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Abstract: In the context of multiple repurposing of rural spaces, tourism represents a path for
development, with the potential to revitalize these areas. The conservation and restoration of
heritage, and its promotion through tourism, can become an opportunity for local development, in
which a range of stakeholders fulfil different roles in the carrying out of the processes involved.
The aim of the study was to analyse the process and results of channelling heritagisation through
tourism in Mértola (Baixo Alentejo, Portugal). A series of interviews with the chief stakeholders in
the process was conducted, from which the contexts and conceptualisations of development were
determined. On the basis of secondary data (statistics), an analysis of the impacts of the process of
heritagisation and the development of tourism was undertaken. The objectives of this study
consisted in determining: a) the importance of the process of heritagisation in Mértola; b) the
viability of the project, given the cost and lack of comprehensive conservation, in creating a unified
whole; d) the performance of, and power relationships between, the various stakeholders; e) the
limited participation of locals due to disaffection with the project; f) the correlation between
heritage, rural tourism and local development.
Keywords: Peripheral areas, local development, heritagisation, sustainable rural tourism,
stakeholders.

1. Introduction
Rural areas have experienced a deepening crisis as a result of the effects of globalisation,
economic cycles, new production practices, and sociological and cultural changes, all of which have
forced local development to adopt multifunctional approaches [1,2] and economic diversification [3].
These processes have been particularly acute in “lagging rural regions” [4] (p. 347), which
characteristically lack the critical mass to be able to compete. They also suffer from the decline of
traditional activities [4], and a marked peripheralisation [5]. Consequently, growth within these
communities is highly dependent on their capacity for adaptive [2] and innovative [6] strategies
which overcome the restrictive centre-periphery model [4].
By this means rural areas can become “locations for the stimulation of new socio-economic
activity” [4] (p. 347) through diversification [1,4]: leisure, rural tourism, catering establishments,
biodiversity conservation, housing expansion, and utilization of the natural and cultural heritage.
This is not to say, however, that traditional activities, such as agriculture, agro-industry, crafts,
quality products and so on, cannot be reinterpreted [4,7].
Two perspectives of the rural landscape and its resources have emerged [8]: a) as a recreational
space which needs to be regulated if it is to be preserved and enjoyed (the external view); b) as a
habitable space, the legislation concerning which acts as a barrier to the everyday activities and
practices of the population (the internal view). Residents tend to take a utilitarian and pragmatic
(production) perspective view of rural spaces, often at odds with environmental regulation of its
natural resources, while visitors and tourists tend towards a more aesthetic (consumer) perspective
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which favours legislating its uses [9]. These considerations certainly inform the EU’s policies on
rural development. Directives in this respect promote diversification and improvement in
agricultural production, the prevention of rural depopulation, and the generation of employment
and wealth. Rural communities have thus seen their social and cultural capital become their main
heritage asset [10,11].
Rural areas on the periphery base their strategies for development on traditional activities [4].
In such a context tourism becomes a challenge [12] and takes on a dual role as: a) an agent of
diversification and regeneration of the traditional way of life [13]; and b) a means of strengthening
the processes of local development [14]. Control over these processes on the part of local residents
enables them to ensure that this development is both sustainable and beneficial [15]. Nevertheless, it
is possible for tourism to be overvalued as a panacea for the decline in rural conditions [12,16], as the
political and popular discourses testify, and for an area’s limitations in terms of development to be
pushed to the background [17] while its resources and potential are foregrounded [18]. The fact that
not all locations are equally open to the development of tourism, enjoy the same degree of
popularity, or have the same advantages is often forgotten, thus fuelling the contrary viewpoint that
regards transformation in the name of tourism as a commodification of the rural environment [19].
To this can be added an additional layer of complexity with regards to studies into rural
tourism. There is currently a wide variety of models, activities and types of accommodation which in
turn are often in need of a “new generation” of rural tourism, based on the management of smart,
virtually-oriented destinations [20,21], a deeper understanding of the market, and fully integrated
professional management systems oriented towards sustainability [22]. The phrase “rural tourism”
is frequently employed as an umbrella term defined by geographical location, whereby activities
coming within its scope have nothing in common beyond the fact that they take place in a rural
context, as opposed to an urban one [23]. Although rural tourism places a premium on existing
heritage to create value, it is nevertheless a rapidly evolving area, with significant challenges and
business opportunities [24]. Consequently, theoretical accounts and policy decisions highlight the
importance of a grassroots approach to rural development, the active involvement of the local
community, and the development of small-scale projects underlining “tradition, character and
culture” [25] (p. 108). Also fundamental to improving the perspectives of the sector is the
involvement of local political leaders in mapping out processes, putting essential services in place
and improving the business environment.
Indeed, in peripheral areas, which have seen a decline in traditional activities [12] and where
opportunities are scarce, “any economic diversification is likely to be welcomed” [15] (p. 532) and
“tourism is a desirable diversifier” [11] (p. 391). For the “boring peripheries” and in-between areas
[26] (p. 740), tourism represents a new means of regional development [27], although it is yet to be
seen whether the equation tourism = development is more than wishful thinking [12,18]. Much will
depend on the local and temporal context, the political will, the cultural and socioeconomic
resources available in the territory, and stakeholder commitment. All the foregoing aspects will be
dealt with in this case study, in which additionally, a dialectic will be established between
‘heritagisation’ and the exploitation of heritage for the purposes of tourism.
Tourism activities in the periphery can be a viable option for achieving economic development
as an effective source of income and employment [12,28], tackling the problems of access whilst
rejuvenating and retaining the population [6,18]. In this respect tourism is often regarded as a
“catalyst for innovative local development” [11] (p. 383), and a potential means of reducing regional
disparities [18]. But at the same time the peripheries can turn out to be overexploited and fragile [29].
In addition to this, the more outlying rural areas can perform poorly despite substantial funding
[18], as a result of poor management [30]. By contrast, areas within easy driving range of major
conurbations often achieve a more marked development [18]. Therefore, the degree of periphery
determines the tourist flow, distinguishing between remote disconnected destinations [31], and
intermediate destinations [26], which have good road access [32] and are thus often denominated
“self-drive tourism” or “rubber tire traffic” [33]. Where a peripheral area is able to attract sufficient
tourist interest, it can become an established destination with unique products worth the effort to
visit and enjoy the experience [32]. However, as the degree of remoteness increases, so ““the scale of
attraction must increase as must its uniqueness factor if it is to achieve and maintain viability” [6] (p.
379). Frequently, however, attractions are not enough in themselves for tourist development to take
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root [32], and it is the conservation of the resource which creates the potential for developing other
tourism activities [34].
In these cases, the preservation, intervention and recuperation of heritage, and the value this
brings to an area, become an opportunity for sustainable local development [35], contributing
through tourism projects which seek to “design new spaces” [36] (p. 290), in which different
stakeholders take part. The process of “heritagisation” focuses on those elements which are unique
to a particular rural area, rooted in its history, and identifiable as a “marker of regional identity” [36]
(p. 275). However, the sheer range and scale of heritage makes it difficult to conserve and promote,
particularly if the economic resources are limited [37]. Nor is this aided by the confusion between the
notions of resource and product (the latter meeting demand and having a price) [36]. The process by
which heritage resources in rural areas are converted into tourism products needs to be located in a
post-Fordist context [38]. It is a process which, since the early 90s and as recognised by ICOMOS
[39], has witnessed an expansion into the cultural space [40].
The conjunction of cultural heritage and tourism has been widely studied [40,41,42], as it opens
up possibilities for the economic development of places with a depth of heritage, although at the
same time it creates challenges for the management of attractions [42,43]. Such is its importance that
it is institutionalised in public policy and local development [44], creating an interdependence
between heritage conservation and the development of tourism [41], although this relationship is not
without contradictions and conflicts [42]. In this manner, both positive and negative effects derive
from the conjunction, most of which are common to rural and heritage tourism.
Integrated Rural Tourism (IRT) is an approach that seeks to avoid, or at least to mitigate, the
problems associated with tourism in rural areas. In this endogenous model, local actors are
important because they “benefit from policies that empower them and enhance their long-term
well-being” [4] (p. 363). By contrast, cultural tourism is promoted as a means of economic and social
diversification [32]. However, in terms of the institutional context, the management of heritage
differs from those organisations which regard resources more as assets for tourism [41]. The
emphasis is on protecting and preserving heritage rather than ensuring that it returns a profit [42] (p.
