. Despite these assumptions, rural de-
velopment still stands as a key to sustainable 
development. Therefore, nowadays rural de-
velopment, as a key factor to environmental 
issues, is given ever larger scientific, politi-
cal, and practical relevance. 

In order to overcome problems of general 
development, regional divergence, failure of 
rural areas development, refreshing rural ar-
eas, etc., developed countries and EU prac-
tices have shown that it is neccesary to set a 
concept of integral rural development (IRD). 
This concept implies to „all human activities 
based on local resources with an aiming at 
economic strengthening of rural households, 
integral protection of all area elements, inte-
gration of development and protection goals 
that would provide a long-term sustainable de-
velopment“ (Cavrak, 2003, p.61). Actually, in 
order to comprehend the essence of IRD con-
cept, it is crucial to acept the position of ag-
riculture within various historical conditions 
of development, taking into account a whole 
range of development policies and doctrines.  
It turned out that IRD is largely socially sig-
nificant, especially in times of instability and 
crisis. Forerunner to this concept was national 
interventionalism during the crisis in 1930s, 
which was a reaction to the previous concept 
of economic liberalism embodied in the lais-
sez-faire doctrine. This doctrine was basically 
anti-interventionalistic and demanded from a 
state not to intervene with economic activities. 
Later on, the demographic explosion in mid 

�����
���0 ��	+�����0 � ������$��0 $�$��-
��.  � ��+��  ��+� �� ���� �������� ��
���, 	 
$��
��	 $	 $� ����
��� $��*�� ���#�$� ���	-
$���
�����#�
� � 	�������#�
�, 	������� �� 
+���	 �	�����0 ���$����. ���#�$ ���	����-
��#�
� ������ 
� �����	��#�
��, ������#�
��, 
$������� �	������ $�������+���, ��������-
��#�
�� � $�. 8�$��	������ ���#�$� 	 $���� 
�	������ �����
� ���������� $	, 	 ����
 ��� 
����
 �
���, $��� ��	+������ $�$������ � 
	���	
	 �� ��	$����+���$� ��+���, ��������-
��� � �������� �����
�, �� �� ��	$����+���$� 
��+��� � ����$��� �����
�. �����$ ������ 
������$�������, �	����� �����
 
� ��$��� � 
�$��� �/	
�� ������ ���*���� �����
�. ;��� 
$� ����$ �	������ �����
	, �/	
��� $�����-
�	 *������ $������, �����
� $�� ���� ��	
��, 
������
�� � ������
�� ���
�
. 

� #�/	 ���������*��� �������� ��+�� 
�����
���$��, ���������� ��������#�
�, ��-
$��
� 	 �����
	 �	�����0 ����	

�, ��������-
��#�
� �	�����0 ���$���� � $�., ����$� ���-
��
���0 ����/� $��
���, ��$���� ����$� '�, 
�������� 
� ����0����$� 	$��$���� ���#���� 
����������� �	������ �����
� (X��). ���
 ���-
#��� ������	��
��� „$�� ������ /	�$�� �
�-
�����$�� 	����/��� �� �������� ��$	�$��� 
$ #�/�� ������$��� 
�
��� �	�����0 ��$��-
���$����, ���������	 ��+���	 $��0 ��������� 
���$����,  �������#�
	 �����
��0 � ��+���-
��0 #�/��� 	 �	��#�
� �	����
�� ���*���� 
�����
�“ (������, 2003, $��.61). � $�����, �� 
�� $� $0������ $	+���� ���#���� X�� ��-
������ 
� ��#�������� ����*�
 ��/��������� 
	 �����
���� �$����
$��� 	$������ �����
�, 
	����
	�� 	 ����� � �����
��� �����
�� ��-
������ � �����
�� ��������. �������� $�, �� 
����
��, �� 
� ���#��� X��, ����
��� 	 ����-
����� ��$�������$�� � �����, ���� ��$���� 
��	+������ ���
�
.  �����
� ���� ���#���	 

� ��*���� ��������#������� ����� ����� 
�����$���0 ������ 20. ��
���, ��� ����#�
� �� 
����� �����
	�� ���#��� ������$��� ������-
����� ���
���� 	 �������� laissez-faire. ��� 
�������� 	 ���� 
� ������������#����$��
�� 
� ��0��
��� ����
�+��� ��*��� 	 ������$-
�� �������$��. N�$��
�, 	$/�� ��������$�� 
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1950s challenged the world for the increase of 
diffrences between the rich and the poor. The 
initial project to overcome issues of under-de-
veloped countries, especially food problems, 
emerged in India and was named Community 
Development Programme. The realization of 
the Program was helped by World bank and 
specialized UN institutions. The Program was 
expanded to some 60 poor countries of Af-
rica, Asia, and Latin America. Nevertheless, 
this noble idea that grew into a development 
project failed for several reasons: under-de-
velopment of local communities, insufficient 
timeline for program confirmation, corrupted 
and uneducated administration staff, poorly 
educated peasants, etc. (Little, 1982).

During 1960s new types of interventional-
ism emerged. A range of international agen-
cies and developed countries’ governments 
suggested a poor countries investment con-
cept based on the growth of agricultural pro-
duction. In fact, it was a program of “green 
revolution” (Zakic, 2001).  It paved the way 
for the concept of integral rural development 
in developed countries and radically expand-
ed the role of agriculture when it comes to 
rural economy development and overall rural 
development. 

The new concept of integral rural devel-
opment was launched at the international as-
sembly “Agricutural institutions for Integral 
Rural Development” in Rome in 1971 under 
the patronage of International Bank for Re-
construction and Development (IBRD). The 
pilot project was performed in Bangladesh. 
Such types of projects performed in many 
countries included the increase of agricultur-
al production, construction of roads, general 
and specialized education of agrarians, all in 
order to accept the marketing approach. The 
project included the following: improvement 
of rural industry, service providing, health 
services, family planning, etc. After a decade, 
this concept was questioned because the basic 
demands had not been fulfilled, i.e. increase 
of food production and larger employment 
rate. 

��$�����
�, $������� ����$���0 ������ 20. 
��
���,  $��
�� $� $	�
�� $� ����� �������-
�� ���� $�� ����0 ������� �����	 �����
���0 
(������0) � �������
���0 ($�����+��0). X��-
#�
���� ���
���� 	 ���������*��	 �������� 
�������
���0, ��$���� �������� 	 ���� $ 0��-
���, �����
���� 
� 	 X���
�, ���� «������� 
���	������ �����
�» (Community Development 
Programme). �������#�
	 �������� ������
�-
���� $	 ��
��$�� ����� � $��#�
��������� 
��$���	#�
� �Z. ���
 ������� 
� ���+���� 
�� +����$���� $�����+��0 ����/� @���-
��, @��
� � "����$�� @������. ���	���, ��� 
��������� ���
�, �����
��� 	 �����
�� ���
�-
���, ������� 
� �� ��+� �������:  ���� �����-
��
���$�� �������0 ��
����#�, ������/��� 
������� �� ������	 ��������, ���	������� � 
��$��	
�� ������$���#�
�, �$�	���� ������-
���� $�/���, ���. (Little, 1982).

����� 60-��0 ������ ���+��� ��
��� 

��/�
	 $� ���� ����#� ��������#�������. 
����� ���	������� ����#�
� $� ������� ���-
��
���0 ��*��� ������*	 ���#��� 	������ 	 
$�����+�� ���/� ������� �� ��$�	 ��/����-
������ ����������. � $�����, ���� $� � ���-
����	 “������ �����	#�
�” (Zaki?, 2001).  ���
 
������� ���$���� 
� �	� ���#���	 ��������-
��� �	������ �����
� 	 �����
���� ���/��� � 
��������� ���+���� 	���	 ��/��������� 	 
�����
	 �	����� �������
� � 	�	���� �	���-
��� �����
	. 

Z��� ���#��� ����������� �	������ ���-
��
� ���$���� 
� 1971. ������ 	 ���	 �� ��-
�����#�������� $�	�	 «��/���������� 
��$���	#�
� �� ���������� �	����� �����
», 
���*���� ��� ���������/$���� ���	�����-
�� ����� �� �����	 � �����
 (IBRD). ����� 
���
���� 
� ������� 	 !�������+	. �$�� ��-
������ ��/���������� ����������, ���
���� 
��� ��$��, �$������� 	 ��+� ����/�,  	�/	
�-
�� $	  �������	 $�������
�� �����$��	��	��, 
�� ��+�� � ��$���� ���������� ��/����-
�������� 	 #�/	 ���0������ ��������+��� 
���$�	��. ���
���� 
� ��	0�����: 	��������� 
�	����� ���	$���
�, 	$�	*��0 �
������$�� 
�� ����	*��� �$������, ����/+��� 	$�	�� 
�����$���, ��������� ������#� � $�. Z���� 
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The model did not provide results in un-
derdeveloped countries but it served as a 
foundation for a new concept of integral rural 
development in developed countries, espe-
cially EU members. This will be elaborated 
further on.

MODEL OF EU INTEGRAL RURAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

The European model of integral rural de-
velopment and rural sustainability defines a 
responsible approach to assessment of devel-
opment potentials of rural space. The aim is 
to preserve environment and set the sustain-
able development and functions that would 
help meet the needs of the present and future 
generations. Initially, the model of integral ru-
ral development is connected with the recon-
struction of family farms agriculture through 
the measures of national agrarian policies, es-
pecially through Common Agricultural Policy 
(CAP). 

The most relevant measures of EU rural 
policy that aim at achieving defined goals 
of integral rural development are as follows: 
credits and subsidies for development pro-
grams for farms and compensations for early 
retired farmers. Nevertheless, there are other 
(legal, economic, and ecological) measures 
of integral rural development and policies for 
environment protection within EU. It was in 
1968 in times of serious EEC agricultural is-
sues that Sicco Mansholt, leader of Agricul-
tural Common Market, suggested agricultural 
reforms to the governments of EEC members. 
He proposed measures that would make a 
large number of the existing farms dissappear.  
„Due to increase of an average farms size and 
increase of productivity, there would be a de-
crease in number of agriculture employees, 
vocational retrainings, and retirements. Ac-


���� ��#���
� � ���
 ���#��� 
� ������� 	 ��-
���� 
�� ��
�$	 �$������� �$����� ��0�
���: 
������� ���������� 0���� � ���� ����$��-
��$�. 

����� 	 #
����� ��
� ��� ���	����� 	 ��-
�����
���� ���/���,  ��� 
� ��$�	*�� ��� 
�$��� �������	 ����� ���#���� ����������� 
�	������ �����
� 	 �����
���� ���/���, ��-
$���� 	 
����#��� '�, � 
��	 �������� 	 ��-
������ ��
�/#��� ����.

