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Abstract:  In Slovenia, farm tourism is among the most important supplementary activities on 
farm. On the other hand, its role within tourism sector is rather modest. The paper 
approaches the phenomenon of farm tourism from tourism supply and demand 
perspectives. Employed qualitative methods involved farm tourism holders and 
potential tourists on farm. The results have pointed out that the occurrence of tourist 
farms is primarily the result of farmers' needs and opportunities, and only on 
the second place of expressed demand of tourism market. Farm tourism supply and 
demand factors are interrelated in a rather complex way. Supply is only selectively 
influenced by (perceived) demand since farm tourism providers stick to extant 
idea/image of farm tourism and they are not putting it in question. In this way they 
also affect tourism demand since they shape a specific construct/image of farm 
tourism which attracts only some types of tourists. 
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Izvleček:  Turizem na kmetiji je v Sloveniji med najpomembnejšimi dopolnilnimi dejavnostmi. 
Po drugi strani je njegova vloga v okviru turizma precej skromna. Prispevek 
obravnava turizem na kmetiji tako z vidika turistične ponudbe kot povpraševanja. 
Izvedena je bila anketna raziskava med člani kmečkih gospodinjstev na turističnih 
kmetijah, pa tudi intervjuji z njimi. Poleg tega je bilo opravljeno anketiranje 
potencialnih turistov na turističnih kmetijah. Rezultati so opozorili, da je razporeditev 
in ponudba turističnih kmetij v prvi vrsti odvisna od potreb in pričakovanj lastnikov 
kmetij. Ponudba in povpraševanje turističnih kmetij sta tako povezani na precej 
zapleten način. Povpraševanje le selektivno vpliva na ponudbo, saj ponudniki 
tovrstnih storitev večinoma oblikujejo/gradijo na obstoječi podobi. Na ta način tudi 
vplivajo na oblikovanje specifične podobe turizma na kmetiji, ki (ne)privlači določene 
vrste turistov.  

Ključne besede: turizem na kmetiji,podeželska območja, turistično povpraševanje, razvoj 
podeželja, Slovenija 
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1. Introduction 

As agriculture has come under increasing pressure to diversify, pluriactivity has represented 
important pillar supporting farming, making it possible for farms that otherwise would have been 
forced to disappear to stay in business (Jervell, 1999; Kinsella et al., 2000; Van der Ploeg et al., 
2000; Brandth, Haugen, 2011). These pillars involve a range of activities both on and off 
the farm, farm tourism being one of them. Indeed, tourism has been widely promoted as 
a development strategy for rural areas seeking to replace declining primary industries such as 
agriculture (Cawley, Gilmor, 2008; Storey, 2004; Woods, 2011). Farm tourism is a form of 
tourism with a long history (Nilsson, 2002; Hummelbrunner, Miglbauer, 1994; Béteille, 1996), 
but its more intensive growth took place in the post-World War Two era. It started to attract 
more attention only in the last decades. New forms of farm tourism in Europe are also 
the consequence of new agriculture policy in the EU (Nilsson, 2002). 

Different terms are used to denote this form of tourism, e.g. farm tourism, agritourism, agri-
tourism, farm-based tourism, farm-based rural tourism (e.g. Embacher, 1994; Lane, 1994; 
Sharpley, Vass, 2006; Sznajder et al., 2009; Sidali, 2011), etc. Differences between 
the meanings of these terms are often very unclear or even nonexistent. In our paper, in the first 
part terms farm tourism and agritourism will be partly used as synonyms, while in the second 
part, dealing with the situation in Slovenia, term farm tourism will be used. 

Usually farm tourism is understood as a part of rural tourism (Nilsson, 2002; Phillip et al., 2010; 
Busby, Rendle, 2000). The term is difficult to define because it comprises a range of activities 
(Busby, Rendle, 2000). Normally a working farm is expected (e.g. Demonja, Ružić, 2010), 
although some authors (e.g. Phillip et al., 2010) consider also forms of agritourism without 
a working farm. According to Béteille (1996) the concept of agritourism includes all recreational 
and tourist activities initiated by farmer for accommodation or diversion of paying guests, usually 
of urban origin. Often in defining agritourism focus is on the relation between tourism and 
agriculture or on the links between both. Sznajder et al. (2009) define agritourism as "tourist 
activity whose aim is to familiarize oneself with farming activity and recreation in an agricultural 
environment." Although tourism on farm necessarily comes into some form of contact with 
agriculture, the level of contact tourists have with agricultural activities can vary considerably 
(Phillip et al., 2010). In the opinion of Dubois and Schmitz (2012) the presence or absence of 
agricultural activity and contact (or absence of it) of tourists with this activity allow differentiation 
of farm tourism and agritourism. On the other hand, the presence of agricultural attributes is not 
necessarily of greater importance for tourists (Fleischer, Tchetchik, 2005). 