33). In order to satisfy advocates of these opposed perspectives, it is necessary to investigate points
of contact between them [42].
Of fundamental importance to planning tourism is the coordination and collaboration between
stakeholders [45,46,47], essential to which is the collaborative focus at all levels between those
responsible for managing heritage and all that goes with it, and those responsible for tourism and all
its resources [42]. All interested parties should be involved in the process [48] as success depends on
their commitment. Further, according to community participation theory, the inclusion of local
residents in the decision making process is also important [42], as their involvement in the
development of projects has a significant impact [45,49]. There is, too, the issue of leadership and the
delegation of responsibilities among the stakeholders [46] in determining the social relationships
underlying the construction of a tourist territory [50]. The relationship between management and
sustainable tourism should also be taken into account [51].
In this regard, the case study of the town of Mértola (Baixo Alentejo, Portugal) is particularly
relevant as it embodies the elements and processes discussed above. It is a small town with a
population of around 6,000, located in a rural area, which has been in demographic and economic
decline since the middle of the 20th century due to the loss of traditional activities. In 1978 a process
of markedly ideological heritagisation was initiated to stimulate local development, which was
supplanted at the beginning of the 21st century by a project to expand tourism.
The main objective of the paper is to carry out a diachronic study into the processes involved in
heritagisation, from a tourism and local development perspective, and to undertake an analysis of
their social, political and institutional contexts [52]. The study focuses on a singular location in the
rural periphery, which has been overlaid, like a palimpsest, with an archaeological and material
conception of heritage, foregrounding local resources as elements of identity and awareness of the
past. This decision to develop[referring to the CAM/ADPM tourism was necessitated by the
economic recession, and is notable because the area in question is one of the least visited by tourists
in Portugal. Analysis of the processes involved in this shift to rural tourism includes the roles and
background of the stakeholders, the measures, instruments and actions implemented in the course
of heritagisation and implantation of cultural tourism, and a critical assessment of the successes,
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failures, results and overall impact. Consideration is also given to the lessons which can be drawn
from the Museum Town of Mértola Project, and which can be transferred to other locations with
significant cultural heritage and committed involvement of the stakeholders.
2. Materials and Methods
Studying local development through the complex relationships between heritage/tourism and
the stakeholders is best achieved by use of a case-study approach, by means of collecting in-depth
data from a variety of sources [53]. The paradigm has been widely applied to studies of tourism
[54], in particular the processes and management of heritagisation [55], roles and relationships
between stakeholders and governance [11,28,42,56,57], local/rural development and tourism [25,58],
and tourism in the periphery [18,32].
The methodology employed was qualitative, based on interviews intended to collate different
opinions and perceptions from the principal actors [56], to identify social networks and respective
power structures [59], and to determine the effects of heritagisation, the foregrounding of tourism
and the problems deriving from these processes [32,56]. The interviews were semi-structured [60],
consisting of open questions which allowed for digression into related topics of interest [61]. In total
five interviews were conducted with actors involved in the processes of heritagisation and the
promotion of tourism:
• Interview 1 (Int1): political representative of the Town Council, vice-president of the
Mértola Municipal Chamber de (CMM).
• Interview 2 (Int2): Museology and Heritage specialist for the CMM; also a member of the
Mértola Archaeological Site (CAM).
• Interview 3 (Int3): archaeologist, director of the CAM.
• Interview 4 (Int4): archaeologist, director of the CAM.
• Interview 5 (Int5): local business woman, representative of the tourism sector.
The data obtained from the interviews was complemented by intensive territorial
reconnaissance (valuation of the heritage environment, accessibility study, informal interviews with
local business interests and residents) and secondary sources centred on: a) heritage
characterisation, the heritagisation process, and tourism promotion in Mértola (published sources
and planning documents); b) the prevalent discourses in the conjunction heritage-tourism
(published and unpublished research on Mértola); c) official statistical information for analysing
results (Statistics Portugal, INE) and official databases (National Tourism Register, RNT) [62].
3. The Mértola Case Study
The municipality of Mértola is located in the SW of the Iberian Peninsula, in the Beja district
(Baixo Alentejo province) of Portugal (Map 1). It is the sixth largest municipality in Portugal, at 1,293
km2, and is divided into 7 smaller areas or freguesías (parishes) (Map 1).
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Map 1. Area of the study, location and the administrative structure.
It is a peripheral area, whose borderland status has caused the crisis to be keenly felt [63].
Because the land is unsuitable for arable farming, the main traditional activities have been forestry,
animal husbandry and hunting, distributed among large private estates. In 1995 the Guadiana
Valley Natural Park (PNVG), covering 47.39% of the municipality, was created to protect its
outstanding natural beauty and ecological wealth.
Closure of the mines and the agricultural crisis in the mid-20th century precipitated a period of
decline and rural exodus. In 2018 there were 6,202 residents, a loss of 76.17% of the 1960 total. It is
also an aging population (58.59% ≥ 65), with a very low demographic density (4.80 inhabitants/km2)
[64] dispersed over 98 population nuclei [65].
Mértola is equidistant (120km) from the towns of Faro (Portugal) and Huelva (Spain), and
likewise from the major cities of Lisbon and Seville (220km). The nearest sizeable town is Beja
(53km). Increase road connectivity from the mid-20th century onwards caused the demise of river
transport, relegating the town even further to the backwaters, although improved access to the
Algarve and Spain at the beginning of the 21st century went some way to counteract this.
The Alentejo is the least visited region of Portugal [30], especially Baixo Alentejo, which has
seen very little investment. In spite of this, there are several attractions in Mértola worthy of tourist
interest, in the form of cultural heritage (the Muslim “vila” of the museum town), the natural
environment (the PNVG), and industrial heritage (the São Domingos Mine, a disused open-cast
‘Victorian’ copper mine on the western fringes of the Iberian Pyrite Belt).
The town of Mértola itself is a walled hilltop city on the right bank of the Guadiana River, the
choice of location being determined by its navigability (at 72 km from the river mouth), defensibility,
abundance of water, and polymetallic deposits [66]. Within the walls, the town is today typical of
modern Portuguese architectural style over an Islamic stratum [67] of considerable historic and
aesthetic interest [67]. This heritage began to be valued at the end of the 1970s in the form of the
“Mértola Museum Town” Project, and since the start of the new millennium, the tourism dimension
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has been foregrounded. In 2017, Mértola was added to Portugal’s Tentative List (TL) 1 for inclusion
on the World Heritage List.
4. Results and discussion
4.1. Processes
Three buildings in Mértola have been declared National Monuments: the church ‘Igreja
Matriz’2 and the ‘Torre del Rio’3 (misleadingly known as the ‘Old Bridge’ in English, though it is
neither a tower nor a bridge), both in 1910, and the ‘Castelo de Mértola’4 in 1951 [70]. Although the
buildings were protected under the scheme, no practical interventions or plan for preservation of
the monuments came about as a result [71]. With the restoration of democracy to Portugal (1974)
the notion of heritagisation was popularised and the concept of ‘historical value’ began to take root
[71].
The first democratic municipal elections in Mértola (1976) brought the Portuguese Communist
Party (PCP)5 to power, and the new Mayor set about recovering the town’s historical, cultural and
natural heritage [72] with the guidance of researchers from the University of Lisbon [73].
The process of heritagisation would be carried out in a social, political and ideological context
[74]. The notion of “integrated development founded on heritage resources” [73] (p. 32) was taken
up, in which heritage was understood as “collective memory”, and the overall objective was local
development through the involvement of the community [75]. At the same time, social and cultural
capital were recognised as the foundations on which the project was built [10,11].
In 1980 the not-for-profit “Mértola Heritage Preservation Association” (ADPM) was
established with the aim of conserving and promoting the town’s heritage [74]. Facing the need to
invest in infrastructure and services, the municipal authority delegated this role to the ADPM, both
parties sharing political and ideological affinities [73]. In 1988 projects being undertaken nationally
required the ADPM to be split in two, resulting in the “Mértola Archaeological Site” (CAM) being
formed to deal with the material cultural heritage, while the ADPM took responsibility for the
natural and ethnographic heritage. Interaction between public and private institutions – the Mértola
Municipal Chamber (CMM) on the one hand and the CAM and ADPM on the other – was a
complex process. The sheer scale of the conservation involved became a major challenge [24],
particularly in view of the lack of ongoing funding [42]. The CMM jointly funded activities, the
museum and provision of space, while the CMM, CAM and ADPM sought external funding at
regional, state or community level [76] for intervention/research projects [77].
The specialist scientific support supplied by CAM to the heritagisation strategy is channelled
through the “Mértola Museum Town Project” (PMVM) [71]. The foundations for the project was an
intricate museographic project based on the notion of a “community museum” [32] (p. 1),
envisioned as an educational tool for exploring identity and heritage at the service of humankind
now and into the future [78]. According to this plan, the ‘vila’, to give the town its historical
appellation, was conceived of as an open-air museum [74], incorporating a wealth of archaeological