��8'" XZ�'��@"Z�� ���@"Z�� 
�@;W�J@ '�

'����$�� ����� ����������� �	������ 
�����
� � �	����� ���*���$�� ������+� ��-
������� ���$�	� ���������	 �����
��0 ��-
���#�
��� �	�����0 ���$����. Q���� ���
�� 
#�/ 
� �
	���� *������ $������, �� 	$��$��-
�� ���*���� �����
� � ���*���0 �	��#�
� 	 
#�/	 ������/��� ������� ����+��0 � �	-
�	��0 ������#�
�. X��#�
����, ����� �����-
������ �	������ �����
� $� ��*� �� ��$��	��	-
������ ��/��������� �� ������
��
 ����� 
�
����� ��#�������0 �������0 ��������, ��-
$���� ;�
����
��� ��/����������� ������-
��� - ;�� (Common Agricultural Policy). 

Z�
���
�
��
� �
��� �	����� �������� '� 
	 #�/	 �$������� ������$���0 #�/��� ��-
��������� �	������ �����
� $	: ����������� � 
$	����#�������� �����
��0 �������� ��/�-
���������0 ����� � ��������#�
� �� ���� 
��������$��� �������. ���	���, ��$��
� 
� ��	�� (������, ������$�� � �����+��) �
�-
�� ����������� �	������ �����
� � �������� 
�
	���� *������ $������ 	 �����	 '�.  J�+ 
1968. ������, 	 ���
��� ����/��0 �������� 
	 ��/��������� '';,  ���� ���+��� (Sicco 
Mansholt), ���� 
��
�� „X�$���	#�
� �� ��/�-
��������� ��*�+��“ (Agricultural Common 
Market),  ������� 
����#� E'; ������*� ��-
����� 	 ��/���������.  ������*� �
��� ���-
�� ��
��� �� ���
�
�� ���
 ��$��
���0 ����� 
��$���. „�$��� �������� ���$�
�� ����
��� 
����� � �������� ����	������$�� ��+�� �� 
�� $������ ���
� ����$����0 	 ��/�������-
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cording to the plan, the number of agrarians 
should have been reduced. The elderly would 
have got some sort of pension, and the young-
er ones would have been retrained, whereas 
the children of the farmers would have been 
stimulated to pursue careers in other profes-
sions. The plan was supposed to be conducted 
between 1968 and 1980, but it never was be-
cause it was thought to be excessively severe 
and radical. Mansholt’s plan was directed 
against real problems but unfortunately was 
abandoned. Still, some of its ideas were later 
on partially performed“ (Prokopijevic, 2009, 
p. 211). The plan also suggested that the cul-
tivated soil be reduced per 5 million hectares 
and then afforested; prices policies had to be 
run carefully; farm size had to be increased 
and the farms should have specialised in pro-
duction. The proposed measures would have 
helped reconstruct production and would have 
enabled larger open market competition for 
agricultural products. (Hugues, 1987). 

With reference to rurality, the content of 
the plan can be summarised as follows:

• it is necessary that the agrarian devel-
opment should adapt to new options 
within the field of agriculture (subsi-
dies);

• it is necessary to estimate regional va-
rieties in order to formulate support 
measures for the poorly developed ar-
eas (mostly rural ones) by both agri-
cultural measures and other ones that 
constitute rural economy (Rosemary, 
1997).

The application of incentives in EEC, i.e. 
EU, member countries starting in late 1970s 
slowed down the rural exodus. The incentives 
weakened migrations from rural towards ur-
ban areas, and the improved agricultre and 
new rural economy made contribute to the in-
tegral rural development. 

The concept of integral rural develop-
ment, which was guided by the agrarian pol-
icy reforms in 1980s, was fully affirmed in 
Switzerland, Japan, USA, and EEC countries, 
especially in France. The final affirmation of 

��, ������������#�
�� � ��������$����. 
����� ����	, ���
 ��/������������ ����� 
�� �� $� $����. �����
� �� ������ ��+�� 
���	� �����
�, ��� �����0 ��������������� 
�� $�, � ��#� ������� ������ �� ����+�	 �� 
+�������� �� ��	�� ��������. ���� 
� �����-
�� �� $� $������� 1968-1980, ��� ������ ��
� 
$�������� 
�� $� $������� �� 
� $	��+� �+���, 
���������. ���+����� ���� 
� ����� #�/�� 
�� ����� ��������, ��� 
� �� *���$� ����
��. 
Z��� ���
� �� ���� ����� ��$��
� �� $� ����-
��
�� �����������“ (�������
����, 2009, $��. 
211). � �����	 �����, ������*� �  $������ 
��������0 ����+��� �� ��� ��� ������� 
0������ � ��0��� ��+	�/�����, �������
	 
�������	 #���, �������� ����
��� ����� � 
��0��	 $��#�
�����#�
	 	 ����������. ����-
��*��� �
��� �� ����	���� ��$��	��	������ 
���������� � ���	 ����	������$� ��/����-
������0 ��������� �� ��������� ��*�+�	 
(Hugues, 1987). 

� $��$�	 �	�����$��, $���*�
 ���� ����� 
��*� $�  $��$�� ��:

• ���0����$� ���� ������#�
� �������� 
�����
� ����� ���	���$���� 	 ��/�-
�������� ($	����#�������� ��/�-
��������);

• ����0����$� 	��������� ��������-
��0 ������� ���� ����	��$��� �
��� 
����+�� $����
� �����
���� (�����*-
�� �	������) ����	

���, �� $��� 	 
��/��������� ��� � ��	��� �����-
��$���� ��
� 
��� �	����	 �������
	 
(Rosemary, 1997).

����
���� ���$��#�
��0 �
��� 	 ���/��� 

����#��� '';, ����$�� '�, ��
�� �� ��	�� 
�������� $������$���0 ������, 	$������ $� 
�	����� �����	$. ���$��#�
�� �
��� $���� 
�����#�
� �� �	�����0 	 	����� ����	

�, � 
	��������� ��/��������� � ���� �	����� 
�������
� �������$� ����������� �	������ 
�����
	. 

N��#��� ����������� �	������ �����
�, 
����� ��������� ������� �������� ����� 80-
��0, �	�	 ������#�
	 
� $����� 	 ���
#��$��
, 
J����	, �@8, � ����
��� 	 ���/��� '';, ���
� 
$���� 	 %���#	$��
, � ������ ����
��� 	 '���-



62

�@JN� �Q@��, ��V@ ����WXY, ���@Z ����WXY X ���@Z ��!XY 
RAJKO GNJATO, SR]A POPOVI`, GORAN POPOVI` AND GORAN TRBI`

the concept in Europe was in 1988 as Euro-
pean Commission adopted a document named 
“Future of rural community” (European Com-
mision COM, 88). The reform of structural 
funds was performed the same year. New 
options for advancement of agriculture and 
branches of agrarian economy in rural areas 
were achieved. The EU structural funds  sup-
port to rural development programmes was 
conditioned by the active approach to envi-
ronment aiming at its sustainability. 

MacSharry’s reforms “Joint agrarian 
policy” from 1992, confirmed by Maastricht 
Treaty, have a specil place when it comes to 
new EU joint agricultural policy (Barnes & 
Barnes, 1999). The essence of MacSharry’s 
reforms was direct paymnet to the farmers, 
which became a relevant way to give agricul-
ture incentives. „The reforms were more than 
necessary because EU CAP budget prior to 
1993 was spent for only three spheres – mar-
ket interventions, export incentives, and stor-
age of redeemed surpluses. The idea of all 
CAP changes since mid 1980s was to weaken 
connection between subsidies and production, 
but to avoid drastical decrease of production. 
It was supposed to forestall large agricultural 
production surpluses. EU agricultural subsi-
dies are nowadays much larger than Ameri-
can, and several times larger (per capita) than 
subsidies of underdeveloped countries or lib-
eral agriculture of Australia and New Zea-
land. Great agriculture expenses indirectly 
throttle agriulture productivity and other EU 
policies....  EU agricultural population has 
drastically been decreased as well as agricul-
ture participation in commerce in general. All 
of this is not so bad after all because it reflects 
larger productivity today and smaller capital 
potentials in comparison to other commercial 
branches. Still, farmers’ income increase and 
larger number of agriculture employees are 
insubstantial considering the market terms. 
The income can only be really augmented by 
huge increase of educated agriculture staff 
and through other ways of investments“ (Pro-
kopijevic,  2009, p. 212-228). 

�� ��*� $� �� 1988. �����	, 	 ��
�
 
� '����$�� 
����$�
� 	$��
��� ���	���� «!	�	���$� �	-
������ ��	+���» (European Commision COM, 
88). X$�� ������ ����+��� 
� ������� $��	�-
�	���0 �������. �$������� $	 ���� ���	���-
$�� 	��������� ��/��������� � ���� ����� 
������� �������
� 	 �	������ ���$������. 
����+�� �����
��� ���������� �	������ 
�����
�, �� $����� $��	��	���0 ������� '�, 
	$���/��� 
�  �������� ����$�� ����� *�-
�����
 $������, $�� 	 #�/	 ���� ���*���$��. 

� ����
 ��
����
��
 ��/����������
 ��-
����#� '� ��$���� ���
�
 ���
	 � ���+���
�-
�� ������� (MacSharry Reforms) «;�
����
�� 
������� ��������» �� 1992. ������, ��������� 
$�����	��� �� ��$���0�� (Barnes & Barnes, 
1999). �	+���� ���+���
����0 ������� $	 
�������� ������� ���������, ��
� ��$��
	 
$�� ��*��
� ��� $	����#����$��� ��/����-
�����. „������� 
� ���� ��+� ���� �������� 

�� 
� '� ��� 1993. $���� 
���� �	��� �� ;�� 
���+��� �� ��� $����� - ��*�+�� �����-
���#�
�, ������� $	����#�
� � $�����+���� 
���	�/���0 ��+����. ���$�� ������ $��0 
������� 	 ��
��	 �	��#����$�� ;��-� �� 
$������ �$����$���0 
� 	 ���� �� $� �$���� 
���� �����	 $	����#�
� � ����������.., � �� 
$� ��� ��� ���������� �� $���� ���$��
��. 
�� 
� ������� �� ����	����� ��$����� ����-
��0 ��+���� ��/����������0 ���������... 
��/���������� $	����#�
� '� ����$ $	 ����-
�� ��+� ���� �����
��, � �������� �	�� ��+� 
(�� $��������	) �� $	����#�
� �������
���0 
����/� ��� ���������0 ��/��������� @	-
$�����
� � Z���� ;������. W������ ����#��� 
�� ��/��������	 ���������� $� �	+� � ���-
�	������$� ��/��������� � ��	�� �������� 
���
�...  ��/���������� ���	��#�
� ����/� 
'� ���$���
�� 
� $������, ��� � 	��� ��/�-
�������� 	 �������� 	��+��. �� ��
��� ��$	 
��+� �� $��� 
�� �������	
	 ���	 ����	����-
��$� ����+�� ���������� � ��� ���� ����-
����� �����#�
�� �����
� 	 ����$	 �� ��	�� 
$������ ��������. X���, ��$� ��0���� ������� 
� ����$����0 	 ��/��������� ���� 
� �����-
��� ���� $� ���
	 	 ���	 ��*�+�� 	$����. �� 
��*� ��  $� ������ �� ������� �$������ $��� 
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Nowadays, EU and its specialised institu-
tions in charge of rural development put stress 
on multifunctionality and cohesion, as well 
as on a responsible approach to environment, 
which is a prerequisite for sustainable de-
velopment. Nevertheless, though it might be 
dominant, this approach is not uniformed and 
cannot be entirely applied in all EU member 
countries. Differences in level of general and 
rural development among EU members call 
for spcific approach to policies and models of 
rural development. This also refers to obvious 
disparities in rural development (cultivated 
area structure, biclimate conditions, farms 
size, number of farm households, number of 
rural population, age and education structure, 
tradition, etc.). This approach also applies to 
potential EU members that are burdened with 
global development issues and specific prob-
lems at national, regional, and local levels, all 
of which entirely refers to Republika Srpska 
as well.  