Farm tourism has some specific features, e.g. the interaction between the host’s private life and 
the guest’s experiences (Nilsson, 2002), the opportunity to become familiar with agricultural 
occupations, local products and traditional cuisine (Dubois, Schmitz, 2011), the possibility of 
participation in the process of food production, in the life of a rural family and in a rural 
community (Sznajder et al., 2009), etc. These features are of a varying importance to tourists. 

According to Farmaki (2012) tourists travel to rural areas for various reasons – a need to 
escape or to relax, attraction of the cultural/religious or natural attributes, interest in the rural 
setting, wish “to escape from the city”, etc. No tourist interviewed during the research expressed 
interest in seeking ‘authenticity’ or ‘traditionality’; the primary purpose of visit to the rural area 
was interaction with nature and culture (Farmaki 2012). 

Of course, rural tourists are not a homogenous group (see Kastenholz et al. 1999; Frochot 
2005; Molera, Albaladejo 2007, etc.). E.g. Kastenholz et al. (1999) identified four tourist 
segments according to tourists’ main benefits sought. Two of these segments are more 
interested in socializing and entertainment. One of the two is more interested in cultural 
offerings, whereas the second one values more environmental aspects and peace and quiet. 
The third segment is performed by enthusiasts of authenticity, culture, tradition, and peace and 
quiet. The fourth segment is valuing a peaceful and unpolluted environment (Kastenholz 1999). 
Differences between tourists are related to various factors. In regard to farm tourism it has been 
found that differences in farm tourism participation are related to tourists' age, gender and family 
circumstances (i.e. presence of children) (Blekesaune, Brandth, Haugen 2008). 
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So far, farm tourism has been studied from different viewpoints and with a focus on different 
topics in various countries and regions, e.g. in Southern Germany (Oppermann, 1996), Spain 
(Cánoves at al., 2004), Wallonie (De Myttenaere, 2005; Dubois, Schmitz, 2011), Austria 
(Gattermayer, 2006), Gorenjska region in Slovenia (Krišelj, 1981), Lower Silesia (Grykień, 
1999), and Croatia (Lukić, 2002), to mention just a few. Also some comparative research of 
the farm tourism in different countries has been made (Sidali, 2011; Schmitz, Potočnik-Slavič, 
2012). These researches have shown that situation of farm tourism and circumstances in which 
it has developed and in which operates often differ a lot between countries. The same holds 
true for its offer and tourism demand. In the majority of cases, the role of farm tourism in tourism 
industry is rather modest – in terms of accommodation capacities and numbers of tourists – 
although by no means insignificant (Nilsson, 2002; Solsona Monzonís, 2006). 

Supporting the agricultural development is of great importance for maintaining cultural 
landscape and promoting rural development. Tourism on farm is often recognized as 
sustainable tourism (Hardy, 2001). As such, it has an important role for sustainable rural 
development. Within farming, organic farming is based on the most sustainable agricultural 
practices. Accordingly, links between organic farming and tourism are of a special interest and 
have already been studied (e.g. Choo, Jamal, 2009). The organic farming brings some effective 
answers to current environmental, social and economic issues of rural development. It ensures 
a higher level of public goods, such as soil quality and biodiversity (Stolzeet al., 2000; Mäderet 
al., 2002; Bengtsson et al., 2005; Fließbachet al., 2007). Furthermore, it contributes to 
sustainable rural development, for example by creating more jobs (Morrison et al., 2005; 
Lobleyet al., 2005). Organic producers and their families are also more satisfied with work on 
the farm (Gassneret al., 2008; Shrecket al., 2006). Often we can say that organic farming acts 
as a catalyst for innovation in rural development (Schäfer, 2007; Schmidet al., 2004). On 
the other hand, it also satisfies the needs of a growing segment of consumers who demand 
organic food (Garcia, de Magistris, 2007; Selfet al., 2008; Slabe et al., 2011). 
 

2. Research focus and methods 

Data on farm tourism in Slovenia are very scarce, although some basic information is collected 
by Statistical Office of the Republic of Slovenia (SORS; data on tourist beds, tourist arrivals and 
bed-nights) and Ministry of Agriculture and Environment (Register of supplementary activities on 
farm). Therefore, it has been necessary first to collect the data, which could facilitate more 
thorough study of this topic. Because of its nature, the study of farm tourism requires a wide 
spectrum of data, covering both tourism and farming. The research therefore focused on 
the supply (included farm tourism holders) and demand perspective (focused on potential 
visitors). Consequently, the empirical basis of our research was formed by creating original 
database via following complex qualitative and quantitative methods.  

(1) A questionnaire survey of farm tourism holders (98 in 2011) in various Slovene regions 
and different types of rural areas. The questionnaire was focused on farmers´ motives 
for diversification into farm tourism, relevant socio-demographic factors, future plans, 
etc. The respondents were farm-owners or other relevant members of farm household.  

