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Abstract 
 
This research examines the Australian farm tourism sector within both family-business 
and rural-studies research paradigms.  It analyses which farmers in Australia establish 
farm tourism businesses, and why.  It extends previous research on farm tourism both in 
breadth, by covering an entire continent; and in depth, using qualitative approaches to 
determine the internal and external triggers for individual decisions, as well as 
quantitative approaches to establish the operational structure of the sector and the 
overall motivations of its operators. 
 
There were three separate stages to this study, with an increasingly detailed focus.  In 
the first, a national database of farm tourism operators was constructed from publicly 
available sources.  In the second phase, a 92-item questionnaire was mailed to every 
operator, with a response rate just below 50%.  In the third phase, detailed interviews 
were conducted with 43 farm tourism operators either on site or by telephone.   
 
There are over 650 working farms which offer farm-based tourism products in 
Australia.  A few are large, remote and luxurious, but the majority are small, 
family-priced and close to major population centres.  There are around 14,000 beds, 
with mean occupancy rate 35%, and total annual turnover AUS$115 million. Only 0.2% 
of Australian farmers have taken up tourism, as compared with 10-20% in some 
European countries.  
 
There are four major groups of farm tourism operators in Australia:  full-time farms, 
part-time farms, retirement farms and lifestyle farms.  There are statistically significant 
differences between these groups in the make-up of their income streams, and in their 
motivations and family structures. Australian farm tourism operators attach slightly 
more significance to social than financial gains.  Particular groups of operators, 
however, do indeed rely on farm tourism as a key income stream.  For lifestyle 
operators, the farm component is principally a lifestyle luxury and a tourism attraction, 
with tourism generating the principal income.  For retirement farmers, farming is no 
longer at a commercially viable scale, and tourism provides the cashflow to keep the 
operators on their farm property during semi-retirement.  For part-time operators, 
tourism provides an income stream in addition and, where possible, in preference to 
off-farm employment, for farm families having difficulty making ends meet.  For 
full-time farmers, tourism is not seen as a long-term important income source, but as a 
diversification option which enabled them to survive external economic shocks caused 
by changes in commodity prices or government policies.   
 
Whereas an income from farm tourism seems to have been an important stopgap or 
supplement which allows the operators to maintain their farms and farming lifestyles, it 
does not necessarily generate sufficient income to support two generations on the same 
property.  At least to date, therefore, it appears that farm tourism cannot be relied upon 
routinely as a new lifeline for rural communities in Australia.  It does indeed have a role 
to play, but the role may be different in different parts of the country.  In the more 
remote areas, farm tourism can provide a buffer for an older generation of farming 
families, helping to maintain stability in rural communities and land tenure.  In areas 
popular with amenity migrants, however, farm tourism may act as an agent of change, 
part of a package which brings former urban professionals to a rural semi-retirement.   
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Executive Summary 
 

Aims and Context 

 

The research reported here aims to establish why particular rural landholders throughout 

Australia have established farm tourism businesses.  Both quantitative and qualitative 

approaches are employed, and the results are interpreted in both business and policy 

paradigms.  This is the first such study at a continent-wide scale.  

 

Farm tourism is a modern industry grown from an old tradition of rural hospitality.  It is 

promoted widely as a significant addition to rural economies and a diversification 

option for rural farm landholders.  Farm tourism of various types is widespread across 

continents, across cultures, and across languages. 

 

In any given area, however, only a few farm landholders have taken up commercial 

tourism opportunities. This study asks why: that is, it examines the reasons why 

particular farming families have turned to tourism even if their neighbours have not. 

 

This issue is of significant theoretical interest in two distinct academic disciplines, 

namely family business and rural studies.  Indeed, farm tourism provides an 

unparalleled opportunity to investigate the overlap between these discipline areas, and 

the ways in which each can contribute to the other. 

 

Significance in Family Business Research  

 

By far the majority of the world’s businesses are in fact family businesses.  Theoretical 

analyses of family business dynamics are much more recent and less detailed than for 

large publicly-listed corporations.  Even in family business theory, the main emphasis 

has been on relatively large enterprises.  The critical issue in family business theory is 

that the commercial goals of the business interact continually with the personal and 

social goals of family members.  The farm tourism sector provides an opportunity to 

examine these interactions at a fine level of detail. 
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As the basic unit of agricultural commodity production in most countries, family farms 

have been studied more intensively than most other types of family business.  Family 

farm tourism businesses are not created in isolation, but are grafted onto existing family 

farm businesses.  This adds an additional level of complexity in the analysis.  Family 

farms have particular features, notably a historic attachment of the family to a particular 

piece of land, which distinguishes them from other types of family business and which 

may affect establishment, management, inheritance and succession in family farm 

tourism businesses. 

 

 

Significance in Rural Studies Research  

 

From a rural studies perspective, the critical context is that global changes in the prices 

and production of many major agricultural commodities have put many 

previously-viable small family farms under severe economic pressure.  To keep their 

farms in the family, landholders have had to diversify their income sources, typically 

through new crops, off-farm employment, on-farm tourism or in some countries, 

through a range of government subsidy programmes.  

 

Alternatively, in scenic areas close to major population centres, former rural landholders 

have simply sold their land to new amenity migrants who can use an external urban 

income source to support a farming lifestyle.  For any given rural property, there is a 

balance between the desires and opportunities of long-term farming families to retain 

their landholdings and lifestyles through new income sources; and the desires and 

opportunities of new amenity migrants to buy up rural land, essentially as a luxury 

lifestyle item.   

 

Potentially, farm tourism can be a critical component on either side of this equation.  If 

it can contribute a sufficient on-farm income stream to keep long-term farming families 

on their land, then it will contribute to stability in land use, tenure, and rural community 

structure.  If it provides an additional inducement for amenity migrants, a substitute for 

urban-based income streams, or even an opportunity for tax deductions against 
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investment income, then it may contribute to accelerating change in land use, land 

tenure and rural community structure.   

 

Previous Research Worldwide 

 

These issues have been examined to some degree in various regions, all of them 

relatively small in geographic extent: Montana and Virginia, USA, Saskatchewan, 

Canada, in North America; the UK, Spain, Germany, Greece, Crete and Italy in Europe; 

and parts of New Zealand.  They have not previously been examined at a 

continent-wide scale.  In addition, relevant previous research seems to have taken either 

a rural studies or a family-business perspective, with none to date having examined the 

interaction and overlap between the two.  Here, therefore, I deliberately set out to apply 

both perspectives at once, so that insights from each discipline could illuminate the 

other.   

 

Worldwide, there are seven previous published studies on the motivations of farm 

tourism operators in particular areas, and each of these used either a mail-out 

questionnaire style survey instrument, or on-site interviews.  None has combined the 

two methodological techniques.  Here, therefore, I use both approaches simultaneously 

so as to improve the reliability of the research findings through methodological 

triangulation.  

 

 

Methods: Three-Phase Approach  

 

The present study involved three major phases.  In the first phase, information on the 

distribution and commercial characteristics of all Australian farm tourism operations 

was compiled from a variety of sources so as to produce a comprehensive national 

database of Australian farm tourism operators.  Regional distribution patterns and 

commercial characteristics such as customer capacity and per capita prices were 

analysed at a national scale so as to provide a broad picture of this particular sector of 

the tourism industry.   
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In the second phase, a 92-item survey questionnaire was mailed to every farm tourism 

operator in the entire continent at the start of the peak holiday season, with a follow-up 

reminder near the end of that season.  An overall net response rate of just under 50% 

was achieved.  The geographic distribution and commercial characteristics of the 

sample were representative of the population as a whole.  The questionnaire responses 

provided detailed information on relevant characteristics of the farm business, the 

tourism business, and the family.  They also included detailed data on the stated 

motivations of the respondents, through a set of 15 motivational statements with 5-point 

Likert-scale responses. 

 

In the third phase, I carried out detailed interviews with over 40 individual farm tourism 

operators, either in person or by telephone.  Interviews in person were combined with 

on-site audits of the farm and the farm tourism operation.  These interviews provided 

information on the dynamics of the families and the businesses involved, including 

motivations, history and future plans.  In many cases this included remarkably detailed 

data on financial and family circumstances.  The results of these interviews were 

analysed using standard coding approaches with iterative refinement, and were 

compared with results from the mail-out surveys where possible.  In general, the 

mail-out surveys and direct interviews yielded congruent results, but with different 

insights from each.  The combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches proved 

very valuable in analysing the factors which have lead rural landholders in Australia to 

establish farm tourism businesses. 

 

 

Revealed Factors and Stated Motivations  

 

By combining information from the three different sets of data outlined above, it was 

essentially possible to compare revealed and stated motivations in a manner analogous 

to economic studies of revealed and stated preferences.  Data on the geography and the 

physical and financial characteristics of active farm tourism operations reveal which 

particular types of farm have been able to turn to tourism.  Looked at another way, it 

indicates which farmers have the opportunity to attract tourists.  Statistical analysis of 

the Likert-scale responses to the 15 motivational statements then shows the stated 

motivations.   
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Finally, information from the interviews and on-site visits reveals that within the 

framework of broad general motivations, there were commonly specific triggers which 

lead individual farm families to start tourism businesses.  In some cases these triggers 

were external, such as a widespread collapse in wool prices, or deregulation of the 

Australian dairy industry.  In other cases these triggers were internal family events, such 

as marriages or divorces, age or injury, or children leaving home.  Taken together, these 

different levels of detail illuminate the interactions between individual family 

businesses and wider rural communities and economies at a level of detail which does 

not appear to have been achieved previously. 

 

 

The Australian Farm Tourism Sector  

 

Various different definitions of farm tourism have been used in previous research and 

relevant policy, particularly in regard to transitions from “tourism on farms” to “farm 

tourism” (Busby & Rendle, 2000).  The definition used here is relatively restrictive, 

requiring both a commercial tourism operation and a working farm.  This thus excludes 

those farms who may take in friends and relatives on occasion, but not as a commercial 

enterprise; and it excludes tourism operations which rely entirely on staged agricultural 

activities, typically in urban locations, with no working farm.  Bed-and-breakfast 

operations in rural townships, often lumped together with farm tourism for purposes of 

economic statistics, are also excluded by this definition.   

 

Under this definition, there are currently fewer than 700 functional farm tourism 

operations in Australia.  This represents about 0.4% of the total number of farms 

nationwide, a far lower proportion than in Europe or North America.  On a 

continent-wide scale, property areas, guest capacities and daily per capita prices are all 

strongly left-skewed.  That is, the majority of farm tourism operations are relatively 

small in area, take in relatively few guests, and charge relatively low prices.  Most of 

them are also close to major metropolitan areas or international gateway airports.  There 

are a few heavily-advertised and hence well-known properties which are large in area, 

relatively remote, and charge high prices, but these are not typical of the sector. 
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Overall, a total of 63,600 square kilometres, 0.9% of Australia’s total area, is used at 

least partially for farm tourism.  The total overnight guest capacity is around 14,000 

people.  Mean occupancy rates are around 35%, and total annual revenue is around 

AU$115 million (US$86 million). This is about 0.2% of Australia’s travel and tourism 

sector as a whole, currently estimated at around AU$60 billion per annum. 

 

Operator Categories: Four Major Groups  

 

One of the key results from the mail-out questionnaires is that even though tourism 

marketing agencies and rural policy initiatives have historically treated farm tourism as 

a homogeneous subsector of the tourism industry, from the perspective of the farm 

tourism operators themselves it is highly heterogeneous.  Operators differ widely in: 

their commercial and family circumstances; the motivations and trigger events leading 

to the establishment of their farm tourism businesses; their financial and family plans 

and aspirations; and the criteria which might lead them to leave the tourism industry 

completely.  Further detail on the last of these issues was obtained by interviewing a 

number of former farm tourism operators who had recently closed down their tourism 

businesses, and others who intended to do so in the near future.   

 

Ultimately every business and family is unique, but it was feasible to distinguish four 

major categories which were statistically separable on quantitative grounds, and 

conceptually meaningful in understanding the role of farm tourism from both 

family-business and rural-studies perspectives.  Distinctions have been drawn, in some 

previous research, between long-established locals and relatively recent amenity 

migrants.  Previous studies have also distinguished, in some cases, between larger and 

smaller properties.  In the Australian context, neither of these distinctions alone proved 

sufficient to interpret the behaviour of individual farm tourism operators from either a 

family-business or a rural-studies perspective.   

 

In Australia, four distinct groups can be recognised within the farm tourism sector: 

full-time farmers, part-time farmers, retirement farmers and lifestyle farmers.  These 

four groups are distinguished and defined purely on the basis of measurable quantitative 

criteria related to operator age, proportional income streams, and property size.  The 

surveyed respondents were classified into these four groups using a mixed 
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monothetic-polythetic decision tree, which is repeatable to within 99% accuracy.  

Inter-group differences were then tested for other factors which were not used to derive 

the classification itself.  In particular, both stated motivations and family factors differ 

significantly between these four groups, as well as property parameters such as location 

and farm type, and business parameters such as guest capacity and per capita prices.   

 

Broadly, part-time and full-time farms are similar except that the former have already 

been forced to seek significant additional employment income off-farm.  For these 

families, farm tourism is often an attempt to find an on-farm income source to replace 

the off-farm job, at least partly.  That is, the substitution is primarily between off-farm 

income and on-farm tourism.  For the full-time farms, income substitution is directly 

between farming and tourism; and in general, if farm income improves, tourism will be 

abandoned.  Both full-time and part-time farms are large properties, commonly in major 

mainstream commodity-producing areas.  For full-time farms in particular, farm tourism 

brings social as well as financial benefits: an opportunity to meet people and teach them 

something about how farmers live.   

 

Retirement farms are defined by the age of the operator, even though many of the 

individuals concerned do not actually consider themselves to be retired.  Essentially, 

these are former full-time farms which are unable to support two generations of the farm 

family. Typically, the children have moved away to different careers and the parents 

have paid off any debts and are using tourism to provide a cash income so that they can 

continue to live on their farm, as long as the farming activities themselves are not too 

labour-intensive or physically strenuous.  These farms vary considerably in area, so the 

average size is smaller than for full-time and part-time counterparts.   

 

For all three of these categories, the farms are likely to have been in the family 

possession for decades or generations, but will not necessarily be handed over to the 

next generation – either for financial reasons, or because the children are not interested 

in farming.  Whether or not they are past official retirement age, the majority of these 

operators are at least 45 years old, so the future of these farms over the next decade or 

two will have a significant effect on the character of the Australian rural countryside in 

the areas concerned. 
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In the case of lifestyle farms, this transition has already occurred.  Even though these 

are working farms, they are rather small in area, have changed hands not long ago, and 

are run by people with a background in various urban professions rather than traditional 

farming.  Typically, the lifestyle operators have gone into farm tourism deliberately, 

with more professional planning and greater reliance on the tourism income stream.  

There are a number of similarities between retirement and lifestyle farms, but the 

backgrounds of the operators are different.   

 

In addition, the lifestyle farms themselves may be considered in two subsidiary 

categories, though these are not statistically distinct.  Some of the operators are 

relatively well-off and have moved to a rural property whilst maintaining an 

independent income stream elsewhere.  These operators are generally older and are 

effectively in semi-retirement.  Other lifestyle farm tourism operators, in contrast, are 

young families with children, not necessarily well off, who want to raise their children 

in a rural environment, which they perceive as healthier and less subject to crime than 

urban areas.  Both the “old rich” and “young poor” lifestyle farm tourism operators, 

however, are likely to continue their farm tourism operations irrespective of any 

changes in the agricultural sector, because they do not rely on agriculture for income: 

they farm for fun, not money.   

 

 

Social versus Economic Motivations  

 

Taking the four groups together, the majority of Australian farm tourism operators also 

run their tourism enterprises for fun as well as money.  Internationally, Northern 

Hemisphere research on the motivations of farm tourism operators has generally found 

that income considerations predominated over social benefits, whereas in New Zealand 

the reverse applied.  In Australia, the two seem to be linked, but social motivations are 

slightly preponderant.  Across all four groups, however, the key issue is that farm 

tourism operators need income from tourism to maintain their farming lifestyle.  Most 

of them also enjoy the social interactions up to a degree, though social fatigue, 

conversational burn-out and interference with internal family dynamics were mentioned 

quite frequently as social costs of farm tourism.   
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Most respondents need an income to stay on their properties, and chose tourism to 

combine with farming since it allows them to work on rather than off-farm, is seen as a 

more independent career option, and in some cases provides cashflow to cover rates and 

retirement costs. Availability of spare rooms was a significant factor for those properties 

which had them, since it reduces capital investment in starting up tourism. Different 

properties have different kinds of spare rooms. Some were former family rooms, vacant 

once children leave home. Others were formers shearers’ or stockmen’s quarters. Spare 

rooms were more important for full-time farmers than other types. Relatively few 

families expected their children to take over management of their farm tourism 

businesses, but many saw these businesses as contributing to their children’s future by 

helping to keep the property in the family. Few landholdings were able to support two 

generations at once, so handover of farming operations and inheritance of land and 

assets were often problematical. In some areas the cashflow from tourism could 

alleviate these difficulties, but not often.  

 

Free text responses in the mail-out surveys generally confirmed the quantitative data, 

but with some differences in emphasis. In particular the former focused more on 

external forcing factors such as droughts and commodity prices; the latter more on 

internal family circumstances.  

 

 

Audits and In-depth Interviews  

 

In-depth interviews with individual operators yielded a very rich set of information on 

the detailed history of family farms, farm families and farm tourism operations, 

including both personal and financial aspects.  The surveys, with data from almost half 

of the entire Australian population of farm tourism operators, provided a highly reliable 

skeleton; the detailed interviews, covering 10%, put flesh on the bones.  These 

interviews also provided information on operating practices and on social costs and 

benefits to the operators; but most critically, they showed how the detailed dynamics of 

family businesses interact with broader changes in rural economies and environments.   

Whilst each individual operation was distinct and indeed unique, a common general 

theme was that farm families had considered the opportunities and constraints for a farm 
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tourism business for a number of years, often with informal visits by friends of the 

family, and were finally motivated to commence commercial operations in response to 

identifiable trigger events.  In some cases these trigger events were external, principally 

changes in market conditions or government policy affecting the viability of the 

agricultural operations.  In other cases they were internal, principally changes in family 

structure or individual capabilities which affected their ability to continue farming as 

before.  In many cases it was the combination of internal and external factors which 

finally triggered the establishment of a commercial farm tourism business.  There were 

relatively few instances, largely in the lifestyle group, where interviewees had made a 

deliberate decision to start a farm tourism business from scratch as their principal source 

of income, with a professional business and investment plan and a considered marketing 

strategy. 

 

 

Policy Implications  

 

From a policy perspective, several useful conclusions may be drawn from these research 

results.  It appears that the farm tourism sector in Australia is smaller, in proportional 

terms, than in North American or European nations; and that farm tourism operators 

place greater importance on social and lifestyle rather than economic benefits, than their 

Northern Hemisphere counterparts.  One possible reason for this is that European and 

North American farmers have become used, over recent decades, to relying on 

agricultural subsidies as an important component of their overall income stream.  As 

these have gradually been reduced or replaced with agri-environment schemes in 

response to international trade obligations, the landholders may have turned to tourism 

as a substitute for subsidies.  This, however, remains to be tested. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 
 

1.1. Context  
 

Farm tourism is a feature of changing countrysides worldwide. Traditionally, rural areas 

were distinguished by their economic characteristics, notably a focus on agriculture and 

forestry; and by their geographical characteristics such as dispersed settlement patterns 

and sparsely populated areas (Cloke & Milbourne, 1992). The concept of rurality was 

derived from its peripherality, remoteness, backwardness, and dependence on economic 

activity in particular primary industries (Nilsson, 2002, Butler, Hall, & Jenkins, 1998, 

Sharpley & Vass, 2006).  

 

In the early 1990s, however, a shift in the perception of the countryside and the role of 

agriculture took place in western developed societies. The decreasing importance of 

agricultural production as an economic activity, increased mobility of people, urban 

sprawl, and new uses of rural places for tourism and recreation have changed the 

concept of rurality. In this new context, rural areas are seen as places of consumption 

more than production, with new landscapes and social networks (Marsden, 1999).  

 

These shifts have brought major changes for family farms. Many landholdings which 

were previously profitable solely through agricultural commodity production, are no 

longer viable. Farmers have had to adjust: by expanding acreage, intensifying 

production, shifting to specialised crops or livestock, selling land, seeking employment 

off-farm, or diversifying income streams on-farm. Thus, farm tourism has become a 

means for farm households to gain additional income. In rural and regional areas, where 

income from farm commodity production has fallen, farm tourism appears to offer 

considerable potential to expand economic opportunities.  

 

This induced shift towards a contemporary consumption countryside (Marsden, 1999) 

has also been of political concern, because of the pressures it has placed on traditional 

socio-economic structures in rural areas. Indeed, farm tourism has been promoted as a 
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policy instrument in many countries; a way to rejuvenate rural and regional economies 

and to preserve traditional rural societies and landscapes (Hjalager, 1996; Busby & 

Rendle, 2000; Canoves, Villarino, Priestley, & Blanco, 2004). As a consequence, 

governments in different countries and continents have adopted different policies 

towards farmers and rural landholders.  

 

In addition to its role in keeping long-term farming families on their land, farm tourism 

is one of the income opportunities available to people moving to rural areas for lifestyle 

reasons. Such amenity migration is currently changing rural land tenure, land-use and 

community structure in many parts of the world (Johnson, Maxwell, & Aspinall, 2003; 

Moss, 2006). Farm tourism has therefore become increasingly significant for regional, 

national and state government agencies responsible for tourism promotion and rural 

development. The factors which motivate farm landholders to open and operate tourism 

enterprises have a social and economic significance that goes well beyond their 

immediate economic impact.  

 

Farm tourism has a long history and has received research attention by academics with a 

range of perspectives. The most commonly addressed research topics specifically 

related to farm tourism include: farm-based tourism as a form of on-farm diversification 

(Evans & Ilbery, 1989, 1992a, 1992b); gender aspects (Garcia-Ramon, Canoves, & 

Valdovinos, 1995; Iakovidou & Turner, 1995; McGehee, Kim, & Jennings, 2006); 

ideological considerations; and planning and marketing of farm tourism operations 

(Davis & Gilbert, 1992; Clarke, 1996, 1999; Nilsson, 2002).  

 

By far the majority of studies have been undertaken in Europe, particularly in England 

and Wales (Frater, 1983; Evans & Ilbery, 1989, 1992; Clarke, 1996; Ilbery, Bowler, 

Clark, Crockett, & Shaw, 1998; Walford, 2001; Sharpley & Vass, 2006); in Germany 

(Opperman, 1996); in the rural Mediterranean landscapes of Italy (Sonnino, 2004), 

Spain (Perales, 2002; Canoves & Priestley, 2003, Canoves et al., 2004), Greece 

(Iakovidou & Turner, 1995; Papakonstantinidis, 2003) and Crete (Kousis, 1989). Some 

research has been undertaken in Canada (Weaver & Fennell, 1997), Montana 

(Nickerson, Black & Cool, 2001) and Virginia (McGehee & Kim, 2004) as well as 

Israel (Fleischer & Tchetchik, 2005; Fleischer & Felsenstein, 2000; Reichel, Lowengart, 
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& Milman, 2000) and New Zealand (Pearce, 1990; Opperman, 1998; Hall & Kearsley, 

2001; Hogh, 2001).  

 

Irrespective of geographical location, one common theme in previous research is that 

most farm tourism operations are family businesses which developed largely from 

family farms (Getz, Carlsen, & Morrison, 2003; Keating & Little, 1997). Family 

businesses are unique and complex entities. Therefore, farm tourism businesses are 

distinctive; they behave in different ways from non-family tourism businesses, because 

they are both family businesses and family farms.  

 

In addition to its very real, immediate and practical significance for farm landholders 

and rural communities, therefore, farm tourism can provide theoretical insights to 

improve understanding both of family businesses and of rural change. The motivations 

that inspire farm tourism operators are therefore important.  Do farm landholders start 

tourism businesses because they have to or because they want to? Are they long-term 

farming families who want to keep their children on the inherited family property, or 

recent migrants from the city who want a hobby, tax break or some companionship in 

rural retirement? In the most basic terms, do they do it for money or for fun?  

 

This is a significant distinction. At its most simplistic, it is the difference between 

tourism subsidising farming, or farming subsidising tourism. This distinction has both 

practical as well as theoretical significance. For example, the ways in which farm 

landholders respond to changes in market conditions or governmental programs, in 

either the agricultural or tourism sector, may depend strongly on how they see the 

relationship between their tourism and farming enterprises. Thus, investment of time 

and resources, involvement of family members, willingness to employ staff or 

contribute to tourism marketing campaigns, reactions to increased fuel prices or tourist 

demand, all are likely to differ between landholders who see farm tourism simply as a 

way to meet some interesting people, and those who see it as a critical component of the 

earnings that are needed to maintain their possession of a long-term family property.  
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Unless the motivations for establishment of farm tourism businesses can be understood, 

any policy initiatives which rely on or relate to farm tourism are unlikely to be effective 

or efficient, whether from a tourism, farming, or rural development perspective. 

 

 

1.2. Aims  
 

The thesis sets out specifically to make a theoretical, practical and methodological 

contribution to current understanding of farm tourism. 

 

The major objectives of the thesis are: 

 To establish the scale and scope of the farm tourism sector in Australia. 

 To identify the motivations that lead Australian farm tourism operators to 

establish farm tourism businesses. 

 To establish a detailed profile of the farm tourism operators. 

 To investigate the interdependencies between family, farming and tourism 

business issues, including the importance of succession and inheritance. 

 To consider the application of family business models in the farm tourism 

sector. 

 

The overall goal of this research was to examine Australian farm tourism businesses as 

social and economic constructs in rural environments. This included establishing a 

profile of the farm tourism operators and identifying motivations and factors that lead to 

the establishment of farm tourism operations throughout Australia.  

 

The critical research aim was to establish which Australian farmers establish farm 

tourism operations and why they do so. The analysis was carried out at the intersection 

of two largely separate bodies of theory – family business and rural studies research.  
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1.3. Significance  
 

The complexities arising from the interrelationships of farm family and tourism 

businesses, the personal characteristics of farm tourism operators, and their attitudes and 

motivations have not previously been studied at a national scale anywhere in the world.  

 

Family farm tourism businesses provide a potentially fertile field of business research 

since they bring tourism business cultures and challenges to farming families and rural 

communities. Recent growth in farm tourism worldwide reflects a shift in rural 

development, a transformation of rural societies and rural space. The motivations of 

farm tourism families are thus significant not only for purely ethnographic reasons, but 

also in developing a framework to interpret changes in western rural environments and 

societies.   

 

The methodological approach adopted here also represents a significant expansion from 

previous research. All previous research on the motivations of tourism operators has 

used either survey instruments alone, or small sets of interviews, but not both. The 

research reported here, in contrast, uses a triangulation strategy, combining quantitative 

and qualitative methods of data collection to improve the range and reliability of results.  

 

 

1.4. Approach and Rationale 
 

A three-phase approach was adopted. The first phase aimed to establish a broad 

statistical profile of farm tourism operators in Australia, since this basic information 

was not available previously. Such scarcity of empirical information is a common 

difficulty during research on small businesses in tourism (Page, Forer & Lawton, 1999). 

In this first phase, therefore, a comprehensive inventory of farm tourism businesses 

throughout Australia was compiled from primary and secondary marketing materials 

such as websites and brochures from individual operators and from regional tourism 

associations. This national database was analysed to map the geographic locations of 

farm tourism operations throughout Australia, and to determine statistical patterns in 

farm size and types, guest capacities, and prices.  
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In the second phase of this research a 92-item questionnaire was distributed by mail to 

all farm tourism businesses nationwide. The survey was divided into four major areas of 

inquiry: (1) the family; (2) the farm business; (3) the farm tourism business; and (4) 

ownership. Questions included pre-coded and free-text responses, quantitative and 

categorical data, and motivational statements with Likert-scale responses.  

 

In the third research phase, in-depth interviews were carried out with families engaged 

in farm tourism, either in person or for more remote areas, by telephone. The interviews 

had three main goals.  They confirmed and expanded data provided from the mail 

questionnaires. They provided a historical chronology of critical events, both for 

internal family-related factors and for external factors affecting the businesses. Most 

importantly, they revealed how these internal and external factors have interacted to 

drive the development of those specific family farm tourism businesses. 

Conceptually this research was conducted as a multi-method approach. The aim of this 

approach was to understand general as well as unique features of Australian family farm 

tourism businesses, so as to draw out an analysis that will have a wider application. 

 

 

1.5. Theoretical Frameworks 
 

Farm tourism can be considered within, and contributes to, two conceptually distinct 

though overlapping theoretical frameworks: rural studies and family business (Figure 

1.1). Throughout this thesis, these frameworks are applied in parallel.  
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Figure 1.1 Theoretical Context  
 

 

1.6. Structure of the Thesis  
 

In Chapters 2 and 3 the two theoretical frameworks, rural studies and family business, 

are examined and reviewed. Chapter 4 reviews current knowledge of the farm tourism 

sector worldwide. Chapter 5 details the methods used in each of the three phases 

outlined above, including data collection, quantitative and qualitative analyses, 

statistical test procedures and cross-validation.  

 

Chapter 6 to Chapter 11 report the results. In Chapter 6, the overall scale and scope of 

farm tourism businesses in Australia are described. Chapter 7 gives a more 

comprehensive profile of the operators, including details of the family farm and farm 

tourism business, and personal characteristics of the farm tourism business operators as 

identified from the mail survey. Chapter 8 presents an analysis of the operators’ 

motivations in establishing their farm tourism businesses, using both quantitative and 

qualitative information. In Chapter 9 the qualitative inquiry reveals personal business 
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and family history findings relevant to the context of family business operations. The 

succession of the farm tourism business comes under further scrutiny in Chapter 10, 

along with opportunities and constraints. The application of various family business 

models is discussed in Chapter 11. The conclusions from this study are presented in 

Chapter 12. 

 

 

                          
                        Plate 2.1 A Stockman at Wrotham Park  
                          (Voyages Resorts, 2006) 
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Chapter 2 

Rural Studies Framework 
 

2.1. Introduction  
 

From a rural studies perspective, the move into farm tourism is perceived as a form of 

income diversification for rural landholders, particularly those facing financial pressures 

due to global changes in the structure of agricultural commodity markets and production 

systems. Historically, agriculture was the centre of economic activity in rural areas, and 

determined traditional social patterns. Many landholdings which were previously 

profitable solely through agricultural commodity production, however, are no longer 

viable. Farmers have had to adjust: by expanding acreage, intensifying production, 

shifting to specialized crops or livestock, selling land, seeking employment off-farm, or 

diversifying income streams on-farm (Marsden 1984; Bateman & Ray, 1994; Dimianos 

& Skuras, 1996; Meert, VanHuylenbroeack, Vernimmen, Bourgeois, & VanHecke, 

2004; Johnson, 2004).  

 

Tourism is one such diversification strategy (Dernoi, 1983; Frater, 1983; Ilbery, Bowler, 

Clark, Crockett & Shaw, 1998; Evans & Ilbery, 1989, 1992; Busby & Rendle, 2000; 

Cox & Fox, 2003; Holloway, 2004). Thus, farm tourism is a means by which farm 

households gain additional income. The addition of tourism to a farming economy can 

hence be examined at a regional as well as an individual-enterprise scale. In a research 

context, rural studies is a diverse field, incorporating rural geography and sociology as 

well as economics, and farm tourism can be considered within any of these disciplines.  

 

In many parts of the world farm tourism has a long history, far predating recent changes 

in the agricultural sector. As a consequence, rural families in these areas have a long 

tradition of hospitality, and many enjoy meeting guests and travellers irrespective of 

income considerations (Canoves et al., 2004; Pearce, 1990; Hall & Rusher, 2004). 

Indeed, in some societies it would still be considered rude to proffer or accept payment 

for such hospitality, so that the adoption of farm tourism as a commercial enterprise 
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requires a period of cultural transition. For some landholders, therefore, the social 

aspects of meeting visitors may still be as or more important than income (Pearce, 1990; 

Hogh, 2001). That is, farm tourism may have social goals rather than, or in addition to, 

purely economic goals.  

 

Rural studies also provide a convenient framework to consider farm tourism operations 

run by recent amenity migrants: where people start farm tourism businesses not to stay 

in the countryside, but to move there.  Such amenity migration is currently changing 

rural land tenure, land-use and community structure in many parts of the world (Johnson 

et al., 2003; Moss, 2006). Farm tourism is one of the income opportunities available to 

people who move to rural areas, with lifestyle goals such as being able to live and work 

on a rural property, or being able to work at home whilst caring for small children 

(Garcia-Ramon, Canoves & Valdovinos, 1995; Canoves & Priestley, 2003).  

 

Farm tourism has been promoted as a policy instrument in many parts of the world, a 

way to rejuvenate rural and regional economies and to preserve traditional rural 

societies and landscapes (Hjalager, 1996; Busby & Rendle, 2000; Canoves et al., 2004). 

Governments in different countries and continents have adopted a variety of policies 

towards farmers and rural landholders. In Europe and North America, there are complex 

and well-funded programs to preserve farm landscapes and to support farmers and rural 

communities (Frater, 1983; Williams, Shaw & Greenwood, 1989; McEachern, 1992; 

Pfeffer & Lapping, 1994; Hjalager, 1996; Marsden 1999; Busby & Rendle, 2000; 

Johnson & Maxwell, 2001; Marsden, Banks & Bristow, 2002; Paquette & Domon, 

2003, Morris, 2006). In Australia, there have been a range of direct and indirect 

government subsidies for farmers, but no coherent structural adjustment packages 

(Holmes, 2006). Recent changes to international trade agreements have led to gradual 

reductions in some of these subsidies. 

 

Farm tourism may also be considered as a component within the economic and social 

geography of the tourism sector. Indeed, this is the way it is perceived by other 

subsectors of the tourism industry, and in particular by national and regional tourism 

promotion agencies.  Farm tourism provides one of the primary attractions, along with 

parks and other nature-based opportunities, for tourists travelling beyond urban centres 

and gateways. The entire rural tourism sector, including accommodation and services in 
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rural townships, depends on tourists visiting these attractions. Farm tourism has 

therefore become increasingly significant for regional, national and state government 

agencies responsible for tourism promotion and rural development. In many countries, 

farm tourism is a growing sector of the tourism spectrum. This is not necessarily, 

however, how it is perceived by the farm tourism operators themselves, and this is one 

reason why an understanding of these operators’ motivations is of particular 

significance for the study of tourism as well as family farms and rural societies. 

 
 

2.2. Rural Social Change 
 

Rural areas world-wide are undergoing a dramatic restructuring process, often referred 

to as post-productivist transition (PPT) (Marsden, Whatmore, Munton, & Little, 1986; 

Marden, Whatmore, & Munton, 1987; Cloke & Milbourne, 1992; Marsden, 1999; 

Marsden, Banks & Bristow, 2002; Walford, 2003). At the beginning of the 20th 

century, most of the energy used for production came from manpower, assisted with 

horse, bullock or steam power, and therefore required a large number of unskilled 

workers. Over the past 50 years, however, mechanised technologies have replaced the 

majority of this workforce. Agriculture now accounts for less than 5% of the 

employment in most developed nations. In addition, changes in the agricultural industry 

due to fluctuations in commodity prices, technological innovations and policy changes 

have had an enormous impact on economic, social and land-use structures in rural areas.  

 

In Australia, 58% of the total area is under agricultural production, but the agricultural 

sector contributes only 3% to Australia’s GNP (Australian Government, 2005). Since 

1993, most individual farms in all States and Territories of Australia have made an 

overall loss (Australian Government, 2005). Only farms in the top 20% of gross receipts 

have generated a positive return to capital during that period. In 1999/2000, the top 12% 

of farm enterprises produced over 50% of the total value of Australian agricultural 

production and secured the productivity growth of the industry as a whole (Australian 

Bureau of Statistics, 2003b). The top ten agricultural landholders control an estimated 

780 million ha, over 7% of Australia’s landmass (Australia Bureau of Agricultural and 

Resource Economics, 2002). The large and profitable farms are not distributed 
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homogeneously across the landscape: the landscapes of broad-acre cropping zones offer 

the greatest opportunities for viable farm businesses. In addition, they offer few 

alternatives for other land purchasers, due to their largely flat and featureless landscapes 

(Barr, 2003).  

 

Economic changes have brought significant social impacts. In 1911, 43% of Australia’s 

population lived in rural areas. In 2001, the percentage was estimated to be around 13% 

(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2003a). Modern farming techniques generally require 

less labour, which leads to population decline and a decoupling of country town 

economies from the farming sector. This decline of small country towns takes away not 

only services and other industries, but also social networks (Barr, 2003).  

 

The family farm continues to be the predominant social and economic structure in 

agriculture. In 2001, there were over 144 000 agricultural businesses in Australia, with 

99% being family farms (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2003a). The majority of farms 

are located in regional and remote areas of Australia, with only about 6% of farmers 

living in metropolitan areas. During 2003/2004 the number of farms in Australia fell by 

2% over the year, down from 133,000 to 131,000 farms. This continued a decline in 

farm numbers seen in previous years (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2005). Altogether, 

the number of farming families in Australia decreased by 22% between 1986 and 2000 

(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2003a).  

 

In 2003/2004, 42,400 farms (32%) were between 100 and 499 ha in area. These farms 

were engaged principally in beef cattle grazing, dairying, sheep grazing or mixed grain-

sheep/beef cattle growing (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2005). Small farms less than 

50 ha were the second largest group, accounting for 25,100 farms (19%). Large farms 

over 2,500 ha numbered14,700 (11%) of all farms and were engaged mainly in grazing 

or cropping operations (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2005). 

 

The beef cattle farming industry remained the largest in terms of farm numbers, with 

around 27% of all farms. The mixed farming sector (grain plus sheep or beef cattle) was 

the next largest with around 12% of all farms, followed by the grain sector with 11% 

(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2005).  
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2.3. Political Context  
 

In the early 1990s, a shift in the perception of the countryside and the role of agriculture 

took place in western developed societies. The decreased importance of agricultural 

production as an economic activity, increasing population mobility, expanding urban 

sprawl, and new uses of rural places for tourism and recreation led to changed concepts 

of rurality. In its new context, rural areas were increasingly seen as places of 

consumption protection (Cloke & Milbourne,1992; Marsden, 1999) and (Holmes, 

2006). This change, however, also altered traditional features of rural societies, such as 

family farm landscapes and their social networks. Marsden (1999, p.503) calls for “a 

new political social economy of rural space”, which takes into account both the 

economic and social pressures that induce change in rural areas.  

 

In Europe and North America, there are complex and well-funded programs to preserve 

farm landscapes and to support farmers and rural communities (McEachern, 1992; 

Pfeffer & Lapping, 1994; Hjalager, 1996; Marsden 1999; Johnson & Maxwell, 2001; 

Morris, 2006). Pressured by the World Trade Organisation (Uruguay Round) to 

liberalise its highly protected agricultural market, it was Europe in particular which 

initiated a new direction in agricultural production, resulting eventually in the 

promotion of multifunctionality (Ilbery et al., 1998). In this context, multifunctionality 

generally refers to production of values and goods beyond food and fibre; such as 

cultural landscapes, recreational products and conservation of biodiversity (Daugstad 

Ronningen, & Skar, 2006). A transition took place from a productivist agricultural 

regime based on intensification and specialisation of production, to one of post-

productivism characterised by a greater focus on pluriactivity, agri-environmental 

subsidy schemes, and a decoupling of agricultural production from agricultural support 

mechanisms (Ilbery et al., 1998; Burton & Walford, 2005). Authors such as Marsden et 

al. (1987) have applied the term rural restructuring to describe the complex nature of the 

changes that have occurred in and impacted on the countryside.  

 

The European Union has adopted a wide range of structural measures and resource 

adjustments, known as the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). Initially, these 

measures were intended to control the productive capacity of the land by decreasing the 

 
 

  



14 Farm Tourism in Australia 

volume of production; increasing the size of farm holdings; and improving 

technological inputs in order to take advantage of economies of scale. These structural 

schemes targeted various rural industry sectors, and provided financial support to 

improve the economic viability of farms by increasing the productivity of labour (Ray, 

2002; Ilbery et al., 1998). This new support system had a significant impact on the rural 

economy and countryside. The main consequences were: an even greater production 

surplus than previously; intensification, concentration and specialisation of farming 

activities; an increasing disparity in income between large agri-businesses and small 

family farms; and a mass migration out of rural areas. Small farms were forced to look 

for alternative sources of income. Different localities responded to the transition in 

different ways, reflecting their natural comparative advantages and suitability for 

agricultural production (Ilbery, 1991; Ilbery et al., 1998; Marsden et al., 1986; Meert et 

al., 2005).  

 

In 1988, the European Community Commission released a report entitled ‘The Future of 

the Rural Society’, which became symbolic of this fundamental rethinking, and the 

ideological base for a range of structural funding schemes. The previous sectoral 

(horizontal) approach was gradually replaced by a structural (vertical) one (Ray, 2000). 

Agriculture became seen as only part of an autonomous rural society and space, and not 

necessarily dominating it as previously. The report acknowledged the need to support 

small-scale farming in rural areas so as to offset the effects of structural change on rural 

societies, and promoted heterogeneity of land use including tourism and conservation. 

Conceptually, policy makers aimed to localise economic control in rural areas by 

encouraging the use of their cultural resources and identity (Ray, 2000). Cultural 

identity in this context referred to, e.g., specific ethnic foods, crafts and languages.  

 

The LEADER (Liason Entre Actions de Developpement de le’Economie Rurale) I, II 

and LEADER+ initiatives were a continuation of this report. The LEADER program 

was launched in 1991. Its initiatives promote regional development and cultural identity 

(Wanhill, 2004; Ray, 2000).  It is the single largest source for tourism funding in 

Europe, particularly in economically less advanced regions. Areas qualifying for 

regional aid programmes are defined according to the nature of their economic 

problems. Initially five and later six categories of regional areas were identified (Table 

2.1).  
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Table 2.1 LEADER Structural Funds Objectives 1989-1999 
 
Objective  Aim  Objective  Aim  

1989-93 1994-99 

    
1 1 Promoting development and structural 

adjustment of the regions whose 
development is lagging behind (where 
per capita GDP is less than 75% of 
EU average) 

Promoting development and 
structural adjustment of the regions 
whose development is lagging 
behind (where per capita GDP is 
less than 75% of EU average) 

  
    
2 2 Converting regions or areas seriously 

affected by industrial decline 
Converting regions or areas 
seriously affected by industrial 
decline 
 

    
3 3 Combating long-term unemployment, 

integrating young people and those 
threatened with exclusion from the 
labour market, into working life  

Combating long-term 
unemployment 

 
    
4 4 Facilitating the occupational 

integration of young people  
The adaptation of workers to changes 
in industry and systems of production 
through measures to prevent 
unemployment  
 

    
5a 5a Adapting structures in the sectors of 

agriculture and fisheries in line with 
reform of the Common Agricultural 
Policy  

Adapting production, processing 
and marketing structures in 
agriculture and forestry  

 
    
5b 5b The economic diversification of 

fragile rural areas 
Promoting the development of rural 
areas, including preservation of the 
countryside and the environment, 
rural and tourist infrastructure and 
the development of forestry 
activities  
 

    
Meeting the special problems of the 
very thinly populated regions of 
Nordic countries 

6 

 
Source: Wanhill (2004) 
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The objectives above served as underlying geographical criteria for the LEADER 

programs, which were conducted in three phases between 1989 and 2006. Over €9 

billion were provided as funding for regional areas under Objectives 1, 5b and 6 

(Wanhill, 2004; Ray, 2000). 

 

Rural tourism was explicitly mentioned as a potentially important tool to preserve 

landscapes and cultural identity in the ‘Cork Declaration’ in 1996. Rural tourism in this 

context, however, is a broad term applying to a heterogeneous product mix in rural 

European countrysides; going beyond tourism on farms (Pulina, Dettori, & Paba, 2004).  

 

LEADER initiatives had a significant impact on the development of farm tourism in 

European member states. Funding was provided to renovate buildings and upgrade 

accommodation, to establish marketing networks and booking facilities, and for training 

in tourism (Jenkins, Hall & Troughton, 1998). 

 

The LEADER programs were intended to improve the quality of life in rural areas, add 

value to local production, and facilitate market access for small producers via collective 

actions. In addition, a range of environmental schemes have been introduced in the 

European member states to conserve and preserve natural and cultural features of the 

environment. One example is the Countryside Stewardship Scheme and the 

Environmentally Sensitive Area Scheme in the UK, which offer direct payments to 

conserve, restore and maintain a range of landscapes and historical features and to 

implement environmentally sustainable farming practises (Carey, Manchester & 

Firbank, 2005; Morris, 2006).  

 

According to Marsden (1999, p.502), however, these programs have only “marginally 

affected some rural areas” and further “have not been capable of shielding rural areas 

from the vulnerabilities and growing disparities that globalisation brings”.   

 

In Australia there have been a range of direct and indirect governmental subsidies for 

farmers, but no coherent structural adjustment packages (Holmes, 2006). From 2002-

2004, Australian farmers received an average of 4.3% of their annual income from 

government subsidies, as compared with 31% in the European Union and about 17% in 

the United States of America (USA) (Breusch, 2006).  
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Changes to international trade agreements have led to gradual reductions in some of 

these subsidies in recent years. For Australia, a country which once ‘rode on the sheep’s 

back,’ the farming lifestyle is a deep-seated way of life, especially on stations in remote 

outback areas. These regions, their people and pastoralism embody the pioneer spirit of 

the nation (Gill, 2005). Despite the ideological implications of farming, the industry 

struggles with world market conditions as well as natural challenges such as long 

periods of drought, floods, bushfires and cyclones.  

 

 

2.4. Alternative Farm Enterprises: Diversification and Pluriactivity  
 

Many landholdings which were previously profitable solely through agricultural 

production are no longer viable. Farmers have adopted a range of strategies in response: 

expanding acreage, intensifying production, shifting to specialised crops or livestock, 

selling land, seeking employment off-farm, or diversifying income streams on-farm 

(Marsden, 1984; Bateman & Ray, 1994; Evans & Ilbery, 1989, 1992; Dimianos & 

Skuras, 1996; Johnson, 2004; Meert et al., 2005).  

 

Two major adjustment strategies are identified in the literature: diversification and 

pluriactivity. Diversification refers to a diversion of farm-based resources on the farm, 

whilst pluriactivity covers all forms of non-agricultural income streams both on and off 

the farm (Ilbery, 1991; Bateman & Ray, 1994). Hence, pluriactivity goes beyond the 

concept of diversification and includes renting of land, house or vacant buildings, as 

well as off-farm employment or other income.  

 

Direct sales of farm produce are the most popular form of on-farm diversification in 

many European and North American agricultural areas (Meert et al., 2005). The 

pressure to diversify has forced many farmers in competitive regions to be creative and 

entrepreneurial. One example of such an activity is the Community Supported 

Agriculture (CSA) movement in the USA, which currently involves over 400 farms. 

CSA consists of a community of individuals who support farm operations as share-

holders, so that the farmland becomes legally or spiritually a community farm. These 

individuals cover the anticipated costs of the farm operation in advance, including the 
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farmer’s salary, and receive shares in the produce throughout the season. Generally, the 

farms operate under organic or biodynamic principles and produce a variety of 

vegetables, fruit, herbs, milk and eggs (DeMuth, 1993).  

 

Farm families, households and businesses are subject to a wide range of external 

factors. These include changes to: non-farm capital (e.g. conditions of credit); 

governmental regulations (e.g. new or changed agricultural policy measures); market 

trends (e.g. declining or increasing demand or prices); the availability of new 

technologies (e.g. bio-fuel); the behaviour of institutions with an agricultural interest 

(e.g. rural development agencies); the physical environment (e.g. climate); and broader 

social trends (e.g. the changing role of women in rural societies).  

 

Internal stimuli for changes include: changing profitability of the farm business, time, 

employment relations, leisure, family stage and family life cycle. The critical issue in 

internal transformations of the farm business is the extent to which farm production 

alone can satisfy the need for income, firstly of the farm family itself, and secondly of 

the wider business organisation on which the family depends for its material well-being. 

In the short-term, farm households often respond to business pressures by reducing their 

living expenditures (Marsden et al., 1986). Besides the option of leaving agricultural 

production altogether, family farms have a range of options available to maintain a 

viable agricultural business in the longer term. Broadly, the main options are either: (a) 

intensification and expansion of the business; or (b) value-adding and diversification, 

either into agricultural or non-agricultural activities which can supplement the core 

farming business. A range of adjustment strategies, both on-farm and off-farm, are 

summarised in Table 2.2. 
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Table 2.2 Adjustment Strategies Available to Farm Businesses  
 
Adjustment Strategy  Description  

  
Farm enterprise change  Changing production type 

Increasing income from non-farming enterprises on the farm (e.g. farm 
tourism)  
 

  
Labour change  Usually, substituting family for hired labour to reduce costs  

 
  
Business structure change  Usually, changing from sole proprietor to a partnership  
 
  
Tenure change Either by buying land or selling land and leasing it back  

 
  
Size change Buy or sell land either to expand or finance diversification  
 
  
Economic centrality change Increase or decrease off-farm income  
 
Source: Centre for Rural Research, (UK), 2003 
 

 

About 58% of English farmers pursued some sort of diversified activity in 2002 (Centre 

for Rural Research, 2003). Agricultural services (e.g. contract machinery services) and 

trading enterprises were the most popular diversification strategies for the English 

farmers, followed by tourism. Nearly 25% of farms offered accommodation and 

catering (Centre for Rural Research, 2003). Larger farms were more likely to have 

diversified their businesses, making use of their greater resource bases, whilst smaller 

farms were more likely to be pluriactive. Although the need to create an alternative 

income was the most important motivation to establish a diversified enterprise, the need 

to investigate the influence of internal (family) factors in the overall process was also 

emphasised (Centre for Rural Research, 2003). 

 

In 1990/1991 about 93% of farm households in Wales (UK) were pluriactive in the 

sense of having some income from non-conventional sources (Bateman & Ray, 1994). 

By far the most important pluriactive activity was off-farm work (Meert et al., 2005), 

which is contrary to all European policy approaches to encourage on-farm 

diversification (Bateman & Ray, 1994). Similarly, about 29% of the Australian farm 
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population worked off-farm in 2000/01 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2003b).  

Most of the employment off-farm was taken by the female partner (Australian Bureau 

of Statistics, 2003). The highest rates of off-farm employment were found in Tasmania 

(27%), then Victoria and South Australia (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2003b).  

 

In a study of Belgian farmers, Meert et al. (2005) concluded that off-farm employment 

was by far the most preferred diversification strategy. Taking off-farm employment, 

however, did not necessarily mean that farming was abandoned altogether. In fact, the 

time allocated for the off-farm employment was organised so as to maintain on-farm 

activity; the income derived was reinvested into the farm rather than the household; and 

all this was justified by attachment to the agricultural lifestyle (Meert et al., 2005).  

 

Opportunities to obtain off-farm income, however, depend significantly on the age, 

educational background, attitude and openness of the farmer. Generally, farmers 

combine their resources and efforts to achieve a subjectively-chosen satisfactory level 

of income (Dimianos & Skuras, 1996). For example, adoption of new technologies and 

production systems to intensify production is correlated positively with farm size. Large 

farms are more likely to adopt new crops, and younger farmers are more likely to adopt 

crops which are riskier and produce higher returns only in the long run. On the other 

hand, young and more highly educated farmers are more likely to diversify or take off-

farm employment (Dimianos & Skuras, 1996).  

 

Walford (2003) found that about 82% of large-scale farms in England preferred 

structural diversification strategies which are closely related to traditional agriculture, 

such as contracting work. Only 27% chose tourism as a diversification option (Walford, 

2003). Further, he concluded that farmers did indeed increase diversification in response 

to the introduction of diversification schemes (Walford, 2003). 

 

Bowler et al. (1996) developed a classification scheme of three main pathways and 

seven subsidiary pathways of farm business development (Table 2.3). These pathways 

describe alternative accumulation and survival strategies for farm businesses.  
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The three main pathways are:  

1. Maintaining the full-time, profitable and mainly food producing role of a viable 

agricultural enterprise (subsidiary pathways 1 and 2). 

2. Income diversification by restructuring the fixed assets of the farm household 

into non-agricultural activities (subsidiary pathways 3 and 4).  

3. Marginalisation of the farm as a profitable enterprise (subsidiary pathways 5, 6 

and 7). 

 

The pathways are not hierarchical or mutually exclusive, and it is possible for a farm 

enterprise to combine different pathways. Pathways 2 and 3 in the classification scheme 

describe the diversification options available to farm enterprises. Pathway 2 refers to 

agricultural diversification with a new farm activity being introduced. In pathway 3 the 

farm resources are restructured into non-agricultural products on-farm and hence 

describe structural diversification. The importance of agricultural activity decreases 

successively from pathway 1 to pathway 7, together with dependence on fixed farm 

assets and the requirement for capital. In pathway 4, the income stream is unconnected 

with the farm business and obtained off-farm (‘Pluriactivity’).  
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Table 2.3 Pathways of Farm Business Change 
 

Pathway  Description  

 
1 

 
Extension of the industrial model of productivist agriculture, based on traditional 
farm products 
 

 
2 

 
Redeployment of farm resources into new agricultural products on the farm  
(farm diversification) 
 

 
3 

 
Redeployment of farm resources into new non-agricultural products on the farm 
(structural diversification) 
 

 
4 

 
Redeployment of farm resources into employment off the farm  
(other gainful activities)  
 

 
5 

 
Maintaining the traditional model of conventional farm production, reduced farm 
activity  
 

 
6 

 
Winding down to hobby or semi-retired farming 
 

 
7 

 
Retirement from farming 
 

Source: Bowler et al., 1996 
 

 

Under this model, pathways 2 and 3 lead to the establishment of alternative on-farm 

enterprises, with pathway 3 representing non-agricultural enterprises. Tourism is one 

such structural diversification strategy (Dernoi, 1983; Evans & Ilbery, 1989, 1992; 

Busby & Rendle, 2000; Cox & Fox, 2003; Holloway, 2004; Canoves et al., 2004; 

Sharpley & Vass, 2006). In rural and regional areas where income from farm 

commodity production has fallen, farm tourism has become an increasingly widespread 

and significant component of farm activity income streams, and an increasingly 

important contributor to rural economies and communities world-wide (Canoves et al., 

2004). As a result, farm tourism has been promoted as a policy instrument in many parts 

of the world, a way to rejuvenate regional areas and to preserve traditional rural 

societies and landscapes (Frater, 1983; Hjalager, 1996; Busby & Rendle, 2000).  
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Chapter 3 

 Family Business & Family Farms Frameworks  

 
3.1. Introduction 
 

The vast majority of farm tourism businesses are family businesses on family farms. 

