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ABSTRACT

Visiting a farm for recreation is an activity that has been increasing in the last 10 

years. Despite its growth, a myriad of labels (e.g., farm tourism, agritainment) along with 

many definitions are used to depict this form of recreation, situation that is constraining 

its marketing and further diffusion. Therefore, a study was conducted to examine the 

meaning and label preferences of this form of recreation among three main stakeholders. 

Data was collected in 2011 from samples of residents, farmers, and extension faculty in 

Missouri and North Carolina through an online survey. Results showed significant 

differences on the preferred labels across samples, being “farm visit”, “agricultural 

tourism”, and “farm tourism” the ones most preferred. Among those labels, study results 

suggest that the “farm visit” label may be the most suitable to use for marketing purposes 

as it showed the highest preferences among residents and farmers.  Results showed that a 

good definition of agritourism should include the terms: agricultural setting, 

entertainment, farm, farming, education, and working. Results also showed that

agritourism should be carried out only on agricultural working facilities; however, the 

type of contact or experience with agricultural resources (e.g., crops) and practices (e.g., 

milking a cow) were not relevant for defining this form of recreation across the study 

samples.  Implications of this study are also discussed.  



1

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Visiting agricultural settings for recreation is a popular and increasing activity in 

many countries in both demand (visitors) and supply (farmers) sides. Despite such 

increased popularity, there is not a shared understanding on either a definition or an exact 

label of this activity.  As a case in point, terms such as “agritourism”, “farm tourism”, 

“agritainment”, among others, are used interchangeably. Similarly, multiple definitions 

attached to those labels are found in the literature (Busby & Rendle, 2000; Carpio, 

Wohlgenant, & Boonsaeng, 2008; Colton & Bissix, 2005; Keith, Rilla, George, Lobo, 

Tourte, & Ingram, 2003; Kizos & Iosifides, 2007). Although the purpose of this study is 

to identify a shared label and definition of recreation on agricultural settings, for 

increased readability this paper will preliminary refer to such activity as “agritourism”, a 

term that will initially be used to depict recreational or leisure activities in agricultural 

settings (e.g., farms, ranches).  

In this chapter the presence and development of agritourism within the United 

States (U.S.) and countries in the European Union (E.U.), as well as the current trend 

suggesting its increase in the future are addressed. This chapter also presents the several 

benefits that stem from the development of agritourism. The need for this study and its 

objectives are also stated. 
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An Overview of Agritourism

Agritourism is not a new phenomenon in the U.S. as having ties to rural areas 

through friends and family was a common scenario especially between early and mid-

1900s (McKenzie & Wysocki, 2002; Wicks & Merrett, 2003). The E.U. has also 

recognized the demand for agritourism since the early twentieth century (Busby & 

Rendle, 2000); however, in comparison with the U.S., they have put greater emphasis in 

its development (Che, Veeck & Veeck, 2005; Hegarty & Przezborska, 2005; Kizos & 

Iosifides, 2007) mainly through the creation of policies and subsidies assisting farmers 

willing to diversify their entrepreneurial activities. Specifically, E.U. policies related to 

agritourism developed specific definitions, obligations, and incentives to assist and 

encourage farmers to diversify through this activity (Che et al., 2005; Kizos & Iosifides, 

2007; Sonnino, 2004). For example, Italy’s 1985 National Legal Framework for

Agritourism states on its second article that agritourism activities “must remain 

connected and complementary to farming activities” (Sonnino, 2004).

In the U.S., agritourism has been increasing over the last years. According to the 

2007 Census of Agriculture (USDA: NASS, 2007), between 2002 and 2007 the number 

of farms that generated receipts from agritourism or recreational services (USDA: NASS, 

2007) of over $25,000 grew around 90%. Particularly in Missouri (MO), although the 

number of farms offering recreational activities actually decreased (from 773 in 2002, to 

588 in 2007), those farms remaining in operation have increased their recreation-related

revenues in over 200%. In the case of North Carolina (NC), the decrease of farms 

offering recreational activities is smaller (from 622 in 2002 to 602 in 2007); impressively, 

the revenues derived from them have increased almost 12 times. Such increases in farm 
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revenues derived from recreation-related activities suggest an increase of its demand, too. 

According to Cordell (2008), recreational visits to farms and other agricultural settings 

has two-fold increased between 2001 and 2007 and such growth is expected to continue 

in the upcoming years. The main reasons for the increased appeal of agritourism visits are 

suggested to be related to new tendencies of traveling as a family, shorter travels by car, 

multi-activity trips, and desire to help out local farmers and communities (Carpio et al., 

2008).

Although agritourism is increasing in popularity throughout the U.S., its 

occurrence is not evenly distributed across the country. For instance, Texas accounts for 

22.8% of all farms that are generating revenues from on farm recreation, followed by 

Kansas and Montana with 3.9% and 3.3% respectively (USDA: NASS, 2007). There is a 

similar disparity in the agritourism development in the E.U. as most of the development 

concentrates on northern countries whereas it is a much newer phenomenon in the 

Mediterranean region (Kizos & Iosifides, 2007). Such development disparity in the E.U. 

is not only a matter of geographical boundaries or resources (e.g., rural areas in the 

country), but it is also affected by the length of time the country has been a member of 

the E.U. (Hegarty & Przezborska, 2005; Kizos & Iosifides, 2007). For instance, Caballe 

(1999) and Cawley and Gilmor (2007) mention that being part of the E.U. provides 

farmers with access to the LEADER (links between rural development actions, for its 

initials in French) program which offers grants for the promotion of rural development 

(European Court of Auditors, 2010).
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The Benefits of Agritourism: The Diversification of Agriculture

The main role of agriculture is to provide food and fiber. However, when farmers 

face difficulties to generate enough income through agriculture, they look for different 

alternatives to sustain themselves; they can opt for alternative crop farming, selling out 

part of their land; or looking for other sources of income such as off farm employment

(Carpio et al., 2008; McGehee, 2007; Nickerson, Black, & McCool, 2001; Wilson, 

Fesenmaier, Fesenmaier, & Van Es, 2001). Another alternative is the diversification of 

their activities and enterprises including agritourism (Briedenhann & Wickens, 2004; Che 

et al., 2005; Colton & Bissix, 2005; Fleischer & Tchetchik, 2005; Ilbery, Bowler, Clark, 

Crocket, & Shaw, 1998; Ollenburg & Buckley, 2007; Rozier Rich, Standish, Tomas, 

Barbieri, & Ainley, 2010; Sharpley, 2002; Veeck, Che, & Veeck, 2006; Wilson, Thilmany, 

& Sullins, 2006). Diversification of farm entrepreneurial activities translates into several 

benefits that cater both farmers and society in general. 

From the farmer’s perspective, agritourism has been identified as a means for 

increasing farm revenue in times when agriculture is not as profitable, therefore reducing 

their economic dependence on their agricultural activities (Busby & Rendle, 2000; Che et 

al., 2005; Lobo, Goldman, Jolly, Wallace, Schrader, & Parker, 1999).  Agritourism can 

create employment opportunities for members of the farm household (Kizos & Iosifides,

2007; Veeck et al., 2006) and promote the consumption of locally grown products (Lobo 

et al., 1999; McKenzie & Wysocki, 2002; Sonnino, 2004). Non-economic benefits for 

farmers embarking in agritourism have also been recognized, being the most salient the 

preservation of their family heritage which is critical among family owned farms (Colton 

& Bissix, 2005; McGehee, 2007; Ollenburg & Buckley, 2007; Tew & Barbieri, 2012).
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From the society's perspective, agritourism is beneficial in terms of education, as 

it provides farm visitors with the opportunity to learn further about the role and impact of 

agriculture on their community and their economy (McGehee, 2007; Nickerson et al., 

2001). Agritourism provides visitors with opportunities to improve and develop family 

togetherness and restore their ties with rural communities (Carpio et al., 2008; Ollenburg 

& Buckley, 2008; Veeck et al., 2006); it also promotes the preservation of the rural 

landscape and local customs (Che, Veeck & Veeck, 2006; Kizos & Iosifides, 2007).

As noted in the precedent paragraphs, the several benefits associated with 

agritourism are being acknowledged and gaining increasing attention in the literature. In 

parallel, evidence suggests a strengthening of the adoption of agritourism in the U.S. as a 

means for revenue enhancement during the last five years (USDA: NASS, 2007) and 

tendencies of future growth in the demand side (Carpio et al., 2008; Cordell, 2008). 

Despite those indicators of growth, there is no shared understanding or meaning related to 

agritourism available; thus there is not a standard label to refer to this type of recreational 

activity.  

Definition and label inconsistencies related to recreation in agricultural settings is 

frequently acknowledged by the existing literature, thus urging to carry out further studies 

on this topic (Carpio et al., 2008; Nickerson et al., 2001; Phillip, Hunter & Blackstock, 

2010; Tew & Barbieri, 2012; Veeck et al., 2006). Specifically in the U.S., such 

inconsistencies have been associated to the lack of legal frameworks and policies related 

to the development and marketing of recreation in agricultural settings (Carpio et al., 

2008; McGehee, 2007) as opposed to the E.U., where such definitions are legally bound 
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to apply incentives or subsidies to their providers (Hegarty & Przeborska, 2005; Kizos & 

Iosifides, 2007; Sonnino, 2004).

Study Aim, Objectives and Delimitation

This study aims to develop a shared understanding of agritourism in terms of label

and definition that responds to the needs and preferences of three of their main 

stakeholders: farmers, residents, and extension faculty. Specifically, this study will 

address the following five objectives:

(1) Identify preferred labels of agritourism among farmers, residents, and extension 

faculty.

(2) Examine the most prevalent definitional elements of agritourism among farmers, 

residents, and extension faculty. 

(3) Evaluate the application of Phillip et al. (2010) agritourism typology among 

farmers, residents, and extension faculty.

(4) Compare preferences of labels and definitional elements of agritourism across

farmers, residents, and extension faculty.

(5) Compare the application of Phillip et al. (2010) agritourism typology among 

farmers, residents, and extension faculty.

This study was conducted in Missouri and North Carolina (U.S.).
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Study Justification

The lack of understanding of agritourism is overall problematic for the whole 

sector, affecting especially farmers. First, it challenges the creation of policies promoting 

the development or strengthening of this form of recreation (Colton & Bissix, 2005) 

which is needed as an economic strategy to help increase farmers’ revenues.  Lack of 

clarity and shared understanding of this activity is also hindering the development of

marketing strategies (Veeck et al., 2006), which in turn diminishes efforts to make this 

activity more accessible to the public. From the academic perspective, it has been 

acknowledged that basic understanding of any phenomenon is necessary to adequately 

determine its characteristics (Phillip et al., 2010). Therefore, determining a common label 

and meaning to agritourism will allow for the development of a more uniform field of 

study and more specialized contributions to it in the future (Phillip et al., 2010).

In developing a shared understanding of agritourism, considering perspectives 

from various stakeholders is also critical. Comparing and bringing together different 

perspectives will likely be beneficial for the further diffusion and development of study 

fields such as rural sociology, tourism and akin disciplines (Gil Arroyo, Barbieri, & 

Rozier Rich, 2011) as it can help develop the parameters and bases for future research. A

shared understanding can allow better communication among stakeholders, facilitate 

collaboration and networking, as well as promote local empowerment and sustainability 

(Cawley & Gillmor, 2008; Cole, 2007; Ingram, Fry, & Mathieu, 2010). 

Granting all the benefits of developing a shared understanding of agritourism as 

stated above, it is important to emphasize its usefulness for marketing this type of 

activity. Allocating a label that embodies the preferences of different stakeholders can 
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help the development of marketing strategies to attract more visitors to agricultural 

facilities. Specially, taking in consideration that communication between consumers and 

providers is essential, thus if they are not “speaking the same language”, any marketing 

efforts will be unsuccessful. 

This study is particularly important for Missouri and North Carolina, states with

high rankings (12th and 8th, respectively) in national agricultural receipts, and even higher 

rankings in selective agricultural production. Nationwide, Missouri ranks 6th in soybean 

sales, 7th in hogs and pigs, 8th on cotton and cottonseed and 9th in corn, poultry, eggs, 

cattle and calves; North Carolina in turn, is the number one producer of tobacco, ranks 

2nd in poultry and eggs production, and 3rd in hogs production (USDA: NASS, 2010).

According to national statistics (USDA: NASS, 2007), both states have a very 

similar share (MO = 2.5%; NC = 2.6%) of all U.S. farms offering recreational activities 

(n = 23,350) as well as similar proportions at state levels (MO = 0.5; NC = 1.1%).  