(2) Semi-structured interviews with farm tourism holders (42, including conventional and 
organic farmers; survey conducted in 2012). This method should give additional, in-
depth information on attitudes and opinions of farm tourism holders. Herewith, 
the selected issues were highlighted (the most important factors that shaped 
the decision for farm tourism, changes in family life-cycle due to farm tourism, future 
orientations, how tourism offer is adopted according to tourist demand, etc.). 

(3) The second questionnaire survey was focused on general leisure/tourist behaviour of 
Slovene population (potential tourists), their motives for (not) visiting tourist farms and 
behaviour during visits of tourist farms. Several surveys (SORS, Turistična potovanja … 
2012; Blekesaune et al., 2008, etc.) underlined the importance of age and gender as 
factors for differing interests of tourists for tourist farm accommodation. Therefore, 
the quota sample of 440 respondents was built by taking into account the age (indicated 
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categories: 15-30 years, 31-45, 46-60, more than 60 years) and gender structure of 
Slovenian population.  

 

3. Some basic characteristics of farm tourism in Slovenia 

In Slovenia a tight connection of farm tourism and agriculture is determined by the Agriculture 
Act (Zakon o kmetijstvu, 2008). This Act defines the supplementary activity on active farm as 
an activity that is associated with agriculture (or forestry). Specific Slovenian agrarian structure 
plays an important role and somehow directs the development and also distribution and 
orientation of farm tourism. The share of employment in agriculture sector is 2.73% but with 
high regional disparities. Unfavourable age structure of farm holders (average farm holder in 
Slovenia is 57 years old) is still worsening while their education is slightly better than 
the average in EU 27 countries and it is gradually improving. The average Slovene farm is 
small, just 6.4 ha of farmland and 20,593 out of 74,646 farms (27.6%) are smaller than 2 ha 
(SORS, Agriculture Census, 2010). Additionally, the land fragmentation and the unfavourable 
land use structure should be emphasized. The share of agricultural land is just 32.8% 
(664,926 ha) and 75% of these areas are classified as less favoured areas.  

 

 

Fig 1. Distribution of tourist farms among all farms in Slovenia. 

 
In Slovenian circumstances small scale farm tourism (regulated by the income, number of beds 
or seats on operating farm; Agriculture Act, 2008) has become very important activity in rural 
areas since it provides dispersed sites for individual employment (part- or full-time), contributes 
to the vitality of farm households and rural communities, and also to the maintenance of 
the cultural landscape, retains the population and adds value to farmers' produce and services.  

SORS collects and publishes data on tourist farms with accommodation. In 2011 there were 
310 tourist farms in Slovenia. Although their number is rather small it is worth mentioning that it 
is continuously growing. Since 2008, when SORS started to collect data according to the new 
methodology, their number has increased from 236 to 310 (31% increase) while the number of 
tourist beds has increased from 3,379 to 4,411 (31% increase as well). 

The second data source on farm tourism in Slovenia is the Register of Supplementary Activities, 
for which Ministry responsible for agriculture is in charge of. According to this register, in March 
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2011 there were 371 tourist farms offering accommodation and 578 tourist farms (of different 
type) offering only food and beverages. Beside this, on the farms also other forms of tourism 
offer are available. Among them, the most frequent are tours of a farm and farm surrounding 
(93 farms) and provision of barbecue sites (72 farms).  

Even a brief and superficial analysis of data on tourism clearly shows that tourism on farms 
plays – in the context of Slovenian tourism – only a minor role. In 2011 4411 tourist beds were 
available on tourist farms. This represented 3.71% of all tourist beds in the country. 
The importance of farm tourism is even lesser if data on tourist arrivals are taken into account. 
In 2011, only 38,897 tourist arrivals were registered on tourist farms (1.21% of all tourist arrivals 
in Slovenia). At least the trend is positive: in 2008 the number of tourist arrivals on tourist farms 
was 27,262 (0.88% of all tourist arrivals). Therefore, in just three years the number of tourist 
arrivals has increased for 43%. 
 

 

Fig 2. Number of beds on tourist farms by municipalities in 2009. 

 
The occupancy of tourist beds on tourist farms is below the country average (7.6% in 2009). It is 
a little bit higher in July (in 2009 14.2%) and August (18.8%). It seems that these values are low 
even for tourist farms (for comparison, see Oppermann 1996; De Myttenaere 2005). Additional 
sign of a lesser attractiveness of tourist farms is a short average length of stay. While in 
Slovenia the average length of stay in 2011 was 2.9 days, on tourist farms it was only 2.4 days. 
Obviously, tourist farms are not able to attract tourists for longer periods.  