1

This should not be confused with UNESCO’s “World Heritage List” (WHL) of sites with World Heritage

status. The “Tentative List” is the result of UNESCO’s recommendation for member States to “submit their
Tentative Lists, properties which they consider to be cultural and/or natural heritage of outstanding universal
value and therefore suitable for inscription on the World Heritage List.” [68]. Inclusion on the Tentative List is
a prerequisite for being declared a World Heritage Site, but does not guarantee inscription on the WHL.
2

Almohad mosque (12th century), constructed on an early Christian church (6 th century), and consecrated after
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The Muslim fortress (12th century) was remodelled after the Christian Reconquista (13 th century) [66].
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and architectural elements into a route around the centre [71]. In this way the entirety of the town
was deemed a single resource [79] (p. 236), gradually incorporating new elements (museum nodal
points) into the whole (Figure 1). Wherever possible these nodal points are housed in restored
buildings [79] at the site of the archaeological finds [73].

Figure 1. Museum centers of the Mértola Museum and urban routes
The PMVM received recognition [72] for its good practice, and attracted considerable national
and international attention as a result of its scientific content (beyond the university system),
methodology, endogenous orientation, the inclusion of local residents and their concerns, and the
divulgation of the results [79,80]. It also took on the task of training locals [75], beginning with
courses for specialist personnel sponsored by the ADPM (1978-1985) [73].
In 2002, after 25 years of PCP ascendency, the Socialist Party (SP) came to power in the CMM
and a period foregrounding the value to tourism of Mértola’s heritage was initiated. This process
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was based on the conservation and recovery of heritage (involving high costs and low profits). In a
peripheral territory incorporating different elements – natural park, cultural heritage and
outstanding landscapes – it was deemed necessary to create, promote and sell products [32],
overcoming the limitations imposed by its location on the periphery so as to make these viable [6].
The CMM’s cultural and tourism policy focussed on [83]:
a) Stimulation of tourism packages around different approaches (heritage, nature, active
lifestyles/sport, gastronomy, industrial/mining heritage and hunting).
b) Expansion of initiatives throughout the municipality, not only the town.
c) Creation of quality-focussed products and image for commercialization.
d) Increased involvement of local population.
e) Active search for private investment.
Although its museological underpinnings were initiated years earlier, the Museum of Mértola
was formally established in 2004 by the CMM, in response to abnormalities in the management
structure which prevented its inclusion in the Portuguese Museum Network [71], with
scientific-specialist responsibility being delegated to the CAM [80]. Efforts to diversify the range of
offers from the museum were set in motion from 2006 (Figure 1). Although the museum was
doubtlessly the maximum expression of heritagisation, and the ‘villa’ its most important resource,
from a visitor perspective it was recognised as of limited interest [84], with preservation and
research taking precedence over tourism [32]. It did, however, embody a variety of diverse
perspectives (socio-cultural, religious, military) and activities (research centre, traditional crafts)
which together enhanced its potential as an attraction [40].
In 2001 (that is, before the political shift of power in municipality), the Islamic Festival of
Mértola (IMF) was inaugurated, organised by the CAM under the auspices of the CMM. A biennial
festival taking place over 3-4 days in May, it was an innovative proposition aimed at promoting the
town’s local history in general and Islamic heritage in particular [85,86], through a series of cultural
and artistic activities and scientific conferences, all of which were held within the town walls to
revitalize the historic centre and involve residents. Community-based events such as this are
important to the life of peripheral areas [32,87], and can become important cultural attractions [40].
With the accession of the PS, the FIM became an important element getting the town noticed on the
tourist circuit, with the help of media promotions and links to similar events [71].
The tourism-oriented heritage organised within the town included guided visits and themed
walks around the centre leading from node to node of the outdoor museum (Figure 1). The routes
were managed by the Tourist Information Centre (PIT), which was dependent on the CMM [88], in
collaboration with the CAM. The establishment of these routes around town helped to reinforce the
idea of a unified collection of elements [89], although their physical dispersion made it difficult to
integrate all of them into a whole.
2004 saw the creation of Merturis, a publically owned enterprise with the objective of making
the most of tourism opportunities with the municipality through the development of products, the
projection of an image, and the implantation of strategies to attract, incentivize and retain tourism
oriented businesses, which would consequently provide local employment [90]. Public company
auditing by the Portuguese government led to its dissolution in 2015, without having achieved its
objectives.
Following the dissolution of Merturis, the promotion of Mértola passed to the “Visit Mértola”
web portal, a collaboration between the CMM, the Serrão Martins Foundation (in representation of
the São Domingos mines), the Mértola Museum and Visit Portugal, to the exclusion of the
remaining local actors, focussed on advertising the range of tourist activities around the
municipality. To date, the platform has not managed to sufficiently increase private capital
investment [91], establish any kind of public/private collaborative venture [57], or create an
identifiable image or brand [92,93].
The most notable initiative of the CMM has been the nomination of Mértola for inclusion in the
“Tentative List of World Heritage Sites in Portugal” (LIPMP) drawn up by the National
Commission for UNESCO, as a first step towards recognition as a UNESCO World Heritage Site
(WHS). Mértola’s candidacy was based on three of UNESCO’s ten selection criteria (following
UNESCO’s own numbering and descriptions) [67]:
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ii. “to exhibit an important interchange of human values” (cultural exchange): the evidence of
diverse civilisations in Mértola, visible in the organisation, architecture, archaeological
remains and traditions of the ‘vila’ (with special emphasis on the Roman, late antiquity and
Islamic periods).
iii. “to bear a unique or at least exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition or to a civilization
which is living or which has disappeared”: early Christian remains.
iv. to be an outstanding example of a type of building, architectural or technological ensemble
or landscape which illustrates (a) significant stage(s) in human history: the remarkable
strategic location of the town in terms of defence and river transport (the castle, city walls,
and ‘Torre del Río’).
The proposal was presented to the National Commission in June 2016, and was initially
rejected (Int2). Nevertheless, their recommendations were taken as a positive response (Int1, Int2,
Int4), and on 1st July 2017, without these being taken up, Mértola’s candidacy was accepted and the
town was included in the LIPMP [67]. In the period of preparation for its candidacy which
followed, the town pursued its bid to become a WHS in the hope that such a declaration would
kick-start tourism in the area [94]. The view of the CAM was that the approach represented a
political project (concerned with promotion) rather than a technical one (Int2, Int4), and pointed out
the lack of a strategy, whilst acknowledging its potential.
4.2. Conflicting perspectives
The town of Mértola itself is a walled hilltop city on the right bank of the Guadiana River, the
choice of location being determined by its navigability (at 72 km from the river mouth), defensibility,
abundance of water, and polymetallic deposits [66]. Within the walls, the town is today typical of
modern Portuguese architectural style over an Islamic stratum [67] of considerable historic and
aesthetic interest [67]. This heritage began to be valued at the end of the 1970s in the form of the
“Mértola Museum Town” Project, and since the start of the new millennium, the tourism dimension
has been foregrounded. In 2017, Mértola was added to Portugal’s Tentative List (TL) 6 for inclusion
on the World Heritage List.
Each of the actors has their own and “constructed reality” [95] (p. 79) interests [45], given voice
by the prevailing discourse and shaped by a representative framework [96]: the CAM takes a
conservationist position while the CMM follows a more commercial view. In short, the conflicting
interests represent the classic trade-off between heritage, conservation/curatorship and tourism
[42]. Each discourse aligns itself with particular ideological projects and modes of understand
progress: heritagisation (safeguarding the cultural identity of the local inhabitants) and promotion
of tourism (bringing tangible economic benefits to locals).
For the CAM, their conservationist position is motivated by ideological beliefs clustered
around collectivism and egalitarianism [71]. Both public (CMM) and private (CAM/ADPM)
initiatives should be aligned with issues of cultural identity [97], for which heritagisation is the
means to an end while contributing to “community development”. In this view, cultural values
should always prevail and the tenets of tourism are disparaged as commercialism, where profit is
prized above the inherent value of heritage [98], and there is a reluctance to fix prices [41,99].
Although this discourse has developed over time [73], tourism remains a result rather than an end
in itself, something that could contribute to maintaining the local inhabitants [71] and their identity
[77,97]. The interests of the CAM are not in tourism but in heritagisation. But as this needs to be
financed (Int2), they opt for small-scale initiatives “so as to avoid multinational hotel chains” [77]
(p. 1).
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By contrast, the commercialist discourse of the CMM is linked to a view of local development
as a coming together of endogenous and exogenous, public and private forces; endogenous
foundations with an outwards projection (searching for investors and finance). The emphasis is on
tourism as generator of wealth, with the role of the CMM being that of curating and promoting
while private enterprises take responsibility for tourism initiatives. In this vision tourism becomes a
development strategy for stimulating cash flow and bringing in sufficient returns to finance
heritage conservation, but always on the principle that the “user pays” [41]. Nevertheless, the
tourism-focused view of development “runs the risk of neglecting other important factors and
processes” [26] (p. 740). Although politicians insist that tourism could reduce regional disparities,
expectations tend to be over-optimistic [18,30].
The CMM’s local policies regarding the process [90] have generated informal agreements
between public and private actors, with hegemonic discourses that “can constitute a ‘regime’ that in
turn shapes local policy-making” [57] (p. 25). A balance needs to be reached between the policies of
heritagisation and tourism without losing sight of the issue of sustainable growth [100] and creative
construction/destruction [101].
Stakeholders can play a significant role. They can become empowered and improve well-being
over the long-term [4], acquiring agency as a result of their own influence and through the
relationships developed among themselves [46,94]. Collaboration between stakeholders has thus
become a major issue [48].
The main stakeholders in the heritagisation process are the CMM and the CAM (previously the
ADPM). They act at the same level, each has its area of expertise, but they share the same discourse,
ideological programme and interests, in which the principles of cooperation [45] and collaboration
[27,102] are paramount. An early issue was that of leadership [103], a role initially filled by the first
democratically elected mayor (Int3, Int4), who carried out the role of managing relationships
between the interested parties [4]. After the death of the mayor in 1982, the ADPM (replaced by the
CAM in 1988 and thereafter) took on the scientific/intellectual leadership, their authority being
recognised by the CMM. The cooperation successfully initiated a large-scale process of
heritagisation (PMVM).
When the socialists were voted in to govern the CMM in 2002, the conflicting perceptions and
issues of discourse [56,96] between the political parties and their leaders (Int2) produced a rift. This
led to a change in relations between the agencies, and hierarchies began to appear (the CMM taking
over the leadership) alongside rivalries and disagreements [56]. In 2004 the CMM put into action a
plan to amplify the number of stakeholders (to include Merturis and the Serrão Martins
Foundation7), limiting the power of the CAM/ADPM and acting as a counterweight. At the same
time, the CMM enlarged its own power by taking over the running of the Mértola Museum, albeit
deferring to the authority of the CAM in scientific matters (Int4). These tensions manifested
themselves in the interruption of the heritagisation process, the halt to the training programme and
the poor outcomes in terms of tourism.
When in 2008 the Socialist mayor left the post, contact between the CMM and CAM/ADPM
was resumed, and although there remained a gap between their viewpoints, “there was a new
injection of life in the heritage question” (Int4). The rapprochement between the two sides
reinvigorated performance and the achievement of objectives [42,46], reactivating the processes of
heritagisation and promotion of tourism, and setting in motion again the training programme
under the stewardship of a new entity (the ALSUD Training School) [104]. The renewed impetus to
attract tourism brought a new stakeholder in to the frame, the Association of Business Owners
(Int5).
Criticism of the leading figures within the CMM by the CAM includes “not being up to the
task … conservation is not a course of action” (Int2) and “wanting to live only off tourists” (Int4).
The CAM also underlines that “the CMM shouldn’t be doing everything … and the private sector
[referring to the CAM/ADPM] should also be a part of things” (Int2). For its part, the CMM
maintains that “the primary objective is the scientific [heritagisation], on the basis of which tourism