NORMATIVE ASPECTS OF EU AGRO-
ECOLOGICAL MEASURES 

Financial incentives are the basis of agro-
ecological measures and a key to sustainable 
development and environment preservation. 
Though the available finances of structural 
funds are stil insufficient to improve agricul-
ture and other branches of EU rural economy, 
the appropriate development programmes still 
provide an adequate pproach to environment. 
Legal and constitutional framework of agro-
ecological measures, especially financial 
ones, along with the investment trends, clear-
ly show that healthy environment is a priority 
of EU sustainable development, and the rural 
programmes investments are constant.  Over 
the next period, EU members have to provide 

������ ��������� ���������� ����� ����$��-
��0 	 ��/��������� ��� ��������� 	������ 
�� ��	�� ��
��“ (�������
����,  2009, $��. 
212-228). 

8���$ '� � ���� $��#�
��������� ��$��-
�	#�
� ���	*��� �� �	����� �����
 	 ���� ���� 
$���/�
	 �	����	��#�������$� � ��0���
	, �� 
��������� ���$�	� ��+���� *������ $������ 
��� ����	$��� ���*���� �����
	.  ���	���, 
������ ��� ��� ���������� ���
 ���$�	� ��
� 

����������� � �� ��*� 	 ����	��$�� ���� 
����
���� �� $�� ���/� 
����#� ���
�. ���-
���� 	 ������� ��+�� � �	����� �����
���-
$�� �����	 
����#� ���
�, �� ����� ������� 
	 ������$������� 	�	����, ��$���� �	������ 
�����
� ($��	��	�� ��/���������0 ����+�-
��, ��������$�� 	$����, ����
��� ��$
���, 
���
 ��/����������0 ������$����, ���
��$� 
�	������ $�������+���, $����$�� � �������-
�� $��	��	��, �����#�
�  � $�.),  ��0��
���
	 
��
�����
�� ���$�	� ���������� � �������� 
�	������ �����
�. ������ ���$�	� ����$� $� � 
�� ���/� ���������� �� 
���$��� 	 ���
�, ��-
�������� ��������� �����
��� ����������, 
�� $��#���
��� ���������� �� ��#�����-
���, ����������� � �������� ����	, +�� $� 
	 ���	���$�� ����$� � �� ���	����	 ���$�	.

Z���@�XWZX @��'N�X 
@���'N�"��NX< �J'�@ '�

%����$�
$�� ���$��#�
� $	 �$��� ��-
�������+��0 �
��� � �/	
�� ������ ���-
*���� �����
�  � �
	���� *������ $������. 
X��� 
�+ 	��
�� ������/�� �� 	�����
���� 
��/��������	, ��� � �$���� ����� �	����� 
�������
� ����/� 
����#� ���
�, ���
��$�� 
��$����*��� �����$�
$�� $���$��� $��	�-
�	���0 �������, ���� ��������
	�� �����
�� 
�������� � �$���� �������$��, �����
��	
	 
��������� ���$�	� *������
 $������. ;���-
������� � ��$���	#������� �����  �������-
��+��0 �
���, ��$���� �����$�
$��0, �� ��-
��$� � �������� 	������ 
�$�� �����	
	 �� 
� 
������ *������ $������ ��������� ���*���� 
�����
� '�, � ����� 	������ 	 �������� �	-
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more finances from GDP, even if it means 
harming economic stability and foreign com-
petition all in order to preserve environment 
as a prerequisite for sustainable development. 
Previous measures, especially agro-ecological 
ones, largely improved the environment pro-
tection in EU member countries. Therefore, 
American theoretician Jeremi Rifkin states 
that Europe has already advanced far from 
America when it comes to some important 
field such as life quality (Jeremi, 2007).

As we speak of sustainable development 
as a prerequisite for sustainable environment, 
we actually refer to agro-ecological measures 
at EU level. On the other hand, the implemen-
tation is an internal matter of single members. 
Measures are conducted with an aim to keep 
rural economy sustainable, but also to protect 
soil, water, air, and forests and preserve the 
biodiversity. Obviously, agro-ecological mea-
sures are also a factor of sustainable rural de-
velopment and factor of environment sustain-
ability. 

Taking into account structural and quali-
tative differences of natural habitats, the dif-
ferences in concepts of rural development, 
the structure of rural economy, development 
problems of some EU member countries, etc., 
new strategies of rural development are de-
fined aiming at rural sustainability. Still, the 
imperative is to preserve hign nature value 
(HNV).  

Agri-environmental measures in some 
European countries were introduced in early 
1980s , and in mid 1980s they were paid a 
lot of attention by EU members; starting with 
1992, so-called accompanying measures were 
introduced at the whole of EEC territory, in 
compliance with the EEC regulations. EU 
rural development policy and application of 
adequate strategies and agro-ecological mea-
sures resulted in a new concept (model) of in-
tegral rural development, which was legally 
integrated in Agenda 2000 and CAP in 1999. 
Hereby, agro-ecological measures grew to be 
a key to environment preservation and sustain-
able rural development. Namely, agricultural 

������ �����
� 
� ������	����.  � �������� 
������	 ���/� 
����#� '� ����
	 �����
�-
�� 
�+ ��+� $���$���� ��  8!�, �� 
�� � �� 
#�
��	 ���	+����� ������$�� $�������$�� � 
$��/�� ����	������$��, ���� �� $� $�
	���� 
������ *������ $������ ��
� 
� ����������� 
#�/ ���*���� �����
�.    8�$���+�� �
���, 
��$���� ���������+��, ������
����� $	 ����-
��� ���� �
	����$�� *������ $������ 	 ��-
�/��� 
����#��� '�. ;��� �����
�� �����-
��
�� ������ ������ ���$���	
� �� 
� '����� 
	 ����� ��*��� ����$����, ��� +�� 
� ���. 
�������� *�����,  ��� �������+�� �@8  (��-
����, 2007).

N�� $� 	 �����	 '� ������ � ���*���� 
�	������ �����
	 ��� ������$���#� ���*��� 
*������ $������,  	 $����� ������ $� � ����-
�����+��� �
����� �� ����	 ���
�, ��� 
� 
����������#�
� �
��� ��
�����
�� ������ 
����0 
����#�. �
��� $� ������� 	 #�/	 
���*���$�� �	����� �������
�, ��� �$�� ���� 
� 	 #�/	 ��+���� ���/�+��, ����, ����	0� � 
+	��, �� �
	���� ��������$�����. �
���, ��-
�������+�� �
��� $	 	 �$�� ���
��� ������ 
���*���� �	������ �����
� � ������ ���*�-
��$�� *������ $������.

� ������� �� $��	��	�����$� � �������-
����� ������� �������� $������, �� �� ����� 
������� 	 ���#���	 �	������ �����
�, $��	�-
�	�	 �	����� �������
�, �������� 	 �����
	 
��
�����0 ����/� 
����#� '� � $�., �� ����	 
��
�����
��0 ��*��� (�� ��#�������� ��-
��	) ������+	 $� ��������
	�� $�������
� �	-
������ �����
�, $ #�/�� �	����� ���*���$��. 
X���, ��������� 
�  �
	���� ��$���� �������-
�� �������  (HNV – High Nature Value).  

�
��� �
	���� ��/����������� ���	-
*��� (AEMs – Agri-enviromental measures) 	 
����� �����$��� ���/��� 	���� $� ��
����� 
80-�0 ������ ���+��� ��
���,  $������� 80-�0  
��� ����
�
	 �� ���
�
	 	 
����#��� ���
�, � 
��� �� 1992. ������ 	���� $� ���. ������� �
�-
�� �� #�
���
 ��������
� ;�
����#�, $����$�� 
�����$	 W�
��� (''�). �������� �	������ 
�����
� '�, �� ����
��� ��������
	��0 $�����-
��
� � ���������+��0 �
���,  ���	������� $	 
	$���$����� ���#���� (������) ����������� 
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environment was stimulated, new investments 
cultivated passive soil resources, land prices 
went up, etc (Popovic, 2006). Agro-ecological 
measures refer also to financial incentives to 
agricultural production through special ways 
of land cultivation and through production of 
safe food. Hence, it is a responbisle approach 
to environment evaluation and agrarians are 
additionally motivated to pursue this manner 
of production. The application of agro-eco-
logical measures varies from one EU mem-
ber to another, depending on the conditions 
and options, development goals, etc. So, for 
instance, in the Netherlands in 2002, agree-
ments of this type included 10, 000 pieces of 
all trees, reed in water surfaces, forest soil, 
duck lakes, around 450 other lakes, etc.

EU practices have shown that agriculture 
is the basis of rural development and that in-
teferance of birocracy within the market pro-
cesses opens a new opportuinity for various 
diversions. „Since most EU budget is spent 
on agriculture (in 2010 some 40%) and CAP 
is firmly confirmed, it is no surprise that this 
part of EU joint policies is mostly abused 
through public funds. Other relevant fields of 
abuse refer to help that EU provides for other 
countries, regional policies, structural funds, 
and European Investment Bank. The Revision 
Court report from 2004 on the abuse of EU 
agricultural funds reads: Total irregulations of 
payments since 1971 until 2002 were 3,1 bil-
lion Euro...“ (Prokopijevic, 2009, �. 226).  

CAP evaluation (CAP is a key factor to 
EU rural development) though ti may differ at 
some points, can be narrowed down to several 
assumptions. First one states that governmen-
tal aid for agriculture introduces capital inde-
pendant of the market, which further on leaves 
serious consequences. Some of the negative 
sides to common agricultural policy are as 
follows: „structural aspects (farmers’ indiffer-
ence regarding changes of occupation), vast 
price distrurbance, huge expences, highly-
priced agricultural products, unfairness (big 
farms gain much larger profit in comparison 
to the small ones), world trade distortion 

�	������ �����
�, ��
� $� 1999. ������ � ��-
���$�� �������+� 	 @����	 2000 � ������� 
;��. ���� ��������� ���������+�� �
��� 
��$��
	 $��*�� ������ �
	���� *������ $��-
����  � ������ ���*���� �	������ �����
�. 
Z����, $���	��+� $� ��+���� ��/��������-
��� ���	*���,  ����$������� $� �	�����-
+	 ��$���� ���/�+�� ��$	�$�, �������� $� 
#�
��� ���/� ���. (�������, 2006). @������-
��+�� �
��� $� ����$� � �� �����$�
$�� ����-
#�
 ��/���������� ���������� ���� ��$���� 
��
��� ������ ���/�+�� � ���� ���������	 
����
���� ������ 0����. ���� $� �� ��������� 
��
�� ���$�	�� ���������	 *������ $����-
��, � ��/����������#� ������� $���	��+	  
�� ���
 ��� �����������. ����
��� �������-
��+��0 �
��� 	 ��
������ ���/��� ���
� 
� 
�����
���, ����$�� �� 	$���� � ���	���$�� 
����
���, �����
��0 #�/��� � $�. ���� ���. 	 
<������
� $	, 	  2002. ������,  	������ ��� 
��$�� ��	0������ 10.000 ���. ��$���� ������, 
��$���	 �� ������ ����+�����, +	�$�� ��-
�/�+��, 
����� �� �����, ��� 450 ��	��0 
���-
�� ���.     