There is a well-defined, though relatively recent, theoretical literature on family 

businesses (Aronoff & Ward, 1995; Aronoff, 1998; Berladinelli, 2002; Astrachan & 

Shanker, 2003; Poza, 2004). The central theme of most of this research is that, in family 

businesses, family factors and relationships are as important as purely commercial 

considerations in determining how decisions are made. 

 

Thus, family business owners may be motivated more by complex lifestyle, family and 

property considerations than by simple growth and profit (Johnson & Rasker, 1995; 

Ateljevic & Doorne, 2000; Getz & Carlsen, 2000; Johnson et al., 2003; Getz et al., 

2003; Getz & Carlsen, 2005; Hall & Rusher, 2004). This contrasts with conventional 

business theory as applied to large publicly-listed corporations, where individual 

personalities are considered very much secondary to corporate structure, and 

maximizing profits for shareholders is treated as the sole corporate goal. In family 

business theory, the business is seen as being there to serve the family, with social as 

well as financial goals (Gersick, Davis, McCollom-Hampton, & Lansberg, 1997). In 

particular, decision-making power is dependent on position in the family as well as 

position in the business. These aspects have been explored for various types of family 

tourism businesses by Getz et al. (2003). They are particularly relevant for family farm 

tourism businesses, where farm families have to operate within the constraints of the 

commercial tourism industry.  

 

In addition to the recent theoretical literature on family businesses, there is also a long-

standing literature on family farms, as one widespread but highly specific type of 

commercial operation (Marsden, 1984; Hutson, 1987; Gasson & Errington, 1993). 

Perhaps the principal theme of such research is that, despite economic pressures towards 

large-scale corporate or industrial farms, family farms persist because of strong ties 
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between the family and the land, commonly a very specific localized piece of land.   

 

Both the landholding and the farm lifestyle are seen as the family’s major asset, to be 

passed on to succeeding generations.  Issues relating to inheritance are thus particularly 

central in family farm research (Ward & Lowe, 1994; Keating & Little, 1997; Burton & 

Walford, 2005).  These issues include: the ability of the landholding to support multiple 

generations simultaneously; the choice of heir, especially if there are several siblings; 

the financing of retirement of the older generation and the transfer of equity to the 

younger generation; and the processes for the transfer of farm management control. In 

the family farming context, the move into the tourism industry is seen as a way to 

generate supplementary income so as to retain the family farmland and the family 

farming lifestyle. 

 

 

3.2. Significance and Characteristics of Family Businesses  
 

The history of family businesses goes back to ancient economies and civilisations. The 

study of family businesses, however, is a relatively new academic field, which was first 

viewed as a separate sub-discipline of business studies in the 1990s (Ward, 1997; 

Aronoff, 1998; Bird, Welsh, Astrachan, & Pistrui, 2002; Gersick et al.1997; Sharma, 

2004; Hollander & Elman, 1988). For research and statistical purposes, family 

enterprises have often been included with small- and medium-sized businesses. This 

inclusion may be convenient but it does not reflect the unique ways in which family 

enterprises operate, and can create difficulties in developing definitions, models and 

frameworks specific to family firms. 

 

In the 1990s a renaissance in so-called family values occurred in western societies, with 

the family gaining a powerful positive image (Aronoff & Ward, 1995). Increased crime 

and poverty, and a breakdown in healthcare, aged care and education systems shifted 

the political focus to functional families and their distinct values. These also form the 

essence of family businesses and thus constitute a significant difference from 

enterprises owned by shareholders and managed by non-family directors.  
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Despite the growing awareness of family businesses as a distinct economic segment, 

relatively few statistics exist, worldwide, on their size and distribution. Academics and 

governmental institutions have used different criteria to distinguish family and non-

family businesses, and these criteria vary enormously between countries (Astrachan & 

Shanker, 2003). As a consequence, estimates of the economic significance of family 

businesses must be examined carefully, with comparisons between countries presenting 

many difficulties. 

 

The proportion of family businesses operating within the free economies of the world is 

estimated as 65-90% of all businesses (Shanker & Astrachan, 1996). About 70-95% of 

all businesses in Europe are family owned or controlled (Getz et al., 2003). In North 

America, family businesses comprise about 95% of all businesses and generate about 

half of the total gross domestic product (GDP) (Shanker & Astrachan, 1996). In 

Australia the contribution to the GDP is also around 50% (Gersick et al., 1997). Family 

owned businesses account for 62% of the total United States employment (Astrachan & 

Shanker, 2003). In Australia around 50% of the workforce is employed in family 

businesses (Getz et al., 2003). 

 

While size is not a criterion for family businesses, the majority of family enterprises are 

small sole proprietorships or couple operated businesses, which will never grow or be 

passed on to another generation (Getz et al., 2003). On the other hand, some family 

businesses are among the largest and most successful businesses in the world (Gersick 

et al., 1997). In the United States 175 of the 500 largest companies (35%) are family 

businesses. Examples include: Wal-Mart, Ford Motor Company, Anheuser-Busch, Levi 

Strauss and Tyson Foods (Purdue University, 2006). 

  

3.3. Definitions and Concepts of Family Businesses 

 

3.3.1. Definitions  

One of the greatest challenges in family business research to date has been to establish a 

concise and measurable definition of family businesses (Astrachan, Klein, & Smyrnios, 

2002; Ward, 1997; Gersick et al. 1997; Danes, Rueter, Kwon, & Doherty, 2002). A list 

of selected definitions is given in Table 3.1.  
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Various researchers have focused either independently, or in combination, on five main 

aspects of the family business: (a) the degree of ownership; (b) the management 

responsibilities; (c) the degree of control over business decisions; (d) the degree of 

family involvement; and (e) intergenerational transfer.  

 
Table 3.1 Selected Definitions of the Term Family Business 
 
Author  Year Definition Major focus 

 
Davis 

 
1986 

 
It is the interaction between two sets of organisation, 
family and business that establishes the basic 
character of the business and defines its uniqueness.  
 

 
Family 
Business  

 
Dyer 

 
1989 

 
A family firm is an organisation in which decisions 
regarding its ownership or management are 
influenced by a relationship to a family (or families). 
 

 
Ownership  
Management  
Family  

 
Ward 

 
1987 

 
A business that will be passed on for the family’s 
next generation to manage and control. 
 

 
Generational 
Transfer 

 
Donelly 

 
1988 

 
A company is considered a family business when it 
has been closely identified with at least two 
generations of a family and when this link has had a 
mutual influence on company policy and on the 
interests and objectives of the family. 
 

 
Generational 
Transfer 
 

 
Handler 

 
1989 

 
The family business is an organisation whose major 
operating decisions and plans for leadership 
succession are influenced by family members serving 
in management or on the board. 
 

 
Mangement  
Ownerhsip  

 
Common- 
wealth of 
Australia 

 
1997 

 
Family businesses have three main elements: 

1. Succession (ownership remaining within the 
family).  

2. Employment of family members (with or 
without management involvement) and  

3. Shared management responsibilities (family 
members are jointly responsible for running 
the business) 

 

 
Ownership  
Management  
Succession  
Family labour  

 
Getz et al. 

 
2003 

 
The family business consists of any business venture 
owned and/or operated by an individual, couple(s) or 
family.  
 

 
Ownership and 
Management  
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Neubauer and Lank (1998) reviewed the family business literature and identified 

common elements included in definitions for family businesses (Table 3.2). In addition 

to the aspects summarised in Table 3.1 their list also included the size of the enterprise, 

and the attitude of the family and non-family members involved in the business 

operation.  

 
Table 3.2 Common Elements of Family Business Definitions 
 
The percentage of share capital (voting or otherwise) owned by a family 

Employment of owning family in executive or other positions 

The existence of non-family executives or employees 

The extent to which the intention is to maintain family involvement in the future 

The number of generations of the owning family involved in the business 

The number of families involved in either management and/or ownership 

Whether a given family accepts that it controls its own enterprise 

Whether non-family employees accept that it is a family enterprise 

Whether direct descendants of the founder have management and/or ownership control 

The size of the enterprise particularly the number of employees  

Source: Neubauer and Lank, 1998 
 

 

3.3.2. Three-Circle Family Business System by Tagiuri and Davis  

 

A range of conceptual models has been developed over time to illustrate and 

accommodate the complexities that occur within family businesses. One of the early 

models developed in the 1980s conceived of family businesses as consisting of two 

interacting subsystems – the family and the business – shown as two overlapping circles 

(Tagiuri & Davis, 1992). Each of the subsystems has its own characteristics, such as 

norms, membership rules, and organisational structures. In this model, the unique 

features of family businesses are described by the same individuals (family members) 

having responsibilities in both circles. On one hand the business has to operate 

according to business practices and principles, while on the other hand family needs 

(e.g. for employment, income and identity) have to be fulfilled. Finding strategies that 

satisfy both subsystems has been considered a major challenge in family business 

research to date (Aronoff & Ward, 1995; Sharma, Christman, & Chua, 1997) 

 
 

  



28 Farm Tourism in Australia 

In the 1990s, Tagiuri and Davis (1992) expanded their earlier model by adding the 

ownership component as a third circle. This framework is shown in Figure 3.1. Several 

combinations can be derived from the Three Circle Model. A person who is connected 

to the business in only one of the components could be found in one of the outside 

sectors of the circles (Sectors 1, 2 and 3). The centre sector (Sector 7) includes all 

family members who own a share in the business and also work in the business. An 

owner who is a family member, but not an employee, would be situated in Sector 4. An 

owner who is not a family member, but works in the business, would be found in Sector 

5. A part-owner who is neither a family member nor an employee would be in Sector 2 

(Gersick et al., 1997). Whilst this model includes all the combination of family 

membership, enterprise ownership and business employment, it is essentially a snapshot 

of the structure at one particular time. In most actual family businesses, however, people 

may move in, out and between each of these three components, and it is these dynamics 

which give rise to many of the particular complexities, strengths and weaknesses of 

family businesses.  

 
 

         2 
Ownership  

4 5 
7 

     3 
Business 6

      1 
   Family  

1 = family member, no ownership, not employed  
2 = non-family member, ownership, not employed  
3 = non-family member, no ownership, employee 
4 = family member, ownership, not employed  
5 = non-family member, ownership, employee,  
6 = family member, no ownership, employee 
7 = family member, ownership and employee   

 

Figure 3.1 Three-Circle Family Business System  
Source: Tagiuri and Davis, 1992 
 

The unique aspect of family business is the involvement of family members in more 

than one domain with different purposes. It is this overlap that distinguishes family 

businesses from other business structures. It is the family involvement which brings 

both the potential benefits of working together and the particular problems of owning 
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and operating a business with one’s relatives. Families themselves are a very dynamic 

social institution and these dynamics have major effects on the operation and 

characteristics of family businesses (Getz et al., 2003; Getz & Petersen, 2004).  

 

 

3.3.3. Three Dimensional Development Model of Gersick et al., 1997  

 

A broadly applicable conceptual model of family businesses should incorporate possible 

changes in its family, business and ownership configurations, over time (Handler, 

1989). A number of family business models have been put forward which attempt to 

investigate and generalise the dynamics of family businesses (Astrachan, Klein, & 

Smyrnios). Most of these have focused strongly on generational progression and 

succession. Best known of these is the Three-Dimensional Development Model of 

Gersick et al. (1997) which aims to allow for development over time in family, business 

and ownership (Figure 3.2). 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3.2 Three Dimensional Development Model by Gersick et al., 1997 
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Family, business and ownership describe the three orthogonal axes, with each of the 

three subsystems underlying a separate developmental dimension. The scales on the 

three axes, however, are not measured in time as such, but in notional development, 

which Gersick et al. (1997) assume represent a commonplace progression over time. 

That is, the model is designed only for growing businesses which last several 

generations.  

 

The axes are divided into discrete ordinal stages, rather than continuous progression. 

Four stages are shown for the family development axis and three each for the business 

and ownership development axis. Essentially, therefore, this model is not so much a 

three-dimensional linear graph, as a 4*3*3 matrix where a particular enterprise would 

be classified into one of the 36 cells at any one moment and would move to a 

neighbouring cell as the family, the business and the ownership structure develop over 

time (Neubauer & Lank, 1998). Each dimension has its own pace and sequence of 

stages. The developmental progressions of the subsystems may influence each other, but 

they are considered as independent (Gersick et al., 1997). The ownership axis shows a 

longitudinal development where ownership evolves from the controlling founder 

through a sibling partnership to a cousin consortium.  

 

Along the business axis there are three stages from start up through expansion to the 

maturity stage. Family businesses are started for a variety of personal, economic and 

social reasons (Getz et al., 2003). Independence and autonomy goals, including being 

one’s own boss and working from home, as well as lifestyle-related interests including 

living in a desired area and running a business that is also a hobby (e.g., an outdoor tour 

company) are often more important than purely profit-maximisation (Dunn, 1995; Getz 

& Carlsen, 2000).  

 

Expansion is important for the long-term sustainability of all businesses, because of 

maturing markets, competition and technological innovation; although the majority of 

family businesses do not grow. Limited capital to fund both family needs and business 

growth needs, leadership issues (e.g., weak next generation and resistance to change 

from older generation), conflicts amongst siblings and disparate family goals, values 

and needs are some challenges family businesses face during this stage (Ward, 1997).  
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Maturity requires reinvestment and strategic refocus. Most family business owners 

know and own only one business and hold on to declining assets rather than taking on 

financial risks and new growth possibilities (Ward, 1997; Gersick et al., 1997).  

The family axis describes four stages of family development including young family, 

children entering the business

 

, working together succession and ultimately . Families are 

dynamic entities and family issues affect all aspects of the family business, including 

the sharing of responsibilities and succession within the family (Getz at al, 2003). 

Families change dramatically over time, not only through marriage, birth, divorce and 

death (Gersick et al., 1997), but also through inner conflicts and their impacts (Cosier & 

Harvey, 1998). The sequence of stages within the family developmental dimension is 

based on previous research on family life cycles and development by Daniel Levinson 

and colleagues (Gersick et al., 1997). Each stage on the axis of the Three-Dimensional 

Development Model has its own social challenges and impacts on the overall business 

operation.  

 

The first stage, the young business family is characterised by an intense activity, 

including defining the marital partnership, raising children, supporting the young family 

financially and forming a new relationship with ageing parents (Gersick et al., 1997).  

 

The next stage, entering the business is about 10 to 15 years later in the life history of 

the business. Families are concerned with creating entry criteria and career paths for the 

young adult generation, particularly with the decision on whether or not to join the 

family business (Gersick et al., 1997). As soon as children enter the business, conflicts 

over ownership and control are likely to occur. As Gersick et al. (1997) argue, this is the 

first challenge for the older generation, in letting go of direct control over all business 

aspects. This loss of control in business creates a potential conflict, leaving the 

generation entering the business with a feeling of insecurity, leading to personal 

frustration and potential stagnation of the business.  

 

To create a fruitful foundation of trust and progression at this point is essential for the 

next phase, the working together stage. In this stage, the business has to support an 

expanding family financially and accommodate their lifestyle needs. Decisions have to 

be made as to whether the business can provide meaningful career opportunities for all 
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generations working together (Gersick et al., 1997).  

 

The last stage, passing on the baton refers to management succession and hence 

interacts strongly with inheritance in the ownership development dimension.  

 

Succession is a significant moment in the business lifecycle (Brockhaus, 2004) and one 

of the most studied themes in family business research. About 20% of the family 

business literature examines the issue of succession (Bird et al., 2002).  

Succession can be defined as “the actions and events that lead to the transition of 

leadership from one family member to another in family firms…” (Sharma et al., 2001, 

p.21). Despite the importance of succession in family business research, fewer than half 

of all family businesses are actually inherited in practice. It is estimated that about 30% 

of all businesses in the United States (Sharma et al., 2001), 15% of family businesses in 

Sweden, 37% in Germany, and 24% in the United Kingdom are inherited (Getz & 

Petersen, 2004).  

 

Factors such as family legacy, the viability of the business, and the attitudes and 

preferences of the children, have a significant impact on the succession process 

(Andersson, Carlsen, & Getz, 2002). Good communication between family 

stakeholders, a shared vision and business outlook, and strong family values are 

essential for a successful transition. The greatest challenge, however, is willingness and 

preparedness of the incumbent to relinquish control and the willingness of the successor 

to assume control (Dunnemann & Barrett, 2005). The unwillingness of the incumbent to 

give up control is very common and is usually based on the fear of losing self-identity 

and power (Handler, 1994; Duneman & Barrett, 2004). Consequences for the family 

business, however, can be severe, affecting everyday management decisions, growth, 

prospects of continuity and long-term stability.  

 

For many family businesses gender is a major factor in succession, with males usually 

being preferred (Vera & Dean, 2005). Some possible reasons for this include: distrust in 

the desire or ability of daughters to perform a leadership role; protecting daughters from 

having to deal with problems associated with business management; and work-life 

balance considerations, which may affect women in particular (Dumas, 1990; Vera & 

Dean, 2005). Therefore, the transfer of control from mother to daughter is rather rare 
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and seems to be particularly difficult, with the mother being involved in the decision-

making process long after the succession takes place (Vera & Dean, 2005). 

 

Under this model, family and business evolve together with different opportunities and 

issues at each stage (Getz et al., 2003). Challenges faced by a family business as it 

develops along each of the three axes are summarised in Table 3.3.  
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Table 3.3 Challenges through the Family Business Stages of Development  
Business  Ownership Family  

 
Start-up 
 
Survival (market entry,    
  business planning, financing) 
 
Rational analysis versus dream  

 
Controlling owner  
 
Capitalisation  
 
 
Balancing unitary control with  
   input from key stakeholders  
 
 
Choosing and ownership  
   structure for the next   
   generation  

 
Young business family  
 
Creating a workable marriage  
   enterprise  
 
Making initial decisions about  
   the relationship between  
   work and family  
 
Working out relationships  
   with the extended family  
 
Raising children    
 

 
Expansion/formalisation 
 
Evolving the owner-manager  
   role and professionalizing  
   the business 
 
Strategic planning  
 
 
Organisational systems and  
   policies  
 
Cash management 

 
Sibling partnership  
 
Developing a process of  
   shared control among  
   owners  
 
Defining the role of non- 
   employed owners  
 
Retaining capital  
 
 
Controlling the fractional  
   orientation of family  
   branches  

 
Entering the business 
 
Managing the midlife  
   transition  
 
 
Separation and individuation  
   of the younger generation  
 
Facilitating a good process for  
   initial career decisions 

 
Maturity  
 
Strategic refocus  
 
 
 
Management and ownership  
   commitment  
 
Reinvestment  

 
Cousin consortium 
 
Managing the complexity of  
   the family and the  
   stakeholder group  
 
Creating a family business  
   capital market 

 
Working together  
 
Fostering cross-generational  
   co-operation and  
   communication  
 
Encouraging productive  
   conflict management  
 
Managing the three-generation 
   working together family  

  Passing the baton  
 
Senior generation 
disengagement  
 
Generational transfer of family 
   leadership  

Source: Getz et al., 2003 
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3.3.4. Ownership Dynamics of a Successful Family Business  

 

Family businesses are unique and so are the interrelationships between the three 

dimensions – family, business and ownership. The example outlined below, O’Reilly’s 

Rainforest Guesthouse in South East Queensland, in Australia illustrates some 

interdependencies related to succession, business development and family aspects.  

 

O’Reilly’s Rainforest Guesthouse is a family tourism business in Australia which, 

interestingly, evolved from farm tourism to an accredited ecotourism operation (Table 

3.4).  
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Table 3.4 Illustration of Family Business Development  
 

 

In 1880, the O’Reilly family, pioneers of the ecotourism industry in Australia, started 

a small farm guesthouse in Lamington National Park. Initially, after being a publicly 

listed business for a short period of time, Mick O’Reilly (the 1st generation owner) 

bought the shares back to make the business family-owned. The family business was 

in a bad financial situation at that time when Mick O’Reilly decided to hand over the 

family business management to his sons Pete and Vince, who were determined to 

make it profitable again.  

 

The 2nd generation was successful in building up a significant asset. This meant, 

however, that they did not have cash money available for their own retirement. 

Therefore, once again a situation was created in which they might have had to sell 

the business out of family hands.  

 

This time the 3rd generation came into the equation with new ideas and 

determination. They also had the obligation to create enough cash flow for the 

retirement of the 2nd generation in order to secure continuity of the family business. 

This was achieved though expanding the business and bringing in new management 

and ownership structures. For the first time in their business history, Shane O’Reilly, 

(the Managing Director) appointed non-family members to the board. Appointing 

outsiders can bring a feeling of loss of control, but these fears were diminished by 

hiring executives who were professional and successful in their own right, but were 

also known to the family (Healy, 2005).  

 

The business with a current annual turnover of AU$10million has upgraded their 

guest house facilities for AU$5 million and announced plans for a AU$35 million 

project to build 48 boutique (freehold) villas and a conference centre on the edge of 

the property. In addition, the business is branding itself more aggressively and can 

see the possibility of replicating itself elsewhere in the country in the future. A 

subcommittee of non-family members reviews the actions of the family members 

working in the business in order to keep emotional influences out (Healy, 2005).  

   Source: Craig and Lindsay, 2002; Healy, 2005 
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The O’Reilly family has encountered a range of ownership difficulties and has had to 

make significant adjustments to strategic directions in order to continue as a family 

business. For many family businesses, as noted earlier, the greatest obstacles to 

successful generational transfer are the unwillingness of the incumbent to give up 

control and the attitude of children in regards to sharing the family business vision. In 

the O’Reilly’s case, the family overcame these obstacles through the determination of 

the next generation, a strong loyalty towards the family business brand, and 

preparedness to take on more complex management and ownership structures that draw 

on non-family expertise. 

 

 

3.4. Strengths and Weaknesses of Family Businesses  
 

As noted previously, family firms are defined by the overlap of family, business 

management, and ownership (Poza, 2004; Gersick et al., 1997; Aronoff & Ward, 1995; 

Belardinelli, 2002). Consequences of this family-business-ownership interaction can 

lead to significant adaptive capacity and competitive advantage, but can also create 

significant vulnerability in the face of generational or competitive change. Particular 

sources of competitive advantage for family businesses can include, for example: a 

shared history; family pride; identity; and a common language (Donnellery, 1988; 

Aronoff & Ward, 1995; Gersick et al., 1997; Poza, 2004). These are fundamental to 

business strengths such as: the availability of otherwise unobtainable financial and 

management resources through family sacrifices; important community and business 

relationships stemming from a respected name; a dedicated and loyal internal 

organisation; sensitivity towards social responsibility; and the continuity and integrity 

of management policies and corporate focus (Donnellery, 1988). Furthermore, decision-

making processes in family businesses derive strengths from efficient and rapid non-

verbal as well as verbal communication. Family members are likely to understand each 

other’s unspoken preferences and can appreciate hidden strengths and weaknesses 

(Gersick et al., 1997).  
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Many family businesses have been built on the tradition of minimal dividends 

(Donnellery, 1988). Thus, the commitment to the interests and welfare of the family 

often leads to subsidised labour to the point of self-sacrifice (Gersick et al., 1997). 

Family pride and loyalty have been responsible for the continued business operation 

through periods of hardship when considerations of profit and loss might well have 

dictated closing it down (Donnellery, 1988). As illustrated in the example of the 

O’Reilly’s Guesthouse, family pride and identification with the company can also lead 

to more sensitive and socially responsible management, and thus can contribute to the 

enterprise’s long-term sustainability (Donnellery, 1988).  

 

Weaknesses of family business operations are often based on conflicts between the 

interests of the family and the interest of the business, because the family and the 

business are intertwined (Poza, 2004; Cosier & Harvey, 1998). Other weaknesses may 

arise from: lack of discipline over profits and performance in the organisation; failure to 

grow in response to new market challenges; failure to meet business challenges in a 

timely manner; and possible nepotism that can occur in place of objective standards in 

employee hiring, evaluation and performance (Poza, Hanlon, & Kishida, 2004; Sharma 

et al., 1997; Gersick et al. 1997; Donnellery, 1988). 

 

 

3.5. Family Businesses in the Tourism Sector  
 

In order to accommodate the unique and important aspects that characterise family 

businesses in tourism and hospitality and make them distinct from other sectors, Getz et 

al. (2003) developed a framework for family business theory and research in the tourism 

and hospitality industry specifically (Figure 3.3). 
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Core: the family 
vision  
 
Evolution of: 
 
Ownership 
Family  
Business  

Industry-specific 
modifiers  
 
Nature of the service  
 
Host-guest relations  
 
Cyclical demand  
 
Destination life cycle 
 
Unique business 
opportunities   

Setting modifiers: 
 
 
Remote, rural, 
resort, urban  
 
Level of economic 
development  
 
Culture  
 

Figure 3.3 A Framework for Family Business Theory and Research in the Tourism 
and Hospitality Industry   
Source: Getz et al., 2003 
 

The core of the framework, the family vision, consists of the three dimensions: family, 

business and ownership. These dimensions have already been discussed above.  

 

Critical aspects of the business domain include: start-up motivation, business structure, 

employment of family and non-family members, growth motives, lifestyle attitudes, 

business performance and planning, and control and stability of the enterprise (Gersick 

et al., 1997; Getz et al., 2003).  

 

Family businesses, both in general and in the tourism and hospitality industry, often 

feature a lack of professionalism (Getz et al., 2003). Low entry barriers in tourism, 

combined with a lack of education, training or skills in the industry, lack of knowledge 

in marketing and bookkeeping, resistance to taking advice, and weak management skills 

often lead to business failure (Wanhill, 1997; Shaw & Williams, 1987). Getz et al. 

(2003) observed an over-dependence on word-of-mouth marketing, which only works 

well when demand is steady or expanding. Since most employees are family members 

they are often treated informally and do not get paid a wage or salary. Apart from the 

fact that this triggers an emotional conflict, it has also consequences for health, safety 

and insurance issues (Getz et al., 2003).  
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The critical aspect of the model put forward by Getz et al. (2003) is the interaction of 

the core family parameters with setting modifiers and industry-specific modifiers.  

 

Industry-specific modifiers include: the nature of the services provided, host-guest 

relationships, cyclical demand (seasonality); the influence of the destination lifecycle; 

and unique business opportunities. The family itself is an important part of the tourism 

product, particularly if the product involves a close host-guest interaction in private 

homes. Visitors are often driven by the desire to meet and interact with an authentic 

local family. While this close host-guest relationship is an essential product feature, at 

the same time it puts a pressure on the family and the business. A high level of host-

guest contact, almost unlimited demands on the operator’s time, and the intrusion of 

guests into family space and time can constitute a problem, particularly in families with 

young children (Ingham, 2002). It is here where the boundaries of family and business 

become blurred and result in a loss of privacy (Pearce, 1990; Getz et al., 2003). Some 

operators overcome this problem of intrusion by separating the living space from the 

tourists, e.g. by building self-contained cabins, cottages or units, so as to create a place 

of privacy for themselves.  

 

Setting modifiers include the type of location (rural, remote, urban or resort); cultural 

influences; and the level of economic development in the area. According to this model, 

a wide range of factors can trigger entrepreneurial behaviour by the family concerned. 

These factors include geographical location, particularly proximity to urban areas, and 

the institutional environment. The latter determines attitudes towards entrepreneurial 

behaviour within the community, as well as the rewards and incentives and the rules and 

regulations that encourage or restrict opportunities (Bryant, 1989).  

 

Setting modifiers also become increasingly important in attracting migrants and 

business owners to rural areas with environmental amenity and quality of life values. 

Through technological advances and moves towards more service-based economies, the 

locations of many types of business have become more flexible than historically. In this 

context, the community and recreational values of an area become increasingly 

important (Johnson & Rasker, 1995).  
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3.6. Family Farms – Definitions and Characteristics  
 

3.6.1. Definitions  

 

Family farms are one of the earliest examples of family-run business operations 

(Keating & Little, 1997). Early studies on family farms were conducted by agricultural 

economists. It was assumed that economic decisions concerning the farm business are 

taken by a single entrepreneur whose only objective is profit maximisation. In the 

1980s, academic and political institutions in western developed countries began to pay 

greater attention to the social and cultural environment of farm businesses  

(Bateman & Ray, 1994; Bowler et al., 1996; Ilbery, 1991; Dimianos & Skuras, 1996; 

Meert et al., 2005). Since that date it has been argued that in order to understand farm 

business change, there is a need to examine the individual farm family members as 

active participants and not as passive subjects of inevitable structural process  

(Marsden et al., 1986, 1987).  

 

The major characteristics of family farms are: the site specificity of agricultural 

production; the relative immobility of capital in land and assets; constraints on capital’s 

access to land, because of the fixed supply of land; ownership under private property 

rights; and the interplay between the farm business and farm household (Marsden et al., 

1986; Johnson, 2004; Bowler et al., 1996).  

 

The household, the basic unit of subsistence, refers to a group of people living under 

one roof and sharing the same meals (Gasson & Errington, 1993). Households in farm 

families are usually organised on the basis of kinship, but farm families often include 

more than one household (e.g. parents and married children living in separate dwellings) 

(Gasson & Errington, 1993). Therefore, the concept of the farm family is both an 

economic and a unique social construct of farm businesses.  

 

Similar to family businesses in general, family farms are distinguished from non-family 

farms on the basis of ownership and management arrangements. In addition, however, 

the organisation of labour and the interdependencies between household and business 

are often used as distinctive criteria for the definition of family farms (Marsden, 1984; 
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Marsden et al., 1986; Hill, 1993; Djurfeld, 1996).  

 

Djurfeldt (1996) proposes a definition based on labour, however, because it can be 

measured precisely and therefore quantified. In this way, farms can be classified 

according to hours worked, and/or income produced, by: the farm labour of family 

members; farm labour of hired workers; and family labour working outside the farm.  

 

To define family farms as those where family members provide all of the labour, would 

exclude a large number of enterprises which hire non-family labour solely to meet 

seasonal demands (Hill, 1993). Therefore, it is more realistic to classify farms according 

to the balance between the amount of labour which is provided by the hired workforce 

and by the family. On this basis, Hill (1993) classified family farms into three 

categories:  

1. Family farms, where unpaid family labour contributes all or almost all the total 

labour on the farm.  

2. Intermediate farms, where it is supplemented by hired labour, but family labour 

still contributes more than half of the total. 

3. Non-family farms, where hired labour contributes the majority of the total 

labour. 

 

In 1989, almost three quarters of the farms in the European Union were family farms, in 

the broad sense, producing only just over 50% of the total agricultural output and 62% 

of the total income (Hill, 1993). Based on the definition as above, Hill (1993) grouped a 

sample of 59 000 farms in the member states of the European Union in 1989-1990, 

using data provided by the European Community’s Farm Accountancy Data Network. 

According to his results, 70% of the farms represented were family farms according to 

his definition, almost 25% were intermediate farms and fewer than 7% were non-family 

farms (Hill, 1993). 

 

In contrast to the examples outlined above, Gray (1998) opposed every form of 

analytical definition. Instead he argues for the idea of a practical definition of family 

farms based on the “everyday lived experience of those living and working on them” 

(p.344). From his ethnographic work on hill sheep farmers in Scotland he concluded 

that the “concept of family farm is not created consciously and self-reflexively with the 



Farm Tourism in Australia 43 

aim of defining it” (Gray, 1998, p.344) but is “a by-product of the daily activities of hill 

sheep farming life through which they gain knowledge of family farming” (p.344). Even 

if family farms themselves do not necessarily establish an analytical concept of the 

family farm, however, as argued by Gray, that does not prevent others constructing such 

a concept for research or statistical purposes.  

 

 

3.6.2. The Business on Family Farms  

 

Business and family are the two major economic and social attributes of family farms 

(Johnson, 2003). The farming occupation itself, the close relationship between 

household and business, the combination of ownership and management, succession and 

inheritance, the organisation of labour, and kinship relations strongly influence the 

choice of objectives in family farms, which direct economic behaviour (Marsden, 1984; 

Huston, 1987). The business decisions of the farm enterprise (e.g., regarding labour or 

finance) are often amalgamated with household decisions, since the farm household 

combines both consumption and production activities (Gasson & Errington, 1993). 

Therefore, the success and the survival of the family farm depend to a great extent on 

family formation and development.  

 

There is also a wide range of instrumental, intrinsic, social and personal values related 

to farming and family farms (Huston, 1987; Johnson, 2004). Intrinsic values such as 

autonomy, independence and satisfaction are often more important for business 

management and motivation than instrumental values including profit maximisation and 

business expansion. Autonomy and independence are associated with freedom from 

supervision, freedom to make decisions and set the pace of work. Other intrinsic values 

are associated with working outdoors in all weathers, contact with nature and living 

things, growing crops, raising animals, a constant variety of tasks, and seeing the result 

of one’s own hard work. Social values refer to the continuity of the farm in the family 

and recognition within the community, whilst personal values typically evolve around 

self-fulfilment and personal growth (Johnson, 2004; Hutson, 1987).  
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These are distinctive characteristics of the farming occupation across cultures; and also 

differentiate farming enterprises from other family businesses. Family relationships 

alone do not constitute the uniqueness of family farms, but they play a critical role in 

combination with the distinctive orientation of farmers to their work (Gasson & 

Errington, 1993). These enduring values often lead farmers to self-sacrifice through an 

intensification of family labour and decreasing household consumption in times of 

financial hardship (Johnson, 2004).  

 

A study of family farming in Britain showed that the maintenance of family control, 

including the desire to pass on an economically secure business to the next generation, 

was one of the primary management objectives (Ward & Lowe, 1994).  

 

Family farm values may differ across age and gender. Whilst the majority of intrinsic 

values placed on farming are similar across generations, older farmers place more 

importance on social values such as belonging to the farming community, and tend to be 

rather risk averse. Younger farmers are motivated more by personal aspirations and 

income. Female members of farm families share values such as independence, 

autonomy, and living in the countryside, but are also motivated by opportunities to work 

from home and bring up the children on the farm. According to Gasson and Errington 

(1993), men rely on work in shaping their identity more than women. Where women 

have become disconnected from the manual work on the farm, however, it seems that 

they have become dissatisfied with their careers, with the high load of housework, and 

with specific farm tasks such as early rising and working in cold and wet weather 

(Gasson & Errington, 1993). 

 

There is also a strong overlap between place and identity in farming. Whilst 

geographers have often emphasised the importance of place in shaping a person’s 

identity, this concept has not been sufficiently exploited in rural sociology. Tuan’s 

(1977) ground-breaking work on ‘sense of place’ applies to a large degree to farmers in 

particular. Places involve meaning and values that facilitate emotional connections to a 

geographical area (Tuan, 1977). The attachment to a place is based upon an individual’s 

life experience and reflects emotional involvement with an environmental setting. This 

attachment leads to the formation, maintenance and preservation of identity.  

Hence, place-identity is a part of self-identity for many farmers.  
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3.6.3. Ownership, Retirement, Succession and Inheritance on Family Farms 

 

Retirement is a significant part of the internal dynamics of family businesses, 

particularly in regards to succession (Symes, 1990). Retirement on farms can involve a 

variety of paths from semi-retirement to complete retirement and involve a sequence of 

transitions. Gasson and Errington (1993) recognised three stages, which they referred to 

as semi-retirement, retirement from farming, and retirement out of farming. The choice 

of the individual retirement path is dependent on the health and personality of the 

farmer, the size of the farm, social norms, legal and fiscal frameworks and economic 

considerations. The various retirement stages affect the productivity of the farm through 

changes in activity, downsizing or succession. Furthermore, retirement leads to changes 

in psychological as well as economic circumstances. As pointed out above, the link 

between farming occupation and identity is very strong. Independence, pleasure and 

satisfaction in farming, attachment to the land, and the status in the community achieved 

through farming endure through all the stages of the family and business lifecycle. 

Retirement or semi-retirement takes away the opportunity to provide these personal 

benefits, which often results in a deep-seated reluctance to hand over business 

management to the next generation (Symes, 1990; Gasson & Errington, 1993).  

A clear distinction can be drawn between succession, the handing over of managerial 

control; and inheritance, the transfer of business assets to the next generation (Symes, 

1990; Gasson & Errington, 1993). Ownership in family farms includes both the farming 

business, and the land on which the business is located. Therefore, succession in the 

business often includes inheritance of the land at the same time. If the process of 

succession is not managed properly, it can result in family conflicts, an overall increase 

in financial vulnerability of the farm business, decreased productivity and economic 

viability, and a loss of motivation and energy from the younger generation. 

Commitment to family succession “can imbue a sense of confidence and security and 

thus help to preserve harmony within the household” (Symes, 1990, p.280). This 

commitment can lead to a distinctive business management, which tends to foster 

intensification, expansion and accumulation (Symes, 1990).  
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Farm occupation through inheritance and succession is one of the central characteristics 

of family farming (Keating & Little, 1997). In a way, succession planning is an attempt 

to accommodate the family life cycle to the business cycle and to overcome the 

contradiction between property and labour. Succession and inheritance are seen as 

social goals or values whereby farm families seek to integrate the management of 

business and family assets over the long term (Ward & Lowe, 1994). Therefore, 

personal and working arrangements between generations are critical to the overall 

business performance and strategic direction of family farms. Research to date, 

however, has found that there is little communication between generations in regards to 

succession planning (Keating & Little, 1997; Hooton, 2004). 

 

Succession and inheritance planning on agricultural properties, previously determined 

by social norms, has changed dramatically over the past 50 years. Historically, the 

oldest son usually inherited the property, and younger sons received support to purchase 

their own places. Daughters very rarely inherited, and were not perceived as adequate 

successors (Keating & Little, 1997). In the 1970s and 1980s when rural societies 

became less autocratic, the traditional model became inadequate because of increasing 

divorce rates, emancipation issues, improved opportunities for education, increased 

employment flexibility, a more appealing city lifestyle, large-scale changes in the 

agricultural sector, and rising property prices in rural areas (Hooton, 2004). Children 

who moved away from the farm wanted to have a share in the property. Whilst the old 

model was not perfect, it had the great advantage that people knew what their position 

was and what they had to expect (Keating & Little, 1997).  

 

The number of successors on farms is decreasing world-wide (Hooton, 2004). Burton 

and Walford (2005) interviewed 154 family farms in south-east England where multiple 

successions had taken place over the past 40 years, and concluded that family dynamics 

and response to stress were crucial for an understanding of multiple succession 

processes.  

 

Thus, succession is a complex process involving strategic management decision and is 

influenced greatly by family dynamics and the interplay between family and business.  
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3.6.4. The Family on Family Farms 

 

The nature of family businesses often requires that family members must be involved 

with a multitude of decisions across a broad range of functional business areas. This has 

the potential to trigger emotional conflicts (Cosier & Harvey, 1998). 

 

Farm families are unusual in the sense that the family is engaged in productive activity 

as a unit, and can assume an extended form as mature children continue to work with 

their parents (Hutson, 1987). Kinship relations constitute not only the internal 

environment of the farm business but also the pool of labour. Members of the same 

extended family may farm independently in the same general area but may own pieces 

of equipment jointly and exchange labour without any payment (Gasson & Errington, 

1993).  

 

Gender-based role division is a significant part of traditional farm family structures. At 

least in Anglophone countries, women were historically viewed as dependants, either as 

wife or daughter (Symes, 1991; Whatmore, 1991; Gasson & Errington, 1993; Shortall, 

2002; Silvasti, 2003). Marriage was often the only entry into farming for women 

because, as discussed above, daughters were unlikely to inherit if there were also male 

children in the family (Keating & Little, 1997). Women are attracted to farm life by the 

same values as men, notably autonomy and independence, but are more readily able to 

give them up if needed (Gasson & Errington, 1993). Particularly in their retirement, 

they are prepared to hand over the property earlier, and are less concerned about losing 

their identity. It has been suggested that this is because women often have a range of 

activities in the wider community, and broader social networks established through 

children and other interests as well as work (Little & Austin, 1996).  

 

Through the overlap of household and farm business, women have a major productive 

role on farms worldwide (Darque & Gasson, 1991). The traditional role of women was 

to run the household, raise the children and help on the farm, at least with less 

physically demanding work (Symes, 1990). Nowadays, women are often responsible for 

off-farm income or other on-farm income sources such as tourism. Interestingly, 

therefore, women contribute in cash rather than in labour to the economic well-being of 
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the family and the retention of the family farm. The pressures due to changes in external 

farming environments have hence resulted in an increased status of women in rural 

areas (Darque & Gasson, 1991; Symes 1991). On the other hand, the improved rights 

and independence of women in modern societies have decreased the stability of many 

marriages, often with further consequences for contribution of family farming (Barr, 

2003). 
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Chapter 4 

 Tourism on Farms: Worldwide Review 
 
4.1. Context  
 

Farm tourism is an increasingly significant component of rural countrysides and 

communities in many parts of the world. There are two major drivers for this growth. 

Changes to the agricultural sector have forced farmers to seek additional sources of 

income, of which farm tourism is one (Dernoi, 1983; Frater, 1983; Evans & Ilbery 

1992; Pearce, 1990; Opperman, 1996; Busby & Rendle 2000; Nickerson et al., 2001; 

Canoves et al., 2004; McGehee & Kim, 2004; Sharpley & Vass, 2006). At the same 

time, increasing urbanisation in developed nations has created a demand, partly 

nostalgic in nature, for country homes and holidays which city dwellers perceive as a 

relaxed, idyllic contrast to their own working lives. The combined effect of these two 

trends has been the shift from a production to a consumption countryside as described in 

Chapter Two. In many areas, traditional agricultural landscapes and practices are now 

worth more as scenic attractions for tourists and migrants, than for production of food 

and fibre. For economic as well as political reasons, therefore, governments in many 

countries have introduced policies to subsidise or support small-scale farms, and farm 

tourism is a key plank in many such policies (Hjalager, 1996). For all these reasons, 

tourism on farms has been studied from a variety of different perspectives in different 

parts of the world. To date, however, there appears have been no international 

comparison.  

 

 

4.2. Definitions and Types of Farm Tourism  
 

Terms such as farm tourism, farm-based tourism, rural tourism, agrotourism and 

agritourism are used interchangeably throughout the research and literature on-

farmtourism. Farm tourism is a major component of rural tourism more generally, but 

not the only component. In general, current nomenclature is as follows. Regional 

tourism refers to all tourism outside metropolitan areas and is hence a very broad term. 
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Rural tourism is taken to mean all tourism outside urban areas. It is, therefore, a large 

subset of regional tourism, the difference being that regional tourism also includes 

tourism in non-metropolitan towns. Farm tourism takes place on farms. It is hence a 

significant subset of rural tourism, but rural tourism also includes tourism in and around 

non-farm landscapes and land tenures, such as: rural resorts; visits to national parks and 

public forests; self-drive tours utilising accommodation and attractions in country 

towns; and long-distance rural train travel.  Rural tourism can also include nature, eco- 

and/or adventure tourism which is not farm tourism (Oppermann, 1996; Canoves et al., 

2004).  

 

Various authors have used a range of similar terms to define the farm tourism sector 

(Table 4.1). Some have also described a progression or evolution from ‘tourism on 

farms’, where the farm tourism component is small and incidental to the primary 

farming operations, to ‘farm tourism’ where tourism is a significant part of the day-to-

day operations and income, on a par with farming or in some cases outweighing it. 
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Table 4.1 Selected Definitions of the Term Farm Tourism  
  

Author  Year Definition  

Dart  1974 Any tourist or recreation enterprise on a working farm 
 

Hoyland  1982 The provision of temporary accommodation and/or indirect recreational 
facilities on a working farm 
 

Frater 1983 Tourism enterprises that are present on working farms and yet are largely 
supplementary to existing farm activities 
 

Murphy  1985 Working farms that supplement their primary function with some form of 
tourism business 
 

Wales Tourism 
Board  

1986 Working farms, irrespective of type or size, where the primary activity is 
agriculture and where tourism is a supplementary income 
 

Denman 1990 Active provision of facilities for tourists within a working farm 
 

Pearce  1990 A form of rural tourism whereby paying guests can share in farming life 
either as staying guests or day visitors on working farms 
 

Roberts 1992 Farm tourism represents continuing ownership and active participation by 
the farmer in, typically, small-scale tourism ventures 
 

Hilchey  1993 Agritourism, sometimes known as agro tourism or farm tourism, is 
defined as any business conducted by a farmer for the enjoyment or 
education of the public, to promote the products of the farm and to 
generate additional farm income. 
 

Denman  1994 A term which covers the provision of facilities for tourists on a working 
farm  
 

Clarke  1996 Tourism products in which the consumer is aware of the farming 
environment, at a minimum 
 

Weaver & 
Fennell 

1997 Rural enterprises which incorporate both a working farm environment 
and a commercial tourism component 
 

Ilbery et al. 1998 Farm tourism is conceptualized as an alternative farm enterprise (AFE) 
comprising one of seven possible pathways of farm business 
development. 
 

Small Farmer 
Centre  

2006 Agricultural tourism refers to the act of visiting a working farm or any 
agricultural, horticultural or agribusiness operation for the purpose of 
enjoyment, education, or active involvement in the activities of the farm 
operation.  
 

Adopted from Busby and Rendle, 2000 
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The original European concept of farm tourism referred to small-scale farm enterprises 

linked to local families and agricultural traditions, and specifically to small-scale 

tourism accommodation on working farms (Clarke, 1996). Whilst the archetypal farm 

tourism product is perhaps still a farmstay on a working farm, where visitors are given 

opportunities to watch or participate in a variety of routine farming tasks, there are now 

many variations on this theme.  As a result, farm tourism is now conceived more 

broadly, to describe activities and services offered to commercial clients in a working 

farm environment for participation, observation or education.  

 

Converting this conceptual definition into operational criteria, however, is not 

necessarily straightforward, because the range of potential products, activities and 

ancillary services is so wide.   

 

Generally, agritourism products can be classified into three major categories:  

1. Fixed attractions: historic farms, agricultural museums. 

2. Events: agricultural fairs and festivals, rodeos, agricultural conferences, harvest 

festivals, educational activities.   

3. Services: farm accommodation and tour operations, on-farm sales of pick-your-

own products, roadside produce stands, off-farm sales at farmers’ markets. 

 

Some rural properties have abandoned commercial farm production entirely, and carry 

out staged farm activities solely as a tourist attraction.  There are many rural bed-and-

breakfast establishments which may maintain herb or vegetable gardens, orchards or 

duck ponds, livestock or riding animals as an added attraction, but exist principally to 

provide accommodation for travellers rather than as a destination in themselves. Indeed, 

it appears that exotic livestock such as llamas, alpacas, emus and ostriches are 

particularly appealing to tourists.  

 

There are also a variety of commercial tourism products which are closely related to 

farm tourism but do not strictly qualify; either because they are not based on farms, or 

because the actual tourism product is not based on the farm activity. As an example of 

the former, there are mobile zoos which bring farm animals to schools or urban areas as 

a commercial endeavour, rather than bringing the clients to the farm. As examples of the 

latter, there are large working agricultural properties which take advantage of their 



Farm Tourism in Australia 53 

scenic landscapes, rivers, birds or wildlife to offer tourism products that are effectively 

nature-based or ecotourism rather than farm tourism; and there are farms which make 

part of their property available commercially for adventure recreation activities such as 

canoeing, abseiling or off-road 4WD trails. 

 

 

4.3. Geographical Comparisons  
 

4.3.1. Overview  

 

Farm tourism has a long history in various parts of the world. Well-known examples of 

farm tourism establishments include: dude and working ranches in Canada and the USA 

(Weaver & Fennell, 1997); the estancias of Mexico, Argentina and Chile (Torres, 

2003); the farmstays and rural B&Bs of the U.K (Frater, 1983; Evans & Ilbery, 1989, 

1992; Clark, 1996; Ilbery et al., 1998; Walford, 2001; Sharpley & Vass, 2006) and New 

Zealand (Pearce, 1990; Opperman, 1998; Hall & Kearsley, 2001; Hogh, 2001); game 

ranches in southern Africa (Buckley, 2003); traditional small-scale family farms in 

Germany (Opperman, 1996) and tourism on farms in the rural Mediterranean landscapes 

of Italy (Sonnino, 2004; Pulina et al., 2004), Spain (Perales, 2002; Canoves and 

Priestley, 2003, Canoves et al., 2004, Barke, 2004), Greece (Iakovidou & Turner, 1995; 

Papakonstantinidis, 2003), Crete (Kousis, 1989), and Israel (Fleischer & Tchetchik, 

2005; Reichel, Lowengart, & Milman, 2000).  

 

4.3.2. Europe – History & Policy 

 

The Tyrol region of Austria and parts of rural England were the first areas in Europe to 

adopt any form of farm tourism, with some farmhouses providing accommodation since 

at least a century ago. Until the 1960s, the demand for farm accommodation increased 

slowly but steadily, particularly in the Alps where climbing and trekking became 

popular. This was followed by two decades when farm tourism grew rapidly in France, 

Italy and the Benelux nations, peaking in the 1980s at a time when family farming in 

Europe experienced its first major crisis (Canoves et al., 2004).  
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Critical aspects of farm tourism in Europe include: the spatial dispersion of farms; high 

population densities, the large size of the intra-European travel market; and the diversity 

of cultures. Political influence in Europe, financial support from the European Union, 

and structural funds such as the LEADER programs had a significant impact on the 

development of farm tourism enterprises (Hjalager, 1996; Ribeiro & Marques, 2002). 

There are numerous locally-based sources of financial assistance for the development of 

agritourism, and other sources across the entire EU. The first major EU support for 

agritourism was provided in the LEADER II programme, which ran from 1994-1999.  

Under objective 5b of LEADER II, farms could obtain capital investment for new 

tourism projects as well as financial assistance for marketing or training (Hjalager, 

1996; Busby & Rendle, 2000; Canoves et al., 2004). Financial returns from farm 

tourism, however, often “did not measure up to the expectations of either politicians or 

farmers” (Hjalager, 1996, p.103). Tourism on farms did not create any additional jobs 

because it reallocated family labour instead. The most common problems encountered 

were difficulties in combining agriculture with tourism, and limited skills in 

management and marketing (Hjalager, 1996; Canoves et al., 2004). Recently, however, 

Sharpley and Vass (2006) found that most farm-based tourism businesses in north-east 

England do indeed achieve the income they expected.  

 

Farm-based accommodation and on-farm activities, particularly horse riding and small 

animal nurseries, dominate the farm tourism industry in the majority of the European 

member states. The proportions of agricultural enterprises involved in tourism in 

different European countries range from 3-10% of all farm enterprises (Dernoi, 1983; 

Busby & Rendle, 2000; Weaver & Fennell, 1997; Canoves et al., 2004) with the 

exception of Greece where the proportion is less than 1% (Rural Tourism International, 

2003), and Sweden where it is 20% (Canoves et al., 2004). England, France, Austria and 

Germany are each estimated to contain between 20,000-30,000 farm tourism enterprises 

(Dernoi, 1983; Weaver &, Fennell, 1997).  

 

4.3.3. Austria  

 

As noted earlier, Austria has been offering farm vacations since the early 20th century. 

The majority of Austrian farms are small-scale family enterprises located on rough 

terrain in mountain areas. Austrian farmers have hence had little opportunity to adopt 
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modern farming technologies to increase productivity, and came under early pressure to 

find alternative income sources. They responded by diversifying both into farm tourism 

and into other agricultural niche markets such as organic agriculture. About half of all 

accommodation in Austria is on farms, a higher proportion than in any other country 

(Frater, 1983). About 10% of all farms in Austria offer agritourism activities including 

horse riding, weaving, and bread production (Weaver &, Fennell, 1997; Busby & 

Rendle, 2000).  

 

 

4.3.4. Italy  

 

In the western and Mediterranean member states of the European Union, agritourism 

has become an increasingly popular form of on-farm diversification (Sonnino, 2004). In 

Italy, France and Spain particularly, the combination of a culinary experience and 

agritourism appears to be characteristic feature.  

 

The agricultural sector is one of Italy's most important domestic industries. Agricultural 

census data identified over 12,000 farms which offer agritourism activities (Rural 

Tourism International, 2003). Most of these farms are 10 to 20 ha in area. About 60% 

are livestock producers. Of these, 71% stock poultry, 44% run cattle and 40% keep pigs. 

About 90% of the agritourism farms are family operated, and 96% of them use only 

family labour (Istituto Nazionale di Economica Agraria, 2005).  

 

In 2000, about 1.8 million visitors took a farm holiday in Italy with a quarter of these 

being foreigners. More than half of the agritourism enterprises also offer a catering 

service (Umbriasi, 2006). There are about 8600 registered agritourism enterprises in 

Italy (Pulina, Dettori, & Paba, 2006). Farm tourism in Italy is concentrated in Tuscany, 

Umbria and Trentino Alto Adige (Rural Tourism International, 2003). Tuscany has the 

highest proportion of agotourism businesses (29%) owing largely to its long standing 

investment in the industry (Pulina et al., 2006). National law provides only general 

policy directions for agritourism, but 1986, most regions have introduced laws which 

define agrotourism. Under these laws there must be a connection between farming and 

tourism, as the following example for Sardinia illustrates: “accommodation and 
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restoration services are defined as agrotourism if they are provided by agriculture actors 

and the tourist activity can be regarded as connected and complementary to the 

agricultural activity” (L.R.32/1986) (Pulina et al., 2006, p.1007). Initially, these local 

laws enhanced and promoted agrotourism activity in Sardinia (Macellari, 2003 in Pulina 

et al., 2006). Later, however, they became excessively bureaucratic with little emphasis 

on the quality of the agrotourism product.  In 1998, therefore, a new law was introduced 

to regulate the quantity and quality of agrotourism services (Pulina et al., 2006). 