7

Foundation set up for the conservation and projection of the São Domingos Mine visitor centre which is a

short drive from Mértola.
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can be developed, and then in its turn local development” (Int1). The discourse does not attempt to
delegitimize the CAM; it recognises its expertise and good practice [83], and its authority in
scientific matters (Int1), but it claims for the CMM a role in the management and promotion of
tourism, and, given the similarities with electoral campaigning, the projection of the town to the
wider world (Int1).
The actors were aware of the dangers inherent in a lack of coordination and collaboration, and
recognised partisanship as the main obstacle to achieving this [83]. It was clear that strategies for
improving relations were needed [45], along with a network for facilitating decision-making in
matters concerning the development of tourism [105,106], but neither side it seemed was willing to
take the first step towards opening up the dialogue [42]. The business sector sensed a
political/ideological impasse which “meant that [tourism] didn’t work” (Int5). According to Da
Rosa [104], actors themselves should not be foregrounded, but rather the result of their
collaboration, but in this instance the recommendation fell on deaf ears [50]. In some cases, such as
that of the FIM, the existence of common interests strengthened relationships, but in others, such as
that of the LIPMP project, it amplified rivalries [57].
One thing which appeared in the objectives and discourse of more than one of the actors (Int1,
Int3) was the importance of the participation of local residents, given that this was considered
crucial to the whole process of development, and a means of avoiding conflict and bringing stability
to the projects [107,108]. It lay at the heart of the question of identity, and was considered to be
closely connected to education and awareness (Int1, Int2, Int4), and to reinforcing the community’s
confidence to manage its heritage [42,107]. At the start of the heritagisation process, the political
affinities of those involved led to the involvement of young people in the project [73], and their
participation in the ADPM/CAM (Int4), which can be viewed as kinds of “community heritage
groups” [55] (p. 459). In fact, Duarte [71] underlines local empowerment in two respects: a) the
diversification of cultural facilities; b) the implementation of mechanisms for the promotion and
participation of different social agents. Despite this, starting from 2002, a gradual disaffection of the
locals with the archaeological activity, the heritage and museums began to be noted [71,104]. The
CAM put this shift down to “a departure from the original idea on the part of the PS” (Int4), while
the CMM blamed it on the fact that the results of the process were not sufficiently visible [83]. A
deeper look at the causes is required (discourse, unfulfilled expectations, stakeholder attitude and
so on).
The heritagisation process included certain objectives stated in the PMVM, but the CMM did
not develop any specific objectives for strengthening tourism beyond “local development”. There
was no plan outlining the strategies to be followed, as testified by the absence of an official heritage
declaration for the complex and the existence of a Plan de Ordenación (town planning document),
revised in 2017 [109] and focused solely on housing. In order to create a model of governance which
enhances tourism sustainability while mitigating negative effects [15], developing viable and
temporally and environmentally sustainable attractions [6] it is necessary to define objectives,
formulate strategies [56], and implement measures and actions through a participative process.
Such a model would also enable the search for finance to palliate the negative effects of
peripherality [6], at the same time that innovations in the tourism sector generated new interactions
and improved relations between stakeholders, implementing institutional changes [11]. The
inclusion on the LIPMP could contribute to this, although it would require a thoroughgoing study.
4.3. Effects and impacts
Taking the number of visits as an indicator of the success of the PMVM, the Mértola Museum
has experienced ups and downs (Graph 1). The turning point is the first FIM (2001) which saw the
number of visitors increase by 72.10%. The standoff between the CAM and the CMM led to a period
of stagnation (2004-2008), with growth returning once relations had been re-established. No
increase in visitor numbers can be detected as a result of the town’s inclusion on the LIPMP. The
Mértola Museum receives more visits than any of the 24 museums in Baixo Alentejo, representing
32.92% of the total within the sub-region in 2018, and 62.46% in 2017 (a FIM year), underlining its
importance as a heritage destination [32].
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Graph 1. Visitors to the Mértola Museum, 1990-2018 (*)
The income estimated for the Mértola Museum is 1.11€/visitor in 2012 [83], which represents
3.70% of the CMM’s spending in culture and sport (including the museum) [110].
The pattern of tourism over time is reflected in the official statistics [18] (p. 1788). The number
of nights spent in tourist accommodation in the municipality shows a steady growth (Graph 2)
between 2013 and 2018 [110], peaking in the years in which the FIM is held and 2018 (in which the
number of guests reaches 69.88% of museum visits), which could be due to the inclusion on the
LIPMP. Its share of overnight stays within the sub-region goes from 6.11% (2013) to 14.11% (2018),
taking the municipality from fifth place to second. The average length of stay is 1.8 days (2018),
with a marked seasonal variation [32], the summer months generally being the most popular (38.3%
in 2018), with the exception of the FIM years, when May is peak month. This tendency is a
disincentive for businesses [12], although a trend away from incidental visits towards more
purposeful visits can also be detected [32].
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Graph 2. Guests in accommodation in the Municipality of Mértola, 2013-2018
At the start of the implantation of the PMVM there was no tourism infrastructure. The
promotion of tourism by the CMM began in 2002 [112] reaching 24 places of accommodation in
2020, the first of which was registered in 2008 (Graph 3) [62], when the CMM and the CAM
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renewed relations. The majority of new registrations take place in the years when the FIM is held.
The year 2018 is significant for the expectations created by the inclusion on the LIPMP. A range of
accommodation options become available [62]: 15 local accommodation points; 7 companies in the
rural tourism sector; 2 hotel establishments, accounting for 32.54% of places. There is a degree of
adaptation to cater for different markets [24], although the predominant accommodation is without
quality assurance [27].
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Graph 3. Evolution of the tourist accommodation register in the village and in
the rest of the municipality of Mértola, 2008-March 2020
In total, there are 295 beds available in the town (Graph 4). Only the hotels are able to cater for
large groups (≥44), so visits are largely organised at the individual level using private transport
[33,113], making distance and accessibility key factors [32].
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Graph 4. Evolution of the number of places in tourist accommodation in
the village and in the rest of the Municipality of Mértola, 2008-March 2020
In order to attract and retain visitors, and so generate income, it is important to be able to offer
a range of activities [114]. Merturis was first to do so in 2004, although its offer became competition
for the private companies (Int5). At the time of writing, in 2020, there are 7 companies based in the
town (6 focussing on tourist activities and one travel agency), 5 of which offer cultural activities – 3
solely cultural and 2 in combination with other types. Once again the effect of the years in which
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the FIM takes place can be seen in the increased demand, alongside the impact of inclusion on the
LIPMP (specifically, the founding of 2 companies in 2017).
Gastronomy is a vital factor in rural and cultural destinations [115]. There are 20 restaurants of
varying types in the town (55.56 of the total in the municipality) with 1,138 seats (60.34% of the
municipal total) [82]. A total of 12 establishments have a seating capacity ≥50 (1,083 seats). The
number of restaurants is boosted by through traffic breaking up the journey at roadside
establishments [32], which again introduces the problem of seasonality.
An increase in the number of shops selling artisanal products and/or souvenirs (4) can be
noted at points of access to the historical old town and in workshops within its walls (2),
manifestations of heritagisation (training courses for recovering traditional crafts) (Int4).
The institutional context is viewed favourably as a key to development by the companies
(Int5), which highlight the promotional efforts of the CMM, and the simplification of administrative
and legislative procedures. The companies involved in heritage and tourism can be divided into
three types (Int4, Int5):
• Entrepreneurship: small start-ups with no background in the field (specialist public
employees) or self-employment deriving from training (professional/university).
• Sectorial diversification/income supplement: small-scale initiatives aimed at diversification
(typical products) or non-corporate employment (local accommodation).
• Investment: internal investment in hospitality/accommodation by agents in other
productive sectors setting up separate businesses, and by outside companies (investment
funds, real estate). These are companies with complex business structures.
Of the three types, it is entrepreneurship which is the most dynamic, driving the range of
activities available (leadership), and opening up new opportunities in the relatively
underdeveloped rural tourism sector [116], where there is a little business culture [12].
Nevertheless, some 51.72% of business volume connected with accommodation and activities is
concentrated in the hands of 4 groups (2 entrepreneurs with a variety of ventures, a hotel company
and a foreign-owned real estate business).
The situation of deprived areas on the periphery make a flow of investment necessary [117] in