����$� '� 
� �������� �� ��/��������� 

��� �$��� �	������ �����
�, � �� ��
�+��� 
����������
� 	 ��*�+�� ���#�$� ������ ���-
$��� � �� �����
��� ���	�������. „��+�� $� 
�� ��/��������	 ���+� ��
���� ��� �	���� 
'� (2010. ��� ��� 40%, ���� �	����) � ��+��  

� ;�� ����� ���	��$���, �� 
	�� �� +�� 
� 
���
 ��� ��
����
��0 �������� ���
� 
���� �� 
������0  ��/� ���	������� 
����0 �������. 
8�	�� ��*��
� ����$�� ���	������� ������ 
$	 �� ����� ��
	 '� ��
� ��	��� ���/���, �� 
���������� ��������, $��	��	��� ������� � 
�������$��  'X!-�. � ���
�+��
	 �������$��� 
$	�� �� 2004. � ���	��������� ��/��������-
��0 ������� ���
� ��+�: „��	��� ��������-
�� ������� �� 1971. �� ���
� 2002. ����$��� 
$	 3,1 ����. ����...“ (�������
����, 2009, $��. 
226).  

�#
��� ��
����
�� ��/���������� ����-
����, �/	
��� ������� �	������ �����
� '�, 
���� �����
���, ���	 $� $��$�� �� �������� 
���$����#�
�. N/	
�	 ���$����#�
	 
��� ��-
����� �� ��*���� ����� ��/��������� ��-
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caused by CAP....Agricultural population in 
EU drastically decreased as well as the ag-
ricultural participation within general com-
merce... Namely, most authors dealing with 
CAP point out unfairness as a most common 
factor. It is not hard to infer why this opinion 
is so frequent. By the mid 1990s, over 80% of 
CAP funds were paid to about 20% farmers. 
EU agricultural policy as it is the case with 
some other countries, has caused large trade 
distrubance worldwide...The good thing is 
that CAP occasionally suffers reforms in or-
der to be harmonised with market reality, and 
the bad thing is that the rate of harmonisation 
is slow and poor“ (ibidem, �. 228).

As it has been aforementioned, it is ob-
vious that sustainable rural development on 
EU level rests on state «interference» with 
economy, which has up until recently been 
considered as an out-of-date model typical 
of agricultural planning of former socialist 
republics of Eastern Europe. It is more than 
clear that subsidized rural sustainability of 
EU is performed damaging sustainability of 
other commercial and non-commercial sub-
ject of the Union, all of which has different 
consequences in individual EU countries. 
Sustainable rural development or rural sus-
tainability, as we have seen, refers to sustain-
ability of ever smaller number of farms but 
also to products of larger quality, bigger open-
market competition, responsible application 
of agro-ecological mesures, etc. Furthermore, 
bearing in mind the sustainable rural economy 
i.e. sustainable agriculture, the rural sustain-
ability of EU is decreasing rural sustainability 
of non-EU countries. Hence, the sustainable 
development of Republika Srpska should be 
based on positive experiences of leading EU 
countries but adapted to our own conditions 
and possibilities for progress and develop-
ment.  It is crucial to pay attention to other 
EU countries and their experiences and prac-
tices, especially of those that are stricken by 
recession and instability. No doubt, the rural 
sustainable development is a part of a wider 
EU policy, and structural funds and incentives 

��$� ����# ���� ��*�+��, +�� ����$���/� 
����/�� ��������. � ��������� ��$/���#�  
��
����
�� ��/���������� �������� $����
	 
�: „$�	��	��� �$����� (����������$�����$� 
������� �� ��
���
	 ����+��� � ��������), 
������� ��������
 #���, ��������� ��+��-
��, ��$��� #��� ��/����������0 ���������, 
�������
��$� (������ ������� $	 ������ 
��+� ����������� �� ����0), ��$�����
� 	 
$���$��
 �������� �������� ;��-��..  ��/�-
��������� ���	��#�
� ����/� '� ���$��
�� 

� $������, ��� � 	��� ��/��������� 	 ���-
����� 	��+��... J���� �� ��+��0 ��$�� ��� 
$���� $��0 �	���� ��
� $� ���� ;��-�� 
�$�� 
���� �������
��$�. Z�
� ��+�� ������ ��+�� 

� �� ��+/��� +����� ��$���$�������. 8� 
$������ ������$���0 ������ ����� 80% $���-
$���� ;��-� ���+�� 
� �� ��
	�� $��� ��� 
20% 	�	���� ���
� �������... ��/��������-
�� �������� '�, � � ����0 ��	��0 ����/�, 	�-
��� 
� ������0 �������$��0 ��������
� 	 $��-
�	... ����/�� 
� �� +�� $� ;��, $ ������� �� 
�����  �������+�, ���� �� $� ��� ������
�� 
	$����� $ ��*�+��� ������$����, � ����-
��/�� �� +�� 
� ��
 $����� 	$��������� $��� 
� 
�+ 	��� $������“ (ibid, $��. 228).

X� ����0���� 	�������� �
��� 
� �� ���-
*��� �	����� �����
 	 �����	 '� ��
��� �� 
«��
�+��	» ��*��� 	 �������
	, +�� $� ��-
$���� $������� ������������ �������, ���-
�����i�  ����$��
 �������� ���+�0 $�#�
�-
��$��
��0 ����/� X$��
��� �����. �
��� 
� 
�� $� $	����#�������� �	����� ���*���$� 
	 �����	 '� �$����	
� �� ��
	� ���*���$�� 
�$����0  ���������0 � �����������0 $	�
�-
������ ���
�, $ �����
���� ��$/���#��� �� 
��
����� 
����#� ���
�. ���*��� �	����� 
�����
 ��� �	����� ���*���$�, ��� +�� $�� 
���
���, ������	��
��� ���*���$� $�� ����� 
���
� �����, ��� ����������
	 ���������	, 
���	 ����	������$� ��/�����������0 �����-
���� �� ��������� ��*�+�	, ��������� ���-
������ ���������+��0  �
��� � $�.  ������, 
�	����� ���*���$� '� (��$�� $� �� ���*��	 
�	����	 �������
	, ����$�� ���*��	 ��/�-
�������	),  $�� 
�
� 	���	
� �	����	 ���*�-
��$� ����/� ����� ���
�, ����
��� �����-
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of rural development are nothing but a good 
excuse for EU leading countries to achieve 
larger goals as well as specific interests of the 
countries gaining equal status in 1990s and 
2000s.

ENVIRONMENT ISSUES IN REPUBLIKA 
SRPSKA AND OPTIONS OF RURAL 

DEVELOPMENT

Sustainable rural development, as we 
have already seen, is defined by numerous so-
cial aspects of development. Nevertheles, it is 
directly dependant on environment preserva-
tion. By this we mean ecology of waters, air, 
and soil, and biodiversity condition that are 
key indicators of preservation, evaluation,and 
necessary protection measures. When we 
speak of environment preservation condition 
in rural areas i.e. environment preservation as 
a part of life environment, we can say it is 
tightly connected with industry structure and 
technological growth, overall structure of ru-
ral economy, and social assumptions of rural 
development (education structure, life stan-
dard, etc.). Nevertheless, the modern world 
practices have definitely demonstrated that 
environment condition is primarily defined by 
legal and institutional framework of protec-
tion.

Key laws related to RS environment, its 
protection, and evaluation options are as fol-
lows: the Law on Environment Protection, the 
Law on Waters, the Law on Waste Manage-
ment, the Law on Air Protection, the Law on 
Nature Protection, the Law on the Fund for 

$��0. ;��� ���*��� �	����� �����
 ���	����� 
���$�� ����� ����/��� �� ����������� �$�	-
$����� ������0 ����/� ���
�, ����
����� 
$��$������ 	$������ � ������$���� �����
�. 
Z����$����� ����� $�������� � �$�	$��� �$��-
��0 ����/� ���
�, �������� ���0 ��
� ��$��-
���� ���	 	 ��#�$�
	 � �����
�$��$�, � $�� �0 

� ��+�. !�� $	���, ���*��� �	����� �����
 

� ��� +��� �������� � $��$�� ��$��
��� '�, 
� $��	��	��� ������� � ���$��#�
� �	������ 
�����
	 $��� $	 ����� ������� �� �$������� 
��	���
�0 #�/��� ������0 ����/� ���
�, ��� 
� $��#���
��0 ������$� ����/� ��
� $	 $��-
��� �	�������� $���	$ ���
�� �����$���� � �� 
��
���	 �����$�� � ����� ��
���.              

��@Q' �XW��Z' ��'8XZ' � 
�'��!"X&X ����N�J X ����YZ���X 

���@"Z�� �@;W�J@

���*��� �	����� �����
, ���� $�� ����-
0���� ���
���, ������$�� 
� ���
��� ��	+-
������ ��������� �����
�. ���	���, �� 
�  	 
��������
 
� ����$��$�� � �� $���� �
	����-
$�� �������� $������.  8����, 	 �����	 $	 
�������
� ����, ����	0� � ���/�+��, �� $���� 
��������������, ��� �/	
�� ���������� �
	-
����$��, ���	��� ���������� � ����0����0 
�
��� ��+����.  ����� �
	����$�� *������ 
$������ �	�����0 ���$����  (��$�� $� �� �
	-
����$� �������� $������ ��� ����� $�������, 
	 ��
�$��
 
� ���� $ $��	��	��� ���	$���
� � 
��0����+��� �����
��, 	�	���� $��	��	��� 
�	����� ��������
�, �� $�#�
����� ������-
$������� �	������ �����
� ($��	��	�� ����-
������, �	��	�� *��/��� � $�). ���	���, 
����$� $��������� $��
��� �����$��$���� 
� 
�������� �� 
� $���� *������ $������  ���-
����� ������$��� ������� � ��$���	#��-
������ ������� ��+����.

N/	
�� ������ 	 ���� $ *������� $����-
����� ��, ����� ��+����� � ���	���$���� 
����������, $	: ;���� � ��+���� *������ 
$������, ;���� � ������,  ;���� � 	����/��	 
�������,  ;���� � ��+���� ����	0�, ;���� � 
��+���� �������, ;���� � %���	 �� ��+���	 
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Environment Protection. Legal regulations 
and directives within the field of environment 
potection set the procedure of conducting en-
vironment effect evaluation through projects 
that might affect environment condition. This 
way, legal regulations act as incentives of ru-
ral development, making sustainable rural de-
velopment a key assumption for sustainable 
environment. On one side, legal problems re-
garding environment protection are passed on 
to the local self-governance, with an aim to 
help create and adopt ecological action plans, 
issue ecological licences, etc.  

