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Extended Abstract
Introduction
The management of the Iranian rural community has emerged from its diverse economic, social,
cultural and natural structures. In addition, rural areas have been affected by external influences
in recent years (urban-rural integrity and integration into the global economy) and are increasingly
facing a different rural environment. There are two ways to control such diversified settlements.
Or we should resort to reconciliation; what we have seen with regard to the centralized rural
planning system in Iran, or whether new rural management practices, such as tackling the
diversity of rural areas, should be taken into account without losing the importance of this
diversity. Unfortunately, the differences created in rural areas by rural development management
in the country-under the pretext of modern-day discourse-have been neglected, and the social and
economic consequences of this trend are unrealistic and contradictory conceptions of
disagreements and applying an alignment view has been for a variety of people in rural areas.
Accordingly, executive management of development planning, including planning for rural
development in Iran, is conducted only at the national and regional levels (provincial). There are
no such plans at the local level. Because of the centralized planning decision making system in
the country, regional planning is weak and inadequate, and development planning is practically
limited nationally. In the sense that neither the plurality nor economic, social, cultural or natural
diversity are considered and are not affected by the central planning of the overall reality of the
country's villages. It is argued that when the rural territories are more than reasonable and the
various mechanisms of each one are considered, executive management is in chaos. At the same
time, if the rural management units are also geographically larger, it will focus. Therefore, the
solution between the two should be designed, and this can be done in the area, and there is no
extremes. Therefore, the research question is: How can the cultural and natural features of local
areas, as a criterion for identifying rural areas, be combined with each other in a regional
framework?
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Materials and Methods
The main concern of this research is the definition of the village and its local area with the aim of
solving the problem of centralization and revealing the internal and local potentialities in the rural
areas, which forms the basis of the main rural development planning strategies in the third
millennium, and as it does not seem to be a simple task. The basic theory used here is turning to
the "Halfacree triple space" in the context of the concept of everyday rural life, which supports
the criteria of the size of the territory and its land cover. The main realities of the villages, whether
in our country or elsewhere, depend on the external flows of the global economy and the capitalist
system, on the diversity of economic, social, cultural and natural differences in the complexity of
space. Therefore, it is necessary to think about the various and complex aspects of space as a
whole in the methodology of rural research. The present paper introduces the Halfacree Scheme
(2006), which describes rural everyday life as a way of detecting these irregularities and as a basis
for determining the scope of local communities. This conceptual framework allows diagnosis:
The spatial manipulation of official representations (the goals of planners and government
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officials) in an interrelated environment; legal and informative processes that create tensions
among different elements of rural space; and the everyday life of a village that is different in
nature and irreconcilable. This is an entrenchment against the one-dimensional and objective
criteria of rural development strategies, namely population density, agriculture and natural
resources. In these circumstances, the change from the deviant criteria of the size of the territory
and population density in the executive management of rural development programs in the
country is required by the criteria of the size of the territory and land cover. It is claimed that the
rural unit should, in the smallest (that is, the simplest), have a realm for the daily use of rural
actors, on the one hand, and in the context of specialized planning and policy-making that
identifies local networks and small groups-from the other side is determined to be good at defining
the space and mapping according to the available data set. This situation is matching with the
concept of rural ideals: a place for the most sense of the realm of societies. Land cover literature
assumes that the rural unit should be able to take into account local differences and complexity in
the landscape structure and knowledge of local land cover and distances. This concept is
consistent with the village's ideals, "close to nature," and suggests that local management of rural
prospects and cultural heritage can play a pivotal role in the future of rural development.
Discussion and Results
In this research, it was agreed to use the "block" as a territorial unit and to determine the extent
of the villages. Referring to the past literature of the village, we find that the block is the smallest
possible unit of land, which could relieve us of the executive recommendations of the state - which
are the only criterion for the differentiation of rural areas as a population density - and relate to
the realities of everyday life of local residents. "Land use" was considered as a criterion for
representing the variation and internal differences of the blocks. Land use is inevitably related to
"land cover" that is visible on the ground. In addition, the "open land" indicator was seen
appropriate as covering the surrounding land of residential densities and constructions to define
the characteristics of the village. Identification of Rural Diversity and Differences is the final
stage of a general determination for rural development planning, although it is not undermined by
the principle of existing differences. Based on Johnson & Nielsen's point of view (2012), a simple
operational approach to considering the diversity of the countryside, based on the length of the
route, the time of travel, the perspective and counting of rural communities, should be from a
point of departure to an urban area. Meanwhile, if there is no rural community, the degree of
rurality is 1. If a rural community is attained, the degree of rurality is 2. If two rural communities
are trained, the degree of rurality is 3 and up until the end. The discussion here is merely abstract,
which assumes that there is a time gap between the more centers (villages) to reach a metropolis.
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Conclusions
The main thing behind the presented model in this study is that balance cannot be created unless
the point that there has been no true solution. The theoretical solution is, in a pluralistic order
(daily life), let the demands freely grown and competed with each other until the balance of forces
reaches the equilibrium point. As we can see, in the course of recent socioeconomic
transformations, rural-urban integration, urbanization flows, integration into the global economyregional equilibrium, and somewhat rural areas, found their place in communication with the city
center, respectively (Rurality Rating). This point cannot be temporary, because the balance of
force proportions is changing. So the existing order undergoes turbulence and constant
perturbation. In this order, those who are most despised and want to overthrow the existing order
are those who are the weakest of all (remote and marginal villages). Such a mechanism cannot be
created, but it is the organic growth of society (diverse land coverings due to different local
capacities). Here, the domains of socioeconomic activity are distinguished from each other (the
block), in such a way that rural communities do not have to identify themselves with one and can
maintain their independence in the distance between these domains. The survival of such a
structure depends on any kind of extremism: i.e. tolerance, in which the individual respects
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another, and opposes the expansion of conflicts that make compromise impossible. In general,
rural areas should be required to live together in accordance with the criteria (executive
management limits), in order to these criteria to be implemented and, in other words, be balanced.
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