 

 

4.3.5. Spain  

 

The term agritourism, or even the transliteration agrotourism, is not much used in Spain. 

The more commonly used term is turismo rural (rural tourism). This makes it difficult 

to compare statistics with other countries, since there are no separate statistics 

specifically for farm tourism. In 2003, about 6500 businesses were classified as rural 

tourism establishments. Rural tourism is concentrated in Castilla-Leon, Catalonia, 

Aragon and Galicia, which together provide 45% of Spain’s rural tourism 

accommodation (Perales, 2002; Canoves et al., 2004; Canoves & Priestley, 2003).  

 

As noted by Garcia-Ramon et al. (1995), it is difficult to estimate the economic impact 

of rural tourism accurately; firstly since the activity is very recent, and secondly since 

income is often reinvested immediately in refurbishing the family house. These authors 

concluded that in Spain, tourism on farms is at most a supplementary source of income, 

with no potential to replace agriculture. It does, however, provide the opportunity to 

increase living standards and cover maintenance costs for house and property. Garcia-

Ramon et al. (1995) also found that the participation of women in tourism was critical to 

the survival of family farms in Spain, and that the integration of women into economic 

activities is a crucial component of rural restructuring processes in developed rural 

communities. Traditional gender roles allowed women to run tourism businesses 

without difficulty, since caring for guests as part of the business was considered as an 

extension of the domestic role of women in caring for the family. Farm tourism 

improved the economic independence of women, giving them a higher profile than 

participating only in agricultural work. Women in Spanish farm tourism businesses 
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were usually very satisfied with their work, since it gave them the opportunity to 

socialise with guests and work from home while contributing to the economic wellbeing 

of their families.  

 

 

4.3.6. Greece 

 

In 1999, only 895 farm businesses, less than 1% of all farms, offered agritourism 

products in Greece (Rural Tourism International, 2003). About one third of these 

operators provided simple accommodation separated from the farm family’s own life. 

This is a special feature of Greek agritourism, because in Greece the agricultural 

production area is usually a few kilometres away from the family farmhouse. The 

involvement of tourists in farm activities is thus quite limited. The typical agritourism 

experience in Greece involves accommodation in traditionally furnished rooms, with a 

traditional breakfast incorporating home-made products. The domestic demand for 

agritourism is low because Greece is still a relatively rural nation, where many city 

dwellers have their own family house in the countryside (Rural Tourism International, 

2003). Greek agritourism, however, does not lack innovation, and has played a central 

role in academic debate on gender in farm tourism since rural women established the 

first agritourism co-operatives in 1983 (Papakonstantinidis, 2003; Iakovidou & Turner, 

1995). These co-operatives combine lodging in family homes or B&Bs with the sale of 

agricultural products, home-made foods and handicrafts. As in other European 

countries, however, recent growth in agritourism has been boosted by European grant 

schemes.  

 

 

4.3.7. Crete 

 

Kousis (1989) observed the impact of tourism on subsistence farm families in rural 

Cretan communities, and found that as tourism grew the number of farmers in the area 

decreased drastically, but that tourism brought new economic opportunities for young 

women. The time needed to run a tourism business had the greatest impact on married 

women, who were already responsible for both children and house care (Kousis, 1989). 
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Diversification into tourism on farms had a significant social impact on families in 

small rural communities in Crete, particularly in regards to the distribution of family 

labour, control and kin relationships. Commonly, grandparents helped young families 

with farm work, house and childminding, and this continued when these families started 

tourism businesses. The service character of the tourism business and the 7-days-a-week 

opening hours led to increased emphasis on relationships with immediate family 

members and reduced socialisation and influence from more distant relatives (Kousis, 

1989).  

 

4.3.8. United Kingdom 

 

About a quarter of all farms in the UK are involved in tourism (Busby & Rendle, 2000). 

The UK Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food estimated that farm 

accommodation in England and Wales generates about 70 million pounds sterling per 

annum (Busby & Rendle, 2000). This is about €100 million at current rates (mid 2006).  

 

Research on-farm tourism in England and Wales has focused on farm-based 

accommodation and the restructuring of agriculture (Evans & Ilbery, 1989, 1992; Ilbery 

et al., 1998), as well as the marketing aspects of farm-based tourism businesses (Clarke, 

1996, 1999; Davis and Gilbert, 1992).  

 

Early studies on farm-based accommodation businesses in the UK revealed that farm 

tourism was used as an alternative enterprise strategy for family-labour farms, and not 

as a way to enter farming through the tourism sector. The majority of farm-based 

tourism enterprises were in areas marginal for agriculture, such as upland regions in 

English counties which cannot compete economically with agricultural systems in 

lowland areas (Ilbery et al., 1998). Although financial motives dominated the decision 

to go into farm tourism, the tourism component of the business often did not generate a 

sufficient income stream (Evans & Ilbery, 1992). In 1989, the majority of farm tourism 

enterprises in three English counties received less than 10% of their income from 

tourism. About 80% of the businesses in the study relied solely on family labour (Evans 

& Ilbery, 1992).  
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Over a third of all farm businesses in England, and almost a quarter in Wales, provide 

on-farm activities and/or accommodation. Farms within 5 km of scenic areas are more 

likely to offer accommodation than those further away (Walford, 2001). The British 

Tourism Board recognises three categories of farm accommodation, namely farmhouse 

B&Bs, self-catering units, and camping facilities; and classifies them according to the 

standard of the tourism product provided. As of 2000 there were 6665 farm tourism 

operations in England and Wales which: (a) provide accommodation in the categories as 

above; (b) are located on working farms or smallholdings; and (c) advertise themselves 

as farm tourism (Walford, 2001). About 52% of these businesses provided camping, 

26% self-catering and 16% B&B accommodation. Interestingly, larger properties were 

more likely to offer serviced accommodation (B&B), and smaller landholdings to offer 

camping and caravan sites. The overall guest capacity was 26 886 adult bed spaces and 

87 037 camping pitches. About 44% of the farm properties were under 50 ha in area; 

26% were 50-100 ha and 30% were larger than 100ha (Walford, 2001).  

 

Recent agricultural controversies such as BSE, foot-and-mouth disease, and genetic 

engineering, have led to negative public perceptions of mainstream agriculture in 

Europe. By using educational and informational tourism activities on farms, British 

farmers in particular are attempting to reconstitute the image of farming (Holloway, 

2004). In times of growing concern about food safety and quality, farm tourism has 

been identified as having great potential to inform and involve the public about the 

process of food production.  

 

4.3.9. Scandinavia  

 

The majority of agritourism businesses in the Scandinavian countries offer 

accommodation in the form of self-contained cabins or camping (Dernoi, 1983). In 

Denmark, the agritourism product includes B&Bs, camping, farm apartments and open 

farms, where city people have the opportunity to participate in farm activities. An 

increasingly popular tourism product is the so-called Green Lifestyle Holiday, which 

provides largely organic food and aims to use a minimum of resources such as water, 

energy and cleaning products.  

 

 
 

  



60 Farm Tourism in Australia 

4.3.10. Israel 

 

Growth in tourism on farms in Israel has been associated strongly with a decrease in 

agricultural activity, and the need to create an additional income in order for landholders 

to stay on their properties (Fleischer & Pizam, 1997). Most farm tourism in Israel is of 

the B&B type, based on two different types of co-operative agricultural settlements. The 

kibbutz is a rural settlement based on the principle of total co-operation, communal 

activity and ownership. The moshav is a rural settlement based on family farms with 

self-employment, mutual guarantee, aid and marketing. Both types evolved during the 

socialist movements of the early 20th century and struggled to survive during the 1980s. 

In 1994, the total number of B&Bs in Israel was 444, with a capacity of just over 12,000 

beds (Fleischer & Pizam, 1997). Owing to the dependence on the domestic family 

market and a short holiday season, the annual average occupancy rate is relatively low 

(23% in 1994) and hence the financial return from tourism very limited. 

 

 

4.3.11. USA – Farm Tourism Product Types  

 

Agritourism is promoted strongly across all States of the USA, making it one of the 

fastest growing segments (Purdue University, 2005). Farm tourism products in North 

America are very diverse. In addition to accommodation on farms and ranches there is a 

wide range of agritourism activities and events, as well as direct marketing initiatives 

such as farmers markets, pick-your-own farms, roadside stands, subscription farming, 

community-supported agriculture and catalogue sales.  

 

Agriculture-related events, often referred to as agritainment, are currently enjoying 

especially rapid growth, particularly in the eastern States of the USA. These areas are 

easily accessible to large urban centres with very high population densities, and offer a 

variety of on-farm and off-farm experiences for city day visitors. The demand for short-

break holiday products and family weekend entertainment is high. In 2001, about 63 

million people aged 16 years or over visited farms in the US (Hamilton, 2005; Wilson, 

Thilmany, & Sullins, 2006).  
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Reasons for the trip are shown in Table 4.2. Interestingly, apart from enjoying rural 

scenery, a high percentage of visitors are motivated by educational aspects and the 

opportunity to purchase farm produce, rather than recreational activities or 

accommodation. Furthermore, 24 million people stated that they wanted to pet a farm 

animal, and 9 million wanted to participate in hay-ride or corn maize.  

 

Table 4.2 Demand Side Reasons for Farm Tourism 
 
Reasons for Trip Percent Million 

(Most Important Visitors  
 + Important)  

Enjoy rural scenery 86 53 

Learn food source  71 44 

Visit family and friends 63 40 

Watch and participate  64 41 

Purchase agricultural products  39 27 

Pick fruit and produce   43 27 

Hunt and fish  27 16 

Spend a night   8 19 

Source: USDA Forest Service and University of Tennessee, 2000 
 

Especially in the eastern States, agritourism and agritainment products are used 

principally as direct marketing initiatives on farms. The cultural significance of 

Halloween in the USA has created opportunities for farmers offering on-farm pick-

your-own pumpkin sales. In recent years this has been extended to large pumpkin 

festivals immediately prior to Halloween, and diversified into other forms of 

agritainment such as corn mazes and hayrides. The weeks before Halloween and 

Thanksgiving have thus become peak seasons for Midwest agritourism enterprises 

specialising in agritainment (Hamilton, 2005).  

 

In addition, there is a growing segment of health-conscious consumers concerned about 

the quality of food supplies. Some farms have converted these concerns to a tourism 

product by offering fresh farm produce for sale on the farm itself. Indeed, direct sales of 

farm produce have become the most popular form of on-farm diversification in many 

North American agricultural areas (McGehee & Kim, 2004).  
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4.3.12. USA - Economic Scale  

 

There is apparently no nationwide study of the scope and economic impact of 

agritourism in the USA. There are, however, State-wide surveys for California, 

Colorado, Hawaii, Vermont, Virginia, New York State, Idaho and Montana, and these 

give a good indication of the size of the agritourism market in these States.  

 

California is the economic centre of agriculture in the USA, with greater agricultural 

revenues than any other State. The diversity of agricultural operations, combined with 

California’s popularity as a tourist destination and the proximity of farms to urban 

centres, has created significant agritourism opportunities. To date there are more than 

800 identified attractions such as wineries, farmstays, agricultural festivals, and 

agricultural museums, and over 300 Certified Farmers Markets. The agritourism 

industry is considered so significant for the State that in 1999 the University of 

California established a special working group to promote the sector through its Small 

Farmer Centre. The Centre provides workshops, training materials, newsletters, case 

studies and academic research for agritourism and other small farm operators.  

 

In 2002, 867 farms and ranches in Colorado derived some tourism income, contributing 

13% on average to total farm income (Wilson et al., 2006). Hunting and fishing 

activities on farms, rather than tourism based on farming activities, had the greatest 

economic impact on farm businesses.   

 

Cox et al., (1994) reported a link between Hawaii’s agricultural exports and tourism, 

claiming that through the exotic image cultivated by tourism, the domestic and export 

demand for agricultural crops and products increased. Furthermore, direct and indirect 

services of agriculturally-based leisure attractions to tourists maintained significant 

employment and income. In Hawaii, revenue generated through agritourism activities 

was estimated at US$34 million in 2003 (Hamilton, 2005; Hawaii Agricultural Statistics 

Service, 2004) from about 187 farms. On-farm sales were the most popular agritourism 

product, with a total turnover of US$13.5 million (Hawaii Agricultural Statistics 

Service, 2004).  
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In Vermont, one third of all farms were engaged in agritourism in 2002, generating 

U$19.5 million (Hamilton, 2005; Perlman, 2005). The income from agritourism 

increased 86% from 2000 to 2002 (New England Agricultural Statistics Service, 2002). 

Smaller farms between 1 and 150 acres were more likely to offer agritourism activities, 

but larger farms over 500 acres in area had higher incomes from tourism, around 

US$6700 per annum on average (Agriculture Marketing and Resource Centre, 2006). 

 

A study conducted in Virginia revealed that the majority of agritourism businesses are 

located on farms smaller than 100 acres. Pick-your-own fruit (29%), on-farm markets 

(26%) and Christmas tree sales (19%) were the most popular agritourism activities. For 

29% of the operators the primary source of income was the working farm, followed by 

18% whose primary source was the sales of Christmas trees (McGehee & Kim, 2004).   

 

In New York State, about 2000 agritourism businesses generated an estimated U$210 

million in 1999 (Kuehn & Hilchey, 2000a, 2000b). Income from agritourism activities 

comprised 25-75% of total farm income for farms in New York State, with an average 

of 43%. The most popular agritourism products were farm stands, offered by 37% of 

farms, Christmas tree farms (12%); and pick-your-own fruit and vegetable sales (10%). 

Agritourism businesses were defined as any “farm-based business open to visitors”. 

Other types of businesses within this rather broad definition included farm 

accommodation, corn mazes, petting zoos, farm-related museums, farm tour operations, 

horse-riding stables, hunting preserves and Halloween-related businesses (Kuehn & 

Hilchey, 2000a, 2000b).  

 

In Montana, a survey conducted in 1997 by the University of Montana’s Institute for 

Tourism and Recreation Research, estimated that there were 1100 agritourism 

businesses in the State, about 7% of all farm businesses. The main types of farm 

businesses were working farms and ranches, and guiding and outfitting. The most 

popular tourist activities identified were fishing, hunting, horse riding and cattle and 

wagon drives. On average, tourism businesses accounted for about 16% of total farm 

income. The survey found that the farm tourism sector was growing, and projected that 

by 2001 there would be 2640 such businesses, representing 12% of Montana’s farms 

and ranches (Black & Nickerson, 1997; Nickerson et al., 2001). 
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4.3.13. USA - Dude Ranches  

 

Dude ranches are a characteristic form of agritourism in the western States and 

Provinces of the USA and Canada. They are probably the oldest farm tourism product 

world-wide. The dude ranch industry evolved in the late 1800s, out of the need to 

provide safe accommodation for travellers from the eastern States of the USA who 

wanted to visit the western States. These early tourists were drawn by the natural 

wonders of the West, including hunting opportunities but also by the romantic attraction 

of the Wild West with its freedom and individualistic values. In contrast to the rapidly 

developing East Coast, in the West people were judged by their courage, skills and 

actions rather than their family background. Ranches began to offer the hospitality of 

their homes for these travellers without any charge. The experience was very personal, 

and long-lasting friendships were often formed, with guests who came every year and 

stayed for extended periods.  

 

Eventually, ranches in Montana and Wyoming began to accept payment from guests, 

though the exact date when this began is uncertain. These guests were called ‘dudes’, a 

new word simply used to mean ‘someone who pays for services on a Western ranch’. 

Soon afterwards people started to develop lodges and ranches specifically to provide 

paid accommodation. Early ‘dudes’ such as Theodore Roosevelt, the writer Owen 

Wister and painters like Remington and Russell raised public awareness of dude ranches 

through their work, at a time when ranchers relied solely on word-of-mouth 

advertisement.  

 

In the early 1920s, declining cattle prices and increasing domestic travel during World 

War I helped to foster the dude ranch industry. The first dude ranch association was 

formed in September 1926 in Bozeman, Montana, with a membership of 35 ranches. Its 

main aim was to combine forces for marketing. The dude ranch industry gained support 

from the new Northern Pacific Railroads which saw a market in combining rail travel 

with ranch accommodation. By 1936 there were about 356 dude ranches in operation. 

The Dude Ranch Association (2005) has continued to operate since that date, and in 

2005 it had a membership of 109 ranches from 13 Western States and 2 Canadian 

Provinces. 
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The early dude ranches offered hunting, fishing, horseback riding and wilderness pack 

trips. Dude ranches nowadays still offer these activities but have become much more 

specialised. Whilst the early ranches were also cattle operations and guests could help 

with ranch activities, tourists are now the major crop and only a few dude ranches have 

a working farm component. Owing to the rather negative perception of the word ‘dude’, 

most dude ranches now describe themselves as guest ranches. They have made an 

almost complete transition from ‘tourism on farms’ to ‘farm tourism’, in the sense of 

Busby and Rendle (2000), and many have expanded their product mix to include 

conference facilities, weddings, catering for large groups, shops and entertainment 

programs in a ranch-style environment. Some of these ranches can provide evening 

catering for up to 5000 guests at a time.  

 

In addition to dude or guest ranches, which originated long ago from working cattle 

ranches but now focus solely on tourism, there are still working ranches whose main 

business is cattle and crop production but which also offer limited opportunities for 

tourists. A survey conducted by the Idaho Department of Agriculture identified 58 

ranching businesses that offered some form of ranch vacation. About 38% of these were 

operating working farms with the remainder being guest ranches and pick-your-own 

enterprises. The average land area for working ranches was around 5200 acres, 

significantly larger than guest ranches. Most guest ranches had been established for 

longer than recreational operations on working ranches, took a larger number of 

overnight guests, and offered a greater variety of activities. Horseback activities were 

somewhat more common on guest ranches, whilst hunting was relatively more common 

on working ranches. The average rate daily accommodation rate, across all respondents 

which took overnight guests, was around US$100 per person per day. Average annual 

gross revenues from tourism were much higher for guest ranches (US$207,200) than for 

working ranches (US$3,700). On the basis of annual gross revenue from guests, 

percentage of total ranch revenue from recreation, and total number of guests per year, a 

clear distinction can be drawn between guest or dude ranches and ranch recreation on 

working ranches (Rottman & Powell, 2006). 
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                                                              The Dude Ranch 
By A. Chapman  

 
We used to run a cow-ranch, 
   In all that old term meant, 
But all our ancient glories 

   In recent years have went; 
We’re takin’ summer boarders, 

   And, puttin’ it quite rude, 
It’s now the cowboy’s province 

   To herd the festive dude. 
We used to run an outfit, 

   The greatest in the West; 
Our cowboys were the wonders — 

   Our roundups were the best; 
The punchers still are with us, 
   But now they merely guide 
The tenderfoot from Boston 

   Who’s learnin’ how to ride. 
We used to brand our cattle 

   And ship ‘em wide and far; 
But now we import humans 
   From off the Pullman car; 

The dudes have got us captured 
   And tied and branded, too; 

And the cowboy’s readin’ Ibsen 
   When his daily toil is through. 

 
From Out where the West Begins, 1917 

 

 

4.3.14. Canada 

 

Agritourism products in Canada are similar in scope to their United States counterparts, 

including accommodation and a wide range of other on-farm activities. Large-scale 

promotion and development of agritourism in Canada, however, did not commence until 

the late 1990s, when several Provinces recognised the commercial potential of 

agritourism, and prepared agritourism strategies of various kinds (Knight, 1999).  

 

Generally, as in the USA, vacation ranches are more common in the western Canadian 

Provinces, whilst the eastern Provinces are more likely to offer agritainment products. 

The concept of vacation ranches and vacation farms, a working farm operation which 

derives additional income from a periodic tourist clientele, is well developed in Canada 

(Weaver & Fennell, 1997). Some of these offer only overnight accommodation, either 

http://www.cowboypoetry.com/ac.htm#outbk#outbk
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in family homes, or cabins and campsites. Others offer the same accommodation and 

activities, generally as a package deal.  

 

An estimated 400 farms are currently involved in agritourism in the Province of British 

Columbia, with a concentration of businesses in the Okanagan Valley and Vancouver 

Island (Knight, 1999). About half of these businesses also produce and sell value-added 

agricultural products. Agritourism generated an estimated CAN$14.3 million in the 

Province in 1995 (Knight, 1999). In Alberta there are over 250 farm-based agritourism 

businesses and approximately 120 approved Farmers Markets. The Alberta Department 

of Agriculture, Food and Rural Development (2005) co-ordinates agritourism in the 

Province, provides information material and organises workshops/seminars on the topic. 

The Province of Saskatchewan, which considers itself the centre of Canadian agriculture 

with over 60,000 farms and ranches, has identified agritourism as a major strategic 

focus in the development of the Province’s tourism sector (Weaver & Fennell, 1997). 

Complex or contradictory regulations have been identified as the principal barriers for 

the establishment of new agritourism businesses (Weaver & Fennell, 1997).  

 

The densely populated eastern Provinces of Ontario and Quebec also offer a wide range 

of agritourism products and services, which appear to be more developed and better co-

ordinated than other Canadian Provinces, particularly in regards to marketing. Ontario 

has been particularly effective in building themed tourism routes and programs such as 

the ‘Apple Route’, ‘Get Out of Town Tour Program’ and ‘Huron Harvest Trail’ (The 

Apple Route, 2005; Huron Tourism, 2005). Quebec offers unique agritourism products 

such as maple syrup farms, which are highly popular mixed farm businesses (Knight, 

1999).  

 

4.3.15. New Zealand  

 

In 1984, the New Zealand government abolished all farm subsidies and hence 

completely liberalised the agricultural sector (Pickford, 2004). This initiative had an 

enormous impact on the farming industry and the rural countryside. One response was a 

growth in farm tourism as landholders sought additional sources of income. By 1988, 

Pearce (1990) estimated that about 1000 farms in New Zealand offered a farm tourism 
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experience. A study conducted by the New Zealand Ministry of Agriculture and 

Forestry  (1997) found that 40% of farm households were either fully or partly engaged 

in tourism, with over half of them offering some form of accommodation. Oppermann 

(1998) estimated an average annual gross income of NZ$ 17,000 per farm tourism 

operator, based on a sample of 172 New Zealand farmstay businesses. According to 

Hogh (2001) there were about 2000 farmstays in New Zealand at that time, but no data 

were provided to support this figure. That study, in the Southland region of New 

Zealand found that 95% of the farm tourism operators in that region run sheep farms of 

relatively small area, mostly 100-400 ha (Hogh, 2001).  

 

 

4.4. Trends and Regional Signatures  
 

Originally, agritourism meant accommodation on working farm or ranches, with few 

farm activities. Over time, recreational activities such as hunting, fishing and horse 

riding became increasingly important for individual businesses. Most recently, 

agritourism events have been recognised as an excellent tool to entertain the domestic 

day visitor (Hamilton, 2005; Perlman, 2005), and to educate the public about the 

importance of agriculture and its contribution to the economy and quality of life 

(Holloway, 2004). These and related pattern and trends are summarised in Table 4.3. 
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Table 4.3 Farm Tourism Patterns and Trends  
 
 North America  Europe 

   
Original 
impetus  

Historical demand for farm-based 
accommodation in mountain areas 

Historical demand on dude ranches  
 

  
On-farm diversification  On-farm diversification  
  
Reconstructing the image of modern 
agricultural practices 

Reconstructing the image of modern 
agriculture practices  

 
Government incentives  
   

Features  Accommodation in traditional farm 
houses with local cuisine and small 
farm activities  

West: dude & guest ranch 
accommodation and activities 
(vacation farms) 

  
Agricultural shows  East: agritainment close to large 

metropolitan areas, themed tourist 
routes associated with local farming 
products 

   
Opportunities Large population, domestic as well as 

inter-European travel market  
Large population and domestic travel 
market for agritourism  

  
Ongoing political support for farm 
tourism  

 
 

  
   

Constraints  Replacement of traditional small-scale 
farming through lifestyle businesses 
or large agribusinesses resulting in 
loss of authenticity 

Replacement of traditional small-scale 
farming through lifestyle businesses, 
large agribusinesses, or agritainment 
farms resulting in loss of authenticity  

 
 

 

 

Farm tourism products also have their regional signatures, such as: combined culinary 

and accommodation experiences in Europe; horse-riding on ranches of the American 

West and cattle stations in Australia; agricultural shows in Britain; and agritainment 

farms in the American East. This is partly since they reflect the different agricultural 

and cultural heritages of different rural areas. There are also economic reasons, 

however. A business offering on-farm accommodation alone, or in conjunction with a 

full-time farm, offers much less financial return than an agritainment business. 

Seasonality is also significant: an agritainment operation provides a significant 
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economic contribution and can restrict visitor flows to periods which do not interfere 

with the principal agricultural activities.   

 

Busby and Rendle (2000) argued that direct links between agriculture and tourism have 

become less important over time, and a transition from ‘tourism on farms’ to ‘farm 

tourism’ is taking place. In a similar vein, Canoves et al. (2004) developed a three-phase 

evolutionary typology of rural tourism. In their model, the first phase comprises 

demand-driven accommodation on farms as a supplementary income source to 

agriculture. During the second phase, farmers expand the product by offering 

recreational activities such as horse-riding, fishing, hunting, trekking and fruit picking, 

and local services such as gourmet food; partly for marketing purposes, and to partly to 

satisfy the needs of a more diverse and demanding clientele. Canoves et al. (2004) argue 

that at this stage it is not unusual that operators substitute tourism for farming activities, 

the change that Busby and Rendle (2000) described as the transition into farm tourism. 

The third and final phase, according to Canoves et al. (2004), is the maturity of the 

sector, described by a high degree of professionalism and specialisation in tourism so 

that it should perhaps be considered as a sector in its own right rather than a form of 

agricultural diversification.   

 

Agritainment businesses are the latest development in farm tourism, and are highly 

professional and specialised, fitting the third phase of Canoves et al. (2004). Because 

they are highly seasonal, they allow farm landholders to maintain a core agricultural 

business. Therefore, they are still a form of on-farm agricultural diversification, not a 

tourism sector in its own right. In general, few agritainment farms seem to have offered 

accommodation as a precursor to events and activities. It appears that they have been 

established principally to link large groups of consumers to local farm enterprises, and 

to secure sales of on-farm produce. To accommodate these large groups, and often also 

to comply with insurance requirements, activities are staged rather than authentic.  

Arguably, this development takes away the authenticity of the farm tourism product and 

hence should not be promoted under the agritourism umbrella. Previous research 

(Pearce, 1990) indicates that farm tourists are drawn by meeting the real farmers and 

staying on a genuine working farm. There is a potential risk that agritainment will fail to 

satisfy the expectations of traditional farm tourism customers. It may, however, provide 

an equally valuable income source from a different customer base. 
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4.5. Social Situation Analysis  

 

4.5.1. Overview  

 

Social situation analysis is a technique developed by Argyle et al. (1981), using the 

eight features listed in Table 4.5, to dissect the social context of people or organisations. 

This approach has been applied in farm tourism by Pearce (1990), who conducted 

interviews with 13 farm stay operations in New Zealand, structured explicitly around 

these eight features. In the following sections these eight features are used as a 

framework to review aspects of the host-guest interaction in farm tourism businesses.  
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Table 4.4 A Social Situation Analysis 
 
Feature  Definition  

Goals Goals may be seen as the purposes or ends which direct social 

behaviour. 

 

Environmental setting Environmental setting consists of the props, spaces, barriers, 

modifiers (the physical units and their arrangement) which 

influence the situation. 

 

Concepts and cognitive 
structure  

Concepts and cognitive structures may be thought of as the 

shared definitions and understandings needed to operate in the 

social situation. 

 

Rules Rules are the shared beliefs which regulate behaviour. The 

existence of many unstated rules is most clearly shown in the 

opprobrium attached to rule-breaking behaviours. 

 

Roles Roles are the duties and obligations which attached the social 

positions people occupy.  

 

Repertoire of elements  The sum of behaviours which are appropriate to that situation. 

 

Language and speech The interest in language and speech in this context focuses on 

how things are said, the code of speech, vocabulary, and social 

variation inherent in language.  

 

Sequences  The ordering of the repertoire of behaviours. Sequences may be 

very fixed or very fluid.  

 

Source: Pearce (1990)  
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4.5.2. Goals  

 

It appears that worldwide, the primary motivation for diversification into farm tourism 

has been to increase revenues and enhance the viability of farm operations (Table 4.5). 

Evidence on the motivations of farm tourism operators world-wide, however, is rather 

limited. Motivations have been examined only in: New Zealand (Pearce, 1990; 

Oppermann, 1998; Hogh, 2001); England (Frater, 1983; Hill & Busby, 2002; Sharpley 

& Vass, 2006); Saskatchewan, Canada (Weaver & Fennell 1997); New York (Kuehn & 

Hilchey 2000); Montana, USA (Nickerson et al., 2001) and Virginia, USA (McGehee & 

Kim, 2004).  

 

Nickerson et al. (2001) identified three sets of reasons for diversification into 

agritourism in Montana: economic, social and external influences. Mean scores on 

Likert-scale responses to motivation statements revealed that in Montana, economic 

reasons dominated the decision to diversify. Such reasons included: additional income; 

fluctuations in agricultural income; or full use of existing resources. Social reasons, 

such as interest and hobby, companionship with guests, and educating the consumers 

were ranked as somewhat less important. McGehee and Kim (2004) used the same set 

of motivational statements to study agritourism enterprises in Virginia. They found that 

as in Montana, economic motivations were dominant, although motivations described as 

“educating the consumer” and “it is an interest/hobby of ours” proved slightly more 

important than in the Montana study.  

 

Weaver and Fennell (1997) had previously reached similar conclusions for the Province 

of Saskatchewan in Canada, where economic motivations were predominant and social 

considerations secondary. Social motivations in the Canadian study referred to the 

desire to share the farm lifestyle with others or enjoy the company of guests. The studies 

in Montana and Virginia also showed that farm size is an influential motivational factor 

in the establishment of farm tourism businesses: economic considerations were rated 

significantly higher on average by larger properties.  
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In contrast to these North American studies, Pearce (1990) interviewed 13 farmstay 

operators in New Zealand and concluded that “money was not the major goal for the 

operators”. Financial advantages were indeed mentioned, however, and 90% of the 

operators showed awareness of costs and returns. The social returns referred to the 

desire to meet interesting people, and to have company after the children left home 

(Pearce, 1990). Oppermann (1998), in a larger study involving 172 farm tourism 

operators in New Zealand, concluded that 41% were motivated by social goals and 32% 

by income considerations. Hogh (2001) found that about 64% of the farm tourism 

operators in Southland, New Zealand were motivated by the social aspects of tourism, 

such as meeting people and learning about other countries and cultures; whilst about 

28% mainly wanted to increase their income. Even those motivated initially by financial 

goals, however, also later came to enjoy the social benefits of acting as a farm host.  
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Table 4.5 Motivations of Farm Tourism Operators Worldwide  
 
Region  Farm type Method  n Principal 

motivations 

Reference  

 

      
Herefordshire, 
England  

Farmstays  Mail survey  118 71% Income  Frater, 1983 
(Response rate) (Not  25% Social  

 Know) 
      
Devon, 
England  

Farms Mail survey  143 1% Income  Hill & 
Busby, 2002 (Response rate) (67%) 14% Social  

 
      
Northumbria 
and Yorkshire, 
England 

Farmstays  Mail survey  79 60% Income  Sharpley & 
Vass, 2006 (Response rate) (53%) 13% Use buildings  

 
      
55% Income Weaver & 

Fennell, 1997 
40 Saskatchewan, Vacation 

farms  
Mail survey, 

34% Social  Canada free text 
(52%) (Response rate) 
 

      
New York, 
USA  

Mail survey  Not 82% Income  Kuehn & 
Hilchey, 
2000 

known  

 
      
Nickersson, 
Black & 
McCool, 
2001 

Montana, 
USA 

Farms Mail survey, 292 61% Income 
(Response rate) (41%) 23% External 

16% Social and   
        Income  
 

      
McGehee & 
Kim, 2004 

Virginia, USA Farms  Mail survey, 412 Income  
(Response rate) (42%) Utilise buildings  

Education  
 

      
New Zealand  Farmstays Interviews 13 Social  Pearce, 1990 

 
      
New Zealand  Farmstays  Mail survey  172 41% Social Oppermann, 

1998  (Response rate) (67%) 32% Income  
 

      
Hogh, 2001 Southland, 

New Zealand 
Farmstays Mail survey 36 64% Social  

(Response rate) (55%) 28% Income  
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4.5.3. Environmental Setting  

 

Environmental setting refers to the physical environment and the setting of the farm 

home itself (Pearce, 1990). The beauty of the farm landscape, a quiet peaceful location 

and recreational opportunities (e.g. fishing, hiking) are factors that influence the 

perception of the physical attractiveness of the environment.  

 

Urbanisation, increase in leisure time, short-term holidays and interest in outdoor 

recreation activities in many developed nations have increased demand for rural holiday 

experiences (Davis & Gilbert, 1992; Canoves et al., 2004). An urban perception of rural 

lifestyles and landscapes, albeit somewhat glamorised, provides a supply of clients for 

farm tourism products (Nilsson, 2002). It is the farming lifestyle in particular that 

evokes the perception of a ‘better past’. People are nostalgic about the past and 

authentic farm tourism gives them the opportunity to relive traditional culture. In many 

countries a cultural value has been placed on the image of rural societies based on-

farmfamilies, and the agricultural way of life and a tradition of country hospitality 

(Gray, 2000; Canoves et al., 2004; Daugstad et al., 2006).  

 

As Wanhill (1997) noted, the tourism product strength of many peripheral areas is based 

on remoteness and natural environments. In addition, the availability and cleanness of 

personal facilities such as en suite bathrooms and self-contained kitchens are key 

features of the home environment in farmstay operations.  

 

 

4.5.4. Shared Concepts and Cognitive Beliefs 

 

Shared concepts and cognitive beliefs are a crucial factor for the interaction between 

farm hosts and guests. The majority of farm tourists are drawn by an idyllic perception 

of the farm environment. For many people, agriculture represents a deep-seated cultural 

value often expressed by an authentic lifestyle, freedom and flexibility, working 

outdoors, peace, tranquillity and the companionship of animals (Nilsson, 2002; Ingham 

2002). Rural areas are identified as aesthetically pleasant and desirable places to live in. 

Rural life has been associated with uncomplicated, innocent, more genuine society with 
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persisting traditional values. Guests of farm tourism operations are likely to have had 

some past experience on a farm or want to see their children interacting with farm 

animals (Ingham, 2002). Whilst the idyllic image of farming was created in the 

beginning of the century, technological progress in agriculture has lead to a somewhat 

different reality (Nilsson, 2002). The sometimes rather harsh realities of farming 

practices (e.g. use of chemicals, castration of animals) may lead to misunderstanding 

and confrontation between farm hosts and farm tourism guests (Pearce, 1990).  

 

Within the context of a phenomenological investigation, Ingham (2002) approached 3 

farm tourism hosts in Western Australia, and identified tension relating to guests who 

have different values and expectations from the farm hosts as one of the emerging 

themes. The different values referred mainly to cultural backgrounds and resulted in 

uncomfortable feelings for both host and guest. Different expectations emerged when 

guests were exceptionally demanding or were unprepared for sharing the home with the 

host and hence had little privacy. Hosts communicated a feeling of anger and frustration 

if they experienced opposed attitudes (Ingham, 2002).  

 

 

4.5.5. Rules, Language and Speech  

 

Social rules

 

 as well as language speech and  are determined by different cultural 

backgrounds. Conflicts between host and guests may arise through different political 

standpoints, excessive consumption of alcohol, public articulation of arguments, 

disrespectful behaviour etc. (Pearce, 1990; Ingram 2002). Whilst hosts experience 

stress, anger and frustration under such circumstances, guests are likely to feel 

uncomfortable (Ingram, 2002). Difficulties in language and speech can be overcome by 

learning through experience and gaining confidence.  

 

 

4.5.6. Roles  

 

The social role of the farm host is represented by the friendliness and the service 

provided to farm tourism guests. The social role of visitors is often shown in thank you 

 
 

 



78 Farm Tourism in Australia 

letters, word-of-mouth marketing or repeat visits. Difficulties for hosts often refer to the 

situation when their friendliness conflicts with the commercial character of the farm 

stay and hosts have to make an explicit request for guests to settle their bills (Pearce, 

1990). 

 

 

                      
                    Plate 3.1The Author at the WD Working Ranch in Montana, USA  
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Chapter 5 

 Methodology  
 

5.1. Overall Approach  
 

There were three major phases to this research, each involving different methods and 

data sets. Each successive phase was narrower and more detailed then its predecessors 

(Figure 5.1).  

 

The first phase of the research was aimed at establishing a broad profile of the farm 

tourism operators in Australia. A comprehensive inventory of farm tourism businesses 

throughout Australia was compiled from publicly available marketing materials such as 

the websites and brochures of individual operators, industry associations and regional 

tourism bodies. This information was used to carry out a broad nationwide analysis on 

geographic and statistical patterns in farm size and types, guest capacities, and prices.  

 

In the second phase, a survey was sent out to all farm tourism businesses nationwide, 

over 650 in total. The 92-item questionnaire consisted of structured and open-ended 

questions to obtain quantitative as well as qualitative information.  

 

In the third phase, 43 in-depth interviews were conducted with families engaged in farm 

tourism. These interviews had three main goals.  They confirmed and expanded data 

provided in mail questionnaires.  They provided a historical chronology of critical 

events, both for individuals within the family and for external factors affecting the 

businesses.  And most importantly, they revealed how these internal and external factors 

interacted to drive the development of the family farm tourism businesses concerned.  
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Figure 5.1 Three-phase Approach  
 
 

5.2. Analytical Framework  
 

Family business research is currently structured around three themes, namely family, 

business and ownership (Chapter 3). Family farm tourism businesses, however, 

introduce an additional degree of complexity, because they incorporate two interrelated 

businesses – the family farm and the farm tourism business. For the family business 

aspects of this research, therefore, previous analytical frameworks were expanded to: 

(1) the family farm, (2) the immediate family, (3) the farm tourism business and (4) 

ownership (Figure 5.2)  
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Family 

Ownership 

Tourism Business 
 

Family Farm  

 

Figure 5.2 Analytical Framework  
 

 

5.3. Case Study, Triangulation & Reflexivity  
  

Conceptually this research was conducted using a multi-method case study approach, 

where a case study is defined “as an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary 

phenomenon within its real-life context” (Yin, 2003 p.13).   

 

Case studies can provide a particularly rich and unique source of data because they 

allow an appreciation of the characteristics and situations of the people involved. The 

combination of survey data and in-depth interviews, also described as methodological 

triangulation, is considered the most profound form of case study research (Getz et al, 

2003; Denzin, 1994; Gilham, 2000; Marshall, 1999; Yin, 2003).  

 

The first two phases outlined above were largely quantitative, but parts of the mail 

survey, plus the in-depth interviews, used qualitative approaches. As qualitative 

research methods are designed to help researchers to understand people and their social 

context, the personal history of the researcher becomes a key factor in the design and 

interpretation of qualitative research. The conduct of a qualitative study depends on the 

relationship between the researcher and the participants. Therefore, interpersonal skills 

are crucial in qualitative research (Marshall, 1999). The researcher must be an active, 
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patient, thoughtful listener, and have an empathetic understanding and respect for the 

perspectives of others.  

 

The author has a Bachelors degree in Agricultural Sciences and a Masters degree in 

Agricultural Economics, which makes her familiar with the farm side of the operation. 

She also has 2 years practical work experience in the farm tourism sector in Europe, 

Australia and New Zealand. This background helped greatly in yielding a quick 

appreciation of the business aspects, through direct observation. It also helped to build 

up an understanding and trustful relationship with each respondent in a short period of 

time.  

 

 

                                   
                                 Plate 4.1 The Author Working on a Sheep Station  
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5.4. First Phase – National Database  

 

5.4.1. Definition  

 

One of the important methodological issues is the precise definition of farm tourism.  

This term, and its synonyms agritourism or agrotourism, have been defined in similar 

ways by many different authors, as outlined previously (see Chapter 4).  

 

Here it is used to mean, simply, rural enterprises which incorporate both a working farm 

environment and a commercial tourism component. This definition is consistent with 

those used in previous studies (Weaver & Fennell, 1997; Sharpley & Vass, 2006) as 

discussed in Chapter 4. 

 

Rural enterprises in this context are family farms in which “decisions regarding its 

ownership and management are influenced by a relationship to a family (or families)” 

(Dyer, 1989) and “unpaid labour contributes all, or almost all the total on the farm” 

(Hill, 1993).  

 

This definition excludes other forms of rural tourism such as: bed and breakfast 

establishments in rural townships; rural wine tourism operations; and nature-based 

tourism enterprises which do not incorporate a working farm.  

 

 

5.4.2. Data collection   

 

A database of all known farm tourism operators in Australia was compiled, from a 

variety of cross-checked sources, including: classified telephone directories; internet 

sites and directories; regional and state tourism organisations; local business 

associations; and regional and national industry associations. Each of the enterprises 

identified was evaluated against the criteria listed above to establish whether it qualified 

as farm tourism as defined here.  This database was maintained for two full years, 

supplemented when new businesses were listed, screened to remove enterprises which 

did not qualify as farm tourism, and cleaned to remove businesses no longer 
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operational. In aggregate these adjustments yielded a 6% overall change in the database 

over 2 years, or 3% p.a. This is less than the 5% per annum real turnover in Australian 

outdoor tourism businesses generally (Buckley, 1998) providing a high level of 

confidence that the farm tourism listings are complete and accurate.  

 

In addition, information was sought, from the same sources, on: the total area of the 

property; the principal types of agricultural activity other than farm tourism; the 

maximum guest capacity; and advertised prices.  Areas were for entire landholdings, 

since there was no information on what proportion may be used for tourism.  Guest 

capacities were maximum figures. Prices were recorded as advertised rates per couple 

per night.  Many farm tourism properties offered different rooms or packages at 

different prices, and in these cases an approximate average price was used, weighted by 

the proportion of rooms in each category, since there were no published data on which 

rooms were booked most frequently.  The majority of these prices did not take account 

of any commissions paid to booking agents and any discounts offered informally for 

direct sales. 

 

 

5.4.3. Data analysis  

 

For each of the parameters compiled, frequency distributions were first calculated at a 

national scale. Differences between Australian’s 8 States and Territories were then 

examined between postcode areas, to search for geographic patterns and concentrations. 

The numbers of farm tourism enterprises in each postcode area were counted and 

transferred into a postcode map. Geographical clusters were identified and mapped. 

Operations in the Australian Capital Territory were included within the data for New 

South Wales, since the very few farm tourism businesses in the Australian Capital 

Territory advertise themselves under New South Wales tourism sites. There are 2866 

postcode areas in Australia, but many are small and metropolitan, and only rural areas 

are relevant to this study.  
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5.4.4. Limitations  

 

The list of Australian farm tourism businesses in the national database is conservative, 

firstly because the definition adopted is restrictive, and secondly since smaller 

properties may have been missed if their businesses rely entirely on drive-past or word-

of-mouth clients.  

 

Much of the land area involved is used for agriculture as well as farm tourism.  Guest 

capacities are listed, but not occupancy rates.  Occupancy rates were, however, available 

from the mail survey in Phase 2 of this research, reported below. Rack rates are listed, 

but discounts are unknown.  Revenue estimates derived from price and capacity data, 

adjusted for occupancy, represent gross on-farm income.  As with other forms of 

tourism, farm tourism contributes to rural and regional economies through a range of 

secondary and multiplier effects.  These include, for example: purchases of food, 

consumables and other supplies; employment of staff; vehicles, fuel etc used by tourists 

in reaching the area; and agricultural equipment and livestock used for farm tourism.  

This research did not attempt to quantify any of these.   

 

 

 

5.5. Second Phase – National Survey  

 

5.5.1. Survey Approach  

 

In the second phase of this research a detailed mail questionnaire, with a cover letter and 

a self-addressed, postage-paid return envelope was sent out to the entire Australia-wide 

population of 685 farm tourism operators identified in the first phase. The survey was 

sent out at the start of the principal holiday season in 2005, with a reminder at the end of 

the season. A cover letter explained the aims of the project and how the information 

would be used. A small pilot test of the questionnaire was first carried out with three 

local farm tourism operators, to ensure the questions were understandable and the 

survey instrument easy to use.   
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The structure of the survey was based on the analytical framework introduced above 

(Figure 5.2). Four main sets of questions were asked, to obtain information about the 

family farm, the immediate family, the farm tourism business and ownership.  

 

Questions about the business included details about the product, labour involved, 

marketing and decision-making, and also examined motivations for establishing the 

farm tourism business, and ownership pattern and issues including succession of the 

farm tourism business. 

 

The survey was not anonymous. Ethical issues associated with the use of a non-

anonymous survey were considered and cleared under Griffith University’s research 

ethics policy. The survey was accompanied by a one-page project description informing 

the participants about the purpose of the research and assuring them of confidentiality. It 

was important to be able to identify the respondents, for two main reasons: firstly, to 

check there was no bias in responses in regards to business size, features and setting; 

and secondly, to allow the author to ask the respondents if they were prepared to be 

considered as a named case study for the third phase of this research. 

 

 

5.5.2. Survey Design 

 

There is an extensive research literature on survey design. The mail-out questionnaire 

was designed to reflect this knowledge (Denzin, 1994; Fink, 1995; Flick, 1995; Groves, 

2004; Marshall, 1999). The 92 questions were divided into sections reflecting the major 

themes outlined earlier. The questionnaire included both structured and open questions, 

to obtain quantitative as well as qualitative information.  

 

The main categories, issues and types of questions asked are summarised in Table 5.1 in 

the sequence they were asked. The full questionnaire is given in Appendix A. 
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Table 5.1 The Survey Structure  
 
Category Issues  Type of Response 

Demographics Age Ordinal  

Gender  Dichotomous 

Contact details    

The Family Farm Area  Number  

Area used for farming  Percentage  

Farm type  Free-text 

Primary production operation  Dichotomous 

Income from farming  Percentage  

Vegetation  Free-text 

Conservation agreement  Dichotomous 

Access  Number 

Internal and external factors that     Free-text   

    impacted most on the family farm  

   within the past 5 years  

Ownership  Family farm ownership Dichotomous 

Farm tourism business ownership Multiple choice  

Inheritance  Dichotomous 

Reasons for no inheritance/succession Multiple choice 

The Farm Tourism 
Business  

Year tourism business established  Integer  

Income from tourism  Ordinal  

How was business established  Multiple choice  

Previous career Dichotomous 

Labour (including number of full-time  Integers  

   and part-time employees or family   

   members working full-time or part-time   

   in farm tourism business   

Voluntary staff  Dichotomous 

Hours allocated to tourism business  Ordinal   

 Motivation Likert-scale statements  
 Original impetus for establishing the farm  Free-text   
    tourism business 
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Category Issues  Type of Response 

The Farm Tourism 
Product 
 

Accommodation type  

Guest capacity 

Occupancy rate 

Type of farm and nature-based tourism  

   activities  

Profile of clients  

Marketing 

Success factors 

Future opportunities  

Categorical  

Integer  

Integer   

Multiple choice  

Categorical  

Categorical  

Categorical  

Free-text  

Categorical  

The Family  Importance of selected family issues  

Number of school-aged children 

Number of family members working on  

   property part-time or full-time  

Number of family members living on  

   property  

Likert-scale statements  

Integer 

Integer  

 

Integer   

 

 

Unstructured questions with open free-text responses were an important component of 

the questionnaire because they provided opportunities for respondents to communicate 

their own experiences and problems, even though unstructured questions also require 

more thought and time on the part of the respondent (Denzin, 1994; Fink, 1995; Flick, 

1995; Groves, 2004; Marshall, 1999). Respondents also had the opportunity to add free-

text comments with their answers to every multiple-choice question. 

 

The questionnaire also contained a number of structured questions, either dichotomous 

or multiple-choice. Multiple-choice questions were kept as simple as possible, with an 

average of 6-8 categorical or ordinal response options in most cases. Sensitive financial 

questions were avoided after pilot trials indicated that respondents felt uncomfortable to 

report such details in writing, or simply did not keep any records.  

 

Two questions included two sets of questions with 5-point Likert-scale responses. The 

first set addressed the importance of family issues and goals for the tourism business, 

and the second set examined motivations for starting up the tourism operation. Five-
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point Likert-scales were used because pilot trials indicated that responses were more 

reliable and repeatable than for scales with larger numbers of points.  

 

 

5.5.3. Descriptive Data Analysis  

 

The statistical software package SPSS 12.0.1® was used for all quantitative analyses. 

Frequency distributions of each quantitative parameter derived from the survey 

responses were plotted, and where feasible, compared with frequency distributions from 

the national database. Patterns across the entire set of survey responses were examined, 

and aggregate and summary descriptive statistics calculated for comparison with 

previous studies of the farm tourism sector in other countries.  

  

 

5.5.4. Distinguishing Different Groups of Operators  

 

Even though the definition of farm tourism used in this research was relatively 

restrictive, the statistical analyses outlined in the preceding section demonstrated that 

Australian farm tourism businesses showed a very wide range of variation in most of the 

parameters examined. A number of approaches were adopted to search for patterns 

within this variation. A generic multivariate approach such as ordination or factor 

analysis would not be meaningful or valid, even with normalisation of variables, since: 

the parameters recorded were of widely different types; some were uncoded and some 

dichotomous; different questions addressed different components of the family, farm 

and tourism business, and ownership; and the 92 items were not necessarily of equal 

importance.  

 

Previous studies of farm tourism operators, notably in Montana (Nickerson et al., 2001) 

and Virginia (McGehee & Kim, 2004), have reported some significant differences 

between larger and smaller properties. In agricultural economics this is commonly 

referred to as a structural approach. As an initial approach for the Australian data, 

therefore, properties above and below the median area were compared. In Australia, as 

overseas, farm size has a significant effect on the success of modern agricultural 
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enterprises (Australian Government, 2005). This single-criterion structural 

classification, however, proved too simplistic to account for the depth of variation in the 

survey data.  

 

Other previous research (Chapter 3) has drawn a distinction between longer-term 

residents and recent migrants. In the Australian case, however, such a distinction also 

proved unduly simplistic. Some full-time and highly effective farmers are still first 

generation owners, whereas some landholders in second or higher generations are 

running their farms in semi-retirement mode, similar in many ways to recent amenity 

migrants.  

 

To generate a simple but operationally meaningful classification of Australian farm 

tourism operators, therefore, a mixed decision-tree was constructed using a combination 

of monothetic and polythetic criteria.  

 

Operations run by owners aged 65 or over were classified as retirement farms. Those 

run as commercial working farms but with over 50% of total family income derived 

from off-farm wage income (i.e. not investment income) were classified as part-time 

farms. Smaller landholdings with less than 20% of total income from farming, and 

small-scale livestock or specialist farm types inadequate for commercial commodity 

production, were classified as lifestyle farms. Relatively large landholdings in each 

major climatic area, with full commercial-scale crop, dairy, meat or wool production 

yielding the majority of total income, were classified as full-time farms. Note that, in 

line with the definition adopted for farm tourism, all four categories included both a 

commercial tourism enterprise and a working farm.  

 

There is no single algorithm which combines all contributing parameters in a 

deterministic manner. The allocation used in this research therefore incorporates a small 

element of subjectivity. To test the consistency and reliability of these judgements the 

order of cases in the database was randomly re-shuffled and the classification process 

was repeated after an interval of several days. The second classification agreed within 

the first to within 99%. 
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Frequency distributions of the two structural and four operational categories on 

variables relating to farm family and farm tourism business were tabulated and their 

distributions examined. The variables were derived from the four dimensions of the 

analytical framework: family, family farm, farm tourism business and ownership (Table 

5.2) 

 
Table 5.2 Variables Tested in Structural and Operational Approach  
 
Family variables Family Farm variables  Ownership variables  

% female tourism business 

manager  

% area used for farming  Mean generations owned 

% owner age < 45 % < 2 hr to airport % owned 1st generation 

% owner age 45-55 % owned 2nd generation 

% owner age 55-64 % owned >3rd generation 

% owner age >65 

% owner age > 45 % = primary production % want pass on property  

% family issues important  Mean % income from 

farming 

% owned by individual 

% owned by couple  

% owned by family  

% other  

 % farm type = cattle % inherited the business 

% farm type = sheep % bought the business 

% farm type = dairy % started business  

% farm type = crop 

% farm type = other 

 
 
Farm tourism business 
variables  

Mean guest capacity % operate 1 year from now? 

% operate 5 yrs from now? 

% tour & farming separate  Mean occupancy rate  % Met tourism expectations 

% market as “outback”  Mean price per couple/ night % with previous career 

Year tourism business  

established  

Median price % ads= word of mouth  

% ads= website 

% got professional advice % nature based activity (nba) % clients= family, couples  

% with business plan % expand nba in future % clients= backpackers 

% with farm activities % clients= tours, groups 
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% of income from tourism  

0-5% 

6-25% 

26-75% 

76-95% 

96-100% 

% with homestead 

% with bunkhouse 

% with camping  

% with cottage 

prices per couple/night  

AU$<50  

AU$51-100  

AU$ 101-150 

AU$ 151-200 

AU$ 201-250 

AU$>251 

family member work full-

time  in tourism business 

0 family work F/T in tour, % 

1 family work F/T in tour, % 

2 family work F/T in tour, % 

>3 family work FT in tour,% 

family member work part-

time in tourism business 

0 family work P/T in tour, % 

1 family work P/T in tour,% 

2 family work P/T in tour,% 

>3 family work PT in tour,% 

 

full-time employees 

0 F/T employees, % 

1 F/T employees, % 

2 F/T employees, % 

>3 F/T employees, % 

part-time employees 

0 P/T employees, % 

1 P/T employees, % 

2 P/T employees, % 

>3 P/T employees, % 

 

 

Variables related to the family included: gender, age, number of school-aged children, 

professional background of the operators, and a table of five 5-point Likert-scale 

statements rating the importance of selected family issues.  

 

Family farm variables comprised information on: property size, proportional income 

from farming, farm type, classification as primary production for tax purposes, 

percentage of area used for farming, and distance to next major airport. 