Indicators of condition of some environment 
elements

Healthy environment is a prerequisite for 
sustainable rural development and rural econ-
omy. Thus, development functions of rura ar-
eas cannot exceed ecological abilities of an 
area. Actually, qualitative analyses of natu-
ral elements of environment (water, air, soil, 
and biodiversity) assume taking into account 
the environment condition, evaluation, and 
possibe protction measures. Surface waters 
monitoring in Republika Srpska takes into ac-
count all larger waterflows and hydro-accu-
mulations. All examined waterflow profiles, 
except from the Spreca waterflow delta and 
the Bosna River down the Spreca delta, be-
long to classes I and II. The values of most pa-
rameters indicate that water quality is within 
the prescribed amounts (Djokic, 2009). 

With the exception of large surface water-
flows, mountain water quality is of an utmost 
relevance for both ecology and development. 
They are situated in various areas of middle 
and western parts of Republika Srpska. and 
they represent destinations of especial touris-
tic worth (excursion tourism, sports fishing, 
ecotourism, educational tourism, etc.). Spe-
cific orographic, morphological, climate, hy-
drological, and ecological conditions resulted 
in richness of biodiversity and endemic and 
relic species  (mountains of Zelengora, Lelija, 

*������ $������. ;����$��� ���	������� � 
�����$��� �� ����$�� ��+���� *������ $��-
���� 	������� 
� ���#��	�� ��������� ��-
$�	��� ���#
��� 	��#�
� �� *�����	 $�����	 
��� ������ ���
����� ��
� ���	 ����� 	��#�
 
�� ���� $����. Z� ���
 ��
��, �����$�� ���	-
������ ��� 	���	 ���$��#�
��� ������� �	-
������ �����
�, �� 
� ���*��� �	����� �����
 
	 $����� �/	
�� ������$����� ���*��� *�-
����� $������. J����� ��
����, ������ ���-
��������� ��+���� *������ $������ �� ���-
��$��� 
� �� ������	 $���	����	, $ ��*�+��� 
�� �����	 �����+��0 ��#����0 �������, ��-
������ �����+��0 ������� � $�. 

�!��"����� #��$� ����% �&�'����� 
��(!��� #��)���

;����� *������  $������ 
� ����	$��� 
���*���� �	������ �����
� � �	����� �����-
��
�. ;���, �����
�� �	��#�
� �	�����0 ���-
$���� �� $��
	 ��������� �����+�� ���	���-
$�� ���$����.  � $�����, ������������ ������� 
��������0 ��������� *������ $������: ����, 
����	0�, ���/�+��, �� ��������������, 
��� 
������$����	 $���������� ����� $����, ��-
�	���$�� ����������, ��� � ������	���0 �
�-
�� ��+����. ������������ *!(�+��#��% 
(!)� 	 ���	���#� ���$��
 ��	0������ $	 $�� 
���� ������#� � 0������	�	��#�
�. ��� �$-
�������� ������� ��������, �$�� ����
� �� 
	+�	 � !�$�� �������� �� 	+�� ����
�, ���-
����
	 I � II ���$�.  W��
����$� ������ �����-
��0 ���������� �����	
� �� 
� �������� ���� 
	 �����	 �����$���0 ���
����$�� (V����, 
2009). 

�$�� ��������� ����0 ����+��$��0 
������, �� ��$����� �����+��� � �����
��� 
���
�
� 
� �������� ���� ������$��0 ��
���. 
��
�+���� $	 	 �����
���� ����
�������� 
���$������ $������ � �������� ��
��� ���	-
����� ���$��. ����$���/�
	 ��$����#�
� ��-
	�����0 �	��$��
��0 ���
����$�� � �����
�-
��0 ������ �	����� (�������
���, $����$��� 
��������, ����	�����, ��	��������, �����	��-
$��
���...).  ���#���
�� �������$��, �����-
��+��, ������$��, 0������+��  � �����+�� 
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Maglic, Jahorina, Javor, Lisina).
Ground waters represent a significant 

natural and development resource whether 
it is the drinking water supplies or thermal-
mineral waters.  In Republika Srpska there are 
three ground water zones: the north zone, the 
mid-zone, and the south zone. Data on ground 
waters quality are incomplete, and according 
to certain indicators ground water quality in 
Semberia and Posavina regions is satisfying 
(Savic, 2009). 

Soil, one of the components of environ-
ment and a key assumption to rural economy 
and development in RS, is not submitted to 
constant monitoring and the data on soil qual-
ity and usage are poor. Out of all RS soil, 
1,209,590 hectares belongs to category of for-
est soil and barren land, whereas cultivated 
soil occupies 1,298,619 h�. Within cultivated 
soil, most part belongs to the categories of 
arable land and gardens (671,599 h�), and a 
small part belongs to the category of vineyards 
(693 h�). In some parts of RS, as a direct con-
sequence of urbanization and industrializa-
tion, there is an evident decrease of cultivated 
soil. It is a realistic assumption that there is 
an overusage of mineral fertilizers and herbal 
pesticides, which puts in danger the quality of 
soil and agricultural products. According to 
some estimations, there is an annual loss of 
around 2,000 ha due to construction of vari-
ous facilities, raw material exploitation and 
erosion. Most RS territory is covered with 
forests and belongs to forest soil. This infor-
mation contributes the fact that it is an eco-
logically healthy environment that is a crucial 
prerequisite for rural development. Real and 
potential options of production of safe food 
take an important place within the RS rural 
deveopment and economy. Therefore, rural 
economy incentives are a best way to protect 
agrarian soil, especially when it comes to safe 
food production (chemical free).   

Air quality is an environment condi-
tion indicator and an important requirement 
for rural area development, especially tour-
ism. Nowadays, rural areas of Republika 

	$����  ���	������� $	 ������� ����������-
�����, ������
��� � ��������� ��$����  (;�-
�������, "���
�, �������, J�0�����, J�����, 
"�$���).

�!)"�'�� (!)�, ���� �� $� ���� � ����-
0��� ����� ���� ��� � ��������������� ��-
����, ����$���/�
	 ���
�
�� �������� � ���-
��
�� ��$	�$.  � ���	���#� ���$��
  ���	 $� 
�����
��� ��� ���� ��������0 ����: $
������, 
$����+�� � 
	*��. ����#� � ��������	 ���-
�����0 ���� $	 ������	��, � ����� ��������� 
��������/��� ��*� $� ���$�������� �� 
� ���-
����� ��������0 ���� �� ����	

	 �������
� 
� ��$����� ������/���
	�� (�����, 2009). 

��'��+�� ��� 
���� �� ���������� *�-
����� $������ � �/	
�� ������$����� �	-
����� �������
� � �	������ �����
� �� ��
� 
�������	�� $������ ����������	, �� $	 �  ��-
��#� � ��������	 � ����+���	 ����� �$�	�-
��. � �����	 	�	���� ���/�+�� ���	���-
�� ���$��, 1.209.590 0� ������� ��������
� 
+	�$��� ���/�+�� � ��������, ��� ��/����-
������ ��	���� ����+��	 �� 1.298.619 h�. � 
�����	 ��/����������� ���/�+��  ���� ��� 
������� ��������
� �����#� � ��+��, (��� 
671.599 h�),  � ���� ��� ����������� (693 
h�).  � ����� ��
������� ��, ��� ��$/���#� 
	�������#�
� � ���	$���
�����#�
�, ������-
��� 
� $������ ��/����������� ���/��+-
��. ������ 
� ������$����� �� $� ������
���� 
	������/���
	 ��������� �	����� � $���$��-
�� �� ��+���	 ��/�, +�� 	���*��� �������� 
���/�+�� � �������� ��/����������0 ���-
������. ����� ����� ���#
�����, ���� ��-
������ ��
����� �����
��� ���
���, ��$����-
��#�
� $�������, �����
� � $�.,  ����+�� $� 
�	�� ��� 2.000 ha. ������#� �� $� ������ ��� 
�� ������ ��� +	�$��� ������$��� ��� 	 
������ ������ �� $� ���� � �����+�� ������
 
*������
 $������, ������ ����	$���	 �	���-
��� �����
�.  @ 	 �����	 �	������ �����
� � 
�	����� �������
� �� ���
�
�� �
�$�� ���-
���� $������� � �����#�
����� ���	���$��-
�� ���������� ����
���� ������ 0����. ;���, 
�
��� ���$��#�
� �	�����
 �������
�, ��$��-
�� ���������� ����
���� ������ 0���� (��� 
0���
$��0 ���������), ����$���/�
	 ��
��/� 
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Srpska suffer no large pollution. By this we 
mean there are no stationary pollution sourc-
es, among which the largest contamination 
comes from thermal-energetic and industrial 
systems. Most industrial potentials of Repub-
lika Srpska stopped production after 1992 
and now are narrowed down to the minimum. 
Still, the work of the exsisting ones affects the 
quality of air, water and soil (University of 
Banjaluka, 2011). Some of the biggest air and 
environment pollutants are: the Ugljevik mine 
and thermal power plant, the Gacko mine and 
thermal power plant, Brod and Modrica crude 
and oil refineries, city heating plants in Banja-
luka, Prijedor, Bijeljina, and Doboj, Birac alu-
mina factory, wood industries in Samac, Ko-
torsko near Doboj, Gradiska, Banjaluka, and 
Kotor Varos, local solid fuel  boilers, etc. The 
data on air quality are incomplete but the cur-
rent information indicate that there is an oc-
casional increase in pollutant concentration, 
especially in winter-time in periods of stable 
atmosphere (University of Banjaluka, 2011). 

Biodiversity condition (variety, preser-
vation, endemic species, and relics) is a key 
indicator of environment condition. Variety in 
flora and fauna, natural landscapes, geologi-
cal and hydrological heritage, etc. all make 
Republika Srpska one of the world toppest 
countries. Hence, there is an utmost relevance 
of two national parks (“Sutjeska” and ”Ko-
zara”), two landscape parks, two natural res-
ervations, three rainforests, etc. ( Ljubojevic, 
2007). 