Modest attractiveness of tourist farms is, it seems, also a consequence of their spatial 
distribution. While hotels and similar tourist establishments concentrate in the areas, which are 
very attractive and especially suitable from the perspective of tourism development, no such 
connexion could be observed in the case of tourist farms. 

According to Slovenian tourism statistics, Slovenian resorts/municipalities are categorized in six 
types: seaside resorts, mountain resorts, health (spa) resorts, urban municipalities, Ljubljana 
(Slovenia's capital) and "other municipalities". In the latter category municipalities can be found, 
which are not located in the regions, which are especially suitable for tourism development 
(coastal and mountain areas) and do not have any sources of thermal-mineral waters. Thus, 
municipalities without special natural tourist attractions are included in this category. 
Consequently, in the majority of cases also number of tourists is rather modest. 
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Fig 3. Number of tourist beds by municipalities in 2009. 

 
The biggest differences in the distribution of tourist beds between tourist farms and all tourist 
accommodation units are in the seaside resorts/municipalities. While 20.4% of all tourist beds in 
the country are in the seaside municipalities, only 1.3% of beds on tourist farms are in this 
group of municipalities. Similarly, in health resorts there are 18.5% of all tourist beds but only 
10.0% of beds on tourist farms. On the other hand, while only 14.6% of tourist beds are in "other 
municipalities", 54.4% of beds of Slovenian tourist farms are in these municipalities.  

This clearly shows that the location of tourist farm accommodation is influenced by different 
factors than tourist accommodation in general. It seems that of a much bigger importance are 
the factors, related to supply than the ones related to the demand side. In other words: 
occurrence of tourist farms is primarily the result of farmers' needs and opportunities, and only 
on the second place of expressed demand of tourism market. This may be one of the factors, 
which cause lesser economic success of tourist farms. On the other hand, in the case of tourist 
farms criteria of economic success are different since tourism is only a supplementary (and not 
the main or even the only) economic activity. Its main goal is improvement of the economic 
situation of farming family. Additionally, the necessary investments are usually smaller. Hence, 
the threshold of economic viability is much lower than in the case of other tourist 
establishments. Additionally, diversification into tourism offers an opportunity for survival to 
many farms, which would otherwise be forced to abandon farming. 
 

Type of municipality  All tourist accommodation Tourist farms 

Health (spa) resorts 18,8 10,6 
Mountain resorts 32,0 28,2 
Seaside resorts 20,6 0,9 
Ljubljana 6,9 0,6 
City municipalities 7,4 6,4 
Other municipalities 14,3 53,3 
SLOVENIA 100 100 

Tab 1. Share (%) of tourist beds by types of tourist municipalities in 2011. Source: Statistical Office of the Republic of 
           Slovenia. 
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Finally, it should be pointed out that the above analysis has included only tourist farms with 
accommodation, since there are no available data for tourist farms which offer only foods and 
beverages. Both types of tourist farms differ in their offer, labour requirements, necessary 
investments, seasonality of visits, etc. Therefore, it could be expected that also other 
differences are present. 
 

 

Fig 4. Share of beds on tourist farms in 2009. 

 

4. Results: interlinkages between farm tourism offer and demand 

The results presented below derive from qualitative surveys conducted on field in 2011 in 2012. 
The analysis pointed out several structural characteristics of both, i. e. farm tourism offer and 
demand which enable us to focus on (non)existing linkages. Some issues relevant to future 
farm tourism development are highlighted. 
 
4.1 Farm tourism offer: mostly shaped by farm owners 

The decision for diversifying is usually a complex process, which includes external (government 
policy, the role of multinational companies, food-processing and food-provision chains, available 
subsidies, etc.) and internal factors. The latter are closely linked with the farm household. Gilg 
and Battershill (1999) suggested that eight factors related to farm household should be 

examined closely: farmers age and education, family life-cycle, the presence of heir, the history 
of farming, attitude towards profit, other incomes of the family (on-, off-farm, social transfers, 
etc.) and work relations. How these factors influenced the decision-making process on surveyed 
tourist farms will be illustrated in the following paragraphs. Separately, organic farms with 
tourism as a supplementary activity will be discussed, since they represent a specific and 
important segment of farm tourism in Slovenia. 

Regarding motives for farm tourism set-up the surveyed farms indicated a combination of 
reasons: economic motives (attaining additional income), available agricultural products (which 
could be processed and sold on- and off-farm), innovation and challenge, keeping up the family 
tradition, some follow the changes in tourist demand and use free farm buildings, skilled and 
disposable labour force (under-employed family members). The importance of the latter motive 
is evident from the average number of hours per week which are dedicated (by the farm tourism 
holder and other family members) to the operation of farm tourism. The figures indicated and 
confirmed that the type of farm tourism that is practiced in Slovenia is time-demanding (since 
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numerous members of farm household indicated that “they feel exhausted”). While the holder is 
involved in tourism related work also during the working week, the majority of other family 
members (husband or spouse, younger members who are involved in secondary or university 
education, older members who are already retired) is included in work during week-ends and 
seasons. 