 

Ownership variables targeted both the ownership of the property (generations the land 

had been owned in the family, intentions regarding inheritance) and the tourism 

business (ownership structure and history).  

 

Farm tourism business variables ranged from guest capacities, occupancy rates, farm 

tourism product information, and employment, to marketing and management-related 

characteristics. 
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To test for statistically significant differences between the four groups a variety of 

parametric or non-parametric tests were used as appropriate, depending on the 

parameters concerned. The tests used included: t-tests, chi-square tests, Mann-Whitney 

U tests, Kruskal-Wallis tests, and parametric analysis of variance (ANOVA). 

 

 

5.5.5. Analysis of Motivations  

 

Approaches and Sample Sets 

 

The mail questionnaire included two sets of data on motivations: motivational 

statements with Likert-scale responses, and an open-ended question with free-text 

answers.  

 

There were fifteen motivational statements, with five-point Likert-scale responses 

(Table 5.2). Lower scores were used to signify stronger agreement. Eleven of the 15 

motivational statements coincided closely with statements used in the earlier studies 

from North America (Nickersson et al., 2001; McGehee & Kim, 2004), with the main 

differences being related to subsidies. The free-text sections in many of the responses 

included unprompted comments that the questions were well chosen and addressed 

concerns which the operators themselves considered critical. This provides confidence 

that the questions do indeed cover the major motivational issues for the survey 

population.  

 

Quantitative Analysis 

 

Responses to the motivational statements yielded a matrix of 15 statements by 250 farm 

tourism operators, with a Likert score of 1-5 in each cell and relatively few missing 

values. To examine patterns within this matrix a series of approaches was used.  

 

Since the primary focus is on the relative significance of economic as compared to 

social motivations, the core of the analysis was to compare patterns of responses to our 

15 motivational statements. That is, one can search for similarities and differences 
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between the statements as determined by the way the operators answer them, using 

appropriate parametric and non-parametric tests. To do this the statements were first 

arranged in ascending order of mean scores, i.e. a ranking from greatest to least overall 

average agreement, and similarities and differences in responses to different statements 

were tested as below. 

 

As an initial analysis, a standard parametric analysis of variance (ANOVA) between the 

15 statements was carried out, treating farms as replicates. To ensure that such an 

analysis is valid, the frequency distributions were plotted and variances for each 

individual parameter compared. Although variances were not dissimilar, most 

distributions were strongly skewed either left or right, and some were bimodal. Likert 

scales yield more reliable and repeatable results from respondents than more complex 

survey instruments, but they introduce complexities in statistical interpretation because 

of the form and shape of the data. Levene’s test for homoscedasticity was not satisfied 

(p<0.001) because of the skewed distributions, but the variances of the residuals lay 

within a close range, so Tukey range tests remained reliable. Friedman’s non-parametric 

ANOVA was carried out as an additional check. All statistical computations were 

carried out with SPSS® version 12.1 following methods summarized by Field (2005). 

 

As a robust check on the results of these ANOVAs, similarities between the frequency 

distributions of responses were tested without differentiating which particular farms 

gave which particular responses.  This was done in two ways. Firstly, the motivational 

statements were arranged in order of mean response scores, and Spearman’s rank 

correlations were calculated between each pair of statements, using Bonferroni’s 

correction. Secondly, scores 1 and 2 for each response and scores 4 and 5 were 

aggregated, and score 3 ignored so as to create a 2 x 2 contingency table between each 

adjacent pair of statements.  The resulting chi-square tests thus compare simply, how 

many respondents agreed or disagreed with each motivational statement.  

 

As a more focused follow-up on the ANOVA results, the distributions of farm-by-farm 

pairwise differences in responses to different statements were examined. That is, the 

Likert score for one statement minus the Likert score for the other statement was 

calculated, for each farm, to test if these differences are indeed normally distributed.  

This had two implications.  First, if the distribution of differences for a pair of 
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statements with similar overall mean scores is normal and the modal difference is zero, 

it means that the patterns of responses by individual farms, as well as the overall 

response frequencies, are similar.  Secondly, if the differences between specific pairs of 

statements identified a priori are distributed normally, a priori contrasts using standard 

t-tests could be calculated. This approach was used to compare the principal economic 

motivation, earning additional income, with the closest-ranked social motivation, 

meeting people.    

 

As a second analytical approach, in parallel with the tests outlined above, a principal 

components analysis (PCA) was conducted to search for groups of motivational 

statements with similar response patterns and to identify the key motivational 

statements in each of these groups. To examine multivariate patterns in the responses to 

statements addressing similar and different motivational issues, a PCA was carried out 

followed by varimax rotation using Kaiser normalization and, separately, by direct 

oblimin rotation. The distributions of individual respondent scores were plotted against 

all 10 possible pairs of the 5 varimax rotated components. PCA assumes multivariate 

normality, but the results nonetheless proved robust and illuminating.  

 

The ANOVA and PCA approaches as above examined differences in the responses to 

different questions for all farms simultaneously. As a third approach, it was tested 

whether farms of different sizes reported different motivations. Property size has been 

shown to influence response patterns in some previous studies. The responses for each 

motivational statement were compared for properties larger and smaller than the median 

area of 150 ha, and differences checked for significance using Mann-Whitney U tests.  

 

In addition, the difference between the four major groups of farm tourism operators was 

examined. It was expected a priori that some particular motivations will differ between 

the groups, and these hypotheses could be tested specifically. For example, it can be 

expected that lifestyle farmers will be less concerned about income or family than full-

time farmers, and are more likely to have spare time. Part-time farmers, who have 

already taken off-farm employment to keep their families on the land despite an 

inadequate income from farming alone, are likely to have started their tourism 

businesses specifically to replace or supplement their off-farm income. Therefore they 
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may be expected to be more concerned than full-time farmers about working on rather 

than off-farm, about combining tourism and farming, and about being able to keep 

themselves and their children on the property. It could be expected that retirement 

farmers were most strongly concerned about retirement income. Therefore these eight a 

priori hypotheses were tested, only, out of the 180 possible one-tailed comparisons 

between the 4 different farm categories for the 15 different motivational statements.  

 

Qualitative Analysis 

 

Separately from the motivational statements, the surveys simply asked respondents to 

describe their motivations in their own words. This section of the survey preceded the 

Likert-scale statements, so the free-text responses would not be influenced by the set 

statements. The survey included an explanation that the two different approaches were 

being used in parallel to investigate the same general questions.  

 

These responses were examined for general or repeated themes or topics, and classified 

and reclassified iteratively until the process yielded stable sets of factors. The text 

components of the qualitative responses could then be tabulated according to these 

topics, maintaining the original wording as provided by the respondents.  

 

To allow comparison with the quantitative data, these free-text responses were coded 

into 6 categories, and tested for associations between these coded categories and the 

responses to the Likert-scale motivational statement were tested, as follows. The results 

of the rotated PCA, as described above, were used to group of statements into 5 major 

motivational themes. From each theme the one original statement with the highest 

loading on the relevant principal component was selected. The original statements were 

used rather than the extracted factors, for clarity in interpretation. It was thus possible to 

test for associations between the coded free-text responses, and the key motivational 

statements. It was also possible to test whether the coded free-text responses differed 

significantly between the four major farm categories.  

 

Overall, the aim of these analytical approaches was to maximize the reliability of the 

conclusions, firstly by using multiple data sets and cross-checking the results, and 

secondly by using robust and appropriate statistical tests. These approaches also aimed 
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to provide sufficient consistency with previous studies to allow valid comparisons of 

results.  

 
 

5.6. Third Phase – In-depth Interviews and Direct Observations 
 

The social and physical setting of the enterprises investigated, and internal notions of 

traditions, norms, roles and values, are critical aspects of family business research. In 

view of the complexity of social, environmental and economic issues in family 

businesses, these themes were examined in detail using in-depth interviews and direct 

observation. Because of financial constraints, operators in more remote areas were 

interviewed by telephone. This method allowed a broader geographic coverage, so as to 

identify any regional differences amongst the farm tourism businesses. 

 

In-depth interviews are generally intended to explore particular circumstances of an 

organisation or an individual, and to analyse their behaviour in a specific context. In 

order to understand the deeper perceptions of an individual’s lived experience, and their 

values, beliefs, assumption and thoughts, it is important to build up a personal 

relationship with the participant based on trust and understanding (Gilham, 2000; 

Marshall, 1999; Yin, 2003). Such interviews can be time-consuming, expensive and 

difficult to achieve, since researchers may find themselves confronted with a lack of 

interest from the interviewee (Pearce, 1990). Fortunately, this was not the case in the 

current research.  

 

All in-depth interviews were conducted over a period of 6 months from December 2004 

to June 2005. Respondents were overwhelmingly cooperative. Forty-three in-depth 

interviews were conducted, including 23 visits to individual farm tourism businesses in 

principal focus areas, where detailed information could be compiled through on-ground 

observations of tourism and farming practices, and face-to-face interviews with farm 

tourism operators. In addition, 20 in-depth interviews were conducted by telephone. The 

geographical distribution of the in-depth interviews is shown in Table 5.3. 
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Table 5.3 Geographical Distribution of Interviews  
 
State  Qld NSW TAS WA SA VIC NT 

 
On-site visit  

 
7 

 
7 

 
9 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 

 
- 
 

 
Phone 
interview 
 

 
7 

 
1 

 
- 

 
4 

 
4 

 
5 

 
1 

Total 14 8 9 4 4 5 1 

 

 

5.6.1. In-depth Interview Approach  

 

To ensure clarity and rigour, an identical structure was used for each in-depth interview. 

At the beginning of each interview, the author introduced herself, including background 

and work experience. She explained the purpose of the research and informed the 

participant about the uses of the information, and the ways in which the participant 

could become engaged in the research. Privacy and anonymity were also confirmed. 

The initial time spent to introduce the interviewer and the project, and the 

conversational style of the in-depth interviews themselves, served as a foundation of 

trust and proved an effective procedure to obtain honest, personal and detailed 

information. 

 

Twelve of the operators visited had returned the survey from the second phase. In 

addition, in order to minimise any potential bias, 11 farm tourism enterprises which had 

not responded to the survey were also contacted and visited. The majority of these 

proved to be familiar with the project, but had simply not had time to answer the survey. 

There was no difference in the quality of the interviews amongst the two groups. From 

the twenty interviews conducted over the telephone, 16 of the operators had answered 

the survey. The same interview structure was used as for the face-to-face interviews, 

including prior disclosures and information about the researcher.  

 

Visits were arranged one to two weeks in advance and confirmed two days prior to the 

appointment. The visits varied in length from 2-6 hours. A suitable time for the 

telephone interviews was arranged one to two days in advance. Generally, the telephone 
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interviews were conducted either during lunchtime or after dinnertime and ranged from 

20-45 minutes in length.   

 

The same four major themes used in the mail questionnaires were also used to build the 

analytical framework for the in-depth interviews. These are: the family farm, the 

immediate family, the farm tourism business including establishment motivations, and 

ownership including succession and inheritance. These themes were sometimes 

interspersed with other conversations. The conversational manner of the in-depth 

interviews made it possible to obtain information on sensitive issues, and to confirm 

data by using a number of different ways to inquire about the same issue. 

 

 

5.6.2. Data analysis  

 

Interview data must be recorded in a way that is appropriate for the setting and the 

participants, but which facilitates analysis subsequently (Marshall, 1999). Video 

cameras and tape recorders were too intrusive in the circumstances (Gilham, 2000; Yin, 

2003). Therefore, only key notes and quotes were written down during the interview, 

with the permission of the interviewees. A more detailed record of each interview was 

made as soon as it was completed, using a tape recorder and written notes.   

 

To analyse data from the in-depth interviews, a thematic cross-case analysis was applied 

(Getz et al, 2004; Patton, 1990; Carlsen & Getz, 2001). Responses were grouped 

together according to the major themes and subthemes: the family; the family farm 

operation; the farm tourism business including start-up motivations; and ownership 

including succession and inheritance. Two additional categories which emerged during 

the interviews were also added: business development both past and future; and critical 

issues facing the family and business. This approach made it possible to integrate the 

issues that emerged in the interviews within a descriptive analytical framework, which 

provided the basis for analysing and comparing different perspectives on central issues. 

Software packages for qualitative data analysis such as NU*DIST and N-VIVO, would 

not have provided any particular advantage for this research, and were not used.  
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5.6.3. Limitations  

 

The particular qualitative approach adopted here involves a trade-off between the 

breadth and depth of the data compiled, which is critical for the reliability and validity 

of the conclusions. To obtain a detailed and accurate appreciation of any person’s life 

events takes time, and involves gaining their trust and understanding their 

circumstances. People do not necessarily examine and analyse their own actions, so they 

may not be able to define or report them. In addition, people may rarely have a single 

reason for a relatively complex and potentially life-changing decision such as 

establishing a new business. Obtaining critical information on personal aspects affecting 

family businesses over time is the basis for ethnographic research methods. Qualitative 

approaches, however, can only be applied to a limited number of subjects. If the sample 

size were too large, the overall study would take so long that the circumstances of the 

first subject would have changed by the time the later investigations were completed. 

 

 

5.7. Reliability and Validity 
 

This study used a triangulated research strategy. Triangulation can occur with data, 

investigators, theories and methodologies, and aims to improve validity of the research 

(Decrop, 1999). As noted earlier, a multi-method approach and hence a methodological 

triangulation was applied in this thesis.  

 

Construct validity was created by using multiple case units (43 in-depth inquiries) and 

by structuring the interviews through a framework of four major themes and grouping 

these together for data analysis. Results of the previous quantitative survey were also 

used in developing the interview framework. For those participants who answered the 

survey as well as being interviewed, key information was compared across the two 

instruments to test for reliability. 

 

One major concern in construct validity is the subjectivity of the researcher. In this case, 

the familiarity of the researcher with the farm tourism sector helped to create the 

analytical framework for the interviews. To reduce the potential subjective influence of 
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the author, the national survey was sent out before the in-depth interviews. A number of 

open-ended questions gave the participants the opportunity to comment and to expand 

the information as considered necessary, and hence to reduce subjectivity. The response 

rate of 46%, and positive comments about the selection and relevance of questions 

asked, indicated that these questions reflect operational circumstances well. In addition, 

the researcher’s background helped to create a trusting relationship during the 

interviews. This encouraged participants to engage more strongly in the project, and to 

provide detailed and honest personal information willingly. Subjectivity was further 

reduced by conducting some of the interviews over the telephone and hence eliminating 

the opportunity for more personal engagement, whilst maintaining the same analytical 

framework as a guide throughout the interview process. Information obtained during the 

telephone interviews and the on-site visits was of very similar quality. This gave further 

confidence in the conclusions.  

 

The use of multiple case study units and the combination of quantitative and qualitative 

methods was also beneficial in the context of external validity. Family businesses are 

unique and dynamic social entities (Getz at al., 2003), so external validity is especially 

difficult to ensure. One significant result from this research, for example, was the four-

group operational classification. This emerged through the quantitative inquiry, but was 

then confirmed through the qualitative inquiry, increasing confidence in the robustness 

of the research conclusions.  

 

Reliability in the qualitative part of the research was achieved by using the same 

administrative approach for each interview, and the same analytical framework to guide 

the in-depth interviews themselves. To increase the reliability of results relating to more 

complex issues, such as motivations for establishing the farm tourism businesses, 

different instruments including open-ended questions, Likert-scale statements and in-

depth inquiry were used in parallel.  
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5.8. Innovation  
 

The methodologies described above include several innovations relative to previous 

published studies. In addition to exploring the conceptual overlap between family 

business and rural studies approaches, this research combines quantitative and 

qualitative methods more rigorously than in any previous investigation. Previous 

research on farm tourism has used either quantitative survey instruments, or small sets 

of interviews as data sources. To some degree the choice of method has been dictated by 

the precise topic under investigation. Previous studies using quantitative methods, 

however, have yielded different results from those using qualitative methods. It is not 

clear whether such contrasting conclusions represent differences between regions and 

countries, or simply reflect differences in method. There are certainly some issues 

where different authors have used different methods to address similar questions. There 

do not seem to be any instances, however, where both quantitative and qualitative 

methods have been applied to the same set of questions for the same set of operators, as 

done in this research. 
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Chapter 6 

 Scale and Scope of Farm Tourism in Australia 
 

6.1. Introduction  
 

This Chapter provides a general overview of Australia’s farm tourism industry. The 

results are based on descriptive data collected in the first and the second phases of the 

research.  The results from the first phase include: geographical locations of farm 

tourism operations, guest capacities, prices per person per night, property area and farm 

types. These data are then compared with the survey responses from the second phase.  

Results from the second phase also include more detailed information on the farm 

property, the farm family, the farm tourism business and farm tourism products.  

 

 

6.2. Geographical Distribution   
 

Following the second mail-out, 278 completed surveys were returned, corresponding to 

a gross response rate of 41%. A further 51 questionnaires were returned by the post 

service, and 31 respondents indicated that they had closed down their businesses within 

the previous 5 years. These entries were therefore removed from the database, leaving 

603 currently active farm tourism operators throughout Australia. Taking the removals 

into account, an overall response rate of 46% was achieved. The geographical 

distribution of responses is outlined in Table 6.1. 
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Table 6.1 Geographical Distribution of Survey Responses   
 
 Qld NSW Vic Tas SA WA NT Σ 
 
National  
database 
 
% of total  

 
117  
 
 
(17%) 

 
226  
 
 
(33%) 

 
106  
 
 
(15%) 

 
69  
 
 
(10%) 

 
60  
 
 
(9%) 

 
93  
 
 
(13%) 

 
14  
 
 
(2%) 
 

 
685 

 
Survey 
responses   
 
% of total  

 
47 
 
 
(19%) 

 
74  
 
 
(30%) 

 
33  
 
 
(13%) 

 
26  
 
 
(10%) 

 
21  
 
 
(8%) 

 
47  
 
 
(19%) 

 
2  
 
 
(0.8%) 
 

 
250 

 
 

The survey responses match the database well, although Western Australia and New 

South Wales are slightly over-represented and the Northern Territory slightly under-

represented. These differences, however, are not statistically significant. 

 

Analysis of geographic distribution using postcodes indicates that Australian farm 

tourism enterprises are remarkably widespread. Postcode boundaries are not of equal 

area, but postcodes which are close numerically are also close geographically. As shown 

in Figure 6.1 the majority of farm tourism enterprises are located along the southeast 

coast of Australia, within 300 kilometres of major metropolitan areas. There are also 

concentrations of farm tourism enterprises in the immediate hinterland of coastal 

tourism destinations; the Central Tablelands and eastern scarps of the Great Divide; and 

areas alongside major roads in the drier outback regions. The majority of farm tourism 

businesses are situated in areas with a preponderance of small-scale farm businesses. 
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        10-19 businesses;        20-49 businesses;       50-100 businesses  

Figure 6.1 Location of Farm Tourism Businesses in Australia  
 

 

6.3. Area, Guest Capacity and Price  
 

The principal results from the first phase of the research are summarised in Tables 6.2 to 

6.6. Overall, 642 individual farm tourism enterprises meeting the definition criteria 

outlined in the methodology Chapter could be identified. Data on at least one of the 

parameters considered were available for 507 of these, or 79%. Data on property area 

were available for 43% of the total, and data on maximum guest capacity for 52%. 
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Table 6.2 Mean Areas, Guest Capacities and Rack Rates  
 
 
State 

Number 
of farm 
tourism 
properti
es with 
data 
 

No. 
with 
area 
data 

Mea
n  
area,  
km2

No. 
with 
guest 
data 

Mean 
capacity, 
guests 
per night 

No. 
with 
price 
data 

Un- 
weighted 
mean 
price per 
couple 
per 
night, 
$AU 

No.  
with  
price 
and 
capacity 
data 

Weigh
ted* 
mean 
price  
per 
couple 
per 
night, 
$AU 

 
Qld 
 

 
93 

 
75 

 
64 

 
73 

 
21 

 
71 

 
119 

 
52 

 
134 

 
NSW 

 
193 

 
106 

 
20 

 
113 

 
25 

 
127 

 
122 

 
78 

 
140 
 

 
Vic 

 
43 

 
32 

 
28 

 
29 

 
23 

 
11 

 
226 

 
10 

 
154 
 

 
Tas 

 
74 

 
34 

 
9 

 
73 

 
10 

 
68 

 
117 

 
68 

 
111 
 

 
SA 

 
20 

 
13 

 
61 

 
12 

 
11 

 
16 

 
116 

 
9 

 
124 
 

 
WA 

 
77 

 
40 

 
66 

 
71 

 
19 

 
68 

 
108 

 
62 

 
107 
 

 
NT 

 
7 

 
5 

 
1517 

 
5 

 
20 

 
6 

 
220 

 
5 

 
258 
 

 
Aust 

 
507 

 
305 

 
89 

 
376 

 
19 

 
367 

 
122 

 
284 

 
129 
 

* Weighted in proportion to maximum guest capacity from national database 
 

 

The frequency distributions of property areas, guest capacities and daily advertised rack 

rates across the country as a whole, derived from the national database, are summarised 

in Tables 6.3, 6.4 and 6.5. Some examples of individual farm tourism properties with 

large area, capacity and price respectively are summarised in Table 6.6.  Prices and 

guest capacities are not correlated significantly with property areas.  
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Table 6.3 Distribution of Property Areas 
 

 

Area of property, ha  
  Total 

 
State 

0-10 11-100 101-1000 1001-
10,000 

10,001 – 100,001 –  
100,000 1,000,000 

 
Qld 

  
4 

  
16 

  
26 

  
19 

      
75 9 1 

 
NSW 

  
5 

  
30 

  
42 

  
26 

      
107 4 0 

 
Vic 

  
7 

  
12 

  
9 

  
4 

      
32 0 0 

 
Tas 

  
4 

  
21 

  
6 

  
2 

      
34 1 0 

 
SA 

  
2 

  
5 

  
5 

  
1 

      
13 0 0 

 
WA 

  
3 

  
16 

  
5 

  
12 

      
40 0 4 

 
NT 

  
1 

  
0 

  
1 

  
0 

      
5 0 3 

            
Aust 26 100 94 64 14 8 306 
From national database  
 
 
 
 
Table 6.4 Distribution of Guest Capacities 
 
State       0-5      6-15     16-50    51-150     >150    Total 
 
Qld 

  
9 

  
44 

  
15 

      
73 3 2 

 
NSW 

  
20 

  
54 

  
26 

      
113 11 2 

 
Vic 

  
8 

  
12 

  
5 

      
29 4 0 

 
Tas 

  
26 

  
36 

  
10 

      
73 1 0 

 
SA 

  
3 

  
7 

  
2 

      
12 0 0 

 
WA 

  
5 

  
38 

  
22 

      
70 5 0 

 
NT 

  
0 

  
3 

  
2 

      
5 0 0 

             
Aust 71 194 82 24 4 375 
From national database  
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Table 6.5 Distribution of Overnight Prices, AU$ per Couple per Night 
 
State    0-50      51-

100 
 101-
150 

 151-
200 

 201-
250 

 251-
300 

>301 Total 

 
Qld 

 
0 

  
31 

 
30 

 
7 

 
3 

 
0 

 
0 

  
71 

 
NSW 

 
3 

  
41 

 
58 

 
21 

 
2 

 
1 

 
1 

  
127 

 
Vic 

 
0 

  
7 

 
4 

 
5 

 
1 

 
1 

 
0 

  
18 

 
Tas 

 
1 

  
31 

 
29 

 
5 

 
1 

 
0 

 
1 

  
68 

 
SA 

 
1 

  
4 

 
10 

 
1 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

  
16 

 
WA 

 
0 

  
39 

 
25 

 
1 

 
2 

 
0 

 
1 

  
68 

 
NT 

 
0 

  
2 

 
2 

 
0 

 
1 

 
0 

 
1 

  
6 

 
Aust 

 
5 

  
155 

 
158 

 
40 

 
10 

 
2 

 
4 

  
374 

From national database  
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Table 6.6 Characteristics of Selected Australian Farm Tourism Properties 
 

Name Nearest city Distance, 
direction 

Main   
stock 

(a) High Price 

 

   Price per couple per 
night in AU$ 

Wrotham Park Cairns 300 km W Cattle  1600 
El Questro Kimberleys  Cattle              800 
The Falls Melbourne 135 km N Cattle  600 
Belltrees Sydney 336 km N Cattle  248 
Riverwood Downs Sydney 260 km NE Cattle  280 
Portee Station Adelaide 160 km NE Sheep  190 
     
(b) High Capacity Maximum Number 

of guests per night  
 

Rossmore Park Sydney 225km NW Sheep  250 
Dooralong Valley Sydney 105km N Cattle  200 
Riverwood Downs Sydney 260km NE  Cattle  170 
Mowbray Park Sydney 100km SW Cattle  150 
     
(c) Large Area Property area in ha 
 
Wollongorang  Burketown 239km W Cattle         688,259 
Erldunda Station Alice 

Springs 
200km SW Cattle         348,178 

Bullo River Station Darwin 800km SW Cattle         202,342 
From national database  
 

 
Plate 5.1 Wrotham Park  
(Voyages Resorts, 2006) 
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The frequency distributions of property areas, guest capacities and daily advertised rack 

rates for the national database are illustrated in Figures 6.2, 6.4, and 6.6. The 

corresponding survey results are shown in Figures 6.3, 6.5, and 6.7.  
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Figure 6.2 Distribution of Property Areas Based on National Database  
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Figure 6.3 Distribution of Property Areas Based on Survey Responses  
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All these frequency distributions are somewhat left-skewed, with larger numbers of 

small to medium enterprises in each category and smaller numbers of larger enterprises. 

Data from the national database and the survey responses yielded very similar frequency 

distributions for each of these parameters, giving strong confidence in the results. 

 

Land areas range from under 10 ha to over 1 000,000 ha, with a mean of 8900 ha. The 

median property size, derived from the survey responses, is 150 ha. If these are 

representative samples for the country as a whole, then an estimated total of 63,600 

km2, or 0.9% of Australia’s total land area, is used for farm tourism, though not 

exclusively. This is just under 2% of Australia’s agricultural land. 

 

Guest capacities range from 2-500 people. Results from both national database and the 

mail-out survey results show similar frequency distributions. 

 

The total guest capacity based on the national database is 14,000 people. The total guest 

capacity based on the survey responses adjusted for the survey response rate as 

described in the next section is 14,030 people. This close correspondence between these 

two estimates gives high confidence in their accuracies. 
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Figure 6.4 Distribution of Guest Capacities Based on National Database  
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Figure 6.5 Distribution of Guest Capacities Based on Survey Responses 
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Figure 6.6 Distribution of Advertised Overnight Rates per Couple per Night from 
National Database 
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Figure 6.7 Distribution of Advertised Overnight Rates per Couple per Night from 
Survey Responses  
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The average unweighted price per couple per night is approximately AU$122 according 

to results from the national database, and AU$129 for the survey respondents. There are 

proportionally more operators in the national database charging prices between AU$50-

150 per night as compared with the survey respondents, which could account for the 

slightly lower average price. The overall shape of the two frequency distributions, 

however, is very similar.  

 

 

6.4. The Family  
 

About 64% of the tourism business managers are female. Eighty-four percent of the 

respondents are older than 45 years, and only 3% are under 34 years (Figure 6.8). Fewer 

than 30% of the respondents had school-aged children. 

 

15 years - 24 years
25 years - 34 years
35 years - 44 years
45 years - 54 years
55 years - 64 years
over 65 years

 

Figure 6.8 Demographic Profile of the Respondents  
 

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of selected family-related statements on 

a five-point Likert-scale. Results are summarised in Table 6.7. Sharing key decisions, 

and earning enough money to support the family, were rated most highly. Interestingly, 

succession was given little overall importance.  
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Table 6.7 Importance of Family-Related Goals for the Tourism Business  
 
Statements  n Mean*  Std. Error  

Share all key decisions with my spouse or family 221 4.48 0.075 

Earn enough money to support the family 220 3.75 0.105 

Prevent disharmony among family members 219 3.59 0.120 

Keep this property in our family 222 3.45 0.112 

Ensure the family has lots of free time together 211 3.29 0.112 

Provide family members with a job 218 2.53 0.113 

Train the children for future ownership of the business 213 2.34 0.109 

(*1=not at all important; 2=a little less important; 3=do not know; 4=a little more important; 
5=very important)  
 

 

6.5. The Family Farm 
 

About 65% of the survey respondents indicated that their properties are less than 2 

hours by road from the nearest major domestic and/or international airport.  

 

All the farm enterprises considered were working farms, as required under the definition 

adopted, but only 81% of the respondents classified themselves as primary production 

operations. The most frequent type of farm used for farm tourism were beef cattle 

operations (40%) followed by: sheep farming (18%); crops (10%); dairy farming (4%); 

alpacas (4%) and others including horses, aquaculture and hobby farms. This pattern 

matched well with the distribution of farm types derived from the national database.  

 

About 88% of respondents reported the proportion of their income derived from 

farming. The distribution of the proportional income derived from farming is strongly 

bimodal (Figure 6.9). About 30% of the responding family farms receive 0-20% of their 

overall income from farming, while 35% receive 81-100% from farming. 
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Figure 6.9 Percentage of Income from Farming 
 

 

The respondents were asked what internal and external factors had affected the 

operations of the farm business most strongly within the past 5 years. They indicate that 

market conditions and commodity prices had had the greatest external impact on the 

farm operations, followed by the impacts from the ongoing drought at the time the 

survey was completed and the introduction of GST to the Australian tax system in July 

2000 (Table 6.8). 

 

Table 6.8 External Factors Impacting on the Farm Business  
 

External factors  Percentage*  

Market condition/commodity prices 41 

Climate/drought 20 

GST 19 

Insurance  6 

Fuel costs  5.5 

Interest rates  5.5 

*multiple answers were possible   
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The most important internal factors mentioned by survey respondents are summarised in 

Table 6.9. Most critical were: taking off-farm employment; children leaving home; and 

ageing and retirement. 

 

Table 6.9 Internal Factors Impacting on the Farm Business   
 
Internal factors  Percentage*  

Taking on off-farm employment 11 

Children leaving home 11 

Ageing/retirement 9 

Children returning home 7 

Death 5.5 

Health/illness 5 

Children education costs 4 

Divorce 4 

Succession planning 3 

*multiple answers were possible  
 

 

6.6. The Farm Tourism Business 
 

About 56% of the farm tourism businesses which responded to the survey were 

established between 1990 and 1999. Nineteen percent were established before 1980 

with the oldest business dating back to 1963. More than half of the businesses had been 

operating for longer than 10 years.  

 

The proportions of income derived from tourism are summarised in Figure 6.10. For 

half of the businesses, tourism income accounts for only a quarter of the overall income.  
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Figure 6.10 Percentage of Income from Tourism  
 
 

About 93% of the respondents provide tourist accommodation. Self-contained cottage 

(68%) and homestead accommodation (48%) are the most common forms of 

accommodation, followed by bunkhouse or shearers quarters (18%) and camping 

(17%).  

 

Overall, 92% of the Australian farm tourism operators who answered the survey offer 

some sort of farm activity, while 88% also offer nature-based activities. About half of 

the farm tourism businesses want to expand the nature-based activity in the near future.  

 

The majority of clients (93%) are couples and families. About 25% of the farm tourism 

clients are groups and package tour customers, and 10% are backpackers.  

 

Occupancy rates ranges from 1-95%, with median rate 30% and a mean rate 35%. For 

two thirds of the Australian farm tourism businesses, the occupancy rate is below 40% 

(Figure 6.11) 
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21%-40%
41%-60%
61%-80%
81%-100%

 

Figure 6.11 Distribution of Occupancy Rates 
 

 

About 56% of the farm tourism businesses which responded to the survey do not 

separate the tourism business and the farm business. The informality of the decision 

making process is often considered a unique competitive advantage of family 

businesses. For the survey respondents, the respondent and spouse make decisions 

together in 65% of cases. In 23% of cases decisions are made by the respondent alone, 

and in 12% decisions are made jointly by the entire family.  

 

About 20% of the businesses market themselves as an outback experience, even though 

rather few are actually located in the outback (Figure 6.1). The most frequently used 

marketing tools are the operator’s own website (40%), and word-of-mouth (29%). Other 

approaches mentioned include: tourism organisations (13%); visitor information centres 

(9%); travel agencies (5%;) and brochures (4%).  

 

Participants were asked in an open-ended question to identify factors which had made 

their farm tourism businesses successful.  Their answers could be classified into 4 

principal categories:  

Location1.  – Scenic surroundings, easy access, regional tourism infrastructure. 

Facilities2.  – Clean and unique accommodation, fair pricing. 

Marketing3.  – Word-of-mouth marketing and/or a good website promoter were 

crucial factors for successful marketing.   

Service4.  – The majority of the respondents pointed out that people skills are 

essential, as well as a 100% commitment to the tourism business.  
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People skills refer to the ability to interact in a friendly way, to be tolerant and 

understanding of the guest’s requests and needs, and to be a good communicator and 

entertainer. Time spent with guests and home-cooked meals contributed significantly to 

the success of many businesses. Interestingly, a number of participants considered it 

important to provide a child-friendly product or to market themselves as pet-friendly.  

 

Labour is a critical issue in any family business organisation. As shown in Table 6.10, 

about 61% of the businesses have 1 or 2 family members working full-time in the 

business, whilst the great majority, almost 90% have no full-time non-family 

employees. About a third of the operators have 1 or 2 part-time non-family employees.  

 

Table 6.10 Employment of Family and Non-family Members  
 
                                                                          Percentage of operators with particular      

                                                                          employment patterns  

Number of  people working in tourism  Nil  1 2 3-5 6-10 11-25 
 
Family members  
Full-time  
Part-time  

 
 
46 
32 

 
 
6 
33 

 
 
28 

 
 
5 
7 

 
 
0 
0 

 
 
0 
0 
 

 
Non-family members  
Full-time  
Part-time  

 
 
88 
55 

 
 
5 
18 

 
 
4 
12 

 
 
2 
9 

 
 
1 
4.8 

 
 
0 
1.2 
 

 

Labour invested in the tourism businesses is also reflected in the amount of time spent 

in the tourism side of the operation. Approximately 44% of the business managers who 

responded to the survey work less than 25 hours per week in the tourism component of 

the business, whilst one third work more than 40 hours in it.  

 

 

6.6. Ownership  
 

Ownership of family farm tourism businesses refers both to the farm property and the 

farm tourism business. A majority of farm tourism operators in Australia (94%) own 

their property. About 64% of the respondents are first-generation owners; 14% are 
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second-generation; and for 22% of the farm tourism owners, the property has been in 

family hands for 3-7 generations (Figure 6.12). 

1st Generation
2nd Generation
3rd and more
Missing

 
 

Figure 6.12 Generations Farm Has Been in Family Ownership 
 
 

Figure 6.13 shows the main forms of ownership structure for Australian farm tourism 

businesses. The main types are: family businesses (40%); couple-operated businesses 

(35%); and sole proprietorships (14%). More complex forms of ownership such as 

limited-liability companies and trusts comprise only 8% of the survey sample. 

 

Single Individual
Couple
Family Partnership
Partnership with 
non-family members
Limited Company
Trust

 
 

Figure 6.13 Forms of Farm Tourism Business Ownership 
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6.7. Conclusions  
 

There are over 600 farm tourism businesses in Australia, covering a total area of 62,000 

km2 with a mean area of 89 km2 and a total guest capacity of 14,000 people. The scale 

and scope of farm tourism on an individual enterprise level, however, varies 

enormously. For example, land areas range from 1-400 000 ha, guest capacities from 2-

500 people and occupancy rates from 1-95%. Although there is no uniform type of farm 

tourism operation in Australia, it appears that small-scale farms in coastal hinterlands 

and close proximity to metropolitan areas dominate the industry.  

 

Farm tourism operations are more common on some types of farms than others. Whilst 

beef cattle and sheep farms are the most common types of agricultural production on 

farm tourism properties, there is also a high percentage of non-mainstream farm types 

such as alpacas. Generally, the farm types simply reflect the geographic location. If 

most of the farms in a given area produce sheep, then farms in that area which are 

involved in farm tourism are also likely to be primarily sheep farms. Outback cattle 

stations are large in area, and sheep stations have shearers’ quarters which can be 

adapted for tourists outside shearing season. As a second-order pattern, farm tourism 

ventures contain a disproportionately high representation of farms which might be 

perceived as unusual: for example, alpaca studs.  

 

And thirdly, there are some types of farms which are under-represented in the farm 

tourism sector. One example is dairy farms, perhaps because daily milking schedules do 

not allow time to run a subsidiary tourism operation. This contrasts with Europe, where 

traditional dairy-farming landscapes are a significant tourism drawcard. A second 

example is sugar-cane farming, perhaps because the growing and harvesting cycles are 

difficult to package as a tourist attraction, or perhaps because tourists are interested 

principally in livestock. And a third example is intensive livestock production such as 

piggeries, feedlots, poultry or egg production.  Presumably tourists are not attracted to 

such operations because of smell, hygiene and ethical considerations; or alternatively, 

perhaps governmental regulations do not allow visitors on such farm types. 
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Assuming that the total aggregate guest capacity of Australia’s farm tourism businesses 

is approximately 14,000 people and prices are weighted according to capacity with a 

mean rate per couple per night of approximately AU$129, the total annual turnover of 

the industry with an average occupancy rate of 35% would be approximately AU$115 

million. As of mid September 2006 this would be about US$86 million annually. 

 

The importance of farming as an economic activity varies enormously. Although about 

81% of the respondents classify themselves as primary production operations, about a 

third of the operators earn less than 20% of their total income from farming. Equally, 

however, for about half of the operators tourism contributes only 25% of their overall 

income.  

 

Family labour dominates in the farm tourism business organisation. This can create 

difficulties since family members are often treated informally and do not get paid a 

wage or salary. This can also have consequences on health, safety and insurance issues. 

One third of the businesses indicated that they employ one or two part-time staff, 

generally on a casual basis. 

 

Around two thirds (64%) of Australian farm tourism operators are female. The 

dominance of female tourism business operators has been reported previously in other 

countries. The choice to run a farm tourism business does not seem to attract young 

people: 84% of the tourism business operators are older than 45 years.  

 

Whilst family issues such as making decisions jointly and earning enough money to 

support the family are considered highly important, the continuation of the business to 

the next generation seems to be of little importance. The themes of succession and 

inheritance will be considered in more detail in Chapter 10.  

 

The characteristics of the farm and farm tourism business show a high range of variation 

despite the restrictive definition adopted. In order to examine the operations of 

Australian farm tourism enterprises in more detail, therefore, it becomes necessary to 

classify them into types or categories for further consideration. This issue is addressed 

in the next Chapter.  
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Chapter 7 

 Types of Farm Tourism Operators 
 

7.1. Introduction 
 

In the previous Chapter, the overall scale and scope of the Australian farm tourism 

Chapter were described, using information from the national database covering over 600 

enterprises, and the mail-out survey with ~250 complete responses. This Chapter 

describes structure within the sector, using two alternative approaches. In the first, 

referred to as a structural classification in line with previous research, farms were 

clustered into two equal sets above and below the median property area of 150 ha, and 

the two groups compared. In the second approach, farms were classified into four 

groups using the mixed-method multi-parameter decision tree described in the 

methodology Chapter. The variables compared between groups, and the averages across 

the entire set of survey respondents are summarised in Table 7.1.  

 

Table 7.1 Results for all Farms on Variables Tested in Structural and Operational 
Classification 
 
Family variable All Family farm variables  All 

Farms Farms 

n = 250 n=250 

% female tourism business manager  64 % area used for farming  81 

% owner age ≤ 45 17 Mean % income from farming 53 

% owner age 46-55 30 

% owner age 56-65 40 

% owner age >65 13 

% owner age > 45 84 % = primary production  81 

% family issues important  80 % farm type = cattle 40 

% farm type = sheep 18 

% farm type = dairy   4 

% farm type = crop 10 

% farm type = other  30 

  % < 2 hr to airport 64 
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Farm tourism business variables  All 

Farms 

n=250 

Farm tourism business variables  All 

Farms 

n=250 

% tour & farming separate  44 % clients= family, couples  

% clients= backpackers 

% clients= tours, groups 

93 

10 

24 

% market as “outback”  19 % ads= word of mouth  

% ads= website  

29 

40 

Mean year tourism business  

established  

1994 % c. <25 hr/wk tour work  

% c. 25-40 hr/wk tour  

% c. >40 hr/wk tour work 

44 

22 

34 

% of income from tourism  

0-5% 

6-25% 

26-75% 

76-95% 

96-100% 

 

26 

23 

25 

14 

11 

Family member work full-time  in 
tourism business 
 
0 family work F/T in tour, % 

1 family work F/T in tour, % 

2 family work F/T in tour, % 

>3 family work FT in tour, % 

 

 

46 

26 

23 

  5 

prices per couple/night  

AU$<50  

AU$51-100  

AU$ 101-150 

AU$ 151-200 

AU$ 201-250 

AU$>251 

 

 2 

35 

39 

19 

 2 

 3 

Family member work part-time in 
tourism business 
 
0 family work P/T in tour, % 

1 family work P/T in tour, % 

2 family work P/T in tour, % 

>3 family work PT in tour, % 

 

 

32 

32 

28 

  8 

% got professional advice 

% with business plan  

21 

36 

Part-time employees 
 
0 P/T employees, % 

1 P/T employees, % 

2 P/T employees, % 

>3 P/T employees, % 

 

55 

18 

12 

15 

% with previous career  59   

% with homestead 

% with bunkhouse 

% with camping  

% with cottage 

48 

18 

16 

68 

Full-time employees 
 
0 F/T employees, % 

1 F/T employees, % 

2 F/T employees, % 

>3 F/T employees, % 

 

88 

  5 

  3 

  4 
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Mean guest capacity 28 % with farm activities  92 

Mean occupancy rate  35 % nature based activity (nba) 88 

% expand nba in future  51 

Mean price per couple/ night 129 % met tourism expectations  81 

Median price 120 % operate 1 year from now? 98 

% operate 5 yrs from now? 91 

 
Ownership variables  All 

Farms 
n=250 

Ownership family farm   
Mean generations owned 1.8 

% owned 1st generation 64 

% owned 2nd generation 14 

% owned >3rd generation 22 

% want pass on property  59 

Ownership tourism business   
% owned by individual 16 

% owned by couple  40 

% owned by family  44 

% other  

% inherited the business   6 

% bought the business   9 

% started business  84 
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7.2. Structural Approach  
 

Given the variation amongst the characteristics of the farm tourism businesses 

concerned, the effect of property size on the tourism business and family farm operation 

was first examined. The median area of 150 ha was used as a break-off point, and 

relevant parametric and non-parametric tests were performed to compare the 

characteristics of larger and smaller farms respectively. Results are summarised in Table 

7.2. Many of the parameters are expressed as percentages for ease of comparison. 

Statistical tests, however, were carried out on raw data.   
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Table 7.2 Structural Differences  
 
Variable  All  Farms Farms  Test  Statistics  Signifi

cance Farms ≤ 150 ha > 150 ha 

N = 250 p <   

       
Family 

2X% female tourism business 

manager  

64 60 66 Chi-

Square  

 = 1.1 0.179 

2 X% owner age ≤ 45 17 14 18 Chi-

Square 

= 5.8 0.322 

% owner age 46-55 30 29 30 

% owner age 56-65 40 44 40 

% owner age >65 13 13 12 
2X% owner age > 45 84 86 81 Chi-

Square 

=1.0 0.604 

2X <0.02 % family issues important  80 74 85 Chi-

Square 

 = 4.8 

 
 
Variable  All  Farms Farms  Test  Statistics  Signifi

cance Farms ≤150 ha > 150 ha 

N = 250 p <   

       
Family Farm  
 

<0.001 % area used for farming  81 75 87 T test t = - 3.5 
2X <0.001 % = primary production  81 64 98 Chi-

Square 

 = 43.3 

2X <0.001 % farm type = cattle 40 36 44 Chi-

Square 

 = 67.9 

% farm type = sheep 18 7 29 

% farm type = dairy   4 1 3 

% farm type = crop 10 3 17 

% farm type = other  30 50 7 

<0.001 Mean % income from 

farming 

53 40 70 T test t = - 7.1 

2X <0.001 % < 2 hr to airport 64 74 56 Chi-

Square 

 = 9.9 
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Variable  All  
Farms 
N = 250 

Farms 
≤ 150 ha 

Farms  
> 150 ha 

Test  Statistics  Signifi
cance 
p 

Farm Tourism Business  
 

      

% tour & farming separate  44 38 50 Chi-

Square 

X2 = 3.6 <0.05 

% market as “outback”  19 7 32 Chi-

Square 

X2 = 22.9 <0.001 

Mean year tourism business  

established  

1994 1995 1993 T test t = 2.3  <0.05 

% of income from tourism  

0-5% 

6-25% 

26-75% 

76-95% 

96-100% 

 

26 

23 

25 

14 

11 

 

16 

15 

29 

23 

17 

 

35 

32 

22 

6 

5 

 

Chi-

Square 

 

X2  = 36.7 

 

<0.001 

Prices per double/night  

AU$<50  

AU$51-100  

AU$ 101-150 

AU$ 151-200 

AU$ 201-250 

AU$>251 

 

2 

35 

39 

19 

2 

3 

 

1 

28 

42 

25 

2 

2 

 

2 

42 

36 

15 

2 

3 

 

Chi-

Square 

 

X2 = 5.1 

 

 0.408 

% got professional advice 

 

% with business plan  

21 

 

36 

21 

 

43 

22 

 

28 

Chi-

Square 

Chi-

Square 

X2 =0.075 

 

X2 = 5.9 

 0.784 

 

<0.01 

% with previous career  59 77 41 Chi-

Square 

X2 = 34.5 <0.001 

% with homestead 

% with bunkhouse 

% with camping  

% with cottage 

48 

18 

16 

68 

46 

8 

6 

68 

51 

28 

26 

67 

Chi-

Square 

X2 = 0.6 

X2 = 15.3 

X2 =16.8 

X2 = 0.01 

 0.249 

<0.001
<0.001
 0.514 

Mean guest capacity 28 17 37 T test  t = -2.6  <0.01 

Mean occupancy rate  35 35 35 T test  t = - 0.9  0.924 

Mean price per couple/ night 129 134 125 T test  t = 1.1  0.250 
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All  Farms Farms  Test  Statistics  Signifi
cance 

Variable  
Farms ≤ 150 ha > 150 ha 
N = 250 p 

Farm Tourism Business       
2X% with farm activities  92 91 94 Chi-

Square 

 = 0.5  0.317 

2 X  0.054 % nature based activity (nba)  88 85 92 Chi-

Square 

= 3.3 
2X  = 0.5  0.284 % expand nba in future  51 49 54 

       
2X  0.589 % clients= family, couples  93 93 93 Chi-

Square 

 = 0.00 
2 <0.001X% clients= backpackers 10 4 16  = 9.9 

 0.198 2 X = 0.99 % clients= tours, groups 24 22 27 

 <0.01 2X% ads= word of mouth  42 40 69 Chi-

Square 

 = 6.7 

% ads= website  58 60 31 
2 X% c. <25 hr/wk tour work  44 39 49 Chi-

Square 

 = 5.5  0.064 

% c. 25-40 hr/wk tour  22 20 24 

% c. >40 hr/wk tour work 34 41 27 
2X% operate 1 year from now? 98 99 97 Chi-

Square 

 = 1.9  0.180 
2X% operate 5 yrs from now? 91 93 87  = 1.3  0.186 
2X% met tourism expectations  81 80 82 Chi-

Square 

 = 0.2  0.397 

Family member work full-
time  in tourism business  

   ANOVA F = 0.1  0.750 

0 family work F/T in tour, % 46 42 50    

1 family work F/T in tour, % 26 33 19 

2 family work F/T in tour, % 23 22 24 

>3 family work FT in tour,%   5 3 7 

Family member work part-
time in tourism business  

   ANOVA F = 0.5  0.497 

0 family work P/T in tour, % 32 32 33    

1 family work P/T in tour, % 32 29 37 

2 family work P/T in tour, % 28 32 23 

>3 family work PT in tour,%   8 7 7 

Full-time employees    ANOVA F = 2.3  0.134 

0 F/T employees 88 92 85    

1 F/T employees   5 4 7 

2 F/T employees   3 2 4 

>3 F/T employees   4 2 4 
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Fart-time employees     ANOVA F = 2.6  0.108 

0 P/T employees 

1 P/T employees 

2 P/T employees 

>3 P/T employees 

55 

18 

12 

15 

56 

13 

13 

18 

55 

23 

11 

11 

   

 
Variable  

 

All  

Farms 

N = 250 

Farms 

≤150 ha 

Farms  

> 150 ha 

Test  Statistics  Signifi

cance 

p  

Ownership Family Farm       

Mean generations owned 1.8 1.27 2.34 T test t = -7.1 <0.001 

% owned 1st generation 

% owned 2nd generation 

% owned >3rd generation 

64 

14 

22 

87 

7 

6 

40 

21 

39 

Chi-

Square 

X2 =58.1 <0.001 

% want pass on property  59 43 74 Chi-

Square 

X2 = 22.9 <0.001 

Ownership FarmTtourism 
Business 

      

% owned by individual 

% owned by couple  

% owned by family  

% other  

16 

40 

44 

18 

39 

31 

12 

10 

30 

48 

12 

Chi-

Square 

X2 =12.7 <0.05 

% inherited the business 

% bought the business 

% started business  

  6 

  9 

84 

3 

15 

82 

9 

5 

86 

Chi-

Square 

X2 = 10.1 <0.05 

 

 

7.2.1. The Family 

 

There were no statistically significant differences between larger and smaller farms in 

regards to the age or gender of the respondents. Importantly, over 80% of the 

respondents in both groups are 45 years and older.  

 

Family issues in general are significantly more important to farms larger than 150 ha 

(p<0.02). Given the strongly skewed distributions, a non-parametric Mann-Whitney U 

test was performed to look for significant differences amongst the seven family 
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statements. Results indicated that larger properties were more concerned about keeping 

the property in the family (p<0.01) (Table 7.3) 

 
Table 7.3 Importance of Family-related Statements  
 
Question  Mann-

Whitney 
U 

Wilcoxon 
W 

Z  Asymptotic 
Significance 
(2-tailed) 

Prevent disharmony among family 

members 

5896 12001 -0.235 0.815 

Share all key decisions with my spouse or 

family 

5863 11968 -0.665 0.506 

Provide family members with a job 5866 11752 -0.167 0.867 

Train the children for future ownership of 

the business 

5178 10743 -1.185 0.236 

Earn enough money to support the family 5847 1952 -0.465 0.642 

Ensure the family has lots of free time 

together 

5192 10863 -0.872 0.383 

0.006 Keep this property in our family 4927 11143 -2.728 

 

 

7.2.2. The Family Farm  

 

Smaller farms are more likely to be located in closer proximity to major airports 

(p<0.001).  

 

On average, farms under 150 ha use significantly less of their property areas for farming 

(p<0.001) and earn significantly less of their income from farming (p<0.001). About 

half of the smaller farms earn a quarter of their income from farming, whilst half of the 

larger properties over 80% from farming (p<0.001).  

 

Fewer of the farm properties that are smaller than 150 ha consider themselves as 

primary producers (p<0.001). About half of the smaller farms are non-mainstream farm 

types including alpacas, horses and hobby farms. For larger farms, in contrast, the 

dominant farm types are cattle, sheep and crop production.  
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7.2.3. The Farm Tourism Business  

 

About two thirds of the larger farms earn less than 25% of their total income from 

tourism, whilst 40% of the smaller farms receive 75-100% of their income from tourism 

(p<0.001). Interestingly, the proportion of income from tourism is not directly related to 

the average guest capacity. Farms above the median area of 150 ha have a significantly 

(p<0.01) larger guest capacity, with a mean capacity of 37 guests, but receive 

proportionately less income from tourism (p<0.001). In comparison, smaller farms have 

an average guest capacity of 17 people. Interestingly, the mean occupancy rate for both 

groups is 35%, and there were no statistically significant differences in prices charged 

per double per night. Although the main target market appears to be families and 

couples for both groups, significantly more of the larger farms cater for backpackers 

(p<0.001) and camping and bunkhouse accommodation (p<0.001). Larger farms rely 

significantly more on word-of-mouth advertisement, while smaller farms are 

significantly more likely to advertise through a website (p<0.01). 

 

Farms above 150 ha in area are more likely to market themselves as outback 

experiences (p<0.001), and to operate the tourism and the farming businesses separately 

(p<0.05). Almost twice as many operators on smaller farms had a previous career in a 

sector other than agriculture (p<0.001). These operators were also more likely to have 

established a business plan before starting the tourism business (p<0.01). 

 

Interestingly, there were no significant differences between larger and smaller farms in 

regards to the employment patterns in the tourism business.  

 

7.2.4. Ownership  

 

Smaller farms are more likely to be in first-generation ownership (p<0.001) than farms 

over 150 ha. There are almost six times as many larger farms in the 3rd or higher 

generation ownership than smaller farms. Larger farms also consider it significantly 

more important to pass on the property to the next generation (p<0.001).  

Ownership patterns for the farm tourism businesses also differ between larger and 

smaller farms. There are significantly more family operated tourism businesses on 
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properties larger than 150 ha (p<0.05) and slightly more single and couple-operated 

tourism businesses on properties smaller than 150 ha.  

 

Just over 80% of the operators in both groups started their tourism businesses 

themselves, whilst owners of properties smaller than 150 ha were significantly more 

likely to have bought the business, and owners of properties larger than 150 ha to have 

inherited the farm tourism business (p<0.05). 

 

 

7.2.5. Discussion  

 

There are a number of statistically significant differences between farms smaller and 

larger than the median area of 150 ha, in regards to both farming and tourism. 

 

A higher proportion of smaller properties run less-common types of livestock, such as 

alpacas and miniature cattle and horses. These smaller properties earn proportionally 

more from tourism and less from farming, and fewer are classified as primary 

producers. It would therefore appear that such unusual livestock are kept as a tourist 

attraction, not as a way to increase agricultural yield per unit area. Operating a farm, 

even an unprofitable one, earn also exempt rural landholders from paying state 

government land taxes. In areas of high amenity value near gateway towns and airports 

such taxes can be considerable. A higher proportion of farm tourism operators on 

smaller properties are first-generation landholders, had a prior career other than 

agriculture, have established business plans, and use the internet for marketing. That is, 

they operate farm tourism businesses quite professional, to finance lifestyle choices. 