Bearing in mind the experiences of the 
developed European countries and taking 
into account the richness of nature and spe-
cific natural values of Republika Srpska, it is 
believed that the adequate protection system 
and categorization should comprise between 
15 and 20% of total land... Nevertheless, up 
until 2011, in comparison to 1996, there had 
been no significant changes in number or sur-
face of RS protected areas. This is supported 
by the fact that up to 2011 there had been not 
a single new national park, natural reserva-
tion, or regional park...“ (Gnjato, Zivak, and 

��
�� ��+���� �������� ���/�+��.   
�(�&���� (�")�%� 
� ��������� $���� 	 

*������
 $������ � ����� ����	$��� �����
� 
�	�����0 ���$����, � ����
��� $��$��� �	-
�����. 8���$ $	 �	����� ���$���� ���	���-
�� ���$�� ��� ���
�
��
�0 ��������
�. ���
� 
$� ��$�� �� $��#������� ������ ��������,  
	 �����	 ��
�0 ��
���� ��$/���#� �������
	 
������������$�� � ���	$���
$�� $�$����. 
����� ���	$���
$�� ����#����� ���	����� 
���$��, ����� 1992. ������, ���$���� $	 $� 
�����, ��� $	 ���������	 $���� �� �����	�. 
���	���, 	������� 
� �� ��� ���0 ��$��
���0 
�$���/� ������� �� �������� ����	0�, ���� � 
���/�+�� (����������� 	 !���
 "	#�, 2011). 
���	 ��
���� ��������
� ����	0� � �$����0 
$�������� �������� $������ $����
	: ���' 
��/����, ���' ��#��, ��������
� ����� � 
	/� 	 !���	 � �����
�, ����$�� ������� 	 
!���
 "	#�, ���
����	, !�
�/��� � 8���
	, 
������� �����#� !���
, �������������
�� 
���	$���
� 	 ���#	, N����$��� ��� 8���
�, 
�����+#�, !���
 "	#�, N���� W���+	, ��-
����� ��������#� �� 
��$�� ������ � ���	� � 
��. ����#� � ��������	 ����	0� $	 �$���� ��-
����	��, ��� ��� ��$����*��� 	�	�	
	 �� ��-
������� �������� ���#�����#�
� �����	
	��0 
������
�, ����
��� ���� 	 ���
��� $������� 
����$���� (����������� 	 !���
 "	#�, 2011). 

���$� -�!)�(��"����� (�������$��$�, 
�
	����$�, ������
��$� � ��������$�) 
� 
�/	
�� ��������� *������ $������. �����-
����$� ��/��� � *������$��� $��
���, ���-
�����0 ��
��*�, �����+���, 0������+��� � 
��	��� ��$/��� � $�. ���	����	 ���$�	 $��-
$���� 	 ��0 �����$��0 ���
����$��. � ��� 
$��$�	, ��� ��#������� ����� (�	�
�$�� � 
N�����), ��� ��
��*�� �����, ��� �������� ��-
�������, ��� ���+	�� ���. ���
	 ��$���� ���-

�
 (�	��
����, 2007). 

X��
	�� 	 ���	 �$�	$��� �����
���0 ��-
���$��0 ����/�, „$ ������� �� �����$��� ���-
���� � $��#���
��$� ��������0 ���
����$�� 
���	����� ���$�� $����� $� �� �� ������-
��
	��� $�$����� ��+����, � ��������
	��� 
����������#�
��, ������� ��	0������ �����	 
15 � 20% 	�	��� ����+���... ���	���, �� 
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Medar-Tanjga, 2010, p. 30).
Generally speaking, the existing indica-

tors imply the preservation and richness of 
RS biodiversity, which further indicates new 
options for evaluation, especially within the 
field of rural tourism. 

RURAL ECONOMY AND SUSTAINABLE 
RURAL DEVELOPMENT OF RS 

Most national rural development policies, 
including RS, still admits the domination of 
agriculture as a leading rural activity, the in-
puts and outputs of which seek reserves and 
potentials that might help develop new com-
mercial activities. Therefore, the RS rural de-
velopment model should rely on agriculture 
valorization as a core of development but also 
on other activities within the field of sustain-
able development policy (Gnjato, 2008). A 
new approach to RS rural area assessment 
implies integral development i.e. multifunc-
tionality. Such one approach would help ru-
ral economy open fresh options for various 
commercial and non-commercial activities, 
new employments, and similar, which would 
further improve agriculture. Thus, agricuture 
can no longer be exclusively observed as an 
engine of rural area development but as a con-
sequence of development of other activities in 
rural areas. 

Rural economy is connected with rural ar-
eas so the definition of rurality is one of the 
crucial issues for the theory and practice of 
rural development. Nowadays, in European 
countries and in general, there is no unique 
definition of rurality. OECD methodology 
prevails and it is based on population densi-
ty, according to which local communities are 

2011. ������, 	 ����$	 �� $���� �� 1996. ��-
����, ��
� ��+�� �� ���
�
��
�0 ����
��� 	 
���
��$�� � �� 	�	���
 ����+��� ��+����-
��0 ����	

� 	 ��, +�� ������	
� 
�����#� 
�� �� 2011. ������ ��
� ������$�� �� 
���� 
���� ��#������� ����, �������� �������, 
���������� ����..“ (�����, ����� � �����-
�����, 2010, $��. 30).

��������� �������, ��$����*��� ������-
��/� ���� 	�	�	
	 �� �
	����$� � �����$��� 
�������������� ��, +�� �����#��� �����
�-
�� ���	���$�� ��������#�
�, ��$���� 	 ����-
�	 �	������ �	�����.

���@"Z@ 'N�Z��XJ@ X �8��XWX 
���@"ZX �@;W�J ��

W����� ��#�������0 �������� �	������ 
�����
�, +�� $� ����$� � �� ���	����	 ���$�	, 

�+ 	��
�� �� �$������ ������#�
	 ��/����-
����� ��� ������ �
������$�� 	 �	������ ���-
#���	, 	 
�
�� $� inputima � outputima ���*� 
������� � �����#�
��� �� ��
��� $	 ���	�� � 
�� ��
��� $� �����
�
	 ���� ��������� �
����-
��$��. ;��� ����� �	������ �����
� �� ����� 
�� ��
��� �� ��������#�
� ��/��������� ��� 
�	���	$� �����
�, ��� � �� ����+���	 �$��-
��0 �
������$�� 	 �������� �������� ���*�-
��� �����
� (�����, 2008). Z��� ���$�	� ����-
�����	 �	�����0 ���$���� �� ������	��
��� 
���������� �����
 ����$�� �����	��#�����-
��$�. ������ ���$�	��� 	 �	�����
 �������
� 
�������� �� $� ���	���$�� �� �����
 ���
���0 
���������0 � �����������0 �
������$��, ��
� 
�� ������� �� $���  ���� ���	���$�� ����-
+/����, ���� � $�� �����
  ��/���������. 
8����, �� ��/��������	 $� ��+� �� ��*� 
������� �$�/	
���� ��� �������
�	 $���	 
�����
� �	�����0 ���$����, ��� ��������, ���-
����*��� ���� �� ��� �	�� ���	����  �����
� 
�$����0 �
������$�� 	 �	������ ���$������.

�	����� �������
� $� ��*� �� �	����� 
���$���, �� 
� ������#�
� �	�����$�� 
���� �� 
�����0 ������ �����
� � ����$� �	������ ���-
��
�. 8���$, 	  �����$��� ���/��� � � 	��+��, 
�� ��$��
� 
����$����� ������#�
� �	�����-
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considered to be rural if the population den-
sity is less than 150 people per square kilo-
meter. The application of the modified OECD 
criterion for rurality assessment (population 
density up to 100 people per square kilome-
ter) would provide the data that 95%  of RS 
territory is rural, and that it covers a bit more 
than 80% of the country’s population, with a 
dense network of villages (around 2,700) with 
about 50% of total population. Hence, rural 
areas and rural population are a precondition 
for rural development, and the incentives are 
a basis for sustainability of rural functions, in-
cluding environment sustainability. 

Aiming at rural sustainability, Republika 
Srpska adopted a whole range of support mea-
sures. The key measures refer to the following:  
improvement of competition with reference 
to agricutural production, economic-social 
revitalization of the countryside, revitaliza-
tion of countryside infrastructure, devising 
a program of rural development, education 
and profession alteration for the working ru-
ral population, and the protection of flora and 
fauna. Also, an “agriculture financing model 
was adopted which assumes 20% of the total 
budget for financing measures of rural devel-
opment“ (Mirjanic, Vasko, Ostojic, Rokvic, 
Mrdalj, Drinic, and Vucenovic, 2010, �. 28).

Additional features of sustainable rural 
development refer to the structure of agrar-
ian land, farm size, number of households, 
age and education structure, infrastructure, 
market competition, etc. When it comes to RS 
rural development, these features are rather 
limiting.  It is best confirmed by typical so-
cial processes in rural areas characterized by 
decrease of population, negative birth rate, 
decrease in number of rural households,  in-
appropriate age and education structure, etc. 

General goals of RS rural policy refer to 
improvement of life in rural areas and envi-
ronment preservation, whereas specific goals 
refer to dealing with key issues of develop-
ment in rural i.e. regional systems that had 
been previously affected by the aforemen-
tioned destructive processes. Both general and 

$��. ��������	
� ����������
� OECD,  ��$��-
���� �� �	$���� ��$�/���$��, ����� ��
�
 $� 
������� ��
����#� ����
���
	 �	������ 	��-
���� 
� �	$���� ��$�/���$�� $�������+��� 
���� �� 150 $�/km2.  ����
���� ��������-
����� �������
� OECD �� �#
��	 �	�����$�� 
(�	$���� ��$�/���$�� �� 100 $�/km2), ����� 
�� $� ������� �� 
� 95% ��������
� �� �	���-
��, �� �� �� ��
 ��������
� *��� ��+�� ��+� 
�� 80% ���� ���	��#�
�, $� �	$��� ���*�� 
$��$��0 ��$�/� (��� 2.700), 	 ��
��� *��� 
��+�� ��+� �� 50% 	�	��� ���	��#�
�. ;���, 
�	����� ���$���� � �	����� $�������+��� 

��� ������$����	 �	������ �����
	, � ���-
$��#�
�� �
��� ����/  ���*���$�� �	��#�
� 
	 �	������ ���$������, 	�/	
	
	�� �	 � ���-
*���$� *������ $������. 

Q��	
	�� �	����	 ���*���$�, ���	���-
�� ���$�� 
� 	$��
��� ��� �
��� ����+�� �	-
������ �����
	. N/	
�� $� ����$� ��:  	��-
������� ����	������$�� ��/���������� 
����������, ������$��-$�#�
���	 ��������-
��#�
	 $���, ����������#�
	 $��$�� �����-
$��	��	��, �����	 �������� �	������ �����
�, 
��	��#�
	 � �����������#�
	 ����� $��$��-
��� $�������+��� �	�����0 ���$����, �� �� 
��+���	 ��/��� � *�������. ������, 	$��
�� 

� � „����� �����$����� ��/��������� ��
� 
�������� �����
��� 20% $���$���� �	���� �� 
�����$����� �
��� �	������ �����
�“ (���
�-
���, W�+��, �$��
��, ������, ����/, 8����� 
� W	
������, 2010, $��. 28).

8������ ������� ���*���� �	������ ���-
��
� ��
	 $� $��	��	�� �������0 ����+���, 
����
��� ��$
���, ���
��$�� �������$����, 
$����$�� � ��������� $��	��	��, �����$��	�-
�	��� �����
���$��, $��#���
��$�� �	�����0 
���������, ����	������$�� �� ��*�+�	 � $�. 
�����	�� ������� 	 �	������ �����
	 �� 
�����*�� $	 ������
���
	��. �� �� ��
��/� 
��
�� ������	
	 ��	+����� � $�#�
���� ���-
#�$� ��
� $� ����
�
	 �� �	������ ���$������ 
��, � ��
� ���������+� ��� 	�	���� ���
� $��-
�����+���,  ��������� �������� �����+��
, 
$������ ���
� $��$��0 �������$����, ����-
��/�� $����$�� � ��������� $��	��	�� � $�. 