Importantly, although both states have experienced a decrease in the number of farms 

engaged in agritourism, on average those farms maintaining such activities have at least

doubled their revenue between 2002 and 2007 (USDA: NASS, 2007), indicating a 

consolidation of this type of recreation in both states.

However, both states have very dissimilar agriculture contexts.  As of 2010, 

Missouri is the second state in number of farms (n = 108,000 farms) and their farmland 

accounts for 66% of the state’s total land use with an average farm size of 269 acres (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2010; USDA: NASS, 2010). Although North Carolina farmland (n = 

52,400 farms) accounts for only 28% of the state’s total land use (farm size mean = 160 

acres), agriculture is the top state industry mainly because of its large greenhouse 
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production (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010; USDA: NASS, 2010). Both states belong to 

different agricultural U.S. regions; Missouri is located in the “corn belt” characterized for 

having rich soil and climate that favors farming, whereas North Carolina belongs to the 

“Appalachian” region which is characterized by temperate climate and Cecil soil, a rocky 

well drained soil which allows the cultivation of corn, cotton and, tobacco (USDA, 

1998). Thus, conducting this study in Missouri and North Carolina is important to capture

two states that although have different agricultural contexts, share similar agritourism 

realities. 

Definitions

Agritourism: “Any activity in which a visitor to the farm or other agricultural setting 

contemplates the farm landscape or participates in an agricultural process for 

recreation or leisure purposes” (Tew & Barbieri, 2012, p.216). Thus, the working 

definition used in this study includes recreation and leisure activities undertaken 

on a farm or any other agricultural setting. 

Authenticity: Refers to the experience engaged on the “back” stage, meaning those areas 

and activities participants don’t usually see or take part on, and can be staged as to 

show genuine farming practices through reproduced settings. However, 

authenticity is a construct quite dependent on perceptions of both users and 

providers (Phillip et al., 2010).

Benefits: Positive impacts or outcomes derived from the engagement on an activity 

(Driver & Bruns, 1999).

Farm: “Any place from which $1,000 or more of agricultural products were produced 
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and sold, or normally would have been sold, during the reference year” (USDA, 

2009, p. 3).

Label:  A given name for a product or experience that describes the type of tourism that

tourists engage in. It can also be used to describe an area based on the activities 

that visitors can engage in while there (Hall & Boyd, 2005).

Meaning:  Characteristics or attributes that can be evoked by a label, which depend upon 

context and personal background of a particular individual (Hall & Boyd, 2005; 

Sharpley & Stone, 2010).

Recreation: An activity or experience voluntarily engaged in during leisure time under 

no obligation, compulsion or incentive, for the mere purpose pleasure or 

satisfaction. It is directly related to the attitude of the participant towards it rather 

than the activity itself, therefore it is personal and subjective (Jenkins & Pigram, 

2006).
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter presents a review of the conceptualization of labels and meanings as 

well as the different labels that are currently used when referring to agritourism (e.g., 

“farm tourism”, “agricultural tourism”). Specific elements that are taken into account 

when using different labels are also described, including the amount of traveling required,

the particular characteristics of the setting, and the additional values to it, along with 

other characteristics. This chapter also presents Phillip et al. (2010) theoretical model for 

defining agritourism that framed the development of this study.

Labels and Meanings within the Literature

Labels are the types or categories that academicians and other stakeholders assign 

to products or activities within a given field or industry (Hall & Boyd, 2005); thus labels 

single out a particular attribute of a place or experience and can trigger the interest and 

involvement of a visitor (Hall & Boyd, 2005). Hence, within the tourism field, labels

have a key role in marketing efforts as they can become the deciding factor for visiting a 

destination. Furthermore, the lack of labels is very problematic as it can lead to confusion 

among users or may provide them with unwanted characteristics of a particular activity or 

product (Font & Buckley, 2001). Given such importance, labels need to be clear and 

appealing for those providing the experience and also to those that will be engaging in it

(Font & Buckley, 2001; Hall & Boyd, 2005).
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Behind labels lay their meanings, which are representations of a given product 

(e.g., experience, activity) developed by every person according to their background and 

experiences (Coulson, 2001; Sharpley & Stone, 2010). Tourism meanings are directly 

related to the experience itself and are the result of any natural or social contact that took

place during a given experience (Coulson, 2001; Greer, Donnelly & Rickly, 2008). Thus, 

tourism meanings are not static; they can vary according to specific contextual factors 

including time, place, among others (Greer et al., 2008). Tourism meanings can also

evoke the instant appeal or rejection of a certain label (Gilbert, 2003). Given the volatility 

of labels and their meanings, it is important to unravel them from the angle of various 

stakeholders as they may provide different perspectives representing dissimilar contexts. 

These different perspectives should be brought together and incorporated into marketing 

strategies to effectively target communications towards certain niches as well as to 

strengthen the development of the field of study (Huybers, 2004; Sharpley & Stone, 

2010). 

The Many Labels of Agritourism

There is a wide variety of labels that are used by researchers in the tourism and 

recreation fields to address agritourism. The differences between one and the other can be 

slight, thus they are usually employed interchangeably (Carpio et al., 2008; Hegarty & 

Przezborska, 2005; Phillip et al., 2010). Some of the most used labels across literature

include: “agritourism” (Colton & Bissix, 2005; Lobo et al, 1999; McGehee, 2007; Phillip 

et al., 2010); “agri-tourism” (Hegarty & Przezborska, 2005; McGehee & Kim, 2004; 

USDA: NASS, 2007); “agricultural tourism” (Veeck et al., 2006); “agrotourism” (Kizos 
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& Iosifides, 2007; Lobo et al., 1999); “farm tourism” (Busby & Rendle; 2000; Ilbery et 

al., 1998; Ollenburg & Buckley, 2007; Phillip et al., 2010); and “agritainment” 

(McKenzie & Wysocki, 2002; Kime, Harper, Hancharick, Becker & Harsh, 2011; Wicks 

& Merrett, 2003).

Some studies also refer to agritourism as “rural tourism” (Briedenhann & 

Wickens, 2004; Fleischer & Pizam, 1997; Sharpley, 2002; Tanrivermis & Sanli, 2007;

Wilson et al., 2001) and acknowledge that some label confusion between both types of 

activities exist in the literature (Busby & Rendle, 2000; Kizos & Iosifides, 2007). More 

recently though, the distinction between both types of tourism are more clearly 

differentiated; “rural tourism” is considered the broader term encompassing a diversity of 

activities (e.g., “nature tourism”, “eco-tourism”) as long as those activities and 

experiences are offered on a rural setting (Colton & Bissix, 2005; Hegarty & 

Przezborska, 2005; Kizos & Iosifides, 2007; McGehee & Kim, 2004). It is also important 

to recognize that visiting an agricultural setting for recreation purposes should not only 

be circumscribed to rural settings as some of those facilities may have been trapped in 

urban settings due to urban sprawl.  As a case in point, Barbieri and Tew (2009) found on 

a recent study carried out in Missouri that 3.7% of farms offering agritourism were 

located within an urban area of at least 50,000 residents.

The many labels of agritourism are also alternatively employed in different 

contexts. For instance, in the U.S., the Department of Agriculture uses “agri-tourism or 

recreational services” (USDA: NASS, 2007, p. B-24), while the most common terms in 

the literature are “agritourism” and “farm tourism” (Barbieri, 2009; Barbieri & Mahoney, 

2009; Barbieri & Mshenga, 2008; Lobo et al, 1999; McGehee, 2007; Nickerson et al., 
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2001; Rozier Rich et al., 2010; Wicks & Merrett, 2003; Wilson et al, 2006). In contrast, a 

wider variety of terms are used in Europe, including “agritourism”, “agri-tourism”, and 

“farm tourism”, among others (Hegarty & Przezborska, 2005; Ilbery et al, 1998; Kizos & 

Iosifides, 2007; Sonnino, 2004). In Australia and New Zealand, “farm tourism” appears 

as the term more widely employed (Ollenburg & Buckley, 2007; Pearce, 1990). 

Definitional Elements of Agritourism

In parallel with the diversity of labels used to depict agritourism, there is also a 

diversity of elements used to define this activity.  The most prominent disagreements on

these definitional elements relate to four issues: (1) the need of travel; (2) the type of 

setting (e.g., farm, any agricultural setting); (3) whether the experience should occur in an 

“authentic” (i.e., working) agricultural facility; and (4) the types of activities involved 

(e.g., hospitality services, education). 

The first ontological discussion relates to “travel” as a definitional element of 

agritourism since the term “tourism” is included in many labels (e.g., “farm tourism”, 

etc.). Although several definitions exist, the World Tourism Organization defines tourism

as “the activities of persons travelling to and staying in places outside their usual 

environment for not more than one consecutive year for leisure, business and other 

purposes not related to the exercise of an activity remunerated from within the place 

visited” (WTO, 2001, p. 13). Thus, when labeled “farm tourism”, “agri-tourism”, or 

similar, it should be expected that agritourism includes some sort of travel effort. A 

related issue is the broad understanding of what travel entails, ranging from minimum 

distances such as the standard 50-mile one-way used in the U.S. (Theobald, 2005) to the
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minimum of one overnight stay used in many other countries (WTO, 2001).  

Interestingly, none of the definitions related to agritourism refer to the travel element in a 

direct way, excepting those defining it as farm-stays or entailing some sort of 

accommodations (Hegarty & Przezborska, 2005; Sonnino, 2004). Furthermore, studies 

suggest that this type of recreation activity mostly entails a one-day visit of locals, thus 

not involving an actual “travel” (McGehee & Kim, 2004; Rozier Rich et al., 2010) if 

taking into consideration the World Tourism Organization definition. 

A second major discussion related to the definitional elements agritourism 

pertains to the type of setting where the activity occurs. Few are the studies that

specifically establish that the activity can occur in any type of agricultural setting, 

including farms, ranches, nurseries, and others (e.g., Che et al., 2005; Tew & Barbieri, 

2012), while many refer that the setting must be carried out on a farm especially when 

tied to the “farm tourism” label (Carpio et al., 2008; Ilbery et al., 1998; McKenzie & 

Wisocki, 2002).  Furthermore, some studies also include some types of off-farm facilities, 

such as farmers’ markets, where produce and other farm products are taken away from 

the agricultural setting to be sold (Wicks & Merrett, 2003; Wilson et al., 2006). This 

ambiguity is related to the many definitions of “farms” available. For example, farms are 

defined in the U.S. as those that generate at least $1,000 worth of revenue from 

production or selling of agricultural goods (USDA, 2009). Meanwhile, the E.U. defines a 

farm as an agricultural holding, meaning “economic unit under a single management 

engaged in agricultural production activities” and which can also engage in non-

agricultural activities (OECD, 2001). Similarly, Canada considers a farm any operation 

that produces crops, livestock, poultry, animal products or any other agricultural products 
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(Statistics Canada, 2001). Thus, all three definitions allow for a broad interpretation of 

what an agricultural facility entitles. It is worth mentioning though that since recreation in 

agricultural settings and “rural tourism” are activities more clearly separated (Colton & 

Bissix, 2005; Kizos & Iosifides, 2007; McGehee & Kim, 2004), rurality as a setting is no 

longer a debatable definitional element.

A third commonly found disagreement on definitional elements concerns to the 

“authentic” (i.e., “working”) paradigm of the agricultural setting. For instance, McGehee 

(2007) based her agritourism development framework in the U.S. on a definition 

developed by Weaver and Fennel (1997) which explicitly excludes activities and 

experiences that are developed in non-working farms as they deem necessary the 

commercial aspect involved in this activity. Having a “working” agricultural setting is 

also mentioned in different studies in North America (Lobo et al., 1999; McGehee & 

Kim, 2004; Nickerson et al., 2001; Tew & Barbieri, 2012) as well as in Europe (Hegarty 

& Przezborska, 2005; Kizos & Iosifides, 2007; Sonnino, 2004) which most likely is 

linked to recognizing this activity as one form of farm entrepreneurial diversification. 

Fewer studies in turn, do not include such requirement, broadening the setting to any 

agricultural facility, working or non-working (Carpio et al, 2008). 

A fourth disagreement relates to the activities that agritourism comprises which is 

not surprising given the extent of inconsistencies related to the meaning of agritourism. 