Mote of the larger farms, in contrast, have been in same farming family’s hands for 

several generations, and want to keep it for future generations. They generally rely on 

mainstream crop and livestock production as their principal livelihood, with tourism as 

a minor supplementary income. This broad structural distinction, however, is rather 

imprecise. There are many first-generation landholders amongst the larger properties, 

some of the smaller properties are in second, third or higher generation hands. A 

significant proportion of the larger properties as longer as financially viable agricultural 

producers and are no longer expected to stay within the family. These are many 
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properties where farming and tourism income each makes up only a small proportion of 

total income, with the reminder thus being derived from other sources. For all these 

reasons, a division based on area alone does not provide a very useful structure for 

detailed analysis of the Australian farm tourism sector. A more complex and 

comprehensive operational classification is needed. This is considered in the following 

Chapter. 
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7.3. Operational Classification  
 

7.3.1. Introduction  

 

Results of the operational classification following the methods described in Chapter 5 

are summarised in Table 7.4. Using this approach, just over one third of the survey 

respondents are classified as full-time farms, 19% as part-time farms, 19% as retirement 

farms and 27% as lifestyle farms. Values of relevant variables for each group, statistical 

comparisons between groups, and their significance are shown in Table 7.4. 
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Table 7.4 Operational Differences  
 

Variable  All  
Farms 
N = 250 

Full-
time 
Farms 
N = 83  

Part-
time   
Farms 
N = 48 

Retire-
ment  
Farms 
N = 48 

Life 
style 
Farms 
N = 69 

Test  Statistics  Significance 
p  

 
Family 

        

 
% female tourism business 
manager  

 
63 

 
66 

 
75 

 
63 

 
52 

 
Chi-square  

 
Χ2 = 6.9 

 
0.076 

 
% owner age ≤ 45 
% owner age 46-55 
% owner age 56-65 
% owner age >65 

 
17 
30 
40 
13 

 
22 
40 
31 
7 

 
27 
38 
35 
0 

   
  0 
  0 
65 
35 

 
11 
36 
38 
15 

 
Chi-square 

 
X2 = 71.7 

 
<0.001 

 
% owner age > 45 

 
83 

 
78 

 
73 

 
100 

 
89 

 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 45.8 

 
<0.001 

 
% family issues important  

 
80 

 
86 

 
80 

 
78 

 
72 

 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 3.8 

 
0.280 
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Test  Statistics  Significance Life 
style 
Farms 

Retire-
ment  

Part-
time   

Variable  All  Full-
time p  Farms 

Farms Farms N = 250 Farms 
N = 69 N = 48 N = 48 N = 83  

         
Family Farm  

         
<0.01 Mean area in ha 8899 18582 13202 680 95 ANOVA  F = 3.9 
         

2X <0.001 % farm  area < 150 ha 50 13 56 56 86 Chi-square   = 81.1 
         
<0.001 % area used for farming  81 90 73 90 70 ANOVA F = 12.4 
         

2Χ <0.001 % = primary production  81 100 92 87 45 Chi-square  = 79.5 
 
% farm type = cattle 
% farm type = sheep 
% farm type = dairy 
% farm type = crop 
% farm type = other  

 
40 
18 
  3 
10 
30 

 
33 
31 
10 
22 
  5 

 
42 
13 
  0 
  6 
39 

 
57 
22 
  0 
  6 
15 

 
36 
  4 
  0 
  0 
60 

   

         
<0.001 Mean % income from 

farming 
56 87 48 60 11 ANOVA  F = 127.6 

         
2 Χ <0.02 % < 2 hr to airport 65 55 60 65 79 Chi-square = 9.9 
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Variable  All  
Farms 
N = 250 

Full-
time 
Farms 
N = 83  

Part-
time   
Farms 
N = 48 

Retire-
ment  
Farms 
N = 48 

Life 
style 
Farms 
N = 69 

Test  Statistics  Significance
p 

 
Farm Tourism Business 

        

 
% tour & farming separate  

 
44 

 
57 

 
42 

 
36 

 
35 

 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 8.6 

 
<0.05 

 
% market as “outback”  

 
19 

 
34 

 
15 

   
9 

 
12 

 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 17.7 

 
<0.001 

 
% of income from tourism  
0-5% 
6-25% 
26-75% 
76-95% 
96-100% 
 

 
 
26 
23 
25 
14 
11 

 
 
51 
30 
14 
  4 
  1 

 
 
13 
25 
45 
15 
 2 

 
 
20 
35 
37 
 9 
 0 

 
 
  9 
  6 
17 
31 
36 

 
 
Chi-square 

 
 
Χ2 = 129.3 

 
 
<0.001 

Mean year tourism business 
established  

1994 1994 1993 1994 1995 ANOVA  F = 0.8 0.482 

 
Prices per couple/night  
AU$<50  
AU$51-100  
AU$ 101-150 
AU$ 151-200 
AU$ 201-250 
AU$>251 

 
 
  2 
35 
39 
19 
  2 
  3 

 
 
  4 
40 
31 
22 
  2 
  1 

 
 
  0 
40 
33 
18 
  3 
  6 

 
 
  0 
46 
32 
14 
  3 
  5 

 
 
  2 
18 
57 
21 
  2 
  0 

 
 
Chi-square 
 

 
 
X2 = 17.3 

 
 
0.300 

% got professional advice 
 
% with business plan  

21 
 
36 

23 
 
29 

15 
 
27 

25 
 
30 

22 
 
54 

Chi-square 
 
Chi-square 

Χ2 = 1.8 
 
Χ2 = 13.6 

0.611 
 
<0.01 

 
% with previous career  

 
59 

 
40 

 
65 

 
60 

 
77 

 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 21.9 

 
<0.001 

 
% met tourism expectations  

 
81 

 
78 

 
78 

 
81 

 
85 

 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 1.4 

 
0.715 
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Farm Tourism Business 
 

All  
Farms 
N = 250 

Full-
time 
Farms 
N = 83  

Part-
time   
Farms 
N = 48 

Retire-
ment  
Farms 
N = 48 

Life 
style 
Farms 
N = 69 

Test  Statistics  Significance  

 
% with homestead 
% with bunkhouse 
% with camping  
% with cottage 

 
49 
18 
16 
68 

 
48 
33 
28 
65 

 
49 
12 
15 
68 

 
50 
  2 
  2 
74 

 
49 
15 
14 
65 

 
Chi-square 
 

 
Χ2 = 0.01 
Χ2 = 20.3 
Χ2 = 14.4 
Χ2 = 1.3 

 
0.994 
<0.001 
<0.01 
0.721 

 
Mean guest capacity 

 
28 

 
26 

 
42 

 
11 

 
33 

 
ANOVA  

 
F = 2.4 

 
0.069 

 
Mean occupancy rate  

 
35 

 
30 

 
32 

 
35 

 
42 

 
ANOVA 

F = 3.3 <0.05 

 
Mean price per couple/ night 

 
129 

 
120 

 
140 

 
129 

 
131 

 
ANOVA 

 
F = 1.1 

 
0.372 

 
% with farm activities  

 
92 

 
92 

 
92 

 
92 

 
94 

 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 0.4 

 
0.930 

 
% nature based activity (nba) 
% expand nba in future  

 
88 
51 

 
88 
53 

 
98 
60 

 
89 
29 

 
81 
60 

 
Chi-square 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 7.4 
Χ2 = 12.7 

 
0.059 
<0.01 

 
% operate 1 year from now? 
% operate 5 yrs from now? 

 
98 
91 

 
96 
88 

 
100 
96 

 
98 
86 

 
99 
94 

 
Chi-square 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 2.2 
Χ2 =  3.8 

 
0.535 
0.289 

 
% clients= family, couples  
% clients= backpackers 
% clients= tours, groups 

 
93 
10 
24 

 
93 
16 
25 

 
90 
  8 
38 

 
98 
  2 
10 

 
91 
10 
24 

 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 9.6 

 
<0.05 

 
% ads= word of mouth  
% ads= website  

 
42 
58 

 
47 
25 

 
22 
21 

 
6 
16 

 
25 
38 

 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 5.1 

 
0.163 

 
% <25 hr/wk tourism work  
% 25-40 hr/wk tourism  
% >40 hr/wk tourism work 

 
44 
22 
34 

 
57 
22 
21 

 
35 
27 
38 

 
54 
24 
22 

 
30 
16 
54 

 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 24.1 

 
<0.001 
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Variable  All  
Farms 
N = 250 

Full-
time 
Farms 
N = 83  

Part-
time   
Farms 
N = 48 

Retire-
ment  
Farms 
N = 48 

Life 
style 
Farms 
N = 69 

Test  Statistics  Significance  

 
Farm Tourism Business 
 

        

Family member work full-
time  in tourism business  

      
ANOVA 

 
F = 4.4 

 
<0.01 

0 family work F/T in tour, % 
1 family work F/T in tour, % 
2 family work F/T in tour, % 
>3 family work FT in tour,% 

46 
26 
23 
  5 

54 
20 
21 
  5 

42 
21 
31 
 6 

61 
30 
  9 
  0 

32 
35 
28 
  5 

   

 
Family member work part-
time in tourism business  

      
ANOVA 

 
F = 0.2 

 
0.893 

0 family work P/T in tour, % 
1 family work P/T in tour, % 
2 family work P/T in tour, % 
>3 family work PT in tour,% 

32 
32 
28 
  8 

27 
40 
24 
  9 

33 
38 
21 
  8 

33 
24 
39 
  4 

38 
25 
28 
  9 

   

 
Full-time employees 

      
ANOVA 

 
F = 2.4 

 
0.068 

0 F/T employees 
1 F/T employees 
2 F/T employees 
>3 F/T employees 

88 
  5 
  3 
  4 

87 
  2   
  6 
  5 

80 
13 
  2 
  5 

100 
  0 
  0 
  0 

88 
  7 
  1 
  4 

   

 
Part-time employees  

      
ANOVA  

 
F = 4.5 

 
<0.01 

0 P/T employees 
1 P/T employees 
2 P/T employees 
>3 P/T employees 

55 
18 
12 
15 

58 
18 
16 
  8 

60 
15 
  6 
 19 

59 
28 
  7 
  6 

48 
13 
16 
23 
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Variable  All  
Farms 
N = 250 

Full-
time 
Farms 
N = 83  

Part-
time   
Farms 
N = 48 

Retire-
ment  
Farms 
N = 48 

Life 
style 
Farms 
N = 69 

Test  Statistics  Significance  

 
Ownership Family Farm 

        

 
Mean generations owned 

 
1.8 

 
2.53 

 
1.71 

 
1.67 

 
1.1 

 
ANOVA  

 
F = 18.1 

 
<0.001 

 
% owned 1st generation 
% owned 2nd generation 
% owned >3rd generation 

 
64 
14 
22 

 
34 
21 
45 

 
69 
12 
19 

 
69 
12 
19 

 
92 
  6 
  2 

 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 57.9 

 
<0.001 

 
% want pass on property  

 
59 

 
71 

 
67 

 
48 

 
44 

 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 13.9 

 
<0.01 

 
Ownership Farm Tourism 
Business  

        

 
% owned by individual 
% owned by couple  
% owned by family  

 
14 
35 
39 

 
8 
21 
57 

 
13 
35 
38 

 
23 
47 
21 

 
17 
44 
30 

 
Chi-square 
 

 
Χ2 = 25 

 
<0.001 

 
% inherited the business 
% bought the business 
% started business  

   
  6 
  9 
84 

 
10 
  2 
88 

 
10 
10 
80 

 
  2 
  6 
92 

 
  1 
21 
78 

 
Chi-square 

 
Χ2 = 13.7 

 
<0.01 
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7.3.2. The Family 

 

Part-time farms have the highest proportion of female operators. The difference, 

however, is not statistically significant (p = 0.076). Naturally, retirement farm operators 

are significantly older than full-time and part-time farm operators, but this also applies 

for lifestyle farm operators.  

 

An ANOVA performed on the relevance of family issues showed that it was 

significantly more important for part-time farms to ‘train the children for future 

ownership of the business’ (p<0.01) and ‘to provide family members with a job’ 

(p<0.05), than for retirement farms. It was also more important for part-time farms to 

‘earn enough to support the family’ than for retirement farms (p<0.001) or full-time 

farms (p<0.01). 

 

 

7.3.3. The Family Farm  

 

All full-time farms are primary production operations with cattle, sheep, crop and dairy 

production as the dominant types. Cattle and sheep production are the dominant types 

for the part-time and retirement farms, but these groups also include other farm types 

such as fruit, horses and aquaculture operations. In contrast, only 45% of the lifestyle 

farms are primary production operations. Although lifestyle farms do have a high 

representation of cattle properties, more unusual and non-mainstream farms including 

alpaca and hobby farms dominate whilst dairy, crop and sheep are not represented. 

 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) showed that property sizes differed significantly 

(p<0.01) between the four groups. Tukey’s post-hoc test revealed that the key difference 

is between the full-time and the lifestyle farm group (p<0.05), with part-time and 

lifestyle farms intermediate. 

 

There are significant differences between groups in the percentage of income from 

farming, and the percentage of the total area used for farming (p<0.001). Average 

farming income was significantly higher for full-time farms than for any other group 
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(p<0.001) and significantly lower for lifestyle farms compared with any other group 

(p<0.001). There were no significant differences, in regards to these parameters, 

between part-time and retirement farms. Full-time farms used a significantly higher 

proportion of their land for farming than part-time and lifestyle farms (p<0.001) but not 

more than retirement farms. The difference between part-time and lifestyle farms was 

not significant.  

 

Lifestyle farms are more likely to be located in closer proximity (less than 2 hours) to 

major airports than full-time (p<0.01) and part-time farms (p<0.05).  

 

 

7.3.4. The Farm Tourism Business  

 

The proportion of income from tourism differs greatly between the four groups 

(p<0.001). Broadly speaking, the importance of tourism as an income source increases 

from full-time, over retirement and part-time to lifestyle farms. Whilst half of the full-

time farms receive less than 5% of their overall income from tourism, more than two 

thirds of the lifestyle farms earn 75-100% from tourism. Interestingly, although the 

return from tourism is relatively low, full-time farms are more likely to separate the 

tourism and farming businesses (p<0.05). Independent chi-square tests, conducted 

pairwise, revealed significant differences in proportional income from tourism between: 

full-time and part-time farms (p<0.001); full-time and retirement farms (p<0.01); full-

time and lifestyle farms (p<0.001); part-time and lifestyle farms (p<0.001); and 

retirement and lifestyle farms (p<0.001). The only pairwise comparison where the 

difference is not statistically significant is between part-time and retirement farms. 

 

Part-time farms have the highest guest capacity, with an average capacity of 42 people 

per night. Interestingly, lifestyle farms have the second highest guest capacity with an 

average of 33 guests, and a significant higher occupancy rate than full-time farms 

(p<0.05). Differences in guest capacity amongst groups, however, and differences in 

occupancy rate amongst the remaining groups, were not significant. The majority of 

clients, by far, are families and couples. Full-time, part-time and lifestyle farms are 

more likely to cater for backpackers. Only the difference between full-time and 
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retirement farms, however, is statistically significant (p<0.02). Part-time farms, on the 

other hand, are more likely to cater for groups and package tours.  

 

Full-time farms have a significantly higher percentage of bunkhouse accommodation 

available than any other farm group (p<0.001). Full-time, part-time and lifestyle farms 

are significantly more likely to provide camping accommodation (p<0.01). A third of 

the full-time farms, significantly more than any other group, market themselves as an 

outback experience (p<0.001). Full-time and part-time farms are more likely to separate 

the tourism and the farming businesses (p<0.05). Full-time farms are also more likely to 

rely on word-of-mouth advertisement than any of the other groups, whilst lifestyle 

operators are most likely to use the internet to advertise their farm tourism business. 

Operators of full-time farms are least likely to have had a career other than agriculture 

before establishing the tourism business (p<0.001). No differences could be identified 

amongst the other groups. Lifestyle farms were most likely to have developed a 

business plan before starting the tourism business as compared to any of the other 

groups (p<0.01). 

 

Part-time and lifestyle farms employ significant more full-time family members than 

retirement farms (p<0.01). Lifestyle farms are more likely to have part-time employees 

than retirement or full-time farms (p<0.01). The majority of full-time and retirement 

farm operators spend less than 25 hours a week in the tourism business. The difference 

between these two groups, and lifestyle farm operators, is significant (p<0.01). There 

were no significant differences in regards to the amount of time allocated to the tourism 

business between part-time farms and any other farm type, even though part-time farms 

earn more than 50% of their total income through off-farm employment.  

 

 

7.3.5. Ownership 

 

More than half of the full-time farms are in second or higher-generation ownership, 

whilst 92% of lifestyle farms are owned in the first generation. Tukey’s post-hoc test 

revealed significant differences between full-time farms and each of the other three 

groups (p<0.001). There were no significant differences between part-time and 

retirement farms, or retirement and lifestyle properties.  
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Full-time farms have the highest percentage of family-owned and family-run 

businesses. Pairwise chi-square tests show significant differences, in this regard, from 

both retirement farms (p<0.001), and lifestyle farms (p<0.01). Whilst succession had 

occurred only on part-time and full-time farms, lifestyle farms were more likely to have 

bought the business than full-time farms (p<0.001) or retirement farms (p<0.05). 

 

 

7.3.6. Discussion  

 

Four distinct groups of farm tourism operators were identified in the operational 

approach: full-time, part-time, retirement and lifestyle farms. The groups differ 

considerably in regards to family, farming operation and farm tourism business criteria.  

 

A third of the respondents operate mainstream farms on a full-time basis. This group is 

probably the archetypal class of farm tourism operators. All dairy farms fall into this 

category as well as the majority of sheep and crop farms. Other farm types such as 

alpaca or aquaculture businesses are underrepresented in this group. The majority of 

these full-time farms are run by the second to the seventh generation. Family issues are 

more important for this group, as well as the desire to pass on the property. The 

properties are significantly larger, and the average farm income is higher than in any 

other group. A number of stations in outback regions fall into this category. These 

commonly have spare facilities such as shearers’ or stockmen’s quarters and can cater 

for groups, particularly for backpackers. A farm tourism business allows them to utilise 

these facilities with little investment. Full-time farm operators were less likely to have 

developed a business plan, and the majority of them did not have any prior career other 

than farming. The family business is the predominant form of ownership. The tourism 

income is supplementary to the main farm income, with about half of the operators 

earning less than 5% of their overall income from tourism. 

 

Part-time farms are slightly smaller on average than full-time farms. These households 

already supplement their farming income with off-farm activities. Climatic conditions, 

notably severe droughts, have forced many Australian farmers to take off-farm 

employment.  The mean income from farming in this group is approximately 50% of the 
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total income. The tourism income for this group is more important than for full-time 

farms, with nearly half of the operators earning at least 25% of their overall income 

from farm tourism. Family and couple-owned businesses are the dominant forms of 

ownership. More than 65% of the respondents in this group had a previous career other 

than agriculture. In addition, part-time farms have the highest percentage of female farm 

tourism operators. As noted previously, women are more likely to pursue an off-farm 

career to generate enough income to support the family and the farm business. It 

appears that female part-time farm operators may run a farm tourism business in parallel 

to off-farm work, and intend to replace the latter gradually with on-farm tourism. 

 

Farming in Australia is carried out by an aging population, and this also applies to farm 

tourism, with 83% of farm tourism businesses run by people aged 45 years and older.  

Older operators, by definition, are characteristic for retirement farm tourism businesses, 

but these generally also have relatively smaller properties. The predominant industry is 

beef production, owing to its low demand on technical investment and labour, which 

allows production in conjunction with on-farm semi-retirement. Retirement farm 

operators have generally run commercial farm enterprises in the past, and are hence 

more similar in their characteristics to full-time and part-time groups than they are to 

lifestyle operators. These farmers are not motivated to move in their semi-retirement. 

Farm tourism provides them with a retirement income and social interaction. If 

respondents in this group have a high equity in their business they can often absorb the 

declining terms of trade for farming. They live on their assets, and remain in farming for 

enjoyment and as long as their health permits it. Farms in these circumstances are 

generally unable to support two generations at once, so on-farm succession is not 

feasible. Although there are as many second, third and higher generation owners in this 

group as in the part-time group, inheritance is less important, with less than half of the 

operators intending to pass on the property. The majority of retirement farm tourism 

businesses are run by a couple or a single operator. The mean guest capacity of 11 

people is significantly lower than for any other group. Furthermore, given that more 

than half of the operators work less than 25 hours a week in the farm tourism business, 

it appears that retirement operators adjust the tourism business to match diminishing 

physical capacity, and give greater importance to social interaction. Retirement farm 

tourism businesses are least likely to provide bunkhouse and camping accommodation, 

which have a higher demand on labour and management time.  
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Nearly a third of the respondents are lifestyle farm tourism operators. The majority of 

respondents in this group have properties smaller than the median of 150 ha, and their 

mean income from farming is only 10% of the total. They often operate hobby farms or 

other non-mainstream farming types in close proximity to a major airport. A significant 

proportion of lifestyle operators bought the tourism business and/or developed a 

business plan before starting the operation. The majority of the operators are older than 

45 years and had a previous career in a sector other than agriculture. The occupancy rate 

of lifestyle farm tourism business is significantly higher than for other groups, and for 

two thirds of these operators tourism contributes more than 75% to the overall income. 

Family issues and inheritance are least important for this group.  

 

 

7.4. Conclusions  
 

In this Chapter the profile of Australian farm tourism operators was examined from both 

structural and operational perspectives, using two parallel alternative approaches. The 

structural division was straightforward, based purely on median property area. The 

operational classification involved a more sophisticated algorithm, using a mixed 

monothetic and polythetic decision tree as described in Chapter 5. 

 

The structural approach revealed a number of statistically significant differences 

between larger and smaller properties, for both tourism and farming characteristics, and 

suggested a broad distinction between long-term farm landholders and rural lifestyle 

migrants. The emergence of a distinct lifestyle group indicated that not all farm tourism 

businesses are run by mainstream agricultural farmers. Since this issue has considerable 

implications for rural policy development, a more detailed insight into the profile of the 

respondents was achieved using an operational approach.  

 

The operational approach resulted in four distinct groups: full-time, part-time, 

retirement and lifestyle farms. The importance of farming as an economic activity 

decreases from the first to the fourth of these, whilst the importance of the tourism 

component increases. Full-time farmers pursue farming as their core economic activity 

and operate mainstream farm types, with properties commonly in the hands of the 
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second generation or above. Part-time farms are also mainstream farms, but supplement 

farming income with at least 50% off-farm income. Retirement farms are traditional 

farm enterprises in a ‘winding down’ mode. These farms are not passed on to children 

because they are too small to be economically viable and would not support two 

generations at once. The older generation has limited options, and often has a strong 

attachment to the place. These operators continue to farm on a small scale as long as 

their health permits. The dominant farm type is beef cattle production, owing to its low 

labour requirement. Farm tourism businesses in this category are run at a small scale, 

with little investment of cash or time. These three groups of operators have a common 

history in farming, and are distinguished by being currently in different stages of the 

family and farming lifecycle. Given their background, they are used to making a living 

from farming, and are able to provide an authentic farm tourism product.  

 

Lifestyle farmers are different from the above in many ways. This group of operators 

have deliberately chosen to run a farm either out of a personal interest, or to qualify for 

tax benefits available for primary producers. Generally, they had a previous career in 

the city and moved to small properties in a rural area later in their life. Although they 

provide farm activities to guests, these are likely to be staged and on a different scale 

compared to the other groups. Interestingly, lifestyle operators have the highest 

occupancy rate and return from tourism. This might be explained by the small amount 

of time dedicated and necessary for the farming component, and the commercial 

professionalism the operators have gained from previous city careers. Further details on 

these issues are of a qualitative nature, involving personal experiences and attitudes, and 

are therefore considered in Chapter 9.  
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Chapter 8 

Motivations of Farm Tourism Operators  
 

8.1. Introduction  
 

Earlier Chapters have outlined the scale, scope and structure of the Australian farm 

tourism industry. In particular, results reported in Chapters 6 and 7 show that there are 

only 600 farm tourism operators in Australia; that most, though not all, are relatively 

small operations; and that they may be considered in four distinct groups. This Chapter 

examines the motivations of these operators, the reasons why they established their 

tourism businesses. The data are derived from three sources. The mail-out surveys 

contained a set of 15 motivational statements with 5-point Likert-scale responses, and a 

simple free-text question asking respondents to describe their motivation in their own 

words. Various approaches, described in Chapter 5, are used to cross-check the two sets 

of data. In addition, the interviews provided detailed data on motivation at a finer 

resolution than the mail-out surveys.  

 

 

8.2. Quantitative Data: Likert-scale Statements  
 

Frequencies, mean scores and standard errors for responses to each of the 15 

motivational statements are summarized in Table 8.1.  Mean scores for properties larger 

or smaller than the median area, and for each of the four farm categories defined in the 

previous Chapter are summarised in Table 8.2.  
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Table 8.1 Responses to Motivational Statements, All Farms  
 

Range tests Number of responses with 
each Likert score  
(1=strongly agree) 

Statement: I started farm tourism because: 
 
 

 
Chi2

 
HSD 

n 

  
 1 

 
 2 

 
 3 

 
 4 

 
 5 

Mean 
score 

Std 
error 

I am proud of my property and want to share it with other people   a  t 242 96 96 37 4 9 1.90 0.06 
I wanted to meet interesting people  a  tu 241 87 97 43 10 4 1.95 0.06 
I wanted to work on the farm rather than off-farm   b  tuv 242 94 80 40 14 14 2.07 0.07 
I needed an additional income   b  tuv 241 87 72 45 19 18 2.21 0.08 
I wanted to be able to stay on my property   b  uv 239 86 60 52 16 25 2.31 0.08 
Tourism was the only alternative to combine with farming   b  uv 240 67 85 50 21 17 2.32 0.08 
I wanted to educate people about farming   b  v 239 68 75 58 19 19 2.36 0.08 
I had spare rooms   c  w 229 51 72 32 27 47 2.77 0.09 
I wanted to have my own career   d  w 235 39 57 64 39 36 2.90 0.09 
Tourism provides me a retirement income   d  wx 236 28 69 42 45 52 3.10 0.09 
It gives my children an opportunity to live and work on the land in 
the future  

 de  xy 229 22 49 54 39 65 3.33 0.09 

I wanted to earn lots of money   ef  xy 239 17 31 91 52 48 3.35 0.07 
It was a way to keep the family together   f  yz 237 15 32 64 49 77 3.59 0.08 
Our neighbours have done it successfully   g  z 231 6 15 76 44 90 3.85 0.07 
We are retired and have lots of spare time   g  z 230 6 22 51 53 98 3.93 0.07 
 

Range tests: statements followed by different letters have significantly different response patterns as indicated by chi-square tests at  
 p < 0.01 and Tukey HSD tests at p<0.001 (88% of comparisons) or 0.001<p<0.05 (12% of comparisons).  Overall n=250.  
Figures in the body of the table are raw data, not percentages.
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Table 8.2 Mean Scores for Different Respondent Groups 
 
Statement: I started farm tourism because: < 150 

ha 
> 150 
ha 

Full-
time  

Part-
time  

Retire 
ment  

Life style 

I am proud of my property and want to share it with other people 1.81 1.99 1.91 1.93 1.87 1.89 
I wanted to meet interesting people  1.95 1.95 2.01 2.07 1.91 1.82 
I wanted to work on the farm rather than off-farm 2.02 2.11 2.26* 1.89* 2.00 1.99 
I needed an additional income 2.37* 2.04* 2.07* 1.98 2.21 2.53* 
I wanted to be able to stay on my property  2.27 2.34 2.55** 1.96** 2.38 2.18 
Tourism was the only alternative to combine with farming 2.34 2.29 2.36 2.09 2.32 2.36 
I wanted to educate people about farming 2.51* 2.19* 2.13 2.22 2.66 2.48 
I had spare rooms ++ 3.06** 2.47** 2.29~ 2.95 2.67 3.20~ 
I wanted to have my own career + 2.73 3.08 3.00 2.95 3.24 2.52 
Tourism provides me a retirement income +++ 2.85** 3.37** 3.53*~ 2.95 3.09* 2.65*~ 
It gives my children an opportunity to live and work on the land in 
the future  

3.31 3.35 3.43* 2.95* 3.63 3.29 

I wanted to earn lots of money 3.48 3.21 3.27 3.31 3.54 3.31 
It was a way to keep the family together  3.56 3.63 3.73 3.32 3.81 3.42 
Our neighbours have done it successfully 3.85 3.86 3.85 3.98 3.82 3.76 
We are retired and have lots of spare time ++ 3.74** 4.14** 4.26**~ 4.00 3.80 3.57**~ 
Comparisons between larger and smaller properties, Mann-Whitney U tests, * = p < 0.05; ** = p < 0.005, all pairs tested. 
Comparisons between 4 farm groups, Mann-Whitney U tests, * = p < 0.05; ** = p < 0.01, 8 a priori contrasts only.   
+, Kruskal-Wallis test across farm types shows significant heterogeneity at p < 0.05, ++ at p < 0.01, +++ at p < 0.001. 
~, Tukey’s test significant at p < 0.001, across farm groups
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Table 8.2 also indicates which of the motivational questions show significantly different 

response patterns. Using the analytical and statistical approaches described in Chapter 5, 

responses to the 15 motivational statements fall into six different groups, as follows.  

 

The lowest overall mean scores, indicating the strongest agreement on average, are for 

motivational statements which can be endorsed by a wide range of property owners 

irrespective of individual circumstances. The frequency distributions for these responses 

are strongly skewed towards agreement (Table 8.1): most respondents are proud of their 

properties and keen to meet interesting people, with less than 6% disagreement in each 

case. Response patterns for these two questions are statistically similar (Spearman’s 

rank correlation, p<0.001).  

 

The second group consists of five sets of responses, statistically distinct from the first 

two but similar to each other, which are also all skewed towards agreement but with up 

to 16% disagreement. Four of these five motivations taken together indicate that a high 

proportion of respondents need an income to stay on their properties and have chosen 

tourism to combine with farming as it allows them to work on rather than off-farm. 

There are strong rank correlations (p<0.001 in each case) between responses to these 

four questions. The fifth item in this group is somewhat different: an interest in 

educating people about farming.  This is correlated with only two of the other four.  

 

Next in order is a single issue with responses statistically distinct from all others: spare 

rooms. Responses are strongly bimodal (Table 8.1) and there are no significant rank 

correlations with any other question except, interestingly, combining tourism and 

farming.  Presumably, for those respondents who did have spare rooms, this was an 

important consideration in starting a tourism operation; whereas others simply did not 

have extra rooms available. It is also worth noting that different types of farms may 

have very different types of spare rooms. Large sheep and cattle stations have shearers’ 

or stockmen’s quarters which can accommodate many visitors but are typically of basic 

standard. Lifestyle farms, in contrast, typically have purpose-built upmarket tourist 

accommodation with low capacity but a high standard of facilities. This distinction is 

not universal, however, since some stations may also accommodate visitors in the main 

homestead or in new tourist cabins.  
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The next two issues both have mean scores close to the neutral value of 3.0, but one has 

a centrally peaked and the other a weakly bimodal distribution of responses. Broadly 

speaking, the desire for an independent career was an important motivation for some but 

not others, and the same applies for retirement income. There is a strong rank 

correlation (p<0.001) between these two. Female respondents, incidentally, were more 

likely than men to be concerned about retirement income (p<0.01), irrespective of farm 

size or type. There were very few other gender-related patterns.  

 

The fifth group consists of three statements with overlapping confidence intervals. 

Responses indicating concern over future opportunities for children show a pattern 

which is statistically similar to the previous two items, but distinct from responses 

relating to either high income expectations or keeping the family together. That is, 

respondents may use tourism to provide their children with future options, by keeping 

the land in the family, even if not all family members live on the property at present. 

Many respondents commented that farm tourism is not a particular lucrative business 

and that their landholdings would not be able to support two generations at once. 

Similarly, whilst many respondents saw tourism as a way to earn additional income, 

only 20% expected that income to be large. Each of the two family-related motivations 

is correlated with the desire to earn lots of money, and some of the motivations in this 

group are also correlated with retirement income and an independent career in the 

previous group.  

 

Finally, there are two statements which very few respondents agreed with. Emulating 

successful neighbours, apparently, was not a major motivation, or at least not one which 

respondents would admit to. Similarly, few respondents indicated that they had spare 

time due to retirement. The rank correlation between these motivations was strongly 

significant (p<0.001).  

 

The patterns outlined above are robust and conservative, with differences established 

using aggregated chi-square tests at p<0.01 and correlations using Spearman’s 

coefficient at p<0.001.  As noted earlier, however, the groups identified above refer 

only to the overall response frequencies, not whether or not individual respondents gave 

similar scores to the two statements. To test this, as described in Chapter 5, all 14 
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pairwise differences between responses for each adjacent pair of motivational 

statements were computed.  They all proved to be normally distributed with modal 

difference zero.   That is, similarities in overall frequency distributions are largely, 

though not entirely, due to similarities in the patterns of responses by individual farms.   

 

Since these pairwise tests of differences were conducted on the questions ranked post 

hoc by order of mean scores, these pairs are the least likely of any possible pairwise 

combinations to show statistically significant differences: the other side of the range-test 

coin.  It is therefore also valuable to check for which pairs the mean difference is 

significantly greater than zero, even though the modal difference is zero. Using one-

tailed tests at n = 250, there are significant disjunctions between motivations relating to: 

education and spare rooms (p<0.005); one’s own career and retirement income 

(p<0.05); retirement income and the children’s future (p<0.02); lots of money and 

keeping the family together (p<0.005); and keeping the family together, and emulating 

neighbours (p<0.005). The disjunction between motivations relating to meeting people, 

and working on-farm, is marginally significant at p<0.10. These patterns therefore fit 

very well with those identified by aggregated chi-square tests summarized above, with a 

few exceptions.  These exceptions indicate that similarities in the overall frequency 

distributions mask differences in the patterns of responses by individual farms.  They 

apply for comparisons between: one’s own career and a retirement income; retirement 

income and the children’s future; and a large income and family togetherness.  

 

 

8.3. Principal Component Analysis  
 

Broad patterns in the responses of individual farm tourism operators to the various 

motivational statements are revealed by principal component analysis of the response 

scores. These results must be treated with caution since PCA techniques assume that the 

individual variables are continuous and normally distributed, which is not the case for 

these five-point Likert-scale scores.  

 

Basic PCA yields 5 components with eigenvalues greater than 1.0, jointly accounting 

for 65% of total variance. Correlations range from 0.05 to 0.70, and the determinant of 
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the correlation matrix is 0.3, well above the threshold of 0.0001 specified in Field 

(2005). Bartlett’s test for sphericity is significant at p<0.001, and the Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy is 0.78, an acceptable value (Field, 2005). 

Communalities range from 0.56 to 0.80. The first factor accounts for 29% of total 

variance, but with strong loadings for all but one of the variables (spare rooms). That is, 

it reflects the general overall pattern that for many statements, a large majority of 

respondents report agreement, and for others a large majority report disagreement.  

 

A much more useful result is obtained after varimax rotation. Three individual variables 

were first removed from the analysis since their factor loadings are below 0.5 (Field, 

2005). These are the responses relating to neighbours, the ability to stay on the property, 

and the availability of spare rooms. It appears that respondents see these as independent 

issues not related to the others. Varimax orthogonal rotation with Kaiser normalisation 

then yields 5 rotated components with identifiable themes (Table 8.3). These are: 

economic needs (15% of total variance); family considerations (14%); social aspects 

(14%); the desire for independence (11%); and provision for retirement (10%). 
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Table 8.3 Principal Component Analsysis  
 
 
 Component numbers and theme 

Statement: I started farm tourism because: 1  

Economic  

2  

Family 

3  

Social  

4  

Independence  

5  

Retirement  

I needed an additional income  0.833     

Tourism was the only alternative to combine with farming  0.692     

I wanted to earn lots of money  0.630     

Opportunity for my children to live and work on the land in the future   0.855    

It was a way to keep the family together   0.802    

I wanted to educate people about farming    0.742   

I wanted to meet interesting people     0.710   

I am proud of my property and want to share it with other people    0.706   

I wanted to have my own career     0.741  

I wanted to work on the farm rather than off-farm     0.590  

We are retired and have lots of spare time      0.828 

Tourism provides me a retirement income      0.537 

Percentage of Variance explained  15 14 14 14 10 
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Plots of respondent scores against each of the 10 possible pairs from these five principal 

components, however, do not yield any clear division. Broadly speaking, every farm 

tourism business is unique and many possible combinations of motivations are 

represented.  

 

Several general conclusions may be drawn from the PCA. First, most individual 

respondents answer similar questions in similar ways. Many respondents who express 

agreement with one motivational statement related to economic issues, for example, 

also express agreement with others. As noted earlier, however, some do not. For 

example, many respondents agree that additional income is a motivation but do not 

expect to earn lots of money.   

 

Secondly, most individual respondents answer different questions in different ways. The 

components derived through (orthogonal) varimax rotation accounted for slightly 

greater total variance than those derived by (oblique-axis) oblimin rotation. There is 

therefore a significant degree of independence between motivations relating to each of 

the five themes.  

 

Thirdly, the cumulative variance explained by the five factors is 65%, or about two 

thirds of total variance across all 15 questions. In crude terms, the similarities between 

the ways in which individual farm tourism operators answer different questions with the 

same general theme, in these 5 themes, account for about twice as much variation as the 

differences in the ways that individual operators answer different questions in the same 

theme and the ways they answer the three excluded questions.  

 

Fourthly, in the initial analysis, the motivational statement related to spare rooms shows 

a strong dual loading, on the economic and social components. This confirms that for 

some respondents, spare rooms are associated with income opportunities, whereas for 

others they are associated with social opportunities.  

 

Finally, it is worth noting that the larger proportion of variance explained by the 

economic component than by the others does not in itself indicate that respondents 

consider economic motivations more important, but simply that there are greater 
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similarities in the pattern of responses to the three economic statements than to the three 

social statements.    

 

 

8.4. Effects of Property Area and Farm Category 
 

For 7 of the questions, tested independently, there were significant differences between 

properties larger and smaller than the median area of 150 ha. On average, owners of 

larger properties were more concerned to earn additional income, more likely have 

spare rooms available, and more interested in educating visitors about farming. Owners 

of smaller properties, in contrast, were more likely to have spare time available because 

they are retired, and are more concerned about retirement income and having their own 

career. This fits the general pattern that properties smaller than 150 ha are much more 

likely to be lifestyle farms owned by amenity migrants, whilst larger properties are more 

likely to be owned by long-term farming families (p<0.001).  In fact, using the four-

group classification, we found that 87% of full-time farmers own properties larger than 

the median area, and 86% of lifestyle farmers own properties smaller than that area.  

 

A priori comparison between the four major farm types, using one-tailed Mann-Whitney 

U tests, confirmed that part-time farmers are indeed more concerned than full-time 

farmers to work on rather than off-farm (p<0.05), to stay on the property (p<0.01), and 

to keep it for their children’s future (p<0.05). Full-time farms were more concerned than 

lifestyle farmers to earn additional income (p<0.02), but lifestyle farmers were more 

likely to have spare time (p<0.001). Farm tourism operators 65 years of age and over, 

categorized as retirement farms, were indeed more highly motivated than the younger 

full-time farmers by retirement income (p<0.05); but not so highly as lifestyle farmers 

(p<0.05).   This agrees with other evidence suggesting that just because they may be 

over 65, older farm tourism operators on long-term farms do not necessarily see 

themselves as retired (Gasson and Errington 1993). 

 

Kruskal-Wallis tests across all four farm categories simultaneously, indicated significant 

heterogeneity for motivations relating to retirement income (p<0.001), availability of 

spare rooms (p<0.002), availability of spare time (p<0.003), and the desire for an 
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independent career (p<0.05). Two of these confirm the a priori tests. The other two 

were not tested a priori. A parametric ANOVA between the groups yields very similar 

results, and Tukey’s post-hoc test indicates that: full-time farms have significantly 

higher motivations relating to spare rooms, on average, than lifestyle farms (p<0.001); 

whilst for spare time and retirement income the reverse applies (p<0.001, p<0.001).  

 

When the key themes identified by principal component analysis are compared between 

the four farm categories, results are generally in agreement with those presented above, 

but with some additional insights. These themes were compared by testing the 

frequencies of respondents who indicated agreement or otherwise with the motivational 

statements with highest loadings on each of the 5 related principal components. 

Agreement with the key economic motivation, the need for additional income, was 

greatest for part-time farms, followed by full-time, retirement and lifestyle farms 

(p<0.05). Retirement income is of greatest concern for lifestyle farmers and least for 

full-time farmers (p<0.001). Availability of spare rooms is a strong motivation for full-

time and retirement farms but less so for part-time and lifestyle farms (p<0.05). And 

interest in educating others is significantly lower for retirement farms than any other 

type (p<0.05).  

 

 

8.5. Qualitative Data: Free-text Responses  
 

Free-text descriptions of motivations were received from 234 farm tourism operators, 

94% of respondents. These free-text responses (Appendix B) indicated that motivations 

are complex and unique both to the individual business and above all, to particular 

family circumstances. The qualitative data were very rich, and very few responses used 

brief and unambiguous phrases such as “Additional income” or “For a lifestyle change”.  

 

Five themes were dominant: economic issues, the availability of spare rooms, an interest 

in educating people about farming, provision for retirement, and the farm lifestyle. Most 

of the comments with strong economic emphasis were from full-time or part-time 

farms, where the return from tourism is clearly intended to subsidise farming:  
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“To make a living as return to capital from agriculture too low to do so on our 

capital.” 

 

“It was the decision by my parents to keep the property running. Tourism 

became one of our incomes and provides for us when we are in times of drought 

etc.” 

 

“There are many good times in farming but the bad times last longer. You are at 

the mercy of the world economy. I am sure tourism has a better and stable long-

term future and is an expanding market.” 

 

Another strong economic motivation was to utilize spare facilities. About 19% of the 

respondents had spare rooms available:   

 

“We had unused shearers quarters in good condition and could see a market 

opportunity.”  

 

“To utilise the main homestead of the farm which became vacant and to earn 

enough money to maintain the homestead.”  

 

The majority of farm tourism business owners, however, expressed several motivations 

simultaneously. They do need an additional income, but also enjoy the social aspects of 

a tourism business, as the following quotes indicate:  

 

“We wanted interested people to have the opportunity to see what life was like 

on an outback cattle station, to experience the realness of our way of life. 

Secondly the extra income would be welcome.”  

 

“I wanted to work for myself, work from home so I could be there for my 

children. I like the role of farmer and showing guests the animals and the 

outdoors entertaining. The farm does not provide sufficient income (drought 

problems) so alternative income is necessary. Currently just a big debt but 

project is long-term to secure my future (single parent).” 

 



Farm Tourism in Australia 163 

Interestingly, apart from social aspects such as ‘meeting people’ about a third of the 

operators used ‘lifestyle’ motives in their free-text responses. Different operators, 

however, associated different meaning with the world lifestyle. Detailed analysis of 

such meanings is beyond the scope of this contribution, but it is worth noting, however, 

that lifestyle motives are very diverse. 

 

“Lifestyle, interest in people, country upbringing for children.” 

 

“After travelling ourselves we realized the benefit of staying with a local family 

and experiencing the lifestyle.” 

 

“A lifestyle change from city to the country. Our younger son needed a country 

environment. I put my skills as a hospitality manager into a project that I would 

control. Now we have a better (busier as it turns out) life than city life.” 

 

These farm tourism operations which were classified as lifestyle businesses did indeed 

indicate a predominance of lifestyle motivations. This provides confidence in the four-

group classification, which was made independently of motivational data.  

 

For a smaller number of operators, education and retirement emerged as primary 

motivations. Neither of these, however, was independent from social considerations:  

 

“Inform people about farming from either a basic or technical level. Inform 

people about an industry that generally people do not know much about. Utilize 

a facility needed in our business further.  Enjoy meeting people and getting their 

opinions about our business.” 

 

“It appealed to us in our retirement as a means of supplementing our income and 

meeting interesting people. We have a single cottage with a double bed and this 

minimizes stress. Because of our low involved costs it allows us to close the 

doors and take a holiday when we want.” 
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The themes identified in the free-text responses corresponded well with those identified 

from PCA of the Likert-scale responses, providing confidence in both. There was, 

however, one important difference between the two, in regards to family issues. These 

emerged as one major theme in the quantitative data. In the qualitative data, however, 

family aspects were mentioned only as a secondary theme. In some cases family issues 

were associated with lifestyle, in others with tradition and inheritance.   

 

“It was an opportunity for me and my partner to live and work together in an 

otherwise low employment area. My partner is the 5th generation on the property 

and it was important for him to remain working on the property.”  

 

The free-text responses from the mail-out surveys were also coded into 6 groups for 

cross-comparison with the quantitative data.  Thirty-six percent of respondents referred 

to lifestyle reasons as their primary motivation; 22% to income; 19% to spare rooms; 

15% to a combination of income and social reasons; 4% to an interest in educating 

visitors about farming; and 3% to providing for retirement. 

 

Since quantitative and qualitative data were collected from the same individual farm 

tourism businesses, it was also possible to test for correspondence between motivational 

themes not only at a broad scale but at the scale of individual respondents.  Table 8.4 

summarises the degree of correspondence between motivations as reported in these 

operators’ own words, and their motivations as reported through Likert-scale responses 

to motivational statements. There is a good general correspondence between the two 

sets of responses. The association between the economics theme in the free-text 

responses, and agreement with the extra-income motivational statement, is significant at 

p<0.001 (one-way chi-square, excluding two smallest categories). For spare rooms the 

corresponding association is significant at p<0.05. All 10 of the respondents listing an 

educational theme in their free-text responses also indicated agreement with the 

motivational statement on educating people. For the retirement theme the proportion is 

7 out of 8. None of the free-text responses referred to meeting people as a sole primary 

motivation, but about 35% listed lifestyle reasons. Most of these respondents also 

signified agreement with the motivational statement related to meeting people, but the 

proportions were not significantly greater than for other respondents.  

 



Farm Tourism in Australia 165 

Table 8.4 Correspondence between Motivational Statements and Free-text  
                 Responses  
 
Qualitative data: major 

theme in free-text 

responses  

Quantitative data: numbers of respondents in each free-text theme 

group, who also indicated agreement or strong agreement with  

Likert-scale statement on:  

 Extra 

income 

Spare 

rooms 

Educating 

people 

Retirement  Meeting 

people 

Economics (n=87) 71 39 51 36 60 

Spare rooms (n=45) 31 34 22 12 33 

Education (n=10) 2 3 10 1 9 

Retirement (n=8)  4 1 3 7 6 

Lifestyle (n=84) 41 35 52 36 68 

Total (n=234) 149 112 138 92 176 

NB. Rows do not sum to total for free-text theme because respondents could indicate agreement 
with several Likert-scale statements, non-exclusively.  
 

When frequencies of the various coded free-text responses are compared between the 

four major farm categories, a higher proportion of full-time farms than lifestyle farms 

mentioned economic issues, and a higher proportion of lifestyle farms mentioned 

lifestyle factors, with the other two farm categories intermediate in each case. These 

results are hence consistent with the data summarised earlier.  

 
 

8.6. Qualitative Data: In-depth Interviews  
 

The interviews provided an in-depth investigation of the complex motivations for 

establishing farm tourism businesses, particularly in regard to the external and internal 

environment surrounding the decision-making process. The interviews confirmed that 

whilst every business is unique, and so are the circumstances that lead into farm 

tourism, some general patterns are nonetheless identifiable. In particular, there was a 

clear distinction between long-term traditional farming families and lifestyle migrants.  

 

It was almost always a sequence of events that brought farm landholders into tourism. 

Traditional farming families, in particular, needed to diversify their income sources as 
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external economic factors affected their farming businesses. Such factors included, e.g.: 

a drop in output prices; deregulation of the dairy industry; an increase in labour, 

insurance and fuel costs; and the shortage of skilled labour in remote areas. Any of these 

factors acted as triggers for this group of operators to start tourism businesses, as the 

following example illustrates:  

 

One couple were running a third generation dairy farm, and had already diversified into 

beef cattle owing to increased input and decreased output costs in milk production. 

Their farm is now too small to run a viable beef cattle operation, so they had to find a 

new source of income. Their principal options were to diversify into orchard crops or 

tourism. As different as those sectors are, the operators had no particular preference. 

The inspiration for tourism was developed through the couple’s son bringing his friends 

to the property on a regular basis. (Interview 12)   

 

Other long-term farmers have been made aware of farm tourism through radio programs 

or relatives.  

 

A number of operators had spare buildings on their property, owing to decreased 

demand on staff facilities. For them, farm tourism was a way to utilise these resources 

and pay for their maintenance. 

 

For another operator it was a combination of all of the above. They were a couple who 

had operated a B&B on a sheep farm in Scotland before coming to Australia. They had 

4 spare buildings on the property. Friends were spending their holidays there and 

suggested that they should “get people to come and pay for it”. At the same time, they 

heard a program about farm tourism on the radio, and decided to “give it a go” 

(Interview 31) 

 

This does not necessarily mean that traditional farming enterprises did not also take 

internal factors into account, as the following examples demonstrate.  
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One third generation retired farmer and his wife went into tourism because: 

 

“My husband had to find light work after a back injury. We had already a spare 

cottage on the property and when the wool prices crashed we went into tourism.” 

(Interview 11) 

 

“We had to find something what my husband could physically manage and did 

not put too much burden on him and decided to try tourism.” (Interview 19) 

 

These stories are very similar to other interviews. Although it was the financial situation 

after wool or cattle price crashes which finally triggered these operators to start up their 

tourism businesses, they had previously been contemplating it for a while because of 

injury or decreasing health. These internal factors, however, were not powerful enough 

to trigger the establishment of the tourism business, until the external factor forced it 

upon them. 

 

For some female operators, farm tourism was a way to pursue an independent career, or 

at least to have a small independent income (Interviews 17, 23, 39, 43). This motivation, 

however, is often combined with the desire to bring up the children in the home 

environment, to be there for the husband to give a hand on the farm, or to have some 

social interaction on remote cattle and sheep stations. Interestingly, the interviews 

revealed that such decisions were not always shared by the rest of the family, and often 

triggered some emotional tension within the family. Direct observation confirmed that 

these particular female operators were strong personalities. 

 

Lifestyle operators had a different approach to tourism. They all had in common an 

interest in running a farm and the desire to live in a rural area. Whilst for a few of these 

operators, farm tourism had been a childhood dream (Interviews 29, 9), most had no 

intention to run a tourism business initially. Increasing rates and land taxes and hence 

economic pressures on one hand, forced some of them to find an additional income 

(Interview 14). For them, the desire for social interaction during semi-retirement led 

them into farm tourism (Interview 2). 

There are some distinctive variations on these themes. For one family from South 
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Africa, for example, farm tourism was simply the best choice to obtain a business visa 

in the process of immigrating to Australia.   

 

 

8.7. Discussion  

 

8.7.1. Consistency Across Methods  

 

The combination of qualitative and quantitative data, previously used only in separate 

studies of farm tourism motivations in different areas, greatly improved the validity and 

reliability of these conclusions.  The use of multiple methods for statistical analysis also 

proved valuable. Each method confirmed the same general patterns but also yielded 

specific insights. Patterns in responses to the 15 motivational statements, as revealed by 

non-parametric tests, analyses of variance and principal component analysis, show that 

the same themes reoccur repeatedly and that there are consistent differences between the 

four major farm types. 

 

There are some differences between the various approaches, however, and the multiple 

data sets provide a more complete and reliable picture of operator motivations than any 

one set alone. The free-text responses show that external pressures such as droughts, 

changing commodity prices, and changing government regulations, are major 

considerations for many farm landholders, even though they were not listed amongst the 

motivational statements. Family factors, in contrast, were rated strongly in the Likert-

scale responses, but received little mention in free-text comments.  

 

 

8.7.2. Australian Patterns 

 

The results presented above show that neither income nor social motivations are 

uniformly dominant across all Australian farm tourism operators. Different landholders 

have different motives; and many individual operators have multiple motives. 

There is a broad distinction between long-term family farms and recent rural amenity 

migrants, but these two groups show many similarities. In addition, the long-term 
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family farms may have very different farm and family circumstances. Some are 

relatively secure, others marginally viable at best. The latter are often forced to take 

work off-farm, either part-time or full-time for some family members only. There are 

also full-time farmers who have scaled down farm activities as they grew older. Whilst 

these may not see themselves as retired even if they are over 65 years old, they share 

many similarities with older lifestyle farmers. Younger lifestyle migrants, however, may 

be more similar to the part-time farmers, keen on a rural lifestyle farm for children but 

relatively short of money.   

 

For the full-time group, tourism operations are generally secondary to farming, and may 

be abandoned if financial returns from farming improve. For part-time farmers, tourism 

is a substitute for off-farm income, and if farming conditions improve, farmers are 

likely to retain the tourism business but abandon off-farm employment. Retirement and 

lifestyle farmers are generally not in a position to take significant advantage of upturns 

in farming conditions, and are more likely to see tourism as a major source of income, 

even when farming conditions are good.  

 

Lifestyle as well as full-time farmers may have a strong attachment to a particular place, 

either because of family history, or because they want to give their own children a rural 

upbringing, or because they personally enjoy farming. They still need an income: to live 

on, to maintain the property, and to pay rates and land taxes; but they generally do not 

rely on this income to pay off the capital costs of the property. Essentially, they can use 

tourism income to support a farm lifestyle.  

 

In addition, different groups of rural landholders may have different perceptions of 

financial needs, lifestyle, family and retirement. Lifestyle farmers may see both the farm 

and tourism businesses as retirement activities, whereas older farmers from long-term 

family farms may not consider themselves as retired. For full-time farmers on remote 

sheep and cattle stations, lifestyle issues may simply mean the opportunity to meet 

people; whereas for recent amenity migrants near urban gateways, lifestyle issues may 

mean the opportunity to live in a rural scenic area and the opportunity to bring up 

children away from urban crime.  
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8.7.3. International Comparisons 

 

Findings from the principal previous studies on motivations of farm tourism operators 

are summarized in Chapter 4 (Table 4.6). 