��+�� #�/��� �	����� �������� �� ��
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specific goals of RS rural policy are tightly 
connected with its economic abilities, which 
further implies incentives on one side and 
strategic EU integration goals on the other. 
Cadidate status would mean ability to capital-
ize on the EU programs such as IPA, accom-
panied by numerous obligations among which 
most relevant is a decentralized fund manage-
ment system. Nevertheless, some EU coun-
tries’ experineces brought about only worries 
(Greece, Italy, Spain, Portugal, Hungary....) 
After an evident progress within domains of 
social and economic life of individual EU 
members, there was a period of recession and 
huge problems in all spheres of development, 
including rural economy - the key feature of 
rural development. This sets forth the ques-
tion whether pre-accession, structural, and co-
hesion funds are sufficient in order to prevent 
negative effects of joint market liberalization, 
and how would BIH membership affect com-
merce and overall growth?! There is no unique 
answer to this question since EU accession 
indirectly means geostrategic and geopoliti-
cal committments at national i.e state level 
for which there is no concensus. On the other 
hand, economic problems in the Union ques-
tion its sustainability and the meaningfulness 
of accession at first place. Still, considering 
the real economic and political power of EU 
and the options of its CAP, BIH accession and 
membership would, at least initially, mean 
multiple advantages, especially in the domain 
of rural development. 

$� 	��������� *����� 	 �	������ ����	

��� 
� �
	���� *������ $������, � $��#���
�� $	 
	 ���� $ �
�+������ �/	
��0 �������� ���-
��
� 	 �	������, ����$�� ����������� $�$��-
����, ���/�*���0 ����0���� �����	��� ��-
$��	������� ���#�$���.  X ��+�� � ��$���� 
#�/��� �	����� �������� ��  	 ��
�$��
 $	 
���� $ ����� ������$��� ���	���$����, +�� 
	�/	
	
� � ���	���$� �
��� ���$��#�
�, $ 
��-
��,  �� $ $�����+��� ������/����� 	 ���� $� 
�������#�
�� !�< � �� 	 '�, $ ��	�� $�����. 
�� ������/���, � $���	$ ���������,  ������	-
��
����� ��, 	� ���
�� �������, � ���	���$� 
����+���� '� �������� �������$�	��� ��-
���� (X�@),  , �����	  ��
�0 �� ��$���� ���
�
 
����� ���
��$�� ����+���� $���$���� � 	$��-
$���/�� ��#������������ $�$��� 	����/��� 
���������. ���	���, �$�	$��� ����0 ����/� 
'� (��
��, X����
�, �����
�, ����	����, 
�����$��...) $	 ����� ���������
	��. Z���� 
������ �����$� �$������� 	 $��� $������ 
��	+������ � ������$��� *����� ��
�����0 

����#� ���
�, 	$��
���� 
� ������ ��#�$�
� 
� �������0 �������� 	 $��� $������ ���-
��
�, �� � $���� �����
� �	����� �������
�, 
�/	
��� ������� �	������ �����
�. ;��� $� 
$�� 
�+�� ��$���/� ������ �� �� $	 �������-
$�	���, $��	��	��� � ��0������ ������� ��-
��/�� �� $���
����� ���������0 	��#�
� ��-
��������#�
� ;�
����
��� ��*�+��, ����$�� 
���� �� $� 	����� !�< � �� 	 '� ������� �� 
$���� �������� � 	�	��� �����
 ?! J����$����  
������� �� ��� ������ �� ��$��
�, ��� ���
� 

��  ���$�	� ���
� ���������� ������	��
�-
�� ���$�����+�� � ���������
�� ������/��� 
�� ��#��������, ����$�� ��*����� ����	, � 

��	 �� ��$��
� ���$���	$. � ��	�� $��a��, 
$�� ���� ����������$� ���
� ������$��� ���-
������� ������ 	 ������ ���	 ���*���$� � 
������ ������ $��$�$0����$�� ���$�	�� ���
 
�$�#�
�#�
�. ���	���, ���
	�� 	 ���	 �����	 
������$�	 � ������
�	 ��� '�, 	���	 � ��-
�	���$�� ���� ;��,  �� ��	�� ������$�� ��
�, 

�+ 	��
��,  ����$� 
���$��� 	 ���
�,  	�����  
!�< � �� 	 ��	 �$�#�
�#�
	 ���� ��, ����� 	 
���#�
����� ������	,  ��+�$��	� ���
�
, ��-
$���� 	 $���� �	������ �����
�. 
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*
The advantage of the models of rural 

economy and integral rural development lies 
in the fact that they affirm both classical agri-
culture and its complementary activities “with 
and around agriculture”. So these models are 
a development opportunity for Republika Srp-
ska, especially its geo-diversified areas since 
they support development of various branches 
of rural economy (agrarian, forestry, cattle 
breeding, tourism, home-made production, 
etc.). 

Complementary activities that coexsist 
with agriculture have no strict market terms 
of business. Therefore, suitable locations and 
poor interests that huge companies show for 
small and mid-sized projects, as well as poor 
economic strength of market participants, are 
only some of features  of local initiatives and 
investments in Republika Srpska rural econ-
omy. 

Within the framework of rural economy, 
the key element of RS integral rural develop-
ment, the natural resources oriented policy 
of development should be a dominant feature: 
cultivated soil, water potentials (rivers, lakes, 
thermal and mineral waters), protected areas, 
landsape resources, eo-climate values, etc. 
These potentials can help improve the follow-
ing: safe food oriented agriculture, forestry 
oriented towards forest exploitation, wood 
processing, collection and processing of forest 
fruit, herbs etc., and rural tourism- a branch 
of rural economy that has special relevance 
and options of advanement of intergral rural 
development in RS. 

Modern rural economy does not imply 
uniformity when it comes to professional 
choices and functional deveopment. On the 
contrary, it implies multi-functionality and 
interdependence as a prerequisite for integral 
and sustainable rural development. Such one 
approach is fully defined by the individuality 
of territorial (regional) systems and the sus-
tainability of rural economy and total rural 
growth is tightly connected with the region-
al development policies. Therefore, regional 

*
������$� ������ �	����� �������
� � 

����������� �	������ �����
� 
� 	 
�����#� 
+�� $� 	� ���$�
�	 ��/��������	 ������-
+	 � �������������� �
������$�� «	� � ��� 
��/���������». ;��� ���
 ����� ����$���/� 
�����
�	 +��$	 ���	����� ���$��, ����
��� 
����0 ������������������0 ���$����,  
�� 
��	*� ���	���$� �����
� �����
���0 �
����-
��$�� �	����� �������
�: ������, +	���$���, 
$��
��$���, ��	�����, �	���0 ������$� � $�. 

N������������� �
������$��, ��
� ��-
��$����
	 	� ��/��������	, ����
	 $����� 
��*�+�� 	$���� ��$������. ;��� ����/�� 
����#���� ������� � $��� ������$ ������0 
�������
� �� ���� � $����� ���
����, �� ���� 

�����
�� ������$�� $���� ��*�+��0 ������, 
���	 ����  ���� �� �/	
��0 ������� �����-
��0 ���#�
����� � 	������ 	 �	����	 ������-
�	 ���	����� ���$��. 

� �����	 �	����� �������
�, �/	
��� 
�������� ����������� �	������ �����
� ��, 
���������	 	���	 ����� �� ��� �������� 
	������ �	���������� �� �	�	���� 	���	��: 
��/���������� ���/�+��, ����� �����#�
��� 
(��
���, 
�����, �������� � ��������� 
����), ��+������ ����	

�, ��
$�*�� 
���
�����$��, ���-������$�� ���
����$��, 
������� ���
����$�� � $�.    Z� �����	��� 
�����#�
����� ���	�� 
� �����
���:  
*!�!*��(��)� ���
����$��	 �� ���������	 
����
���� ������ 0����,  +�'��#�(! 
���
����$��� �� 	���
 � ��$������#�
	 
+	��, ������	 ������, $��	�/��� � ������	  
+	�$��0 �������, /�������� ��/� � $�., ��  
����&�� ����"�' - ����	 �	����� �������
� 
�� ��$����� ������$� � ��$����0 ���	���$�� 
�� 	��������� ����������� �	������ �����
� 
��. 

��������� �	����� �������
� �� �����-
�	��
��� 	��������$� 	 �����	 �
������$�� 
� �	��#�������� �����
�. Z�������, �����-
�	��
��� �����	��#�������$� � ���	����-
$��$� ��� ������$����	 ����������� � ���-
*���� �	������ �����
�. ������ ���$�	� 	 
�	��
 �
��� ������$�� 
� � �������	����-
+�	 ��������
����0 (����������0) $�$����, 
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specificities of RS, both natural and anthro-
pogenic ones, are a precondition of various 
models of rural economy – a key feature of 
sustainable rural development.  

After agriculture, forestry is yet another 
one relevant branch of RS rural economy. For-
ests cover some 50% of total territory. „50% 
of which are high tree forests, 27% are low 
tree forests, and 23% are forest soil and barren 
land (Mataruga, 2008). Practices of developed 
EU countries have shown that a responsible 
treatment of forests (controlled felling, pro-
tection, and afforestation), evaluation of other 
forest potentials, development of potential 
industries (processing, tourism, etc.), along 
with the subsidies, are all a precondition for 
sustainability of forest ecosystems and inte-
gral rural development. 

Rural tourism as a segment of rural econ-
omy has shown an increasing trend in many 
countries. Within rural tourism, it is possible 
to improve other types of toruism such as 
country tourism, recreational toruism, hunt-
ing, ecotourism, etc. Tourism in rural areas in 
RS has a great potential. This is based on the 
fact that RS rural areas belong to a variety of 
natural and anthropogenic systems, which are 
all areas of healthy environment. This largely 
defines the touristic product of rural areas, 
marked by regional specificities.

Bearing in mind its morphological, cli-
mate, hydrographic, biogene, and cultural 
diversities as well as the relatively diferenti-
ated geo-space systems of panonian, moun-
tain-basin, and altered mediterranean marks, 
there are several types of tourism potentials 
within RS rural tourism: protected area tour-
ism, hunting, fishing, adventurous tourism, 
recreational, extreme, educational, country-
side tourism, etc. (Lojovic & Gnjato, 2011). 

Market offer of RS touristic products 
should be based on the evaluation of total 
touristic potentials, among which rural ones 
are dominant. This way, rural touristic values 
and rural tourism trigger the rural develop-
ment and are a basis for integral rural devel-
opment. In order to make the available RS ru-

�� $� ���*���$� �	����� �������
� � 	�	�-
��� �	������ �����
� ������ 	 ��
�$�	 ���	 $ 
���������� ����������� �����
�. ;��� ����-
������ �������	����$�� ���	����� ���$��, 
���� �������� ���� � �����������, 
��� ����-
��$����	 �����
���0 ������ �	����� �����-
��
� - �/	
��� ������� ���*���� �	������ 
�����
�.  