For example, Sonnino (2004) includes hospitality related services when examining 

agritourism in Southern Tuscany (Italy) which is consistent with its inclusion in the

Italian National Legal Framework for Agritourism granted in 1985; similarly, Fleischer 

and Tchetchik (2005) also include accommodations within the farm, independently of 
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whether they engage in farm related activities or not, in their study in Israel. Conversely, 

Ollenburg and Buckley (2007) explicitly exclude them in their study conducted in 

Australia. In North America, Barbieri and her colleagues (Barbieri, 2010; Barbieri et al., 

2008; Barbieri & Mshenga, 2008; Tew & Barbieri, 2012) include all hospitality services, 

which comprises accommodations and food services, arguing the strong synergies with 

the offer of recreational activities. Similar discrepancies also exist related to educational 

activities. While most studies include a variety of educational activities as a form of 

agriculture-based recreation (McKenzie & Wisocki, 2002; Ollenburg & Buckley, 2007;

Tew & Barbieri, 2012), Barbieri, Mahoney, and Butler (2008) exclude the offering of 

classes, workshops, and seminars, suggesting that those educational activities comprise a 

distinct category of on-farm entrepreneurial diversification. 

It is also worth mentioning that, although to a lesser extent, some discussion also 

exist whether recreational activities offered should add value to the agricultural operation, 

such as adding or expanding facilities, or improving production processes (Barbieri & 

Mahoney, 2009; Keith et al., 2003; McGehee & Kim, 2004). This means sprucing up or 

improving facilities or products to make them more appealing to visitors, as opposed to 

maintaining the setting as it was for its original purpose (Ollenburg & Buckley, 2007). 

A Definitional Theoretical Framework for Agritourism

Inconsistencies related to the labeling and definitions of agritourism served Phillip 

et al. (2010) to propose a theoretical framework to define and classify agritourism by

incorporating common inconsistencies found in the literature. Specifically, the authors 

proposed that based on multiple definitions, five types of agritourism operations could 
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exist: (1) non working farm agritourism (NWF) includes activities where the non-

working farm only serves for scenery purposes (e.g., bird-watching on an old mill); (2) 

working farm, passive contact agritourism (WFPC) refers to activities that do not require 

great interaction between the visitor and the working farm site, allowing for farmers to 

continue their agricultural activities without having interferences (e.g., attending a 

wedding in a vineyard); (3) working farm, indirect contact agritourism (WFIC)

comprises activities that are more directly related to farm functions, although the contact 

with the visitor focuses more on the agricultural products rather than the practice of 

farming itself (e.g., enjoying fresh produce or meals on site);  (4) working farm, direct 

contact, staged agritourism (WFDCS) refers to activities through which visitors 

experience agricultural operations but through staged scenarios and predetermined tours 

usually due to health and safety concerns (e.g., touring an operating cider mill); and (5) 

working farm, direct contact, authentic agritourism (WFDCA) referring to the direct 

participation of the visitor in agricultural activities in which often the recreational activity 

is the farm “profit” obtained in the form of labor in exchange for food and 

accommodations (e.g., harvesting berries or milking a cow). 

However Phillip et al. (2010)’s framework possess four main challenges. First, to 

the extent of our knowledge, the model has not been empirically tested yet, thus it still 

needs to be validated. Second, the framework does not recognize specific contextual 

considerations that may affect the proposed typology as it was developed based on 

studies from different geographic areas, including Europe (e.g., Italy, Greece, England), 

Asia (e.g., Turkey, Israel), the U.S. and Oceania (e.g., Australia, New Zealand). Third, if 

the “authenticity” (i.e., working) attribute of the farm is taken into account, the first 
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category would be tautological, as it may be recognizing a type of activity that excludes a 

sine-qua-non element of such type of recreation. Lastly, and most important in relation to 

this thesis, the framework is developed merely based on academic products (i.e., existing 

literature) regarding recreation on agricultural settings, thus neglecting the perspectives 

of other social actors associated with this form of recreational activity.  

Challenges presented regarding the framework proposed by Phillip et al. (2010) 

are not intended to diminish its value; rather, this study recognizes the worth of such 

theoretical framework in advancing the knowledge of recreation in agricultural settings 

by aiming to clarify and classify this form of recreation. However, the diversity of 

opinions related to this type of recreation also urges for empirically testing the 

aforementioned model. 
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CHAPTER III

RESEARCH METHODS

This study was designed to collect quantitative data from three study samples 

(farmers, residents and extension faculty) through electronic questionnaires. This chapter 

details the research methods applied on this study, including the population and sample 

characteristics, survey instrument and procedures, data collection, and statistical analysis.

Study Population and Sample

This study targeted three different populations: farmers, residents, and extension 

faculty in the states of Missouri and North Carolina (U.S.). As previously stated (see page

8), these states were selected because while sharing similar levels of agritourism 

development, they have different geographic and agricultural characteristics, thus may 

help to provide a larger perspective of the perceptions of agritourism meaning and labels. 

Contact information for the first sample, farmers who currently offer recreational 

activities, was obtained from the Missouri Department of Agriculture and the North 

Carolina Agritourism Networking Association, associations that are believed to have a 

comprehensive listing of those farms in their states. Specifically, the farmers’ sample was 

composed by 797 farms, from which 193 were based in Missouri and 604 from North 

Carolina. The greater proportion of NC farmers is most likely due to their greater 

extension resources (e.g., number of extension faculty working in agritourism) to assist 

the agritourism sector. 
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The second sample included a panel of 1,119 residents of Missouri (n = 444) and

North Carolina (n = 675) purchased from Survey Sampling International, a marketing 

company specialized on web panel sampling. The size of the panel was determined by the 

availability of panelists that Survey Sampling International could provide in both states 

representing both genders and different age groups and the cost (i.e., minimum number 

that could facilitate statistical analysis).  Therefore, this second sample was not randomly 

drawn, and it does not represent residents from any of the selected states.

The third sample included all extension faculty directly working with farmers 

from University of Missouri (MU) and North Carolina State University (NCSU). E-mail 

addresses from extension agents in both universities were obtained from their extension 

offices and included a total of 512 faculty (MU = 186; NCSU = 356).

Survey Instrument

Three versions of the questionnaire using identical formats (e.g., heading, color 

choice, number of questions per screen) were developed, one for each of the samples; 

each version had its individual URL address. The survey instrument was pre-tested in all 

its three versions by graduate students and faculty in MU and NCSU to assure the clarity 

of the instructions as well as the readability of all questions. According to this pre-testing 

it was determined that it would take participants approximately 13 minutes to complete 

the questionnaire. Campus Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed and approved the 

survey instrument on September 21st, 2010.

All three survey versions collected information on the participant’s preferences on 

labels and meanings of recreation on agricultural settings, perceived benefits of such 

activity, and demographic information, using identical wording. Additionally, specific 
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information applicable to each sample was collected as follows: (1) visiting behavior to 

agricultural settings offering recreational activities were queried for the resident sample; 

(2) farmers were inquired about the characteristics of their farmlands and their visitors; 

and (3) extension faculty were asked about the nature of their work with farmers. In all 

three versions, the survey was displayed in 12 screens.  Table 1 summarizes the survey 

structure; appendix A includes the survey form.

Table 1.  Survey structure

Farmers Residents Extension Faculty
Section I Preferences on labels and meanings for recreation in agricultural settings
Section II Familiarity with the term “agritourism”
Section III Farm characteristics Visiting behavior Nature of work with farmers
Section IV Socio-demographic Information

Section I asked participants about the words they consider to be associated with 

recreational activities on agricultural settings through an open ended format. It also 

inquired participants’ preferences on different labels, presenting them with a list of eight

labels most frequently found in the literature: “agri-tourism”, “farm tourism”, 

“agritourism”, “rural tourism”, “agrotourism”, “farm visits”, “agricultural tourism” and 

“agritainment”; preferences were measured on a five-point Likert scale anchored in one 

(Dislike Very Much) and five (Like Very Much). 

Section II assessed participants' level of familiarity with the term “agritourism” by 

inquiring about words that came to their mind when being presented such label, as well as 

selecting words that they would classify as being part of such form of recreation, 

including the relevance of travel as a definitional element of “agritourism”. Section II 

also assessed Phillip et al. (2010) theoretical framework by asking respondents to rate in 
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a five-point Likert scale (1 = “Completely Disagree”; 5 = “Completely Agree”) their level 

of agreement with the five categories of agritourism proposed by these authors (e.g., “The 

setting must be a farm or other agricultural place, but does not have to be in operation. 

For example: visiting an old mill no longer in operation”). Both, Sections I and II were 

drafted identically for all three samples.

Section III varied across the three versions of the survey to address the 

characteristics of each sample as previously explained.  In the survey version designed 

for farmers, questions aimed to obtain information on farm characteristics such as 

acreage, gross sales, production, visitors received, and agritourism importance to the farm 

operation, as well as future plans to include/expand recreational activities for visitors. 

Section III on the resident survey version gathered information regarding their behavior 

as visitors of farms for recreational purposes as well as their propensity to engage in such 

activities in the future. In the survey version for extension faculty, questions aimed to 

obtain information on the nature of their work with farmers, as well as their level of 

comfort dealing with farmers interested in engaging in agritourism. Section IV queried 

demographic information to all samples, including age, gender, income, education, 

employment, household composition, proximity to populated areas, among others. 

Survey Procedures and Data Collection

All three versions of the electronic questionnaire were hosted and administered 

through Qualtrics, an online survey software. They all share similar formatting, wording 

and instructions. The use of an online survey was chosen as it was identified to be a more 

efficient instrument in terms of data collection as it is directly entered into a database, 
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reducing the probability of error on data entry and because it has also been acknowledged 

to be more cost (e.g., no postage costs) and time (e.g., faster response) effective than 

other methods (Shannon & Bradshaw, 2002). 

Survey procedures for farmers and extension faculty followed a modified Tailored 

Design Method (Dillman, Smyth, & Christian, 2009). Potential study participants were 

contacted by email, inviting them to participate in the study by clicking on a personalized 

link. This invitation described the purpose of the study as well as all confidentiality and 

privacy measures, assuring the anonymity of their participation. The chance to win one of 

two $50 gift cards was offered to farmers and extension faculty as an incentive to 

increase participation. Non-responding farmers and extension faculty received up to four 

reminder emails aiming to increase participation. The frequency of reminder emails was 

decided upon the pace of responses received. Particularly with the farmers’ sample, a 

final call was sent out to all individuals that did not respond offering them a last chance 

to participate on the study before closing it. Undeliverable returned messages as well as 

individuals denying participation on the study were removed from further email 

communications. The residents’ survey followed a different data collection process as the 

panel recruitment was directly conducted by Survey Sampling International; no 

incentives were offered for their participation by the researchers. 

Overall, data collection started on January 25th, 2011with the farmers’ sample, 

followed by the residents’ sample, and finished with extension faculty. Data collection 

ended on April 7th, 2011.  Table 2 summarizes the beginning and end dates of the survey 

process as well as the dates of all survey communications.  
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Table 2. Date and number of communications sent.

Farmers Residents 1 Extension Agents

Date Number Date Number Date Number

Invitation Email 1/25/2011   797 2 1/31/2011 1,119 2/25/2011   512 3

Reminder 1 1/31/2011 668 -- -- 3/03/2011 443

Reminder 2 2/03/2011 604 -- -- 3/14/2011 383

Reminder 3 2/15/2011 587 -- -- 3/22/2011 378

Final Call 3/01/2011 432 -- -- -- --
1 Information based on number provided by Survey Sampling International.
2 MO: 193; NC: 604
3 MO: 186; NC: 326

Response Rate and Data Preparation

Overall the survey produced 1,324 valid responses.  Specifically from the farmers' 

survey, 252 responses were collected representing a 36.8% adjusted response rate:  43.2% 

(n = 76) in Missouri and 34.7% (n = 176) in North Carolina; 20 additional responses from 

unknown origin were also collected (Table 3). Only a very small proportion of invited 

farmers (n = 5) refused to participate in the study. The residents' panel comprised 868 

individuals from Missouri (n = 355) and North Carolina (n = 513). Lastly, 155 responses 

from extension faculty were collected, accounting for an overall response rate of 30.3%. 

Specific response rates by institution are:  36.6% from MU (n = 68) and 26.7% from 

NCSU (n = 87).