 

The most detailed quantitative approaches are those of Nickerson, Black and McCool 

(2001) and McGehee and Kim (2004). Neither of those two studies tested specifically 

whether the patterns of responses to the various motivational statements differed 

significantly between the statements. They did, however, provide means and standard 

deviations of Likert-scores for each statement, so it was possible to conduct 

independent-sample t-tests between particular statements. These may not be accurate 

since, as for our own data, distributions of responses to individual statements may be far 

from normal. They do, however, provide a useful indication. From Table 3 of 

Nickerson, Black and McCool (2001), the mean Likert score for the motivation 

‘additional income’ was 4.41, with standard deviation 0.93. Corresponding figures for 

the highest-ranked social motivation, ‘it is an interest/hobby of ours’, were 2.97 and 

1.30 (n = 292). This difference is thus highly significant statistically (t = 15.5, p<0.001). 

From Table 3 of McGehee and Kim (2004) the corresponding means were 3.88 and 

2.87, with standard deviations 1.32 and 1.56 (n = 330) respectively, yielding t = 8.98, 

p<0.001. If this same computation is carried out for data reported in this Chapter the 

social motivation is ranked higher, and t = 2.60, p<0.01. For these data, a paired-sample 

t-test between the same two motivations, which is more reliable because the case-by-

case differences are normally distributed, yields very similar results: t = 2.68, p<0.01. 

This similarity also gives some confidence in the non-paired test on the US data.  

 

It would therefore appear that farm tourism operators in Montana and Virginia, USA, do 

indeed rank income motivations significantly higher than social ones. In Saskatchewan, 

Canada, the 40 respondents to Weaver and Fennell (1997) listed 47 motivations for 

establishing vacation farms, with 26 related to various income factors and 16 to various 

social factors. This difference is not significant (p>0.05) but does follow the same 

pattern as in the USA. In Australia, the reverse applies, as above.  

 

Can these results be compared directly? There are several differences in the data sets. 

Nickersson, Black and McCool (2001) used cluster analysis across their entire sample 
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set, and ANOVA to compare farms in eastern and western Montana. McGehee and Kim 

(2004) grouped their motivational statements into three groups, but on the basis of 

content rather than response patterns. Neither approach tested whether patterns of 

responses to different motivational statements were statistically distinct. The Australian 

data span an entire continent, with a wide range of different farm types, whereas the 

Northern Hemisphere studies were restricted to single states, provinces or regions. 

Montana and Virginia have very different types of farms, however, and both have 

amenity migrants as well as long-term farming families. Certainly, differences between 

large and small properties reported for the USA and Canada are also mirrored in 

Australia.  So it would appear that the same range of farm types is covered in each 

continent.  

 

The scope of the survey population in the North American studies was broader than in 

Australia.  Both the Montana and Virginia studies found that around 5% of farmers also 

operate tourism businesses, whereas in Australia the proportion is an order of magnitude 

lower: about 650 farm tourism operators out of around 144 000 farms nationally, or less 

than 1% of all farms. In Montana and Virginia, the authors made use of existing contact 

lists which contained all farm landholders in the State, not only those operating farm 

tourism businesses. In Australia, this research was restricted to properties which 

included both a working farm and a tourism component, and also advertised themselves 

as farm tourism enterprises.  The Australian data are therefore from a more selective 

sample taken from a smaller overall population. Given that both Australian and US 

studies focus specifically on motivations of those farmers who do also operate tourism 

businesses, however, it seems unlikely that differences in the overall survey populations 

can account for the differences in motivations reported.  

 

These comparisons thus seem to indicate that farm tourism operators in the northern 

Hemisphere are motivated more by income, and those in the South more by social 

reasons.  This appears to be a real effect, and some possible explanations are explored 

below. It may, however, also be an oversimplification.   As indicated in Table 4.6, 

previous studies from both North and South Hemisphere did in fact mention both social 

and financial reasons, simply with different emphasis. In New Zealand, mail surveys by 

Hogh (2001) also indicated that economic motivations were dominant for some 
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operators, social considerations for others.  

 

In comparing farms of different types, the approach adopted here differs from that used 

in previous studies in North America.  Whilst the latter arranged the farms into various 

different groupings, using independent economic or geographic criteria for each, this 

research combined these and other criteria to yield a single classification of farms into 

four mutually exclusive groups, and tested whether operators in different groups 

reported different motivations.  

 

Most importantly, the results reported here indicate very clearly that different farm 

tourism operators may have quite different reasons for starting farm tourism enterprises, 

even if the resulting farm tourism products appear similar to tourists and tourism 

promotion agencies. Policy initiatives related to farm tourism need to recognize these 

differences if they are to succeed.  

 

 

8.7.4. Cross-Continental Differences in Government Programs 

 

Why the difference in motivations of farm tourism operators between North and South? 

The most likely reason is the difference in government subsidies for farming. In the 

USA and Europe, farmers historically received routine government subsidies. In the 

USA, these were reduced a few years ago, and the survey by Nickerson, Black and 

McCool (2001) specifically mentioned loss of subsidies as a significant motivation for 

establishing farm tourism enterprises. Even from 2002-2004, however, subsidies still 

made up 17% of average farm income in the USA, and 31% in Europe (Breusch, 2006).  

 

In Australia, there have been a range of direct and indirect publicly-funded financial 

relief schemes for farmers, often with unintended environmental consequences, but no 

long-term schemes of regular cash payments as in the USA or Europe. Such payments, 

therefore, have not formed a routine part of the farm income streams.  From 2002-2004, 

subsidies formed only 4.3% of average Australian farm income streams (Breusch, 

2006). In New Zealand, all subsidies to farmers were removed during the 1990s 

(Johnson, 2004).  
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In Australia and New Zealand, therefore, it may be that farmers have been forced to 

adjust to changing national and global commodity markets with relatively little 

government assistance, whereas in the Northern Hemisphere the sudden removal of 

subsidies forced them to diversify income streams. In the Northern Hemisphere, farmers 

have long been accustomed to diversified income streams, and tourism appears simply 

as one additional option for diversification. Adoption of tourism did not require any 

significant attitudinal shift, take-up rates were high, and economic considerations were 

the dominant motivation. In Australia and New Zealand, take-up rates were lower, 

attitudinal adjustments were greater and social motivations more significant, simply 

because the farmers were accustomed to relying solely on selling farm produce, not 

subsidies.     

 

Worldwide, the most comprehensive government assistance programs for rural farm 

landholders are the LEADER programs in the European Union (Hjalager 1996). Should 

other countries such as Australia copy these?  Farms in North America and Australia are 

different from those in Europe. Large-scale beef and wool producers, known as ranches 

in the USA and stations in Australia, are the principal types in areas too dry for crops. 

Crops such as wheat are also produced on very large and heavily mechanized farms in 

relatively dry areas. Only in wetter regions closer to major population centres, or where 

irrigation is available, are European-style dairy, fruit and vegetable, and fat-lamb 

producers common.  In New Zealand, in contrast, such conditions apply widely. As 

farming conditions differ, so too do the options and policies for structural adjustment.  

 

 

8.8. Conclusions  
 

Across the entire range of farm tourism operators in Australia, social and lifestyle 

considerations slightly outweigh purely economic motivations.  This matches previous 

findings from New Zealand and contrasts with those from North America.   

 

In Australia, however, most farm tourism operators are motivated by a combination of 

factors, and the relative importance of different factors differs both between different 

types of farm, and between different stages of farm family lifecycles.  Closer 
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examination may well show that these complexities also apply in the Northern 

Hemisphere.  

 

For Australian farm tourism operators, broad-scale motivational patterns were revealed 

by either structured or unstructured approaches, and by any of a variety of statistical 

analyses.  Finer patterns, however, were revealed only by particular approaches and 

analyses, confirming the value of a multi-method approach.  

 

Nationwide results, for a sample of almost half the total Australian population of farm 

tourism operators, may be summarized as follows.  Almost all operators are proud of 

their properties and enjoy meeting people.  For many operators, farm tourism provides a 

critical supplementary income which allows landholders to work on- rather than off-

farm and to keep the property for themselves and future generations.   The availability 

of spare accommodation facilities is an important issue for some landholders but not 

others, and can contribute either to income or social opportunities.  A supplementary 

income is an important consideration for many, but few expect that income to be large.  

 

These broad nationwide patterns can mask some highly significant differences between 

different types of farm.  There is a broad distinction between: (a) long-term farming 

families who have a background solely in agriculture, generally own broad-acre 

properties raising traditional agricultural commodities such as crops or livestock, and 

rely on the farm property to provide their primary livelihood; and (b) more recent 

amenity migrants with an interest in rural farming lifestyles, who typically own smaller 

properties with a lower proportion of total income from agriculture, and who often have 

investment or other income options. This distinction alone, however, is incomplete, 

because there is considerable variation within both the long-term and recently-arrived 

families.   

 

In particular, many long-term farms can no longer support two or even one generation 

from farming alone.   Some such farmers have taken part-time work off-farm, and 

others, generally older, have lower income requirements which can be met by scaled-

down farming operations.  For the part-time farmers, the motivations to start farm 

tourism businesses are principally income-related, to provide an alternative to off-farm 

employment as a way to stay on the farm and keep it available for their children’s 
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future. For the retirement farmers, the motivations are to gain social opportunities and a 

less labour-intensive means of earning an income.  Similarly, for the older lifestyle 

farmers the motivation for farm tourism is to provide retirement income and social 

opportunities, taking advantage of what might otherwise be spare time; whereas for the 

younger lifestyle operators, the motivation is to support a country upbringing for their 

children.    

 

Because of these differences in motivations, different farm tourism operators are likely 

to respond quite differently to government programs and incentives relating to 

agriculture, to tourism, or to land management goals such as private conservation.  From 

a tourism perspective, the supply of farm tourism accommodation, attractions and 

activities is dictated as much by factors affecting farming and farm families as by those 

affecting the tourism industry directly. 
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Chapter 9 

In-Depth Perspective on Farm Tourism 
 

9.1. Introduction  
 

Forty-three in-depth interviews were conducted with individual farm tourism operators 

(Figure 9.1), following the protocols described in Chapter 5. The interviews included 23 

visits to individual farm tourism businesses, in particular focus areas, where detailed 

information could be compiled through on-ground observations of tourism and farming 

practices, and face-to-face interviews with farm tourism operators. The other twenty in-

depth interviews were conducted over the phone, with operators in more remote areas. 

 

Respondents in this research were overwhelmingly cooperative. Interestingly, for all the 

larger full-time sheep and cattle stations correspondence was commonly with the female 

operator, but it was the male operator who took part in the interviews. 

 

 

NT 
1

Qld 
  14 

WA  
  4 

NSW    
SA      8 

4

Vic  
5

Tas  
 9

 

Figure 9.1 Distribution of Farm Tourism Businesses Interviewed  
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9.2. The Family Farm  
 

The farm tourism businesses interviewed covered an aggregate area of over 400 000 ha, 

with a mean area of over 9700 ha. Farm operations in Western Australia, South 

Australia, the Northern Territory and Northern Queensland included large cattle and 

sheep stations. Small-scale farms were situated in Victoria, Tasmania and the fertile 

hinterland of the East Coast of Australia. Reflecting local farming patterns, the majority 

of enterprises were beef cattle farms, followed by sheep farms, fruit farms and dairy 

farm operations. One station was run by a manager whilst all the other farms were 

owned by the participants. Using the operational approach described in Chapter 5, the 

majority of businesses interviewed could be classified as full-time farms (18) followed 

by lifestyle farms (13) part-time (8) and retirement farms (4).  

 

Full-time farms were of two main types: large sheep and cattle stations in remote areas; 

and small fertile intensive fruit and dairy farms. Two thirds of them were in second or 

higher generation ownership. For these operators, farming is a successful business. Part-

time farms were very similar to full-time farms, but were located near regional centres 

which provided opportunities for employment outside the farm property. Farming is a 

business for theses operators, but one which is not currently viable on its own.  

 

Retirement farms had generally been in the family for a long time, and are now winding 

down the farm business whilst maintaining a low level of production. These businesses 

would not have supported another generation at the same time, and the children of these 

families are pursuing other careers. For these operators, farming was formerly a full-

time business, but is now maintained largely as a lifestyle  

 

Lifestyle farms are smaller properties in first-generation ownership, often more unusual 

farm types such as alpacas, miniature horses and miniature Hereford cattle. For these 

operators, the farm is principally part of a rural lifestyle and part of a tourism product.  

Different operators associated different meanings with the word lifestyle, based on their 

family circumstances, their demographic profile and their previous life and career 

experience. In general, lifestyle was strongly associated with the desire to live in a 

particular location, pursuing farming as a hobby, having the opportunity to ride and 
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keep horses, or providing children with the opportunity to growth up in a rural 

environment.  

 

For one operator, lifestyle meant the opportunity to move to Australia, for security 

reasons. One family (Interview 7) came from South Africa with the desire to escape an 

increasing crime rate. The purchase and management of the farm tourism business was 

one of very few options to obtain resident status in Australia. The business had to be run 

successfully with a specific defined annual turnover, and had to employ at least three 

people for a period of three years.  

 

Two demographic subgroups of lifestyle operators emerged from the interviews. One of 

them consists of semi-retired operators, who are financially independent and have 

chosen to move to a selected property with high amenity values to pursue farming as a 

hobby. Note that this group is distinct from the retirement operators (Chapter 7) whose 

farms are not necessarily in high-amenity areas, and who had run their farms full-time 

and commercially before retiring.  

 

The other lifestyle group comprises young families with school-aged children. They 

generally have at least one off-farm income, and they moved to a particular area to give 

their children the opportunity to grow up in a rural environment. Again, they are distinct 

from part-time operators (Chapter 7) because they use off-farm income to support a 

rural lifestyle rather than to tide over a commercial farm. Members of this group 

commonly have limited assets, and have to find other ways to finance their lifestyle 

choices. As one operator confirms: 

 

“We moved to the property for the lifestyle and never intended to make money 

here.” Although the husband has shift work as a fire fighter, life became too 

expensive and they decided: “How about if we let the property work for us?” 

(Interview 14)  

 

Some of latter group of lifestyle operators found it difficult to integrate into a local rural 

community, and/or had little interest in doing so. One operator became a local soccer 

coach for his son’s age group to gain recognition in a small town (Interview 4).  
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Generally, lifestyle businesses did not receive a significant income from farming. In 

fact, tourism usually “paid for the feed” (Interview 38). None of the lifestyle operators 

had previous farming experience, but they all had a passion for animals and a desire to 

run a small farm.  

 

 

9.3. The Farm Tourism Business  
 

9.3.1. Location  

 

The majority of farm tourism businesses were located in coastal hinterlands or in close 

proximity to urban centres. A few businesses were in more remote outback areas, but 

only in areas with road or 4WD access en-route from the outback to the coast or 

regional centres.   

 

Interestingly, one operator close to the Flinders Ranges estimated that about 98% of the 

farming businesses are involved in some sort of tourism either in the form of 

accommodation or through providing transport. Otherwise no particular correlation 

between proximity to natural attractions and the location of farm tourism operations was 

identified. 

 

9.3.2. The Farm Tourism Product  

 

All the businesses interviewed, except for one, offered some sort of accommodation, 

most commonly a self-contained cottage. Only three businesses provided catering for 

tourists, and one offered optional meals.  

 

Interestingly, interviewees reported that more exotic livestock such as alpacas, goats, 

miniature horses or miniature cows had a great impact on the success of these 

businesses, often to the surprise of the operators themselves:  

 

“Clients come specifically to see alpacas and travel long distances for that.” 

(Interview 4) 
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“Goats are very sociable animals and easy to hand feed. The tourists like that 

sort of interaction.” (Interview 15) 

 

The majority of operators provided some sort of farm activities. This range of activities 

includes: milking the cow, collecting eggs, hand-feeding some chicken, goats, sheep 

and a hand-led pony ride. These activities fulfil the educational interests of farm 

tourists, targeting young families with small children in particular (Plates 9.1, 9.2). 

 

 

 

                   
Plate 9.1 Milking the Cow                           Plate 9.2 Feeding Farmyard Animals  
(Mowbray Park, 2006)                                     (Mowbray Park, 2006) 
 
 

Interestingly, these activities were commonly provided by the smaller operators in the 

lifestyle group, not by the larger sheep and cattle stations. For some of the lifestyle farm 

operators these activities constitute the entire farming component. Whilst such activities 

were indeed part of a working farm life in the past, they are time-consuming and 

relatively expensive to maintain, with high demands on labour. Lifestyle farm operators 

are drawn by the variety of work involved, and the nostalgic atmosphere surrounding it, 

which is no longer part of modern larger-scale industrial farming operation.       

 

Traditional full-time, part-time and retirement farm operations often offer a 4WD tour 

across the property. Some offer horse-riding and a very small proportion allow direct 

participation in farm activities (Plate 9.3).  The barrier to active participation is the cost 

of insurance. Many of the farms which allow active participation are host-farms for an 

organisation called ‘Willing Workers on Organic Farms (WWOOF)’. Farm tourism 

guests become members of WWOOF and work on rural properties in exchange for their 

keep.  
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The most important feature for all farm tourism operations was the farm family itself. 

 

“Farm tourism is interaction. We are the farmstay.” (Interview 14) 

 

“People come to meet the real people.” (Interview 15) 

 

“I want to provide an experience as personal as possible, so that the guests have 

a link with the family.” (Interview 27) 

 

The provision of an authentic and genuine working farm experience was emphasised as 

the key success factor by many operators. This, however, also constrains the industry in 

various ways. These issues are examined further in the following Chapter. 

 

 

 
Plate 9.3 Wrotham Park  
(Voyages Resorts, 2006) 
 

 

9.3.3. The Farm Tourism Income 

 

Only four of the businesses interviewed relied on tourism as their principal source of 

income.  
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The first of these (Interview 20) is now a retirement farm with horses and cattle. It 

started as a mainstream cattle farm in 1973. This business was one of the first farm 

tourism operations in Australia. Tourism was established as an additional income 

source. “Everything was driven by the market” (Interview 20). The demand was so high 

that the operator couple decided to expand the business, firstly by building more 

accommodation, and secondly by providing additional products such as school camps 

and camping. Over the years they became highly specialised, focussing on outdoor 

recreation camps for schools.  

 

The second of these four businesses is a part-time farm close to Brisbane. It has been 

operating since 1975, and has now been taken over by the second generation. As with 

the example above, the success of this business is due to high demand. It provides an 

authentic working farm environment and caters for domestic families with children, 

mainly from Brisbane. Repeat customers and their word-of-mouth referrals created a 

demand which still exceeds their capacity (Interview 20). 

 

The third business was established in 1991. It is a full-time subtropical fruit farm close 

to the Gold Coast, a major tourism destination. About 95% of its clients are 

international visitors, and it recently added an international student farm host program, 

which proved to be highly successful. The farm is run separately by the husband and is 

a tourist major drawcard, particularly for Asian tourists (Interview 23). 

 

The fourth business is a retirement farm which specialises in multi-day horse treks. It is 

located in the Snowy Mountains and draws on the area’s iconic Australian image of the 

‘Man from Snowy River Country’. This couple-operated business started in 1971, and 

they are the oldest outfitter for multi-day trail rides in Australia, receiving international 

as well as domestic guests.  

 

These four examples are very different in regards to their primary agricultural product 

mix. All of them, however, are close to major metropolitan areas, have run a successful 

tourism business for more than 10 years, and enjoy a high percentage of word-of-mouth 

advertisement. 
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For the majority of the remaining businesses interviewed, income received from tourism 

was more limited, as their operators emphasise: 

 

“Farm tourism is not very profitable. We are not out of pocket, but we do not 

make a great deal of money. We do not make much money with the 

accommodation. When we cook the meals we sit with the guests at the table and 

our costs are paid for, but you can’t really estimate that, I suppose.” (Interview 

35) 

 

“Farm tourism for me was not a great financial success. Today I have a different 

agenda. Tourism is only an adjunct to the main income. It was most important 

that we survived the dairy de-regulation.” (Interview 34) 

 

“You wouldn’t make it for the money, but it is just enough to keep the houses in 

a good condition.” (Interview 16) 

 

“There is not enough money in farm tourism and if we employ someone then it 

is not a genuine experience.” (Interview 31) 

 

Often the farm tourism operators still have to work off-farm in order ‘to pay the bills’:  

 

“We are not used to big wages, we would be happy to have enough to pay the 

bills.”  

 

This business had to cease operation during the drought because the purchase of 

additional water for the tourists would not have been covered by the revenue received 

(Interview 37). 

 

Another farm tourism business was operated by a couple who had previously worked as 

consultants and publishers of small business management books. Their background 

helped them “to break even very quickly”.  

 

“We did not have the pressure to earn money. We are happy that we are doing 

what we are doing. From the beginning we wanted to have a change and the 
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quality of life back. From a financial point of view it is very hard if you have to 

make a living out of it” (Interview 32). 

 

One couple still pursues a career as medical practitioners in another town and conduct 

the tourism business on fourth-generation family land as a sideline. They employ on-site 

managers for the farm operation (Interview 16).  

 

 

9.3.4. Farm Tourism Business Management  

 

Overall, the level of professionalism in the management of the farm tourism businesses 

interviewed was relatively low. Several operators had participated in workshops or 

small business courses, run either by state tourism commissions or by local council 

authorities. Whilst everyone had positive comments about these courses, they did not 

necessarily target the particular problems and circumstances of farm tourism operations.  

 

Direct observation of the businesses visited, and the in-depth interviews, confirmed that 

people skills such as friendliness, helpfulness and integrity are a quintessential part of a 

successful farm tourism product. A number of operators emphasised that interaction 

with guests, and the authenticity of the product, are key features which made their 

tourism businesses successful and resulted in a high percentage of repeat customers. In 

fact, some of the customers are second-generation visitors bringing their families to the 

same farm tourism business. 

 

“Some guests come to us for more than 10 years. They often get very possessive 

and refer to the place as ‘their farm’. They come regularly, several times a year 

and often celebrate birthdays etc. here. If we don’t have any vacancy some times 

(for the particular occasion) they are highly disappointed and in fact often 

devastated” (Interview 16). 

 

Lifestyle operators were convinced that because of their previous life and career in the 

city, they were more capable of dealing with city people’s attitude, and more likely to 

provide an appropriate standard. Indeed, direct observation confirmed that businesses 
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operated by lifestyle migrants had a higher standard of service and were often 

significantly cleaner. Importantly, the majority of lifestyle operators provided farm 

activities for the guests although the farms were run as a hobby. These activities were 

particularly aimed at families with small children, which appear to be the major target 

market. Unfortunately, the authentic farm environment was missing and one might 

argue that tourists receive the wrong impression of farming nowadays. This rather 

staged farm experience, however, complies better with insurance requirements given the 

lower risk involved.  

 

The demand placed on people skills, however, has put a lot of pressure on the operators. 

As one farmer said:  

 

“Many people go into farm tourism because they think through tourism they can 

make money just by talking to people, but to deal with people all the time burns 

you out eventually, even the most social people (Interview 34).  

 

One of the earliest and best-known farm tourism operators, who started his business on 

an outback station in 1972, said that:  

 

“Farm tourism is a good alternative income but it is also an intrusion into 

people’s lives. It does not sit well with many bush people. Tourists are so rude. 

They take over the place, run everywhere and go through your personal stuff. 

They have to appreciate that this is the home of people and they have to learn 

this before they go. I guess this is where the resentment for many farmers starts. 

Nothing is more embarrassing than coming home and there are half a dozen 

strange faces sitting around your kitchen table. Tourists have to learn to respect 

and honour the places they go to and the opportunity they get to go there and see 

these places” (Interview 39). 
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9.3.5. Decision Making  

 

Few if any of the farm tourism operators interviewed had any formal decision-making 

structure or process. The majority of decisions were related to everyday tasks. Apart 

from the initial decision to establish the farm tourism business, the most critical 

decisions were related to: the distribution of income from tourism; reinvestment into 

tourism or farming respectively; the organisation of bookings when the seasonal 

demands of farming conflicted with peak tourism season; employment of additional 

casual staff; and time set aside for privacy of the operators. 

 

Most operating couples made decisions jointly. In some cases this worked 

harmoniously, but in others it caused very considerable tension. There seemed to be no 

middle ground, at least within this particular form of business ownership. Tensions were 

observed particularly in farm tourism businesses with a strong entrepreneurial female 

personality and a less enthusiastic husband and family, as illustrated by the following 

example: 

 

“My niece was a member of the host-farm association and asked me if I wanted 

to take paying guests. We had a spare cottage which my husband wanted to rent 

out permanently. I was only allowed to go into tourism under the promise not to 

take any money from the cattle.” (Interview 33) 

 

Decision-making was particularly difficult for two of the three family-operated 

businesses. This is examined further in a subsequent Chapter on succession.  

 

The most formal and complex decision-making process was encountered in one 

business that was owned as a family trust, where decisions were made in regular family 

meetings. The assets of the farm and the tourism business, however, were managed 

together, and one family member was responsible for the accounting. The main 

difficulty was to get family members to agree on investment in the tourism business, 

because everyone was in favour of the farm and only one family member showed 

interest in the tourism component (Interview 1). 
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9.3.6. Farm Tourism Marketing  

 

All the farm tourism businesses interviewed had encountered some difficulties with 

marketing during some stage in their business lifecycle. As noted earlier, the survival 

and success of many farm tourism businesses was related strongly to repeat business 

and word-of-mouth advertisement. The following poems were written as a gesture of 

appreciation by guests for one of the operators interviewed. 

 

                                                            Myella - There's a Place 

Myella farm stay - now there's a place 
A friendly smile on every face 

Trekking on horses through fields in the sun 
Dust flying from motorbikes - excellent fun 

Throwing lassos and cracking a whip 
When the heat was too much in the pool for a dip 

Milking the cow and hunting for eggs 
By the end of day one we all had stiff legs 
Food was fantastic - mash and gravy too 

We really enjoyed Peter's home brew 
As you can tell - we've had a great time 

Hope someday to return and write another rhyme 
Thanks Myella 

Catherine and David, UK 
 

                                                                Ode to Myella 
Way out in the land of the dry, red dust 

Sits a farm where a visit is an absolute must 
     2600 hundred acres and her name is Myella 

Thought up by Peter, who is quite a fella 
Olive, Lynn and Joe make up the rest of the crew 
If ever in doubt they’ll show you just what to do 

The chance to milk a cow in the early morn 
With luck you might see a baby calf born 

Brushing and saddling and an afternoon ride 
A hot iron, scared cattle and branding their hide 
Late afternoon a four wheel drive sunset cruise 
Bring along a camera for the wild kangaroos 

Then relax with a drink of Pete’s wicked brew 
Olive’s great cooking, didgeridoos and campfires too 

You’ll be knackered at night and ready for bed, 
Bright stars, sweet dreams and a comfy place to lay your head 

At the end of your stay you won’t want to go 
From my own experience, this I know 

No need to cry or weep 
All the great memories forever you will keep. 

by Lindsay, USA, April 1998 
 



Farm Tourism in Australia 189 

Some operators received substantial support from their regional tourism bureau, whilst 

others were very dissatisfied with its work. The support of the regional tourism 

information centres was very important for the farm tourism businesses, because they 

gave accommodation referrals to drive-through tourists. These centres are generally run 

by voluntary staff, however, and there appears to be an enormous variation in the 

quality of their work across all States and Territories of Australia. 

 

Interestingly, only one rural farm tourism community, in South-East Queensland, had an 

active and supportive operators’ network. They held meetings on a regular basis and 

referred tourists to each other if they did not have any vacancy.  

 

In other regions some operators were actively involved in networks but decided that: 

 

“We put a lot of time into it for little return and decided to invest this time in our 

own business” (Interview 29). 

 

“Networking is important but did not work well” (Interview 31). 

 

“I believe in networking and cooperation which is not happening at the moment. 

Instead there is a lot of back-stabbing” (Interview 40). 

 

“Young farm tourism operators nowadays are very commercial. The older ones 

were much closer too each other” (Interview 30). 

 

Physical distances between the farm tourism businesses, and inequities when a few 

active members supported a number of other operators, were the most obvious reasons 

for dysfunctional networks.  

 

Most operators were dissatisfied with their State tourism authority, usually because they 

felt misunderstood as country people. Operators may find themselves in a difficult 

position, between a diversified farm and a tourism business. Neither of these is treated a 

sector in its own right: 
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“The problem is that farm tourism is not recognised as a form of agricultural 

business. This makes it not competitive as a diversification option” (Interview 

35). 

 

Currently, there is no farm tourism industry association in Australia. There was a 

federal government subsidised attempt to set up such an Australian Farm and Country 

Tourism Association (AFACT Inc.) in 2002, but this apparently did not achieve 

anything. Subsequently, in July 2004 farm tourism was amalgamated with the Bed and 

Breakfast industry in all States and Territories except Western Australia. Only a few of 

the lifestyle operators interviewed supported that decision. Most of the other operators 

saw little advantage in joining an amalgamated association, because they see themselves 

as very different from B&Bs, especially in view of the simultaneous demands of the 

farm and the business.  

 

Some operators were frustrated with the low support they received: 

 

“Industry associations are essential in our sector because the industry is so 

fragmented. It is, however, difficult because there are a lot of small operators 

and they expect a great return for their membership money.” (Interview 36) 

 

 

9.3.7. Farm Tourism Labour  

 

In most cases, there was a clear gender-related role division concerning routine farm 

tourism tasks, especially in couple-operated businesses. The female operator was 

responsible for office work including bookings and the service component of the 

tourism business, whilst the male operator usually oversaw the farm activities. 

Interestingly, however, the male partner enjoyed talking to tourists as much and in some 

instances even more than the female operator.  

 

The majority of farm tourism businesses employed one casual cleaner. Businesses that 

run staged farming demonstrations hired local casual staff for these occasions. Farm 

tourism operators are generally convinced that employing non-family members would 
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lead both to a loss of authenticity in the farm tourism product, and disruption of the 

family lifestyle through involvement of non-family members in daily work schedules. In 

addition, employing non-family staff would mean having to pay workers’ compensation 

and social benefits outside the family, and the low income from tourism would not 

cover these additional expenses.  

 

One business was an exception, employing 16 casual staff and 1 full-time employee. 

This particular operator emphasised that the success and the development of the 

business were based on the good relationship between the owner and the employees. 

The employment and training of suitable staff was a strategic growth decision made by 

the farm tourism operator. This operator insisted of employing only locals without 

previous experience. This gave them the opportunity to train the staff themselves. The 

staff were encouraged to interact with the tourists whilst working. This led to strong 

commitment and loyalty on the part of the staff, and repeat customers inquiring about a 

particular staff member if she/he was absent. Some staff had worked in this business for 

more than 10 years and identified themselves with the business, often referring to it as 

my/our business, horse etc. The operator could go on holidays without having to be 

concerned about the continuity of the business operation (Interview 20). 

 

9.4. Ownership 
 

The couple-operated business was the most common form of ownership (68%) in all the 

in-depth interviews, followed by single-operated businesses (21%). One operator 

pointed out:  

 

“To make it (the tourism business) efficient it has to be a husband and wife 

business” (Interview 30).  

 

Only 7% (3) of the farm tourism businesses interviewed were family businesses, and 

only one business was run as a trust and one as a limited company.  

 

Ownership issues are considered further in Chapter 10, in relation to succession and 

inheritance.  
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9.5. The Family  
 

About half of the farm tourism business operators interviewed were living on the farm 

as a couple on the farm and the remaining participants were living together as a family. 

Nine of the operators had school-aged children at the time of the interviews.  

 

Family issues intrude in all aspects of the business. Although participants pointed out 

the benefits farm tourism had for the children, they also emphasised that it was 

particularly challenging to have young children and guests under the same roof: firstly 

because arguments could not be carried out in front of guests, and children often took 

advantage of this; and secondly because the children’s holiday period coincided with the 

peak tourism season, so family needs suffered. One business owner had to renovate a 

nearby building for the tourists because it was too difficult to bring up the children 

whilst having guests staying in the house:  

 

“We had to go to the back of the house to carry out the conflict” (Interview 8).  

 

Another operator confirmed that a farm tourism business with small children is not 

problematic if the guests do not stay in the house, but indicated that family and business 

are difficult to combine in peak times such as school holidays (Interview 14). 

 

Some operators, however, also emphasised the positive effect tourism had on their 

children:  

 

“It made a huge difference to the children’s life and attitude” (Interview 16).  

 

Several operators developed a friendship with particular overseas visitors, and they 

and/or their children had visited previous guests overseas. Generally, operators 

considered the cultural interaction between their children (and themselves) and 

international guests as very beneficial.  

 

Family aspects including tradition and pride were strongly associated with the property 

itself for operators in the 2nd and higher generations, particularly on functioning 
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working farms and stations in remote and regional areas. Holding on to the land was a 

matter of family responsibility and stewardship.  

 

One interviewee, for example, returned to the family home “because of emotional ties to 

the land and the long association with the area” (Interview 42). 

 

 

9.6. Conclusions  
 

The in-depth interviews presented in this Chapter had two main functions. They 

corroborate conclusions from the broader but less detailed quantitative surveys; and 

they provided the opportunity to explore complexities and interdependencies between 

the themes derived from the analytical framework. 

 

They interviews confirmed that the classification into four major groups or types of 

farm tourism operators is indeed a useful one. The balance between faming as a 

business and farming as a lifestyle differs between these groups. The interviews also 

showed, however, that different people associate different meanings with the term 

lifestyle. The qualitative approach made it possible to distinguish two separate 

demographic groups within the lifestyle operators: semi-retired couples on the one hand, 

and young families on the other. 

 

The majority of operators interviewed offered self-catering accommodation and farm 

tourism activities targeted principally at young families with children. A clear 

differentiation in quality standards could be observed between the three traditional 

farming groups and the lifestyle operators, with the latter offering higher-quality 

product.  

 

Very few farm tourism businesses became financially successful. These businesses were 

either highly specialised, catering for large student groups both domestic and 

international; or had a large and highly satisfied repeat and word-of-mouth customer 

clientele.  
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The costs of marketing and advertising, and dysfunctional operator networks and 

industry associations, constitute a significant problem for the farm tourism sector in 

Australia. 

 

There was relatively little professionalism amongst the small tourism business 

operators, and hardly any formal decision-making or management procedures in place. 

Instead, the term lifestyle was apparent throughout the interviews.  

 

The overlap between business and family was particularly difficult to manage in a close 

host-guest relationship. In families with young children this often caused serious 

emotional conflicts. In several interviews it was observed that farm tourism had a rather 

negative impact on family relations, especially on families with school-aged children.  

 

For female farm tourism operators, to be at home for the children and to have them 

grow up in a rural environment were major benefits. At the same time, however, female 

interviewees emphasised that tourism interfered with their lifestyle, and that children 

suffered from limited attention. In fact, it could be critically observed that the only 

successful farm tourism businesses in those circumstances were those run by women 

with very forceful personalities. Even though the income from tourism contributed to a 

higher living standard, these women received relatively little support from the rest of 

their families.  
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Chapter 10 

 Succession and Future Opportunities  
 

10.1. Introduction 
 

Ownership is one of the three dimensions of family businesses. As noted earlier, 

continuity of business ownership in the same family is a significant feature of family 

businesses, and perhaps the most heavily studied theme in family business research.  

 

In preceding Chapters it was shown that inheritance and continuity of the farm property 

in family hands had a significant impact on the attitudes and motivations of farm 

tourism operators. Full-time and part-time farms had been in the hands of a single 

family for longer, on average, than lifestyle farms, and their owners had a strong interest 

in keeping the land in the family.  

 

In this Chapter, succession of the farm tourism business is subjected to more detailed 

scrutiny, leading into a discussion of future opportunities for farm tourism businesses in 

Australia. Quantitative and qualitative results on succession issues, obtained in both the 

second and third phases of this research, are presented.  

 

 

10.2. Ownership and Succession of the Farm Tourism Business 
 

Overall, as shown in Figure 10.1, the dominant forms of business ownership according 

to the survey responses are the family business (40%), the couple-operated business 

(35%) and the sole proprietor (14%). More advanced forms of ownership including a 

limited company or a trust comprised only 8% of the survey sample.  
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Single Individual
Couple
Family Partnership
Partnership with 
non-family members
Limited Company
Trust

 
 

Figure 10.1 Form of Ownership 
 

There are significantly more family-operated businesses on properties larger than 150 

ha (p<0.05) and slightly more single and couple-operated businesses on properties 

smaller than 150 ha. 

 

The operational classification showed that full-time farms have the highest percentage 

of family-owned and family-run businesses. As pairwise chi-square tests revealed, this 

difference distinguished them significantly from retirement farms (p<0.001) and 

lifestyle farms (p<0.01).  

 

Across all the in-depth interviews, the couple-operated business was the dominant form 

of ownership (68%), followed by sole proprietorship (21%). Only 7% of the farm 

tourism businesses interviewed were family businesses, and only one business was run 

as a trust and one as a limited company.  

 

A majority of the operators that responded to the survey (84%) started the tourism 

business themselves, 10% bought the business and only 6% of the businesses had been 

subject to succession. Ten of the 13 businesses which had been subject to succession are 

still owned by a couple, family or single operator. The other three are either partnerships 

including non-family members, or limited companies.  

 

For a range of reasons associated with either the property or the farm tourism business, 

over half of the survey respondents indicated that succession was not an issue either 

because ‘the business would not support the children financially’ (35%) or because ‘the 
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children do not want to own the business’ (21%). Interestingly, 30% of the business 

owner’s children ‘do not want to live there’ and 26% of the respondents indicated ‘that 

land prices locally have increased so much that it makes sense to sell the land’. Dispute 

over succession occurred in only 3% of cases (Table 10.1). 

 

Table 10.1 Reasons for Lack of Inheritance and Succession  
 
Reason Percentage* 

The business would not support the children financially 35 

Children did not want to live there 30 

Land prices locally have increased so much that it makes sense to sell it 26 

Children do not want to own the business  21 

Children do not have necessary skills 4 

The family can’t reach an agreement over inheritance  3 

The property is too heavily indebted  3 

(*multiple responses were possible).  
 

As discussed earlier, one unique feature of family farm tourism businesses is the overlap 

of two business components – the family farm and the farm tourism business. 

Therefore, inheritance of the farm and succession of both the farm business and the 

farm tourism business are all interrelated. The in-depth interviews provided a rich 

source of data on these issues, allowing the investigation of interdependencies between 

inheritance issues related to the family farm, and succession of the farm tourism 

business.  

 

Overall, the in-depth interviews confirmed that inheritance was not an issue at all for 

lifestyle operators. Some retirement farms indicated that the children had a strong 

association and interest in the property as rural residential land, but not in either farming 

or tourism as a business.  

 

For farming families who owned the property for several generations, however, 

inheritance is very important. These operators had a sentimental attachment to the place, 

and holding on to the farm was a matter of family pride and responsibility.  
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In contrast, for a full-time farmer who bought the property just recently, inheritance is 

not an issue “because the children do not have this sentimental attachment to the place 

considering that we moved there” (Interview 31). 

 

Interestingly, farm tourism was not considered a way to secure inheritance. In fact, the 

farm tourism business often caused tension between generations (Interview 41) or 

between the family members more generally (Interviews 22, 23, 28). In other examples, 

farm tourism worked against inheritance, and children of the operators concerned 

moved to the city (Interviews 15, 43) or to another property (Interview 21).  

 

The majority of operators, indeed, encouraged their children to pursue a different career: 

 

“There is not enough money in farm tourism” (Interview 27). 

 

“Succession was never an issue. The kids have their own way of life and things 

they want to do” (Interview 10). 

 

“The children help out but are not keen. Inheritance and succession was never an 

issue” (Interview 13). 

 

“We are open-minded and there is no obligation for them to come and work 

here. They see that they can make more money somewhere else” (Interview 37). 

 

“We neither encouraged nor discouraged them to take over but they have their 

own careers now” (Interview 37). 

 

“I am encouraging the kids to learn a trade profession and if they want to come 

back and live here they always can” (Interview 40). 

 

Five of the farm tourism businesses interviewed have changed hands during the past 

three years. One of them was sold, one is now leased outside of the family, and three 

have been subject to succession within the family.  
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The first business was sold outside the family with the son remaining as a full-time 

employee: 

 

“He did not have the drive and skills to run the business on his own.” 

Furthermore, “The business was too small for succession. What would we have 

to live on if he would have taken over the business?” (Interview 20) 

 

The second business was leased outside the family:  

 

“The children have yuppie jobs in the city now, but they don’t want us to sell the 

place either.” One day these operators will pressure their children to make a 

decision (Interview 12). 

 

In the first succession example (Interview 3) the tourism business was bankrupt and did 

not operate for several years but the son and his family, who bought the farm from his 

parents, decided to buy back the brand name of the bankrupt business for a nominal 

price of AU$ 1.  

 

The remaining two farm tourism operators imposed pressure on their children to take 

over the farm tourism business. Succession was not initiated by the second generation. 

The businesses were run by the parent generation with casual staff, whilst the children 

had careers elsewhere. In both occasions, the tourism businesses enjoyed a good 

proportion of repeat customers and a stable client base. Therefore, the businesses could 

be considered successful in the industry. The ageing parent generation no longer had the 

ability to run the business without support. They pressured their children to take over 

immediately, as otherwise they intended to sell the business and/or the property as going 

concerns. Therefore, in these two businesses succession was a way to secure 

inheritance.  

 

In the first of these two cases, there was only one son in a position to take over. He had 

worked on farms around Australia, and continued to do so for a while. Because of his 

attachment to the family place he saw himself forced to return home, under the 

condition that his parents moved to another home on the property. This upset the parent 
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generation and a period of poor communication followed. The business was/is 

dependent on the involvement of the older generation. A high percentage of repeat 

customers come to interact with the older generation. This has put a lot of pressure on 

the son to replace this position. In addition, the parents run the activities and hence the 

major part of the tourism business. Their interaction with the guests, and their patience 

in dealing with them, made the business successful in the past. Given that the time taken 

to run these activities is rarely paid for, the input of the parents is very valuable. After 

the son took over, the business continued to run with the same tourism products.  The 

son, however, decided to invest around AU$10 000 to upgrade the tennis court. The 

parents did not support this decision but did not try to interfere since they were 

concerned the son might have left if they did so. 

 

The second business faced similar problems. The process of succession, however, was 

more complicated since three out of four children (two sons, two daughters) had an 

interest in the tourism business. The parents asked them each to write a proposal. One 

daughter was given the opportunity to take over, which also involved her and her family 

moving to the farm. This decision resulted in tension between the daughter whose 

proposal was unsuccessful, and the rest of the family.  

 

There are a number of factors which made the succession process particularly difficult 

in this instance. The second generation does not share the same business vision as the 

parents. The daughter anticipated running the business at the same scale as previously 

and having some free time to travel. Above all, however, she saw the move as a way for 

her to look after the aged parents in need of help, rather than to expand the tourism 

business. The parent who established the business did not understand this attitude. This 

contributed to a situation in which the founder still has a strong involvement in the 

business operation. As in the previous example, the low-paid work such as the activities 

and transport are still run by the parents, with the daughter running the accommodation 

component. Instead of communication, shared decision making and ‘letting go’, the 

founder got outside support to apply for an AU$200 000 matching grant to expand the 

business. After a successful application, the situation between the generations became 

very tense, with the daughter close to giving up and moving out. Only a very open and 

emotional supervised conversation released the pressure. It was agreed to have fixed 
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periods of time off for the daughter to travel, and for the mother not to initiate any new 

business activities without prior consultation.  

 

In this instance, from the perspective of the second generation succession in the tourism 

business was out of family concern, with the intention to set up a system where the aged 

care of the parents would be provided for. The tourism business was seen as a 

continuous lifestyle income stream. From the perspective of the founder, succession was 

considered an opportunity to expand the business to another level.  

 

In many cases where children grew up in the tourism business, they did not have an 

interest in it because they had experienced it as an intrusion into their life. As the 

following female farmer admits:  

 

“Shall I be honest? They are even put off by it because they see how much it 

intrudes into our lives” (Interview 43). 

 

“The children are not interested. They saw how much work it is. They have their 

own properties and are not interested in tourism” (Interview 21). 

 

In one occasion the disinterest of the son was associated with some frustration, as a 

fifth-generation farmer indicates:  

 

 “Our son has no interest in tourism. He thinks he does better with farming and 

he does not realise that in 7 years time (he is 40 now) he can’t physically do it 

any longer” (Interview 41). 

 

 

10.3. Discussion – Succession and Inheritance  
 

Family farm tourism businesses are unusual in the sense that they combine ownership of 

the land, the farming business and the farm tourism business. Therefore, succession of 

the farm tourism business is inevitably connected with succession of the farm business 

and inheritance of the land. 
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For lifestyle farmers, neither inheritance nor succession had any importance. 

Inheritance, to keep the farm in family hands, was often crucial for long-term farming 

families. Operators who owned the property for several generations communicated a 

kind of sentimental attachment to the place, a sense of belonging and family 

stewardship and sometimes a self-imposed pressure to maintain the ownership. 

Interestingly, for stations in regional and remote areas this sense of place was also 

strongly associated with their status in, as well as the well-being of the wider 

community.  The economic situation in many outback regions, after years of drought 

and falling commodity prices is desperate. Young people leave the area, and the existing 

businesses have little income and are understaffed. This triggers an enormous emotional 

pressure on families, with conflicts being carried out in the wider community. 

Succession of the farm tourism business, however, did not provide an avenue for these 

farm families to secure inheritance. 

 

Only 6% of the farm tourism businesses that responded to the survey have been handed 

over to another generation, often without changing the form of ownership. No examples 

were reported where siblings were equally involved in the tourism business and shared 

ownership. It seems that most farm tourism businesses are of little economic 

significance, and could not sustain two generations at once. About 35% of the farm 

tourism operators who responded to the survey indicated that the business would not 

support the children financially.  

 

Succession planning is an attempt to accommodate the family life cycle to the business 

cycle. The rather insignificant role of succession planning for farm tourism operators in 

Australia indicates that there is little potential for more advanced business forms and 

growth of the sector. In fact, the farm tourism operators interviewed emphasised that 

they encouraged their children to pursue another career. In the two examples where two 

generations worked together in the farm tourism business, tension was great and family 

conflict inevitable. The problems were often associated with the desire of the older 

generation to maintain control, and the desire of the younger generation to become more 

independent and gain more security.  
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The case of the mother-daughter transfer examined in the in-depth interviews was 

particularly difficult. There were severe consequences for everyday management 

decisions, growth, and prospects for the continuity and long-term stability of the farm 

tourism business. For the mother of this particular family business, the transfer of the 

business ownership was associated not only with a loss of control and identity but also 

with recognition of her own mortality. Several conversational interviews with the farm 

tourism operator indicated that the desire of the daughter to be in charge of the decisions 

was interpreted by the founder as an assumption that she would soon die. As a result, 

the mother initiated even further growth without consultation. The key problem in this 

particular case was that the young generation did not share the vision about the 

business. To take over was an obligation, not something she had gradually worked 

towards.  

 

 

10.4. Future Opportunities and Constraints  
 

In most cases, farm tourism operators are risk averse in their behaviour, and cautious 

decision-makers. A quarter of the farm tourism operators that responded to the survey 

obtained professional help, and a third developed a business plan before establishing a 

tourism business. About 60% of the respondents had a previous career, mainly in 

sectors such as education and nursing. 

 

As shown in Table 10.2, expanding guest capacity and improving facilities were seen as 

the greatest future opportunities. The survey participants were also asked to indicate the 

two greatest obstacles which prevented them from filling existing guest capacity. For 

the majority of the respondents, the cost of advertising and marketing was considered 

the greatest constraint (Table 10.3). 
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Table 10.2 Greatest Future Opportunities 
 
 Percentage 

of respondents *  

Expand guest capacity  40.5 

Improve facilities 37 

Add new nature tourism activities at additional costs 18.7 

Add new farm activities at additional costs 15.6 

Increase prices  15.6 

Go upmarket  13 

* multiple responses possible  
 
 
Table 10.3 Greatest Obstacles in Filling Guest Capacity  
 
 Percentage 

of respondents *  

Cost of advertising and marketing  65 

Remote location, difficult access, off the beaten path 22.5 

Competition with nearby agritourism businesses 17.5 

New business, nobody knows us yet 17 

No experience/skills in tourism  5.5 

* multiple responses possible  
 

About 38% of the survey respondents indicated that they did not have enough cash 

available to increase the guest capacity; for 29% the additional costs would not justify 

the costs of investment; and 27% of the businesses did not want or need to expand the 

business.  

 

Despite the relatively low return from tourism, and the low significance of growth and 

development, 81% of the respondents indicated that the tourism business did meet their 

expectations. About 98% still expected to be operating in one year’s time, and 90% still 

expected to be in business in five years’ time.  
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The majority of farm tourism operators interviewed showed a risk averse behaviour. 

Investments were made very carefully, and most operators already had facilities such as 

spare buildings as an available asset. In more than one case, the farm tourism business 

was a childhood dream for the operator, something they had gradually worked towards. 

For example, one couple selected an appropriate property, and initially went to it only 

on the weekends whilst still working in town. They gradually built up the business and 

renovated the houses on the property. They went gradually from full-time to part-time 

employment, and finally moved to the property and give up off-farm work altogether. 

Although they do plan to expand, they intend to do it: “step by step taking only 

calculated risks” (Interview 29). 

 

Another couple planned a farm tourism business as an early retirement option. The 

operators had a successful political and nursing career in Sydney. Over a period of six 

years prior to their semi-retirement, they travelled intentionally to farm tourism 

operations in the UK and Australia in order to conduct research. The female farmer took 

notes whilst visiting these businesses. As a result, they had a precise idea of their 

intended farm tourism business before they even bought the land for it. The land itself 

was selected with equal care, and involved the couple moving to Tasmania. They drew 

up an architectural plan of the house incorporating all the features for ‘their ideal 

farmstay’ (Interview 9). Farm tourism for this particular couple is semi-retirement as 

well as lifestyle. They are strongly committed operators, but feel too old to expand the 

business. 

 

The most risk-taking behaviour was shown by one dairy farmer. Along with many of his 

colleagues, this farmer was concerned about his potential future as a consequence of 

dairy deregulation. The operator went to seminars conducted by the State tourism body 

and decided to invest AU$25 000 into furniture, spas and marketing. It took him three 

years to make a profit and he emphasised strongly that it was only ‘a way to survive the 

dairy deregulation’. He does not intend to invest any further resources into the tourism 

business but to concentrate on dairy farming instead (Interview 32).  

 

The majority of the businesses interviewed had no desire to grow any larger as the 

following quotes indicate:  

 
 

  



206 Farm Tourism in Australia 

 

“The good thing about our business is that people are not here all the time. I love 

working outside on the farm. If I would expand I wouldn’t have the time or 

would have to employ someone” (Interview 33). 

“We don’t want to increase because it would interfere with our lifestyle too 

much” (Interview 25). 

 

“There is not enough money in farm tourism and if we employ someone then it 

is not a genuine experience” (Interview 31). 

 

Some of the constraints facing the farm tourism business are associated with the wider 

external environment, including regulation, tourism infrastructure in the area, or the 

local community. Other constraints are associated with the immediate enterprise 

environment, including skills in tourism, conflicting attitudes with guests, and the role 

of the family.  

 

About 4.5% of the businesses that returned the survey indicated that they had closed 

down within the past 5 years. The main reasons quoted were: increased costs because of 

insurance requirements; government regulations which made it difficult to stay in the 

industry; a remote location; or the decision to concentrate on the core farming business. 

One operator in particular pointed out that it was difficult after a day’s work on the 

station to have the energy to talk to visitors. In addition, having visitors produced a 

requirement to keep the property in a good condition at all times, and this was often 

difficult to combine with labour demands on farming, particularly if peak seasons 

collided.  

 

The single most important external problem the operators faced was high insurance 

costs which firstly, made it difficult to operate as a small business; and secondly, forced 

the operators to reduce or eliminate activities which made up a significant part of the 

overall farm tourism experience. Given the relatively small contribution of farm tourism 

to the overall income stream in most cases, high insurance costs had a disproportionally 

high impact.  
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Insurance “becomes ridiculous…now they (the government) don’t even want to have 

people walking over the property in case they might fall over” (Interview 27).  

 

A retired couple had to close down their tourism business because of the increasing 

pressure of governmental regulations and insurance costs. They were running the 

tourism operation from 1988-2003: “Farm tourism for us was a very natural way of 

life.” It was obvious from the conversation that the couple pursued the tourism business 

with passion. They enjoyed talking and telling stories about the tourists. They showed, 

however, strong resentment to anything that was associated with governmental 

interference in past, present and future (Interview 30). 

 

A couple of operators were affected by the limited transport options to their area. This, 

however, was not necessarily due to physical remoteness. Both operators were close to 

major highways or a domestic airport. The limited drop-off points for rental cars, 

however, and hence the limited fly-and-drive opportunities, restricted the potential for 

these businesses to grow. Farm tourism is often promoted for a growing domestic short-

break holiday market, but must increasingly compete with cheap domestic airfares to a 

wide range of destinations. 

 

Some operators in remote areas mentioned a lack of skilled staff in both farming and 

tourism as a reason for the restricted potential of farm tourism: “No staff want to work 

out here” (Interview 26). Many young people leave the countryside, and alternatives 

other than farming are limited. One operator took part in their community’s small 

business working group, which was established to encourage people to set up a small 

business in the area. The farm tourism business concerned was the only small business 

that opened up. Instead of encouraging them, however, the remainder of the community 

were jealous and turned against them.  

 

Limited skills on an individual enterprise level described another major problem. A few 

operators emphasised that potential new operators have wrong expectations:  

 

“People get into it (farm tourism) because they think this will make big money, 

often invest, and then have no business and find it is damn hard work. If you 
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consider price of the land and running costs it is not worthwhile. The new 

neighbours who bought the next door property invested a lot and think through 

tourism they make money just by talking to people, but to deal with people all 

the time burns you out eventually, even the most social people” (Interview 34). 