an sector of high costs and low returns [12], and where the local public initiative focuses on
revitalization/promotion (Int1). There is a predominance of personal investment (Int1, Int4, Int5),
and the co-financing of initiatives with European grants managed by local action groups is scarce,
and generally limited to institutionally managed investment (such as the CMM, CAM and ADPM)
(Int4). Some specific projects have been financed, with 7 initiatives in town receiving support
between 1996 and 2015 (4 connected to tourist accommodation, 2 restaurants and 1 tourism
activities business). The tendency is to finance investment projects beyond the reach of local
entrepreneurs. Financial and specialist technical support is essential in the long term [12,27] to
avoid/limit the ingress of capital from outside.
Tourism is diversifying the Mértola economy (Graph 5). The two sectors with the highest
number of companies are the primary and service sectors. The “accommodation, restaurant and
similar businesses” represented 12.47% in 2017, demonstrating a higher degree of stability than
other areas. An in-depth study is required to explore the relationships between business activities
and the impact of the processes of heritagisation and the promotion of tourism.
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Graph 5. Evolution of the number of companies by type of activity in the
Municipality of Mértola, 1998-2017
In terms of business volume (Graph 6), it is notable that the service sector has increased while
the primary sector has stagnated. After a period of slowdown brought on by the international
economic crisis, the hospitality sector (chiefly accommodation and restaurants) saw significant
growth from 2014, with an accumulated increase of 81.34% between 2014 and 2017. Total income
per tourist bedroom in 2017 (an FIM year), rose to 1,474€, and increase of 80.19% over 2013, while
the average spending of guest/day was 10.26€ [110], due to the abundance of local accommodation
available.
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Graph 6. Evolution of business volume (thousands of Euros) of companies by
type of activity in the Municipality of Mértola, 1998-2017
According to the head offices of the companies involved, outside investment in local real estate
has been growing over the last few years, which has had a negative effect on capital accumulation
[18]. In addition, the growth in online platforms for managing accommodation is displacing local
involvement to the detriment of the available options [118], and depleting the value added. On the
plus side, the platforms make the process of booking rural locations far easier, but the dominance of
external operators remains a challenge [12].
Although heritage and tourism represent direct and indirect employment opportunities, as
well as self-employment [22], one of the chief objectives of rural tourism [116], the structure of
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tourism may not be so attractive to the local population [12] due to the limited number of jobs it
creates. In 2017, the hospitality sector employed 11.88% of the total workforce. The trend since 2014
has been upwards (a 26.54% increase) although it is still not the major sector in terms of
employment (Graph 7). Jobs are being created within the sector, at the same time that the primary
sector workforce is diminishing [32], with an average of 1.53 workers per company, although this
varies according to the type of establishment and its capacity.
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Graph 7. Evolution of employment in accommodation and catering
companies in the Municipality of Mértola, 2005-2017
The largest single employer in the municipality is the CMM, which has 316 employees [119], or
about 10% of the local workforce. Eleven of these employees work in the area of culture
(representing 3.48% of the CMM total) and 14 in the area of tourist information and museums
(4.43% of the total) [119]. It is not possible to give the corresponding number of workers for the
CAM as this is variable (according to projects) and the incorporation of workers and researchers is
seasonal. The skilled workforce, university graduates and technical specialists, is employed mainly
in the CMM and CAM. The qualifications are in part the result of the training programmes (EPJBC,
ALSUD) [79]. Efforts in this respect have managed to partially fill the lack of essential skills [12], but
there remains a need for more qualified workers in the tourism sector.
Employment in this sector is especially susceptible to the effects of seasonality [87], which can
be particularly felt in the smaller companies [120]. Problems connected to the lack of a business
culture and a prevailing agricultural mentality can also be noted (Int4, Int5), and there are human
resources recruitment problems (Int5). Another problem that has been noted is the uprooting of the
workforce [15], as many companies are controlled by external groups, although they do create
employment. The available data do not indicate whether it is among the most disadvantaged
groups that employment is created [121], whether there is any hidden employment and what the
repercussions are for the labour market and unemployment. Exploring these issues would increase
our understanding of the processes of local development and power relationships [122].
Rural tourism is conceived of a means of attracting and anchoring a stable population
[6,9,18,32]. According to the statistics, the rural exodus continues, with a decrease of 37.26% in the
population between 1991 and 2019 (Graph 8). However, the decrease slackened off between 2010
and 2019, with the period 2018-19 showing the least loss across the yearly intervals (-0.81%). The net
balance is negative, but the rate is reduced from 2015, going from -1.15% to -0.38 in 2018. This might
be related to the impulse provided by tourism, but in order to establish correlations an in-depth
analysis is necessary.
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Graph 8. Resident population in the Municipality of Mértola, 1991-2019
The process of heritagisation has taken place at the same time that residents moved out of the
historical town centre to take up residence in the new part of town or to leave altogether. This
outflow contributed to the deterioration of the centre, which is taking considerable time, money and
effort to restore. Tourism has awakened interest in the centre, with the restoration and adaptation
of traditional buildings (Int2, Int4) as tourist accommodation (13) and second residences
[112,123,124], but this has resulted in further depopulation and a process of touristification [112].
There is a risk of theming such as can be observed in other comprehensive heritage projects, such as
that of Óbidos [71]. Comparative studies would help to correlate the causes and consequences of
this type of heritagisation. In order to prevent the emptying of the historical centre and to
encourage people to return, the CMM established a package of measures to support the
rehabilitation of local heritage [80], aimed at: a) restoring buildings for use by the municipal
services, such as the CAM, the Museum and so on; b) the promotion of events and economic
activities (the FIM and similar celebrations); c) social housing. This has resulted in the process of
gentrification being inversely mirrored by one of ghettofication (Int5), making it difficult to strike
an appropriate balance.
Among the positive cultural impacts which are worth noting are the reappraisal of the town’s
heritage which had been lost or undervalued [125], the cultural capital [126], and the authenticity
and preserving of identity [71,127,128]. However, the degree of authenticity in the process of
foregrounding tourism should be identified as “attraction-based identity” [129]. The disjoint
between the project and local residents is leading to the “deliberate” construction or adaptation of
identity around the cultural experience [129] (p. 39), prioritising what the tourist is perceived to
want above what the heritage might truly be (banalisation). A clear example of this is the FIM,
which mixes the local with the universal, is not centred on the participants and their experiences,
and leaves the local population feeling detached from their roots (Int1). There is, too, the ongoing
debate about the commodification of rural space [130] and culture [58,123], and the converting of
authenticity (identity) into merchandise, both of which call into question the development
processes [136].
Since the 1990s, the issue of sustainability has been an additional construct in the debate over
rural tourism [132] and cultural tourism [51,133,134]. In the regard, the most serious questions
concern how to manage visitors to an area, how to control numbers and how to establish limits [29],
especially when there is a peak in demand for events (FIM), or a marked seasonality, issues which
require further study in order to establish reliable indicators of sustainability.
The institutional discourse, encapsulated in the document, “Profitability, activation and
sustainability, thinking of ways to generate wealth and further energize the local economy” [83] (p.
102) argues a contrary view to the capping of capacity, establishing a positive correlation between
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the number of visitors and development [135]. Nor does sustainability appear in the discourse of
the business interests (Int5). Concern in this respect has only been voiced in the CAM, which fixes
the maximum number of attendees at the FIM at 40,000 [75]. Indeed, there barely seems any
awareness of the purely mathematical limits with respect to providing services: the town can
accommodate 295 people/day and the catering service can provide 9,104 meals (with a turnover of 8
services per seat), while the maximum capacity of the rest of the municipality is no larger (307
people/day in terms of accommodation and ≥6,000 meals).
It is evident that the rate of growth puts pressure on sustainability, as the ADPM noted in
2007 [90], and the effects of the town’s inclusion on the LIPMP also need to be taken into account.
The implications of potentially being declared a WHS could be manifold, and it is quite possible
that they do not match expectations [42,136].
Acknowledgments: The authors are especially grateful to Susana Gómez Martínez, of the CAM, for

her valuable assistance in arranging interviews and making available essential documentation.
References
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.

8.

9.
10.