Z���� ��/���������, +	���$��� 
� ��	-
�� �� ���
�
	 ����� �	����� �������
� 	 ��. 
�	�� ��0����
	 ��� 50% 	�	��� ��������
�. 
„�� ���� 
� 50% ��$���0 +	��, 27% ��$��0 
� 23% �$����0 +	�$��0 ���/�+�� � ������ 
(�����	��, 2008). ����$� �����
���0 ����/� 
'� 
� �������� �� ��������� ����$ ����� 
+	���� (��������$��� $
�
�, ��+����, ��-
���/���), ���������� �$����0 +	�$��0 ��-
���#�
���, �����
 ���	��0 �
������$�� (���-
������
�� ���	$���
�, �	����� � $�., 	� �
��� 
$	����#�
�,  
��� ������$����	 ���*���$�� 
+	�$��0 ���$�$���� �  ������$����	 �����-
������ �	������ �����
�. 

������� 	���
�� ��� $������ �	����� 
�������
� �����	
� ��$�	�� ����� 	 ������ 
���/��� $��
���. � �����	 ���� ���	�� $	 
�����
��� ����#�: $��$��, �����$�����-��-
���������, $����$��, �����, ����	����� � ��.  
��	�� �	����� 	 �	������ ����	

��� ��-
�	����� ���$�� ��� �����	 �����
�	 +��$	. 
��� ���$����#�
� ����/� $� �� 
�����#� �� 
�	����� ����	

� ���	����� ���$�� �����-
��
	 �����
���� ��������� � ������������ 
$�$������, �� �� 
�����#� �� $	 ��� ���$��-
�� ������ *������ $������. ���� 
� 	 ����-
��
 �
��� ������$�� �	��$��
�� �������� 
�	�����0 ����	

�, ���/�*�� ����������� 
$��#���
��$����.

N�� �������� � �	������ �	����	 ��, 
���
	�� 	 ���	 �������+�	, ������$�	, 0�-
�������$�	, ������	 � �	��	����+�	 �����-
$���������$� ���$���� 	 ����� ��������� 
�������#�����0 ������$�����0 $�$���� ��-
���$��0, ������$��-������$��0 � ����
���-
��0 ���������$��0 ���/�*
�, ���	�� $	 
�����
��� ������: �	����� 	 ��+������� 
���$������, ����� � ���������, �����	��-
$��
��, $����$��-�����������, ��$������, 
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ral touristic potentials an integral part of rural 
economy and a cohesion feature of rural area 
development, apart from the direct rural in-
centives, it is necessary to introduce a whole 
range of activities such as: modernization and 
additional advancement of infrastructure and 
suprastructure, education of local popula-
tion, advancement of touristic marketing, etc.  
Apart from the aforementioned, a pertinent 
assumption of rural tourism development is 
the planning of rural areas. Thus, an integral 
approach to planning and evaluation of space 
provides an integral rural development within 
which touristic functions enable integrity and 
sustainability of development. In this regard, 
the key role is held by spatial planning prac-
tices of local communities, and the incentives 
for agriculture, commerce, rural households, 
infrastructure, and similar are a prerequisite 
for improvement of rural tourism as well as 
agriculture and integral rural development. 
Therefore, rural tourism development is the 
best way to revitalize rural areas and preserve 
the environment. 

CONCLUSION

Regarding its definition, rural develop-
ment is an economic and social component of 
sustainable development and is tightly con-
nected with the ecological component of the 
environment. It refers to the development of 
all commercial and non-commercial activities 
within rural areas, as well as to the develop-

������$��#����, ��	�������, �	����� �� 
$��$��� ������$��	 � $�. ("�
���� � �����, 
2011).  

���	�	 �	��$��
��� ��������� �� �� 
��������� �	��$��
��� ��*�+�	 ����� ��-
��/���  �� ���������	 	�	���0 �	��$��
��0 
�����#�
���, 	 �����	 ��
�0 �	����� ���
	 
���������� �
�$��. Z� ��
 ��
�� �	����� 
�	��$��
�� ���
����$�� � �	����� �	����� 
��$��
	 �������
�� $���� �	������ �����
� � 
�$��� ����������� �	������ �����
	. @ �� 
�� ��$����*��� �	��$��
�� ��$	�$� �	���-
��0 ���$���� ���	����� ���$�� ��$���� ��-
�������� ��� �	����� �������
� � ��0������ 
������ �����
� �	�����0 ����	

�, $�� �����-
���0 ���$��#�
��0 �
��� �	������ �����
	, 
����0���� 
� ����������� ���
�� �������$��: 
������������� � ������� ��������� �����- � 
$	���$��	��	�	, ��	������ ������� $�����-
��+���, 	�����
����� �	��$��
�� ��������� 
� $�.  ��� ���������, ����	 ������$����	 
�����
� �	������ �	����� 
��� � ��������� 
�	�����0 ���$����. ;��� ���������� ���$�	� 
��������	 � ���������	 ���$���� ����-
�
��	
� ���������� �	����� �����
, 	 �����	 
��
�� �	��$��
�� �	��#�
� �������	
� �����-
�����$� � ���*���$� �����
�. � ���� �����-
�	 �/	
�� 	���� ������� ���$�����-������-
$��
 ����$�  �������0 ��
����#�, � ���$��#�
 
��/���������, ����	�����+��	, 	�����	 
$��$��0 ������$����, �����$��	��	���� 
	�����	 �	�����0 ���$���� � $�. 
��� �$��� 
� 	��������	 �	������ �	�����. 8����, ���-
��
 �	������ �	����� ��
��/� 
� ��
�� ����-
������#�
� �	�����0 ���$���� � �
	���� *�-
����� $������. 

;@N���@N

� ��
������ $��$�	 �	����� �����
 ����-
$���/� ������$�	 � $�#�
���	 ���������	 
���*���� �����
� � 	 ��
�$��
 
� ���� $ ���-
��+��� ����������� *������ $������. ��-
����	��
��� �����
 $��0 ���������0 � �����-
������0 �
������$�� 	 �	������ ���$������, 
�� �����
 �����- � $	���$��	��	���0 $�$��-
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ment of infrastructural and suprastructural 
systems. The practice of rural development 
has a hystoric dimension marked by the in-
fluence of political and economic systems 
through various models of territorial and 
functional organization.Variability and flex-
ibility of the model of rural development are 
tightly connected with national policies of 
general economic, professional and regional 
development. This variability has lately been 
a consequence of the influence of different 
development policies of large economic and 
social groups worldwide.  

The long-term practice of rural develop-
ment has shown that agriculture has a key role 
when it comes to rural economy, most often 
with damaging consequences for the rural 
development and ecological parameters. Ac-
tually, it is about the traditional professional 
approach that harms rural development.  

New modern approaches to rural policies, 
especialy in EU, USA, and Japan, point out 
the relevance of integral rural development 
and healthy environment as goals and models 
of general development. In order to achieve 
these goals, the practices have shown that the 
sustainable rural economy as a key feature of 
rural development is not attainable without 
an active system of measures. Above all, this 
refers to financial incentives in the fields of 
agriculture, forestry, tourism, infrastructure, 
education, etc. Bearing in mind the fact that 
more than 90% of RS territory is rural and that 
more than half people live in rural areas, rural 
development is a priority matter of national, 
scientific, and practical relevance. Positive 
experiences on the global level make the con-
cept of RS integral rural development a most 
suitable model for achieving life quality and 
evironment preservation. With this regard, the 
adopted measures of incentives, both financial 
and others, should provide the sustainability 
of rural systems, multi-functional develop-
ment, and environment sustainability. 

EU accession is a possible incentive to 
RS sustainable rural development. Neverthe-
less, this option sets forth a whole range of 

��. ����$� �	������ �����
� ��� �$����
$�	 
�������
	, ���/�*��	 	��#�
�� ������
��0 
� ������$��0 $�$���� ���� �����
��� ������ 
��������
���� � �	��#������� ��������#�
�. 
����
�����$� � ����$������$� ������ �	-
������ �����
� 	 ��
�$��
 
� ���� $ ��#�����-
��� ���������� ��+��� ������$���, ����$��� 
� ��$���� ����������� �����
�. �� ����
���-
��$�, 	 ����
� ���
���, $�� 
� ��+� ��$/���#� 
	��#�
� �����
���0 �����
��0 �������� 	��-
#�
��0 ������$��0 � ������
��0 ��	��#�
� 	 
$��
��	.  

8	������+�� ����$� �	������ �����
�  
�������� 
� �/	
�	 	���	 ��/��������� 	 �	-
�����
 �������
�, ��

�+�� $� +������ ��-
$/���#��� �� �	����� ��	��
 � �����+�� ��-
�������. � $�����, ��
�
 
� � �����#�������� 
����$��� ���$�	�	 $� +������ ��$/���#��� 
��  �	����� �����
.  

Z��� ���$�	�� �	�����
 ������#� 	 $��-
������� $��
��	, �����$����� 	 '�, �@8 � 
J����	, 	 ���� ���� $���/�
	 ���������� �	-
����� �����
 � �����	 *�����	 $�����	 ��� 
#�/ �  ����� �����
�. 8� �� $� �$������ ��
 
#�/, ����$� 
� ��������,  �� ���*��� �	���-
�� �������
� ��� �/	
�� ������ �	������ 
����
� ��
� ���	�� ��� �������0 $�$���$��0 
�
���. � �����	 $	, ���
� $����, �����$�
$�� 
���$��#�
� ��/���������, +	���$��	, �	���-
�	, 	��������	 �����$��	��	��, ���������� 
� $�. X��
	�� 	 ���	 
�����#	 �� 
� ����� 
90% ��������
� ���	����� ���$�� �	�����, 
�� 
�����#	 �� ��+� �� �������� 	�	���� 
$�������+��� ���	����� *��� 	 �	������ 
���$������, ���$�	� �	������ �����
	 
� ��-
���� �� ������������� ��#��������, ��	
��� 
� ������
��� ���
�
�. ��������� �$�	$��� 	 
$��
��	 ������
����� $	 ���#��� ����������� 
�	������ �����
� ���	����� ���$�� ��� ��
-
����/��
� ����� �$������� ��������� *�-
���� � ���0���/���� ���$�	�� �
	���	 *�-
����� $������. � ��� ������	, ����$��� �
��� 
���$��#�
�, �����$�
$�� � �$����, ����� �� 
������
��� ���*���$� �	�����0 $�$����, ��-
���	��#������� �����
 � ���*���$� *������ 
$������. 

���	�� ���$��#�
 ���*���� �	���-
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questions and dilemmas caused by ever grow-
ing economic and other problems in some EU 
member countries, which makes the whole 
idea less attractive. Unlike the accession di-
lemma, the matter of standard procedure ap-
plications and EU incentives is not question-
able. 

��� �����
	  �� ����� �� ���� ���$�	� '�. 
���	���,  �� ���	���$� ������ ��� ������ 
� ������ ��������0 $�� ����� ������$��� � 
	�	���� ���������� 	 �����	 ����0 ����/� 
���
�, +�� 
� 
��� ���� ������
���.  Z�$	-
���� ������ ����/	
���, ������ ����
��� 
$�������� � ���$��#�
��0 �
��� ���
� ��
� 
	�����.  
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