The complex mix of above mentioned motives is illustrated by the following personal stories. 

“My husband got sick so we were not able to live only from the farm. Together we decided 
to tourism. We are aware of an attractive location of our farm along the river, at the foot of 
the beautiful Slovenian mountains.” 

“We live on high altitude livestock farm, far from the villages and towns. Our house is huge 
and we said it should be suitable also for tourism. Thus, we have 20 beds, rooms and one 
suite. Maybe we started with tourism also because of the proximity of ski resort. “   

"We learn from each visitor, they show us the way how we need to work on and what we 
should change, improve our offer and also attitude, relations to guests."  

“On our farm we provide supplementary activities for 20 years. First of all, we had 
a winery, then we offered food and beverages, and then we start with different forms of 
processing (of agricultural products). We combine all our resources. Our guests are 
always coming back, but they also have their own preferences. Thus, we expand 
the range of our offer. If I had to decide again, I would do the same. You see, this is our 
life.” 

 

The farm holders which have decided to diversify in farm tourism usually hold higher education 
than other farm holders which diversify in other supplementary activities on farm (i. e. farm 
products processing, traditional bakery, services with agricultural and forestry machinery, etc.). 
In our survey, which included tourist farms in 11 NUTS-3 regions and 47 LAU-2 regions, 46% of 
farm holders hold secondary education, nearly 30% finished vocational school, and one tenth 
either obtained university degree or primary education. Regarding age structure, chi-square 
analysis revealed no significant differences between age groups (farm tourism holders are not 
younger). Actually, we managed to make survey on tourist farms with very long tradition (which 
started to operate at the beginning of 1980s, and contemporary holder is already the second 
generation), and also quite numerous were the ones which started the business recently (in 
the last 5 to 10 years) with holders aged between 35 and 60. 

One third of surveyed tourist farms intend to enlarge services (build another apartment, offer 
new seats, etc.), a quarter intends to wider their farm tourism offer (new services, new foods, 
more added value on the farm, etc.). Since numerous surveyed tourist farms have been opened 
in the last ten years and they have just finished with bigger investments, it is quite 
understandable that 29% of surveyed farms intend to keep the status quo. 6% of tourist farms 
have in mind to close down mostly due to the problems with successors, one tenth is a bit 
sceptical about the future farm tourism development due to financial crisis, frequent regulation 
changes and income decrease. 

We studied also driving forces for diversification into farm tourism on interviewed organic farms. 
Register of Supplementary Activities and Register of Organic Farms indicated that 408 (20%) 
out of 2363 organic farms in Slovenia have registered at least one supplementary activity on 
farm. Spatial distribution of organic farms with farm tourism as a supplementary activity is 
conditioned by the same factors as the distribution of organic farms in general. Therefore, 
organic farming is strongly related to less favourable areas and due to the natural constraints 
farmers need to diversify their income. Organic farms prevail in Alpine and Pre-Alpine Regions 
where the natural amenities are in abundance; the decision for farm tourism is feasible and 
usually also economically appropriate decision. Organic farms decide for diversification in farm 
tourism more often than the conventional ones. Organic farms with accommodation prevail 
(72 farms), followed by organic farms offering only food and beverages (60 farms). Organic 
farms holders usually combine organic food production, food processing and farm tourism and 
in the case of crops surplus they also sell organic products (on farm). There is evident threat 
that supplementary activity would replace the primary farming activity.  
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Qualitative research stressed the importance of farm tourism activities on the level of single 
farm (economic security, new business and income opportunities) and also positive impact on 
local development, but they have much weaker (positive) influence on regional development 
and wider Slovene tourism context. 
 
4.2 Farm tourism demand: existing farm tourism is not attractive enough 

Data of SORS show less than average attractiveness of tourist farms in comparison with other 
types of tourist accommodation (lower occupancy rate, shorter length of stay). In regard to this, 
the question arises, what are the reasons for such a situation. To find out something more about 
this topic, a questionnaire survey among potential and actual tourist farm visitors was 
conducted. 

In the first part of the questionnaire, questions regarding more general characteristics of 
respondents' leisure behaviour were asked. The second topic, covered by the questionnaire, 
dealt with characteristics of respondents'' tourist farm visits (e.g. their activities on farm, 
frequency of visits, etc.).  

Special attention was given to the motives of respondents for staying/not staying on tourist 
farms: 

-  Which factors (motivations) influence the respondents in deciding to spend holidays/weekends 
on tourist farms and to choose a particular tourist farm? 

-  Which factors influence (the majority of) respondents who don't spend their holidays on tourist  
farm? 