11.
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

Knickel, K.; Renting, H.; Van der Ploeg, J.D. Multifunctionality in European agriculture. In
Sustaining agriculture and the rural economy: Governance, policy and Multifunctionality; Brouwer,
F., Ed.; Edward Elgar: Cheltenham, UK, 2004; pp. 81-103.
Wilson, G. Multifunctional ‘quality’and rural community resilience. Transactions, 2010, 35(3),
364-381. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-5661.2010.00391.x
Woods, M. Rural. Routledge: London, UK, 2011.
Saxena, G.; Clark, G.; Oliver, T.; Ilbery, B. Conceptualizing integrated rural tourism. Tour.
Geogr., 2007, 9, 347–370. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616680701647527
Pinto-Correia, T.; Breman, B. Understanding marginalization in the periphery of Europe: a
multidimensional process. In Sustainable land management; Brouwer, F., van Rheenen, T.,
Dhillion, S.S., Elgersma, A.M., Eds.; Edward Elgar: Cheltenham, UK, 2008; pp. 11-40.
Prideaux, B. Building visitor attractions in peripheral areas-Can uniqueness overcome
isolation to produce viability? Int. J. Tour. Res., 2002, 4, 379–389. https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.387
Marsden, T.; Smith, E. Ecological entrepreneurship: sustainable development in local
communities through quality food production and local branding. Geoforum, 2005, 36(4),
440-451. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2004.07.008
Figueiredo, E.; Raschi, A. «Un'immensa campagna avvolta dal verde» Reinventing rural areas
in Italy through tourism promotional images. Europ. Countrys., 2011, 3(1), 1-20.
https://doi.org/10.2478/v10091-011-0001-4
Figueiredo, E. One rural, two visions—Environmental issues and images on rural areas in
Portugal. Europ. Countrys., 2009, 1(1), 9-21. https://doi.org/10.2478/v10091-009-0002-8
Shucksmith, M. Endogenous development, social capital and social exclusion: perspectives
from
LEADER
in
the
UK.
Sociol.
Rural.,
2000,
40(2),
208–219.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9523.00143
Brouder, P. Creative outposts: Tourism's place in rural innovation. Tourism Planning &
Development, 2012, 9(4), 383-396. https://doi.org/10.1080/21568316.2012.726254
Sharpley, R. Rural tourism and the challenge of tourism diversification: The case of Cyprus.
Tourism Manage., 2002, 23, 233–244. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(01)00078-4
Jackson, J.; Murphy, P. Clusters in regional tourism An Australian case. Ann. Touris. Res.,
2006, 33(4), 1018-1035. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2006.04.005
Lopez, L.; Ivona, A. El turismo rural en Apulia. Políticas, proyectos y propuestas para un
desarrollo sostenible. In Turismo rural y de naturaleza. Una mirada al mundo; Santos, X.M.,
Lopez, L., Eds.; Síntesis: Madrid, Spain, 2018; pp. 183-2002.
Hohl, A.E.; Tisdell, C.A. Peripheral tourism: Development and management. Ann. Touris. Res.,
1995, 22, 517–534. https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(95)00005-Q
Schmallegger, D.; Carson, D. Is tourism just another staple? A new perspective on tourism in
remote
regions. Curr.
Issues
Tour., 2010,
13(3),
201-221.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500903359152

Preprints (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 1 October 2020

17.

18.

19.
20.
21.

22.
23.

24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.
30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

doi:10.20944/preprints202010.0002.v1

Koster, R.; Baccar, K. Rural First Nations tourism: Examining the relationship between
sustainable tourism and capacity. Sustainability planning and collaboration in rural Canada:
Taking the next steps; Hallström, L.K., Beckie, M.A., Hvenegaard, G.T., Mündel, K., Eds; The
University of Alberta Press: Edmonton, Canada, 2016; pp. 217-239.
Bohlin, M.; Brandt, D.; Elbe, J. Tourism as a vehicle for regional development in peripheral
areas–myth or reality? A longitudinal case study of Swedish regions. Eur. Plan. Stud.
2016, 24(10), 1788-1805. https://doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2016.1194807
Murdoch, J.; Marsden, T. Reconstituting Rurality. UCL Press: London, UK, 1994.
Naldi, L.; Nilsson, P.; Westlund, H.; Wixe, S. What is smart rural development?. J. Rural
Stud., 2015, 40, 90-101. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2015.06.006
Martini, U.; Buffa, F.; Notaro, S. Community participation, natural resource management and
the creation of innovative tourism products: Evidence from Italian networks of reserves in the
Alps. Sustainability, 2017, 9(12), 2314. https://doi.org/10.3390/su9122314
Lane,
B.
What
is
rural
tourism?. J.
Sustain.
Tour.,
1994, 2(1-2),
7-21.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669589409510680
Ivona, A. Economic effects of rural tourism. Farm, food-and-wine and enhancement of
cultural routes. In The European Pilgrimage Routes for Promoting Sustainable and Quality Tourism
in Rural Areas; Bambi, G., Barbari, M, Eds.; University Press: Florence, Italia, 2015; pp. 779-791.
Lane, B.; Kastenholz, E. Rural tourism: The evolution of practice and research
approaches-towards a new generation concept? J. Sustain. Tour., 2015, 23, 1133–1156.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2015.1083997
Almeida, A.M. Rural development and rural tourism: an institutional approach. EJABM, 2017,
3(1), 101-117.
Carson, D.A. Challenges and opportunities for rural tourism geographies: A view from the
‘boring’peripheries. Tour.
Geogr., 2018,
20(4),
737-741.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616688.2018.1477173
Wanhill, S. Peripheral area tourism: A European perspective. Prog. Tourism Hospitality Res.,
1997,
3(1),
47–70.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1603(199703)3:1<47::AID-PTH38>3.0.CO;2-F
Rockett, J.; Ramsey, D. Rural revitalization through tourism: The case of Fogo and Change
Islands, Newfoundland, Canada. Journal of Tourism and Cultural Change, 2016, 15(4), 299-318.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14766825.2016.1150287
Bramwell, B. Rural tourism and sustainable rural tourism. J. Sustain. Tour. 1994, 2(1-2), 1-6.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669589409510679
Andraz, J.M.; Norte, N.M.; Gonçalves, H.S. Effects of tourism on regional asymmetries:
Empirical
evidence
for
Portugal. Tourism
Manage., 2015,
50,
257-267.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2015.03.004
Schmallegger, D.; Carson, D.; Tremblay, P. The economic geography of remote tourism: The
problem
of
connection-seeking.
Tourism
Analysis,
2010,
15(1),
125–137.
https://doi.org/10.3727/108354210X12724734537551
Ramsey, D.; Malcolm, C.D. The importance of location and scale in rural and small town
tourism product development: The case of the Canadian Fossil Discovery Centre, Manitoba,
Canada. Can. Geogr.-Geogr. Can., 2017, 62(2), 250-265. https://doi.org/10.1111/cag.12409
Hardy, A. Understanding self drive tourism. Rubber tire traffic: A case study of Bella Cool,
British Columbia. In Informed Leisure Practice: Cases as Conduits Between Theory and Practice;
Vaugenois, N.L., Ed.; Malaspina University-College: Nanaimo, Canada, 2006; Vol. 2, pp.
46-51.
Mastronardi, L.; Giaccio, V.; Giannelli, A.; Stanisci, A. Methodological proposal about the role
of landscape in the tourism development process in rural areas: The case of Molise Region
(Italy). Europ. Countrys., 2017, 9(2), 245-262. https://doi.org/10.1515/euco-2017-0015
Mitchell, C.J.A.; Shannon, M. Exploring cultural heritage tourism in rural Newfoundland
through the lens of the evolutionary economic geographer. J. Rural Stud., 2018, 59, 21-34.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.12.020

Preprints (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 1 October 2020

36.

37.
38.
39.

40.
41.
42.
43.
44.

45.
46.
47.
48.
49.

50.

51.
52.
53.
54.
55.

56.
57.
58.
59.
60.