 

The attitude of the guests themselves was pointed out by several operators during the 

interview.  

 

“Tourism is an intrusion into people’s life and farmers have to accept that. It 

does not sit well with many bush people” (Interview 39) 

 

Importantly and interestingly, the operators’ own business philosophy was also one of 

the major constraints to growth and development, as the following example indicates. 

 

One of the businesses had to close down because they could not manage the size any 

longer. The couple was in fact running one of the most successful tourism businesses 

from 1996-2004. Although they did not have any previous business skills they were 

very sociable people. They are farmers with passion and were farming the family 

property in the 2nd generation. The closeness to Brisbane and the fact that they were “a 

genuine working farm” made their business very successful, with a high percentage of 

repeat and word-of-mouth customers. Through their lack of business skills and their 

generosity, however, the business grew uncontrollably. This growth induced a heavy 

workload that further isolated them from friends and community.  

 

“People were asking for more accommodation all the time. We could not say no, 

so we built more and more until we could not manage it any longer. We would 

have had to become more ‘commercial’, build a car park and employ a manager. 

But this did not agree with our philosophy. We wanted to offer an authentic 

experience and not ‘farming people’. The business lost the original idea, because 

we did not have time to interact on the personal level so much. Once it takes 

over your life you can’t stop it. We had to get out otherwise we would have gone 

nuts” (Interview 15). 
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Other businesses still in operation had similar concerns: 

 

“We had a request to take groups of 200 people but said no because it would not 

be the ‘real thing’ and we wanted people to experience an authentic lifestyle” 

(Interview 27). 

 

One operator summarised the concerns very well: 

  

“There is a threshold of growth. You develop to a scale where you have to 

employ people and become more strategic. There is a great risk involved in it 

and you have to be sure that you can do it. It is important to have a good product 

and some security in term of big agencies which secure tourist numbers” 

(Interview 42). 

 

 

10.5. Discussion – Future Opportunities and Constraints 
 

Whilst some operators intend to add particular activities, none had planned growth 

strategies. Interestingly, the majority of the farm tourism operators considered an 

expansion in their guest capacity as their greatest future opportunity. At the same time, 

however, they did did not have the capital needed, and would not be able to justify an 

expansion through increased return. A third of the farm tourism operators did simply not 

want to grow.  

 

Farm tourism contributed to satisfying intrinsic values for the majority of operators. It is 

a significant tool to preserve rural societies and lifestyles, though without creating a 

significant economic return at an individual enterprise level. There is little investment 

and little growth intention in farm tourism. The emotional burden and tension within the 

family, rather than opportunities for expansion, were most apparent when farm tourism 

businesses were subject to succession.  
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Operators in the in-depth interviews saw growth as an interference with their lifestyle 

objectives. They wanted to keep the business size small for several reasons: to have 

enough time for the farm and themselves, for tax purposes, or because an expansion 

would not fit into their original business philosophy. The operators were concerned that 

their role would change from direct management to a more strategic one; and that the 

product would lose its authentic character.  
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Chapter 11 

 Family Farm Tourism Businesses and Conceptual Family 

Business Models  
 

11.1. Introduction  
 

 

As shown in Chapter 3, the Three Circle Model by Tagiuri and Davis (1992) and the 

Three Dimensional Development Model by Gersick et al. (1997) are two family 

business research models that are still very much in evidence today. Family, business 

and ownership are the three main underlying dimensions of both models.  

 

The Three Circle Model by Tagiuri and Davis (1992) illustrates that individuals are 

likely to have overlapping responsibilities in all these subsystems. The subsystems 

themselves, however, have their own practices and principles. Naturally, to find 

strategies those satisfy all subsystems and their interrelationships are key challenges in 

family business research and practise.  

 

The Three Dimensional Development Model by Gersick et al. (1997) is currently the 

only model in family business research that takes into account progress over time along 

the three dimensions: family, business and ownership.  

 

The application of the two models for Australian farm tourism businesses will be tested 

in this Chapter. 

 

 

11.2. The Three Circle Model by Tagiuri and Davis (1992) 
 

A modified version of the Three Circle Model by Tagiuri and Davis (1992) served as 

analytical framework throughout the thesis (Figure 11.1). The business domain was 

divided into two subsystems – the family farm and the farm tourism business.  
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Family 

Ownership 

Tourism Business 
 

Family Farm  

 

Figure 11.1 Three Circle Model As Modified For This Research 
 

According to Tagiuri and Davis (1992) there are many possibilities where an individual 

can be positioned in the model depending on her/his involvement in any of the domains. 

Additionally, as mentioned previously, family farm tourism businesses are particular in 

that they incorporate two interrelated business domains – the family farm and the farm 

tourism business.  

 

Just under half of the survey participants kept the tourism and farming business 

separate, with full-time farms being more likely (p<0.05) to separate the businesses than 

any other farm tourism operator type.  

  

In this research 95% of the survey respondents owned the land, the farming and the 

tourism business within a single family. Therefore, they would be found in the centre of 

the model (blue dot) in Figure 11.1. The remaining 5% managed the farm and the farm 

tourism business whilst the land was Crown land on long-term agricultural leasehold. 

Effectively, therefore, every single farm tourism operation in Australia falls in the 

central overlap sector of the Three Circle Model by Tagiuri and Davis (1992). 
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11.3. Three Dimensional Development Model by Gersick et al. (1997) 
 

11.3.1. Introduction  

 

The distinction between the four groups of operators proved particularly valuable in 

assessing the application of the Three Dimensional Development Model by Gersick et 

al. (1997) (Figure 3.2). 

 

 

11.3.2. The Family Axis 

 

young familyThe family axis describes four stages of family development: ; children 

entering the business; working together and ultimately succession.  

 

Raising children, and making decisions about the relationship between family and work, 

are the main challenges that family businesses face during the young family stage. In the 

terminology used by Gersick et al. (1997), children of the young family are considered 

as the third generation. Just under a third of the farm tourism operators had a young 

family at the time the survey was conducted. For the majority of these operators, the 

children were actually the second generation in the business, since most adult operators’ 

own parents were not working on the farm. Although conditions of the model apply 

only partly, it can be confirmed that it was difficult for young families to balance work 

and family relationships. Further, these families experienced great financial stress 

associated with the high costs of education. The children often showed resentment to 

potentially working in the family business, either the farm or the tourism component, 

because they had experienced the hard working conditions and saw work as an intrusion 

into family life.  

 

It was very rare for children to enter the business or for two generations to work 

together in the business at the same time. In these cases, there was commonly a clear 

division of activities: the farming business was run by the younger generation, whilst 

the tourism component remained in the hands of the older generation. This led to a 

conflict in some cases:  
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“We don’t work together in harmony as good as we should. The theory of 

working together is good but it does not work in practice” (Interview 41). 

 

Generally, the parents encouraged the children to learn a profession, or the children 

were attracted to better income earning opportunities in cities. As for the farm tourism 

business, participants emphasised that the business would not sustain two generations at 

once.  

 

The question of generational transfer becomes critical before the next generation is due 

to enter the business. Children may have to pay out the immediate family members, 

including the parents, in order to take over the business. Taking over in those 

circumstances, however, puts a financial strain on further business development. 

Consequently, there are negative interactions between family growth, changing 

inheritance patterns and necessary business development.  

 

It was commonplace for young full-time farmers in the interviews to buy the property 

from the parents and pay out the brothers and sisters. Or alternatively:  

 

“One son has an interest, but he could not afford it, because he would have to 

pay the other two brothers out.” (Interview 24) 

 

“We are fortunate that we have only one son, because nowadays you can not 

afford to have two sons anymore.” (Interview 33) 

 

Two of the businesses interviewed were in the process of succession. Although the older 

generation pressured the children towards taking over the business, there was also 

unwillingness by the incumbent to give up control for fear of losing self-identity. There 

was little communication between family members, and belief in family business values 

and the business vision was not shared between the generations. All this led to strong 

tensions and an overall difficulty in the succession process, under which the everyday 

management decisions suffered, as well as prospects for long term stability of the 

business.  

 



Farm Tourism in Australia 215 

11.3.3. The Business Axis 

 

 

Along the business axis there are three stages from start up expansion through  to 

maturity. Start–up motivations were examined in detail in Chapter 8.  

 

Dynamics along the business axis, as illustrated in the Three Dimensional Development 

Model by Gersick et al. (1997), apply to a certain degree to the farming but not the farm 

tourism operation. The distinction between the farming and tourism domain is crucial 

for full-time and part-time farming businesses, but not for retirement and lifestyle farms. 

Full-time and part-time farmers have mature farming businesses, and tourism is a new 

strategy to generate money to reinvest into the farming business. That is, full-time and 

part-time farms subsidise the reinvestment needs of the farm business through tourism.  

 

Lifestyle and retirement farm tourism operators have different aims. Retirement farmers 

operate previously mature farming businesses that are winding down. The farming 

business is not viable under current market conditions and therefore there is no interest 

from family or non-family members to take over the farm operation.  Farm tourism is 

seen neither as an on-farm diversification option to overcome competitive disadvantage 

in farming, nor as a potentially expanding new business. The social benefit derived from 

tourism appears to outweigh the financial one. Farm tourism for retirement farmers is 

commonly a hobby more than a business. Lifestyle farmers operate purpose-built 

farming and farm tourism businesses at a deliberately chosen small scale, with no 

intention of development.  

 

Full-time farms are more likely (p<0.05) to separate the tourism and the farming 

business than any other farm tourism operator type but with increasing difficulty, as the 

following operator emphasised: 

 

“We were running two businesses at the same time. Farming lost out down the 

track. As you grow, it becomes more difficult to separate between the two” 

(Interview 15). 
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Some full-time farm operators even considered replacing tourism with alternative 

income-earning opportunities:  

 

“We do not want to grow because this is the size we can handle. We might even 

cut back because we went into cheese making and sell the cheese on markets 

now” (Interview 37). 

 

Part-time farms keep the option open to substitute off-farm income with on-farm 

tourism, possibly by expanding the tourism component. One part-time operator, for 

example, is doing a distance degree in marketing to acquire more business skills. 

Professionalising the business, strategic planning and cash management are critical 

challenges that the family business faces during expansion.  

 

As shown in Chapter 8, growth strategies could not be identified in Australian family 

farm tourism businesses. A third of the farm tourism operators simply did not want the 

business to grow. Others saw an expansion in guest capacity as their greatest future 

opportunity, but they did not have sufficient capital and were not able to justify an 

expansion when considering the low financial return from tourism.  

 

Twelve of the 43 interviewed businesses had grown at some point in the past. The 

majority of operators expanded their business by increasing guest capacity through 

converting additional spare rooms or buildings into accommodation, but they did not 

make any significant financial investment with this expansion. The four farm tourism 

business owners who built new cabins relied entirely on family labour to keep costs 

low. Only three farm tourism businesses extended their product mix by introducing new 

activities, such as canoeing or a new program that caters for international agriculture 

high school students. These three businesses are, in fact, the most successful farm 

tourism businesses in this research. One of them has been sold outside the family and 

the other two are in the process of being taken over by the second generation.  

 

Only two businesses are currently planning to expand in the future. In general, the 

operators interviewed considered growth as an interference with their lifestyle 

objectives. They wanted to keep the farm tourism business size small for several 

reasons: to have enough time for the farm and themselves, for tax purposes or because 
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an expansion would not fit into the original business philosophy. The operators were 

concerned that if they were to take on a more strategic management role, the product 

would lose its authentic character.  

 

Changes in strategic refocus as well as reinvestment are crucial for any business in its 

maturity stage. For most operators, this maturity stage of the farm tourism component is 

reached when the family labour involved in tourism is used at its maximum capacity 

(which varies enormously and is determined by the individual operator), so that 

additional non-family labour would have to be employed for any further expansion. 

Other factors militating against expansion include insufficient service industry skills, 

and avoiding financial risk. One operator closed down the business operation in order to 

avoid further expansion: 

 

“We grew to a stage where it was not manageable any longer and we would 

have to become more commercial, add a car park and employ a manager but this 

did not comply with our philosophy. We wanted to provide an authentic 

experience and not farming people” (Interview 15). 

 

 

11.3.4. The Ownership Axis 

 

According to Gersick et al. (1997), ownership in family businesses follows a 

longitudinal development from the controlling founder through a sibling partnership to 

a cousin consortium.  

 

About 90% of the farm tourism businesses that responded to the survey are owned by a 

single family (40%), a couple (35%) or a sole proprietor (14%). More complex forms of 

ownership including a limited company or a trust comprised only 8% of the survey 

sample.  

 

Across all the in-depth interviews, the couple-operated business was the dominant form 

of ownership with 68%, followed by 21% single operated businesses. Only 7% of the 

farm tourism businesses interviewed were family businesses, and only one business was 
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run as a trust and one as a limited company. There was no evidence that ownership of 

Australian farm tourism businesses evolves from a controlling founder to sibling 

partnerships or further to cousin consortia. Where ownership involves more than one 

person, whether a couple or an entire family including children, then this structure was 

generally adopted from the outset.  

 

A majority (84%) of the operators who responded to the survey had started the tourism 

business themselves; 10% had bought the business; and only 6% of the businesses had 

been subject to succession. Ten of the 13 businesses which had been subject to 

succession were still owned by a couple, family or single operator. The other three were 

either partnerships including non-family members, or limited companies. There were no 

cousin consortia.  

 

Apart from passing on the baton on the family axis, dynamics relating to the ownership 

dimension in the Three Dimensional Development Model by Gersick et al., (1997) find 

little application in family farm tourism businesses. More advanced forms of ownership, 

including siblings and cousins working and owning the business together, were not 

encountered in either farm or farm tourism businesses.  

 

 

11.4. Conclusions  
 

The Three Dimensional Development Model by Gersick et al. (1997) illustrates an ideal 

case of family businesses in which growth leads to increasingly complex strategic 

business choices and ownership arrangements.  

 

This research showed that the restricted size of the farm tourism business operation, and 

the relatively low income from farming and farm tourism, do not allow progressively 

more family members to become involved into the business operation. Farming and 

farm tourism businesses do not generate enough income to sustain two adult generations 

at the same time. Across all four of the main farm tourism types, very few operators 

intended to expand their farm tourism businesses. Concern to provide a genuine 

working farm experience, including only family labour input, was a significant 
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restriction to potential growth. This concern was shared by all types of operator, 

irrespective of their detailed farming and family circumstances.  

 

In fact, there is a negative interrelationship between development of the family, and 

development of the business, requiring more complex ownership arrangements. Family 

members commonly have to be compensated for leaving the business. This puts the 

finances under even more pressure and restricts business development. For family farm 

tourism businesses, family business development appears to be a continuous struggle 

for survival rather than a concern to find new strategies to accommodate growth.  

 

It appears that a modified version of the Three Circle Model by Tagiuri and Davis 

(1992) that takes into account that family farm tourism business are made out of two 

interrelated business components does best conceptualise the character of these 

businesses. Essentially, all the farm tourism businesses are situated in the centre of this 

model, the ideal family business structure in the view of Tagiuri and Davis (1992).  

 

To manage the overlap of the three domains in a professional way is the greatest 

challenge for family farm tourism businesses. Particularly critical aspects include: 

inheritance of the land; demands on time for family and the two businesses; demands on 

labour for the farm operation and the farm tourism business; and income distribution 

between the two businesses. 
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Chapter 12 

 Discussion and Conclusion  
 

12.1. Introduction  
 

The major objectives of the thesis were: 

 To establish the scale and scope of the farm tourism sector in Australia. 

 To identify the motivations that lead Australian farm tourism operators to 

establish farm tourism businesses. 

 To establish a detailed profile of the farm tourism operators. 

 To investigate the interdependencies between family, farming and tourism 

business issues, including the importance of succession and inheritance. 

 To consider the application of family business models in the farm tourism 

sector. 

 

The overall goal of this research was to examine Australian farm tourism businesses as 

social and economic constructs in rural environments.  

 
 

12.2. Major Findings  
 

The main findings from this research may be summarised as below. These are dicusssed 

briefly in this Chapter. 

 

 Farm tourism businesses in Australia are located primarily on small-scale farms. 

 Farm tourism businesses are not necessarily close to other tourism attractions. 

 Farm tourism operations are more common on some types of farm than others.  

 The predominant farm tourism product is accommodation and activities on a 

working farm. 

 Farm tourism is of minor economic importance at a national scale. 

 The economic return at an individual enterprise level is low, but social returns 

are high. 

 
 

  



222 Farm Tourism in Australia 

 Community issues are particualry important in remote areas.  

 The farm tourism sector is highly heterogeneous.  

 There are four distinct groups of farm tourism operators.  

 Full-time and part-time farms are conventional mainstream farms.  

 Retirement operators are a significant demographic group. 

 Lifestyle farmers are different from the above in many ways.  

 Retirement and lifestyle farms will have a significant impact on future rural 

socio-economic and land-use patterns. 

 Lifestyle has different meanings to different people. 

 Attachment to place is a key factor for all farm tourism operators.  

 Inheritance is important only for full-time and part-time farms.  

 Succession has little relevance for farm tourism businesses. 

 Succession is not a means to secure inheritance.  

 Farm tourism operators have diverse motivations.   

 Farm tourism businesses are established in response to specific trigger events. 

 Family farm tourism businesses are a special constellation of family businesses  

 Family needs and values are critical for farm tourism business operators. 

 Classical family business development models find little application in family 

business research.  

 Most farm tourism operators have little intention of growth and development.  

 Farm tourism in Australia is becoming an increasingly staged experience.  

 

 

12.3. The Family Farms  
 

12.3.1. Farm Tourism Businesses in Australia are Located Primarily on Small-

Scale Farms. 

 

There are over 650 farm tourism businesses in Australia that are based on working 

farms. There is no uniform type of farm tourism operation in Australia. A few farm 

tourism businesses, mainly large cattle and sheep stations, are located in relatively 

remote areas accessible to 4WD self-drive visitors only. Small-scale farms in coastal 

hinterlands and close proximity to metropolitan areas, however, dominate the industry. 
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There are clusters within 300 kilometres of the metropolitan centres of Sydney, 

Brisbane, Melbourne, Hobart and Perth. Many properties in these areas are too small to 

be viable purely from primary production. In these areas in particular, the role and value 

of rural space has undergone a dramatic shift in recent years.  

 

 

12.3.2. Farm Tourism Businesses are not Necessarily Close to Other Tourism 

Attractions. 

   

Walford (2001) observed for England and Wales that farms within close proximity of 

scenic areas (including national parks, areas of outstanding natural beauty and heritage 

coasts) are more likely to get involved in farm tourism.  

 

In Australia, in contrast, there seems to be no link between the locations of farm tourism 

businesses, and proximity to national parks or other natural and cultural tourism 

attractions. According to one farm tourism operator close to the Flinders Ranges in 

South Australia, about 98% of the surrounding stations offer some sort of tourism 

product, and the National Park is their major asset. The farm tourism product on these 

farms, however, is nature-based rather than farm-based, so they did not fit the definition 

of farm tourism used here.  

 

Reported differences between Australia and the UK might be due to differences in 

population densities and geography. Areas of significant scenic value in Australia are 

not necessarily close to metropolitan areas. It appears that proximity to population 

centres is more important to Australian farm tourism visitors. This might be due to the 

dominance of domestic families as the target market for farm tourism, or simply to the 

greater geographic distances in Australia. 

 

There is, however, not much evidence world-wide on the spatial distribution of farm 

tourism operations. Future research could potentially examine the interdependencies 

between different niche tourism sectors including, for example, farm tourism, nature-

based tourism, adventure and cultural tourism and population centres.  
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12.3.3. Farm Tourism Operations are More Common on Some Types of Farm 

than Others.  

 

Beef cattle and sheep farms are the most common types of agricultural production on 

farm tourism properties. There is also a disproportionately high representation of farms 

which might be perceived as unusual: for example, alpaca studs.  

 

There are some types of farms which are under-represented in the farm tourism sector. 

One example is dairy farms, perhaps because daily milking schedules do not allow time 

to run a subsidiary tourism operation. This contrasts with Europe, where traditional 

dairy-farming landscapes are a significant tourism drawcard. A second example is 

sugar-cane farming, perhaps because the growing and harvesting cycles are difficult to 

package as a tourist attraction, or perhaps because tourists are interested principally in 

livestock. And a third example is intensive livestock production such as pig farms, 

feedlots, poultry or egg production.  Presumably tourists are not attracted to such 

operations because of smell, hygiene and ethical considerations, or perhaps 

governmental regulations do not allow visitors on such farm types. 

 

 

12.4. The Farm Tourism Business  
 

12.4.1. The Predominant Farm Tourism Product is Accommodation and 

Activities on a Working Farm. 

 

Most Australian farm tourism operators offer accommodation on a farm and in a farm 

environment. The presence of the working farm is important. The main target market is 

the family with school-aged children. Farm activities involve milking the cow, 

collecting eggs, and a small animal nursery for feeding and petting. Education is an 

important aspect for the operators, in addition to providing an authentic and genuine 

working farm experience for the public.  

 

Large cattle and sheep stations provide a classical, educational Australian experience 

with special reference to outback and station life. These operations provide guided 
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station tours, and if visitor numbers are sufficiently large they may also run sheep-

shearing or cattle mustering demonstrations, subject to seasonality. Owing principally to 

high labour and maintenance costs and low visitor numbers, they generally do not offer 

the family-oriented activities as described above.  

 

Interestingly, whilst ranches in the western States of the USA are similar in a farming 

context to the stations in Australia, large visitor numbers and a long history in tourism 

has facilitated further diversification into outdoor recreation and family activities in the 

USA (Nickersson et al., 2001; The Dude Ranch Association, 2006).  

 

Currently, there is significant gap in the academic literature, and therefore significant 

potential for future research, in regard to investigating demand-side issues in farm 

tourism world-wide. This research would also have valuable practical implications for 

marketing initiatives.  

 

12.4.2. Farm Tourism is of Minor Economic Importance at a National Scale. 

 

The total aggregate guest capacity of Australia’s farm tourism businesses is 

approximately 14,000 people with a mean price per couple per night of approximately 

AU$129 and an average occupancy rate of 35%, so the total annual turnover of the 

industry is approximately AU$115 million. As of late September 2006 this would be 

about US$86 million. This is only about 0.2% of the Australian tourism and travel 

sector as a whole. 

 

 

12.4.3. The Economic Return at an Individual Enterprise Level is Low, but 

Social Returns are High. 

 

The economic return from farm tourism, and the employment it creates, appears to be 

low on an individual enterprise level. For about half of the operators, tourism 

contributes only 25% to the overall income. Family labour dominates in the farm 

tourism business organisation.  
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Farm tourism operators do, however, receive considerable social benefit from farm 

tourism. In this context, intrinsic values derived from attachment to a particular piece of 

land, pride and interest in continuity of family ownership, and the farming tradition 

appear to have a strong influence on business objectives. 

 

 

12.4.4. Community Issues are Important in Remote Areas.  

 

Cattle and sheep stations in remote areas have a strong association with the wider 

community in those areas. This factor is less important for other farm types. Full-time 

farmers see tourism as a way to promote the area. Some communities get together 

actively in working groups to apply for funding. These communities had a significant 

‘social capital’ which was based upon a strong sense of shared identity and the 

individuals’ skills, willingness and commitment to contribute to the wellbeing of the 

wider community. In other communities, however, including examples in Western 

Australia and South Australia, individual farmers compete against each other over 

limited resources. 

 

Farmers in remote areas endure their everyday struggles with market and climate 

conditions because of their desire to continue within a traditional rural social structure. 

Many businesses in these areas experience great fluctuations in income streams, have to 

service substantial debts, and are highly understaffed. Every remote business 

interviewed confirmed that there is a shortage of skilled labour.  

 

 

12.5. Farm Tourism Business Operators  

 

12.5.1. The Farm Tourism Sector is Highly Heterogeneous.  

 

The vast majority of farm tourism businesses are family businesses on family farms. 

They are a significant part of the rural economy, and also of traditional social structures 

in rural areas. 
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This research reveals, however, that even after adopting a very strict definition of farm 

tourism, the profiles of individual farm tourism operators varied enormously.  For 

example, land areas range from 1-400 000 ha, guest capacities from 2-500 people and 

occupancy rates from 1-95%. For a range of family farm and farm tourism business 

variables, there are statistically significant patterns related either to farm size, operator 

type, or the personal characteristics of the operators themselves. 

 

 

12.5.2. There are Four Distinct Groups of Farm Tourism Operators. 

  

Australian operators can be divided broadly into four main groups. Three of these, 

namely full-time, part-time and retirement farmers, have a long-term farming history. 

The fourth, described as lifestyle farmers, are generally recent amenity migrants. The 

economic importance of farming decreases from the first to the fourth of these, whilst 

the importance of the tourism component increases. Full-time and part-time farms 

pursue farming as their principal economic activity, whilst for the other two groups 

farming is principally a lifestyle.  

 

Full-time, part-time and retirement farm tourism operators generally offer an authentic 

farm tourism experience, whilst lifestyle operators provide higher service standards but 

in a staged farm environment.  

 

 

12.5.3. Full-time and Part-time Farms are Conventional Mainstream Farms.  

 

Whilst full-time farms rely on farming for their overall income, part-time farms 

supplement the household income with about 50% off-farm earnings. Differences 

between full-time and part-time farms reflect both worldwide pressures on the 

agricultural sector, and climatic patterns within Australia. Most full-time farms are 

located in outback regions and other remote areas away from urban centres. Many part-

time farms are in closer proximity to metropolitan areas or tourism attractions. They are 

therefore able to supplement farm income through off-farm work, and also have greater 

opportunities for on-farm diversification.  
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The high percentage of female farm tourism operators in this group is an example of the 

changing role of women in the most recent generation of rural landholders, and its 

impacts on structural change in rural areas. Whilst historically women on farms were 

responsible for the household and helping on the farm as the ‘farmer’s wife’, many 

women now have a working occupation separate from the farm business. Either they 

work off-farm to improve their family’s living standards, or they have diversified on-

farm income through new business enterprises. The capital investment and risks taken 

by diversifying into farm tourism are generally rather low for these two types of farm 

tourism operators.  

 

 

12.5.4. Retirement Operators are a Significant Demographic Group. 

 

Farming in Australia is carried out by an aging population, and this also applies to farm 

tourism. Over 80% of farm tourism businesses are run by people aged 45 years and 

older, with 13% by people aged over 65. Retirement farms are traditional farm 

enterprises which are winding down their farm business operation. These farms are not 

passed on to children because they are too small to be economically viable and would 

not support two generations at once. The older generation has limited options, and often 

has a strong attachment to the place. The dominant farm type is beef cattle production, 

owing to its low labour requirement which allows production in conjunction with on-

farm (semi-) retirement. Farm tourism businesses in this category are run with little 

financial investment and time. Retirement farm operators have generally run 

commercial farm enterprises in the past and are hence more similar in their 

characteristics to full-time and part-time operators than they are to lifestyle operators. 

Farmers are rarely motivated to move in their semi-retirement. Therefore it appears that 

for this group, farm tourism provides an additional retirement income and social 

interaction. If retirement farmers have a high equity in their business they can often 

absorb the declining terms of trade. They live on assets and remain in farming for 

enjoyment and as long as health permits it.  
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12.5.5. Lifestyle Farmers are Different from the Above in Many Ways.  

 

This group of operators have deliberately chosen to run a farm either out of a personal 

lifestyle interest or to qualify for tax benefits available for primary producers. 

Generally, they had a previous career in the city and moved to small properties in a rural 

area later in their life. Although they provide farm activities to guests, these are likely to 

be staged and on a different scale compared to the other groups. Interestingly, lifestyle 

operators have the highest occupancy rate and return from tourism. This might be 

explained by the relatively low amount of time dedicated and necessary for the farming 

component, and the professionalism the operators have from previous city careers and 

life. Family issues, inheritance and succession are least important for lifestyle operators. 

 

12.5.6. Retirement and Lifestyle Farms Will Have a Significant Impact on 

Future Rural Socio-economic and Land-use Patterns. 

 

The presence of retirement and lifestyle groups amongst tourism operators in general 

has only recently received attention (Johnson & Rasker, 1995; Ateljevic and Doorne, 

2000; Hall & Rusher, 2004). Small-scale tourism businesses examined have ranged 

from retail and craft to motel, hotel, and B&B accommodation providers (Shaw & 

Williams, 1987; Getz & Carlsen, 2000). Farm tourism has previously been examined 

from an agricultural and/or rural development point of view and importance has been 

placed on it as a form of on-farm diversification (Evans & Ilbery 1989, 1992; Ilbery 

1991; Ilbery et al., 1998).  

 

The high percentage of lifestyle entrepreneurs with little interest in traditional rural 

social structures reflects a new amenity movement in some Australian rural areas, with 

associated impacts on socio-economic structures (Buckley, Sander, Ollenburg, & 

Warnken, 2006). There is a new form of intergenerational transfer, with rural 

immigrants entering into farming in later stages of their working life, combined with the 

establishment of a tourism business. This amenity movement, however, is not based 

upon opportunities offered by family farming and in fact increases the pressure on the 

farming sector. Because people are now placing increasing value on natural and cultural 

heritage, and on recreational opportunities available through of private ownership of 
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rural land, agriculture has to compete with these alternative forms of land use. These 

emerging values, however, are not attached to the productive capacity of the land, and 

highly fertile agricultural areas may be transferred irreversibly into residential blocks. 

High land prices also restrict the capacity of many agricultural businesses to increase 

scale to maintain competitiveness. 

 

The issues associated with amenity migration and its impacts on social and physical 

land-use patterns are highly topical in Australia, and merit future research. 

 

 

12.5.7. Lifestyle Has Different Meanings to Different People. 

 

Overall, the term lifestyle was apparent throughout the interviews, but different 

operators associated different meanings with it. For traditional farming families (full-

time, part-time and retirement), lifestyle was associated with farming as a family 

business and the satisfaction of intrinsic values which the farming occupation brings, 

including autonomy, freedom, and identification. For long-term full-time and part-time 

farms, lifestyle was also strongly intertwined with family stewardship and a 

responsibility to keep the land in family hands.   

 

Lifestyle operators had a different approach. Their meaning of the term lifestyle was 

associated with a change in living circumstances, the choice to run a farm as a hobby or 

to bring up children in a rural environment away from the pressures and challenges of 

city life. For some operators, farm tourism was part of this lifestyle choice from the 

beginning, whereas for others it was a tool to support a farm lifestyle choice financially. 

 

 

12.5.8. Attachment to Place is a Key Factor for All Farm Tourism Operators.  

 

Despite different interpretations of the term lifestyle, there was a common ground 

amongst all operators: they were attached to the place and the rural lifestyle that comes 

with it. This attachment might be related to the family history on the property, or to the 

deliberate choice to live on that particular piece of land.  
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12.5.9. Inheritance is Important Only for Full-time and Part-time Farms.  

 

Sentimental attachment to the place is high across all four groups, but inheritance has 

greater importance for full-time and part-time farms, which have often been in the 

family for several generations. 

 

Although there are as many second, third and higher generation owners amongst the 

retirement farmers as in the part-time farmers group, inheritance is less important, with 

less than half of the operators intending to pass on the property. Therefore, retirement 

farms will soon be changing ownership outside the family. It can be expected that in 

some landscapes the farm population will soon be considerably different.  

 

Inheritance is least important for lifestyle farm operators.  

 

12.5.10. Succession Has Little Relevance for Farm Tourism Businesses. 

 

As observed for family businesses in general (Barnes & Hershon, 1995; Bird et al., 

2002; Getz & Peterson, 2004) there is little succession in the farm tourism business 

sector. Farm tourism businesses are a very personal choice, and reflect individualistic 

features of the operators themselves.  

 

For the majority of these businesses, farm tourism did not present an opportunity to 

involve the children and generate sufficient income for two generations on the same 

property.  For the few farm tourism businesses that were handed over from parents to 

children, the families were placed under considerable emotional stress. There were three 

main reasons for this stress. Firstly, the younger generation was pressured to take over 

the business, but not given the authority and freedom to run it. Secondly, the vision of 

the founder could not always be shared with the second generation. And thirdly, the 

older generation was often reluctant to give up control over the business. 

 

In these cases, it also appeared that guests who were used to visiting the original older 

farm couple sometimes had difficulties in adapting to the younger generation, and saw 

succession as a threat to the authenticity of the experience. Therefore, although critical 
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issues relating to succession are similar to family businesses in general, the authenticity 

of the product that is strongly intertwined with the older generation constitutes a 

significant additional burden to succession in the farm tourism business sector.  

 

12.5.11. Succession is Not a Means to Secure Inheritance.  

 

As mentioned above, inheritance was only important for full-time and some part-time 

farms. Although farm tourism was an on-farm diversification strategy for these farms, 

there was no indication that it was a means to secure long-term property ownership 

within the family. In fact, where children grew up within a farm tourism business, they 

often gained rather negative impressions of the undesirable working and living 

conditions associated with close interaction with guests in their home, and were 

therefore less likely to run a farm tourism business themselves. 

 

 

12.6. Family Farm Tourism Businesses 
 

12.6.1. Farm Tourism Operators Have Diverse Motivations. 

   

The majority of farm tourism enterprises in Australia are started and run by people with 

a background or interest in farming – people for whom family, land and business are 

strongly intertwined.  

 

This research revealed a predominance of social interests amongst Australian farm 

tourism operators. Farm tourism provides an opportunity for them to enjoy the freedom 

of the farming lifestyle in combination with an additional income. This matches 

previous findings from New Zealand and contrasts with those from North America.   

In Australia, however, most farm tourism operators are motivated by a combination of 

factors, and the relative importance of different factors differs both between different 

types of farm, and between different stages of farm family lifecycles.  Closer 

examination may well show that these complexities also apply in the Northern 

Hemisphere.  
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Almost all operators are proud of their properties and enjoy meeting people.  Farm 

tourism helped to satisfy the operators’ intrinsic values such as social companionship 

and showing and sharing the aesthetic values of their properties. For many operators, 

farm tourism provides a critical supplementary income which allows landholders to 

work on- rather than off-farm, and to keep the property for themselves and future 

generations.   The availability of spare accommodation facilities is an important issue 

for some landholders but not others, and can contribute either to income or social 

opportunities.  A supplementary income is an important consideration for many, but few 

expect that income to be large.  

 

These broad nationwide patterns can mask some highly significant differences between 

different types of farm.  There is a broad distinction between: (a) long-term farming 

families who have a background solely in agriculture, generally own broad-acre 

properties raising traditional agricultural commodities such as crops or livestock, and 

rely on the farm property to provide their primary livelihood; and (b) more recent 

amenity migrants with an interest in rural farming lifestyles. 

 

For the retirement farmers, the motivations are to gain social opportunities and a less 

labour-intensive means of earning an income.  Similarly, for the older lifestyle farmers 

the motivation for farm tourism is to provide retirement income and social 

opportunities, taking advantage of what might otherwise be spare time; whereas for the 

younger lifestyle operators, the motivation is to support a country upbringing for their 

children.    

 

Because of these differences in motivations, different farm tourism operators are likely 

to respond quite differently to government programs and incentives relating to 

agriculture, to tourism, or to land management goals such as private conservation.  From 

a tourism perspective, the supply of farm tourism accommodation, attractions and 

activities is dictated as much by factors affecting farming and farm families as by those 

affecting the tourism industry directly. 
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12.6.2. Farm Tourism Businesses are Established in Response to Specific 

Trigger Events. 

 

Motivations were complex, individualistic and it was often a series of events that led 

into farm tourism with one key event as a trigger. For most of the full-time, part-time 

and retirement farms this key event was commonly an external factor such as a crash in 

commodity prices. Some lifestyle operators were also driven by the need to create an 

additional income in order to finance property rates and taxes. Dominant internal trigger 

events were related to health restrictions, ageing, bringing up children at home or other 

personal values.  

 

 

12.6.3. Family Farm tourism Businesses are a Special Constellation of Family 

Businesses.  

 

Family, business and ownership are contemporary themes in family business research 

(Aronoff & Ward, 1995; Aronoff, 1998; Bird et al., 2002; Getz & Carlsen, 2005). 

Family farm tourism businesses are special in that they incorporate two interrelated 

business dimensions – the family farm and the farm tourism business. Two 

constellations could be identified in this research – farm tourism as an adjunct to a core 

farming business, or farming as an adjunct to a more dominant farm tourism business. 

In either case, however, farm tourism has been chosen as a strategy to satisfy a 

combination of personal and family needs, and the needs of a farm business.  

 

 

12.6.4. Family Needs and Values are Critical for Farm Tourism Business 

Operators. 

 

This research identified strong interrelationships between family values and both the 

farm tourism business domain, and the transfer of ownership of the family farm. These 

interdependencies were different for different groups of operators. For lifestyle and 

retirement operators, family values were concerned with a range of personal aspirations 

including living and retiring on a farm, bringing up the children away from urban 
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pressures, and so on. For part-time and full-time farms, family values were strongly 

associated with family history and responsibility, and with the family’s status within the 

wider community.  

 

 

There are strong interactions between family needs and some aspects of farm tourism 

business operations, notably the seasonality of the tourism business and the close host-

guest interaction. These issues often put a strain on families with school-aged children. 

Family conflicts could not be carried out in front of guests, and the school holiday 

season collided with the peak tourism season. Children growing up under these 

circumstances commonly showed no interest in farm tourism themselves. 

 

Another critical interaction between family and business objectives relates to the 

continuity of the farm tourism business into succeeding generations.  

 

 

12.6.5. Classical Family Business Development Models Find Little Application 

in Family Business Research.  

 

Although this research did not specifically set out to test the Three-Dimensional 

Development Model of family businesses proposed by Gersick et al (1997), it can be 

concluded that there is little application for this model in the farm tourism sector. Less 

than 10% of the farm tourism businesses have been subject to succession, and even 

those that were, did not expand the business significantly or develop more complex 

forms of ownership. Situations with two generations working side-by-side were rarely 

encountered. Some operators had young school-aged children at the time of the 

interviews and surveys, and others had brought up their children earlier in the history of 

the business. In the latter circumstances, the children generally did not show an interest 

in ever running a farm tourism business.   
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12.6.6. Most Farm Tourism Operators Have Little Intention of Growth and 

Development.  

 

As identified for small tourism businesses in general (Dewhurst & Horobin, 1998; Getz 

& Carlsen 2005), farm tourism business are characterised by relatively low 

professionalism and potential for growth and development.  

 

Results from this research indicate that most operators make little investment and have 

little intention for future growth. Many farm tourism operators saw growth as an 

interference with their lifestyle objectives. They wanted to keep the size of the business 

small for several reasons: to have enough time for the farm and themselves; to remain 

below the GST tax reporting threshold; or because an expansion would not fit into the 

original business philosophy. Importantly, interviews revealed that the philosophy of 

providing an authentic farm experience is so deep-seated that it constrains growth for 

the farm tourism businesses concerned. Because growth would imply the employment 

of non-family staff and the move from management to a more strategic position in the 

business operation, successful operators decided not to expand although demand in 

some cases was higher than supply.  

 

 

12.6.7. Farm Tourism in Australia is Becoming an Increasingly Staged 

Experience. 

  

In a broader context, socio-economic and structural issues arising from the detailed 

examination of the Australia farm tourism sector are relevant for future consideration of 

rural development in research and practice. Farm tourism can indeed be a significant 

tool to preserve rural societies and lifestyles even if it does not yield a significant 

economic return at an individual enterprise level. 

 

It seems likely that in the absence of political support for on-farm diversification into 

tourism on traditional farms, in attractive rural areas of Australia, an authentic long-term 

family farm population will gradually be replaced by a lifestyle amenity farm 

population. As this research identified, farm tourism is not an economic saviour for 
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long-term farm families and the social rural structure they represent. Moreover, farm 

tourism attracts a group of entrepreneurs with a city background, driven by lifestyle 

motives, who educate people about farming.  

 

If this trend continues the Australian public will become increasingly estranged from the 

reality of modern farming. In times of growing concern about food safety and quality, 

farm tourism has the potential to inform and involve the public in the process of food 

production, but only if it is carried out by actual food-producing farms. in practice, 

however, it seems that farm tourists are attracted not by the harsh commercial realities 

of industrial or production farming, but by a romantic and idyllic perception of farming 

provided as a product by lifestyle farmers.  
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12.7. Policy Issues and Implications  
 

 

12.7.1. Policy Measures May Affect the Four Farm Tourism Types Differently. 

 

Within Australia, the principal policy-related conclusion from this research is that whilst 

from the perspective of tourism marketing agencies, farm tourism may appear as a 

homogeneous sector of the tourism industry, from the perspective of the farm tourism 

operators it is highly heterogeneous, with at least four different family-business 

categories involved.  Any policy initiative, whether from an agricultural or a tourism 

perspective, will affect these different groups in different ways.  For example, a 

government grant programme for tourism infrastructure investment which required 

matching cash contributions from the landowner, is likely to be taken up more by 

amenity migrants with cash but little land, and less by long-term farmers with land but 

little cash.  That is, an apparently uniform policy programme could well have a highly 

differential impact, pushing rural land use away from production and into consumption.  

Other policy instruments might have opposite effects.   

 

 

12.7.2. Individual Farm Tourism Operators Have Different Drives and 

Thresholds for Change. 

 

In addition to the broad distinction between the four major groups, it is clear from this 

research that because of their different family and financial circumstances, different 

farm tourism operators will have different thresholds for changing the mix between 

farming and tourism in their overall business enterprise.  A small improvement in terms 

of trade for a particular mainstream agricultural commodity might lead the full-time 

farm tourism operators to abandon tourism completely and return purely to farming.  

Those in the retirement group, however, are more likely to be influenced by changes in 

tax policy, for example in relation to capital gains and inheritance, than by changes 

either in tourism, farming or interest rates.  Operators in the part-time group are highly 

susceptible to any financial change, with income and expenditure streams closely 

balanced.  Changes in local employment opportunities, however, may be more 
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significant for these operators than any broad-scale national policy change. Individual 

farm tourism operators will only change their business practices or structure if external 

changes in markets or policies push them past their own internal thresholds.  

 

 

12.7.3. Farm Tourism Operators Deserve Support to Conserve Natural and 

Cultural Heritage. 

 

Global changes to agricultural commodity markets during recent decades have caused 

major disruption to traditional small-scale crop and livestock farming operations in 

many western nations. Initially, most western countries responded with production 

subsidies and price support. In Europe and North America such subsidies made up a 

significant proportion of the total farm income. These direct subsidies have recently 

been reduced, in most countries, because of international trade regulations. To minimise 

disruption to rural communities, and to maintain traditional farming landscapes for 

tourism, Europe in particular has seen a major policy shift to much broader structural 

adjustment programmes in rural areas, with infrastructure for tourism, and payments to 

landholders for conservation of both natural and cultural heritage. Such approaches also 

deserve consideration in Australia. The history of European farming in Australia is 

relatively short, but old farm buildings and infrastructure, and indeed traditional farming 

practices such as long-distance droving, are nonetheless a very significant part of 

Australia’s history. As outlined earlier in this thesis, one of the objectives of many 

Australian farm tourism operators is to maintain historic buildings. Perhaps this 

deserves some public recognition. Even more importantly, many areas of privately-

owned rural land contain ecosystems and plant and animal species of high conservation 

value. More effective and targeted mechanisms to enhance conservation on private land, 

if better informed, directed and audited than current programs, could make a significant 

contribution to Australia’s national conservation strategies.  
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12.7.4. Operator Demographics Provide a Particular Opportunity at Present.  

 

There is a particular opportunity for such approaches at present because of the 

demographics of the rural population. Many farmers and most farm tourism operators 

are 45 years and over, and a significant proportion are 65 years and over and semi-

retired. Taken together, the retirement and lifestyle farm tourism operator groups 

identified in this research make up around 40% of total rural landholders involved in 

tourism. Both these groups are relatively old, and neither group expects to pass on their 

properties to their children, at least not for farming or farm tourism. They do not 

necessarily rely on their land for their major livelihood, but they want to continue living 

on it during their remaining lifetime. These landholders are hence likely to be more 

amenable than most to the potential for voluntary conservation agreements of various 

types. From a conservation perspective there is a particular urgency for such approaches 

since much of the land concerned is increasingly rapidly in value as residential acreage, 

and on the death of current owners is likely to be subdivided unless legally protected 

beforehand. Currently, there is little incentive for landholders to adopt Voluntary 

Conservation Agreements, since these are principally State government initiatives 

which carry costs and obligations with no recompense. Federal government funding 

programmes under the Natural Heritage Trust, in contrast, provide support but with no 

guarantee of conservation management. The two need to be linked. 

 

Meanwhile, farm tourism is effectively providing financial support for these landholders 

to retain their properties, and their traditional farming landscapes and practices. Not 

only do these contribute to conservation of natural and cultural heritage, they also may 

contribute to educating urban residents, particularly children, about healthy food 

production, even if this is a staged farm experience rather than a realistic modern one. 

Support for farm tourism operators can therefore yield policy benefits on several fronts. 
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12.7.5. There are Policy Opportunities in Relation to Training, Insurance and 

the Tax System. 

 

There are two main approaches by which government agencies could support successful 

tourism on farms. The first is through training in small-business practice and service-

industry skills, and assistance in regional tourism marketing. Efforts to date in these 

areas have been relatively ineffective, perhaps principally since those involved have 

little appreciation of farming backgrounds. The second relate to insurance costs and tax 

structures. Farm tourism operators throughout Australia refer consistently to the high, 

and indeed often prohibitive, costs of obtaining insurance for guests to take part in farm 

activities such as horse riding. 

 

In addition, one of the main reasons given for keeping businesses small was to keep 

annual turnover below the AU$50,000 GST tax threshold, and to avoid the need to pay 

taxes and insurances for non-family employees. That is, some of the major barriers to 

entrepreneurial growth in the farm tourism sector are related to government policy. Of 

course, these policies apply across all businesses in Australia, and insurance 

requirements are there for public protection. But perhaps some assistance might be 

considered to help expanding farm tourism businesses to cross this barrier.  

 

 

12.8. Future Research Directions 
 

The family business framework as applied in this research could potentially serve as a 

theoretical foundation for other niche sectors in tourism, including nature-based and 

outdoor recreation businesses. It would be of interest to compare these sectors in terms 

of their family involvement, business development, and ownership arrangements. The 

difficulties experienced during succession and inheritance are of particular interest. 

 

Other topics that merit further research could include, for example, the particular factors 

which contribute to the financial failure of some family farm tourism businesses; and an 

international comparison of the success and professionalism of farm tourism enterprises 

relative to national policy support mechanisms.  
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The rural studies framework, on the other hand, provides opportunities for research 

related to the competitiveness of alternative land-uses. To date, tourism on farms has 

been seen predominately as a form of agricultural diversification. This research, 

however, identified an increasing importance of lifestyle farm tourism business owners. 

It could be of interest to monitor and evaluate in what way this particular group, as 

distinct from amenity migrants more generally, brings new sets of social and human 

capital to rural areas and alters existing social networks and economic foundations.  

 

An additional issue identified in this work is the significant role that private land can 

play in future conservation. Farm tourism business operators might be more open and 

accepting of policy incentives that encourage conservation, relative to rural residents in 

general. A systematic investigation of this issue could have considerable practical 

implications.  

 

 

12.9. Conclusions  
 

 

Family farm tourism businesses are part of a multifunctional rural landscape in 

Australia. Farm tourism operators are a heterogeneous group. They differ according to 

their farming and family circumstances as well as their professional background. In 

contrast to their European and North American counterparts, they started their farm 

tourism businesses through their own motivations, without any political incentives.  

 

The number of family farms in Australia is decreasing, owing to economic pressures. 

This research showed that under current political and economic circumstances, farm 

tourism can not be considered as an economic saviour of family farms in Australia. The 

social benefits seem to outweigh the economic contribution of farm tourism.  

About three quarters of all farm tourism operators in Australia are traditional farmers 

who diversified into on-farm tourism. Their tourism income is minor, and does not 

always measure up to expectations. Station owners in remote areas enjoy the social 

benefit that comes with occasional visitors. Some farm tourism operators have a passion 

to promote the area and the community.  
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About 19% of them are part-time farmers who earn at least half of total household 

income from off-farm work. Intrinsic values that come with farm tourism, combined 

with a small but sufficient income, appear to attract a group of (semi)retirement farmers. 

This group comprises 19% of the sample and is demographically significant in an 

ageing society.  

 

For all these operators, farm tourism is an alternative farm enterprise, a form of on-farm 

diversification, a way to supplement decreasing farming income. For some of these 

businesses farm tourism pays to keep otherwise unused facilities intact. In this context it 

is preserving part of the cultural heritage of Australia’s young history: farming lifestyle 

identity as well as historic farming buildings such as homesteads and shearers’ quarters.  

 

Over a quarter (27%) of Australian farm tourism operators, however, form a group that 

is different from the above in many ways. These are lifestyle farmers who deliberately 

chose to live in rural areas, and to farm for consumption reasons rather than production. 

This emerging group has been recognised previously in the rural studies literature 

(Johnson & Rasker, 1995; Ateljevic & Doorne, 2000; Getz & Carlsen, 2000; Johnson et 

al., 2003). Their links to service industries, including bed-and-breakfast operations, 

have been noted previously.  Their role in farm tourism, however, has apparently not 

been identified prior to this research. The definition of farm tourism adopted here 

required a working farm environment and the promotion of farm-based activities, and it 

was hence surprising that lifestyle operators made up such a significant component of 

the farm tourism industry in Australia. Most of these operators are professional people 

who bring considerable human capital, but also new and competing human values, into 

the rural areas they move to.  

 

Lifestyle entrepreneurs often bring business skills and provide a high-quality tourism 

product that meets the expectations of clients from urban areas. Interestingly, they also 

like to educate consumers about farming. As one operator said, they established their 

farm tourism business “because they saw a need to educate the consumer, particularly 

children” (Interview 13). Lifestyle operators earn a higher proportion of their overall 

income from farm tourism than the other groups.  
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They are attached to a rural lifestyle, which seems to represent an idyll of rural living 

and the romantic perception it generates. The movements of lifestyle-oriented people to 

rural areas have a significant impact on existing land-use patterns. Areas with high 

production value are converted into residential living. Lifestyle operators are attached to 

their land because of its amenity values. They have the financial resources to look after 

it and are potentially a group to target with permanent conservation incentive schemes. 

This is an area that merits further research and has significant policy implications.  

 

As noted throughout this thesis, farm tourism can be considered within, and contribute 

to, two historically distinct theoretical frameworks – rural studies and family businesses. 

This research appears to be the first which investigates the complexity of issues arising 

within both frameworks simultaneously for a narrowly defined niche market, the farm 

tourism industry in Australia. The joint investigation of the two theoretical areas 

simultaneously proved to be of considerable interest.  

 

The main findings form a rural studies perspective include the following. 

 Family farms are the dominant economic and social structure in rural Australia  

 Farm tourism businesses are family farms with a commercial tourism component 

 Farm tourism is an on-farm diversification option for long-term family farms 

under economic pressure  

 The choice to diversify depends upon external political and economic 

circumstances as well as internal family circumstances. 

 Farm tourism is also, and separately, a lifestyle choice for people with resources 

and the desire to live in rural areas. In this context farm tourism is also a 

reflection of new emerging and competing land-use and human capital in rural 

areas.  
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The main findings from a family business perspective were as follows: 

 Family issues are predominant over purely profit-related motives for family farm 

tourism businesses. The nature of these issues, however, is different for the 

different groups of operators. They include: personal aspirations; the security 

which rural areas provide for the upbringing of children; and the preservation of 

family history and values.  

 Overall, farm tourism businesses are run informally, with low professionalism, 

and little intention for growth and development. Increasing insurance costs and 

industry regulation have a disproportionate negative impact on these businesses, 

and many also find marketing difficult. 

 For families with (pre)- school-aged children there are critical conflicts between 

the needs of the family, the seasonality of the tourism business, and the close 

host-guest relationship in farm tourism.  

 Stewardship of family land, and continuity of the property in family hands, is 

important only for long-term farming families. Inheritance is only important for 

full-time and part-time farms. Succession of the farm tourism business is not 

seen as means to secure inheritance of the family land.  

 

The main findings from a policy perspective were that: 

 The four main groups of farm tourism operators are likely to respond to changes 

in farming conditions, tourism markets or government policies in very different 

ways 

 Farm tourism can play a key role in either rural stability or rural change, social 

and environmental as well as economic, and deserves policy attention 

accordingly.  

 

Results presented in the preceding pages show: the current scale, scope, and patterns 

within the Australian farm tourism industry; the motivations of farm tourism operators; 

the links between family, farming and tourism; and the differences between the four 

main categories of farm tourism landholders. These lead logically to priorities for 

further research and policy development.  
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One of the key findings of this research relates to the interplay between farming and 

tourism. Farm tourists, the clients, act as part of the tourism sector – farm tourism 

products are simply one of many possible tourism options for them and their families.  

Farm tourism operators, however, the suppliers, act more as part of the farming sector – 

farm tourism is simply one of many possible farming options for themselves and their 

families.   And farming itself is a lifestyle, whether a working tradition for long-term 

rural families or a newly-acquired opportunity for amenity migrants. 

 

This has major implications for the future of farm tourism in Australia.  Most critically, 

the future of this type of tourism depends as much or more on external factors affecting 

the farm sector as it does on factors affecting the tourism sector. Whilst some Australian 

farm tourism ventures are very upmarket and appeal to wealthy international clients, the 

majority of farm tourism products are relatively inexpensive and accessible, and the 

majority of clients are domestic tourists. The Australian farm tourism sector is thus 

likely to prove relatively resilient to increases in international terrorism and fuel prices.   

 

Instead, the farm tourism sector is likely to be affected more by factors such as 

droughts, agricultural commodity prices, internal migration patterns, and broader 

economic influences on individual wealth and investment.  Any attempt to predict such 

factors is far beyond the scope of this thesis.   