Data gathered from all three surveys were stored on Qualtrics system and daily 

backed-up for security purposes in a password secure hard-drive.  At the end of data 

collection, data was exported to Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). 
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Table 3. Sample and adjusted response rate by state of residence

Sample Frame Farmers Residents Extension Faculty

MO NC Tot. MO NC Tot. MO NC Tot.
Sample

Sample size 193 604 797 444 675 1119 186 326 512
Undeliverable 
(wrong e-mail) 

17 96 113 0 0 0 0 0 0

Valid 
subjects

176 508 684 444 675 1119 186 326 512

Number of Responses
Total 
respondents

82 188 270 369 548 917 73 89 162

Denied 0 5 5 0 0 0 1 0 1
Incomplete 6 7 13 14 35 49 4 2 6
Valid 
respondents

76 176 252 355 513 868 68 87 155

Response rate 43.2% 34.7% 36.8% - - - - - - 36.6% 26.7% 30.3%

Statistical Analysis

Statistical analysis for this study was conducted using SPSS, version 19.0. 

Descriptive analyses (e.g., means, frequencies, standard deviation) were conducted first 

to develop a socio-demographic profile (e.g., age, gender) of respondents as well as to 

describe their specific attributes (e.g., engagement in agritourism for residents; farm 

characteristics for farmers; type of work for extension faculty). Descriptive statistics were 

also conducted to identify preferences in labels (objective 1), definitional elements of 

agritourism (objective 2), and to evaluate the application of Phillip et al. (2010)’s 

agritourism typology (objective 3).  Analysis of variance (ANOVA) and chi-square tests 

were used to address objectives four and five:  ANOVA were conducted to compare the 

preferences in labels and agreement with Phillip et al. (2010) agritourism typology across 

the three study samples (i.e., farmers, residents, faculty) while chi-square tests were used
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to compare the preferences in definitional elements across the three study samples. Pair-

wise comparisons were then conducted with any significant ANOVA (Tukey) and chi-

square results.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This chapter describes the study results, including respondents’ demographic 

profiles, their preferred labels and definitional elements of agritourism and the 

applicability of Phillip et al. (2010) agritourism typology. Chapter IV also reports 

differences and similarities of the preferred labels and definitional elements as well as on 

the proposed typology of agritourism across farmers, residents, and extension faculty. 

Demographic Profile of Respondents

Residents’ Profile

Responding residents represent both genders and different age groups. A slight 

majority (57.9%) of respondents was female (Table 4).  On average responding residents 

aged 46 years old; a third (36.3%) were younger than 40 and a quarter (25.7%) were at 

least 60. A relatively large proportion of responding residents (28.9%) indicated to only 

have high school studies; 39.5% had some college or a two-year college degree; and 

31.6% have earned at least a four-year college degree. At the time of the study, only a 

third (32.4%) of responding residents reported to be full time employed, 22.2% were 

retired and about a fifth (18.0%) were unemployed.
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Table 4. Demographic profile of responding residents

N %
Gender (n = 855)

Male 360 42.1
Female 495 57.9

Age (n = 856)
18 – 29 years old 185 21.6
30 – 39 years old 126 14.7
40 – 49 years old 116 13.6
50 – 59 years old 209 24.4
60 – 69 years old 168 19.6
70 years or older 52 6.1

Mean (in years) (46.4)
Standard Deviation (16.5)

Education Level (n = 849)a

High school graduate 245 28.9
Some college 233 27.4
Two year college degree 103 12.1
Four-year college degree 207 24.4
Post-graduate studies 61 7.2

Mean (3.1)
Standard Deviation (1.6)

Occupation (n = 855 )
Full time employee 277 32.4b

Part time employee 114 13.3
Retired 190 22.2
Homemaker 118 13.8
Student 71 8.3
Unemployed 154 18.0

a Scale ranged from “1 = High school graduate” to “5 = Post-graduate studies”.
b Percentages sum to more than 100% as respondents were able to select multiple categories.

Respondents represented residents across all income groups; a quarter (27.7%) 

were low income households making less than $25,000 a year; a third (34.9%) earned 

between $35,000 and $49,999; the remaining 37.4% reported household incomes of at 

least $50,000 (Table 5). Most residents (80.5%) live with at least one person in their 

household; from those 75.7% live with their spouse, 12.3% live with at least one child six

years or younger, 24.9% live with at least one child seven to 12 years old, 18.2% live 
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with at least one child 13 to 17 years old, and 9.6% live with other people (i.e., friends).

The majority live very close to an urban area of at least 50,000 people, either inside the 

city limits (38.7%) or less than 10 miles away (16.1%). The vast majority of responding 

residents (84.6%) reported that no one in their household lives on a farm or forest, or hold 

a job related to the agriculture (i.e., farmers, extension agents) or tourism industries.

Table 5. Household attributes of responding residents

n %
Household Income a 848

Less than $25,000 236 27.7
$25,000 - $34,999 144 17.0
$35,000 - $49,999 152 17.9
$50,000 - $74,999 167 19.7
$75,000 - $99,999 87 10.3
$100,000 or more 62 7.4

Mean (2.9)
Standard Deviation (1.7)

Household Composition 858
Live alone 167 19.5
Live with at least one person 691 80.5

Live with spouse 523 75.7b

Live with child(ren) 6 years old or younger 85 12.3
Live with child(ren) 7 to 12 years old 172 24.9
Live with child(ren) 13 to 17 years old 126 18.2
Live with others 66 9.6

Residence Distance from an Urban Area c 855
Live in an urban area 331 38.7
Less than 10 miles 137 16.1
10 – 29 miles 165 19.3
30 – 59 miles 126 14.7
60 miles or more 96 11.2

Mean (3.0)
Standard Deviation (1.9)

Household Members Occupation 848
Live on a farmland 81 9.6b

Own or lease a farmland 28 3.3
Full or part time farmer 3 0.4
Work in the tourism industry 52 6.1
Work as an extension agent 11 1.3
Do not hold any of the above occupations 717 84.6

a Scale ranged from “1 = Less than $25,000” to “8 = $200,000 or more”.
b Percentages sum to more than 100% as respondents were able to select multiple categories.
c Scale ranged from “1 = Live in an urban area” to “6 = 60 miles or more”.
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A great proportion of respondents (75.9%) had not visited an agritourism farm for 

recreation purposes in the last three years (Table 6). In addition, 68.6% of them (n = 657) 

reported to have never visited an agritourism farm before. Regarding their plans to visit 

and agritourism farm for recreation purposes in the next 12 months, a third (33.5%) 

indicated to be unlikely or very unlikely, 30.1% were undecided, and 36.4% considered it 

likely or very likely.

Table 6. Agritourism profile of residents

n %
Visit an agritourism farm in the past three years (n = 868)

Have visited one in the past three years 209 24.1
Have not visited one in the past three years 659 75.9

Ever visited an agritourism farm for recreation (n = 657)a

Have visited one 206 31.4
Have never visited one 451 68.6

Plan to visit an agritourism farm in the next 12 months b (n = 858)
Very unlikely 129 15.0
Unlikely 159 18.5
Undecided 258 30.1
Likely 206 24.0
Very likely 106 12.4

a Only includes those that indicated they had not visited an agritourism farm in the past three years
b Scale ranged from “1 = Very unlikely” to “5 = Very likely”.

Farmers’ Profile

Most responding farmers (58.8%) were female (Table 7). Consisting with the aging 

trend in American farmers, only 10.7 of responding farmers were younger than 40  years 

old; the greatest proportion of respondents (39.1%) were between 50 and 59 years old (M

= 54 years old). Nearly one third (32.1%) have a household income before taxes of less 

than $50,000; about half (44.2%) earned between $50,000 and $99,999; and about a
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quarter (23.8%) reported household income of at least $100,000.  Being farmers, it was 

not surprising that a small proportion (9.2%) live within or less than five miles away from 

an urban area of at least 50,000 people while the majority (53.0%) at least 30 miles away.

Table 7. Household attributes of responding farmers

n %
Gender (n = 245)

Male 101 41.2
Female 144 58.8

Age (n = 235)
18 – 39 years old 25 10.7
40 – 49 years old 48 20.4
50 – 59 years old 92 39.1
60 – 69 years old 59 25.1
70 years or older 11 4.7

Mean (in years) (53.7)
Standard Deviation (10.4)

Household Income a (n = 231)
Less than $35,000 40 17.4
$35,000 - $49,999 34 14.7
$50,000 - $74,999 64 27.7
$75,000 - $99,999 38 16.5
$100,000 - $149,999 33 14.3
$150,000 or more 22 9.5

Mean (4.2)
Standard Deviation (1.8)

Residence Distance from an Urban Area b (n = 249)
Live in an urban area 14 5.6
Less than 10 miles 39 15.6
10 – 29 miles 64 25.7
30 – 59 miles 80 32.1
60 miles or more 52 20.9

Mean (4.4)
Standard Deviation (1.3)

a Scale ranged from “1 = Less than $25,000” to “8 = $200,000 or more”.
b Scale ranged from “1 = Live in an urban area” to “6 = 60 miles or more”.
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The vast majority (83.1%) of responding farmers were either owners or managers 

of a farm (Table 8). Very few (1.2%) work exclusively off-farm; the remaining farmers 

work either only on the farm (48.0%) or combine their farming duties with off farm 

employment (48.4%). A great majority of responding farmers (83.7%) do not have any 

members of their household working as extension agents or in the tourism industry. 

Table 8. Work attributes of responding farmers

n %
Respondent’s Position in the Farm (n = 248)

Owner/manager 206 83.1
Manager other than owner 15 6.0
Farmer relative 20 8.1
Staff or other 6 2.4
Do not have a position in the farm 1 0.4

On and Off Farm Employment (n = 246)
Work off farm only 3 1.2
Work on farm only 118 48.0
Work on and off farm 119 48.4
Do not work either on or off farm 6 2.4

Household Members Holding Tourism or Extension Positions (n = 245)
Work in the tourism industry 39 15.9a

Work as an extension agent 1 0.4
Do not hold positions  in the tourism industry or in extension 205 83.7

a Percentages sum to more than 100% as respondents were able to select multiple categories.

Respondents are active farmers representing farms with different farm sizes 

(Table 9).  The large majority (87.6%) are engaged in the commercial sale of agricultural 

products.  In terms of acreage, about a fifth of respondents (19.3%) have farms smaller 

than 20 acres, 41.5% have farms between 20 and 99 acres, and the remaining 39.1% 

reported farmlands of at least 100 acres (M = 232.3 acres). In terms of 2010 farm gross 

sales, 22.8% reported less than $10,000; 30.4% between $10,000 and $49,999; a similar 
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proportion (31.3%) had gross sales over $50,000 but less than $250,000; and a small 

proportion of respondents (15.6%) had sales of over $250,000.

Table 9. Farm acreage, gross sales and commercial sale of agricultural products

N %
Commercial Sale of Agricultural Products (n = 250)

Do sale agricultural products 219 87.6
Do not sale agricultural products 31 12.4

Farm Acreage (n = 217)
Less than 10 acres 17 7.8
10 – 19 acres 25 11.5
20 – 49 acres 42 19.4
50 – 99 acres 48 22.1
100 – 199 acres 35 16.1
200 – 499 acres 25 11.5
500 acres or more 25 11.5

Mean (in acres) (232.3)
Standard Deviation (700.3)

2010 Gross Farm Sales a (n = 237)
Less than $10,000 22.8
$10,000 - $49,999 30.4
$50,000 - $99,999 16.5
$100,000 - $249,999 14.8
$250,000 - $499,999 8.0
$500,000 or more 7.6

Mean (3.8)
Standard Deviation (1.7)

a Scale ranged from “1 = Less than $1,000” to “8 = $1,000,000 or more”.

Responding farmers in their majority (92.1%) receive visitors in their farm (Table 

10)1. Among those that do receive visitors (n = 232), a small proportion (12.7%) has only 

been receiving visitors for less than two years, 46.3% has been receiving visitors for a 

length of time between three and nine years, and 41.0% for at least 10 years. One fifth 
                                                          
1 Among those respondents  who currently do not receive visitors, almost half (n = 9; 52.6%) have 

received visitors in the past, and a similar proportion (n = 10; 52.7%) plans to receive visitors in the 
future
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(20.6%) received less than 100 visitors in 2009, 26.5% received over 100 but less than 

500 visitors, 16.4% received over 500 but less than 2,000 visitors, and 36.5% received 

over 2,000 visitors.  The majority (74.5%) of responding farmers who receive visitors on 

their farms consider agritourism as important or very important for the operation of their 

farms, while a small proportion (17.7%) considers agritourism as unimportant or very 

unimportant for their operations. Accordingly with the high perceived importance of 

agritourism, 71.8% plan to add more agritourism activities in the future.