The respondents, who have already spent at least one night on a tourist farm, were asked to 
state the importance of different motives in influencing their choice of tourist farm as a preferred 
accommodation (on a Likert-type scale from 1 to 5 where 1 is not important at all and 5 is very 
important). They were also asked to select up to three most important reasons for staying on 
a specific tourist farm. The respondents who have not yet stayed on a tourist farm were asked 
to select up to three most important reasons for not staying on a tourist farm so far. 

Results provide insight into the attitude of domestic tourists (Slovenian population) to farm 
tourism, but they could be useful also in considering ways of how to improve success of tourist 
farms. 

The majority of respondents (47%) spent at least one night away from home once or two times 
in a year; only 25% of respondents do this less than once a year. They are usually staying in 
hotels and similar establishments (37%). Only 1% of respondents choose tourist farm in 
the majority of cases. Taking into account the statistical data on tourism, such results could be 
expected in advance – in 2011 only 1% of domestic tourist nights were spent on tourist farms 
(SORS, Nastanitvena … 2012). 

Only a quarter of respondents has already spent a night on tourist farm (at least once). In this 
(minority) group of respondents, the majority (49%) has done this two to five times so far; only 
16% have spent their holidays/weekends on tourist farm more than five times. Others (36%) 
stayed, so far, on tourist farm only once. 

Among the motives for staying on tourist farm, two were of greater importance: "good home-
made food and drink" and "staying in peaceful, rural environment". Respondents evaluated 
the importance of different factors on the scale from 1 (not important) to 5 (very important). 
The average values of these factors were 3.9 and 3.7. Of above average importance were two 
additional factors: "more personal attitude to the guest" and "low price" (average value of 3.3). 
Other factors were evaluated as less important ("it was the only accommodation option in 
the area I was interested in" 2.2, "familiarizing with the farming way of life" 2.4, "interest in farm 
animals" 2.6). The latter findings are not unlike to those of Fleischer and Tchetchik (2005), who 
have found that the working farm does not have any special value for tourists. Also in our case 
the interest of visitors in some specifically agrarian characteristics of tourist farms was rather 
low ("familiarizing with the farming way of life", "interest in farm animals"). 
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Importance of some of the motives for staying on a tourist farm increases with the age of 
respondents. For younger respondents, "wish to stay in a peaceful rural environment" and 
"more personal host-guest relationship" are less significant. In regard to the other motives, no 
significant correlation was found. Therefore, the nature of the demand for farm tourism holiday 
is correlated with age to a certain degree, but only in regard to some of the motives. 

Respondents usually visit tourist farm together with "acquaintances, friends, relatives" or "family 
with kids" (34.2% and 32.4%). The former group is very well represented because of the fact 
that many respondents spend a night on tourist farm on the occasion of various social events, 
such as marriages, family reunions, anniversary celebrations, etc. It should be pointed out that 
members of this group are usually not among frequent visitors of tourist farms (in contrast to 
families with children). More than one fifth of respondents (22.5%) visit tourist farms in 
the company of a partner. Very seldom, tourist farms are visited in some other type of group.  

In regard to the importance of two motivations, i.e. staying in a peaceful, rural environment and 
good homemade food and drinks, differences between types of groups were found. Tukey HSD 
test showed differences between "families with kids" and "respondent and her/his partner" (for 
both above mentioned motives) and "families with kids" and "other" (for staying in a peaceful 
rural environment). In the latter case, difference is not really meaningful (or is, at least, difficult 
to interpret), since category "other" is comprised of very heterogeneous population (school 
groups, sport teams, tourists who travel alone, etc.). 
 

Motives for staying on a tourist 
farm 

family 
with 
kids 

partner acquaintances, 
friends, 
relatives 

other 

F Sig. 

staying in peaceful rural 
environment 3.72 4.46 3.35 3.09 5.298 0.002 

good home-made food and drink 4 4.42 3.57 3.55 2.874 0.040 

low price 3.17 3.54 3.08 3.36 0.782 0.507 

familiarizing with the farming way 
of life 2.39 2.5 2.57 2.45 0.11 0.954 

more personal attitude to the 
guest 3.5 3.46 3.16 3.09 0.602 0.615 

Wishes of children, partner, 
friends 3.22 2.92 2.92 3.36 0.59 0.623 

interest in farm animals 2.75 2.58 2.58 2.55 0.122 0.947 

it was the only accommodation 
option in the area I was interested 
in 2.11 1.88 2.24 2.09 0.362 0.781 

Tab 2. Respondents' evaluation of the importance of various factors in choosing a tourist farm as a tourist 
             accommodation (1=not important at all, 5=very important) – differences between types of groups in which 
             respondents usually visit tourist farm (ANOVA tests). Source: Own survey, 2012 (n=440), Department of 
             Geography, Faculty of Arts. 