doi:10.20944/preprints202010.0002.v1

Bessière, J. ‘Heritagisation’, a challenge for tourism promotion and regional development: an
example of food heritage. Journal of Heritage Tourism, 2013, 8(4), 275-291.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1743873X.2013.770861
Throsby, D. Seven questions in the economics of cultural heritage. In Economic perspectives on
cultural heritage; Hutter, M., Rizzo, I., Eds.; Palgrave Macmillan: London, UK, 1997; pp. 13-30.
Lane, B. Rural tourism: An overview. The SAGE handbook of tourism studies; Jamal, T.,
Robinson, M., Eds.; Sage: London, UK, 2009; pp. 354-370.
ICOMOS (1999). International Cultural Tourism Charter. International Council on
Monuments
and
Sites,
México,
1999.
Available
online:
https://www.icomos.org/charters/tourism_e.pdf (accessed on 20 September 2020).
Prentice, R. Tourism and Heritage Attractions. Routledge: London, UK, 1993.
Garrod, B.; Fyall, A. Managing heritage tourism. Ann. Touris. Res., 2000, 27(3), 682-708.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(99)00094-8
Aas, C.; Ladkin, A.; Fletcher, J. Stakeholder collaboration and heritage management. Ann.
Touris. Res. 2005, 32(1), 28-48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2004.04.005
Loulanski, T.; Loulanski, V. The sustainable integration of cultural heritage and tourism: a
meta-study. J. Sustain. Tour., 2011, 19(7), 837-862. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2011.553286
Anton Clavé, S. The Geography of Tourism in Spain: Institutionalization and
Internationalization. In Geographies of Tourism: European Research Perspectives; Wilson, J.,
Amtomn Clavé, S., Eds.; Emerald: Bingley, UK, 2013; Volume 19, pp. 151-177.
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1571-5043(2013)0000019009
Hall, C.M. Rethinking collaboration and partnership: A public policy perspective. J. Sustain.
Tour., 1999, 7(3-4), 274-289. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669589908667340
Hall, C.M. Tourism Planning Processes and Relationships; Prentice Hall: Harlow, UK, 2000.
Selin, S. Developing a typology of sustainable tourism partnerships. J. Sustain. Tour.,
1999, 7(3-4), 260-273. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669589908667339
Jamal, T.B.; Getz, D. Collaboration theory and community tourism planning. Ann. Touris.
Res., 1995, 22(1), 186-204. https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(94)00067-3
Briedenhann, J.; Wickens, E. Tourism routes as a tool for the economic development of rural
areas—vibrant hope or impossible dream?. Tourism Manage., 2004, 25(1), 71-79.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(03)00063-3
Yubero, C.; Chevalier, P. The Illusion of Proximity in Territorial Construction. An Approach
to Tourism Development Via Social Networks in Sierra de Albarracín (Spain). Europ.
Countrys., 2018, 10(3), 442-461. https://doi.org/10.2478/euco-2018-0025
Van der Borg, J.; Costa, P.; Gotti, G. Tourism in European heritage cities. Ann. Touris.
Res., 23(2), 1996, 306-321. https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(95)00065-8
Pritchard, A.; Morgan, N.; Ateljevic, I. Hopeful tourism: A new transformative
perspective. Ann. Touris. Res., 2011, 38(3), 941-963. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2011.01.004
Yin, R.K. Case study research and applications: Design and methods, 6th ed.; Sage: Los Angeles,
USA, 2018.
Xiao, H.; Smith, S.L. Case studies in tourism research: A state-of-the-art analysis. Tourism
Manage., 27(5), 2006, 738-749. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2005.11.002
Beel, D.E.; Wallace, C.D.; Webster, G.; Nguyen, H.; Tait, E.; Macleod, M.; Mellish, C. Cultural
resilience: The production of rural community heritage, digital archives and the role of
volunteers. J. Rural Stud. 2017, 54, 459-468. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2015.05.002
Hardy, A. Using grounded theory to explore stakeholder perceptions of tourism. J. Tour. Cult.
Chang., 2005, 3(2), 108-133. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580508668490
Beaumont, N.; Dredge, D. Local tourism governance: A comparison of three network
approaches. J. Sustain. Tour. 2010, 18(1), 7-28. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580903215139
MacDonald, R.; Jolliffe, L. Cultural rural tourism: Evidence from Canada. Ann. Touris.
Res., 2003, 30(2), 307-322. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(02)00061-0
Ren, C.B. Qualitative research, tourism. In Encyclopedia of Tourism, 2nd ed; Jafari, J., Xiao, H.,
Eds.; Springer, 2016; pp. 1-4.
Kitchen, R.; Tate, N.J. Conducting Research into Human Geography. Pearson: Essex, UK, 2000.

Preprints (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 1 October 2020

61.
62.
63.
64.

65.

66.

67.
68.
69.
70.

71.
72.
73.
74.
75.

76.
77.
78.
79.

80.

81.
82.
83.

doi:10.20944/preprints202010.0002.v1

Longhurst, R. Semi-structured interviews and focus groups. In Key methods in geography, 2nd
ed.; Clifford, N., French, S., Vallentine, G., Eds.; Sage: London, UK, 2010; pp. 103-115.
Registro Nacional de Turismo. Datos obtenidos de SIGTUR. Available online:
https://sigtur.turismodeportugal.pt/ (accessed on 20 September 2020).
Felicidades-García, J. Bases territoriales para la construcción regional en el espacio fronterizo del
Suroeste Peninsular. Universidad de Huelva: Huelva, Spain, 2013.
INE.
População
residente.
Available
online:
https://ine.pt/xportal/xmain?xpid=INE&xpgid=ine_indicadores&contecto=pi&indOcorrCod=0
008273&selTab=tab0 (accessed on 20 September 2020).
INE.
Censo
de
População,
2011.
Available
online:
https://www.ine.pt/xportal/xmain?xpid=INE&xpgid=ine_indicadores&indOcorrCod=0006393
&contexto=bd&selTab=tab2 (accessed on 20 September 2020).
Gómez-Martínez, S.; Rafael, L.; Torres, C. Mértola Vila Museu. Um projecto arqueológico de
desenvolvimento
integrado. Rev.
Arqueologia
Pública, 2016,
10(3[17]),
55-80.
https://doi.org/10.20396/rap.v10i3.8645842
UNESCO. Mértola. Available online: http://whc.unesco.org/en/tentativelists/6209/ (accessed
on 20 September 2020).
UNESCO. Tentative Lists. Available online: https://whc.unesco.org/en/tentativelists/ (accessed
on 20 September 2020).
Macias, S.; Guichard, P.; Picard, C. Mértola: o último porto do Mediterrâneo. Catálogo da
exposição Mértola-história e património: séculos V-XIII; CAM: Mértola, Portugal, 2006.
Património
Arquitectónico.
Concelho
de
Mértola.
Available
online:
http://www.patrimoniocultural.gov.pt/pt/patrimonio/patrimonio-imovel/pesquisa-do-patrim
onio/classificado-ou-em-vias-de-classificacao/geral/result/?name=&situation=&catprot=&invte
ma=&type=&concelho=2922&records=10 (accessed on 20 September 2020).
Duarte, A. “Heritage” while development tool. The case of two Portuguese city councils.
Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference on Intangible Heritage; Green Lines Institute; 2011.
Torres, C. Mértola Vila Museu. Um Projecto cultural de Desenvolvimento integrado.
Museologias.pt, 2007, 1, 2-11.
Rafael, L.I.D.S. Os trinta anos do projecto Mértola Vila Museu: Balanços e
perspectivas. Master's Thesis in Museology Universidade de Évora, Évora, 2010.
Gómez-Martínez, S. Mértola, vila museu: un proyecto cultural de desarrollo local. In Cultura y
turismo; Nogués, A.M., Cood.; Signatura: Sevilla, Spain, 2003; pp. 173-189.
Gómez-Martínez, S.; Torres, C.; Lopes, V.; Palma, M.D.F.; Costa, M.R. Mértola e o Guadiana:
uma charneira entre o mar e a terra. Entre Rios e Mares: um Património de Ambientes, História e
Saberes, Tomo V da Rede BrasPor; 2016b; pp. 181-192.
Böcher, M. Regional governance and rural development in Germany: the implementation of
LEADER+. Sociol. Rural. 2008, 48(4), 372-388. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.2008.00468.x
Torres, C. Campo Arqueologico de Mertola (Portugal). Incentivar un turismo rural, a escala
humana. Revista PH, 2003, 42, 107. https://doi.org/10.33349/2003.42.1491
ICOM. The Museum in the Service of Man, Today and Tomorrow. 9 th General Conference,
ICOM, Paris-Grenoble: France, 1971.
Pedreirinho, J.M.D.S.C. Una metodología de intervenção em zonas históricas de pequenos e
médios aglomerados urbanos (Portugal 1978-2001). Doctoral Dissertation, Universidad de
Sevilla, Serville, 2011.
Martín-Portugués, I. Difusión del valor cultural en las ciudades patrimonio mundial de la
Península Ibérica: Estudio pormenorizado del caso de Toledo). Doctoral Dissertation,
Universidad de Sevilla, Serville, 2017.
Mértola. Available online: https://visitmertola.pt/es/item/mertola-villa-museo-visitas-guiadas/
(accessed on 20 September 2020).
Museu
de
Mértola.
Available
online:
https://www.cm-mertola.pt/visitar-mertola/turismo/museu (accessed on 20 September 2020).
Serrão-Martins, J.M.P. Mértola, cultura e património: atores, ações e perspetivas para uma
estratégia de desenvolvimento local. Master’s Thesis in Cultural Management, Universidade
do Algarve, 2012.

Preprints (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 1 October 2020

84.
85.

86.
87.

88.
89.

90.
91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.
97.
98.
99.

100.

101.

102.
103.
104.