Table 10. Agritourism profile of farmers

n %
Receive visitors (n = 252)

Do receive visitors on their farm 232 92.1
Do not receive visitors on their farm 20 7.9

Length of time receiving visitors (n = 229) a

Less than a year 6 2.7
1 – 2 years 23 10.0
3 – 5 years 57 24.9
6 – 9 years 49 21.4
10 years or more 94 41.0

Number of visitors received in 2009 (n = 229) a

1 – 99 visitors 44 20.6
100 – 499 visitors 57 26.5
500 – 1,999 visitors 35 16.4
2,000 – 9,999 visitors 47 22.0
10,000 visitors or more 31 14.5

Importance of visitors for farm operation (n = 232) a

Very unimportant 35 15.1
Unimportant 6 2.6
Neutral 18 7.8
Important 48 20.7
Very important 125 53.8

Plans to add more agritourism activities (n = 227) a

Does plan to add more agritourism activities 163 71.8
Does not plan to add more agritourism activities 64 28.2

a Only include those respondents that receive visitors on their farm.
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Extension Faculty Profile

Gender of responding extension faculty was almost equally distributed (female = 

51.3%; male = 48.7%; Table 11). Unlike with farmers’ and residents’ samples, extension 

faculty represented different age groups averaging 45.1 years old. About a third (31.5%) 

were younger than 40; 25.3% were between 40 and 49; 32.2% were between 50 and 59; 

faculty over 60 years old represented the smallest proportion (11.0%). Responding 

faculty have a strong relationship with the agriculture and tourism industries; 42.9% 

reported that at least someone in their household is a full or part time farmer while a 

similar proportion (41.6%) work in the tourism industry. Additionally, over a third has at 

least one household member living on a farm (36.4%) or own/lease one (35.7%).  Only 

5.2% did not have any relation with either the agriculture or tourism industries.

Table 11. Demographic profile of responding extension faculty 

N %
Gender (n = 152)

Male 74 48.7
Female 78 51.3

Age (n = 146)
18 – 29 years old 20 13.7
30 – 39 years old 26 17.8
40 – 49 years old 37 25.3
50 – 59 years old 47 32.2
60 years or older 16 11.0

Mean (in years) (45.1)
Standard Deviation (12.2)

Household Relationship with the Agriculture and Tourism Industries (n = 154)
Full or part time farmer 66 42.9
Works in the tourism industry 64 41.6
Live on a farmland 56 36.4a

Own or lease a farmland 55 35.7
No relation with farms or tourism industry 8 5.2

a Percentages sum to more than 100% as respondents were able to select multiple categories.
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Responding faculty hold a diversity of extension positions, although the majority 

(61.3%) were state or county extension directors followed by extension specialists 

(29.0%; Table 12). The majority (76.8%) worked directly with farmers. Among those, 

73.1% work with farmers offering agritourism and 65.5% work with farmers planning to 

offer agritourism in the future.  

Table 12. Extension position and the nature of their work with farmers

N %
Extension Position

State/county extension director 95 61.3a

Extension specialist 45 29.0
County extension agent 18 11.6
Researcher or academic 11 7.1
Other 15 9.7

Direct Work with Farmers (n = 155)
Work directly with farmers 119 76.8
Do not work directly with farmers 36 23.2

Work with Farmers Offering Agritourism (n = 119)b

Do work with agritourism farmers 87 73.1
Do not work with agritourism farmers 32 26.9

Work with Farmers Planning to Offer Agritourism (n = 119)b

Do work with farmers planning to offer agritourism 78 65.5
Do not work with farmers planning to offer agritourism 7 5.9
Don’t know 34 28.6

a Percentages sum to more than 100% as respondents were able to select multiple categories.
b Only include responses from those that work directly with farmers

Preferred Labels and Definitional Elements of Agritourism

Among all respondents, the majority liked or liked very much “farm visit” 

(60.9%; M = 3.7) and “agricultural tourism” (53.6%; M = 3.5) as labels to depict 

agritourism (Table 13). “Farm visit” (64.6%; M = 3.8) and “agricultural tourism” (56.4%; 

M = 3.6) were also the most preferred labels for residents. Farmers and extension faculty 

mostly preferred “agritourism” (Mfarmer = 3.9; Mfaculty = 3.8) and “agri-tourism” (Mfarmer = 
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3.8; Mfaculty = 3.8).  “Agritainment” (M = 2.4) and “agrotourism” (M = 2.6) were the least 

preferred labels among all respondents. 

Table 13. Preferred labels among all respondents 
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All Respondents
Farm visit 1302 3.8 7.9 27.4 40.7 20.2 3.7 1.0
Agricultural tourism 1297 3.9 9.9 32.7 37.2 16.4 3.5 1.0
Farm tourism 1306 4.4 10.3 34.8 37.4 13.0 3.4 0.9
Agri-tourism 1309 8.2 14.6 35.5 28.3 13.4 3.2 1.1
Agritourism 1303 8.8 17.2 33.3 28.3 12.4 3.2 1.1
Rural tourism 1296 8.4 21.5 37.2 25.2 7.8 3.0 1.1
Agrotourism 1296 15.2 30.6 36.6 13.2 4.4 2.6 1.0
Agritainment 1302 25.2 29.1 28.2 11.5 6.0 2.4 1.2

Residents
Farm visit 903 2.9 5.8 26.8 42.9 21.7 3.8 1.0
Agricultural tourism 903 3.9 8.1 31.7 38.2 18.2 3.6 1.0
Farm tourism 907 5.4 10.5 36.8 35.6 11.7 3.4 1.0
Rural tourism 900 9.0 19.3 37.6 26.2 7.9 3.1 1.1
Agri-tourism 908 10.8 17.3 41.2 23.1 7.6 3.0 1.1
Agritourism 906 11.8 20.9 39.8 22.7 4.7 2.9 1.0
Agritainment 903 21.3 26.7 33.2 12.4 6.4 2.6 1.1
Agrotourism 903 15.9 27.7 38.2 14.1 4.1 2.6 1.0

Farmers
Agritourism 244 2.5 7.4 17.6 39.8 32.8 3.9 1.0
Agri-tourism 247 2.4 8.1 24.3 34.0 31.2 3.8 1.0
Farm tourism 245 1.6 6.5 30.6 42.0 19.2 3.7 0.9
Farm visit 244 4.9 10.2 26.2 37.3 21.3 3.6 1.1
Agricultural tourism 241 4.1 13.7 36.1 32.8 13.3 3.4 1.0
Rural tourism 243 7.4 25.5 39.1 19.8 8.2 3.0 1.0
Agrotourism 240 15.8 39.2 32.5 8.3 4.2 2.5 0.9
Agritainment 245 33.9 32.2 19.2 9.4 5.3 2.2 1.2

Extension Faculty
Agritourism 153 1.3 11.1 19.6 43.1 24.8 3.8 1.0
Agri-tourism 154 1.9 9.1 20.1 50.0 18.8 3.8 0.9
Agricultural tourism 153 3.3 14.4 33.3 37.9 11.1 3.4 1.0
Farm tourism 154 3.2 15.6 29.9 40.3 11.0 3.4 1.0
Farm visit 155 7.1 16.8 32.9 33.5 9.7 3.2 1.1
Rural tourism 153 6.5 27.5 32.0 27.5 6.5 3.0 1.0
Agrotourism 153 9.8 34.6 33.3 15.7 6.5 2.8 1.1
Agritainment 154 34.2 38.3 13.0 9.7 4.5 2.1 1.1
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In terms of respondents’ awareness of the label “agritourism”, a great proportion 

of all respondents (63.0%) and residents (90.0%) had not heard the term before, 

contrasting with the vast majority of responding farmers (95.9%) and extension faculty 

(98.0%) showing familiarity with such label (Table 14). “Agricultural setting” was the 

element that most agreed that should be included in a definition of agritourism among all 

respondents (76.2%): residents (72.6%), farmers (84.4%), and extension faculty (83.2%).  

In order, “entertainment” and “farm” were the second and third more important elements 

among all respondents (72.1%; 71.5%, respectively) and among residents (70.2%; 69.7%, 

respectively). “Education” was the second preferred definitional word for both, farmers 

(84.4%) and extension faculty (80.0%).  These were followed by “farm” (79.6%) among 

farmers and “entertainment” (76.1%) among extension faculty. “Others” was provided as 

an open ended question (n = 79), the most recurrent elements mentioned were: “animals”; 

“family”; and “fun” (5.3% respectively); but given its low response (6.2%) this category 

was not included in the table and no further analysis were performed.

Regarding the importance of including a travel distance in the agritourism 

definition, most respondents (59.0%) do not consider it as important, which was 

consistent, although in smaller proportion, among farmers (68.3%), residents (54.5%), 

and extension faculty (69.7%; Table 15).  Among those who indicated travel distance as 

important for an agritourism definition, less than half of residents (38.9%) considered that 

should be less than 30 miles while the majority of farmers (59.5%) and extension faculty 

(63.9%) reported such travel distance.
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Table 14. Level of awareness of the “agritourism” label and preferences of their 

definitional elements 

All 
Respondents

Residents Farmers
Extension 
Faculty

n % n % n % n %
Awareness with the 
Agritourism  Label

(n = 1282) (n = 883 ) (n = 246) (n = 153)

Heard the term  before 474 37.0 88 10.0 236 95.9 150 98.0
Haven’t heard the term 808 63.0 795 90.0 10 4.1 3 2.0

Definitional Elements (n = 1273) (n = 868) (n = 250) (n = 155)
Agricultural setting 970 76.2a 630 72.6 211 84.4 129 83.2
Entertainment 918 72.1 609 70.2 191 76.4 118 76.1
Farm 910 71.5 605 69.7 199 79.6 106 68.4
Farming 859 67.5 592 68.2 165 66.0 102 65.8
Education 823 64.7 488 56.2 211 84.4 124 80.0
Working 710 55.8 451 52.0 174 69.6 85 54.8
Visitors 677 53.2 393 45.3 192 76.8 92 59.4
Recreation 536 42.1 326 37.6 128 51.2 82 52.9
Ranch 494 38.8 318 36.6 107 42.8 69 44.5
Agriculture 397 31.2 220 25.3 108 43.2 69 44.5
Travel 256 20.1 166 19.1 53 21.2 37 23.9

a Percentages sum to more than 100% as respondents were able to select multiple categories.

Table 15. Influence of distance traveled for an “agritourism” definition 

All 
Respondents

Residents Farmers
Extension 
Faculty

Importance of Travel 
Distance

(n = 1293) (n = 886) (n = 252) (n = 155)

Important for defining 
agritourism

41.0% 45.5% 31.7% 30.3%

Not important for 
defining agritourism

59.0% 54.5% 68.3% 69.7%

Distance to be Traveled a (n = 527) (n = 401) (n = 79) (n = 47)
5 – 15 miles 19.0% 13.5% 32.9% 42.6%
15 – 30 miles 25.2% 25.4% 26.6% 21.3%
30 – 45 miles 27.1% 28.7% 22.8% 21.3%
45 – 60 miles 17.1% 18.0% 16.5% 10.6%
60 miles or more 11.6% 14.5% 1.3% 4.3%

Mean (2.8) (3.0) (2.3) (2.1)
Standard Deviation (1.3) (1.3) (1.1) (1.2)

a Scale ranged from “1 = 5 – 15 miles” to “5 = 60 miles or more”.
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Assessing Phillip’s Agritourism Typology

When presented with the five types of agritourism scenarios proposed by Phillip 

et al. (2010), they majority of respondents agreed or completely agreed with the 

“Working Farm, Indirect Contact - WFIC” (73.3%; M = 3.9) and with the “Working 

Farm, Direct Contact, Staged - WFDCS” (70.4%; M = 3.9) types (Table 16). Farmers (M 

= 3.8; M = 3.6, respectively) and extension faculty (M = 3.8; M = 3.7, respectively) also 

showed with high levels of agreement both the WFIC and WFDCS agritourism types. 