 
Better insight into the characteristics attracting tourists was offered by the question what 
influences respondents in choosing a particular tourist farm (see Tab. 3). Obviously, the most 
important factor is attractive landscape declared by 47% of respondents as one of the main 
reasons for their choice of a particular tourist farm, followed by location in an area of interest for 
tourists (38%) and friendliness of a farm family (36%). For 33% of respondents "positive past 
experience, recommendations of friends and relatives" and "favourable price" are important. For 
about one quarter of the respondents an important factor in choosing a particular tourist farm 
was proximity of a tourist resort with interesting tourism/leisure opportunities (27%) and many 
recreation opportunities on the farm and in its vicinity (25%). Other factors (tidiness and 
amenities of tourist farm, availability of relevant information, good traffic accessibility, 
cleanliness of rooms) were of lesser importance. Probably the result was influenced by the fact 
that some criteria are not very selective. E.g. farms, which are not accessible, cannot even start 
tourism activity. Also availability of information is difficult to evaluate. Tourist farms which are not 
known to tourists (respondents) do not, generally, even enter the selection process and are not 
part of the opportunity set within which they are choosing. 
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Reasons for choice of a particular tourist farm No. of 
responses 

Percent of 
responses 

Percent of 
respondents 

Attractive landscape 51 17.2 47.2 

Plethora of recreation opportunities on farm and in its 
vicinity 

27 9.1 25.0 

Favourable price  34 11.4 31.5 

Good accessibility (e.g. good road) 7 2.4 6.5 

Location in the area I am interested in 41 13.8 38.0 

Tidiness and amenities of tourist farm 16 5.4 14.8 

Cleanliness of rooms 8 2.7 7.4 

Friendliness of farm family 39 13.1 36.1 

Vicinity of tourist resort with attractive tourism/leisure 
opportunities 

29 9.8 26.9 

Positive past experience, recommendations of friends, etc. 36 12.1 33.3 

Accessibility of relevant information about tourist farm (e.g. 
on internet) 

9 3.0 8.3 

Total 297 100.0  

Tab 3. Factors which influenced the respondents' choice of a particular tourist farm
2
. Source: Own survey, 2012 

            (n=440), Department of Geography, Faculty of Arts. 

 

 

Fig 5. Reasons for not visiting tourist farms. Source: Own survey, 2012 (n=440), Department of Geography, Faculty 
          of Arts. 

 
Of particular interest are responses to the question, why the respondents haven't yet stayed on 
tourist farm. Rather surprisingly, the largest part of the respondents (34.9%) gave the answer 
that they are not familiar with tourist farms' offer. 32.7% of respondents stated that they don't 
have any particular reason for staying on tourist farm, because rural areas don't have any 
special appeal to them. Similar share of respondents (31.8%) stated that there are no tourist 
farms in the areas they are visiting. Many respondents gave other reasons for not staying on 
tourist farms, e.g. that they permanently live in rural area. Therefore, we can conclude that in 
the Slovenian context staying on tourist farm is, for a considerable proportion of tourists, just not 
interesting enough, because rural areas are part of their everyday environment – they live in 
the rural area or in the close proximity to it. Consequently, some additional attractions are 
needed in order to attract tourists. In Slovenia, there are no sharp or clear limits between urban 
and rural areas. Rural areas are almost ubiquitous. As a consequence, for many tourists, they 
cannot per se represent a tourist attraction. The same is not necessarily true for many foreign 
tourists who are coming from extensive urbanized areas, where they cannot have a first-hand 
experience of rural space. Perhaps some specificities in the structure of tourist visitors on 

                                                 
2
 Percentages are based on responses of the respondents who had already stayed on tourist farm at least once 

(n=110). They were asked to select from the list up to three most relevant reasons for choosing a particular tourist 
farm. 
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Slovene tourist farms (e.g. distinctive national structure of visitors) are the consequence of this 
fact. 

The results have pointed out some factors which are specific for farm tourism and which are 
important for attractiveness of tourist farms. Some of them can be controlled by farmers 
themselves (e.g. the quality of tourist offer on farm) while others can be defined as external 
factors; farmers cannot influence them to any larger extent. Among the latter are also those 
related to the attractiveness of a tourist area, which depends on the range of geographical and 
social factors. In relation to this, establishment of close links and cooperation with other tourism 
and agriculture actors in the area is important as well as support of local authorities. 
 