doi:10.20944/preprints202010.0002.v1

McLean, F. Services marketing: the case of museums. Serv. Ind. J., 1994, 14(2), 190-203.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069400000022
Panyik, E.; Costa, C.; Rátz, T. Implementing integrated rural tourism: An event-based
approach. Tourism
Manage., 2011,
32(6),
1352-1363.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2011.01.009
Rojas-Rabaneda, A. Cultural events, cultural heritage, tourism and new media. Int. J. Web
Based Communities, 2012, 8(1), 73-86. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJWBC.2012.044683
Baum, T.; Hagen, L. Responses to seasonality: the experiences of peripheral destinations. Int. J.
Tour.
Res., 1999,
1(5),
299-312.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1522-1970(199909/10)1:5<299::AID-JTR198>3.0.CO;2-L
Rafael, L.I.D.S. Os percursos de visitas guiadas do Museu de Mértola – definições e
conteúdos; Câmara Municipal de Mértola; 2010 (Unpublished Work).
Richards, G. Cultural tourism trends in Europe: a context for the development of Cultural
Routes. In Impact of European Cultural Routes on SMEs’ innovation and competitiveness;
Khovanova-Rubicondo, K., Ed.; Council of Europe Publishing: Strasbourg, France, 2011; pp.
21-39.
Pedroso, P.M.A.S. Valorização do património cultural: o caso de Mértola. Doctoral
Dissertation, Instituto Superior de Economia e Gestão, Universidade de Lisboa, 2007.
Kimbu, A.N.; Ngoasong, M.Z. Centralised decentralisation of tourism development: a
network
perspective. Ann.
Touris.
Res., 2013,
40,
235-259.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2012.09.005
Royo-Vela, M. Rural-cultural excursion conceptualization: A local tourism marketing
management model based on tourist destination image measurement. Tourism Manage., 2009,
30(3), 419-428. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2008.07.013
De Rosa, A.S.; Bocci, E.; Dryjanska, L. Social representations of the European capitals and
destination e-branding via multi-channel web communication. JDMM, 2019, 11, 150-165.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2017.05.004
Saxena, G.; Ilbery, B. Developing integrated rural tourism: Actor practices in the
English/Welsh
border. J.
Rural
Stud., 2010,
26(3),
260-271.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2009.12.001
Slevitch, L. Qualitative and Quantitative Methodologies Compared: Ontological and
Epistemological Perspectives, Journal of Quality Assurance in Hospitality & Tourism, 2011, 12(1),
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1528008X.2011.541810
Bianchi, R.V. The ‘Critical Turn’ in Tourism Studies: A Radical Critique, Tour. Geogr. 2009,
11:4, 484-504. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616680903262653
Torres, C. Museus, território e desenvolvimento. Revista do Museu Municipal de Faro, 2009, 4,
62-65.
Nuryanti, W. Heritage and postmodern tourism. Ann. Touris. Res., 1996, 23(2), 249-260.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0160-7383(95)00062-3
Newby, P. Tourism: Support of Threat to Heritage. In Building A New Heritage: Tourism,
Culture and Identity in the New Europe; Ashworth, G., Larkham, P., Eds.; Routledge: London,
UK, 1994; pp. 206–228.
Holladay, P.J.; Dixon, A.W.; Nguyen, M.C.; Le Nguyen, B.; Xu, S.; Price Howard, K.
Stakeholder perceptions of tourism assets and sustainable tourism development in Da Nang,
Vietnam. ET, 2018, 8(2), 74-98. https://doi.org/10.33776/et.v8i2.3357
Mitchell, C.J.A. Entrepreneurialism, commodification and creative destruction: a model of
post-modern
community
development. J.
Rural
Stud., 1998,
14(3),
273-286.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0743-0167(98)00013-8
Bramwell, B.; Sharman, A. Collaboration in local tourism policymaking. Ann. Touris. Res. 1999,
26(2), 392-415. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(98)00105-4
Colbert, F. Entrepreneurship and leadership in marketing the arts. International journal of arts
management, 2003, 30-39. https://www.jstor.org/stable/41064806
da Rosa, R.M. Mértola, museology and earthen architecture in Portugal. In Vernacular Heritage
and Earthen Architecture; Correia, M., Carlos, G., Rocha, S., Eds.; CRC Press: Boca Raton, USA,
2013. pp. 278-282.

Preprints (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 1 October 2020

doi:10.20944/preprints202010.0002.v1

105. Long, P. Tourism Development Regimes in the Inner City Fringe: The Case of Discover
Islington, London. In Tourism Collaboration and partnerships. Politics, practice and sustainability;
Bramwell, B., Lane, B., Eds.; Chanel View Publications: Clevedon, UK, 2000; pp. 183-199.
106. Caffyn, A. Is there a tourism partnership life cycle? In Tourism Collaboration and partnerships.
Politics, practice and sustainability, Bramwell, B., Lane, B., Eds.; Chanel View Publications:
Clevedon, UK, 2000; pp. 200-230.
107. Hall, C.M.; McArthur, S. Integrated heritage management: principles and practice. John Wiley &
Sons, 1998.
108. Caffyn, A.; Jobbins, G. Governance Capacity and Stakeholder Interactions in the Development
and Management of coastal tourism: examples of Morocco and Tunisia. J. Sustain. Tour., 2003,
11(2-3), 224-245. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580308667204
109. CMM. Plano de Salvaguarda e Valoriçâo do Centro Histórico da Vila de Mértola. Câmara
Municipal de Mértola; 1996 (Unpublished Work).
110. INE. Anuário Estatístico da Região do Alentejo. Instituto Nacional de Estatística: Lisboa,
1993-2019.
111. Laine, A.; Davies, J.; Buchanan, K.; Warren, K.; Turtinen, J. Heritage Research Matters: case
studies of research impact contributing to sustainable development; Swedish National Heritage
Board: Stockholm, Sweden, 2019.
112. Rosado, A.; Costa, M.R.; Pérez-Cano, T. History, changes and the heritage protection of
traditional urban centres in Alentejo. Urban Transformations, 2018, 292; 25-50.
113. Dickinson, J.E.; Robbins, D. Representations of tourism transport problems in a rural
destination. Tourism
Manage., 2008,
29(6),
1110-1121.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2008.02.003
114. Gannon, A. Rural tourism as a factor in rural community economic development for
economies
in
transition. J.
Sustain.
Tour., 1994,
2(1-2),
51-60.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669589409510683
115. Viveiros, C.; Moniz, A.; Mendes, A. A essência da gastronomia na valorização cultural: a
aplicação do conceito Slow Food nos Açores. RT&D, 2017, 27/28. 1083-1096.
116. Sharpley, R. Managing the countryside for tourism: a governance perspective. In The
management of tourism, Pender, L., Sharpley, R., Eds.; Sage: London, UK, 2005; pp. 175-187.
117. Fleischer, A.; Felsenstein, D. Support for rural tourism: Does it make a difference?. Ann.
Touris. Res., 2000, 27(4), 1007-1024. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(99)00126-7
118. Guttentag, D. Airbnb: disruptive innovation and the rise of an informal tourism
accommodation
sector.
Curr.
Issues
Tour.,
18(12),
2015,
1192-1217.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2013.827159
119. CMM. Informacão do Pessoal do Municipio 2017; Câmara Municipal de Mértola; 2017
(Unpublished Work).
120. Ribeiro, M.; Marques, C. Rural tourism and the development of less favoured areas—between
rhetoric and practice. Int. J. Tour. Res., 2002, 4(3), 211-220. https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.377
121. Prat-Forga, J.M.; Cànoves-Valiente, G. Análisis de la evolución de la concentración geográfica
de los establecimientos de turismo rural en Cataluña. An. geogr. Univ. Complut., 2014, 34(1)
155-177. https://doi.org/10.5209/rev_AGUC.2014.v34.n1.45196
122. Fleischer, A.; Pizam, A. Rural tourism in Israel. Tourism Manage., 1997, 18(6), 367-372.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0261-5177(97)00034-4
123. George, E.W.; Reid, D.G. The power of tourism: A metamorphosis of community culture. J.
Tour. Cult. Chang., 2005, 3(2), 88-107. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580508668489
124. Alonso, P. Heritage and rural gentrification in Spain: the case of Santiago Millas. Int. J. Herit.
Stud. 2016, 23(2), 125-140. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13527258.2016.1246468
125. Blanco-Romero, A.; Cànoves-Valiente, G. Turismo en espacios interiores, capacidad de
cambio y resilencia. In Turismo rural y de naturaleza. Una mirada al mundo; Santos, X.M., Lopez,
L., Eds.; Síntesis: Madrid, Spain, 2018; pp. 75-101.
126. George, E.W.; Mair, H.; Reid, D.G. Rural tourism development: Localism and cultural change.
Bristol: Channel View Publications: Bristol, UK, 2009.
127. Chhabra, D. Defining authenticity and its determinants: Toward an authenticity flow model. J.
Travel Res., 2005, 44(1), 64-73. https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287505276592

Preprints (www.preprints.org) | NOT PEER-REVIEWED | Posted: 1 October 2020

doi:10.20944/preprints202010.0002.v1

128. Timothy, D.J.; Boyd, S.W. Heritage tourism in the 21st century: Valued traditions and new
perspectives. Journal
of
heritage
tourism, 2006,
1(1),
1-16.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17438730608668462
129. McIntosh, A.J.; Hinch, T.; Ingram, T. Cultural identity and tourism. International Journal of Arts
Management, 2002, 39-49. https://www.jstor.org/stable/41064754
130. Fløysand, A.; Jakobsen, S.E. Commodification of rural places: A narrative of social fields, rural
development,
and
football. J.
Rural
Stud., 2007,
23(2),
206-221.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2006.09.012
131. Hewison, R. The Heritage Industry. Methuen: London, UK, 1987.
132. Lane, B. Sustainable rural tourism strategies: A tool for development and conservation. J.
Sustain. Tour., 1994, 2(1-2), 102-111. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669589409510687
133. Johnson, P.; Thomas, B. Heritage as business. In Heritage, tourism and society; Herbert, D.T.,
Ed.; Burns & Oates: London, UK, 1995; pp. 170-190.
134. Du Cros, H. A new model to assist in planning for sustainable cultural heritage tourism. Int. J.
Tour. Res., 2001, 3(2), 165-170. https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.297
135. Butler, R.W. The concept of a tourist area cycle of the evolution: implications for management
of
resources.
Can.
Geogr.-Geogr.
Can.,
1980,
24,
5-12.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0064.1980.tb00970.x
136. Harrison, D.; Hitchcock, M. Eds. The politics of world heritage: Negotiating tourism and
conservation. Channel View Publications: Clevedon, UK, 2005.