Most residents though agreed or completely agreed with the “Working Farm, Direct 

Contact, Staged – WFDCS” type (74.4%; M = 4.0) followed by the “Working Farm, 

Direct Contact, Authentic – WFDCA” one (71.4%; M = 4.0). Results show that 

agritourism activities offered by “Non-Working Farms” (NWF) or involving passive 

contact in working farms (WFPC) were closer to neutrality among all respondents (M = 

3.1; M = 3.0, respectively), and specifically among residents (M = 3.1; M = 2.9, 

respectively), farmers (M = 3.2; M = 3.1, respectively), and extension faculty (M = 3.2; M 

= 2.9, respectively).   
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Table 16. Levels of agreement with Phillip et al (2010) agritourism typology
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All Respondents
Working Farm, Indirect 
Contact (WFIC)

1271 2.4 7.7 16.6 46.4 26.9 3.9 1.0

Working Farm, Direct Contact, 
Staged (WFDCS)

1270 2.3 9.7 17.6 41.4 29.0 3.9 1.0

Working Farm, Direct Contact, 
Authentic (WFDCA)

1270 3.4 8.7 21.7 32.8 33.3 3.8 1.1

Non Working Farm (NWF) 1273 9.2 24.0 24.7 31.3 10.8 3.1 1.2
Working Farm, Passive Contact 
(WFPC)

1275 8.2 29.6 28.7 26.1 7.4 3.0 1.1

Residents
Working Farm, Direct Contact, 
Staged (WFDCS)

867 1.5 6.0 18.1 43.4 31.0 4.0 0.9

Working Farm, Direct Contact, 
Authentic (WFDCA)

865 2.2 4.7 21.6 32.9 38.5 4.0 1.0

Working Farm, Indirect contact 
(WFIC)

867 2.1 6.1 17.9 46.1 27.8 3.9 0.9

Non Working Farm (NWF) 867 9.2 23.9 27.2 30.0 9.7 3.1 1.1
Working Farm, Passive Contact 
(WFPC)

869 8.6 29.6 30.7 24.1 7.0 2.9 1.1

Farmers
Working Farm, Indirect contact 
(WFIC)

249 3.2 10.4 14.9 43.0 28.5 3.8 1.1

Working Farm, Direct Contact, 
Staged (WFDCS)

248 4.4 18.1 20.2 30.6 26.6 3.6 1.2

Working Farm, Direct Contact, 
Authentic (WFDCA)

250 7.6 16.8 23.2 30.4 22.0 3.4 1.2

Non Working Farm (NWF) 251 10.4 24.3 19.1 30.7 15.5 3.2 1.3
Working Farm, Passive Contact 
(WFPC)

251 8.0 26.7 23.1 31.9 10.4 3.1 1.2

Extension Faculty
Working Farm, Indirect contact 
(WFIC)

155 2.6 12.3 12.3 53.5 19.4 3.8 1.0

Working Farm, Direct Contact, 
Staged (WFDCS)

155 3.2 16.8 11.0 47.7 21.3 3.7 1.1

Working Farm, Direct Contact, 
Authentic (WFDCA)

155 3.2 18.1 20.0 36.1 22.6 3.6 1.1

Non Working Farm (NWF) 155 7.1 24.5 20.0 39.4 9.0 3.2 1.1
Working Farm, Passive Contact 
(WFPC)

155 6.5 34.2 26.5 28.4 4.5 2.9 1.0
a Scale ranged from “1 = Completely Disagree” to “5 = Completely Agree”.
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Preferred Labels for Agritourism

Significant differences were found among residents, farmers, and extension agents 

on their preferences for seven, out of eight, labels used to depict agritourism: “Farm visit” 

(F = 19.219; p < 0.001), “agricultural tourism” (F = 5.850; p = 0.003), “farm tourism” (F

= 10.948; p < 0.001), “agri-tourism” (F = 82.714; p < 0.001), “agritourism” (F = 

130.975; p < 0.001), “agrotourism” (F = 4.020; p = 0.018), and “agritainment” (F = 

16.517; p < 0.001; Table 17). No significant differences were found across the three 

groups on their preference for the “rural tourism” label (F = 0.709; p = 0.492).

Table 17. A comparison of preferences of agritourism labels among residents, farmers 

and extension faculty 

Labels 1
Scale Mean 2

F p-value
Residents Farmers Extension

Farm visit 3.8 a 3.6 a 3.2 b 19.219 <0.001
Agricultural tourism 3.6 a 3.4 b 3.4 5.850 0.003
Farm tourism 3.4 a 3.7 b 3.4 a 10.948 <0.001
Agri-tourism 3.0 a 3.8 b 3.8 b 82.714 <0.001
Agritourism 2.9 a 3.9 b 3.8 b 130.975 <0.001
Rural tourism 3.1 3.0 3.0 0.709 0.492
Agrotourism 2.6 2.5 a 2.8 b 4.020 0.018
Agritainment 2.6 a 2.2 b 2.1 b 16.517 <0.001

1 Organized in descendent order based on overall mean (see Table 12)
2 Scale ranged from “1 = Dislike very much” to “5 = Like very much”.
a,b,c Any two values with different superscripts were significantly different in post-hoc Tukey pair wise 

comparisons

Post hoc Tukey tests showed that extension faculty (Mextension = 3.2) has significant 

less preference for the “farm visit” label than farmers (Mfarmers = 3.6) and residents 

(Mresidents = 3.8); residents (Mresidents = 3.6) have a statistically stronger preference on the 

“agricultural tourism” label than farmers (Mfarmers = 3.4); and farmers prefer “farm 



44

tourism” significantly more (Mfarmers = 3.7) than residents (Mresidents = 3.4) and extension 

faculty (Mextension = 3.4). An interesting finding is that while “agri-tourism” and 

“agritourism” labels were the preferred labels for farmers (Mfarmers = 3.8; Mfarmers = 3.9, 

respectively) and extension faculty (Mextension = 3.8; Mextension = 3.8, respectively) with no 

significant differences between them, those labels were less preferred by residents 

(Mresidents = 3.0 and Mresidents = 2.9, respectively).  The “agrotourism” and “agritainment” 

labels were the least preferred by all three types of stakeholders. In relation to both terms, 

farmers (Mfarmers = 2.5) reported even less preference for “agrotourism” than extension 

agents (Mextension = 2.8); and residents (Mresidents = 2.6) showed significant more preference 

for the “agritainment” than farmers (Mfarmers = 2.2) and extension agents (Mextension = 2.1).  

Figure 1 displays the different levels of label preferences among all three study samples.

Figure 1. Preferences of agritourism labels among residents, farmers and extension 

faculty
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Levels of Agreement with Phillip’s Agritourism Typology

Significant differences among samples were found in the levels of agreement with 

three out of the five types of agritourism categories proposed by Phillip et al. (2010):  

“Working farm, direct contact, staged – WFDCS” (F = 17.768; p < 0.001); “working 

farm, direct contact, authentic – WFDCA” (F = 35.379; p < 0.001); and “working farm, 

passive contact – WFPC” (F = 3.050; p = 0.048; Table 18). The type of agritourism 

involving indirect contact in working farms  – WFIC had a high level of acceptance 

among all samples with no differences across them (F = 2.293; p = 0.101); conversely, 

the three samples, with no differences across them, were close to neutral on agritourism 

activities on “non-working farms – NWF” (F = 1.140; p = 0.320).

Table 18. Levels of agreement with Phillip et al. (2010) agritourism typology

Types of Agritourism 1
Scale Mean 2

F p-value
Residents Farmers Extension

Working Farm, Indirect 
Contact (WFIC)

3.9 3.8 3.8 2.293 0.101

Working Farm, Direct 
Contact, Staged (WFDCS)

4.0 a 3.6 b 3.7 b 17.768 <0.001

Working Farm, Direct 
Contact, Authentic 
(WFDCA)

4.0 a 3.4 b 3.6 b 35.379 <0.001

Non Working Farm (NWF) 3.1 3.2 3.2 1.140 0.320
Working Farm, Passive 
Contact (WFPC)

2.9 a 3.1 b 2.9 3.050 0.048
1 Organized in descendent order based on overall mean (see Table 15)
2 Scale ranged from “1 = Completely disagree” to “5 = Completely agree”.
a,b,c Any two values with different superscripts were significantly different in post-hoc Tukey pair wise 

comparisons

Post-hoc tests showed that residents had the greatest level of agreement with 

agritourism activities in working farms involving both, staged WFDCS (Mresidents = 4.0) 
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and authentic WFDCA (Mresidents = 4.0) direct contact, as compared to farmers (Mfarmers = 

3.6; Mfarmers = 3.4, respectively) and extension faculty (Mextension = 3.7; Mextension = 3.6; 

respectively) with no differences between the last two samples. None of the samples 

agreed with agritourism occurring in working farms with passive contact WFPC, with 

residents (Mresidents = 2.9) showing even lower levels of agreement as compared to farmers 

(Mfarmers = 3.1). Figure 2 displays the different levels of agreement for Phillip et al. (2010) 

agritourism typology among the three samples.

Figure 2. Levels of agreement with Phillip et al. (2010) agritourism typology

Awareness of the “Agritourism” Label and Preferences of its Definitional Elements

Significant differences were found between samples regarding their awareness of 

the “agritourism” label (2 = 888.213; p < 0.001; Table 19). A very large proportion of 

farmers (95.9%) and extension faculty (98.0%), with no difference between them, 
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indicated having never heard the label “agritourism” before. In contrast, a significantly 

smaller proportion of residents (10.0%) reported having heard “agritourism” before.

Table 19. A comparison of the awareness of the “agritourism” label and preferences of 

definitional elements among residents, farmers and extension faculty

Percentages 2 p-value
Residents Farmers Extension

Agritourism Awareness
Have heard the term  before 10.0a 95.9b 98.0b 888.213 <0.001
Haven’t heard the term 90.0 4.1 2.0

Definitional Elements
Agricultural setting 72.0a 83.7b 83.2b 20.096 <0.001
Entertainment 69.6 75.8 76.1 5.465 0.065
Farm 69.1a 79.0b 68.4a 9.747 0.008
Farming 67.7 65.5 65.8 0.535 0.765
Education 55.8a 83.7b 80.0b 85.699 <0.001
Working 51.5a 69.0b 54.8a 24.283 <0.001
Visitors 44.9a 76.2b 59.4c 79.829 <0.001
Recreation 37.3a 50.8b 52.9b 23.655 <0.001
Ranch 36.3 42.5 44.5 5.756 0.056
Agriculture 25.1a 42.9b 44.5b 43.860 <0.001
Travel 19.0 21.0 23.9 2.200 0.333
Other 3.0a 15.5b 9.0b 55.419 <0.001

1 Organized in descendent order based on overall mean (see Table 13)
a,b,c Any two values with different superscripts were significantly different in post-hoc pair wise 

comparisons

Results also show that residents, farmers, and extension faculty have different 

perceptions on what words should be included in a good definition of agritourism (i.e., 

definitional elements). Specifically, significant differences were found across samples on 

the following elements:  “agricultural setting” (2 = 20.096; p < 0.001), “farm” (2 = 

9.747; p = 0.008), “education” (2 = 85.699; p < 0.001), “working” (2 = 24.283; p <

0.001), “visitors” (2 = 79.829; p < 0.001), “recreation” (2 = 23.655; p < 0.001), and 

“agriculture” (2 = 43.860; p < 0.001). The majority of respondents in all samples, with 
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no differences across them, considered that “entertainment” (Residents = 69.6%; Farmers

= 75.8%; Extension = 76.1%) and “farming” (Residents = 67.7%; Farmers =65.5%; 

Extension = 65.8%) should be included in a definition of agritourism. A smaller 

proportion of respondents with no significant differences across samples considered that, 

“ranch” (Residents = 36.3%; Farmers = 42.5%; Extension = 44.5%) and “travel” 

(Residents = 19.0%; Farmers = 21.0%; Extension = 23.9%) should be included in an 

agritourism definition.

Most respondents considered that “agricultural setting” should be included in a 

definition of agritourism, being the proportion significantly higher among farmers 

(83.7%) and extension faculty (83.2%) with no differences between them, as compared to 

residents (72.0%). As expected, a significantly larger proportion of farmers reported that 

agritourism definition should include the terms “farm” and “working” (79.0%; 69.0%, 

respectively) as compared to residents (69.1%; 51.5%; respectively) and extension 

faculty (68.4%; 54.8%, respectively). With no differences between them, most farmers 

(83.7%) and extension faculty (80.0%) considered that “education” should be included in 

agritourism definitions, proportions that were significantly higher than among residents 

(55.8%). Post-hoc tests showed that whether to include the term “visitors” in agritourism 

definitions was significant different across all three samples (Residents = 44.9%; Farmers

= 76.2%; Extension = 59.4%). The terms “recreation” (Residents = 37.3%; Farmers = 

50.8%; Extension = 52.9%) and “agriculture” (Residents = 25.1%; Farmers = 42.9%; 

Extension = 44.5%) did not appear as relevant to be included in a definition of 

agritourism; those terms were perceived even less relevant among residents as compared 
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to their counterparts.  Figure 3 shows the preferences for definitional elements of 

agritourism among all three samples.