5. Conclusions 

Due to the specific agrarian structure Slovenian farmers have been closely bounded to several 
forms of on- and off-farm diversification. Less favourable natural conditions for agriculture with 
small farms and fragmented agricultural land have forced farmers to earn income also from 
other sources on the farm or even outside the farm. Consequently, in the first part of the paper 
we focused on some relevant elements of agrarian structure, which have the greatest impact on 
the decision of farmers to diversify into tourism. Farmers’ motives for such a decision are often 
associated with the available resources on the farm, e.g. sufficient workforce, surpluses ofcrops, 
availability of buildings/space, etc. (Ollenburg, Buckley, 2007; Sharpley, Vass, 2006; Dubois, 
Schmitz, 2011). Therefore, tourism supply to a large extent reflects existing opportunities and 
interests of farmers and not demands of tourism market. We should consider also the fact that 
usually farmers do not have previous experience with similar work. Lack of experiences, 
knowledge, and skills negatively affect their ability to adapt their offer to the demands of tourism 
market. There is not much known about expectations of tourists in regard to farm tourism. Only 
few researches have tackled this topic in the past more thoroughly (e.g. Blekesaune et al., 
2008). Because of that, the second part of our research focused on the demand side of farm 
tourism, i.e. on the attitude of (potential) tourists to farm tourism. 

Besides general hospitality of farms and rural areas which was common push factor for few 
tourist farm visitors before 1980, afterwards the stronger organized and institutionally supported 
development of farm tourism has taken place. Quantitative and qualitative observation of 
development trends on Slovenian farms emphasizes stronger interest for tourist farm openings 
especially in the last decade (altogether almost 900 farms offering some form of tourism). 
Despite this efforts farm tourism still remains supplementary activity on the farm from 
the income perspective as well as from tax legislation.  

It has been the aim of this paper to indicate the most relevant interrelations between farm 
tourism offer (questionnaires conducted on 98 and interviews on 42 farms that have registered 
tourism as supplementary activity on the farm) and tourism demand (i. e. the potential 
visitors/users of farm tourism services). The common statement that tourism demand is 
creating/generating tourism offer is perhaps in the case of Slovenian farm tourism not that 
straightforward as expected.  

The overall distribution of farms in Slovenia is closely connected with the heterogeneity and 
mosaic structure of Slovenian landscape (high landscape diversity, small and dispersed 
settlement pattern, etc.), but also with the former and existing agricultural (state limitations for 
private farming till 1991 and deagrarization, afterwards acceptance of CAP) and spatial policies 
(polycentric development since 1970s, quite pronounced regional disparities over the last 
twenty years). Consequently, the distribution of tourist farms is only partly shaped by higher 
tourist demand.  

There is a complex mix that creates the representations of rural (also of farm tourism) amidst 
tourism demand. According to Halfacree (2006) there is a strong role of early perceived images 
and experiences of rural which usually mould the specific tourism demand for »rural idyll«. 
Since Slovenian rural areas have been transformed and re-structured intensively, it is quite hard 
if not impossible to set-up the image of »rural« that would go back for several generations. It is 
possible to certain degree, but there is a threat that oversimplified commodification of rural 
would damage the contemporary farm/rural essence. This implies that even though Slovenian 
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farm tourism offer has to adapt to changing market demands, it needs to carry on the tradition 
which is ensuring uniqueness, authenticy and attractiveness. There is an important role of 
the national tourism policy and farm tourism support institutions, which should recognize 
the special value of the above mentioned peculiarities of farm tourism offer and also trends in 
tourism demand. With the proper marketing, focused promotion and other support activities they 
could (in)directly influence and support evolvement of (farm) tourism offer which would be in 
concordance with current tourism demand, but at the same time present, preserve and evaluate 
strong potential of authentic, not staged farm tourism and rural areas development.  

However, it should not be forgotten that tourist farms are visited by tourists with different 
motives and expectations. Only a (smaller) part of them is looking for specifically agricultural 
attributes. Many tourists can be attracted to tourist farms because they are offering other 
attributes, e.g. the ones important in the context of outdoor recreation activities, and – 
additionally – because of peaceful environment (in many cases far away from tourist crowds), 
healthy food, favourable prices, etc. In addition some other more specific tourist motivations 
could be satisfied on tourist farms (e.g. ecotourism in relation to tourism on organic farms) 
without diminishing essential qualities of farm tourism or rural areas in general.  

Statements of tourist farm owners (as well as, indirectly, statistical data on farm tourism) show 
that reasons for diversification into farm tourism are predominantly related to economic needs of 
farmers and to feasibility of this decision (available working force, available buildings, etc.) and 
not to the especially favourable conditions for tourism development. Despite on average very 
low occupancy rates, tourist farm owners are not contemplating (in the majority of cases) 
the abandonment of the activity. On the contrary, many of them are planning extension of 
tourism activities. Thus we can conclude that supply does not predominantly depend on 
demand factors. On the other hand, tourist farm owners are taking into account perceived 
wishes and expectations of visitors and consequently, to an extent, adapt tourist farm offer to 
tourists' wishes. Therefore, supply and demand factors are interrelated in a rather complex way. 
Supply is only selectively influenced by (perceived) demand since farm tourism providers stick 
to extant idea/image of farm tourism and they are not putting it in question. In this way they also 
affect tourism demand since they shape a specific construct/image of farm tourism which 
attracts only some types of tourists. 
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