 

One factor which can be considered in this context, however, is the impact of future 

climate change.  It seems likely that this will have three relevant effects.  Rainfall 

variability is likely to increase, so that only the larger farms will remain viable; and 

coastal property may become more scarce and expensive, accentuating the trend to 

inland amenity migration.  Both these factors might increase the attractiveness of farm 

tourism as an income source for smaller farms, whether newly purchased or long-term 

family properties.   
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Appendix A  

Cover Letter and Survey 
Farm Tourism in Australia 

Dear Sir or Madam 
 
As you know, tourism is becoming an increasingly important component of the 
livelihoods of many farmers and rural landholders in Australia; but farm tourism does 
not often get the support it deserves either in agricultural policies, rural development 
program or tourism marketing campaigns.  This contrasts with many other countries 
where the significance of agritourism is well recognised at a regional, national and 
indeed international level.   
 
To improve recognition of Australian agritourism, we are therefore carrying out a 
detailed three-year study of the sector to find out: how big it is; how fast it is growing; 
which parts of the country have the greatest concentrations of farm tourism; why 
farmers and other rural landholders decide to start agritourism enterprises; and what 
factors are critical to the success or otherwise of farm tourism businesses. 
 
The project is being carried out by Claudia Ollenburg, who has a degree in agricultural 
science, a masters degree in agricultural economics, two decades of practical experience 
in farming, and two years of practical experience working in a wide range of 
agritourism businesses and operations in Australia and New Zealand.   
 
Claudia is very familiar, from personal experience, with the difficult issues that farming 
families can face as a result of large-scale changes in agricultural production, and in the 
complexities that can be involved in juggling the demands of a farm, a tourism business, 
family factors, taxes and loan repayments, and the desire to stay on the land and keep it 
for one’s children.   
 
We also appreciate, of course, that although most Australian agritourism operations are 
run as family businesses integrated with family farming operations, there are also some 
very successful examples where large tourism firms operate upmarket lodges and other 
facilities on working farms, through lease or joint venture agreements.   
 
The overall project has five major phases.  First, we have compiled a listing of over 600 
identifiable agritourism businesses in Australia, including yourselves. Using data from 
websites, brochures, marketing agents, etc., we have compiled some broad national 
statistics on, eg, prices, guest capacities, geographic patterns and overall financial scale.  
We should be glad to send you a summary.   
 
 
We are now in the second and perhaps the most important stage of the project.  We are 
contacting selected farm tourism businesses across Australia, including yourselves, to 
request more detailed data as attached.  To obtain an accurate picture of the Australian 
agritourism industry, and the factors which affect it, it is of course important that we get 
reliable information from each of the selected businesses we are contacting, including 
yourselves.   
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We should therefore be extremely grateful it you could spend a few moments to 
complete the enclosed questionnaire and mail back in the pre-paid return envelope.  It is 
as short as possible, given the need to cover the different issues listed above.   
 
Once we have received and analysed the completed questionnaires, we shall again send 
you a summary of results, if you wish.  If you have time and interest, we would then 
like to contact a selection of businesses by telephone, for a short general discussion of 
how these various issues affect you.  At the same time, in the fourth component of the 
project, we are interviewing members of farm and tourism industry associations, 
relevant government agencies, travel agents and holiday packagers, etc to gain their 
perspectives on these issues. 
 
In the fifth and final phase, Claudia will be visiting individual farms and farm tourism 
businesses in person, to learn on the spot about issues, successes and difficulties in the 
form of case studies.  As you will appreciate, because of limitations on her time and 
travel funds she will only be able to visit selected areas.  The case studies will each be 
described in detail in the final project report, which will be published as a book and 
circulated widely.  Nature tourism businesses featured as case studies in our former 
work, incidentally, have reported very considerable marketing benefits, with a value 
running into millions of dollars in some cases, though clearly this depends on the size of 
the business.  If you would like to be considered for inclusion as a detailed case study in 
this project, please let us know as soon as possible, since that will help Claudia to plan 
her travel. 
 
So that Claudia can contact you again, this questionnaire is not anonymous – we have 
asked for your contact details as well as your answers.  There are no questions about 
commercially sensitive issues such as occupancy rates, price discounts, or marketing 
strategies.  Even so, every questionnaire will be treated with complete confidentiality.  
None of the answers you provide will be released outside this project, except in the form 
of summary results where no individual property, person or enterprise can be identified.  
At the end of the project, all questionnaires will be destroyed.  The same applies for any 
information provided subsequently during telephone interviews or site visits, except for 
information that you specifically provide for use in published case studies.  Quotes may 
be used, but with all names and details changed.  If you would still prefer to remain 
anonymous despite these safeguards, then your completed questionnaire will still be 
valuable – but of course, we would then be unable to contact you for any follow up.   
 
We look forward to your involvement in this project, and to further communications 
during the later phases – and of course to receiving your completed questionnaire in the 
near future. 
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If you have any further questions about the project, please don’t hesitate to contact me: 
 
Project Manager:  
 
Ms Claudia Ollenburg 
PhD Candidate 
Department of Tourism, Leisure, Hotel & Sport Management 
Griffith University, Gold Coast Campus, PMB 50 
Qld 9726 Australia 
 
Ph: 07 5552 9194, mobile: 0431 912 281 
Email: c.ollenburg@griffith.edu.au
 
 
Senior Investigator: 
 
Dr Carl Cater 
Department of Tourism, Leisure, Hotel & Sport Management 
Griffith University, Gold Coast Campus, PMB 50 
Qld 9726 Australia 
 
Ph: 07 5552 8364 
Email:   c.cater@griffith.edu.au
 
Thank you very much for your assistance and time. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Claudia Ollenburg 
 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your 
identified personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not 
be disclosed to third parties without your consent, except to meet governmental, legal or 
other regulatory requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other 
research purposes. However, your anonymity will be at all times be safeguarded. For 
further information consult the University’s Privacy Plan at www.gu.edu.au/ua/aa/vc/pp or 
telephone (07) 3875 5585. 
 
I you have any concerns or complaints in relation to the ethical conduct of the research 
project please contact: 
 
The Manager 
Research Ethics, Office for Research 
Bray Centre, Nathan Campus 
Griffith University PMB 50 
Qld 9726 
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FARM TOURISM  

 

PART A.  THE PEOPLE 

These questions are written so as to be answered by the person in charge of the farm 
tourism business.  
 
Q.1. Are you, the person answering this questionnaire, in charge of the day-to-day 
operations of the farm tourism business?                                         Yes   No  
 

Q.2. If not, what is your role specifically in regard to the farm tourism enterprise?  

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
Q.3. What gender are you?   Male             Female  
 
Q.4. What is your approximately age?   
• 15 – 24     
• 25 – 34  
• 35 – 44  
• 45 – 54  
• 55 – 64  
• 65+  
          
Contact Details for yourself. 

Name:  

Address: 

Telephone:                                      Mobile Phone:     

Email:  

 
 

PART B. THE LAND 

 

Q.5a) How many generations does the property belong to your family? ………. 

      b) When did you/your family purchase the farm?  
 
Q.6.  What is the total area of the property, either in acres ……………… or in ha 
……………………. 
 
Q.7.  Is there a working farming operation on this property?    Yes   No  
         If Yes, are you also in charge of its day-to-day operation?                Yes   No  

Q.8. What area (……acres or ….ha) or proportion (…..%) of the  property is used for 
farming? 
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Q.9. If not 100%, what is the remaining portion used for? 
• Homestead  ……………………………% 
• Other tourism buildings   ……………………………% 
• Uncleared native vegetation                     …………………………...% 
• Forestry operations  ……………………………%  
 

 
Q.10. What kind of landscapes does your property include (eg mountain, forests, 
grassland, coastal dunes, desert dunes, Mitchell grass, brigalow, etc). 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
Q.11. Is the property part of a conservation agreement?                               Yes   No  
      Please give its name: 
      
…………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
Q.12.  Are you the owner of the land where the farm tourism business is based, or the 
principal lessee if it is leasehold grazing land as in some States?     Yes   No  
 
 

Q.13.  If you are not the landowner, who owns the land? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 
Q.14. What road access do you have?  
• Private road only     
• Council road  
• Unsealed road only  
• Bitumen road  
Distance to nearest major highway………………….km……………………………min 
Distance to nearest major town……………………...km……………………………min 
 
Q.15. Is there an airstrip on your property?                  Yes   No  
If yes: Is the airstrip the main access for tourists to your property?              Yes   No  

Q.16. Are you more than 2 hours away from the next major domestic/international 
airport?          Yes   No  
 

Q.17. Are you more than 20 km away from the next tourism attraction?  Yes   No  
Please estimate how far:……………………km or …………………hours 

Q.18. Are you more than 20 km away from the next National Park/State forest?  
                                                                                                                        Yes   No  
 

Q.19. Do you market your property as outback experience?    Yes   No  
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PART C. THE FARMING BUSINESS 

 

Q.20. What proportion of the total income on the property is generated from farming?  

………………….% 

Q.21. Is the farm business treated as a commercial primary production operation? 
                                                                                                                         Yes   No  
 

Q.22. What are your major crops and/or livestock? …………………………………… 
 

Q.23. What would you say have been the most important external factors (market or 

government) affecting your farming business over the past 5-10 years?   

(Please be as specific as possible) 

(e.g. change in commodity prices , changes to interest rates , changes to the tax 

systems )  

 
…………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 

Q.24. What would you say have been the most important internal factors (family or 

personal) affecting your farming business over the past 5-10 years?  

(Please be as specific as possible) 

(e.g. children leaving or returning to the land , family members taking on off-farm 

employment ) 

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………. 

 

Q.25. Broadly speaking, are the land, the farm, and the tourism business all owned and 
operated by a single family?         Yes   No
          
Q.26. Are the farming and tourism operations carried out as a separate business?                            
                                                                                                                         Yes   No  
 

Q.27.  If farming and tourism are separate businesses, are they run by the same people?  
                                                                                                              Yes   No  
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PART D. THE TOURISM BUSINESS  

Q.28. What proportion on the total income on the property is derived on tourism?   

 0 %     -   5 %   
 5 %     - 20 %   
 25 %   - 75 %   
 75 %   - 95 %   
                   95%    - 100 %   
 

Q.29. When was this farm tourism business established? Year:…………………. 

 

Q.30. How is the tourism business owned? (Please select one only) 

• Single individual     
• Couple      
• Family Partnership or Family Company    
• Partnership, which includes partners who are not family members   
• Limited Company    

   
 
Q.31. Who is making the decisions in your business? 

• Me   
• My spouse and me  
• The family together  
• An external manager  
Other,……………………………………………………………………………………  

 

Q.32. How did you start your tourism business? (Please select one only)  

• I took over the tourism from my parents                       
      in which generation?..............................  
• I took over the tourism from other family members                      
• I bought the business                        
• I started the business myself                                            

• Other…………………………………………………………………………………  

 

Q.33. Did you get any professional help to start your business?  Yes   No  

 

Q.34. Did you develop a business plan before you started the business?  Yes   No   

Q.35. Did you have a career in another sector than agriculture before you started you 

business?  Yes   No  

If yes, which sector ……………………………………………………………….. 
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Q.36. What kind of tourism accommodation business do you operate? (Please tick all 

that apply) 
 

• No Accommodation    
• Homestead     
• Lodge       
• Bunkhouse /shearers quarters    
• Caravan sites / camping sites   
• Self contained cottage / cabin   
• Other…………………………………………………………………… 
 

Q.37. What is your maximum overnight guest capacity?    …………….people. 

 

Q.38. What is your estimated annual occupancy rate?……………………….% 

 

Q.39. What kind of tourism activities do you provide? (Please tick all that apply) 

• Feeding or petting farm animals   
• Watching routine farm work     
• Taking part in routine farm work    
• Watching specially staged farm demonstrations     
• Taking part in farm demonstrations    
• Horse riding      
• 4WD tours     
• Pick-your-own fruit     
• Other:………………………………………………………………………………. 
 

Q.40. What kind of nature-based tourism activities do you provide on your property? 

(Please tick the 2 most important ones) 

• Wildlife watching   
• Guided bushwalks   
• Unguided bushwalks   
• Birdwatching   
• Canoeing/ kayaking   
Other:…………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Q. 41. How important are the nature-based activities compared with the farm activities 

for your clients?  

(Please choose one answer on the scale that best applied and tick one box underneath) 

Much less 
important 

A little less 
important 

About the same A little more 
important 

Much more 
important 
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Q.42. Do you want to expand nature-based tourism activities in the future?                         
                                                                                                                         Yes   No  
 

Q.43. If you offer horse-riding opportunities, which of the following do you offer?  
      (please tick all that apply) 
 
• Walking slowly on a leading rain in a paddock, typically for small children    
• Guided trail rides for beginners or inexperienced riders     
• Guided or unguided cross-country rides for experienced riders    
• Opportunity to take part in horseback farm work such as mustering   
• Do you provide saddles, tack, riding helmet  Yes   No  
• Do your guests bring their own equipment  Yes   No  
• Do you have your guests sign a specific indemnity or liability waiver before riding?  Yes   No  
 

Q.44. Which of the following categories describe your main clients best? 

• Families   
• Couples                                           
• Backpackers   
• Elderly People   
• Package tours   
• School groups      
Other, please indicate:…………………………………………………………….. 

 

Q.45. What is the major nationality? 
• Australian visitors                                         
• International visitors                    
• Asian             
• European                      
• North American                    
 

Q.46. How do your clients find out about your tourism business? (Please rank the 3 

most important ones) 

Through a travel agent 
Through visitor information centre 
Through “word of mouth” 
Through your website 
Through your brochure  
Through Tourism organizations 
Road signage     
 

Other……………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Q.47. How many members of your family work in your tourism business? 

full-time……...part-time 

 

Q.48. How many non-family staff do you employ in your tourism business?  

full-time ……..part-time. 

 

Q.49. Do you use volunteer labour, such as interns or “WWOOFers” in your tourism 
business?                                                                                                          Yes   No  
 

Q.50.  How many hours a week do you as the manager work in your tourism business? 

• Less than 25h                        
• 25h to 40 h   
• More than 40 h   
 

Q.51.  What proportion of the year does your tourism business operate?  

• Year-round  
• Seasonally, depending on weather or farming factors  
• Weekend, public holidays etc.   
 

Q.52. What do you consider the greatest obstacle to filling your existing guest capacity? 
(Please tick the two most important ones). 
• New business, nobody knows about us yet    
• Cost of advertising and marketing    
• No experience/ skills with tourism    
• Competition with similar nearby agritourism businesses for a limited number of 

clients                          
• Remote location, difficult access, off the beaten track, etc    
• Other………………………………………………………………………………  
 

Q.53.What do you see as the greatest future opportunities for your agritourism business? 
(Please tick the two most important ones). 
• Expand guest capacity and increase number of clients   
• Improve facilities  
• Go upmarket  
• Increase prices   
• Add new farm activities at additional costs  
• Add new nature tourism activities at additional costs  
• Other………………………………………………………………………………  
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Q.54. What do you see as the greatest barrier to increasing your guest capacity or 
improving the level of your facilities? (Please tick two which best applied) 
• Not an issue, we neither need nor want to expand the business   
• We don’t think there is the market demand for it at present   
• We don’t think the additional revenue would justify the cost of additional 

investment capital      
• We don’t want to devote too much time for capital to the tourism business, because 
• It is more important to use it for the farm  

• We don’t have enough cash money available  
• Family circumstances aren’t appropriate at the moment  
• Other……………………………………………………………………………… 
 

Q.55. Do you think your farm tourism operation will be in business: 

• 1 year from now  Yes   No  
• 5 years from now  Yes   No  
 

Q.56. Has your tourism business been successful in the sense of meeting your 
expectations?                                                                                        Yes   No  
 

Q.57. What seems to have been the main factors that helped to make it successful, if it 
is; or prevented it, if it is not? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Q.58. Please name all Tourism Organisations / Agricultural Organisations of which 
your are a member: 
………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

PART E. YOUR FAMILY 

We appreciate that, especially for family farms and family businesses, family factors 
may be as important as financial ones when you make decisions about your property 
and business.  So with your permission, we would like to ask you a few basic questions 
about family circumstances. 
 
Q. 59.  Is this farm a family farm?        Yes   No  
  
Q. 60.  Is the tourism business a family business?      Yes   No  
  
Q. 61.  Are family factors important in your case?      Yes   No  
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Q. 62. How important on a scale from 1-5 are the following statements as family-related 
goals for your tourism business? 
(Please tick one box in each row to indicate how important the statements are for your 
family business.) 
 
 Not at all 

important 
A little less 
important 

Do not 
know 

A little 
more 
important 

Very 
important 

Prevent disharmony among family 
members 

     

Share all key decisions with my 
spouse or family  

     

Provide family members with a job      
Train the children for future 
ownership of the business 

     

Earn enough to support the family      
Ensure the family has lots of free 
time together 

     

Keep this property in our family      
 
 

Q.63. How many members of your immediate family are living on the property? 

 

Q.64. How many members of your immediate family (partner, parents, children etc) are 

currently working on the property? 

……………..full-time……………part-time 

  

Q.65. Of the family members who live on your property, how many have off-farm 

jobs?……….full-time ……………part-time 

 

Q.66. How many children do you have at school age or younger? 

……………………………… 

Q.67. Do you expect to pass the property on to your children in due course?              
           Yes   No  
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Q.68. If no, what is the main reason?  
(Please check the most significant ones) If possible, please number them in order to 
their priority). 
• Children do not want to live here   
• Children do not want to own the business   
• Children don not have necessary skills   
• The business is not able to support them financially    
• The family can’t reach agreement over inheritance    
• The property is too heavily indebted     
• Land prices locally have increased so much that it makes better sense to sell it   
• Other,……………………………………………………………………………  
 

 

PART F. YOUR MOTIVATIONS  

 

One of the most important questions for farm tourism in Australia is to learn what leads 
farmers or people with other rural properties to start agritourism enterprises?  Of course, 
like most such decisions, it is unlikely there will be one simple answer.  There were 
probably many different factors which you took into consideration.  It is generally 
difficult to analyse how complex decisions are made.  
 
To try and help us understand this issue we would first just like you to tell us in your 
words.  Second, we will give you a list of statements about possible motivations, and 
ask you to indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each of them.  
 

Q.69. First, in your own words why did you decide to become involved in a farm 

tourism business? 

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………. 
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Q.70. Second, In this section you will see a series of statements each followed by a 
scale in the form of five boxes.  Please tick one box in each row to indicate how 
strongly you agree or disagree with the statement concerned. 
 

I started farm tourism because: Strongly  
Agree 
 

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly  
Disagree 

I needed an additional income 
 

     

I wanted to earn lots of money 
 

     

I had spare rooms 
 

     

It provides me an retirement income 
 

     

It was a way to keep the family together 
 

     

It gives my children an opportunity to 
work and live on the farm in the future 

     

I am proud of my property and want to 
show it to other people 

     

I wanted to educate people about farming 
 

     

I wanted to be able to stay on my 
property 
 

     

We are retired and have lots of spare 
time 
 

     

I wanted to have my own career 
 

     

I wanted to meet interesting people 
 

     

I wanted to work on the farm rather than 
off-farm 

     

Tourism was the only alternative to 
combine with farming  

     

Our neighbours have done it successfully 
 

     

 

Q.71. Considering your experiences: What suggestion would you give to someone who 

wants to start a farm tourism business but is still uncertain?  

  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………… 

 

Q.72. If you could give advice to the government in order to improve your business 
situation what would you suggest?  
………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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PART G. FOLLOW UP 

 

That’s the end of our questions.  We really appreciate your time, thought and 
consideration in completing them all. Now we should like to offer you something in 
return.  Please indicate below if you would like: 
  

A summary of results from these questionnaires, when we have finished compiling and 
analysing them Yes   No  
 
To be considered as a named case study for detailed description in a book about 
agritourism in Australia? Yes   No  
 
 

Of course, we can only offer any of the above if we know how to contact you, so please 
do make sure that your contact details at the beginning of this questionnaire are fully 
completed.  If you have marketing brochures or other information you liked to send us 
with this questionnaire, we will be very pleased to receive it. 
 

Thank you once again. 
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Appendix B Motivation Free-text Responses  
Spare facilities  

“We had an empty cottage that we felt would be suitable for a farmstay business. It was either do it 

up or pull it down. We like people and cooking, so felt it would be rewarding personally as well as 

financially. It was an opportunity to create an extra income.”  

“We were living off the farm and the homestead wasn’t being used. We are also looking for new 

ways to increase income” 

“Due to illness and the emotional effect on my husband as he couldn’t work he felt he could share 

his knowledge with interested tourists. We had rooms in the house and a cottage that was new and 

because of the wool price crash we had terminated a station hand who we had only employed 2 

months earlier and had built the cottage for.” 

“Tenants in farm cottage were hopeless, so we decided to run it as tourist accommodation. We 

stayed in farm cottages and I knew I could do it well” 

“We had a second house on the property that we purchased. The house was too close to our home to 

rent it out to one family.” 

“In order not to waste the home – we stay in a converted old dairy, we made the home better than 

our house in Sydney. I can’t resist trying initiatives and meeting other people.” 

“We had a spare cottage and we needed extra income and there was no other B&B type 

accommodation in the shire at that time” 

“As we purchased the property the home needed considerable reparation. We had a couple to help 

manage the property and they were interested in running a B&B. We moved to property and keep 

running the B&B at weekends. Probably not financially viable but covers costs.” 

“Both of us worked off farm so we saw it as an opportunity to have a complementary enterprise 

where we could both stay home. We had unused shearers quarters in good condition and could see a 

market opportunity.” 

“We had a spare residence we needed to create a source of income in the 90s during one of our 

many droughts. Commodity prices were insufficient to fund our needs, we were going backwards, so 

started agritourism in 95.” 

“Guest facilities available, experience and capability to offer hospitality as long history of guest and 

visitors to property. Strong awareness of the nature around us and unique experience to offer.” 

“To utilize the main homestead of the farm which became vacant and to earn enough money to 

maintain the homestead” 

“We had accommodation suitable for renting to tourists, additional income to boost our farm 

income. I hope eventually to be able to retire from my part-time  job as School Executive officer 

working full-timeon the farm and tourist accommodation.” 
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“To utilize extra house on property and generate cash flow to improve farm” 

“Because we had 1 existing blue stone cottage and shearers quarters things were tight with wool so it 

seemed sensible to holiday let the cottages. That was in 1985 – in 1989 when wool collapsed I 

realised I should stop doing it so casually and get serious about tourism. We had another cottage in 

1990s so had better economies of scale.” 

“We had a very nice second house, I had come home on the farm from being a history consultant in 

the city. I had good skills in publicity and tourism” 

“We converted a limed shed into a 2 bedroom cottage completely gutted the building so that family 

and friends could visit (very small home for having visitors stay)/ To make greater use of the 

facilities and because we enjoyed family holidays we decided to advertise it for commercial use.” 

“In 1985 my father and I brought out his brothers interest in this property. We use to let friends and 

relatives use the recently built sharers quarters. We started charging rent and advertising and because 

of the location it was an instant success in 1990 when the wool market collapsed. We turned all 

unused buildings into self contained accommodation. The business grew from there and we no 

longer had a cash flow problem.” 

“We have modern shearers Quarters sitting idle for 11 months of the year and our location is ideal. 

We also get along with everybody.” 

“We went into tourism to encourage family interest as well as use empty homes vacated by relatives. 

My ancestors have along history in hotels” 

“Purchased next door farm in 1989 which meant we had spare homestead (now permanently leased) 

and a cottage which my wife decorated and furnished to meet a demand in winter for skiers visiting 

nearby ski fields” 

“We got a empty Chalet and tourism is booming so we may use it as it is only wasted” 

“We had a spare house and needed an extra income” 

“Bought a 9 acres property, 1 hr from Perth with an acre of asparagus growing. The property also 

had a main house and a separate cottage. As I retired it promised the opportunity for extra cash 

income through production of the crop and setting up a B&B using the cottage.” 

“To justify/make viable the restoration of historic farm buildings as a long term investment. As part 

of a larger community enthusiasm for the revitalisation of our historic town and collapsing stock of 

rural building. To fund the maintenance of the property once we restored it and to work from home 

so I could be there for my children.”  

“We purchased the property and it had a spare house on it and it was in an attractive destination for 

tourists.”  

 “We had a spare house that was difficult to let. We enjoy meeting people from different walks of 

life and countries and tourism generates an extra income.” 

“We purchased the cottage for ourselves but were too busy to use it. We therefore rented it out to 
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those who enquired.” 

“We had a new home built for elderly parents which was only used for a short period of the time. 

When the home was no longer required we needed a use or income for it. We had not contributed 

financially to the cost of construction, only the alterations and extensions required for tourism use.” 

“The old farming buildings (1832-1850) has been used only partial and needed a reasons for 

preservation. We like to meet interesting people and tourism created additional cash flow to support 

above.” 

“We have 7 cottages, 3 big houses and a beautiful property. We wanted to utilise the assets more 

effectively as income from wool fell.”  

“The government took about six thousand acres to put in a dam. We had lots of accommodation 

buildings in good order and have to keep them that way by use. Tourism provides us more income as 

we can’t run as many stock.” 

“Both my husband and I had worked in the airline business for many years. We used to dealing with 

people and making sure they are comfortable and looked after. We had a cottage on the farm and it 

seemed a shame for it to be wasted. So with our previous experience plus I had run my own catering 

business, we live in a pretty area with plenty of interesting things to do. Tourism was a reasonable 

logical step for us to take.” 

“To share our historic property and to bring in more income from existing buildings.” 

“We had 2 lovely cottages with no-one living in them. We decided to open them up to the public to 

share this beautiful part of the world.” 

“The houses are on the property and the possibility (council willingness) to make a great camp 

situation. Such a great place to share. The incomes if any helps to pay the improvements otherwise 

the buildings are the assets.” 

“We have a very large historic home, with spare bedrooms and bathrooms, so the infrastructure was 

there. I appreciate the pocket money and it gave me an interest. I enjoy meeting people and take 

more interest in housework as well.” 

“I was involved with shire and tourist centre. There was a lack of accommodation at the time and the 

property was suitable for tourist accommodation.”  

“Our children left home. I needed to do something. The home and the garden were assets and having 

not been used. I needed people around me and a challenge. I now see a reasonable income but very 

limited by costs. The business added value to the property.” 

“We have a lot of heritage buildings which require constant maintenance so using them is the best 

way to maintain and hopefully use the income from the guests to pay the maintenance.”  

“The property included an old stone building which needed extensive renovation.”  

“We had cottages on the farm which couldn’t be separated”  
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“When my husbands parents died we were left with the family homestead. Because of the 

sentimental value associated with it plus the fact the homestead is on the farm title (our home is on 

separate title), we decided to turn it into holiday accommodation. This meant that the family could 

also use it if they wanted.” 

“To help maintain a large homestead.” 

“The house was available and had to be maintained irrespectively of it use. It is only 80 metres from 

our house so we did not want to let it permanently to protect our privacy to some degree.” 

“All our children have gone to boarding school. We have a big house and gardens which I worked 

hard in. I enjoy meeting and entertaining people and I am happy to share with them. We have a lot 

of wildlife and a big water way which is unique with lots of birdlife. I felt we had something to offer 

and in return be rewarded.” 

“Previously had historic house rented for A$ 110 per week and deteriorating. Now it earns enough to 

pay for maintenance costs. Strong demand for accommodation in this area so we should raise 

income from A$ 5500 per year to A$ 20 000 per year (gross).” 

“We built a house against the day that we needed a manager who had a family. So far it has not been 

needed but the money its cost needs to earn interest one way or another. Our architect son had a 

burning desire to build an eco friendly house which is usually let to romantic couples.” 

“We had a spare farm house and tourism was the go. We like meeting people and getting involved 

with them. Our area has a lot to offer to city people in the way of lay back way of life.”  

 

 

Additional income  

“The deer industry is in disarray and we had too many meat animals. The shell/R.A.S. media group 

came to our farm ate our venison and were most encouraging and shortly after we started attracting 

coaches. Our involvement with home hosting overseas guests from ‘the friendship force’ gave us the 

confidence to commence our B&B operations.” 

“To increase our viability from a low farm income” 

“To help replacing income lost due to dairy deregulation and I have a long time been interested in 

agritourism in trying to diversify the enterprise to make it more sustaining”  

“One of the few diversification options, change from heavy work of farming, chance to meet 

interesting people”  

“To provide an adequate and predictable income stream to support comfortable rural family 

lifestyle” 

“Supplement farm income, added work opportunities for 3rd and 4th generation” 

“This is value adding opportunity and to use the infrastructure that is used 2 weeks a year. I also 

enjoy educating people about pastoral life historically and in contemporary sense”   
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“This is value adding opportunity and to use the infrastructure that is used 2 weeks a year. I also 

enjoy educating people about pastoral life historically and in contemporary sense”   

“I wanted to work for myself, work from home so I could be there for my children. I like the role of 

a farmer showing guests the animals and the outdoors entertaining. The farm does not provide 

sufficient income (drought problem) so alternative income is necessary. Currently, just a big debt 

but project is long-term to secure my future (single parent).”  

“Very bad drought lead to tune on hands, saw a market and it evolved from campers/fisherman who 

visited regularly.” 

“Necessary to support ourselves, homestead required renovating urgently, homestead removed as 

drain on farm income, homestead is historical building and hence desirable for tourism” 

“Looking for a way to make additional income, to diversify. We are living in isolation and through 

tourism we can meet a range of people but decided on self-contained cottage so it wouldn’t interfere 

with our family life. We have a unique property (scenery) and are relatively close to Sydney and 

there was an obvious demand from people to come and stay.” 

“To diversify our farm income and make more money.” 

“This was a natural growth into tourism with people seeking our advice about organic farming and 

wanting to see what we are doing. Also farming as a business like all businesses needed to grew and 

value add to stay competitive. Tourism was a way to back up the farming, like an insurance policy 

as ‘mother nature’ can be unforgiving as crops fail - so tourism was seen as regular income not as 

seasonal as crops growing” (farm tours)  

“Needed additional income” 

“For additional income provided by usage of part family home vacated by adult family” 

“Provision of extra income. We feel privileged to be able to show children from the city what life is 

like in the country and to share knowledge about animals. Japanese students especially appreciate 

open spaces, wildlife, Australian culture and stars at night” 

“A small farm needs to diversify in order to be viable. Past career set a basis of sound people and 

communication skills and a need to spend time with others. An obvious niche market in a growing 

tourism district.” (sales and small business before)  

“To increase revenue and open up the farm to the public. As it is Crown Land all Victorians should 

have access to the facilities” 

“To utilize extra house on property and generate cash flow to improve farm” 

“To value add the primary product (lavender) and to work on site because of school aged children” 

“To make a living as return to capital agriculture to low to do so on our capital.” 

“It was the decision by my parents to keep the property running. Tourism became one of our 

incomes and provides for us when we are in times of drought etc.” 
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“Opportunity to provide income to compensate failure of the wool price scheme. The location lends 

itself as an alternative” 

Farming was struggling badly (never able to go on holidays and always being careful with our 

money). I enjoy people and sharing our farm life and felt the B&B idea would be great and could be 

a way. I could help financially without leaving the property each day and could still be there for my 

kids and husband.” 

“There are many good times in farming but the bad times last longer. You are at the merey of the 

world economy. I am sure tourism does a better and stable long-term future and is an expanding 

market”  

“To stay viable, very interesting occupation, tourism is less physical than the farm work. My partner 

really wanted to help with tourist section and also to help educate grandchildren” 

“There was an obvious opportunity given highly valued natural attribute of the Flinders Ranges, but 

the main reason was to supplement our income from the sheep and wool enterprise, which has been 

in decline in real terms over along period. Diversification of our business base to an enterprise not 

necessarily totally reliant on rainfall and with fewer issues in relation to land degradation was seen 

as substantially adding to the sustainability of out family business. Also the traditional grazing 

enterprise could be run on a more sustainable basis if we were not totally reliant on it.” 

“By necessity, to increase viability of whole operation due to increases on leases, insurance etc.” 

“To generate more income on a small acreage”  

“To earn a little extra pocket from one nit for 6 people, helping out with boarding school fees. Faith 

that the product would be successful given the competition. We can now accommodate 40+.” 

“To offset costs of buying this property. We aimed at having a small part-time  business but with its 

success it has now become our main source of family income.”  

Need to generate some income from a small property. Need to diversify. Threat to boundary forest. 

Tourism venture was a way of saving this forest. Unique attractive buildings plus re-ranting of 

Bibbuhmen track past our door. Both of us confident and experienced in dealing with people.”  

“Needed a quick business to create some form of income while developing farming business.” 

“We had a very big spacious house we bought in 1994. We needed a additional income to 

supplement our children’s education. We also felt having been wheat and sheep farmers in another 

area we had a lot to offer our guests in hospitality and enjoy meeting people and sharing our 

beautiful part of the world.”  

“I had the ideal site at a time there was a shortage of accommodation in the area.” 

“Our small farm is not as productive as we would like, due to its size, poor soil and diminishing rain. 

My husband is in his late 60s and plans to lighten his workload. Diversity of income is safer than 

relying on a good season always. Mental health benefits us, by meeting different people (less 

isolated). Adding to our capital by utilising existing skills. We see tourism as a future growth 
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industry in our region.” 

“I was disillusioned with the health system, all the wrong people are getting the top jobs. My mother 

was moving to Busselton and suggested I give the B&B the go. Self employed and all that. This 

farm takes up a lot of my time leaving very little work off farm to pay the bills.”  

“We decided to become involved with tourism because the farm was not viable and we loved the life 

so much and wanted to stay. We needed the extra income to survive and it has been wonderful all 

round.” 

“As extra income source and to give people insight into where and how beautiful a spot we live in, 

no need to lock doors the only place in the world where the place is always lift open. Really to 

provide those mad city dwellers a place to unwind for a couple of days, they come all spruced up 

and leave bedraggled, nosy cheeked happy and tired physically – not mentally.”  

“To diversify farming in order to survive farming”  

“It started of as a sideline. As cattle prices went down and interest rates went the tourism business 

became an important extra source of income.”   

“I realised that tourism in the outback was growing and no one in our area was participating. The 

company was struggling and there was a real means of diversification out here so I prepared a 

business plan for the board and said I would set up and run it for 3 years to prove it could work and 

then we would negotiate.” 

“Retired from full-timeemployment. Had for a long time engaged in tourism on an historic property. 

Needed to generate income to maintain and conserve historic buildings.”  

“When my husband was alive and decided to ‘retire’ early from office admin and have a hobby 

leased income of my own on the farm.” 

“Following the deregulation of the dairy industry in 2000 our income dropped by 30% with no 

possibility of expanding our dairy (and not being convinced that would help) we decided to make 

use of what we had -  great scenery, a well set up dairy, closeness to Brisbane. We quickly 

determined that there was a huge untapped demand for family oriented farm tourism.”  

“Before coming to Australia we run a successful B&B in Scotland. We intended to do the same here. 

VisitOz started to meet the overseas demand and then expanded following fall in cattle prices in the 

mid 90s.” 

“Financial difficult, due to high interest rates and severe drought. We needed to diversify our 

property to save us from getting employment elsewhere.”  
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“Economics, this farm was my dream. I do not seem to have had a choice. I have been driven against 

all odds to regenerate and look after this land which had no live when I arrived. Now the property is 

alive with trees, native animals and birds. The farm is beautiful and has helped to change the views 

of many people. I cannot imagine life anywhere else. This is so important to live in harmony with 

our surroundings in a balanced lifestyle. The cottages will bring in the money to carry on in the 

future.” 

“Extra income – diversification.” 

“We were asked to join the ‘Host farm association’ in 1994 and as ‘Minmore’ has always had many 

visitors (non paying) we thought we would extend operations and make it a paying venture as the 

cattle industry at the same time was not good. Tourism for us has been successful but only in a small 

was as the farming and grazing interests come first.” 

“It did not rain from 91-97. We needed to diversify.” 

“We both like people and have been interested in tourism as an interesting and challenging 

occupation. We also needed and alternative source of income as farm income is not great. So this 

seemed like a good idea given we felt we have a good tourism product.” 

“We wanted interested people to have the opportunity to see what life was like on an outback cattle 

station, to experience the realness of our way of life. Secondly the extra income would be welcome.” 

“Climate conditions, myself having to go off farm for additional income, thought it would be easier 

if we were all involved in something together. Did some research into farmstays and thought we can 

make this work. Built 2 self contained cottages so while 2 still worked for some years we made it 

work.” 

“We owned a small hobby farm which we purchased when our children were young (for lifestyle 

and recreation). We looked at many enterprises to make some supplementary income but none suited 

us. From my teaching background I decided a children’s farm was the best option. What was once a 

small part-time business, now supports 3 full-timeand 3 par time employees and is still growing.” 

“To increase farm revenue while the facilities were already on the property.”  

“Low prices and drought. We had a lot of infrastructure (e.g. shearers quarters) and plenty of tourists 

driving through the areas.”  

“The government took about six thousand acres to put in a dam. We had lots of accommodation 

buildings in good order and have to keep them that way by use. Tourism provides us more income as 

we can’t run as much stock.” 

“My wife suggested it as a means to add income. One way in which we could diversify.” 

“To restore and preserve a century of family farming and history. This is a working property 

experience for visitors. Tourism is a ‘drought resistant income’ and we enjoy the company of people 

from all over the world.” 

“To generate extra income, meeting people. We are expanding further into rural museum which 
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hopefully will generate more requiring accommodation, will quit dairy milking and expand beef 

operation.” 

“Fluctuating market prices for mangoes and other produce. Drought with cattle and prices.” 

“Diversification. High land rates at times poor commodity prices. Our tourism business provides 

year round cash flow what the farm cannot.”  

“We decided on a farmstay because of financial necessity and a realisation that because of our city 

upbringing there was a market for people to enjoy what we take for granted.”   

“I had a property and wanted to diversify from farming and tourism seemed the logical answer.”  

“In our forties we started our tourist business when my husband lost his job. Very difficult to find 

work as he has no special skills or qualifications. Operated for 12 years, borrowing money to make 

improvements.”  

 “We had three drought one after the over. It took 17 years to finish the house. Through tourism we 

can remain on the property and keep the land. I had the facilities with the assets and no liabilities.” 

“To generate another income other then wool and sheep. Also needed to justify expenditure on 

homestead restoration and expanding gardens.”  

“Alternative income source. Availability of original farmhouse on property. Unsatisfactory 

experience with previous tenants. Rapid increase in the popularity of the Swan Valley.” 

“To help with income” 

“We wanted to earn income from our animals.”  

“To diversify income, provide an easier life for my father than cutting timber for split posts.” 

“When the children went to boarding school we had room and no money.” 

“I thought it might help to contribute to the finances and is a good use for the spare cottages. We 

enjoy meeting and entertaining people.”  

“The property is heritage listed and was already opened to the public by previous owners. The 

primary motivation is to generate a business which will support us financially. We currently 

live/work full-timein Sydney fly to SA once a month. We have full-timemanagers, a share farmer 

and odd job man (part-time ) operating the business day to day.” 

“I am interested in farming, but believed there was little money in faming, but farm tourism had 

possibilities.” 

“We needed an additional income and a source of income other when farming which has low 

periods of income. I saw a need for farm tourism in our area and a future for our children and 

ourselves.” 

“Public demand when we were retailing our value added products.”  

“Just by accident, we had unused animals.”  
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Lifestyle  

“Lifestyle first, then need to make the farm work financially” 

“as a semi-retirement business project, farming is very secondary, wanted a rural location for 

tourism business”  

“To be able to return home from paid working agricultural job in Victoria and work on the family 

farm.” 

“Need to move to an independent lifestyle wanted more physical space, rural lifestyle. Wanted to 

preserve a building of cultural significance for future generations” 

“To provide an adequate and predictable income stream to support comfortable rural family 

lifestyle” 

“My wife is Australian and I am Swiss. We educated our 3 children in Switzerland where I was 

working as a deputy finance director of a large industrial company. With the working age of 50, I 

was looking for a completely new career. We decided to have a hobby farm and built 3 self-

contained cabins.”  

“Good use of land that wouldn’t have been good for much else. Enjoy lifestyle (but lots of hard 

work for not much return)” 

“Because if property did not make income I couldn’t afford to live here in this area of high 

unemployment. Being an artist I had to make what I do for income as well as educating people about 

the environment and sustainable land use, organic vegetables chooks and fruit orchards.” 

“After 4 years living and working on the farm we saw the potential of sharing our part of the 

beautiful valley. So my husband Ron renovated the B&B room and the cabin to councils approval 

and set up to invite guests from all over the world. Pre 9/11 when I lost my husband I decided to 

carry on his dream, I know he is watching over me. Our children are wonderful to me and come up, 

but I know they all have their own families so I try not to worry them and I have comments on how 

good the place looks” 

“Business was started when I moved home from the city. When the couple (not family) that were 

managing the property left the property it was agreed that I would take over the management. I can 

personally see a lot of potential in the farm tourism business with increased promotion etc.” 

“Purpose built for a change of lifestyle” 

“We have been involved in education and agriculture all our life. Having bought a beautiful property 

in a tourist area, sharing it with city tourists as paying customers seemed very worthwhile business. 

It has proven to be so”  

“We originally thought we would leave the farm and go into B&B full time, then decided to try it 

first as an adjunct to the farm. Now we just love it as we meet so many interesting people.” 

“Acquired a primary production business because of an interest in horticulture. Developed into pick 

your own fruit farm and then added cottage accommodation. Arguably, we are now probably 100% 
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agritourism” 

“Enjoy meeting people” 

“Lifestyle choice”  

“A way to live on the property full-timeand use our skills in an appropriate way. Our children went 

to Uni and did not come back. We did not want to be here alone full time.” 

“Enjoy rural lifestyle, enjoy meeting people and talking to people, needed to diversify to increase 

income, seemed like a natural progression, genuinely believe that rural properties should be 

accessible in some degree to urban folk” 

“After travelling ourselves we realised the benefit of staying with a local family and experiencing 

the lifestyle” 

“I wanted to provide city folk with farm experience. Enjoy tourism and interaction with clients have 

worked in area 30 years and parents 20 years before that.” 

A lifestyle change from city to the country. Our younger son needed a country environment. I put 

my skills as a hospitality manager into a project that I would control. Now we have a better (busier 

as it turns out) life than city life.” 

“We came to Australia on a business visa which required us to start or acquire a business with 

turnover and employment requirements. As a banker I couldn’t afford a bank and as tourism 

appeared to be an avenue for the future we looked for a suitable vehicle. We love the peace and 

animals so bought a business in receivership which seemed to have lots of potential” 

“To earn money just to support ourselves in an afford to leave the main workforce early” 

“It was an opportunity for me and my partner to live and work together in an otherwise low 

employment area. My partner is the 5th generation on the property and it was important for him to 

remain working on the property” 

“We wanted a small property near the beaches or near a major tourist route to develop 

accommodation for families – for quiet relaxing holidays away from the city” 

“Desire to live an rural environment this seemed an opportunity for additional income needed” 

”Interest in food production, rural life – the changes sweeping society focused us on the need to 

become proficient in the sciences of agriculture and explore new possibilities and ways of doing 

things – sharing”  

“Lifestyle, interest in people, country up brining for children” 

”I was looking for change. My ex husband can no longer manage the farm. Tourism sides as well as 

farm very run down. My children are very emotionally attached to the place and did not want to sell 

it out of our family. I retired with superannuation. Then I met my present husband – electrician and 

ex farmer with own property with new cherry orchard – now producing commercially. Tourism side 

is mine – was extremely baldy run down – now getting very acceptable and getting better known.” 
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“I love my land. I want earn a living of my land with what I love doing, be my own boss, make my 

own decisions – get good feed back.-“  

“To share the history of the property and to give people a chance to experience the life on a farm, 

wildlife and fauna and enjoy the scenery and the space.” 

“Moved here in 1990 with young family. Gave me an opportunity to be home for my children – get 

work at the same time. My husband and I loved travelling and travellers – so it seemed a good 

occupation to be doing. I also loved gardening and was born on a farm. It is nice to be able to grow, 

spin, lain and sell your own product – wool. Nice to know that there are ‘Beanies’ all around the 

world. This gave us a lifestyle that we wanted – but it is getting harder now to keep up the 

maintenance because of a back injury. Also realise that because of cash flow and increasing 

expenses and expectations – unable to retire here – so must move on if we can sell. Our children also 

broadened their horizon through tourism and all three are in Europe now.  

“I wanted to do something new and much needed in the area, and wanted to work from home to be 

there for my husband and children. My husband and I could see the potential for tourism and 4,5 

years down the track it is working.”  

“After 35 years of farming in this area, we sold our farming property and built a B&B I the small 

town of Lake King (30 people) where in semi retirement we could enjoy a tourism venture, which 

can offer accommodation and farm tours on friends properties.”  

“Simply because people said what a beautiful place we had and how friendly we were and that we 

should invite people to share our farming life with us.” 

“Coming back to live on the farm we decided we need to do something to ensure we meet new and 

varied people. We enjoy being hospitable and farm and family have good reputation for hospitality. 

The gardens are special and not many Australian families have gardens across 3 centuries in the 

same family.”  

“We thought we may enjoy the B&B side when we left the farm. Decided after market research, to 

trial on our own farm before we bought a business elsewhere. The enterprise has been more 

successful than envisaged and hence we have stayed. One of the best decisions we have made 

business wise – to start that is.” 

“We have travelled in the UK a lot and enjoyed the B&Bs. I always wanted to farm and we have 

slowly increased property size. We wanted to change direction and climate so moved to a tourism 

region we liked and demand for our planned business was.”  

“We are retiring from the farm partnership in 2 years time and I did not want to ‘retire’ to the coast, 

but to stay on the farm and spend time with the grandchildren. I have been a promotional officer for 

8 shires for 10 years and when promoting the area was always asked “where can I stay”. So I 

decided I could fill this accommodation gap in our area.” 

“I was a teacher, working in administration and lecturing (I have a PhD) and thought a farmstay 
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would: - be conductive to family life, be enjoyable, be conductive to physical well being and mental 

well being and make money.” 

“We had a very big spacious house we bought in 1994. We needed a additional income to 

supplement our children’s education. We also felt having been wheat and sheep farmers in another 

area we had a lot to offer our guests in hospitality and enjoy meeting people and sharing our 

beautiful part of the world.”  

“It was a lifestyle decision for me and my partner. There is a large demand for farmstays close to 

Perth. We wanted to create a traditional farm experience for families and wanted to create a farmstay 

experience for children with life threatening illness.”   

“We retired to a beautiful farm with an enormous house. We re-modelled the house so we could 

share our environment with other people. We live in a family isolated place, so wanted to meet 

people whilst having the choice to close our doors and exclude ‘the world’. Our isolation means that 

the majority of guests are adventurous and interesting.”  

“To change job direction. To fill a need of the market and enjoy company of families.” 

“The children were starting school of the air and I needed to work around the homestead at the same 

time there was a request for some accommodation. We had a couple of spare rooms so I started 

stationstay.” 

“I like to talking to people and offering good service.” 

“As a couple (second partnership for both of us) my partner has been a farmer most of his life. I was 

involved in administration and we decided to take on a smaller farm and built a B&B as part of it I 

had always wanted to do this and after 6 years have achieved this dream.” 

“enjoyed international contact via rural youth activities. Unable to travel to other parts of the 

country. Social interaction with others who come to us. To supplement poor year on farm. Hobby/ 

interest / social” 

“I share our special spot, to show the urban sector that we are good stewards of the land, to enjoy 

company of others and learn from them. Through other I gained a greater appreciation of the land 

even in drought. We take a lot for granted.” 

“We found that there was a gap in the market. So I can work at home while children are young.” 

“Economics, this farm was my dream. I do not seem to have had a choice. I have been driven against 

all odds to regenerate and look after this land which had no live when I arrived. Now the property is 

alive with trees, native animals and birds. The farm is beautiful and has helped to change the views 

of many people. I can not imagine life anywhere else. This is so important to live in harmony with 

our surroundings in a balanced lifestyle. The cottages will bring in the money to carry on in the 

future.” 

“Wanted to experience running a small business when we worked together, we moved to Qld from 

Sydney in 2001 - a partial semi retirement plan?” 
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“Interest in providing accommodation, accessible and designated for people with disability.” 

“We have a very colourful and interesting property and we enjoyed taking people on a tour, 

explaining the bush to them, and building a small business while our children grew up with the 

benefit of people involvement. Allowed us a reason to preserve the beauty of the land from 

degradation, roads etc.” 

“This is something we wanted to do since I was 10 years old (1970). I have worked towards it my 

whole life.” 

“As a child I spent holidays on a farm in Wales and it is something I always planned to do.” 

“It appealed to us in our retirement as a means of supplementing our income and meeting interesting 

people. We have a single cottage with a double bed and this minimises stress. Because of our low 

involved costs it allows us to close the doors and take a holiday when we want.”  

“I felt it would be interesting and enjoyable and something that I could stay at home and do. It fitted 

in with the fact I needed to be able to be on the farm if I was needed. Personally this would also fill a 

void when the 3rd child went to university.” 

“To semi retired first and then later fully retire on the farm.” 

“Our parents initiated the tourism business. They expressed their desire to slow down, have more 

free time in their retirement. My brother and I decided to help. Six months ago the parents moved 

from the property, my partner and I moved in. I now manage the lavender side of the business, my 

brother operates the vineyard and produces wine. I see this as a lifestyle decision – working for 

myself, improve the business and be able to provide parents with reward for their hard work.” 

“It allowed me to move to the country on a smaller cheaper farm.” 

 “We love meeting people and love the Aussie bush and wildlife. We are passionate about 

introducing city folk to the land and the animals especially all of the natural wildlife. We also 

believe that we can successfully make a living and enjoy the area we love in this part of the world.” 

“lifestyle and hospitality”  

“I could not afford to buy a freehold caravan park –motel on the coast. Buying farming land away 

from the coast and putting up cottages was the best alternative.”  

 “We are only a hobby farm. It was started as a farmstay 10 years ago. We only harvest enough to 

feed the animals. We have 12 cottages which is a full-timejob. We bought this business when we 

came to Australia for lifestyle reasons.”   

“Tourism is interesting, challenging, rewarding and something different on only 45 acres.”  

“Looking for a lifestyle change” 

“Our friends enjoyed visiting the farm. We wanted to give families who have no relatives or friends 

on farms an opportunity to experience farm life. I enjoy entertaining and creating an experience that 

people enjoy.”  

“I thought it might be an interesting hobby. Meeting people from all walk of life.” 
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“Because I could do what I enjoyed doing and was good at it and get paid for it at the same time.” 

“I needed to leave Sydney. All the children are married and we were tired and stressed out. We 

wanted a rural environment with income. We don’t have enough money to retire.”  

“The farm was run down in a nice location. I enjoy working with water and doing things up. We 

turned an old cottage into a restaurant with which we serve up our marron yabbies and trout.”  

“It was an opportunity to be our own boss. We plan to extend the B&B side of the business and 

package tours with product sales as a cash flow which the Alpaca stud is developing.”  

“Lifestyle and affective business operation.”  

 

Retirement  

“As a semi-retirement business project, farming is very secondary, wanted a rural location for 

tourism business”  

“We had accommodation suitable for renting to tourists, additional income to boost our farm 

income. I hope eventually to be able to retire from my part-time  job as School Executive officer 

working full-timeon the farm and tourist accommodation.” 

“After 35 years of farming in this area, we sold our farming property and built a B&B I the small 

town of Lake King (30 people) where in semi retirement we could enjoy a tourism venture, which 

can offer accommodation and farm tours on friends properties.”  

“We are retiring from the farm partnership in 2 years time and I did not want to ‘retire’ to the coast, 

but to stay on the farm and spend time with the grandchildren. I have been a promotional officer for 

8 shires for 10 years and when promoting the area was always asked “where can I stay”. So I 

decided I could fill this accommodation gap in our area.” 

“We retired to a beautiful farm with an enormous house. We re-modelled the house so we could 

share our environment with other people. We live in a family isolated place, so wanted to meet 

people whilst having the choice to close our doors and exclude ‘the world’. Our isolation means that 

the majority of guests are adventurous and interesting.”  

“Retired from full-timeemployment. Had for a long time engaged in tourism on an historic property. 

Needed to generate income to maintain and conserve historic buildings.”  

“When my husband was alive and decided to ‘retire’ early from office admin and have a hobby 

leased income of my own on the farm.” 

“Wanted to experience running a small business when we worked together, we moved to Qld from 

Sydney in 2001 - a partial semi retirement plan?” 

“It appealed to us in our retirement as a means of supplementing our income and meeting interesting 

people. We have a single cottage with a double bed and this minimises stress. Because of our low 

involved costs it allows us to close the doors and take a holiday when we want.”  

“To semi retired first and then later fully retire on the farm.” 
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“My husband retired from teaching was looking for something that allowed him to spent time on the 

farm and use his skills. He founded ‘Heartlands farmstays’ and the business prospered. He has since 

left the farm and the farmstay business and it is being now by my daughter and me at a much 

reduced level until I can resign from full-timeteaching in 7 years. 

 

Education Quotes  

“As an ex teacher I still retained a great interest in education. Du to the demand for information on 

Aquaculture we decided to build a visitor centre for groups and families, as well as a place to sell a 

range of farmed products. This worked well for many years until 2000 draughts (which has 

continued) gradually diminished our water supply. Sadly this year we filled in our 32 ponds and now 

run more sheep.” 

“Inform people about farming from either a basic or technical level. Inform people about an industry 

that generally people do not knew much about. Utilise a facility needed in our business further enjoy 

meeting people and getting their opinions about our business.” 

“To show children first hand where the food chain starts and to observe the birth of various farm 

animals and as this is usually their first school camp and away from the family for the first time it is 

a chance to find out for themselves.”  

“We wanted interested people to have the opportunity to see what life was like on an outback cattle 

station, to experience the realness of our way of life. Secondly the extra income would be welcome.” 

“As a teacher in outdoor education I became disillusioned with the system and decided to set up my 

own education school. I completed a P.G. in recreation and as my major feasibility study set up the 

Australian Bush Settlement on paper. I received a school commission grant which allowed me to by 

the failing family farm and set up a replica of a small bush settlement.” 

“My late husband saw a need for children to visit a farm. We moved in 1986 and worked together to 

establish early childhood visits to our farm. In those days we did not see it as tourism just creating a 

business.” 

“The Jondaryan Woolshed as a tourist attraction began and continues mainly to preserve and present 

the historic buildings and collections to preserve this history for future generations.” 
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