Figure 3. Preferences of definitional elements among residents, farmers and extension 

faculty
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter discusses the key findings and implications emerged from this study 

as pertaining to the labels, definitional elements and the applicability of the agritourism 

typology developed by Phillip et al. (2010). Limitations of the study as well as 

recommendations for future research are also presented in Chapter V.

Discussion of General Findings Related to Agritourism Participation

Although agritourism has grown in the last few years and is expected to continue 

growing (Cordell, 2008), results showed that still a great proportion of Missouri and 

North Carolina residents (68.6%) had never visited a farm for agritourism purposes. 

Furthermore, a third (33.5%) of respondents considers it to be unlikely for them to 

engage in this form of recreation in the near future. These results suggest that further 

outreach and target marketing efforts are needed to attract more visitors to agritourism

farms in both states. Specifically these results stress the need for this study as they 

suggest that current marketing efforts may not being totally effective, which can be 

attributed to the lack of a clear or appealing label as well as to the lack of a standard 

definition that allows better communication through marketing channels.

In the case of farmers, a large proportion reported they had been engaged in 

agritourism for over 10 years (41.0%).  The vast majority considered that agritourism is 

important or very important for the continued operations of their farms (74.5%), and that 

they plan to add even more agritourism activities in the future (71.8%). These findings 
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confirm that agritourism is not a novel strategy developed to increase farm revenues 

(McGehee, 2007; Tew & Barbieri, 2012; Veeck et al., 2006), nor that it is developed as a 

temporary measure to offset for dwindling agriculture related income. Such positive 

outcomes are also consistent with the great increase of farm revenues derived from 

agritourism related activities reported in the U.S. between 2002 and 2007 (USDA: NASS, 

2007). 

Most extension faculty who responded to the survey had strong personal ties to 

agriculture, either because themselves or their close relatives (e.g., spouse, children) live 

in (36.4%) or own farmlands (35.7%). They were also aware of the agritourism context as 

the majority closely works with farmers who currently offer agritourism activities

(73.1%) or plan to do so in the near future (65.5%). These findings suggest that the role 

that extension faculty may have in advising and transferring knowledge for the 

development of agritourism in the future should not be underestimated. This is especially 

true taking into consideration that farmers interested in innovative practices prefer to seek 

information and to be assisted by extension agents (Barbieri & Valdivia, 2010).

Discussion and Implications of Label Preferences for Agritourism

Overall results suggest strong disagreements among the labels preferred by the 

examined stakeholders. In order, residents preferred “farm visit” (rank = 1) and 

“agricultural tourism” (rank = 2) while both farmers and extension faculty preferred 

“agritourism” (rank = 1) and “agri-tourism” (rank = 2). Although these divergent results 

are undesirable due to the fundamental role that labels have as marketing tools in the 

decision making process (Hall & Boyd, 2005), they speak for themselves regarding the 
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justification for this study. Evidently, there is the need to develop a shared understanding 

of agritourism for the betterment of its practice and for advancing its scholarly 

knowledge. All three samples agreed on their aversion related to the “agritainment” and 

“agrotourism” labels, suggesting that neither should be used in marketing strategies or

outreach efforts as they may hinder any efforts and initiatives towards the development of 

agritourism.

Given that a suitable label for all three stakeholders did not emerge in an evident 

manner, the following process was followed to identify labels that while having 

high/acceptable ratings were not disliked by any sample. We first identified labels with at 

least “like” scores (M ≥ 3.6) within each of the three samples. Then we examined 

preferences of those labels across the other two samples; if one of those labels was 

“disliked” or too close to neutrality (M ≤ 3.0) by any sample, such label was rejected. 

This procedure was continued until a label fitting the above criteria was found.

Such selection process started with identifying the label “agritourism” as it had 

the highest mean for farmers (M = 3.9) and extension faculty (M = 3.8). However, such 

label was rejected because residents disliked it (M = 2.9), result that was not surprising as 

Ryan, DeBord, and McClellan (2006) found an overall unfamiliarity, confusion or dislike 

of the label “agritourism” among Pennsylvania visitors. The next label to be examined 

was “agri-tourism” which was the second preferred label among farmers (M = 3.8) and 

extension faculty (M = 3.8); such label was also rejected as residents had neutral 

preferences about it (M = 3.0). These results suggest that current efforts of farmers and 

extension faculty to promote “agritourism” (or “agri-tourism”) should be discouraged, in 

spite of its predominant use in the scientific literature. On the other hand, the extended 
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use of these terms in other regions, such as in Europe, were agritourism is heavily 

promoted and encouraged through public policies and initiatives (Hegarty & Przezborska, 

2005; Sonnino, 2004) may also suggest that the rejection of such label among visitors in 

the U.S. may be due to other factors.  For instance, it could be a matter of unfamiliarity 

that could be reduced with increased education of the “agritourism” label. If 

governmental and educational entities joined efforts in spreading and educating the 

community on the meaning, implications, and benefits of the “agritourism” label perhaps 

its use would not represent an issue anymore.

“Farm visit” was the next label to be examined as it was the most preferred among 

residents (M = 3.8). Farmers somewhat liked such label (M = 3.6), although it fell close 

to the neutrality point among extension faculty (M = 3.2).  The next label examined, 

“agricultural tourism”, was somewhat liked by residents (M = 3.6); however their scores 

were closer to neutrality among farmers (M = 3.4) and extension faculty (M = 3.4). 

Finally, farmers liked (M = 3.7) the “farm tourism” label in a greater extent that extension 

faculty (M = 3.4) and residents (M = 3.4).  At that point, screening of further labels 

stopped as we reached saturation point. 

Although none of the labels examined appeared as being liked (M ≥ 3.6) by all 

three samples as previously stated, the aforementioned screening reduced conciliatory 

labels to three possibilities: “farm visit” (MFarmers = 3.6; MResidents = 3.8; MExtension = 3.2); 

“agricultural tourism” (MFarmers = 3.4; MResidents = 3.6; MExtension = 3.4); and “farm tourism” 

(MFarmers = 3.7; MResidents = 3.4; MExtension = 3.4).  Given that the use of multiple labels to 

depict a certain product, activity, or service should be avoided as to lessen confusion and 

improve communication among stakeholders (Huybers, 2004; Sharpley & Stone, 2010), 
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it was imperative to identify the most suitable label to diffuse and market agritourism 

activities, as marketing could best be served by a shared label and definition. Hence, 

study results regarding label preference will focus on those from providers and 

consumers as they are the main actors (and users) in marketing efforts and initiatives.

Taking into consideration that labels need to be appealing to both consumers and

providers to successfully portray an activity (Font & Buckley, 2001), study results 

suggest that “farm visit” should be the label more widely used given its high preferences 

among visitors (consumers) and farmers (providers). Furthermore, we also argue that the

preference of visitors and farmers should prevail over extension faculty’s neutral 

preference, taking into account that one of the roles of extension faculty is to assist 

providers in maximizing the farmer/visitor dynamic (USDA: NIFA, 2011). Having said 

that, we do recognize that the use of “farm visit” could be problematic given that the 

definition of farms varies across regions; as a case in point, that label may not be easily 

adopted in Texas (U.S.) or in some Canadian provinces, where “ranch” is indistinctly 

used instead of “farm” and carries deep regional meaning. 

The Definitional Elements of Agritourism: A Proposed Conciliatory Definition

The myriad of definitions and uncertainty on the meaning of agritourism 

encountered in the literature (Busby & Rendle, 2000; Carpio et al., 2008; Colton & 

Bissix, 2005; Keith et al., 2003; Kizos & Iosifides, 2007) also appeared in this study. 

Respondents believed that a diversity of terms should be contained within a good 

definition of agritourism, including:  agricultural setting, entertainment, farm, education, 

among others. 
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A major point of disagreement in the literature relates to the setting where 

agritourism should occur, either on any type of agricultural setting (e.g., Tew & Barbieri, 

2012), specifically on farms (e.g., McKenzie & Wisocki, 2002), or even on off-farm 

facilities (e.g., Wilson et al., 2006). The majority of respondents across all three samples 

considered that a good definition of agritourism should refer to “agricultural setting” and 

“farm”, but reference to off- farm settings in the open-ended option did not appear. These 

results suggest that agritourism stakeholders accept that agritourism could be undertaken 

in any type of agricultural setting, including farms, but excluding off-farm establishments 

such as farmers markets and off-road markets. Along the lines of setting-related 

inconsistencies comes the issue of whether agritourism should occur in working 

(Nickerson et al., 2001; Kizos & Iosifides, 2007) or non-working (Carpio et al, 2008) 

agricultural facilities. The majority of responding residents, farmers and extension faculty 

believed that “working” is a term that should be included in a definition of agritourism, 

suggesting that activities offered in non-working farms or other types of non-working 

agricultural facilities (e.g., abandoned mills) are not perceived as agritourism.

Another set of discussion on the literature relates to which types of activities 

should be considered agritourism (e.g., Barbieri, 2010; Fleischer & Tchetchik, 2005; 

Sonnino, 2008), specifically related to educational activities (e.g., Barbieri et al., 2008; 

McKenzie & Wisocki, 2002). Results showed that the word “education” was a recurrent 

element across the majority of respondents in each sample, although in smaller 

proportion among residents. These results suggest that educational activities offered to 

visitors in working farms should be part of the agritourism definition as they are well 

accepted by providers (84.4%), visitors (56.2%) and extension faculty (80.0%).
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A final ontological discussion brought up in this study, although not 

predominantly found in the literature, relates to whether an actual travel effort should 

occur to properly refer to a form of “tourism” as mandated by the World Tourism 

Organization (WTO, 2001). Study results showed that none of the three examined

samples considered any sort of travel as relevant to define agritourism, thus confirming 

that this ontological issue does not trouble those directly involved in the practice of 

agritourism.

Given that meanings are critical to determine the appeal of a particular activity 

among consumers (Gilbert, 2003); one of the purposes of this study is to draft a definition 

of agritourism that conciliates preferences of different stakeholders. To do so, we 

identified those words that at least one-half (50.1%) of farmers, residents and extension 

faculty considered that should be included in a good definition of agritourism. Such 

selection resulted in the following preferred words: agricultural setting (Farmers = 

83.7%; Residents = 72.0%; Extension = 83.2%), entertainment (Farmers = 75.8%; 

Residents = 69.6%; Extension = 76.1%), farm (Farmers = 79.0%; Residents = 69.1%; 

Extension = 68.4%), farming (Farmers = 65.5%; Residents = 67.7%; Extension = 65.8%), 

education (Farmers = 83.7%; Residents = 55.8%; Extension = 80.0%), and working

(Farmers = 69.0%; Residents = 51.5%; Extension = 54.8%). Based on those preferences, 

study results suggest that a conciliatory definition of agritourism could be:  

Farming-related activities carried out on a working farm or other 

agricultural settings for entertainment or education purposes.
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The strong inclination on the aforementioned definitional elements across 

farmers, residents, and extension faculty suggest that despite their disagreements on label 

preferences, these three stakeholders have somehow a shared understanding of the 

meaning of agritourism and what this activity entails. This is certainly a good starting 

point to continue the development of agritourism, which can be strengthened if a 

conciliatory label is attached to this form of recreation. It is also important to 

acknowledge that drafting a shared definition of agritourism should not only be restricted 

to scientific or educational purposes. Rather, it is imperative that such collective 

definition is also incorporated in promotional and outreach materials to accurately depict 

what farmers are offering and visitors expecting to experience in their visit (Sharpley & 

Stone, 2010).  

Phillip et al. (2010) Typology of Agritourism: A Discussion of Its Applicability

As reviewed in the literature section, Phillip et al. (2010) proposed a theoretical 

typology for agritourism aiming to construct its definition. In brief, the five proposed 

categories differ on: 1) whether the agricultural setting is in production (i.e., working vs. 

non-working farm); 2) the nature of the contact between visitors and the agricultural 

activities (direct vs. indirect contact); and 3) the nature of the agricultural experience (i.e., 

authentic vs. staged).

Study results partially confirm Phillip et al. (2010) categorization of agritourism. 

Respondents across all three samples agreed (M ≥ 3.5) with three out of the five proposed 

categories, namely: “Working Farm, Indirect Contact – WFIC”; “Working Farm, Direct 

Contact, Staged – WFDCS”; and “Working Farm, Direct Contact, Authentic – WFDCA”. 
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However, respondents had neutral perceptions towards the “Non Working Farm – NWF” 

and the “Working Farm, Passive Contact – WFPC” categories. 

Considering the first criteria used in Phillip et al. (2010) typology, this study 

concludes that stakeholders perceive that agritourism is meant to include experiences in 

agricultural settings that are in operation as respondents agreed with those three 

categories including the “working” element (WFIC = 3.9; WFDCS = 3.9; WFDCA = 3.8) 

while they were neutral towards defining those activities offered in non-working 

agricultural facilities as agritourism (NWF; M = 3.1). Thus, study results support those 

agritourism definitions portraying working agricultural facilities as an essential part of 

the agritourism experience (Barbieri & Mshenga, 2008; Hegarty & Przezborska, 2005; 

Kizos & Iosifides, 2007; Lobo et al., 1999; McGehee, 2007; Nickerson et al., 2001; 

Sonnino, 2004; Tew & Barbieri, 2012).  

Similarly, study results also showed that responding stakeholders were neutral 

towards defining agritourism as those activities in which the “working” facility solely 

serves for landscape or background purposes (WFPC; M = 3.0). These results suggest 

that activities occurring on non-working agricultural facilities should not be marketed as 

agritourism to avoid further confusion of this form of recreation and allow a more fluent 

dynamic among stakeholders. Although results showed that farmers (M = 3.1) had 

statistically higher preferences than residents (M = 2.9) for agritourism activities 

involving the working agricultural setting just for landscaping purposes (WFPC), we 

conclude that those results do not have practical significance. Practical significance 

“involves a value judgment made by both the researcher and the consumer of research” 

taking in consideration their practical implications (Vaske, Gliner & Morgan, 2002, p. 
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288). Given that none of the surveyed farmers or residents agreed with agritourism as 

working farms involving passive contact (WFPC), we deemed that statistical differences 

found do not carry any practical or scientific implication. 

Regarding Phillip et al. (2010) second criteria (direct vs. indirect contact) results

suggest that stakeholders do not consider relevant the nature of the contact between 

visitors and agricultural processes to define agritourism activities. Overall, respondents 

agreed with definitions involving both direct contact such as learning to grow mushrooms

(WFDCS; M = 3.9) and indirect contact such as enjoying meals made on site with fresh 

produce (WFIC; M = 3.9). This is consistent with Sonnino’s (2004) findings, who argued 

that the nature of the contact between visitor and agriculture was not relevant in defining 

agritourism.  However, when examined preferences of each surveyed stakeholders, 

results showed significant differences among them. Residents preferred direct contact 

(WFDCS; M = 4.0) far more than extension faculty (M = 3.7) and even more so than 

farmers (M = 3.6).  

As for the last definitional criteria (nature of the agricultural experience), results 

suggest that stakeholders overall agree with including agritourism as both authentic 

(WFDCA; M = 3.8) and staged (WFDCS; M = 3.9) recreational experiences. When 

comparing stakeholders’ perceptions, results show that residents had significant higher 

preferences for both, staged (WFDCS; M = 4.0) and authentic (WFDCA; M = 4.0) 

experiences than farmers (M = 3.6; M = 3.4; respectively) and extension agents (M = 3.7; 

M = 3.6; respectively). Residents’ stronger preferences for authentic agritourism 

experience are consistent with previous studies in which tourists considered important for 

the experience not to be artificial or staged so to maximize their level of enjoyment 
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(Asplet & Cooper, 2000; McIntosh, 2004). Although to a lesser degree, farmers also 

agreed with providing staged activities, which is not surprising as staging the tourism 

experience or destination is frequently used by tourism providers (e.g., agritourism 

farmers) to make the experience more appealing, deliver a desired message (e.g., for 

education purposes), or to provide a unique and special character (Urry, 1992).  Thus, 

staging agricultural activities provides visitors with a “gaze” (Urry, 1992) of the farming 

lifestyle without interrupting or disturbing daily agricultural practices.

It is worth discussing though the significant lower preference of farmers for 

authentic experiences (WFDCA; M = 3.4), falling even below the point of agreement (M 

≥ 3.5). Such reluctance for offering authentic experiences may be associated with 

farmers’ sanitary and/or safety concerns which represent a major issue among agritourism 

providers. Being primarily agricultural facilities rather than tourist ones, visiting farms 

can inflict risks to the farm production (e.g., crops, livestock) or to visitors, situations that 

providers want to avoid. For example, Schilling, Marxen, Heinrich, and Brooks (2006) 

found that 48% of agritourism providers in New Jersey limited the contact of visitors 

with their agricultural products to mitigate sanitary related problems. Liability related 

issues may be another reason why farmers prefer staged over authentic experiences.

Taking into account the strong preference among visitors (residents) and dislike 

among providers (farmers) for experiences involving direct and authentic contact with 

agricultural activities, it would be advisable to take some actions so the demand for 

agritourism is not affected by the unavailability of direct contact authentic experiences on 

the farm. For example, extension faculty could develop interpretation activities to be 

implemented on the farm to educate visitors about sanitary and safety issues. Extension 
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efforts could also be placed in transferring knowledge to farmers to reduce sanitary and 

safety problems when offering agritourism activities. Finally, further effort is needed to 

negotiate liability issues (e.g., increased insurance prime) applicable to agritourism 

offerings.

Study Limitations

The main limitation of this study relates to the generalization of its results.  

Although the study was designed to capture two states (Missouri and North Carolina) 

representing different agritourism realities, caution is advised to extrapolate study results 

beyond both states. Other regions with different characteristics (e.g., agricultural context; 

landscape composition) may influence preferences, thus may have different perspectives 

and preferences regarding agritourism definitions and labels. Along with this particular 

limitation, it should be noted that this study did not control for the agritourism exposure 

of participants in non-local destinations including abroad. In this sense, it is possible that 

label preferences may vary across customers with different levels of exposure across the 

local-international setting spectrum. 

The study samples also carry some limitations. The non-random nature of the

residents’ sample suggests that additional caution should be placed to generalize results 

related to consumers’ preferences. This sample was also composed by a relatively high 

number of unemployed individuals, which although may be a reflection of the current 

economic crisis in the U.S, represents a limitation of the sample that needs to be taking

into account. Although the researcher’s intention was to represent faculty members 

working directly with farmers and/or in rural development, the sample is limited to
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extension faculty affiliated with land grant universities from both states (MU and NCSU).

By excluding extension faculty from other private and public higher educational 

institutions this study may be neglecting different perspectives of the problems and 

realities of agritourism. It is also important to recognize that farmers who completed this 

study may be predominantly reflecting those farmers with greater access to capital 

resources, networking opportunities, and marketing resources as they were registered in 

their respective state organizations; however they do not account necessarily for others 

agritourism farmers that may be in operation but not registered.

The use of an electronic survey, especially to target farmers, may represent a 

limitation as well. Although electronic surveys are considered an easier, cost effective and 

faster way to approach participants (Shannon & Bradshaw, 2002), this method could have 

counteracted among farmers, who may have limited internet access especially if located 

in rural areas. In addition, the aging population of farmers may have also implied 

unfamiliarity with this kind of tool, reducing participation. 

In an attempt to make the survey instrument easy to understand and do not embed 

any kind of bias into it, the survey included a very simplistic definition of agritourism at 

the beginning of the survey instrument (i.e., “visiting a farm for recreational purposes”), 

being purposely excluded some terms such as “leisure” and “education”. Thus, in spite of 

the intention to use a self-definitional approach in which participants had the freedom to 

construct their own definition (Mannell, 1999) of agritourism, we acknowledge that 

omitting some terms (e.g., leisure, education) may have portrayed agritourism 

inaccurately especially among farmers and extension faculty. At the same time, it is worth 

recognizing that such simplistic definition was later expanded (i.e. “Activities or services 
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provided on a working farm for the purpose of attracting visitors for recreational or 

educational purposes”) when querying perceptions on labels and meanings of 

agritourism. 

Recommendations for Future Research

Albeit the better understanding of labels and meanings related to agritourism 

obtained through this study, there is still room for additional research to gain more insight

to further the knowledge of agritourism. First, this study suggests that Phillip et al. (2010) 

agritourism typology may not be universal, but rather restricted to a specific 

geographical/contextual locality. Thus, we suggest this study is replicated in other 

geographic regions of the U.S. and further abroad (e.g., Europe, Oceania) aiming at 

reaching a broader definition of agritourism. Specifically, future studies in the U.S. 

should be broaden to include destinations that are world-know for capturing international 

agritourists, such as to visit dude ranches in Texas and Californian vineyards. 

When replicating this study, it is also advisable to use alternative surveying tools

(e.g., mailing surveys, face-to-face interviews) to reach a greater proportion of 

respondents, especially those living in rural areas where internet is not always available. 

Alternative methods could also be useful to reach the aging farming population, thus 

gaining insights of their vast experience. Along these lines, future studies should control 

for sampling limitations previously outlined (e.g., random sampling, greater 

representation of extension faculty) to facilitate generalization of results. This study 

included three key agritourism stakeholders (residents, farmers, extension faculty); 

however that is not a comprehensive list of stakeholders. Thus, future studies should 
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consider including other social actors of the agritourism industry as well, such as 

government agencies and local rural business, to acknowledge their voice in future 

agritourism development. On this regards, it would also be interesting to examine 

whether perceptions of academicians differ from their peer extension faculty, as it seem 

that the agritourism label is predominant in the scientific literature. 

Taking into consideration that respondents were given a somewhat restrictive list 

of possible definitional elements to explore the meanings of agritourism, it would be 

recommended that future studies employ qualitative methods of inquiry to allow 

respondents have more freedom in their answers. A larger use of open ended questions, or 

if possible using interviews or focus groups, would enable to obtain additional insights in 

the construction of a definition of agritourism.  Moreover, qualitative analysis may also 

be used to further explore study results, by reframing the issue from the suitability of the 

use of “agritourism” as a label, to uncover the reasons behind the rejection of certain 

labels. It is possible that one strong rejection reason may be unfamiliarity, which could be 

easily resolved with educational programs. Additionally, content analysis could be 

employed to document and examine the recurrent use of the “agritourism” label and its 

alternatives (e.g., farm tourism, agritainment) across different diffusion channels and 

actors, including popular media targeting visitors, technical reports prepared for farmers, 

and academic journals mostly catering the scientific community.  

Given the exploratory nature of this study regarding preferred agritourism labels 

and definition, results urge for its replication for validity purposes. On these regards, it is 

suggested to test labels and definition preferences following an experimental design. For 

instance, the top three labels emerged from this study (i.e., farm visit, agricultural



65

tourism, farm tourism) could be used in experimental advertising inserts to determine 

which label has greater impact among consumers by attracting more visitors to an 

agritourism setting.

Study’s Final Remarks

In sum, results suggest that a conciliatory definition and label of agritourism can 

be reached. However, it is worth mentioning that such conclusion was reached by 

prioritizing residents and farmers preferences (as main agritourism stakeholders) over 

extension faculty preferences given that the role of the latter is mainly to facilitate the 

consumer-provider dynamic (USDA: NIFA, 2011). As for defining agritourism, and after 

testing Phillip et al. (2010) typology and examining preferred definitional elements, we 

conclude that agritourism should include staged or authentic agricultural activities or 

processes occurring in working agricultural facilities; data also suggests that

“entertainment” and “education” should be included in a good definition of agritourism.  

Therefore, we conclude that the most suitable (conciliatory) definition for agritourism 

would be: “Farming-related activities carried out in a working farm or other agricultural

settings for entertainment or education purposes”. As for a conciliatory label, we 

conclude that “farm visit” is the most appropriate one to refer to agritourism activities.

Although acknowledging the sample limitations for generalization purposes, we 

suggest that the proposed conciliatory definition and label should be used to further the 

development of agritourism. Its preferences among residents and farmers serve as 

sufficient evidence for extension faculty to encourage their adoption among farmers and 
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other stakeholders (state agencies; tourism bureaus) in their marketing efforts to increase 

the influx of visitors to farmlands.
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APPENDIX A

Questions for All Three Samples:
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Questions Pertaining Only to Residents:
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Questions Pertaining Only to Farmers:
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Questions Pertaining Only to Extension Faculty:



86



87

Questions for All Three Samples:
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